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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms 
control and disarmament developments in 1974 and is the latest 
in a series of volumes that have been issued annually since 1960. 
The work of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency in 1974 is described in its 14th annual report, which may 
be found at the end of the documentary material.

The papers are arranged in chronological order, following a 
topical list of documents and lists of abbreviations and confer
ences. Other reference aids may be found at the back of the 
volume. These include a bibliography, a list of persons, and an 
index. The papers were compiled by Robert W. Lamb^t with 
the assistance of Jean Mayer, Ruth Ihara, and Marcia Naughton. 
Useful su^estions were also received from other officers of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

The Editorial Services Branch of the Publishing and Repro* 
duction Division, Department of State, was responsible for the 
technical editing of this volume.
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resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed to Conference of the Committee 
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Aug. 22, 1974. Membership: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslo
vakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, France,* Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Mo
rocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR, 
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’ France has not w ticipated.
* For the original membership prior to the 1969 enlargement, see Documents on Dis

armament, 1968, p. xvii.
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Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of International Hu
manitarian Law in Armed Conflicts

Held under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross; invited by 
General Assembly resolution 3076 (XXVIII) to consider the question of the use of na
palm and other incendiary weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons 
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Disarmament Commission, 1952-

Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (VI), Jan. 11, 1952. Since 1959 the 
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International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 1956-
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tion of prohibition or restriction of the use of certain conventional weapons that might 
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Negotiations on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated Meas
ures in Central Europe

Preparatory talks held in 1973 in Vienna. First phase sessions: Oct. 30-Dec. 13, 1973; 
Jan. 17-Apr. 9, May 10-July 17, Sept. 24-Dec. 12, 1974. Regular participants: NATO- 
Belgium, Canada, F.R.G., Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., U.S.; Warsaw pact-Czech- 
oslovakia, G.D.R., Poland, U.S.S.R. Special status participants: Bulgaria, Denmark, 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, Turkey.

Preparatory Committee for the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

Established in accordance with General Assembly resolution 3184 B (XXVIII), Dec. 18, 
1973. Held two sessions in Geneva, Apr. 1-8, Aug. 26-Sept. 6,1974. Participants: Aus
tralia, Bulgaria, Canada, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Gabon, 
Ghana, Hungary, Ireland, Lebanon, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Romania, Sudan, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, 
and Yugoslavia.

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

Announced July 1,1968. First phase: Nov. 1969-May 1972; Second Phase began in Nov. 
1972, still in progress. Sessions held in 1974: Feb. 19-Apr. 11, Sept. 18-Nov. 5, in Gene
va. U.S.-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission (SCC). Established Dec. 21, 1972. 
Met twice in Geneva during 1973. Met twice in Geneva during 1974: Apr. 2-June 19, 
Sept. 24-Oct. 28.

United Nations General Assembly

The first part of the 29th session took place Sept. 17-Dec. 18,1974. Total membership: 
138 (new members admitted were Bangladesh, Guinea-Bissau, Granada).



Letter From President Nixon to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives (Albert): Extension of ACDA, February 7, 
1974’

F e b r u a r y  7,1974.

D ea r  Mr . Sp e a k e r : I am transmitting herewith proposed legisla
tion to extend the appropriation authorization for the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, along with a letter from the Director of 
that Agency in support of this legislation.^

Major progress has been made toward this Administration’s high 
priority foreign policy and national security objective of establishing 
effective arms control arrangements. Most importantly, the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union have resulted in defini
tive treaty limitations on strategic defensive systems and an agreement 
for interim limitations on strategic offensive systems. The continuing 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, accelerated by agreements reached 
at the June, 1973, Summit Conference, now are focused on achieving 
definitive treaty limitations on strategic offensive systems. Also of 
major importance was the initiation last year of negotiations to reduce 
the military confrontation in Central Europe.

The objective of this Administration to replace the dangers of a 
continuing unchecked arms race with the greater security afforded by 
the establishment of reliable controls over armaments has been well 
served by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. This has been 
demonstrated especially by the Agency’s key role in the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks and the talks on mutual and balanced force reductions 
in Central Europe. The work of the Agency in these and other forums is 
vital to future progress in the difficult area of arms control and 
disarmament.

The draft legislation I am transmitting today would authorize ap
propriations for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976. It also amends the Agency’s authority to procure 
the services of experts and consultants so as to make this authority 
comparable to that prevailing elsewhere in the Executive Branch. This 
change is necessary for the Agency to continue to attract highly quali
fied consultants to assist it in its tasks.

I urge the Congress to give this bill prompt and favorable 
consideration.

Sincerely,

R ic h a r d  N ix o n .

* Department o f State Bulletin, Mar. 11,1974, p. 249. The President sent an identical 
letter to Vice President Ford as President of the Senate.

® Not printed here.
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Administration Bill To Amend the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act, February 13, 1974 3

A BILL TO amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as 
amended, in order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and 
for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended,  ̂is further amended as follows:

(1) Section 41(d) (22 U.S.C. 2581 (d)) is amended by—
(a) deleting “as authorized by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 

1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $100 per diem for individ
uals,” and substituting therefor “as authorized by section 3109 of 
title 5 of the United States Code,” and;

(b) deleting from the first proviso thereof “one hundred days” and 
substituting therefor “one hundred and thirty days”.
(2) Section 49(a) (22 U.S.C. 2589 (a)) is amended by inserting in the 

second sentence thereof immediately after “$22,000,000,” the following: 
“and for the two fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the sum of $21,000,000,”.

Address by ACDA Director Ikle to the Joint Harvard-MIT 
Arms-Control Seminar, February 20, 1974’

When officials come from Washington to give a talk in Cambridge, 
they usually try to establish the intellectual depth of official policies. 
But since I used to go down to Washington from Cambridge far more 
often than I have been coming up from Washington, I don’t mind doing 
things upside down today. Hence, I don’t intend to dwell upon the intel
lectual content of the arms control policies of our government. Instead, 
I am going to start by pointing out what seem to me the limitations of 
a lot of current thinking on arms control within the American intel
lectual community as a whole.

Then I will suggest various lines of action that have to be pursued to 
supplement our efforts for the prevention of nuclear war. My hope is 
that I can stimulate your thinking about these supplementary pro
grams and enlist your support.

Where many in this field make a dangerous mistake, it seems to me.

’ H.R. 12799; Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments: Hearings Before the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House o f Representatives, Ninety-third Congress, Second 
Session, on H.R. 12799, ToAm^end the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as Amended, 
in CMer To Extend the Authorization for Appropriations, and for Other nbrposes, p. 1. 
The bill was introduced by Congressman Morgan at the request of the Administoation.

‘ Documents on Disamuvment, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, 
p. 206; ibid., 1968, p.396; ibid., 1970, p. 213; ibid., 1972, p. 465.

‘ Department o f State Bulletin, Mar. 25,1974, pp. 314-318.
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is in forgetting that our policies for preventing nuclear war must suc
ceed indefinitely in a world with a great many uncertainties. Their 
mistake is to assume too much certainty and not to look far enough 
ahead.

In particular, it is usually assumed that the essential features of 
deteirence can be calculated in advance. Many of you are familiar with 
calculations of so-called “missile exchanges”—often referred to in 
arms control literature and in congressional debates.

These calculations continue to be prominent in our thinking because 
we really know how to do them. Much as in a freshman’s algebra test, 
we have tailored the problem to our capability to calculate. The seem
ingly rigorous models of nuclear deterrence are built on the rule, 
“What you can’t calculate you leave out.” For example, the “missile 
duels” usually ignore fallout. And the calculations are unable to cope 
with critical details regarding unreliability. Nor can they fully encom
pass other nuclear forces such as bombers and sea-based missiles and 
their many possible interactions.

These limitations of analysis are not the only reason why we must 
apply greater caution in drawing sweeping conclusions from our work. 
Our entire structure of thinking about deterrence lacks empiricism. 
Like no other field of human endeavor, nuclear deterrence is unique 
in demanding—absolutely compellingly—that we work out successful 
solutions without directly relevant experience, without experimenta
tion. There can be no trial and error here, no real learning.

Curiously, when we confront the task of calculating traditional 
conventional military campaigns, we are far more modest than with 
our calculations about nuclear deterrence. In fact, the more battle 
experience military analysts have, the more modest they become in 
predicting the course of conventional war.

But about nuclear war, we pretend that we can analyze all that is 
relevant. We work with simplistic abstractions and are not too troubled 
by the discrepancies between these abstractions and the possible 
reality, a reality that is so hard to imagine.

The current overemphasis on numerical calculations to test the sta
bility of deterrence is only one of several weaknesses in the public 
discussions of arms control policy. Another weakness is the widespread 
belief that nuclear deterrence is all that counts.

Our efforts to prevent nuclear war could fail, as all of you know, not 
only because of an inadequate retaliatory capability to deter a deliber
ate attack, but for other reasons, such as an accident, an unintended 
process of escalation, or a combination of failures and causes we could 
not have anticipated or even imagined. Put in such terms, no one ever 
disagrees with the proposition that a situation of mutual deterrence 
does not by itself guarantee the prevention of nuclear war. Yet nearly 
everyone keeps debating arms control policies and nuclear strategy in 
terms of naked deterrence.

Thus, it has been argued that a mutual host^e relationship between
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America and Russia was the principal factor in preventing nuclear war 
since World War II. How can we know what factors to credit for the 
fact that nuclear weapons have not been used since August 1945? The 
formidable confrontation of massive and complicated missile forces 
that we face today has lasted for one decade only.

Should we credit principally the results of our calculations regarding 
our so-called retaliatory capability? Shouldn’t we also credit the good 
fortune that there has been no massive failure of the safeguards hold
ing back these missile forces? And that there has been no miscalcula
tion and no unintended interaction of alert measures leading to some 
use of nuclear weapons and subsequently to a breakdown of communi
cations and control? If one asks why there has been no nuclear war in 
the past decades, I would add still another reason; namely, a general 
posture of prudence of our potential adversaries and ourselves.

The danger of relying on naked deterrence is heightened by the 
current emphasis on speed in planning the response to a nuclear attack. 
Many of you have heard me say this before, but according to a Russian 
proverb, repetition is the mother of learning. For various historical 
reasons, most of our nuclear arms and perhaps the nuclear arms of 
other countries are built to go into action with the least delay and to 
operate at the greatest speed. In the real world we live in, the unpre
dictable perils of split-second alert and launching procedures could 
create a situation in which there is absolutely no time for correction.

Another fiction has it that mutual deterrence can be safely relied on 
to prevent nuclear war because we have achieved the necessary con
sensus between our views and Soviet views about strategic doctrine and 
strategic forces. This notion of a stable and efficient consensus leaves 
out two realities:

—First, there are not just two nuclear powers in the world; other 
nuclear powers may produce turbulence and dangerous shifts in 
the nuclear balance and in the views about stability.

—Second, intellectual evolution is always possible among the leaders 
and specialists who determine policy in the Soviet Union, and here 
as well. Nor, indeed, should we always oppose the emergence of 
new ideas. As Blake put it: “The man who never alters his opinion 
is like standing water, and breeds reptiles of the mind.”̂  Evolu
tion in strategic thinking might produce situations better, or 
worse, than what confronts us now.

Let us admit that we are dealing in this field with arguments based 
on only plausibility, not experience. Many of these arguments can be 
constructed just as convincingly in their logical opposites. And since 
nuclear policy cannot possibly be based on actual experience—let us 
hope and pray it never can—it tends to feed on itself. It gets no feed
back from the real world, no empirical evidence of the incontrovertible

2 “Marriage of Heaven and Hell,” Complete Writings of WiUiam Blake, by Geoffrey 
Keynes, ed., Oxford University Press, 1957, p. 156.
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kind that buttresses the physical and even the social sciences. In this 
sense we are a ship sailing through the night guided only by the light at 
the prow.

Because nuclear strategy cannot offer positive proof, I think it is 
more like a theology than a science. Hence we run the risk that our 
“theologies”—ours and the Russians’—may not be in harmony. Sud
den incompatibilities can develop in military thinking and could lead 
to catastrophe. All the more reason, then, for us to keep our minds open 
and not plan the future by listening only to the echo of our old ideas.

There is a further aspect of accepted doctrine which should trouble 
us even more. As the President’s foreign policy report of last May said:

. . . 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 . . . .  Moreover, the measurement of the effectiveness of our 
strategic forces in terms of the numbers of dead is inconsistent with American values.’

I wish that this reminder had received a warmer and brighter 
response.

Many arms control specialists maintain that deterrence requires the 
threat of genocide—although they would call it “city targeting” or 
“mutual hostage relationship,” since few people have the stomach for 
full honesty in these matters. According to this thinking, a deterrent 
will succeed as long as—according to our calculations alx)ut “missile 
duels”—it can result in enough people killed on the other side.

Actually, the more simplified the calculation, the greater is the 
distance between this atrocious abstraction and the incomprehensible 
real atrocity for which it serves as a disguise.

Much as we should not plan this country’s arms control policy on the 
basis of intellectualized abstractions and fictions, we also must not 
develop arms control policy with a stunted moral conscience.

I would be the first to admit a certain guilt in the history of our own 
American thinking on nuclear weapons. Our guilt can be traced back to 
the Anglo-American approach to strategic bombing in World War II. 
The idea of destroying the morale of Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan 
by killing German and Japanese women and children did have an 
understandable explanation in terms of that period. It can be traced in 
part to the emotions of that time. But to a large part this strategy 
simply rationalized the fact that bombing in those days was so inaccu
rate that it could only destroy residential areas. In any event, the 
thinking of World War II strongly influenced our earliest.planning on 
nuclear war in the late forties and early fifties.

But just because certain errors can be explained in terms of their 
historical origin doesn’t mean that we should plan to perpetuate them. 
We have had enough time now to think these problems through.

To deter a decision to attack us we have to influence those who might 
make that decision. If the only means to that end were the threatened 
murder of as many innocent bystanders as possible, that might be

* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, p. 229.
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justified—to the extent that the end justifies the means.
But nobody has proved that the threat of killing bystanders is the 

only way to deter.
At the same time, avoiding this error, we should not commit the 

opposite error; we should never assume that nuclear weapons could be 
used without an enormous risk of leading to further nuclear escalation 
and thus to unprecedented civilian death and suffering. It is this very 
uncertainty which must be a powerful deterrent for any sane leader. 
Why then should we rig our terrible engines of destruction in such a 
way as to make genocide certain? Doesn’t it make sense to introduce a 
last chance—should something go wrong—to prevent the utmost 
catastrophe?

Many thoughtful people manage to feel almost comfortable with the 
prospect of an enduring confrontation of threatened genocide. How is 
such an attitude possible? Only by thinking the weapons will never be 
used. Yet we have to keep in mind that the usability of nuclear weapons 
is built into them. Indeed, as we all know, nuclear arms are carefully 
designed and primed for ready use.

Our moral conscience therefore ought to be concerned with this fact 
of usability. We cannot take leave from the problem by arguing that 
we do not intend actual use, particularly since the threat leaves too 
much to chance. Actual use, should it ever occur, would be triggered by 
a sudden turn of events that provoked a deliberate decision by a few 
men, or by some other processes.

And even if it were a deliberate decision, the ensuing cataract of 
horror would be too immense to be made the moral responsibility of a 
few misguided men. We do not blame the destruction of four empires 
and the deaths of at least 10 million in World War I on the assassin of 
the Archduke at Sarajevo. The blame belongs to the system that failed 
to avert disaster,

In calling attention to the defects of fashionable current thinking as 
I have done, I do not for a moment say that we should edge away from 
the policy of deterrence. I say only that naked deterrence is not enough. 
Looking ahead into the next 10 to 20 years, I am convinced that we 
must supplement deterrence, underpin it, by a whole series of positive 
actions in the technical, military, and political fields.

At this point let me outline a few of the actions I would like to see 
started without delay. They ought to be started on many intellectual 
fronts at once, here in Cambridge and in other centers of research 
around the country. I shall mention four such directions.

One of the tasks falls on those of our engineers and physical scien
tists who wish to make a contribution toward the prevention of nuclear 
war. In my opinion, these technical experts must work harder to invent 
nuclear arms that do not have to be used quickly lest they be destroyed. 
The present nuclear arsenals in all their many components must be 
made less dangerous. I am optimistic that more imaginative designs of 
nuclear arms can still make major contributions toward our arms con-
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trol objectives. And as a complementary requirement, new arms control 
agreements should permit, or even encourage, such technical develop
ment of safer arms.

Second, another front for action concerns command and control and 
operational planning. A high-priority task in this field, I am convinced, 
is to provide for the reversibility of crises.

What do I mean by this phrase? The best way I can explain it is to 
remind you of one crisis that became irreversible. This was the ever- 
famous, or ever-infamous, crisis of the last few days before the out
break of World War I.

A momentum toward war took control of Europe and could not be 
stopped. On July 28 and 30 Austria-Hungary and Russia ordered their 
forces mobilized. The next day Germany gave Russia 12 hours to stop 
its mobilization. When no word came, Germany not only declared war 
on Russia but also began to move against France.

This was the death sentence on at least 10 million Europeans, most 
of them young men in the prime of life. The mechanism of mobilization 
worked with a ratchet effect; it could move notch by notch toward war 
and into war but never back toward conciliation and peace.

What should give pause to all of us who work on arms control is that 
the two Hague Peace Conferences in 1899 and 1907 never had this 
ratchet effect of mobilizations on their agenda. While the conferences 
represented a serious effort, and while many of the participants had a 
real sense of foreboding about the next war, their imagination did not 
encompass the process that was to trigger the catastrophe of 1914—the 
interlocking mobilization schedules.

Where nuclear arms are involved, we are not dealing with mobiliza
tion schedules and warning times measured in days. A move by one 
side can produce a countermove by the other in a matter of minutes. 
Command and control procedures could collapse under the strain of 
time urgency even without nuclear damage. Priority messages to 
execute alert measures would pile into message centers like an ava
lanche; other priority messages explaining errors and correcting over
sights might well be buried and unread.

The “hot line” between Washington and Moscow might, of course, be 
useful in helping to keep an American-Soviet crisis reversible. But 
additional arrangements ought to be invented to make crises more 
easily reversible, and some of these arrangements might sensibly be 
the topic of arms control negotiations. This is a rather neglected field 
for constructive contributions by arms control experts.

Third on my compressed list of what needs to be done on many 
fronts, let us not underrate the more traditional arms control agree
ments to limit specific weapons. Such agreements, apart from their 
immediate impact, can also advance our long-term objectives. For 
example, by beginning a process of reductions in the levels of nuclear 
armaments, we bring down the potential destructiveness of the accu
mulated arsenals. In the long run, moreover, a process of reduction 
could help to throttle the bureaucratic drives for the quantitative and
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qualitative arms competition.
We would have to reduce without, of course, shutting our eyes to 

political realities or the requirements of strategic stability. Indeed, 
reductions should lead toward safer deployments of nuclear forces.

Finally, we have to place our efforts to prevent nuclear war into the 
larger context of international affairs. Here again we ought to pay 
careful attention to the uncertainties of the real world. What are the 
changing local sources of conflict that could entrap us in dangerous 
nuclear confrontations? What are the risks of shifting alliances? What 
are the problems of several national nuclear forces that will increas
ingly intermingle in various oceans and continue in hostile juxtaposi
tion on the Eurasian continent?

In summing up my message to you, I would say that we must re
examine our premises rather than simply preserve them as if they were 
articles of faith. Sometimes I think we have behaved like missionaries, 
driven to intense exertions by our belief in an abstract world of 
certainty.

Perhaps it is time for us, instead, to behave like anthropologists, 
sensitive to the uncertainties in our views of the world and willing to 
study our own cultural straitjackets as well as those of our adversaries. 
Such relativism will permit a deeper understanding of the limitations 
of calculations and analysis and permit us to develop arms control 
policies that pay more attention to uncertainty. Comfortable notions 
such as “mutual deterrence,” strategic “stability,” and “safe retaliatory 
forces” should be regarded as hypotheses in a continuing search for 
better solutions—not as declarations of faith. A declaration of faith, 
according to an old Portuguese expression, is an auto-da-fe, an act that 
ends in a mass burning.

Report by Secretary of Defense Schlesinger to Congress: 
Strotegic Forces [Extract], March 4, 1974’

Among the major capabilities in the defense arsenal of the United 
States, the strategic nuclear deterrent forces command the most 
attention. Yet compared with the general purpose forces, their costs 
are relatively small. And, with brief exceptions, their costs as a percent 
of the total defense budget have actually declined during the past 
decade.

As is shown in Appendix Table 1,̂  the obligational autlu)rity_made 
available for the strategic forces in FY 1964 amounted to $8.5 billion— 
16.8 percent of the total defense budget. After more than a decade of 
substantial pay raises and a good deal of inflation, the obligational

 ̂Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1975, pp. 25-80. 
2 Not printed here.
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authority we are proposing for the strategic forces in FY 1975 comes 
to $7.6 billion—8.2 percent of the total defense budget, or less than half 
the share devoted to those forces in FY 1964. Such relatively modest 
figures are hardly compatible with the view that this Administration 
has been less than restrained in its conduct of the strategic nuclear 
competition. By any measure, our current effort is much more moder
ate than it was a decade or more ago.

A. THE BASIS FOR THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

To underline the trends in these relatively modest costs is not to 
minimize the importance of the strategic nuclear deterrent forces. At 
the same time that the United States has necessarily become more 
engaged in world affairs than ever before in its history, it has become 
increasingly vulnerable to direct nuclear attack and to the possibility 
of unprecedented destruction. Nuclear weapons now cast their shadow 
over all of us, and even complete political isolation would no longer 
relieve us of their threat. The United States is too powerful to be ig
nored and no longer far enough away (measured by ICBM trajectories) 
to be out of hostile reach. It is understandable, therefore, why strategic 
nuclear forces should receive so much attention. Without a firm foun
dation of nuclear deterrent forces the rest of our power would not count 
for much in the modern world.

I cannot stress this last point too strongly. All wars since 1945 have 
been non-nuclear wars shadowed by the nuclear presence. The threat 
to use nuclear weapons has remained, for the most part, in the back
ground, but belligerents and neutrals alike have known that, like the 
big stick in the closet, it was there. Perhaps we may hope that in the 
future, as in the past, the nuclear forces will act as a brake upon 
violence, and that wars will remain conventional or not begin at all. 
Perhaps we may even hope that the strategic nuclear forces, by con
tributing to a worldwide balance of power and international stability, 
will carry us well beyond detente to a more enduring peace and to a 
general reduction of armaments.

Not only are the strategic forces vitally important; they are contro
versial as well. Most of the major defense debates during the past 
thirty years have centered on them, and alarms have rung over such 
matters as the B-36, the bomber “gap,” the missile “gap,” MIRVs, and 
ABM deployments. Much of the debate has centered on specific weap
ons systems. But issues have also arisen about the size and composi
tion of the offensive and defensive forces, the nature of alternative 
target systems, and the desirability and feasibility of enhancing deter
rence and limiting escalation by having the option to avoid destroying 
enemy cities.

Of equal concern has been the growth to maturity of Soviet strategic 
offensive forces. Only a decade ago these forces numbered in the 
hundreds; now we count them in the thousands, and they have a sub
stantially greater throw-weight. As a consequence, the issue that faces
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US no longer is (if it ever was) how to avoid initiatives that might con
tinue or accelerate the strategic competition, but how—in a situation 
of essential equivalence—to interpret and respond to a wide range of 
potential Soviet initiatives.

If we are to have informed and productive debate on these matters, 
it is important that the Congress and the public understand the evolu
tionary character of strategic force planning and doctrine. Accordingly, 
it is essential to review the factors that now shape our strategic nuclear 
forces, the assumptions we make about these factors in designing our 
posture, and the directions we propose to take in our Five-Year Defense 
Program. In undertaking this review, I will place particular emphasis 
on why we are maintaining such comparatively large and diversified 
offensive forces, why we are modifying our strategic doctrine, and why 
we are proposing the pursuit of a number of research and development 
projects as prudent hedges for the future. What is generally accepted, 
as a minimum, is that we ourselves must not contribute to any failures 
of deterrence by making the strategic forces a tempting target for 
attack, or prone to accidents, unauthorized acts, or false alarms.

I should also stress that it is only in the process of examining why 
and how deterrence might fail that we can judge the adequacy of our 
plans and programs for deterrence. And once that analysis begins, it 
quickly becomes evident that there are many ways, other than a mas
sive surprise attack, in which an enemy might be tempted to use, or 
threaten to use, his strategic forces to gain a major advantage or con
cession. It follows that our own strategic forces and doctrine must take 
a wide range of possibilities into account if they are successfully to 
perform their deterrent functions.

Nuclear proliferation represents another important factor. It is a 
complex process driven by many actions and considerations. But one 
element affecting its extent and velocity undoubtedly is the degree to 
which other countries believe that the U.S. strategic deterrent con
tinues—or fails—to protect them. Accordingly, in support of our 
non-proliferation policy, we must take account of the concerns of 
other countries in our doctrine and force planning.

There is also an important relationship between the political be
havior of many leaders of other nations and what they perceive the 
strategic nuclear balance to be. By no means do all of them engage in 
the dynamic calculations about the interaction of Soviet and U.S. 
forces that have so affected our own judgments in the past. However, 
many do react to the static measures of relative force size, number of 
warheads, equivalent megatonnage, and so forth. Hence, to the degree 
that we wish to influence the perceptions of others, we must take 
appropriate steps (by their lights) in the design of the strategic forces.

Finally, an important connection exists between U.S. arms control 
efforts and the size and composition of the strategic nuclear forces. 
Arms control agreements are, of course, designed deliberately to con
strain the freedom of the parties in the planning of their offensive and 
defensive capabilities. Strategic programs, in turn, affect the prospects
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for arms control. And specific weapons systems are the coin of this 
particular realm. Not only are such systems the mediums of exchange; 
they are also the basis for expanding or contracting the forces. As a 
consequence, arms control objectives must have a major impact on our 
planning.

1. The Problem of Objectives

I believe it is well understood that the size and composition of our 
strategic nuclear forces must depend to some degree on the magnitude 
of the overall deterrent burden that we place upon them. It is also a 
matter of increasingly widespread appreciation that these forces 
cannot bear the entire burden by themselves, however fundamental 
their importance may be. Other capabilities, nuclear and non-nuclear, 
must be maintained in strength to cover the entire spectrum of deter
rence. What stiff requires emphasis, however, is the diversity of roles 
that the strategic nuclear forces continue to play. Our ability to achieve 
major national security objectives continues to be hostage to the opera
tional doctrine, size, and composition of these forces.

Deterrence has been and remains the fundamental objective of our 
strategic nuclear forces. But what precisely do we want these forces 
to deter? Clearly, we expect them to forestall direct attacks on the 
United States; at the same time, however, we accept the equally heavy 
responsibility to deter nuclear attacks on our allies. To some extent 
we also depend on the strategic forces to exercise a deterrent effect 
against massive non-nuclear assaults, although we now place the main 
emphasis on U.S. and allied theater forces for that purpose. We also 
view our strategic forces as inhibiting coercion of the U.S. by nuclear 
powers, and, in conjunction with other U.S. and allied forces, helping 
to inhibit coercion of our allies by such powers.

While deterrence is our fundamental objective, we cannot completely 
preclude the possibility that deterrence might fail. The objectives we 
would want our strategic forces to achieve in those circumstances re
main an issue to which I shall return.

2. USSR and PRC Strategic Obgectioea

Despite the importance of these objectives, it is probably the present 
and prospective strategic nuclear forces of oth^ nations that constitute 
the single most powerful influence on the design of our own capabili
ties. Most of our strategic objectives, in fact, are a function of these 
potential threats.

The most important nuclear capability facing the United States is 
that of the USSR. As we engage in our own planning, we need to under
stand better than we now do why this capability is evolving at such a 
rapid rate and what the Soviets hope to gain by such large expenditures 
and such ambitious programs. Only with an improved understanding 
can we decide judiciously what impact this capability should have on 
our own choice of strategic programs.
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Primarily at issue are the answers to two major questions. To what 
extent have the Soviets simply responded to and tried to counter U.S. 
initiatives? And to what extent have they sought (and do they continue 
to seek) something more ambitious than a capability for second-strike 
massive retaliation against the United States?

Much has been written on both counts, at least in the United States. 
But the Soviets have not proved especially communicative about their 
programs and motives, and the evidence of what they are up to is, to say 
the least, fragmentary and conflicting. As so often is the case, we are 
faced with uncertainty. Admittedly, my counterparts in the Soviet Min
istry of Defense could substantially reduce this uncertainty by disclos
ing current and even past information about their decisions to the same 
extent that the United States does. But in the absence of such candor, 
we have no choice but to interpret the available evidence as best we can.

What does this evidence suggest?
First, the Soviets have proceeded with development of many strate

gic programs ahead of rather than in reaction to what the United 
States has done. It is worth recalling, in this connection, that they 
took the initiative in the deployment of MRBMs and IRBMs, ICBMs, 
ABMs, and FOBSs. At the present time, they have four new ICBMs 
that are actively being flight tested.

Second, the Soviets—through their medium-range (or peripheral 
attack) capabilities—may have initially intended to threaten Western 
Europe as their only response to the intercontinental U.S. threat to 
the USSR in the early days of the strategic competition. But they have 
maintained and expanded that threat long after having acquired the 
capability to launch a direct attack on the United States. Indeed, the 
size of their medium-range force bears no evident relationship to the 
capability of its counterparts in Western Europe or even to any urban 
target system there.

Third, it is noteworthy that the Soviets are apparently not content 
with the SALT I agreements,* which temporarily froze certain Soviet 
quantitative advantages (in ICBMs and SLBMs) in compensation for 
certain U.S. advantages. They have decided, as far as we can judge, to 
strive for at least comparable qualitative capabilities as well.

To sum up, what we now have to face in our force planning is that the 
Soviets have:

—Acquired better than numerical parity with the United States in 
terms of strategic nuclear launchers (counting bombers as well as 
missiles);

—Continued their extensive threat to Western Europe even after 
having acquired a massive direct threat to the United States;

—Begun to exploit the larger throw-weight of their ICBMs so as to 
permit the eventual deployment of as many as 7,000 potentially 
high-accuracy MIRVs with large yields;

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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—Started production of the Backfire bomber which could well evolve 
into an intercontinental threat.

It is premature to assess confidently what objectives the Soviets 
have set for themselves with these active, expensive programs. How
ever, it is certainly conceivable that they foresee both political and 
military advantage, not only in the growing numerical weight of their 
forces, but also in their potential to bring major portions of our own 
strategic arsenal into jeopardy.

The United States, for its part, cannot afford to stand idly by in the 
face of these developments. As I shall discuss later, we are recommend
ing a number of quite specific research programs to hedge against any 
sustained drive to achieve what the Soviet Union may regard, however 
mistakenly, as meaningful, exploitable superiority. Preferably by 
agreement or if necessary by unilateral action, we believe that we must 
maintain an essential equivalence with them. We are prepared to bal
ance our strategic forces down if SALT succeeds, or to balance them up 
if we must match Soviet momentum.

The Soviet strategic capability no longer is the only one that we must 
take into account in our force planning. A second important force from 
the standpoint of the United States is that of the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC). During the past decade, the Chinese have moved steadily 
from a program of development and testing to a deployed nuclear capa
bility. We now estimate that they already have on line a modest num
ber of MRBMs, IRBMs, and nuclear-capable medium and light bombers.

Previous forecasts about the evolution of this capability have not 
proved particularly reliable, and I cannot guarantee any higher confi
dence in the current projections. Nevertheless, we estimate that the 
PRC could achieve an ICBM initial operating capability as early as 1976 
and an SLBM initial operating capability at a somewhat later date.

We do not yet have much insight into the strategic and political ob
jectives that the PRC is seeking to achieve with these deployments. 
But certain interesting features about them are already evident.

—The Chinese are clearly sensitive to the importance of second- 
strike nuclear capabilities and are making a considerable effort 
to minimize the vulnerability of their strategic offensive forces.

—The range and location of their systems are such that they can 
already cover important targets in the eastern USSR. But they 
are also located so as to cover other countries on their periphery.

—With the deployment of the ICBM that they have under develop
ment (and later an SLBM), they will have the capability to reach 
targets throughout the USSR and in the United States as well.

Our relations with the PRC have, of course, improved very dramat- ' 
ically during the last four years. Moreover, the present Chinese leader
ship may well be striving for exclusively second-strike countercity 
forces. Nonetheless, we must in prudence take these forces into account 
in our planning.
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Any assessment of the nuclear threats facing the United States must 
keep certain other prospects in mind as well. In the not very distant 
future, five nations (U.S., USSR, PRC, U.K., and France) will have 
deployed SLBM forces at sea. It will clearly be desirable in these circum
stances to have some idea about the identity and general location of these 
different forces, together with highly reliable communications and tight 
control over our own land-based and sea-based nuclear capabilities.

It is even more essential that we focus on the issues that could arise 
if and when several additional nations acquire nuclear weapons, not 
necessarily against the United States, but for possible use or pressure 
against one another. Such a development could have a considerable 
impact on our own policies, plans, and programs. Indeed, this prospect 
alone should make it evident that no single target system and no stereo
typed scenario of mutual city-destruction will suffice as the basis for 
our strategic planning.

3. Deterrence and Assured Destruction

I frankly doubt that our thinking about deterrence and its require
ments has kept pace with the evolution of these threats. Much of what 
passes as current theory wears a somewhat dated air—with its origins 
in the strategic bombing campaigns of World War II and the nuclear 
weapons technology of an earlier era when warheads were bigger and 
dirtier, delivery systems considerably less accurate, and forces much 
more vulnerable to surprise attack.

The theory postulates that deterrence of a hostile act by another 
party results from a threat of retaliation. This retaliatory threat, 
explicit or implicit, must be of sufficient magnitude to make the goal 
of the hostile act appear unattainable, or excessively costly, or both. 
Moreover, in order to work, the retaliatory threat must be credible: 
that is, believable to the party being threatened. And it must be sup
ported by visible, employable military capabilities.

The theory also recognizes that the effectiveness of a deterrent 
depends on a good deal more than peacetime declaratory statements 
about retaliation and the existence of a capability to do great damage. 
In addition, the deterrent must appear credible under conditions of 
crisis, stress, and even desperation or irrationality on the part of an 
opponent. And since, under a variety of conditions, the deterrent forces 
themselves could become the target of an attack, they must be capable 
of riding out such an attack in sufficient quantity and power to deliver 
the threatened retaliation in a second strike.

The principle that nuclear deterrence (or any form of deterrence, for 
that matter) must be based on a high-confidence capability for second- 
strike retaliation—even in the aftermath of a well-executed surprise 
attack—is now well established. A number of other issues remain 
outstanding, however. A massive, bolt-out-of-the-blue attack on our 
strategic forces may well be the worst possible case that could occur, 
and therefore extremely useful as part of the force sizing process. But
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it may not be the only, or even the most likely, contingency against 
which we should design our deterrent. Furthermore, depending upon 
the contingency, there has been a long-standing debate about the ap
propriate set of targets for a second strike which, in turn, can have 
implications both for the types of war plans we adopt and the compo
sition of our forces.

This is not the place to explore the full history and details of that 
long-standing strategic debate. However, there is one point to note 
about its results. Although several targeting options, including mili
tary only and military plus urban/industrial variations, have been a 
part of U.S. strategic doctrine for quite some time, the concept that has 
dominated our rhetoric for most of the era since World War II has been 
massive retaliation against cities, or what is called assured destruction. 
As I hardly need emphasize, there is a certain terrifying elegance in the 
simplicity of the concept. For all that it postulates, in effect, is that 
deterrence will be adequately (indeed amply) served if, at all times, we 
possess the second-strike capability to destroy some percentage of the 
population and industry of a potential enemy. To be able to assure that 
destruction, even under the most unfavorable circumstances—so the 
argument goes—‘is to assure deterrence, since no possible gain could 
compensate an aggressor for this kind and magnitude of loss.

The concept of assured destruction has many attractive features 
from the standpoint of sizing the strategic offensive forces. Because 
nuclear weapons produce such awesome effects, they are ideally suited 
to the destruction of large, soft targets such as cities. Furthermore, 
since cities contain such easily measurable contents as people and in
dustry, it is possible to establish convenient quantitative criteria and 
levels of desired effectiveness with which to measure the potential 
performance of the strategic offensive forces. And once these specific 
objectives are set, it becomes a relatively straightforward matter— 
given an authoritative estimate about the nature and weight of the 
enemy’s surprise attack—to work back to the forces required for 
second-strike assured destruction.

The basic simplicity of the assured destruction calculation does not 
mean that the force planner is at a loss for issues. On the contrary, 
important questions continue to arise about the assumptions from 
which the calculations proceed. Where, for the sake of deterrence, 
should we set the level of destruction that we want to assure? Is it 
enough to guarantee the ruin of several major cities and their contents, 
or should we—to assure deterrence—move much further and upward 
on the curve of destruction? Since our planning must necessarily focus 
on the forces we will have five or even ten years hence, what should we 
assume about the threat—that is, the nature and weight of the enemy 
attack that our forces must be prepared to absorb? How pessimistic 
should we be about the performance of these forces in surviving the 
attack, penetrating enemy defenses (if they exist), and destroying their 
designated targets? How conservative should we be in buying insur
ance against possible failures in performance?
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Generally speaking, national policymakers for more than a decade 
have chosen to answer these questions in a conservative fashion. 
Against the USSR, for example, we tended in the 1960s to talk in terms 
of levels of assured destruction at between a fifth and a third of the 
population and between half and three-quarters of the industrial 
capacity. We did so for two reasons:

—Beyond these levels very rapidly diminishing increments of dam
age would be achieved for each additional dollar invested;

—It was thought that amounts of damage substantially below those 
levels might not suffice to deter irrationals desperate leaders.

We tended to look at a wide range of threats and possible attacks 
on our strategic forces, and we tried to make these forces effective 
even after their having been attacked by high but realistically con
strained threats. That is to say, we did not assume unlimited budgets 
or an untrammeled technology on the part of prospective opponents, 
but we were prudent about what they might accomplish within reason
able budgetary and technological constraints. Our choice of assump
tions about these factors was governed not by a desire to exaggerate 
our own requirements but by the judgment that, with so much at stake, 
we should not make national survival a hostage to optimistic estimates 
of our opponents' capabilities.

In order to ensure the necessary survival and retaliatory effective
ness of our strategic offense, we have maintained a TRIAD of forces, 
each of' which presents a different problem for an attacker, each of 
which causes a specialized and costly problem for his defense, and all 
of which together currently give us high confidence that the force as 
a whole can achieve the desired deterrent objective.

That, however, is only part of the explanation for the present force 
structure. We have arrived at the current size and mix of our strategic 
offensive forces not only because we want the ultimate threat of mas
sive destruction to be really assured, but also because for more than a 
decade we have thought it advisable to test the force against the 
'‘higher-than-expected” threat. Given the built-in surplus of warheads 
generated by this force-sizing c??lculation, we could allocate additional 
weapons to non-urban targets and thereby acquire a limited set of 
options, including the option to attack some hard targets.

President Nixon has strongly insisted on continuing this prudent pol
icy of maintaining sufficiency. As a result, I can say with confidence that 
in 1974, even after a more brilliantly executed and devastating attack 
than we believe our potential adversaries could deliver, the United States 
would retain the capability to kill more than 30 percent of the Soviet 
population and destroy more than 75 percent of Soviet industry. At the 
same time we could hold in reserve a major capability against the PRC.

Such reassurances may bring solace to those who enjoy the simple 
but arcane calculations of assured destruction. But they are of no great 
comfort to policymakers who must face the actual decisions about the 
design and possible use of the strategic nuclear forces. Not only must
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those in power consider the morality of threatening such terrible 
retribution on the Soviet people for some ill-defined transgression by 
their leaders; in the most practical terms, they must also question the 
prudence and plausibility of such a response when the enemy is able, 
even after some sort of first strike, to maintain the capability of destroy
ing our cities. The wisdom and credibility of relying simply on the pre
planned strikes of assured destruction are even more in doubt when al
lies rather than the United States itself face the threat of a nuclear war.

4. The Need for Options

President Nixon underlined the drawbacks to sole reliance on assured 
destruction in 1970 when he asked:

. . . Should a President, in the event of a nuclear attack, be left with the single option 
of ordering the mass destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of the certainty that it 
would be followed by the mass slaughter of Americans? Should the concept of assured 
destruction be narrowly defined and should it be the only measure of our ability to deter 
the variety of threats we may face? *

The questions are not new. They have arisen many times during the 
nuclear era, and a number of efforts have been made to answer them. 
We actually added several response options to our contingency plans in 
1961 and undertook the retargeting necessary for them. However, they 
all involved large numbers of weapons. In addition, we publicly adopted 
to some degree the philosophies of counterforce and damage-limiting. 
Although differences existed between those two concepts as then 
formulated, particularly in their diverging assumptions about cities as 
likely targets of attack, both had a number of features in common.

—Each required the maintenance of a capability to destroy urban- 
industrial targets, but as a reserve to deter attacks on U.S. and 
allied cities rather than as the main instrument of retaliation.

—Both recognized that contingencies other than a massive surprise 
attack on the United States might arise and should be deterred; 
both argued that the ability and willingness to attack military 
targets were prerequisites to deterrence.

—Each stressed that a major objective, in the event that deterrence 
should fail, would be to avoid to the extent possible causing collat
eral damage in the USSR, and to limit damage to the societies of 
the United States and its allies.

—^Neither contained a clear-cut vision of how a nuclear war might 
end, or what role the strategic forces would play in their termina
tion.

—Both were considered by critics to be open-ended in their require
ment for forces, very threatening to the retaliatory capabilities of 
the USSR, and therefore dangerously stimulating to the arms race 
and the chances of preemptive war.

—The military tasks that each involved, whether offensive counter
force or defensive damage-limiting, became increasingly costly.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 22.



18 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

complex, and difficult as Soviet strategic forces grew in size, 
diversity, and survivability.

Of the two concepts, damage-limiting was the more demanding and 
costly because it required both active and passive defenses as well as a 
counterforce capability to attack hard targets and other strategic 
delivery systems. Added to this was the assumption (at least for plan
ning purposes) that an enemy would divide his initial attack between 
our cities and our retaliatory forces, or switch his fire to our cities at 
some later stage in the attack. Whatever the realism of that assump
tion, it placed an enormous burden on our active and passive defenses— 
and particularly on anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems—for the 
limitation of damage.

With the ratification of the ABM treaty in 1972,® and the limitation 
it imposes on both the United States and the Soviet Union to construct 
no more than two widely separated ABM sites (with no more than 100 
interceptors at each), an essential building-block in the entire damage- 
limiting concept has now been removed. As I shall discuss later, the 
treaty has also brought into question the utility of large, dedicated 
anti-bomber defenses, since without a defense against missiles, it is 
clear that an active defense against bombers has little value in protect
ing our cities. The salient point, however, is that the ABM treaty has 
effectively removed the concept of defensive damage limitation (at 
least as it was defined in the 1960s) from contention as a major strate
gic option.

Does all of this mean that we have no choice but to rely solely on the 
threat of destroying cities? Does it even matter if we do? What is 
wrong, in the final analysis, with staking everything on this massive 
deterrent and pressing ahead with a further limitation of these devas
tating arsenals?

No one who has thought much about these questions disagrees with 
the need, as a minimum, to maintain a conservatively designed reserve 
for the ultimate threat of large-scale destruction. Even more, if we 
could all be guaranteed that this threat would prove fully credible (to 
friend and foe alike) across the relevant range of contingencies—and 
that deterrence would never be severely tested or fail—we might also 
agree that nothing more in the way of options would ever be needed. 
The difficulty is that no such guarantee can be given. There are several 
reasons why any assurance on this score is impossible.

Since we ourselves find it difficult to believe that we would actually 
implement the threat of assured destruction in response to a lim
ited attack on military targets that caused relatively few civilian 
casualties, there can be no certainty that, in a crisis, prospective oppo
nents would be deterred from testing our resolve. Allied concern about 
the credibility of this particular threat has been evident for more than 
a decade. In any event, the actuality of such a response would be

® Ibid, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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utter folly except where our own allied cities were attacked;
Today, such a massive retaliation against cities, in response to any

thing less than an all-out attack on the U.S. and its cities, appears less 
and less credible. Yet as pointed out above, deterrence can fail in many 
ways. What we need is a series of measured responses to aggression 
which bear some relation to the provocation, have prospects of termi
nating hostilities before general nuclear war breaks out, and leave 
some possibility for restoring deterrence. It has been this problem of 
not having sufficient options between massive response and doing 
nothing, as the Soviets built up their strategic forces, that has 
prompted the President’s concerns and those of our Allies.

Threats against allied forces, to the extent that they could be de
terred by the prospect of nuclear retaliation, demand both more limited 
responses than destroying cities and advanced planning tailored to 
such lesser responses. Nuclear threats to our strategic forces, whether 
limited or large-scale, might well call for an option to respond in kind 
against the attacker's military forces. In other words, to be credible, 
and hence effective over the range of possible contingencies, deterrence 
must rest on many options and on a spectrum of capabilities (within 
the constraints of SALT) to support these options. Certainly such com
plex matters as response options cannot be left hanging until a crisis. 
They must be thought through beforehand. Moreover, appropriate 
sensors to assist in determining the nature of the attack, and ade
quately responsive command-control arrangements, must also be avail
able. And a venturesome opponent must know that we have all of these 
capabilities.

Flexibility of response is also essential because, despite our best 
efforts, we cannot guarantee that deterrence will never fail; nor can we 
forecast the situations that would cause it to fail. Accidents and un
authorized acts could occur, especially if nuclear proliferation should 
increase. Conventional conflicts could escalate into nuclear exchanges; 
indeed, some observers believe that this is precisely what would happen 
should a major war break out in Europe. Ill-informed or cornered and 
desperate leaders might challenge us to a nuclear test of wills. We can
not even totally preclude the massive surprise attack on our forces 
which we use to test the design of our second-strike forces, although I 
regard the probability of such an attack as close to zero under existing 
conditions. To the extent that we have selective response options— 
smaller and more precisely focused than in the past—we should be able 
to deter such challenges. But if deterrence fails, we may be able to 
bring all but the largest nuclear conflicts to a rapid conclusion before 
cities are struck. Damage may thus be limited and further escalation 
avoided.

I should point out in this connection that the critics of options cannot 
have the argument both ways. If the nuclear balance is no longer deli
cate and if substantial force asymmetries are quite tolerable, then the 
kinds of changes I have been discussing here will neither perturb the 
balance nor stimulate an arms race. If. on the other hand, asymmetries
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do matter (despite the existence of some highly survivable forces), then 
the critics themselves should consider seriously what responses we 
should make to the major programs that the Soviets currently have 
underway to exploit their advantages in numbers of missiles and pay
load. Whichever argument the critics prefer, they should recognize 
that:

—Inertia is hardly an appropriate policy for the United States in 
these vital areas;

—We have had some large-scale pre-planned options other than 
attacking cities for many years, despite the rhetoric of assured 
destruction;

—Adding more selective, relatively small-scale options is not neces
sarily synonymous with adding forces, even though we may wish 
to change their mix and improve our command, control, and 
communications.

However strong in principle the case for selective options, several 
questions about it remain. What kinds of options are feasible? To what 
extent would their collateral effects be distinguishable from those of 
attacks deliberately aimed at cities? And what are their implications 
for the future size and composition of our strategic forces and hence 
for our arms control objectives in this realm?

Many of the factors bearing on these questions will become more 
evident later in this statement. It is worth stressing at this point, how
ever, that targets for nuclear weapons may include not only cities and 
silos, but also airfields, many other types of military installations, and 
a variety of other important assets that are not necessarily collocated 
with urban populations. We already have a long list of such possible 
targets; now we are grouping them into operational plans which would 
be more responsive to the range of challenges that might face us. To the 
extent necessary, we are retargeting our forces accordingly.

Which among these options we might choose in a crisis would depend 
on the nature of an enemy's attack and on his objectives. Many types of 
targets can be pre-programmed as options—cities, other targets of 
value, military installations of many different kinds, soft strategic 
targets, hard strategic targets. A number of so-called counterforce 
targets, such as airfields, are quite soft and can be destroyed without 
pinpoint accuracy. The fact that we are able to knock out these tar
gets—counterforce though it may be—does not appear to be the sub
ject of much concern.

In some circumstances, however, a set of hard targets might be the 
most appropriate objective for our retaliation, and this I realize is a 
subject fraught with great emotion. Even so, several points about it 
need to be made:

—The destruction of a hardened target is not simply a function of 
accuracy; it results from the combined effects of accuracy, nuclear 
yield, and the number of warheads applied to the target.
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—Both the United States and the Soviet Union already have the nec
essary combinations of accuracy, yield, and numbers in their 
missile forces to provide them with some hard-target-kill capabil
ity, but it is not a particularly efficient capability.

—Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union now has a dis
arming first-strike capability, nor are they in any position to ac
quire such a capability in the foreseeable future, since each side 
has large numbers of strategic offensive systems that remain un- 
targetable by the other side. Moreover, the ABM Treaty forecloses 
a defense against missiles. As I have already noted in public: “The 
Soviets, under the Interim Offensive Agreement, are allowed 62 
submarines and 950 SLBM launchers. In addition, they have niany 
other nuclear forces. Any reasonable calculation would demon
strate, I believe, that it is not possible for us even to begin to 
eliminate the city-destruction potential embodied in their ICBMs, 
let alone their SLBM force.” *

The moral of all this is that we should not single out accuracy as 
some sort of unilateral or key culprit in the hard-target-kill contro
versy. To the extent that we want to minimize unintended civilian 
damage from attacks on even soft targets, as I believe we should, we 
will want to emphasize high accuracy, low yields, and airburst 
weapons.

To enhance deterrence, we may also want a more efficient hard- 
target-kill capability than we now possess: both to threaten specialized 
sets of targets (possibly of concern to allies) with a greater economy of 
force, and to make it clear to a potential enemy that he cannot proceed 
with impunity to jeopardize our own system of hard targets.

Thus, the real issue is how much hard-target-kill capability we need, 
rather than the development of new combinations of accuracy and 
yield per se. Resolution of the quantitative issue, as I will discuss later, 
depends directly on the further evolution of the Soviet strategic offen
sive forces and on progress in the current phase of the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks.

In the meantime, I would be remiss if I did not recommend further 
research and development on both better accuracy and improved yield- 
to-weight ratios in our warheads. Both are essential whether we 
decide primarily on high accuracy and low yields or whether we move 
toward an improved accuracy-yield combination for a more efficient 
hard-target-kill capability than we now deploy in our missiles and 
bombers. Whichever way we go, we have more need than the Soviets 
for increased accuracy because of our constrained payloads and low- 
yield MIRVs which have resulted from our lower missile throw-weights.

With a reserve capability for threatening urban-industrial targets, 
with offensive systems capable of increased flexibility and discrimina-

® During question and answer period at Overseas Writers’ Club luncheon, Jan. 10,1974 
(Dept, of Defense transcript).
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tion in targeting, and with concomitant improvements in sensors, 
surveillance, and command-control, we could implement response 
options that cause far less civilian damage than would now be the case. 
For those who consider such changes potentially destabilizing because 
of their fear that the options might be used, let me emphasize that 
without substantially more of an effort in other directions than we 
have any intention of proposing, there is simply no possibility of reduc
ing civilian damage from a large-scale nuclear exchange sufficiently to 
make it a tempting prospect for any sane leader. But that is not what 
we are talking about here. At the present time, we are acquiring selec
tive and discriminating options that are intended to deter another 
power from exercising any form of nuclear pressure. Simultaneously,, 
as I shall discuss later, we and our allies are improving our general 
purpose forces precisely so as to raise the threshold against the use of 
any nuclear forces.

5. Separability of Targeting Doctrine and Sizing of Forces

The evolution in targeting doctrine is quite separable from, and need 
not affect, the sizing of the strategic forces. It is quite feasible to have 
the foregoing options within the limits set by the ABM Treaty and the 
Interim Agreement on offensive forces. What is more, none of the 
options we are adopting and none of the programs we are proposing for 
research and development need preclude further mutually agreed 
constraints on or reductions in strategic offensive systems through 
SALT. If the Soviets are prepared to reduce these arsenals in an 
equitable fashion, we are prepared to accommodate them. In fact, I 
can say that we would join in such an effort with enthusiasm and 
alacrity.

To stress changes in targeting doctrine and new options does not 
mean radical departures from past practice. Nor does it imply any 
possibility of acquiring a first-strike disarming capability. As I have 
repeatedly stated, both the United States and the Soviet Union now 
have and will continue to have large, invulnerable second-strike forces. 
If both powers continue to behave intelligently and perceptively, the 
likelihood that they would unleash the strategic forces is so low that it 
approaches zero. We are determined, nonetheless, to have credible 
responses at hand for any nuclear contingency that might arise and to 
maintain the clear ability to prevent any potential enemy from achiev
ing objectives against us that he might consider meaningful. The 
availability of carefully tailored, pre-planned options will contribute to 
that end. They do not invite nuclear war; they discourage it.

I repeat, we are eager to begin a reduction of the strategic forces by 
mutual agreement and on terms of parity. That is our first preference. 
We would be quite content if both the United States and the Soviet 
Union avoided the acquisition of major counterforce capabilities. But 
we are troubled by Soviet weapons momentum, and we simply cannot 
ignore the prospect of a growing disparity between the two major 
nuclear powers. We do not propose to let an opponent threaten a major
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component of our forces without our being able to pose a comparable 
threat. We do not propose to let an enemy put us in a position where we 
are left with no more than a capability to hold his cities hostage after 
the first phase of a nuclear conflict. And certainly we do not propose to 
see an enemy threaten one or more of our allies with his nuclear capa
bilities in the expectation that we would lack the flexibility and resolve 
to strike back at his assets (and those of any countries supporting the 
threat) in such a way as to make his effort both high in cost and ulti
mately unsuccessful.

How we proceed on these counts will depend on the USSR. But I do 
not believe that we can any longer delay putting our potential counter
measures into research and development. The Soviets must be under 
no illusion about our determination to proceed with whatever responses 
their actions may require. And if we undertake the programs that I 
shall discuss later, the prospects for misunderstanding should be low. 
More sensible arrangements for both parties may then be feasible.

6. Strategic Balance and International Stability

Until the late 1960s, U.S. superiority in launchers, warheads, and 
equivalent megatonnage was so great that we could ignore or disparage 
the importance of such “static” measures in comparing our forces with 
those of the USSR. Now, however, our numerical superiority has dis
appeared in almost every category except that of warheads, and it could 
dwindle very rapidly there as well.

Whether the Soviets believe that with the shift in these indicators 
they have achieved any meaningful, exploitable advantage is not clear. 
However, they have not been reticent in stressing to a variety of 
audiences their superiority ovef the United States in numbers of 
ICBMs and other strategic capabilities. Their words, at least, have sug
gested that they see these asymmetries as giving them diplomatic if 
not military leverage.

As far as we can judge, moreover, the Soviets now seem determined 
to exploit the asymmetries in ICBMs, SLBMs, and payload we conceded 
to them at Moscow. Apparently, they are considering the deployment 
of large numbers of heavy and possibly very accurate MIRVs. As I 
have already indicated, this kind of deployment could in time come to 
threaten both our bombers and our ICBMs. Admittedly, we would still 
retain immense residual power in our deployed SLBM force, and the 
Soviets would surely know it. But to many interested observers, the 
actual and potential asymmetries (as measured by these “static” cri
teria) would look even more pronounced in favor of the USSR.

In such circumstances we cannot exclude the possibility that future 
Soviet leaders might be misled into believing that such apparently 
favorable asymmetries could, at the very least, be exploited for diplo
matic advantage. Pressure, confrontation, and crisis could easily follow 
from a miscalculation of this nature.

It is all well and good to assert that the Soviet leaders, faced by an 
adamant and unified America, would come to their senses in time to
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avoid fatal mistakes in such a situation and would recognize the illu
sory nature of their advantages. But a crisis might already be too late 
for such an awakening. It is worth a price in research and development 
hedges to prevent such illusions from arising in the first place.

None of this should be taken to mean that exact symmetry must exist 
between the two offensive forces. The United States is willing to 
tolerate the existence of asymmetries provided that, in an era of alleged 
parity, they do not all favor one party. But we are not prepared to ac
cept a situation in which all the visible asymmetries point in one direc
tion. And we know from experience that the Soviets are not prepared to 
do so either. The potential for misunderstanding, miscalculation, and 
diplomatic error is too great to risk. A more equitable and stable ar
rangement would be one in which both sides maintain survivable 
second-strike reserves, in which there is symmetry in the ability of 
each side to threaten the other and in which there is a perceived equality 
between the offensive forces of both sides.

Accordingly, not only must our strategic force structure contain a 
reserve for threatening urban-industrial targets, the ability to execute 
a number of options, and the command-control necessary to evaluate 
attacks and order the appropriate responses; it must also exhibit 
sufficient and dynamic countervailing power so that no potential op
ponent or combination of opponents can labor under any illusion about 
the feasibility of gaining diplomatic or military advantage over the 
United States. Allied observers must be equally persuaded as well. In 
this sense, the sizing of our strategic arsenal, as distinct from our 
targeting doctrine, will depend on the outcome of SALT. In default of a 
satisfactory replacement for the Interim Agreement on strategic of
fensive forces, we will have to incorporate “static” measures and 
balancing criteria into the planning of our strategic offensive forces.

7. Principal Features of the Proposed Pos ture

This review of the factors that necessarily shape the planning and 
programming of the strategic nuclear forces should also indicate the 
principal features that we propose to maintain and improve in our 
strategic posture. They are:

—A capability sufficiently large, diversified, and survivable so that 
it will provide us at all times with high confidence of riding out 
even a massive surprise attack and of penetrating enemy defenses, 
and with the ability to withhold an assured destruction reserve for 
an extended period of time.

—Sufficient warning to ensure the survival of our heavy bombers 
together with the bomb alarm systems and command-control 
capabilities required by our National Command Authorities to 
direct the employment of the strategic forces in a controlled, 
selective, and restrained fashion.

—The forces to execute a wide range of options in response to po
tential actions by an enemy, including a capability for precise
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attacks on both soft and hard targets, while at the same time 
minimizing unintended collateral damage.

—The avoidance of any combination of forces that could be taken 
as an effort to acquire the ability to execute a first-strike disarm
ing attack against the USSR.

—An offensive capability of such size and composition that all will 
perceive it as in overall balance with the strategic forces of any 
potential opponent.

—Offensive and defensive capabilities and programs that conform 
with the provisions of current arms control agreements and at the 
same time facilitate the conclusion of more permanent treaties 
to control and, if possible, reduce the main nuclear arsenals.

I will now discuss specific aspects of USSR and PRC strategic activi
ties, together with the programs that we propose for the achievement 
of our force and employment objectives.

B. SIGNIFICANT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE STRATEGIC 
THREAT

1. The Soviet Union

One of the most important developments in the strategic threat dur
ing the past year has been the Soviet Union’s demonstration of a MIRV 
technology. While this development had been anticipated for many 
years, the scope of the Soviet program as it has now emerged is far 
more comprehensive than estimated even a year ago. It is now apparent 
that all four of the new Soviet ICBM’s—the SS-X-18, a large liquid- 
fueled missile in the SS-9 class; the SS-X-17 and the SS-X-19, two 
medium liquid-fueled missiles with three to five times the throw- 
weight of the early model SS-11; and the SS-X-16, a light solid-fueled 
missile in the SS-13 class—employ a post boost vehicle (PBV), com
monly known in our country as a bus-type dispensing system. The 
SS-X-16 thus far has been flight tested with only one RV, but the 
other three ICBM’s have now all been tested with unmistakably 
MIRVed payloads.

The breadth and depth of this Soviet ICBM program is further 
manifested by the wide variety of techniques and technology employed 
in the new systems. All four of these systems have computers aboard 
the post boost vehicles. New guidance concepts, two different types of 
post boost vehicle propulsion, and two different types of launch tech
niques are employed.

Although the SS-X-16 has thus far been tested with only one RV, a 
MIRV version cannot be precluded at this time. Indeed, if a MIRVed 
version is not developed, the only benefit to be derived from the use of 
a PBV in the SS-X-16 would be a possible improvement in CEP. How
ever, it now appears that a land-mobile version of the SS-X-16 may 
also be under development. Consequently, this missile may be deployed 
in both a fixed and land-mobile mode. As you know, the Interim Agree
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ment itself does not restrict the development of land-mobile systems by 
either side, but the U.S. Government has unilaterally declared that it 
would consider the deployment of such missiles inconsistent with the 
objectives of the Agreement.

The SS-X-17 and SS-X-19 are apparently competitive developments 
of a potential replacement for the SS-11. Of the two, the SS-X-17 is 
technologically the more advanced. The SS-X-17 has been tested with 
both a single large RV and with four MIRVs. The single RV version 
could carry a large warhead and probably has sufficient accuracy to 
give it a very effective hard target kill capability. The MIRVed version, 
with much smaller warheads, would be essentially a soft target weapon. 
The SS-X-19, in contrast, has been tested only with a MIRVed payload 
of six RVs. We believe that it is not as yet sufficiently accurate to con
stitute a hard target weapon.

Nevertheless, the SS-X-17 and the SS-X-19 MIRVs are clearly 
designed for greater accuracy, e.g., they have reentry vehicle configu
rations shaped for high speed atmospheric reentry. Consequently, with 
further refinements in the PBV guidance systems (and, hence, better 
CEPs) they may in time acquire a hard target capability. Both of these 
ICBMs can be deployed in the new type silos. With some modifications 
to the silos, particularly in the case of the SS-X-19 which is longer than 
the SS-11 and the SS-X-17, they could also be deployed in the current 
SS-11 silos.

The SS-X-18, like the SS-X-17, has been tested with both a single 
large RV and with five relatively large MIRVs. We believe that even 
the MIRVed version will have a very respectable hard target kill capa
bility. The SS-X-18 can be deployed in the new type large silos, and 
with some modification to the silos, in the existing SS-9 silos.

In summary, the new Soviet ICBM program represents a truly 
massive effort—four new missiles, new bus-type dispensing systems, 
new MIRVed payloads, new guidance, new-type silos, new launch 
techniques, and probably new warheads. If all three of the new and 
heavier missiles are deployed, throw-weight in the Soviet ICBM force 
will increase from the current 6-7 million pounds to an impressive 
10-12 million pounds. This throw-weight, combined with increased 
accuracy and MIRVs, could give the Soviets on the order of 7,000 one- 
to-two megaton warheads in their ICBM force alone. This very impres
sive program appears to have three main objectives—expanded target 
coverage (particularly countermilitary) with MIRVs, improved pre
launch survivability with the new hard silo designs, and the attainment 
of a significant hard target kill capability. Given the warhead yield 
and CEP currently estimated for the MIRVed version of the SS-X-18, 
and looking at the fixed land-based portion of our strategic TRIAD in 
isolation from other elements, a force of about 300 of these missiles 
(permitted under the Interim Agreement) could pose a serious threat 
to our ICBMs in their silos, even after those silos are upgraded. More
over, it is more than likely that the MIRVed follow-on to the SS-11, 
whether it be the SS-X-17 or SS-X-19, will also achieve a respectable
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hard target kill capability during the early part of the next decade.
The most notable development in the Soviet SLBM program 

during the past year is the flight test of a new multiple RV version of 
the SS-N-6. These are MRVs rather than MIRVs, i.e., they are not 
individually targetable. Hence, this SS-N-6 is similar to our POLARIS 
A-3. There is as yet no evidence of a MRV or MIRV version of the 
longer range SS-N-8, which is being deployed in the new D-class sub
marine. Nor is there any evidence of depressed trajectory testing of 
either the SS-N-6 or the SS-N-8.

We believe that virtually all SSBN production has now shifted to the 
D-class which carries 12 launchers each. (There is some evidence, 
however, that a modified D-class submarine with more than 12 tubes 
may now be under construction.) A total of 33 Y-class submarines 
(with 16 launchers each) has been completed and 18 or 19 D-class had 
been launched or were being assembled by the end of 1973, for a total 
of at least 744 launchers. Thus, it appears that the Soviet Union intends 
to go beyond the “baseline” SAL ceiling of “740 ballistic missile launch
ers on nuclear-powered submarines”.

The Interim Agreement gives the Soviet Union the option to replace 
its old SS-7s and 8s (209 launchers) with “modern” SLBM launchers 
(SS-N-6s and 8s or better) up to a total of 950 launchers and 62 modern 
nuclear-powered submarines (Y and D-class or better). However, the 
phase out of the old systems is not required until the submarine with 
the 741st launcher enters sea trials—which we now estimate will occur 
in mid-1975. At the current rate of production, 6-8 per year, the Soviet 
Union could have 62 operational “modern ballistic missile submarines” 
by mid-1977.

The major ongoing development in the Soviet strategic bomber force 
is, of course, the BACKFIRE. We expect the first squadron of BACK
FIRES to become operational sometime this year.

The question of range and primary mission of the BACKFIRE has 
yet to be fully resolved. It now appears that the latest model will have 
a greater range than estimated for the earlier model. This factor, 
coupled with its known refueling capability, would seem to indicate 
that the BACKFIRE could be used as an inter-continental as well as a 
peripheral bomber, the role for which it appears best suited. Even so, 
the deployment of this new bomber would not substantially alter the 
U.S. air defense problem. As long as we cannot defend our cities 
against ballistic missile attack, there is little to be gained by trying to 
defend them against bomber attack. I will have more to say about this 
matter when I discuss our revised air defense program.

With regard to Soviet strategic defensive programs, there is still no 
evidence that the construction of an ABM defense for an ICBM area 
has been started. (The ABM Treaty allows both sides a total of 200 
ABM launchers, 100 for the defense of the national capital area and 100 
for the defense of an ICBM area.) In fact, there have as yet been no 
additions to the 64 ABM launchers in place around Moscow before the 
ABM Treaty was signed. The Soviet Union, however, has not lost inter-
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est in ABM defense. Flight testing of the new ABMs discussed here last 
year is continuing.

Modernization of Soviet air defenses is also continuing. The number 
of active SA-2 sites is declining, but additional SA-3 low altitude and 
SA-5 high altitude SAMs are being deployed. Similarly, new and more 
capable interceptors are entering the forces, but at a slower rate than 
older interceptors are being phased out. Although the Soviet air defense 
system is the most formidable in the world and is still being improved, 
it is not likely to offer an insurmountable obstacle to our bomber force 
in the foreseeable future. Should the Soviet Union develop and deploy 
an AWACS-FOXBAT “look-down, shoot-down” air defense system, as 
described in this report in past years, we would of course have to 
counter it with new penetration devices and techniques such as the 
cruise missile, bomber defense missiles, and improved ECM.

In this connection, we must be careful not to draw a false analogy 
from the Hanoi and Suez Canal air defense experiences. In both those 
cases the air defenses were heavily concentrated in a very limited area; 
moreover, only conventional weapons were employed by the attacking 
aircraft. In the case of the Soviet Union, the number of places which 
have to be defended is very large and, consequently, the air defenses 
are spread over a vast area. Our bombers, in striking back at the 
Soviet Union, would be penetrating at very low altitudes to avoid the 
high and medium altitude SAMs, and would be using SRAMs to attack 
the low altitude SAM batteries. Moreover, our bombers would be 
employing nuclear weapons, only one of which need penetrate to 
destroy the target and probably much of its air defenses.

2. The People’s Republic of China

The PRC land-based ballistic missile program is progressing slowly 
but steadily. Most important from the U.S. point of view is the continu
ing development of the ICBM, which was flight tested again in 1973. 
We remain convinced that the PRC will pursue that program to a suc
cessful conclusion and achieve an ICBM capability before the end of 
this decade. Even a small force of operational ICBMs in hard silos— 
20 to 30—would give the PRC considerable strategic leverage; it would 
be able to augment its threat to the principal Soviet cities west of the 
Urals, and for the first time to extend its reach to the major cities in 
the United States.

Production of the BEAGLE light bomber in the PRC is continuing at 
a very modest rate. Neither the BEAGLE nor their BADGER medium 
bomber has sufficient range to reach the continental United States, 
but both can threaten our forces and allies in Asia and the Western 
Pacific, as well as the eastern part of the Soviet Union.

The PRC is also gradually strengthening its air defenses with the 
deployment of additional MIG-19 interceptors and SA-2 type SAMs. 
Nevertheless, those defenses, because of their qualitative limitations, 
are not likely to present much of an obstacle to either the United States
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or the Soviet Union in the event of war, at least during the balance of 
this decade.

C. U.S. STRATEGIC FORCES AND PROGRAMS

Although the Interim Agreement on strategic offensive forces ex
pires in October 1977, we are continuing to plan our forces within the 
bounds of that agreement and the ABM Treaty; and, for intelligence 
estimating purposes, we are assuming the Soviet Union will do the 
same. Admiral Moorer will provide a detailed comparison of U.S.- 
USSR strategic forces in his Military Posture presentation. For con
venience, a summary comparison is shown below.

U.S. AND U.S.S.R. S t r a t e g i c  F o r c e  L e v e l s

Mid-1973 

U.S. U.S.S.R.

Mid-1974 

U.S. U.S.S.R.

Offensive

ICBM Launchers ‘ ................................ ..........  1054 1550 1054 1575
SLBM Launchers .̂............................... .........  656 550 656 660
Intercontinental Bombers *.................. 496 140 496 140
Force Loadings Weapons..................... ......... 6784 2200 7940 2600

Defensive *

Air Defense
Interceptors ^ .................................. ........... 559 2800 532 2600
SAM Launchers.............................. ........... 481 9800 261 9800

ABM Defense
Launchers....................................... ...............  — 64 — 64

' Excludes launchers at test sites.
* Excludes launchers on diesel-powered submarines.
’ Excludes bombers configured as tankers and reconnaissance aircraft.
* Excludes launchers at test sites.
'  These numbers represent Total Active Inventory (TAI).

1. Strategic Offensive Forces and Programs
We plan to continue in our strategic forces over the foreseeable 

future an appropriate mix of bombers, ICBMs and SLBMs—the 
so-called TRIAD. Our purpose in doing so is not to provide an inde
pendent assured destruction capability in each element of the strategic 
forces, as some people have presumed. Rather, it is to achieve a suf
ficient degree of diversification in our forces to hedge gainst both 
foreseeable and unforeseeable risks, and to enable us to continue to 
make available to the President a reasonable range of strategic options 
as USSR and PRC capabilities evolve.

I am sure the members of this Committee are well aware that each 
of the three major elements of our strategic forces has its own particu
lar strengths and weaknesses with regard to pre-launch survivability 
and the ability to penetrate the enemy defenses. By maintaining an 
appropriate mix of the three, however, we can maximize their collective
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strengths and minimize the effects of their individual weaknesses, thus 
ensuring that the force as a whole is not inherently vulnerable to any 
one type of attack or any one type of defense.

Force diversification is also essential to hedge against the unfore
seeable risks, such as technological breakthroughs by the other side 
and unanticipated weaknesses in one or more of our own systems. Last 
year we encountered an example of the latter, i.e., some unexpected 
failures in the operational tests of the POSEIDON missile. I will discuss 
the nature of this problem and the measures being taken to correct it a 
little later. At this point, I simply want to note that this unanticipated 
failure, while worrisome, is by no means critical. Aside from the fact 
that the POSEIDON force even now can carry out most of its intended 
missions, we have a variety of other systems which can fill the gap 
until the necessary corrective actions are completed. In short, this is 
precisely the kind of situation the TRIAD was intended to hedge 
against.

In addition to hedging against risks, a well diversified force is needed 
to support the President’s request for “other strategic options.” As I 
indicated earlier, these other options imply a much wider range of 
capabilities than that required for assured destruction only. For ex
ample, capabilities are required to destroy military as well as urban, 
defended as well as undefended, and time urgent as well as non-time 
urgent targets. Moreover, the forces should include some weapons 
which are highly reliable, some which are highly accurate, and some 
which are highly controllable from launch to target. Here, again, each 
member of the TRIAD has some unique capabilities to offer.

On balance, therefore, I believe the continued support of well diversi
fied U.S. strategic offensive forces clearly remains essential to our 
national security. Given the increasing size and variety of Soviet stra
tegic capabilities, U.S. force diversification will be much more impor
tant in the future than it has been in the past.

MINUTEMAN

The principal impact of the new emphasis on “other strategic op
tions”, as far as the FY 1975 Budget is concerned, is on the MINUTE- 
MAN program, particularly MINUTEMAN III. This missile, with its 
capacity for three RVs, relatively good accuracy, rapid retargeting 
capabilities, and relatively secure and reliable communications links 
to the National Command Authorities, is clearly a most versatile and 
cost-effective weapon.

Even without any additional R&D funding, we believe that the CEP 
of the MINUTEMAN III will gradually improve with continued testing. 
Beyond that point, further improvements in the counter-military capa
bilities of our ICBM force would require the deployment of more than 
the currently planned 550 MINUTEMAN III missiles, larger yield 
warheads, an improved or new guidance system for MINUTEMAN III, 
terminally guided maneuvering RVs (MaRVs) or the development and 
deployment of an entirely new ICBM. In view of the on-going SAL
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talks, we propose in the FY 1975 Budget to take only those first few 
steps which are necessary to keep open these options; no decisions have 
been made to deploy any of these improved systems.

First, we propose to keep the MINUTEMAN III production line going 
at the lowest feasible rate—five missiles per month. The FY 1974 
Budget request included $394 million for the procurement of the last 
136 MINUTEMAN III missiles, plus $23 million for long leadtime items 
to protect the option to deploy more than 550 MINUTEMAN III if that 
should prove desirable. The Congress approved the procurement of 115 
missiles in FY 1974, deferring 21 to FY 1975. To that 21, we now pro
pose to add 40 more for operational test assets, making a total buy of 61 
missiles in FY 1975. The $758 million shown for the MINUTEMAN pro
gram in FY 1975 on the table beginning on the following page includes 
$285 million for the procurement of the 61 missiles and initial spares, 
and $15 million for long leadtime items to keep open the option for a FY 
1976 buy. No decision has as yet been made to deploy more than 550 
MINUTEMAN Ills; we simply want to keep that option open.

Second, we have requested the Atomic Energy Commission (AEG) 
to keep open at the lowest feasible rate the MK 12 warhead production 
line.

Third, we propose to develop the option for some additional refine
ments in the existing MINUTEMAN guidance system, mostly in the 
software program, which should further reduce the CEP. Development 
of these refinements will cost about $100 million, of which the first $32 
million is included in the FY 1975 amount shown for MINUTEMAN.

Fourth, we propose to proceed with engineering development of a 
new higher yield warhead for the MINUTEMAN III. The new warhead 
plus the more advanced (i.e., miniaturized) arming and fusing mechan
ism would be incorporated in a new center section which could be retro
fitted into the existing MINUTEMAN III MK 12 RV without any 
changes in its weight, balance or other flight characteristics. The flight 
test data base accumulated for the MK 12 RV, therefore, would be di
rectly applicable to the new MK 12A RV, and flight tests of the latter 
could be limited to the verification of the new arming and fusing com
ponents. The R&D and tooling costs (DOD only) for the MK 12A are 
estimated at about $125 million, the first increment of which—$25 
million—is included in the FY 1975 amount shown for MINUTEMAN.

Fifth, we plan to initiate advanced development of a terminally 
guided MaRV for possible retrofit into both ICBMs and SLBMs. This 
MaRV could give the MINUTEMAN III a very high accuracy, if such a 
capability should be needed in the future. The $20 million required to 
start this program is included in the FY 1975 amount shown for Ad
vanced Ballistic Reentry System (ABRES).

Sixth, we plan to flight test a Minuteman III with a larger number of 
smaller RVs. This payload, if successfully demonstrated, would give 
us the option to expand the target coverage of the MINUTEMAN force 
without any increase in the number of missiles deployed. About $8 
million will be needed to start the test program in FY 1974 and $19 mil-
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A c q u i s i t i o n  Co s t s  o f  M a j o r  S t r a t e g ic  F o r c e s  M o d e r n iz a t io n  
AND Im p r o v e m e n t  P r o g r a m s  ^

Dollars in Millions

FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975
Actual Planned Proposed

Funding Funding * Funding

Strategic Offense

Continued Procurement of MINUTEMAN III 
Missiles, MINUTEMAN Silo Upgrading and
Other Related Programs..................................

Preparations for MINUTEMAN II Operational
Base Launch (OBL) T ests................................

Advanced ICBM Technology................................
Conversion of SSBNs to POSEIDON Configura

tion, Continued Procurement of POSEIDON
Missiles and Associated Effort.........................

Development, Procurement and Military Con
struction—TRIDENT Submarines and Mis
siles ..................................................................

Initiation of Desim for a new SSBN....................
Development of Advanced Ballistic Reentry Sys

tems and Technology (ABRES).......................
B-52D Modifications...........................................
Continued Development of New Strategic Bomb

er, B-1..................................................... ........
Procurement of Short Range Attack Missile

(SRAM).............................................................
Development of the Bomber Launched and Sub

marine Launched Versions of the Strategic
Cruise Missile....................................................

Initial Development of Advanced Tanker/Cargo 
Aircraft..................... ............................ ..........

Strategic Defense

Continued Development of the Over-the-Horizon
(OTH) Back-Scatter R adar..............................

Continued Deployment of SAFEGUARD...........
Continued Development of Site Defense..............
Development, of Advanced Ballistic Missile De

fense Technology  ..................................
Development and Acquisition of the SLBM 

Phased Array Radar Warning System............

Command and Control

Development and Procurement of Advanced Air
borne Command Post (AABNCP)....................

Development of SANGUINE ELF System...........

Civil Defense

Continued Support of the Civil Defense Program

816 730 758

— — 16
8 4 37

698 313 192

794 1,435 (^ ) 2,043
— — 16

93 90 120
46 38 73

445 449 499

203 133 2

53 14 125

— — 20

3 3 12
599 341 61
80 no 160

93 62 91

— — 50

117 50 90
9 13 13

82 82 86

’ Includes costs of RDT&E, procurement of the system and initial spares, and directly 
related military construction.

2 Figures in parentheses are the amounts included in the FY 1974 Supplemental.

lion to complete the test program in FY 1975. The FY 1974 sum is in
cluded in ABRES and the FY 1975 amount in the MINUTEMAN lines 
shown on the table.
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The $758 million requested for the MINUTEMAN program in FY 
1975 also includes funds for the continuation of the Silo Upgrading 
effort, and for the installation of the Command Data Buffer System at 
all MINUTEMAN III bases. The ability provided by the latter to re
target the MINUTEMAN III missiles rapidly from the launch control 
centers will greatly enhance the flexible employment possible with the 
force. Installation of the new system in the first MINUTEMAN III 
squadron was completed last year and all 50 missiles in the squadron 
were successfully programmed from the launch control center. Deploy
ment of the 550 MINUTEMAN III missiles will be completed by end 
FY 1975 but silo upgrading and installation of the Command Data Buf
fer System in the first two wings, which were deployed before these 
programs were started, will not be completed until FY 1978. Upgrading 
of the MINUTEMAN II silos will be completed in FY 1980.

MINUTEMAN II OPERATIONAL BASE LAUNCH TESTS

In order to demonstrate the ability of our operationally deployed 
MINUTEMAN missiles to perform their assigned missions, we now 
propose to undertake a new Operational Base Launch (OBL) program 
involving full range flight testing out into the Pacific of eight MINUTE- 
MAN II missiles in as close to an operational configuration and ground 
environment as possible. Four missiles would be launched from Malm- 
strom Air Force Base during the winter of 1974-75 and four more from 
that or some other northern base during the winter of 1975-76.

These would be the first full range flight tests of MINUTEMAN mis
siles from operational silos. The partial operational base launch tests 
conducted in 1965, 1966 and 1968, with mixed results, were not actual 
flight tests. In those tests, the missiles were loaded with just enough 
fuel for a seven second burn, enough to reach an altitude of about one 
mile, out to a range of about one mile. The first seven-second test of a 
MINUTEMAN I from Ellsworth AFB in 1964 was successful. The other 
three attempts from Grand Forks AFB in late 1966 were not; in each 
instance the missile failed to launch because of a variety of mechanical 
difficulties associated with that particular test missile and silo.

All three major versions of MINUTEMAN have, of course, been 
repeatedly flight tested from Vandenberg Air Force Base out into 
the Pacific. But to some extent these were specially configured test 
missiles launched from specially configured test silos under carefully 
controlled conditions. While the missiles to be launched in the new OBL 
program would carry dummy warheads, they would be typical opera
tional missiles in all other respects. Operational flight tests of this sort, 
i.e., from operational silos, are conducted routinely by the Soviet 
Union; they have conducted about 100 firings of this sort.

Development and test of the special equipment needed for safety and 
for directing and monitoring the launches has already been funded in 
prior yeax budgets. Funds to initiate preparations for the eight 
MINUTEMAN II OBL tests would be provided through reprogram
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ming in FY 1974; an additional $16 million is included in the FY 1975 
Budget to continue that effort.

ADVANCED ICBM TECHNOLOGY

To ensure a realistic option to modernize our ICBM forces in the 
1980s, we are requesting about $37 million in FY 1975 for advanced 
technology leading to the development of an entirely new ICBM. We 
are considering the technologies for both a new, large payload fixed- 
base missile which could be launched from the existing MINUTEMAN 
silos, and a new mobile missile, either ground or air launched. As 
noted earlier, the Interim Agreement itself does not prohibit the 
devielopment or the deployment of mobile ICBMs. The United States, 
however, has unilaterally stated that in its view the deployment of 
operational mobile ICBMs would be inconsistent with the objectives of 
the Agreement. The Soviet Union has made no response to that state
ment and, as I noted earlier, we believe that the development of a 
land-mobile version of the SS-X-16 may be underway. Consequently, 
we cannot preclude the possibility that a mobile version of the SS-X-16 
will eventually be deployed. In that case, we may find it necessary 
to deploy a mobile ICBM of our own.

In any event, we intend to pursue this new development at a very 
deliberate pace, pending the outcome of the current SALT negotia
tions. The initial effort in this new advanced ICBM technology program 
will be devoted to basing technology leading to the selection of the 
preferred basing mode, to guidance requirements which are unique to 
mobile missiles, both air-launched and ground-launched, and to rocket 
motor technology to increase the amount of throw-weight per pound of 
propellant. A new guidance system would be incorporated in the new 
missile. This system, plus appropriately sized MIRVs, would give the 
new ICBM a very good capability against hard targets.

POSEIDON

The $192 million requested in FY 1975 for the POSEIDON program 
includes $129 million to complete the funding (except for FY 1976 and 
subsequent year outfitting and post-delivery costs) of the last three of 
the 31 SSBN conversions and the last one of the four submarine tender 
conversions planned, $48 million for the support of POSEIDON mis
siles, and $15 million for the POSEIDON Modification Program.

The original FY 1974 Budget included funds for the last five SSBN 
conversions, but delays in the completion of certain SSBN overhauls 
made it necessary to defer the last three conversions to FY 1975. The 
Congressional committees were notified of this delay in September 
1973 and the amounts appropriated for FY 1974 already reflect the re
lated funding adjustments. Of the 28 conversions funded through FY 
1974, 20 have been completed and are currently deployed, two are in 
predeployment status, and six are undergoing conversion. As currently 
scheduled, the last three conversions will all have been started by
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April 1975. This stretchout will reduce the number of POSEIDON- 
equipped submarines on the line, as compared with last year’s esti
mates, by one at end FY 1975 and two by end FY 1976. The last 
conversion is scheduled for completion in April, 1977.

The POSEIDON Modification Program is the outgrowth of the 
deficiencies encountered last year in the POSEIDON Operational 
Test (OT) program, which have already been reported to the Congress. 
In view of the technical problems revealed as a result of these tests, 
the Unified Commander suspended the POSEIDON OT program in 
March 1973.

A thorough review of all the available POSEIDON test data leads to 
the conclusion that except for a weakness in the RV nose tip, which we 
believe has been corrected and in any event affects only a small per
centage of the force, most of the failures encountered were attributable 
to random deficiencies in small piece parts such as transistors, 
electrical connections, fuses, etc., and in the preparation of operational 
missiles for flight tests. In contrast to the Demonstration and Shake- 
down Operations (DASO) test missiles, which come directly from the 
Navy’s missile facility at Charleston, S.C., four OT missiles are se
lected at random from the complement of 16 carried by a submarine 
returning from patrol. The selected missiles are then modified by 
removing the entire payload section and replacing it with a test pay
load of dummy RVs and instrumentation, and by installing a destruct 
device—all while the missile is still in the launch tube of the 
submarine.

The deficiencies encountered in the POSEIDON OT tests are typical 
of those experienced in other new weapons systems, and subsequently 
corrected. None of them is related to the basic design of the POSEI
DON missile, which we have every reason to believe is entirely sound.

The POSEIDON Modification Program is designed to correct defi
ciencies in the POSEIDON missile itself, in the special test hardware, 
and in procedures. The total cost of the program is currently estimated 
at $126 million, about $23 million to incorporate the necessary changes 
in missiles still in production and the balance to modify missiles al
ready delivered to the Navy. About $38 million would be devoted to the 
more comprehensive testing of small piece parts, $24 million to replace 
detonating fuses with those of a new design, $18 million to improve 
gimbal assemblies, $10 million to modify firing units, $2 million to re
place flexible hoses with those of a new design, etc. Improved missiles 
will be installed in the 21st through 31st converted submarines; the 
first 20 POSEIDON submarines, already deployed, will be retrofitted 
with the improved missiles over a period of about three years. The 
entire modification program is expected to be completed by 1977.

TRIDENT

While failures encountered in the POSEIDON operational tests have 
no direct relation to the TRIDENT missile program, they do remind us



36 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

once again of the monetary risks involved in moving rapidly into large- 
scale production of any new major weapon system. Operational testing, 
of course, cannot commence until the system has actually been opera
tionally deployed. But by holding initial production to a reasonably low 
rate, we can reduce the costs of correcting those inevitable deficiences 
which are not discovered until the system is operationally tested. This 
is particularly true in the case of such technically advanced and costly 
weapon systems as the TRIDENT submarine.

Accordingly, after starting the first TRIDENT submarine in FY 
1974, we now propose to build the nine remaining TRIDENT sub
marines discussed here last year at a rate of two a year (instead of 
three a year) beginning in FY 1975. In addition, we currently plan to 
procure sufficient TRIDENT I missiles to backfit ten POSEIDON sub
marines. As you know, the TRIDENT I missile is being designed to 
fit in the existing POSEIDON submarines as well as in the new TRI
DENT submarines. By retrofitting the TRIDENT I missile in some of 
the POSEIDON submarines, we can improve the overall capability and 
survivability of the existing SSBN force and at the same time maintain 
a more economical rate of production for the TRIDENT I.

The IOC of the TRIDENT I missile remains as previously planned, 
i.e., the fourth quarter of 1978 (the second quarter of FY 1979), which 
coincides with the IOC of the first TRIDENT submarine. We plan to 
undertake an advanced development program which will define our 
capability to improve and measure the accuracy of our SLBMs and 
which, if implemented by retrofit, could lead to improved accuracy 
in the future. In addition, the MK 500 MaRV is now under advanced 
development for the purpose of demonstrating its compatibility with 
the TRIDENT I missile. This maneuvering RV, however, is not ter
minally guided since its maneuvering capability is intended to help 
it evade an ABM interceptor, rather than to increase its accuracy. 
Indeed, the MK 500 is expected to be less accurate than its ballistic 
counterpart.

The TRIDENT I IOC date should allow ample time for an orderly 
missile development and DASO test program. As noted earlier, the OT 
pro^am cannot be started until the system has been operationally 
deployed. However, we do plan to conduct OT launches earlier in the 
TRIDENT pro^am than we did with POSEIDON. Backfitting of the 
TRIDENT I missiles into POSEIDON submarines is planned to begin 
in the third quarter of FY 1979.

This revised program will require a total of $2,043 million in 
FY 1975—$107 million for continued component development of the 
submarine, $927 million to complete the funding of the second and third 
TRIDENT submarines, $240 million for advanced procurement for two 
TRIDENT submarines per year in FY 1976 and FY 1977, $662 million 
for the continued development and minor procurement related to the 
TRIDENT I missile, and $107 million in Military Construction funds 
to continue work on the TRIDENT Refit Facility at Bangor, Washing
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ton. In addition, about $25 million is included in the FY 1974 Supple
mental to protect the option for the procurement of two TRIDENT 
submarines in FY 1975.

Although the Interim Agreement on strategic offensive forces, 
expiring in 1977, would require us to phase out an equivalent number 
of existing strategic missile launchers as each new TRIDENT sub
marine enters sea trials, that decision need not be made now.

NEW SSBN OPTION

Some $16 million is included in the FY 1975 Budget to initiate design 
for a new and less costly SSBN than the TRIDENT. This is another ap
plication of the high/low mix approach. With a TRIDENT force in 
being, it is not likely that all of the sea-based force need have the 
capability provided by the larger and more costly ship.

The current POSEIDON submarines refitted with the new TRI
DENT I missile could, of course, fulfill this low end of the spectrum 
requirement. But because of aging, POSEIDON submarines will have 
to be replaced at least by the late 1980s and early 1990s. Consequently, 
more SSBNs, beyond the ten TRIDENT submarines, would eventually 
have to be built. The design of a smaller, less costly SSBN would 
give us the option later in this decade to replace the current POLARIS/ 
POSEIDON fleet with a mixed force of high performance and high cost 
or lower performance and low r̂ cost SSBNs.

The new SSBN would be somewhat larger than the 640-class (the 
last class of POLARIS/POSEIDON submarines) and would be pow
ered by a NARWHAL-type reactor. In looking toward a smaller and 
lower cost SSBN, wherein platform numbers rather than large num
bers of tubes per submarine are featured, this new design would have 
about 16 missile tubes using the TRIDENT I missile. Funds requested 
cover commencement of a conceptual and feasibility design effort, 
which will identify cost and characteristics trade-offs.

ABRES

Included in the FY 1975 Budget is $120 million for the Advanced 
Ballistic Re-entry Systems Program (ABRES). This program has been 
the source of much of the advanced re-entry technology incorporated in 
our strategic missile programs, and to a considerable degree it is re
sponsible for our technological lead in this area. Moreover, ABRES has 
made a major contribution to our understanding of ABM defense 
because of its work on a wide variety of ballistic missile penetration 
aids. Now that the Soviet Union is catching up with us in reentry 
technology, we must renew our efforts to stay ahead in this critical 
aspect of the strategic balance.

The ABRES program is managed by the Air Force, but the work 
being done also supports Navy and Army projects. In view of its tri
service nature, we have decided to give the Director of Defense 
Research and Engineering a greater role in the overall direction of the
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ABRES program. Henceforth, DDR&E will establish the general scope 
and priorities of the ABRES program and formally review the program 
twice a year. Following these reviews, DDR&E will provide the Air 
Force with general and specific guidance, as necessary. The existing 
ABRES organization structure, which has members of each service as 
line deputies to the ABRES Program Manager, will be retained to as
sure that close coordination among the three services is preserved.

B-52 FORCES

The bomber forces are essentially the same as those presented here 
last year, with two exceptions. First, all of the active B-52D’s and F’s 
will be retained through FY 1975. Second, beyond FY 1975 our planned 
B-52 force of 5 D and 17 G/H squadrons will increase by one G/H 
squadron (17 to 18). This increase reflects the reorganization neces
sary to form a composite Combat Crew Training Squadron (CCTS). 
The UÊ  of each B-52 squadron will be reduced from 15 to 14 to provide 
aircraft for the CCTS.

Last year the Air Force had planned to start in March 1973 the 
structural modification of 80 B-52Ds to ensure that the programmed 
service life can be safely achieved. The program was later deferred, 
pending approval by the interested Congressional committees. Mean
while the condition of the B-52D aircraft was found to be worse than 
originally anticipated. Accordingly, the Air Force has performed a 
“fracture toughness” program to test the structures of 94 B-52Ds in 
order to select the best aircraft for proof test, modification, and reten
tion. Including the cost of this special test program, which entails the 
procurement of proof test jigs, the total cost for the test of 94 aircraft 
and the modification of 80 aircraft is now estimated at about $240 
million.

Last year the cost of modifying 80 aircraft was estimated at $197 
million. The Congress has approved the use of $61 million in FY 1973 
and prior year funds for initial engineering, plant layout and tooling. 
Another $38 million was provided for FY 1974, and $73 million in 
procurement funds is requested for FY 1975. The program is now 
scheduled to be completed by the first quarter of FY 1977.

In my judgment, the B-52D modification program deserves the 
full support of the Congress, notwithstanding its substantial cost— 
about $3 million per aircraft. Recently completed U.S. air operations 
in Southeast Asia clearly demonstrated the effectiveness of the B-52 
in the conventional bombing role. Without the B-52D force, this 
capability could be provided only at the expense of our strategic capa
bilities which are already finely balanced in relation to the challenge 
posed by the Soviet strategic forces.

B-1 BOMBER

Indeed, if we are to continue to maintain an effective strategic 
bomber force through the 1980s and beyond, as I am convinced we
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should, we will eventually have to modernize that force. The principal 
improvements needed are (1) faster airfield escape and greater protec
tion against the effects of nuclear detonations in order to avoid destruc
tion by SLBMs which might be launched on depressed trajectories from 
Soviet SSBNs operating close to our shores, and (2) a capability to fly at 
very low altitude at high subsonic speed in order to penetrate improved 
Soviet air defenses. Although we have no evidence as yet that the 
Soviet Union is developing depressed trajectory SLBMs, or plans to 
operate its SSBNs close to our shores, or will undertake major new 
air defense programs at home, all of these capabilities will clearly be 
within its technical competency and economic capacity.

Accordingly, in planning for the 1980s and beyond, we should pro
vide ourselves the option to replace the existing bomber force with a 
more capable aircraft. The B-1 is being developed for this purpose. It 
will have a distinctly shorter escape time and much better resistance to 
nuclear effects than the B-52, and by virtue of its lower flight alti
tude, greater speed and smaller radar cross-section, it should have a 
much better capability to penetrate improved Soviet air defenses. 
Moreover, because of its wider range of altitude and airspeed options, 
the B-1 will provide greater flexibility in employment than the B-52, 
thereby enhancing our ability to execute a wide range of attack options 
in response to potential enemy action.

The B-1 engineering development program, however, has encoun
tered a number of difficulties and delays, necessitating several major 
adjustments in the program. The latest of these adjustments was 
reported to the Congress last summer. First flight was rescheduled 
from April to mid-year 1974. More time was allowed for the fabrication 
and assembly of Air Vehicles # 2 and # 3. The planned production 
decision date was rescheduled from July 1975 to May 1976.

Last August, shortly after assuming his responsibilities as Secretary 
of the Air Force, Secretary McLucas appointed a special committee, 
headed by Dr. Raymond Bisplinghoff, the Deputy Director of the 
National Science Foundation, to undertake an independent review of 
the B-1 program. The principal finding of this group of technical and 
management experts was that there are no major technical problems 
which preclude the successful development and production of the B-1 
aircraft. The Committee noted, however, that the existing program 
plan would make completion of the development effort and successful 
transition to the production phase unlikely within projected cost and 
time schedules. The Committee also expressed the belief that three 
aircraft would not be sufficient to complete development of a complex 
program such as the B-1 and allow the final development aircraft to 
reflect accurately the initial production aircraft.

With regard to schedule and cost, the Committee’s best judgment 
was that a two to three month delay would be incurred in the projected 
first flight of Air Vehicle #1 and a six to twelve month delay in com
pletion of the total development program. The Committee also esti
mated that at least $300 million more would be required to complete
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the development program as it was rephased in July 1973.
The Committee’s major recommendation was that the B-1 program 

should be restructured to provide for completion of the development 
effort on a more realistic basis and to provide for a less disruptive 
transition into the production phase.

Finally, Dr. Bisplinghoff and his associates also furnished Secretary 
McLucas with their estimates of potential B-1 performance parame
ters—ranging from Possible, to Most Probable, to Reasonably Adverse. 
These potential performance deviations result primarily from an in
crease in the gross take-off weight of the B-1 aircraft, from about 
360,000 lbs to the presently projected 395,000 lbs. The Air Force has 
conducted a thorough analysis of the utility of the B-1 aircraft within 
the full range of potential performance deviations provided by the 
Committee. The Secretary of the Air Force, the Chief of Staff, and the 
Commander in Chief of the Strategic Air Command have concluded 
that even under the most adverse estimates of performance the B-1 
would be operationally effective against the full target spectrum. 
Moreover, even with the increased weight there are still 100 airfields 
in the U.S. which would support continuous B-1 operations and an 
additional 220 airfields which would be suitable for use in emergency 
dispersal operations. Thus, although some weight reduction should 
result as a byproduct of engineering changes for purposes of produci- 
bility and cost avoidance, there is no requirement for significant 
changes to the B-1 program solely, to regain performance.

A basic problem highlighted by the Committee was the severe 
program discontinuity which results from the gap of 24 months be
tween first flight and the production decision. The contractor would 
not be able to retain critical skills and know-how during such an ex
tended gap in effort. Moreover, any plan which was dependent on the 
recovery of these critically needed personnel after a production decision 
is made would expose the program to additional technical risks and 
costs.

Accordingly, in order to facilitate the B-1 flight test program and to 
provide a more realistic basis for transition to production, we propose 
to begin work on Air Vehicle #4 in FY 1975 and, possibly, Air Vehicle 
#5 in FY 1976. These aircraft would provide needed flight test data 12 
to 18 months earlier than would otherwise be possible, and they could 
also be used to introduce engineering refinements to the basic 
design.

Although the fourth and possibly the fifth aircraft would be funded 
with RDT&E funds, they would ultimately be assigned to the SAC 
inventory. Moreover, the additional aircraft would be built on existing 
development tooling, modified only as required by aircraft design im
provements. Thus, there would be no additional program cost, assum
ing a subsequent production decision. Nor would these additional 
aircraft prejudge the production decision. In consonance with our fly- 
before-buy policy, the B-1 is expected to undergo about two years of 
flight testing and achieve the essential critical milestones before a
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production decision is made. Under the currently proposed program 
plan, this decision could be made in November 1976. The FY 1975 
Budget includes $499 million for the B-1 program.

BOMBER-LAUNCHED MISSILES

The acquisition of the SRAM (Short Range Attack Missile) will be 
essentially completed with FY 1974 funding and the planned comple
ment of operational (UE) missiles, 1140, will be on hand by the mid 
1970s. Because of its relatively poor accuracy and aerodynamic drag on 
the B-52 G/H, a decision has been made to phase out Hound Dog by 
FY 1976. The number of Quails will be reduced significantly by end 
FY 1976.

Last year the Congress was informed of the Defense Department's 
decision to cancel the SCAD engineering development program and to 
incorporate further work in that area in a joint Air Force-Navy cruise 
missile technology program. The Air Force was to concentrate on the 
development of a small turbofan engine suitable for both an air- 
launched and submarine-launched cruise missile, and the related high 
energy fuel. The Navy was to pursue the development of the guidance 
technology which was to be common to both missile systems.

Planning of this joint technology effort has progressed to the point 
where we can now present a more definitive program for FY 1975 and 
beyond. As currently planned, the Air Force would commence engi
neering development of an Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) in 
FY 1975, making maximum use of the terminated SCAD engineering 
program for air vehicle design and small turbofan engine development. 
The new missile would have about the same overall dimensions as the 
SCAD so that it could be loaded interchangeably with the SRAM mis
sile, one for one, both internally on the rotary racks of the B-52 or the 
B-1 and externally on the wing pylons of the B-52. It would weigh 
about 2,000 pounds and would be equipped with a terrain avoidance 
system which would permit it to fly just a few hundred feet above the 
surface of the earth.

The ALCM could be made available for initial deployment in the 
late 1970s, but it would be premature to make a production decision at 
this time. In the meantime, we have authorized retention of some of 
the Quail unarmed decoys.

The Navy SLCM, using the common technology base, would be de
veloped in both strategic and tactical variants, and would be sized to 
take maximum advantage of the standard torpedo tubes. The strategic 
version would carry a nuclear warhead about 1500 nm. Like the ALCM, 
the SLCM would have very good accuracy and penetrate at low 
altitudes.

While the strategic variant would be primarily a submarine-launched 
missile, the tactical variant would be designed to be launched from 
surface ships as well as submarines since it would be primarily a con- 
ventionally-armed anti-ship missile. The tactical variant would have a 
range in excess of 300 nm.
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A total, of $125 million has been included in the FY 1975 budget re
quest for the combined cruise missile program—$80 million for the 
Air Force ALCM and $45 million for the Navy SLCM.

ADVANCED TANKER/CARGO AIRCRAFT

It is clear that if we continue to support a large strategic bomber 
force for any extensive period of time into the future, a new refueling 
tanker will eventually be required. The cost of acquiring a suf
ficiently large number of such tankers would undoubtedly be quite 
high. It may be possible, however, to satisfy that tanker requirement in 
conjunction with some other important requirement, such as aug
mentation of our current airlift capability. Accordingly, we have in
cluded $20 million in the FY 1975 Budget for studies and investigations 
of alternative approaches to this tanker requirement. The effort will 
be divided in two parts:

(1) Competitive studies to determine the most effective way to 
convert a currently available wide-bodied civilian transport aircraft 
into an efficient military cargo/tanker aircraft.

(2) An initial investigation of the trade-offs between a modified 
(from a currently available aircraft) and a newly designed strategic 
tanker/cargo aircraft, with particular emphasis on fast escape and 
hardness.

2. Strategic Defensive Forces

I believe it is clear from what I have already said that without 
effective ABM defenses, air defenses are of very limited value against 
potential aggressors armed with strategic missiles. This interdepen
dency of anti-ballistic missile and anti-bomber defenses has been well 
understood for many years. But as long as there was some chance 
that we might deploy at least a thin nationwide ABM defense, it made 
sense to keep open the option to deploy a complementary air defense. 
Now that the ABM Treaty limiting both sides to only 100 operational 
ABM launchers at each of two sites has been signed, the deployment 
of even a thin nationwide ABM defense has been foreclosed. Indeed, 
we have deferred all work on the second ABM site for the defense of 
the National Command Authorities (i.e., the national capital area). 
Given the very tight defense budget constraints under which we now 
have to operate, we cannot in good conscience postpone any longer the 
basic adjustments in our air defense program made necessary by the 
changing worldwide situation.

You may recall that former Secretary of Defense McNamara in his 
last posture statement in 1968 set forth six possible purposes that our 
air defense system might serve in the 1970s:

1. Peacetime surveillance to prohibit free access over North Amer
ica from the air.
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2. Nth country defense to prevent damage from an attack by such 
countries as Cuba, the PRC, etc.

3. Discourage the Soviet Union from developing and introducing 
new bomber threats which would be costly to neutralize.

4. Limit damage to our urban/industrial complex from a Soviet 
bomber attack in the event deterrence fails.

5. Preclude bomber attack on our withheld strategic missile forces.
6. Provide a complete mobile “air defense package”, portions of 

which could be deployed to any part of the world for use in periods of 
local crisis.^

The fourth purpose—limit damage to our urban/industrial com
plex—is now possible only to the extent that we are successful in limit
ing the scope of any conflict that did occur. Since we cannot defend our 
cities against strategic missiles, there is nothing to be gained by 
trying to defend them against a relatively small force of Soviet bomb
ers. I am sure the Soviet leaders understand that an attack on our cities, 
whether by bombers or missiles, would inevitably result in the destruc
tion of their cities. Even if the USSR uses all of its ballistic missiles 
against our strategic offensive forces and reserves its bombers for 
use against our cities, repeated analyses have convincingly demon
strated that under all foreseeable circumstances we would have suf
ficient surviving forces to retaliate decisively against Soviet cities. It 
is this assured capability to retaliate decisively against Soviet cities 
even after absorbing the full weight of a Soviet nuclear attack that 
offers the best hope of deterring attack and thus protecting our cities, 
not our ability to defend them against bomber attack.

The fifth purpose—preclude bomber attack on withheld ICBMs, 
or bombers, for that matter—might still have some advantage today. 
That advantage, however, would be seriously eroded if the USSR de
ploys its new MIRVed ICBMs up to the limits allowed by the Interim 
Agreement. If it did so, the USSR would have enough ICBM RVs to 
launch a series of follow-on attacks against our withheld ICBMs. It 
would also have enough SLBMs for follow-on attacks against bomber 
bases or against SLBMs in port. Thus, to protect our withheld ICBMs, 
SLBMs in-port, and bomber bases, we would need a balanced defense 
against both missiles and bombers. Such a defense is foreclosed by the 
ABM Treaty.

With regard to the third purpose—discourage the USSR from in
troducing new bomber threats—I believe we should continue to pursue 
a broadly based R&D program in the strategic air defense area. That 
program, however, should be focused on basic research and the ad
vancement of technology, rather than on engineering development of 
new weapon systems. We already have a number of new and ex
pensive air defense weapon systems developed or under development

 ̂DommentsmDisanmment, 1%8, pp. 263-264.
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for general purpose forces applications—e.g., F-15, F-14 (PHOENIX), 
AW ACS, SAM-D. But we must take care not to fall behind the Soviet 
Union in basic knowledge and understanding of the air defense prob
lem. We need this knowledge and understanding, in any event, for our 
bomber programs. And, we should in prudence hedge against the pos
sibility that a technological breakthrough or some other change in the 
strategic situation might make the deployment of new systems for 
continental air defense both feasible and desirable.

The first and last purposes—peacetime surveillance and control 
and mobile air defense forces—and to some extent the second pur
pose, Nth country defense—are still feasible and necessary. We must, 
as a very minimum, ensure the sovereignty of our air space; it would 
also be very helpful to have available a mobile air defense capability 
which could be deployed promptly overseas.

Forces provided for the first purpose would also provide a reason
able level of defense against the unlikely contingency of an Nth 
country air attack on the United States, most conspicuously Cuba. We 
have no reason to believe that Cuba has nuclear weapons or is likely to 
acquire any in the foreseeable future. Furthermore, Cuba's air force 
is very limited in payload and range; it could reach only the southeast
ern part of the United States. Finally, the consequences to Cuba of a 
surprise air attack on the United States would be so grave that the 
chances of its occurrence must be rated at near zero. With regard 
to the PRC, we have no evidence whatsoever that that nation is seeking 
an intercontinental bomber capability.

The first purpose requires only a thin area-type defense plus a high 
quality surveillance capability. Accordingly, we now propose to phase 
out all of the strategic NIKE-HERCULES batteries (which are all 
located around nine urban areas) and eventually reduce the interceptor 
force to 12 squadrons—six active and six Air National Guard (ANG). 
The NIKE-HERCULES batteries and their Fire Coordination Centers 
will be phased out by the end of FY 1975. Also in FY 1975, the active 
interceptor force will be reduced to six F-106 squadrons, and two 
F-106 squadrons will be added to the Air National Guard, for a total of 
six F-106 ANG squadrons. Seven ANG F-102 squadrons will be phased 
out in FY 1975. Current planning for FY 1976 includes phase-out of the 
remaining F-102s and evaluation of the continued utility of the F-101. 
Pending a review of the retention of F-lOls, these six interceptor 
squadrons will be retained until the end of FY 1976.

In addition to these strategic air defense forces, we will have one 
active Air Force air defense squadron (F-4s) and three active Army 
NIKE-HERCULES batteries in Alaska, and one ANG air defense 
squadron (F-102s converting to F-4s in FY 1976) in Hawaii. (Canad.a 
has a number of CF-101 air defense squadrons operational.) We will 
also continue in place the active Army general purpose forces NIKE- 
HERCULES and HAWK batteries now operational in Florida. In ad
dition, there will always be other general purpose air defense forces 
available in the U.S.—fighters and SAMs, and eventually some tactical
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AW ACS—which could be used to augment the strategic air defenses in 
a crisis. And, of course, we will continue to have the option to deploy 
a new interceptor (e.g., F-15 or F-14) and a new SAM system (e.g., 
SAM-D) for CONUS defense, since those programs are being pursued 
in any event for the general purpose forces.

A CONUS air defense system structured. primarily for peacetime 
surveillance would not require an AW ACS force, the principal purpose 
of which is to provide a survivable means of control of air defense air
craft in a nuclear war environment. However, as I noted earlier, a mo
bile air defense force which could be deployed quickly as a “package” 
would still be extremely useful in support of our general purpose ground 
and air forces overseas. We propose, therefore, to retain the AW ACS 
(now designated E-3A) program for that purpose, and I will discuss it 
later in context with the general purpose air forces.

The Defense Department has been working for a number of years 
with the Federal Aviation Administration to consolidate the military 
and civilian radar and control centers in CONUS into a common, 
jointly operated system designed to serve both military and civilian 
needs. This work is still going on. Nine joint-use surveillance radars are 
now in operation. In FY 1978, joint-use radars will replace all military 
surveillance radars in CONUS. These U.S. radars, and possibly some of 
the Canadian radars near the border, will feed into 13 USAF/FAA 
Joint Control Centers; the first four will be operational by end FY 
1977 and all 13 by end FY 1979. The six existing Regional Control 
Centers (SAGE) will be phased out in FY 1978. A new command and 
control plan tailored to the revised air defense structure and missions 
is now under development by the Air Force.

As the new joint system becomes operational, one of the two CONUS 
manual Control Centers and the last CONUS BUIC III Control Center 
(in Florida) will be phased out. All of the remaining airborne radars 
will be phased out by end FY 1977. Although no changes are planned 
through FY 1979 in the surveillance radars and control systems in 
Alaska and Hawaii, the Air Force is currently investigating the 
feasibility of employing CONUS BUIC assets for the semi-automation 
of the Alaskan air defense systems.

OTH-B

For deployment in the 1980s, we propose to continue work on the 
development of the Over-the-Horizon Backscatter (OTH-B) radar, for 
which $12 million is included in the FY 1975 Budget. This radar prom
ises to extend the early warning capability against bombers. Three 
such radars—one each on the East and West coasts, and one covering 
the southern approach—would give good coverage on all except the 
northern approach to the U.S. For the northern approach, we will have 
to retain the 31 DEW line radars until such time as we can perfect an 
OTH radar, or some other system, which can operate successfully in 
the presence of the intense electrical disturbances which characterize 
the northern auroral zone.
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SAFEGUARD

As my predecessor, Elliot Richardson, reported to you last year, we 
plan to complete deployment of the one remaining SAFEGUARD site 
at Grand Forks for defense of MINUTEMAN. Work at all other sites 
has been terminated. The $61 million included in the FY 1975 
Budget for development of SAFEGUARD is principally for completion 
of the check out and installation of the software; funding for procure
ment, military construction and system flight testing was essentially 
completed with the FY 1975 Budget.

The Grand Forks site with 30 Spartan and 70 Sprint launchers, one 
Missile Site Radar (MSR) and one Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR) 
is scheduled to be completed in FY 1975. The equipment readiness 
date is still estimated to be October 1974, and an initial operational 
capability is expected to be achieved by June 1975.

The SAFEGUARD system test program at Kwajalein Atoll in the 
Pacific is proceeding very satisfactorily. In the first SAFEGUARD 
system test series (1970-71) 12 out of 16 tests were successful, 2 were 
partially successful and 2 were unsuccessful. In the second series, 
which will now be concluded in July 1974, 33 tests were conducted 
through December 1973—30 were successful and three were unsuccess
ful. Seven tests remain to be completed, but some of these may be omit
ted if the current test objectives can be met with fewer tests.

SITE DEFENSE

Included in the FY 1975 Budget is $160 million to continue work on 
the SITE DEFENSE Program, the objective of which is to demonstrate 
a development prototype ABM system specifically designed for the de
fense of MINUTEMAN. I believe this program is a prudent and neces
sary hedge. It would give us the option to defend our MINUTEMAN 
force against a Soviet ballistic missile attack should that become 
necessary, or in the event that an acceptable permanent agreement on 
the limitation of strategic offensive arms cannot be achieved. It would 
also give us the option to deploy a more advanced ABM system for the 
defense of the National Command Authorities, if that should be found 
desirable some time in the future.

The SITE DEFENSE Program will be conducted on a very austere 
basis. It must be borne in mind, however, that SITE DEFENSE must 
be developed with “system” applications in mind, if the demonstration 
of the development prototype is to be of any real value. Development of 
the hardware, e.g., the improvements to the SPRINT missile, the new 
small (relative to the MSR) radar, and the data processors is well 
within the state of the art. What needs to be demonstrated is the 
capability of the system as a whole, including in particular the 
software.

ADVANCED BMD TECHNOLOGY

We also plan to continue the Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense
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Technology effort at about the same level as in recent years, and $91 
million is included in the FY1975 Budget for that purpose.

The rationale for continued research and development in BMD, as 
well as reentry systems (ABRES) technology, is founded on two spe
cific SALT related objectives. One is to provide the Soviet leaders 
with strong incentives to negotiate additional strategic arms limitation 
agreements. The other is to motivate them to keep the treaties and 
agreements already made.

Nations make treaties, and nations keep treaties, only when they 
regard such actions to be in their best interests. If the Soviet leaders 
believe that they could gain an advantage over us in the absence of an 
agreement, they would have no incentive to reach agreement. But if we 
confront them with the prospect that even with strenuous efforts on 
their part they would not be able to shift the strategic balance in their 
favor, they would have an incentive to reach agreement on maintain
ing the balance, if for no other reason than to save money. Similarly, 
if we fail to advance our ABM technology while the Soviet Union con
tinues to pursue its on-going ABM development programs, which are 
clearly permitted by the Treaty, the Soviet Union might achieve a 
position where, by abrogating the Treaty, it could shift the strategic 
balance drastically in its favor before we could react.

Consequently, we must continue to pursue ABM technology pro
grams of sufficient breadth and depth to ensure that we can:

—Keep our qualitative lead in ABM technology over the Soviet 
Union

—Understand and assess Soviet ABM activities which our intelli
gence sources reveal to us

—Achieve the knowledge and skill needed to deploy an effective 
ABM system if that should become necessary.

SATELLITE AND SLBM RADAR WARNING SYSTEMS

For surveillance and early warning of ballistic missile attack, we 
now depend on a variety of systems. The most important of these is the 
satellite warning system. We now maintain on station one satellite 
over the Eastern hemisphere and two over the Western hemisphere.

The Eastern hemisphere satellite would provide the first warning of 
a Soviet (or PRC) ICBM launch. This warning would be verified first 
by the forward scatter Over-the-Horizon (OTH) system and then by the 
Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS). The capability to 
correlate data from BMEWS, satellite and other sources will provide 
highly credible warning of ICBM attack.

The Western hemisphere satellites provide the first warning of 
SLBM launches against the U.S. Complementary warning coverage is 
now supposed to be provided by the 474N SLBM “dish” warning radars. 
Unfortunately, these 474N radars—four on the East Coast, three on 
the West Coast, and one on the Gulf Coast—have limitations against 
Soviet SLBMs, particularly the new longer range SS-N-8. Moreover, 
there are a number of limitations in the current satellite coverage—it
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does not fully encompass all of the areas from which the SS-N-8 
could be launched, it is susceptible to temporary solar induced outages 
which may cause some loss of coverage in those areas not covered by 
both Western Hemisphere satellites, and it is not entirely free of false 
alarms. To provide full coverage of the expanded SLBM threat area, 
and ensure prompt verification of the satellite data, we must have a 
more effective and reliable complementary warning system than the 
474N radars.

Accordingly, we again propose to replace those radars (including the 
standby SLBM warning radar at Moorestown, N.J.) with two new 
SLBM Phased Array Warning Radars—one on the East Coast and one 
on the West Coast. These much more reliable and capable phased 
array radars, together with the Western Hemisphere satellites, would 
provide highly credible warning of a Soviet SLBM launch against the 
U.S. First warning of such an attack would come from the satellites, 
and within a very short interval, which increases with the distance 
the launching submarine is from our coast, verification of the attack 
would come from the SLBM phased array radars.

The phased array radars would not only verify the signals received 
from the satellites but would also fill in any gaps which may occur in 
the satellite coverage as a result of solar reflections. The additional 
confidence which we would gain in the reliability of the warning would, 
in my judgment, be worth the acquisition cost of the two radars—now 
estimated at approximately $100 million.

The FY 1975 Budget provides for further improvements to the satel
lite system and includes $50 million to begin acquisition of the SLBM 
phased array radars.

3. Command and Control
Continuity of command and control of the strategic forces by the 

National Command Authorities—before, during and after a nuclear 
attack on the United States—is a basic tenet of our national security 
policy. This means that we must not only ensure, to the best of our 
ability, the survival of the NCA and their principal advisors, but also 
the minimum essential communications links with the subordinate 
commands and the operating forces.

The command and control of U.S. military forces worldwide is 
normally conducted through the Worldwide Military Command and 
Control System (WWMCCS). The national level elements of this sys
tem include the National Military Command Center (NMCC) at the 
Pentagon, the Alternate National Military Command Center (ANMCC), 
and the National Emergency Airborne Command Post (NEACP) 
based at Andrews AFB, Maryland. The President, no matter where he 
may be—in the White House, Camp David, San Clemente, Key Bis- 
cayne, or airborne in the Presidential aircraft—is always kept in con
tinuous communication with the NMCC, and through it, with the 
alternate national military command centers, the subordinate com
mands and the military forces.
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These national military command centers are linked to the subordi
nate commands and the military forces worldwide by a wide variety of 
communication modes—land lines, underwater cables, VLF, LF, HF, 
UHF radio, satellite relay systems, etc. During the next few years 
we propose to increase significantly our efforts to improve the security 
and survivability of these WWMCCS supporting communications 
networks, particularly that portion designated as the Minimum Es
sential Emergency Communications Network (MEECN). MEECN is 
the basic system for communicating executive orders to our forces in 
wartime. Consequently, special attention must be given to its surviv
ability under nuclear attack.

With regard to the strategic offensive forces, connections between 
the national level command centers and the Strategic Air Command 
and its forces are provided through a deliberately redundant system 
of communications and command posts. SAC, in addition to its princi
pal command post at Omaha, Nebraska, also maintains two alternate 
ground command posts and one airborne command post. The SAC 
airborne command post is in continuous communication with the SAC 
command post at Omaha. On receipt of warning of a nuclear attack 
on the United States, the SAC airborne command post would be linked 
to the SAC forces and the national military command centers, includ
ing the NEACP, by the Post Attack Command and Control System 
(PACCS). One of the PACCS components, the Mid-AUXCP, can as
sume the CINCSAC function in the event that the primary SAC 
ABNCP is inoperable.

The national military command centers are linked to the sea-based 
strategic missile forces, either through the appropriate subordinate 
commands or directly, by means of a deliberately redundant system of 
Navy radio transmitters and by the TACAMO relay aircraft. To maxi
mize the survivability of communications from the NCA, these Navy 
transmitters (including TACAMO) can also be reached via those 
communications links involved in directing SAC forces. Messages could 
also be relayed to the ballistic missile submarines via ships at sea, 
communication satellites, LORAN, etc.

This system of command and control of the strategic offensive 
forces, however, is not now as survivable as the forces themselves. 
That is why the Defense Department has proposed, in addition to the 
improvements in the existing communications network, the continued 
development and deployment of the Air Force Satellite Communica
tions System (AFSATCOM), the Advanced Airborne Command Post 
(AABNCP) aircraft, and the SANGUINE extremely low frequency 
(ELF) radio relay site. These three programs offer the best prospects, at 
this time, for a substantial advance in the survivability and effective
ness of our national command and control system under nuclear attack.

AFSATCOM AND SURVSATCOM

The AFSATCOM system, when fully deployed, will consist of a com
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bination of special communcations transponders and channels carried 
on board “host” satellites placed in orbit for other missions (e.g., Navy 
FLTSATCOM satellites) plus numerous ground and air terminals. This 
deliberately redundant satellite system will not only provide greater 
assurance that essential NCA instructions reach our forces, it will also 
enable the forces to report back the data needed by the NCA to main
tain sure control and to execute a variety of nuclear options. We are 
also developing the technology needed to improve further the surviva
bility of strategic communications satellites. This technology will lead 
to a new Survivable Satellite Communications (SURVSATCOM) sys
tem which should be available by the time it is appropriate to replace 
the AFSATCOM system sometime in the 1980s. Funding for 
AFSATCOM is included in other programs. Funding of SURVSATCOM 
as a separate program element is expected to begin in FY1976.

AABNCP (E-4)

The AABNCP program, as currently planned, would be pursued in 
several stages geared to our growing understanding of the command 
and control problem in a nuclear war environment, and to the further 
development of applicable technology. It should be borne in mind in 
this connection that the aircraft itself (the Boeing 747, now designated 
the E-4) presents no particular technological problem. It is the equip
ment which goes into the aircraft that is our principal concern in this 
program. We would expect the aircraft to have a useful life of about 
20 to 25 years. During that period, we would probably re-equip the 
aircraft, in whole or in part, as new technology becomes available 
and as changes in national policy dictate new missions to be accom
plished by the strategic forces.

Accordingly, the longer range equipping program has been divided 
into “blocks”. Block I is the currently approved configuration of the 
AABNCP. The airborne computer, which was associated with the orig
inal configuration of the AABNCP aircraft, has now been deferred 
from Block I to Block II.

I believe this deferral is a sensible move; the problems involved 
in an airborne automatic data processing (ADP) system have not yet 
been sufficiently resolved. The airborne ADP system must be com
patible with the ground-based WWMCCS ADP system, since selected 
portions of the ground data base must be readily transferable to the 
airborne ADP. We are currently investing substantial funds in the 
modernization and standardization of this ground-based ADP system. 
Unfortunately, the ground ADP equipment cannot be used directly in 
the AABNCP aircraft because that equipment has not been designed 
for aircraft operations. Also further research must be done on shield
ing airborne computers against nuclear effects, particularly when the 
aircraft is airborne.

Finally, we have yet to formulate precisely which portions of the 
WWMCCS ground data base are actually required in the AABNCP. 
This would depend largely on how one would conceive the NCA func
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tion aboard the NEACP aircraft and the SAC commander’s function 
aboard the SAC airborne command post. If the NCA is to be in a po
sition to exercise a choice among a wide range of nuclear attack 
response options, including some which may not have been preplanned, 
the data required aboard the aircraft would be quite extensive. In the 
case of the NEACP, it would probably include status of forces and 
damage assessment information for both sides (U.S. and the attacker), 
status of allied and other national forces, and so forth. The SAC air
borne command post might require even more detailed data, e.g., 
location and status of spare engines, reload weapons, fuel supplies, 
missile spare parts, maintenance capabilities, etc.

But even without the airborne ADP, the E-4 with the new Block I 
C® equipment (including antennas and terminals for satellite commu
nication) and the greater available space, longer endurance, shorter 
takeoff, and other features, will greatly enhance our command and 
control capabilities under nuclear attack, as compared with the exist
ing EC-135S. The new and more powerful communications equipment 
will help to overcome interferences caused by a nuclear environ
ment or jamming, as well as provide an interface with both the 
AFSATCOM satellite system and the Defense Satellite Communica
tions System (DSCS). Moreover, the E-4 will have a computer terminal 
through which it can connect directly into the WWMCCS ground- 
based ADP system. It can thus acquire the latest data as long as the 
ground-based system continues to function. Thereafter, it would have 
to operate in a manual mode, using whatever data is already aboard 
plus updating by direct communications with the subordinate com
mands. The additional space would accommodate the larger staffs re
quired for manual operations.

In order to provide an interim NEACP capability with the new 
aircraft, pending the development of the Block IC® equipment, the first 
three operational aircraft will be equipped with the existing C® package 
to be transferred from three EC-135s. The first two operational air
craft, designated E-4A and the one R&D aircraft, designated E-4B, 
were funded in the FY 1973 Budget. A third operational E-4A aircraft 
was funded in the FY 1974 Budget. The three operational E-4A aircraft 
constitute Phase lA of the Block I program.

Phase IB provides for the development of the Block I advanced C® 
package and for the acquisition of three operational E-4Bs, complete 
with the new C® package, for the NEACP function. The $90 million 
requested for FY 1975 includes $58.8 million to continue the develop
ment of the Block I C® package, $22.3 million for the construction of 
new facilities for the E-4A aircraft and alert crews, and $9 million for 
the initial increment of the Block II program. The Block II funds would 
be used to initiate the definition of the airborne ADP system and such 
further improvements in the communications capabilities of the E-4B 
as may be found technically feasible, desirable and cost effective. Pro
curement of the three operational E-4Bs, with the Block I advanced C® 
package, would be funded in FY 1976 and would complete Phase IB.



52 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

Phase 1C of the Block I program involves the retrofit of the first 
three E-4A aircraft with the Block I advanced C* package.

The total cost of the Block I program is now estimated at about $550 
million. The cost and timing of the Block II program cannot now be 
estimated since it has yet to be fully defined.

SANGUINE ELF

The SLBM force, when at sea, is still the element of our strategic 
offensive forces least vulnerable to sudden nuclear attack. The com
munication links from the NCA to the individual ballistic missile sub
marines, however, are less survivable than the submarines themselves. 
Hence, we must make every feasible effort to ensure reliable communi
cations with the SLBM force under all foreseeable circumstances.

The SANGUINE ELF system, in the present state of our knowledge, 
still holds the best promise of providing such a survivable communi
cations link with our ballistic missile submarines. The SANGUINE 
transmitters would increase the number of aimpoints the Soviets 
would have to attack if they were to attempt to disconnect communi
cations to our submarines and have a reasonable assurance of doing 
so. The SANGUINE signals would decrease susceptibility of our com
munications to atmospheric disturbances and enemy jamming. 
SANGUINE would also improve the survivability of the submarines 
themselves by removing them and their antennas from the near
surface environment. Moreover, notwithstanding popular fears to the 
contrary, the SANGUINE system would pose no known environ
mental, ecological, or biological dangers to the area in which it is 
installed.

The need for a more survivable communications link to our ballistic 
missile submarines is clear, and the technical feasibility of the SAN
GUINE system has been reasonably well demonstrated during the four 
years of work at the Wisconsin test site. In view of the fact that we have 
no better alternative on hand, I strongly urge this Committee to sup
port the SANGUINE program. We need not decide on the location of 
the operational site at this time, but we should press forward with the 
development of the system and prototype testing at the existing Gov
ernment test sites. Concurrently, we should conduct a comparative 
analysis of all potential sites with a view to making a final recommen
dation before the operational system is ready for deployment. A total 
of $13.2 million has been included in the FY1975 Budget for the contin
uation of the SANGUINE program on this basis.

4. Civil Defense

The shift in our strategic deterrence policy which I discussed at the 
beginning of this section does not diminish the need for a vigorous 
Civil Defense Program. A Soviet counterforce attack which deliber
ately avoids our cities—for example, a large scale attack on MINUTE- 
MAN—would still produce a large amount of nuclear fallout which
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could drift over our cities. It would be highly desirable, therefore, to 
continue our efforts to identify additional fallout shelter spaces for our 
population.

We expect to identify about eight million more shelter spaces per 
year, principally from new construction. We do not plan, however, to 
stock any more shelter spaces with Federal resources; we now have 
about 108 million spaces stocked for eight days usage. Instead, contin
gency planning will be continued by State and local governments to 
complete expeditiously the stocking of all identified spaces from locally 
available resources in the event of an intense international crisis.

Since it is quite possible that a period of intense crisis would occur 
before an attack, it may be feasible to relocate non-essential personnel 
from cities and high risk areas during such a period. Accordingly, some 
preliminary contingency planning is being undertaken for this purpose, 
including:

—The designation of high risk areas. Through our Civil Defense 
Regions and in cooperation with the States, unclassified maps de
picting areas deemed to be at high risk from the direct effects of 
nuclear weapons are being developed. These maps assume military 
installations and industrial and population concentrations would 
be high value targets. Consideration is also being given to the des
ignation of those areas which may be subjected to high levels of 
fallout as high risk areas.

—Development of plans for relocation of the population in a crisis. 
As the first step in crisis relocation planning we are developing 
allocation schemes to permit the population from some 250 of our 
urbanized areas to be assigned to appropriate host areas. The pri
mary end product of this first step is expected to be the publication 
of information materials for distribution to the public in periods of 
severe crisis. These publications would advise the public “where to 
go and what to do” should relocation be implemented. Training of 
DCPA personnel and State and local personnel in handling reloca
tion is currently underway. During the later portion of fiscal year 
1974 we will be conducting some eight to ten pilot projects to pro
vide on-the-job experience and to field test techniques. Concurrent 
with the pilot projects, research and development efforts will be 
initiated to provide planning guidance for State and local planning 
of, inter alia, food distribution during the relocation period, pro
vision of fallout protection in host areas, and emergency services 
support.

—The implementation of an “all effects” shelter survey. The survey 
is designed to identify the best shelter protection available from 
fallout in all areas, and from the direct effects of nuclear weapons 
in high risk areas. This data will provide a basis for inplace shelter 
plans and also should provide input for shelter plans for both the 
“key operating personnel” who would be located in target areas 
after implementation of relocation plans, and the evacuated popu
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lation in host areas. The survey data should be useful for identify
ing the need to upgrade existing shelter and the usefulness of 
expedient shelter measures.

The ability to conduct coordinated emergency operations must exist 
where the people are located—i.e., in the local jurisdictions throughout 
the United States. This means that the Federal Government must con
tinue to meet its responsibilities under the Federal Civil Defense Act of 
1950, as amended,* to provide leadership, guidance and assistance to 
the State and local governments.

Development of civil defense capabilities which are essential to our 
national security also generates, as a bonus, an improved readiness on 
the part of State and local governments to conduct coordinated opera
tions in peacetime emergencies and disasters. This peacetime capabil
ity is a secondary, but important, objective of the Civil Defense 
Program.

Included in the FY 1975 Budget is a total of $86.3 million for the Civil 
Defense Program. Of that amount, $9 million will be required for the 
shelters program, $40.3 million for financial assistance to State and 
local governments, and the remainder, $37 million, for related support
ing programs such as training and education, attack warning, and radi
ation detection.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikl4 to the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee: Arms Control and  Disarmament Act
Amendments, March 5, 1974^

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I greatly appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before you in support of my Agency’s legis
lative program.

In transmitting the bill now before you, the President pointed out 
that the objective of this administration to replace the dangers of a con
tinuing competition in armaments with reliable arms controls has been 
well served by the Arms Control and Disarmanent Agency. The Agency 
played a key role in the strategic arms limitation talks and the talks on 
mutual and balanced force reductions in central Europe. As the Presi
dent said, “The work of the Agency in these and other forums is vital to 
future progress in the difficult area of arms control and disarmament.”* 

To the President’s characterization of arms control as a difficult area 
it must be added that it is also one where developments move slowly. 
Not only do they move slowly but the impact of decisions extends over

* 64 Stat. 1245-1257,50 U.S.C. App. 2251-^7; 70 Stat. 493,72 Stat. 1799-1801.
 ̂Aryns Control and Disarmament Act Amendments: Hearings Before the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs, Home o f Representatives, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, 
on HR. 12799, To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as Amended, in 
Order To Extend the Authorization for Appropriations, and for Other Purposes, pp. ^4 . 

2 Ante, p. 1.
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decades. International agreements on arms control can have a long 
lifetime. For instance, the partial nuclear test ban * is now in the 11th 
year and the ABM Treaty provides for an unlimited duration.  ̂More
over, our choices of weapons systiems determines the scope of arms 
limitations decades into the future—for example, the Minuteman was 
designed over 15 years ago and the B-52 bomber, which is still with us, 
was designed some 25 years ago.

Hence, policy directions established now will, in most instances, out
live the tenure of those of us in the executive branch who help to shape 
these decisions. Many of you in the Congress will be deeply involved in 
these concerns long after we in the administration have departed.

HAS SOUGHT CONGRESSIONAL VIEWS OF ARMS CONTROL

Therefore, when it comes to deciding our arms control policy, strong 
and effective cooperation between the Congress and the executive 
branch is imperative. It is only through joint effort that we can move 
forward. Consequently, we seek not only to inform this committee of 
the Agency’s work and concerns, as well as express our gratitude for 
your backing in the past years, but also to request your advice and 
guidance.

With this in mind, since taking office last July 10, I have actively 
sought congressional views in carrying out, as prescribed by statute, 
my duties as the official having primary responsibility within the Gov
ernment for arms control and disarmament matters. Many Members 
of the Congress have made substantive contributions by furnishing me 
with their views on political and military developments affecting arms 
control or through the introduction of legislation, in the committee pro
cess, in floor debate, in public statements, and in private consultations. 
I appreciate all.these efforts.

I consider it very fortunate that there is wide agreement today in 
both the legislative and executive branches of our Government, recog
nizing that verifiable arms controls contribute an essential component 
of our national security.

By almost any standard, the Agency which I head is a very small 
organization. But size is not a good measure of effectiveness! We are 
constantly updating our understanding of arms control problems and 
possible solutions—this is the research function given to the Agency by 
Congress. We work in the formulation of arms control policy and pro
vide recommendations to the President, the Secretary of State, and 
Congress—consistent with the Agency's statutory role. And we pre
pare for and participate in international negotiations on arms control, 
as provided for by the Arms Control and Disarmament Act.® Lastly, 
the Agency seeks to play an effective advocacy role, as envisaged by the 
act in its legislative history. In an orderly process of government, very

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
* Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
® Ibid., 1961, pp. 482-495.
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little of this advocacy need make the headlines, although recently some 
of it has.

ARMS CONTROL DEVELOPMENTS IN 1973

While arms control developments were perhaps less dramatic in 1973 
than in the preceding year, there was nevertheless an encouraging 
degree of progress on several fronts:

The SALT talks continued last year into the fall and resumed again 
on February 19 with fresh instructions. Another SALT-related devel
opment was the establishment in late 1972 of the Standing Consulta
tive Commission, a Commission established in the ABM Treaty which 
in 1973 began its work of implementing and promoting the objectives 
of the SALT I agreements. Incidentally, the U.S. Commissioner is an 
officer of ACDA.

Talks began last October in Vienna on mutual, and balanced force 
reductions (MBFR) in central Europe with the participation of 19 na
tions from NATO and the Warsaw Pact. While these talks are extreme
ly complex—dealing, among other things, with disparities in man
power, geographic disparities, and differences in material—the United 
States and its European allies succeeded in approaching them with a 
common purpose.

Also of interest to arms control were certain aspects of the Confer
ence on European Security and Cooperation which is endeavoring to 
negotiate broad “confidence-building measures” related to notification 
and observation of military activities in Europe.

Then there is the 26-nation Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament which will be meeting in Geneva starting in April pursuing 
its search for an agreement limiting chemical weapons and also for a 
comprehensive ban on nuclear testing. However, to our disappointment, 
these efforts continued to be frustrated by problems of verification.

In addition, steps were taken in the United Nations last fall to begin 
preparations for a Review Conference on the Nonproliferation Treaty ® 
which comes due under the terms of that treaty in 1975. We have 
undertaken broad and thorough preparations for the Review Confer
ence and will participate this year in preparatory conferences, the first 
beginning in April.

Now as to the Agency’s budget. Slightly increased resources are re
quired for the next 2 years for the Agency, compared with the appro
priations for the last 2 years. We are requesting authorization for 
appropriations of a total of $21 million for the 2-year period of fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976. Of this $21 million total, $9.5 million—plus 
$600,000 for estimated pay act costs—will be needed for us to do the 
job in fiscal year 1975; the balance will remain for fiscal year 1976. 
In addition, we are requesting several small changes in our act so 
that we can attract highly qualified experts and consultants. This 
would bring the Agency in line with the other agencies.

’ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The $21 million authorization which we are requesting for fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976 is $1 million less than the $22 million authoriza
tion for fiscal years 1973 and 1974 which was not used more fully 
because of substantial cuts in research of nearly $1 million and some 
supporting positions in fiscal 1974 as part of the President’s effort to 
control Federal spending. However, we are now asking for a restora
tion of research funds to increase our research budget by 50 percent in 
fiscal 1975 and another 13 percent in fiscal 1976. We are also asking 
for a modest increase in personnel in both fiscal 1975 and 1976 at a 
cost of $300,000 for the 2 years.

Our requests for additional personnel are modest because we share 
the general desire to prevent uncontrolled growth of civil service po
sitions in the Federal Government. The balance of the additional $3 
million we are requesting is for pay act increases, office space rentals, 
and other price increases.

In sum, the current request represents a proposal by the Agency that 
will permit it to fulfill its statutory role. I respectfully request the 
committee to approve the authorization bill as submitted by the 
administration.

House Foreign Affairs Committee Report on Arms Control and
Disarmament Act Amendments, March 13, 1974

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 12799)  ̂ to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as 
amended,® in order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and 
for other purposes, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon with amendments and recommend that the bill as amended do 
pass.

The amendments are as follows:
Page 1, strike out line 3 down through line 5 and insert in lieu thereof 

the following:

That (1) section 41(d) of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act (22 U.S.C. 2581(d)) is amended

Page 2, line 6, insert “of such Act” after “Section 49(a)”.
Page 2, beginning in line 8, strike out “two fiscal years 1975 and 1976, 

the sum of $21,000,000,” and insert in lieu thereof “fiscal year 1975, the 
sum of $10,100,000,”.

Page 2, sifter line 9, insert the following:

Sec. 2. Section 50 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2590) is amended—

 ̂H. rept. 93-904,93d Cong., 2d sess.
2 Ante, p. 2.
® Docummts (M Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, p. 

206; ibid., 1968, p. 396; ibid., 1970, p. 213; ibid., 1972, p. 465.
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(1) by inserting “(a)” after “Sec. 50.”; and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(b) In addition to the report required by subsection (a)—

“(1) whenever the Director determines that any program of 
research, development, testing, engineering, or deployment of 
a strategic weapons system has been funded by the Department 
of Defense or by the Atomic Energy Commission, and that the 
estimated cost of such program for any fiscal year will exceed 
$50,000,000, he shall within 30 days submit to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate and to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, a report containing the nature, scope, pur
pose, cost, and impact of such strategic weapons system if de
veloped or deployed; and 

“(2) whenever the Director determines that the Department 
of Defense, Department of State, National Security Council, or 
any other Government agency has taken any action which will 
have a substantial impact upon United States strategic arms 
or arms control policies, he shall within 30 days submit a report 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate containing such de
termination and his analysis.”

Co m m it t e e  A c t io n

On February 7,1974, the House of Representatives received a com
munication from the President of the United States (H. Doc. No. 
93-212),  ̂ transmitting the draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in order to extend 
the authorization for appropriations to fiscal years 1975 and 1976, and 
for other purposes.®

Subsequently, on February 13,1974, the chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, the Honorable Thomas E. Morgan, introduced, by 
request, a bill to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (H.R. 
12799).®

The Committee held hearings on the legislation on March 5 and 
March 7, taking testimony from the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency (ACDA), Dr. Fred C. Ikl6, accompanied by 
James L. Malone, General Counsel, and James T. Hackett, Executive 
Officer.

On March 7,1974, the Committee met in open session to consider the 
bill, amended it, and ordered it reported by a vote of 27 to 1.

P u r p o s e  o f  t h e  L e g is l a t io n

As amended, H.R. 12799 authorizes an appropriation of $10.1 million

* Ante, p. 1.
® Not printed here. 
® Ante, p. 2.
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to fund the operations of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
through fiscal year 1975.

The legislation also amends the Agency’s authority to procure the 
services of consultants in line with the prevailing authority elsewhere 
in the Executive Branch, and directs the Director of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) to file an arms control impact re
port with Congress on new strategic weapons systems costing more 
than $50 million and in certain other circumstances.

In its original request the Executive Branch asked for a two-year 
authorization totalling $21 million, broken down this way: $9.5 million 
for the fiscal year 1975 budget; $10 million for the fiscal year 1976 bud
get; and $1.5 million to cover expected pay raises.

That total is $1 million less than the Committee authorized for fiscal 
years 1973 and 1974, but approximately $2.9 million more than was 
appropriated for the Agency during that period.

As is explained below in greater detail, the Committee belived it wise 
to restrict the authorization of appropriations to one year and set the 
figure at $10.1 million. That is the amount of the estimated appropria
tions request by the Agency for fiscal year 1975.

An authorization of $10.1 million for fiscal year 1975 would be equal 
to the Agency’s appropriation for fiscal year 1973 and about $2 million 
more than its appropriation for fiscal year 1974.

The increase over fiscal year 1974 is required in large part to offset 
higher costs to the Agency, including inflationary price increases, in
creased costs of office rentals paid to the Government Services Admin
istration and anticipated pay increases for federal employees. A minor 
part of the addition will permit a small increase in personnel and en
hanced research efforts linked to on-going negotiations.

The following tables show the allocation of funds under the Agency’s 
appropriations for fiscal years 1973 and 1974, and the proposed alloca
tion of funds in fiscal year 1975:

Ta b l e  1. S u m m a r y  o f  A p p r o p r ia t io n s  a n d  O b l ig a t io n s  F o r  E x p i r i n g  F is c a l  
Y e a r s  1973-74 A u t h o r iz a t io n  P e r i o d

Fiscal year—
-------------------------------------------------------- Total

1973 1974

Appropriations:
Appropriations to Date.......................
Supplemental appropriation requested 

for pay increases effective in Janu
ary and October 1973...........................

$10,000,000 $7,735,000

330,000

$17,735,000

330,000
Grand total..................................... 10,000,000 8,065,000 18,065,000

Obligations: ^
Program operation............................
External research..............................

7.782.000
1.975.000

7,065,000
1,000,000

14,847,000
2,975,000

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

9,757,000
243,000...

8,065,000 17,822,000
243,000

Grand total..................................... 10,000,000 8,065,000 18,065,000

 ̂Rounded to nearest thousand dollars. Estimated for fiscal year 1974.
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T a b l e  2. P r o j e c t e d  B r e a k d o w n  o f  E s t i m a t e d  A p p r o p r u t i o n  R e q u e s t s  f o r  
F is c a l  Y e a r  1975 A u t h o r iz a t io n  P e r i o d

1975 estimate

Program operation...................................................................................... $ 8,000,000
External research........................................................................................ 1,500,000

Total................................................................................................. 9,500,000
Estimated Pay Act costs.............................................................................  600,000

Grand to ta l.....................................................................................   10,100,000

Co m p e n s a t io n  o f  Co n s u l t a n t s

A secondary purpose of the proposed legislation is to increase the 
existing $100 per day limitation on the Agency’s authority to procure 
the service of experts and consultants.

The new ceiling would be the same as that prevailing elsewhere in 
the Executive Branch, including the Department of State and Depart
ment of Defense. It would permit payment at rates not in excess of the 
highest rate for grade GS-15, except for professional engineering posi
tions in research and development and professional positions in the 
physical and natural sciences, where the limit would be GS-18.

The amendment would also permit the employment of such experts 
and consultants for up to 130 days in any fiscal year. An increase in the 
existing $100 per day limitation, which was set in 1961, is necessary if 
the Agency is to attract highly qualified experts and consultants to 
assist it in its tasks.

The cost of this change in compensation for consultants is included 
in the authorization request and should amount to no more than $20 
thousand annually, according to the Agency.

A rm s Co n t r o l  Im pa c t  R e p o r t

The Committee adopted an amendment which would require the 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency to report regu
larly to Congress on the arms control impact of strategic weapons pro
grams which are determined by the Director to have an annual cost of 
$50 million or when any other government agency has taken an action 
which the Director determines will have a substantial impact on United 
States strategic arms or arms control policies.

The idea here is to obtain an arms control impact “statement” on 
strategic weapons in development or deployment, analogous to the en
vironmental impact statements which are now required by law on other 
activities and projects of the Federal Government. The information, 
which is to be forwarded to Congress within 30 days after a determina
tion by the ACDA Director that an applicable event has occurred, could 
contain confidential or classified materials which would be handled by 
the committees concerned under an appropriate injunction of secrecy.

The Committee does not believe this reporting function should re
quire additional personnel or funding for the Agency at this time, since 
reports would contain information which, for the most part, already is 
gathered and analyzed by ACDA officials. At the same time, the trans-
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mittal of this information to Congress could be very valuable in assist
ing the members in making important decisions on strategic weapons 
developments as part of the authorization, appropriations and over
sight process.

The Committee is confident that any problems which may arise in the 
exercise of this provision can be resolved through consultation with the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the major review of 
the Agency planned for 1974.

A rm s  Co n t r o l  A n d  D isa r m a m e n t  A g e n c y  Op e r a t io n s

In recent years the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency’s domi
nant activity has been directly participating in, or supporting, a variety 
of arms control negotiations. They include:

1. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). —The first phase of 
SALT which ended in 1972 resulted in two historic arms control 
agreements with the Soviet Union, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty  ̂
and the Interim Agreement on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms. * SALT II, which seeks to replace the Interim Agreement with a 
more comprehensive pact limiting both quantitative and qualitative 
strategic offensive armaments, currently is in its fourth session. Recent 
reports indicate that some new agreements may be possible by summer 
or fall this year.

Although the Agency no longer heads the negotiating team as it did 
in SALT I, its role in SALT II is a principal one. In addition to providing 
a substantial component of the U.S. delegation in Geneva, it chairs the 
SALT backstopping committee in Washington. That committee is 
charged with providing guidance on its own initiative as well as in re
sponse to requests from the U.S. SALT delegation and SALT-related 
activities in Geneva. The Agency also represents the United States on 
the Standing Consultative Committee, created by the SALT I agree
ments to provide joint U.S.-Soviet implementation of those agreements.

2. Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Europe (MBFR).— 
Negotiations on balanced mutual force reductions in Europe began in 
October 1973, continued until December 13 and resumed again on Jan
uary 17 of this year. Discussions between the Soviet Union and its 
Warsaw Pact allies and the United States and its NATO allies are 
aimed at reducing numbers of forces in Europe, lessening tensions, and 
contributing to a structure of peace.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has the primary re
sponsibility of providing day-to-day backstopping support in Washing
ton for the MBFR talks and also contributes a component of the U.S. 
delegation in Vienna, Austria. The Agency expects a substantial portion 
of its resources will be used to support those negotiations which are 
complicated and likely to continue for some time.

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
* Ibid., pp. 202 ff.
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3. Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). —A forum 
linked to the United Nations which has resulted in several arms control 
treaties in the immediate past, the CCD has made no substantive pro
gress toward new agreements in recent months. It remains, however, 
an active and promising site for negotiations on a variety of arms con
trol issues.

A senior ACDA official traditionally has headed the U.S. delegation 
to the CCD, which is expected to reconvene by mid-1974. ACDA person
nel provide most of the staff for the U.S. delegations and do the neces
sary support work in Washington.

4. Other activities.—The Agency also is responsible for working 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) on such matters 
as nuclear safeguards and on implementation of the nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty (NPT).® It also is engaged in major preparations 
for an NPT Review Conference which is called for in the treaty and has 
been set for Geneva in 1975. The Agency will carry on substantial inter
national consultations prior to the conference at a series of preparatory 
meetings and contribute staff for the U.S. delegation.

The Agency also supports U.S. arms control efforts at the United 
Nations General Assembly by sending its representatives to help pre
pare and present the United States positions on a variety of arms con
trol and disarmament issues.

A Ma jo r  R e v ie w  o f  t h e  A g e n c y

The Committee has approved a one-year authorization, rather than 
the two-year term requested by the executive branch, in order to pro
vide an opportunity for a thorough review of the Agency’s activities 
and role in the formulation of U.S. arms control policy. That review 
will be undertaken during 1974 by the Subcommittee on National Secu
rity Policy and Scientific Developments. The results will be made avail
able to the full Committee early in 1975 in time to draft new legislation 
for the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

The Committee believes that this is an appropriate time for a 
thorough examination of the Agency for several reasons:

First, although 13 years have elapsed since the Agency was created, 
it has never been subjected to a thorough-going review. Although the 
Committee was able to exercise its oversight responsibilities through 
the biannual authorization process, such an examination is necessarily 
limited in scope. The proposed study also constitutes a response to the 
mandates of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 regarding com
mittee responsibilities for review activities.

Second, there are indications that Agency activities have in several 
instances veered away from original Congressional intentions as ex
pressed in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act. For example, the 
Act sets as a “primary function” of the Agency “the dissemination and

»i m . ,  1968, pp. 461-465.
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coordination of public information concerning arms control and dis
armament.” The Agency, however, has largely neglected that area, 
spending only 2.3 percent of its fiscal year 1973 budget on information 
activities.

Third, there is growing concern that the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency no longer plays the role in the formulation and execution 
of U.S. arms control policies that it once did. For fiscal year 1974 the 
Administration cut the Agency’s appropriations request by $3 million 
from the amount authorized by Congress; forty-four positions in the 
Agency were terminated, and ACDA officials no longer head the nego
tiating teams at SALT and the CCD, as traditionally had been the case.

A major study and hearings by the Subcommittee should provide a 
basis for the Congress to act early next year to resolve by legislation 
any problems which may exist with regard to the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency operations.

Co s t  E s t im a t e

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XIII of the House rules, the Committee 
has examined the executive branch request of $21 million for fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976, and recommends funding for fiscal year 1975 
only, at an amount of $10.1 million.

The cost of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency operations is 
dependent in large part on the number and nature of arms control 
negotiations, conferences, and related operations in which it is involved. 
Those, in turn, are affected by changed international conditions.

Nevertheless, the committee—noting the stability of the Agency’s 
funding for the past 10 years—does not anticipate that expenses will 
rise significantly in the foreseeable future. A more specific estimate of 
future costs, however, is not possible at this time.

Ch a n g e s  in  E x is t in g  L aw  Ma d e  by  t h e  B i l l , a s  R e p o r t e d

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, 
are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in 
black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman):

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

GENERAL AUTHORITY

Sec. 41. In the performance of his functions, the Director is author
ized to—

(a) utilize or employ the services, personnel, equipmeiit, or facilities 
of any other Government agency, with the consent of the agency con
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cerned, to perform such functions on behalf of the Agency as may ap
pear desirable. It is the intent of this section that the Director rely upon 
the Department of State for general administrative services in the 
United States and abroad to the extent agreed upon between the Secre
tary of State and the Director. Any Government agency is authorized, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, to transfer to or to receive 
from the Director, without reimbursement, supplies and equipment 
other than administrative supplies or equipment. Transfer or receipt 
of excess property shall be in accordance with the provisions of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended;

(b) appoint officers and employees, including attorneys, for the 
Agency in accordance with the civil service laws and fix their compen
sation in accordance with the Classification Act of 1949, as amended;

(c) enter into agreements with other Government agencies, including 
the military departments through the Secretary of Defense, under 
which officers or employees of such agencies may be detailed to the 
Agency for the performance of services pursuant to this Act without 
prejudice to the status or advancement of such officers or employees 
withm their own agencies;

(d) procure services oif experts and consultants or organizations 
thereof, including stenographic reporting services, as authorized by 
section [15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to 
exceed $100 per diem for individuals,] 3109 of titles of the United States 
Code, and to pay in connection therewith travel expenses of individuals, 
including transportation and per diem in lieu of subsistence while 
away from their homes or regular places of business, as authorized by 
section 5 of said Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b-2): Provided, That no 
such individual shall be employed for more than one hundred and 
thirty days in any fiscal year unless the President certifies that 
employment of such individual in excess of such number of days is 
necessary in the national interest. And provided further. That such 
contracts may be renewed annually;

(e) employ individuals of outstanding ability without compensation 
in accordance with the provisions of section 710(b) of the Defense Pro
duction Act of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2160), and regulations 
issued thereunder;

(f) establish advisory boards to advise with and make recommenda
tions to the Director on United States arms control and disarmament 
policy and activities. The members of such boards may receive the com
pensation and reimbursement for expenses specified for consultants by 
section 41(d) of this Act;

(g) delegate, as appropriate, to the Deputy Director or other officers 
of the Agency, any authority conferred upon the Director by the pro
visions of this Act; and

(h) make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and amend such rules and regu
lations as may be necessary or desirable to the exercise of any authority 
conferred upon the Director by the provisions of this Act.
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APPROPRIATION

Sec. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated not to 
exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965, the sum of $20,000,000, 
and for the three fiscal years 1966 through 1968, the sum of $30,000,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $18,500,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum of $17,500,000, and 
for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of $22,000,000, and for 
the fiscal year 1975, the sum of $10,100,000, to remain available until 
expended, to carry out the purposes of this Act. Notwithstanding any 
other provisions of this Act, not more than $7,000,000 of the funds ap
propriated pursuant to the preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 
through 1970 may be used for the purpose of research, developrhent, 
and other studies conducted in whole or in part outside the Agency, 
whether by other government agencies or by public or private institu
tions or persons: Provided, That this limitation shall not apply to field 
test activities conducted pursuant to the authority of this Act.

(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to this section may be allocated or 
transferred to any agency for carrying out the purposes of this Act. 
Such funds shall be available for obligation and expenditure in accord
ance with authority granted in this Act, or under authority governing 
the activities of the agencies to which such funds are allocated or 
transferred.

(c) Not more than 20 per centum of any appropriation made pursuant 
to this Act shall be obligated and/or reserved during the last month of 
a fiscal year.

(d) None of the funds herein authorized to be appropriated shall be 
used to pay for the dissemination within the United States of propa
ganda concerning the work of the United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency.

Sec. 50. (a) The Director shall submit to the President, for transmit
tal to the Congress, not later than January 31 of each year, a report 
concerning activities of the Agency.

(b) In addition to the report required by subsection (a) —

(1) whenever the Director determines that any ‘program of re
search, development, testing, engineering, or deployment of a stra
tegic weapons system has been funded by the Department of Defense 
or by the Atomic Energy Commission, and that the estimated cost of 
such program for any fiscal year will exceed $50,000,000, he shall 
within 30 days submit to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate and to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, a report 
containing the nature, scape, purpose, cost, and impact of such stror 
tegic weapons system if  developed or deployed; and

(2) whenever the Director determines that the Department of De
fense, Department of State, National Security Council, or any other
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Government agency has taken any action which toill have a substan
tial impact upon United States strategic arms or arms control poli
cies, he shall vnthin 30 days submit a report to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and to the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate containing such determinations and his analysis.

A d d it io n a l  Vie w s  o f  H o n . P e t e r  H . B. F r e l in g h u y s e n , 
H o n . E d w a rd  J . D e r w in s k i , H o n . W il l ia m  S. Br o o m f ie l d , 
H o n . H . R. Gr o s s , H o n . Ve r n o n  W . T h o m so n , H o n . J . H e r 
b e r t  Bu r k e , H o n . La r r y  W in n , J r ., a n d  H o n . Be n ja m in  A. 
G ilm a n

Although we support the Foreign Affairs Committee’s recommenda
tion for a one-year authorization and an in-depth study of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, we strongly object to the Harring
ton amendment which would give ACDA a major new and controversial 
role without benefit of hearings or in-depth study.

The Harrington amendment would require the Director of ACDA to 
report to the Congress within 30 days the nature, scope, purpose, cost 
and impact of any strategic weapons system for which he determines 
a program of research, development, testing, engineering or deploy
ment has been funded by the Department of Defense or the Atomic 
Energy Commission and that the estimated cost of the program will 
exceed $50 million for any fiscal year.

It would also require that whenever the Director of ACDA deter
mines that the Department of Defense, Department of State, National 
Security Council or any other Government agency has taken any action 
which will have a substantial impact upon United States strategic arms 
or arms control policies, he shall within 30 days submit a report to the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee.

Although this is obviously a far reaching proposal, it was not even 
discussed by the sponsor during hearings at which the Director of 
ACDA testified in behalf of the agency. Even though the hearings 
immediately preceded the markup, no attempt was made to ask the 
Director about the capability of the agency to handle the new responsi
bility with its existing small staff and what additional resources might 
be needed.

While the budget request was cut from $21 million for two years to 
$10.1 million for one year, consistent with plans for an in-depth study, 
we have no information as to the cost of implementing the Harrington 
amendment.

Perhaps the sponsor preferred to proceed without a careful examina
tion of his amendment because such an examination would have re
vealed that this ill-advised proposal does not even deal with the ques
tion of the security classification of the report. Is it to be made public? 
Should it be labeled secret or top secret? In the course of SALT negotia
tions, surely we do not want all details of our country’s strategic 
weapons systems development made known to the Soviet negotiators.
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And how would an independent, unclassified ACDA report be inter
preted by other powers? In our opinion such a report would inevitably 
be interpreted to reflect the official U.S. Government posture on devel
opment and deployment of our weapons systems, leading to erroneous 
interpretations that could adversely affect future negotiations.

Perhaps, too, the sponsor refrained from questioning the ACDA 
Director about his proposal because of the impossible position in which 
it would place the Director if he were required to make determinations 
for the Congress about the policies of other U.S. Government agencies, 
including the National Security Council, to which ACDA is subordinate.

An open discussion of the proposal during hearings might also have 
brought out the duplication and overlapping of jurisdiction that would 
result, since the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Com
mission are reviewed by the Congressional Committees that have juris
diction over their programs.

We believe this amendment is ill advised. It should be stricken from 
the bill. The Foreign Affairs Committee’s Subcommittee on National 
Security Policy and Scientific Developments could then carefully con
sider the proposal in the course of its in-depth study of the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. On the basis of that study we could then 
determine whether and in what form this proposal should be adopted.

P e t e r  H. B. F r e l in g h u y s e n .
E d w a rd  J . D e r w in s k i.
W il l ia m  S. Br o o m f ie l d .
H . R. Gr o s s .
Ve r n o n  W . Th o m s o n .
J . H e r b e r t  Bu r k e .
La r r y  W in n , J r .
Be n ja m in  A . G il m a n .

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon [Extroct], 
March 15, 1974’

Th e  P r e s id e n t . With regard to the policy of detente, let us first 
understand that whether it is with the Soviet Union or the People’s 
Republic of China, neither side—and I have met the top leaders of 
both—has any illusions about our vast differences as far as philosophy 
is concerned.

Second, the fact that we have negotiation rather than confrontation 
does not in any way imply that we approve of their internal policies or 
for that matter that they approve of ours.

Third, when we say that the policy of detente has been two for them.

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Mar. 18,1974, p. 325. The remarks 
were made at a luncheon meeting of the Executives’ Club of Chicago.
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in effect, and one for us—I think that is shorthanding what you said, 
but I think properly so—I think what we must understand first is what 
the policy of detente has accomplished.

The war in Vietnam has been brought to a conclusion. It was not easy 
for the Soviet Union and other powers concerned not to move in there 
in order to avoid that war being brought to a conclusion, which was 
honorable for our side, not only honorable but which kept for the people 
of South Vietnam, 17 million, kept them from having a Communist 
government imposed upon them against their will.

Second, the Mideast. The United States and the Soviet Union had 
great differences in the Mideast. It is far better that when those differ
ences reached a climax in October that I was in direct communication 
with Mr. Brezhnev and that we did not allow those differences to bring 
us into what could have been a military confrontation disastrous for 
the whole world.

Third, on the limitation of nuclear arms, we have had SALT I and 
SALT II, and we will have SALT III in our meetings with the Soviet 
leaders this year. That is far better than to have a runaway nuclear 
arms race. That is in their interest, yes, but it is certainly in our 
interest.

And finally, the alternative to detente, there are those who say be
cause of the way the Russians treat their minorities we should break 
off our relations with them, we should not trade with them, we should 
deny them credits, and then maybe they will change. Well, first, they 
aren’t going to change if we do that. It will have exactly the opposite 
effect.

But the second point is if we go back to the old policy of confronta
tion, not negotiating to limit nuclear arms and other arms possibly in 
the future, not negotiate with the hope of resolving differences at the 
conference table rather than on the battlefield, then what you have to 
do is face the necessity for the United States to enter an arms race, and 
instead of an $8 billion increase in the arms budget, you would have 
$100 billion increase in the arms budget, and eventually you would 
confront what would be a massive crisis between the Soviet Union 
and the United States in the Mideast, in Europe, and possibly even in 
the Mediterranean as well as in the Caribbean area where our interests 
are in conflict.

I would simply conclude my answer with this: Nobody, I know, will 
question my credentials with regard to the Soviet system and my dis
agreements with it. I would also say, however, that I have learned that 
it is much better to have your voice heard within the Kremlin than 
outside.

One of the problems that has concerned me, sir, has been the fact 
that many complaints very properly have been made with regard to the 
treatment of minorities in the Soviet Union and particularly those of 
the Jewish faith.

Let me tell you the figures. Before we started talking to the Soviets
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in our period of negotiation, 400 Soviet Jews a year got out. In the first 
year of our talks, 17,000 got out. Last year 35,000 got out.

Now, they still aren’t doing what we would do or what we would 
want them to do, but it is far better to have the voice of the President 
of the United States heard from within the Kremlin than the outside, 
because those walls are mighty thick, I can tell you.

So, therefore, let us continue to talk to them so we won’t have to 
fightthem.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], March 21, 1974 <

Q. Mr. Secretary, you are soon departing for Moscow. Will the recent 
difficulties vnth the European Community on matters of consultation 
and the like affect or weaken your position when you talk vnth Soviet 
leaders, particularly on troop reduction matters?

Secretary Kissinger: We are certain that the Soviet Union fully un
derstands that the Atlantic alliance remains the cornerstone of Ameri
can foreign policy. Our differences with Europe concern the direction 
of what we consider to be a common effort. Under no circumstances 
will we sacrifice European interests in negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, no matter what our disagreements may be with the Europeans.

With respect to troop reductions—with the negotiations of troop 
reductions—they are continuing on the course that has been agreed to 
in NATO. We have had a trilateral conversation that has been foreseen 
with the U.K. and the Federal Republic this week. These conversations 
went well, and there is an agreed allied position which we will continue 
to pursue.

Q. Mr. Secretary, there is one more element, I  think, in your Moscow 
talks which was mentioned by Mr. Vest, which was that you would talk 
about the progress in the SALT talks in preparation for the President’s 
visit. Now, he has said that he expected to have an agreement in 197Jt. 
The way things are going, is this going to be a hard, specific agreement 
or just an agreement on generalities in the way of principles?

Secretary Kissinger: We already have an agreement on generalities 
which we made last summer.  ̂All the SALT negotiations and, indeed, 
all the disarmament negotiations have gone through three phases. 
There is an initial phase of an exchange of technical information which 
usually takes place during a stalemate in the negotiating process; that 
is to say, the negotiating positions do not approach each other, but the 
technical comprehension of the issues is clarified.

' D ^artm ent o f State B utton, Apr. 8,1974, pp. 353-354,360.
* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 271-273.
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Then—this is essentially what has been going on in Geneva up to 
now—then a point is reached where there has to be a conceptual break
through; that is to say, where the two sides have to agree on what it is 
they are trying to accomplish. And after that there has to be the hard 
negotiation on giving concrete content to this conceptual breakthrough.

We are now at the phase where I would say we are at the end of the 
phase of technical exchanges and of elaboration of positions, and we are 
at a point where we should be making, or should be attempting, a con
ceptual breakthrough.

Therefore, I would expect that if there is a SALT agreement this year 
it will have an adequate concreteness and it will not be simply general 
principles.

Now, how many areas it will cover and its relationship to a compre
hensive permanent agreement—those are issues that have yet to be 
decided.

Q. I  suppose by generalities, what I  meant was an agreement, I  think 
that you talked about as conceptual breakthroughs. In other words, you 
get an agreement on just exactly what you are going at and how you are 
going at it. Is that what you mean by conceptual?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we have had, really, three types of agree
ment in SALT.

We have had the agreement, such as the one of last summer, which 
simply stated general principles and their route of march.

Then we have had the agreement, like the one of May 20,1971, which 
rather specifically stated the limits of the negotiation; which is to say, 
from that occasion we decided on the relationship between an agree
ment on defensive weapons and an agreement on offensive weapons.*

Thirdly, there is the agreement such as was concluded in May 1972 in 
Moscow, which in very great detail worked out the limitations on 
defensive, and some interim limitations on offensive, weapons.^

My guess would be that we can attempt something between the 
May 20,1971, and the May 1972 agreement, but I’ll be able to give you a 
better estimate after my talks in Moscow.

Q. Mr. Secretary, just to follow up on that, you just used the phrase 
“if  there is going to be an agreement this year. ’’Now, are you suggest
ing that there is a possibility now that there might not be? Because, as 
I  understood it at least, the agreement that was signed last year at San 
Clemente stated that the two parties had agreed that there would be an 
agreement this year. Now, you have used the vmrd “if, ” and I  wonder if  
some doubts have developed in your mind.

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t have the text of the agreement, of the 
statement of principles, of last year. I think the phrase was something
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like that they would aim for an agreement this year. But regardless of 
what the exact phraseology is, you cannot make that a binding commit
ment. This expresses an aspiration and, backed by the two heads of 
government a rather firm desire. I hope, and we will work very hard, 
to have an agreement this year.

I think the prospects are reasonably good, but I can make a better 
estimate after my visit to Moscow, because up to now we have been in 
the exploratory phase and neither side has up to now had to face the 
issue of a concrete agreement that might emerge this year. But it is 
clearly one of the principal topics for discussion in Moscow.

Issues of Weapons Programs and Strategy

Q. Mr. Secretary, given the relative delicate nature of the Soviet-U.S. 
relations at the moment, do you think that the discussion in Washing
ton on the need for accelerating certain weapons programs, coupled 
with the discussion on possible counterforce targeting, contributes to 
the prospects for a SALT agreement?

Secretary Kissinger: I think the press corps isn’t satisfied when I’m 
embroiled only with allies. I have to be embroiled with colleagues as 
well. [Laughter.]

On the first of these questions—the acceleration of our weapons 
programs—this has to be seen in the context of existing Soviet weapons 
programs; and at a time when the Soviet Union is developing four types 
of intercontinental weapons, it would be irresponsible for us not to 
continue with our own programs. We have, however, repeatedly stated 
that we are prepared and eager to submit our programs to discussion 
as a part of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks.

Now, with respect to the counterforce strategy that you mentioned, 
as I understood Secretary Schlesinger’s point of view and objective, he 
is seeking an ability to bring about discriminating targeting of the 
American nuclear forces. This in itself is a problem separate from 
counterforce strategy, which implies the ability to wipe out the Soviet 
retaliatory force in a first strike. The necessity for discriminating 
targeting is imposed on us by the enormous destructiveness of modern 
weapons, in which a spasm type of response in which all the forces are 
used more or less simultaneously would bring about casualties to all of 
mankind and especially to the Soviet and American societies, which 
neither of them could survive.

Therefore it is a moral, political, and military obligation as long as 
these forces exist to use them in a manner—if they are to be used at 
all—or at least to have the ability to use them in the most discriminat
ing manner possible.

This is my understanding of the retargeting capability.
The problem of counterforce strategy is a different issue, which 

depends on the ability to launch a great many missiles simultaneously, 
confidence in the ability to do this, and on the accuracy. And that is a



72 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

separate issue, which I do not believe has been raised explicitly.

American-Soviet Communique on Moscow Visit of Secretary 
of State Kissinger, March 28, 1974 '

In accordance with the previously reached understanding, Henry A. 
Kissinger, Secretary of State of the United States and Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, visited Moscow from 24 to 
28 March. He had discussions with Leonid I. Brezhnev, General Secre
tary of the Central Committee of the CPSU, and Andrei A. Gromyko, 
Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Min
ister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

Taking part in the discussions on the Soviet side were: The Ambas
sador of the USSR in the United States A. F. Dobrynin, Assistant to 
the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union A. M. Alexandrov, members of the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR G. M. Korniyenko and M. D. Sytenko. 
On the American side: The Ambassador of the United States to the 
USSR Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., officials of the Department of State Hel
mut Sonnenfeldt, Arthur A. Hartman, Alfred L. Atherton, Carlyle E. 
Maw, William G. Hyland, and Jan M. Lodal of the Staff of the National 
Security Council.

An exchange of views was held on a broad range of questions of 
mutual interest in connection with the preparation for the visit to the 
Soviet Union of the President of the United States, Richard Nixon.

The sides noted with satisfaction that the course taken by the two 
countries toward a relaxation of tension and a major improvement of 
relations between them continues to be implemented successfully and 
brings tangible results. The exceptional importance of the fundamental 
decisions adopted at the two previous Soviet-American summit ifteet- 
ings, first of all the basic principles of relations between the USSR and 
the United States, the agreement on the prevention of nuclear war, 
and the agreements on the limitation of strategic arms, has been con
vincingly demonstrated.

The sides are determined to pursue, on the basis of strict observance 
of the obligations they have assumed, the established policy aimed at 
making the process of improving Soviet-American relations irrevers
ible.

In the course of the discussions, considerable attention was given to 
the problem of the further limitation of strategic arms. The sides agree 
that, despite the complexity of this problem, there are possibilities for 
reaching mutually acceptable solutions. They are determined to con
tinue to make energetic efforts to find such solutions. Certain other

' Department o f State BuUetm, Apr. 22,1974, pp. 417-418.
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questions relative to the area of arms limitation and disarmament were 
also considered.

Noting the favorable development of bilateral relations in a number 
of directions determined by the agreements signed by the USSR and 
the United States, the two sides intend to develop further mutually 
beneficial ties and businesslike cooperation in different areas, includ
ing trade, economic and scientific and technological areas on a long
term basis.

In discussing international problems, particular attention was paid 
to the state of affairs regarding a peaceful settlement in the Middle 
East. It was agreed that, taking into account their special role at the 
Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle East, the sides would make 
efforts to promote the solution of the key questions of the Middle East 
settlement.

The questions pertaining to security and cooperation in Europe were 
also examined, first of all the progress of the conference on security 
and cooperation in Europe and the state of the talks on the reduction of 
armed forces and armaments in Central Europe.

The exchange of views was held in a constructive and businesslike 
atmosphere. The sides are convinced that it has been an important 
stage in the preparation for the successful holding of the forthcoming 
Soviet-American summit meeting and for Soviet-American relations 
in general.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger on 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], March 28, 1974’

Q. With all respect, sir, toward the need for confidentiality in your 
reports to the President, perhaps you might consider responding to a 
more general question on American-Soviet relations. I f  detente has the 
importance that you have prescribed to it, why wasn’t it in the interest 
of the Russians, as it was to the Americans, to have achieved some kind 
of breakthrough in the talks during the past few days in Moscow?

Secretary Kissinger: We believe that progress was made in the 
nuclear talks in the last few days in Moscow. It is a subject of enormous 
complexity when two countries for the first time are trying to bring the 
qualitative arms race under some sort of discipline, not only the quan
titative arms race. They are subjects of such complexity that even with 
the best of intentions and even if there is perfect understanding on both 
sides, it will take some time to mature. Moreover, the relationship 
between the Soviet Union and the United States is composed of both 
competition and cooperation; it is composed of ideological conflict and a 
necessity of coexistence. So there are profound ambiguities at every 
stage of this relationship.

‘ Department o f State Bulktin, Apr. 22,1974, p. 423.
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It is our conviction that the arsenals of mass destruction that are 
now available, that the enormous power that these countries possess— 
for the sake of mankind they must attempt a very serious and deter
mined effort to coexist. We made such an effort with respect to the 
nuclear arms race over recent days, and we made some progress. We 
had serious talks. Now, how [do] you define a breakthrough? When it is 
recognized for that, you have to let some time elapse; but it’s much too 
early to form a definitive judgment.

Q. Mr. Secretary, a few days ago there seemed to be some indication 
that a new conceptualization might lead to some rapid progress in the 
SALT discussions. As a result of your recent trip to Moscow, do you 
feel that this might he the case?

Secretary Kissinger: Now you are getting me into the Moscow talks. 
I will answer this question, but then I’d appreciate it if we would get to 
other subjects.

We had, as I pointed out, very serious talks which represented an 
advance over what has gone before and in which the concepts that 
might form the basis for an agreement were very seriously discussed 
and explored. At the same time it is a subject of enormous complexity, 
partly because it involves qualitative changes, partly because the two 
sides have designed their forces according to different principles, so 
that it is hard to compare or to establish standards by which compari
sons should be made. And so I think we have made progress. The degree 
of it will have to be determined by the follow-on talks which will be 
going on in Washington and Moscow.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 16, 1974'

Mr. Chairman, permit me to associate myself with your words of 
grief and condolence on the demise of our colleague Ambassador Cvoro- 
vi6, representative of Yugoslavia. We beg the delegation of Yugoslavia 
to transmit our deep condolence and sympathy to the deceased’s family.

The Soviet delegation desires to welcome Ambassador Pastinen, the 
Special Representative, and Mr. Bjornerstedt, the Deputy Special 
Representative, of the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

We also desire to welcome our new colleagues on the Committee: 
Mrs. Thorsson, Under-Secretary of State of Sweden; Mr. Bier, repre
sentative of Brazil; Ambassador Nikolov, representative of Bulgaria; 
Ambassador El-Erian, representative of Egypt; Mr. Biftu, representa
tive of Ethiopia; Ambassador Mishra, representative of India; and 
Mr. Clark, representative of Nigeria. We wish our new colleagues

‘ CCD/PV.627,pp. 11-17.
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success in their work as representatives on the Committee on 
Disarmament.

The Committee on Disarmament opens its session today in an atmos
phere of relaxation of international tensions. The turn away from the 
long period of tension to detente and businesslike cooperation is being 
developed and consolidated in the world. One notes a widely expressed 
desire of many States to give up the policy of confrontation and to seek 
a solution for urgent international issues through negotiation. These 
favourable changes in the world widen the opportunities for consolidat
ing the detente and making it irreversible. The improvement of the 
international climate is accompanied by significant efforts of States to 
solve the major problem of today—cessation of the arms race, and 
implementation of disarmament measures.

The Committee on Disarmament will have to continue consideration 
of disarmament questions now that they have been comprehensively 
discussed at the twenty-eighth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly. Many heads of delegations speaking at the Assembly paid 
close attention to disarmament questions. The Assembly’s First Com
mittee discussed these matters extensively and considered many prob
lems relating to disarmament. The great interest shown in questions of 
disarmament reflects the anxiety of the public in many countries of the 
world at the huge devastating power of modern weapons and the 
dimensions of the continued arms race, which absorbs annually over 
$220 billion.

The General Assembly devoted at its recent session considerable 
attention to the prohibition of chemical weapons, the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests, general and complete disarmament, and related 
problems. It also thoroughly discussed the proposal submitted by the 
Soviet Union for reduction of the military budgets of the Permanent 
Members of the United Nations Security Council by 10 per cent and for 
the use of a part of the funds thus saved for assisting developing coun
tries;  ̂ also its proposal for the convening of a world disarmament 
conference.

In the past—in 1957 and subsequent years—the Soviet Union has 
repeatedly submitted proposals for reducing military expenditures; but 
their adoption has been hindered by some Western Powers and the 
problem has remained unsolved. The process of invigoration of the 
political situation in the world which has been in evidence in recent 
years, and the relaxation of international tensions, now permit a new 
approach to the consideration and solution of this problem. New and 
persistent efforts are required to lay down, through limitation and 
reduction of military spending, better conditions for the economic 
development of States, to ease the burden of military expenditures, 
and thereby to promote a further improvement of the international 
climate. The Soviet proposal, for reduction of the military budgets of 
the Security Council’s Permanent Members, is concrete and realistic,

* Documents on Disarmament, 197S, p. 653.
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given good will in the Powers primarily concerned and their readiness 
to limit and reduce their military efforts.

In proposing reduction of the military budgets of the five Powers, 
the USSR assumes that the Permanent Members of the Security Coun
cil share equally the primary responsibility for the maintenance and 
strengthening of international peace and security. Thus this proposal is 
based on the principle of the equal responsibility of those five Powers 
for the state of affairs in the world, and on recognition that those Pow
ers cannot and must not evade the responsibility which rests upon them 
and consequently ignore a major provision of the United Nations 
Charter. At the same time it should be stressed that reduction by an 
equal percentage of the military budgets of all five Permanent Mem
bers of the Security Council would give unilateral military advantages 
to none of them.

The Soviet proposal for reduction of the military budgets of the five 
Powers assumes also that other States with big military potentials 
must reduce their military expenditures. According to this proposal 
there should be no loopholes for increased military spending by States 
which are allies of the Permanent Members of the Security Council. 
All States stand to gain from reduction of military expenditures. Coun
tries which make these reductions will obtain additional funds to im
prove the living standards of their peoples. Developing countries will 
receive additional funds for their social and economic development.

We note with satisfaction that the USSR proposal for reduction of 
military expenditures met with a wide positive response at the General 
Assembly, which took practical steps towards its implementation.

The Soviet Union’s proposal to convene a World Disarmament Con
ference, submitted at the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly 
in 1971,® again attracted the attention of a great number of delegations 
at the recent session of the Assembly. Many delegations expressed dis
satisfaction with the lack of progress in preparations for convening 
such a conference. Nevertheless, the convocation of a broad interna
tional forum on disarmament problems is a very pressing task. Discus
sion at such a forum of urgent matters of disarmament would 
contribute to further normalization of international relations as well 
as to progress in curbing the arms race and implementing disarmament 
measures. Discussion of disarmament questions at the World Disarm
ament Conference would provide an additional stimulus to practical 
talks and the devising of definite measures relating to various aspects 
of arms limitation. At such a conference each State would have an 
opportunity to contribute to the common effort to implement specific 
disarmament measures. The Soviet side expresses the hope that steps 
will be taken without delay towards practical preparations for the 
convening of the World Disarmament Conference with the participa
tion of all the States of the world.

In assessing the state of affairs with regard to the solution of the

’ Ibid., 1971, pp. 595-596.
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disarmament problem as a whole, it is unfortunately obvious that the 
arms race has not been stopped and military expenditures absorb a 
considerable part of the national incomes of States. The continuing 
growth of armaments adversely affects the solution of problems of 
ensuring international security. The situation with regard to the solu
tion of the disarmament problem is a matter of concern for many 
States.

We cannot but note that last year no significant results were regis
tered in the work of the Committee on Disarmament. It is therefore 
necessary to make more persistent efforts in the search for new ap
proaches to solution of the tasks before the Committee. It appears 
necessary first of all to consider once again the criteria and approaches 
underlying the negotiations on disarmament. What is required is a 
correct view of the objectives and possibilities of negotiations within 
the Committee on Disarmament, and the avoidance in its activities of 
trends that do not ensure any real advance in the implementation of 
disarmament measures.

The consideration of disarmament questions by the General As
sembly resulted in the adoption of a number of resolutions containing 
recommendations on various aspects of this problem. The resolutions 
on the prohibition of chemical weapons * and the cessation of nuclear 
tests ® request the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotia
tions, as a matter of high priority, on those problems with a view to 
working out appropriate international agreements. These requests 
attest the desire of the General Assembly to induce the Committee on 
Disarmament to make a constructive contribution to the solution of 
those problems.

In view of the requests addressed by the General Assembly to the 
Committee on Disarmament, we consider it necessary to concentrate 
at this session first of all on the problems of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons and the cessation of nuclear tests.

Negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons have already 
been conducted in this Committee for several years. The Committee 
has before it an important and specific proposal: a draft convention 
proposed by the socialist countries on complete prohibition of all types 
of chemical weapons.® A number of working documents dealing with 
these problems have also been submitted to the Committee. In spite of 
a thorough consideration by the Committee of the problem of prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, there is still no substantial progress towards 
its solution.

The Western countries, the USA and others, avoid stating definitely 
their attitude towards the prohibition of chemical weapons, and thus 
give the Committee no opportunity to advance in the negotiations on 
this problem. This obstacle to agreement on the prohibition of chemical
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weapons must be removed. What is needed is good will and readiness 
to find a solution to this problem. The Soviet Union’s position on this 
matter has already often been stated in the Committee on Disarma
ment. It is expressed in the draft convention of the socialist countries 
which is before the Committee. The USSR is in favour of complete pro
hibition of all types of chemical weapons—the prohibition of their 
development, production and stockpiling, and the destruction of their 
stockpiles.

In regard to the problem of the prohibition cf chemical and bacteri
ological means of warfare, it should be noted as a positive phenomenon 
in contemporary international life that more than one hundred States 
have signed the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) Weapons.  ̂ Their s^eement on this question is a major step 
forward towards elimination of the danger of an outbreak of war 
involving the use of bacteriological (biological) weapons. The task aris
ing in connexion with the signing of the Convention is to make it as 
soon as possible another operative international instrument.

Another problem again calling for the Committee’s attention is the 
cessation of nuclear tests. For more than ten years now it has been 
causing concern in public and political circles in many countries of the 
world. A partial solution of the problem was achieved in the Moscow 
Treaty of 5 August 1963 banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water.® However, a comprehensive solution of 
this problem of cessation of all nuclear weapon tests has not yet been 
reached.

The Soviet Union favours the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, in
cluding underground tests, everywhere and by all. It therefore insists 
on the conclusion of an international agreement on the cessation of all 
nuclear-weapon tests. For the purpose of verification of the fulfilment 
of obligations assumed by the parties to the agreement, national means 
of detection and identification should be used. An additional guarantee 
of compliance with the agreement could be provided by international 
cooperation of the parties in an exchange of seismic data. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to participate in such cooperation on certain condi
tions, on the footing that it would form part of the agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear-weapon tests everywhere and by all.

The United States, by insisting on the requirement of compulsory 
inspection as a form of control over the cessation of nuclear-weapon 
tests, is actually obstructing progress in the negotiations on this prob
lem. It is necessary that the United States should display a constructive 
approach to the consideration and solution of the problem of cessation 
o^all such tests.

Of course, the solution of this problem cannot be based on vio
lation of the principle of equal security of States. It should give no 
State unilateral military advantages to the detriment of the security
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of other States parties to the agreement on this subject.
Along with the prohibition of chemical weapons and the cessation of 

all nuclear tests, many other problems await solution. Of great impor
tance for diminishing and eliminating the danger of nuclear war would 
be the implementation of the solemn declaration of the twenty-seventh 
session of the General Assembly on behalf of the States Members of the 
United Nations concerning their renunciation of the use or threat of 
force, and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.® It is 
well known that the General Assembly recommended in this connexion 
that the Security Council should take as soon as possible appropriate 
measures to implement that solemn declaration in full. The problem is 
for the Security Council to adopt a positive decision on this matter.

For its part, the Soviet Union has declared officially its readiness to 
come to agreement with all the nuclear Powers and to formalize in an 
appropriate way mutual obligations with regard to the non-use of 
force, including simultaneous prohibition of the use of nuclear wea
pons.̂ ® This declaration of the USSR is a concrete act designed to 
remove from the peoples' lives the danger of nuclear war and of all war. 
The willingness of the Soviet side to come to agreement on this question 
with other nuclear Powers makes possible the solution of an important 
international problem bearing on the security of all States. Strict 
observance by States of the solemn declaration of the General As
sembly on this matter would substantially contribute to the consolida
tion of peace.

Implementation of effective disarmament measures requires the 
participation of militarily significant States. This applies first to all 
the nuclear Powers, for they possess other great military resources as 
well as nuclear weapons. Disarmament concerns all States without 
exce{)tion, both nuclear and non-nuclear. At the same time it must be 
admitted that special responsibility for solution of the problems of 
limiting the arms race and of disarmament rests chiefly on militarily 
large countries as well as on all the nuclear Powers. One of the obsta
cles to the implementation of disarmament measures is the negative 
position of the People’s Republic of China in this field, which was 
shown once again at the twenty-eighth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. The task is to continue efforts to enlist the partici
pation in the disarmament negotiations of all militarily significant 
States, including all the nuclear Powers and primarily the People’s 
Republic of China. It is also necessary to continue efforts to ensure the 
participation of all nuclear, near-nuclear and other militarily signifi
cant States in the international disarmament agreements already con
cluded: their accession to such international instruments as the Moscow 
Treaty banning nuclear tests in the three environments—in the atmos
phere, in outer space and under water—the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,̂  ̂ the Convention on the Prohibition
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of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) Weapons and on their Destruction, the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol for the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological 
methods of warfare, and others.*  ̂To achieve the universality of these 
international instruments would be a substantial contribution to 
limitation of the arms race and thereby to the strengthening of inter
national security and peace.

In conclusion we should like to emphasize that disarmament remains 
one of the most important international problems of our time. The 
international detente that now obtains in the world must be accom
panied and reinforced by a military detente through limitation and 
reduction of armaments. This requires that the States members of the 
Committee on Disarmament should be ready to make a strenuous 
search for solutions to the disarmament problems, and exercise good 
will in dealing with them.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 16, 1974^

Mr. Chairman, before I make my formal statement I should like to 
express my personal satisfaction at being back in Geneva with my old 
friends on t̂he Committee. I am saddened, however, by the loss of Am
bassador fivorovid of Yugoslavia, who was a great personal friend of 
mine and an esteemed colleague. I wish to extend the condolences of 
my delegation to his family and to the delegation of Yugoslavia.

On a happier note, I should like to extend my personal welcome and 
that of my delegation to Madame Thorsson, Under-Secretary of State 
in the Government of Sweden; to Mr. Bier of Brazil; Ambassador Nik- 
olov of Bulgaria; Ambassador El-Erian of Egypt; Mr. Fantaye Biftu of 
Ethiopia; Ambassador Mishra of India, and Ambassador Clark of 
Nigeria. The appointment of such distinguished representatives to this 
Committee testifies once again to the importance of the work of the 
Conference on the Committee of Disarmament. I wish each of them 
success in their efforts and look forward to working with them.

It is also a great pleasure to greet once again the Special Representa
tive of the Secretary-General, Ambassador Pastinen, who has been of 
so much help in facilitating the Committee’s work.

We are also glad to welcome back the Alternate Representative of the 
Secretary-General, Mr. Bjomerstedt, and look forward to renewed 
association with him.

Finally, I would like to extend my greetings, and that of my delega
tion, to Mrs. Gill and the members of the Secretariat, who have been so 
helpful to us all.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) resumes

“  Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765. 
> CCD/PV;627, pp. 17-21.
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its discussions at a time when the initiatives taken in the past two 
years for peaceful settlement of outstanding international problems 
have confirmed by their progress that we are entering “an era of 
negotiation.”

One encouraging sign is the negotiating process now under way at 
the mutual force reduction talks in Vienna, involving many of the 
countries present here in the Conference of the Committee on Disarm
ament. All of us realize how complex it is to negotiate equitable reduc
tions in troop levels in central Europe. Therefore none of us expected 
that the countries participating in those talks could have reached easy 
and early agreement on reductions which would be balanced so as not 
to diminish the security of either side. Yet the talks have proceeded in 
a constructive and serious fashion, and the proposals put forward by 
each side have been subjected to the thorough examination that takes 
place when both sides wish to achieve success. We in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament have every reason to hope that the 
negotiators in Vienna will reach an agreement on a reduction of troop 
levels in Europe.

The Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) between my country 
and the Soviet Union continue in an effort to place additional controls 
on strategic offensive weapons systems and eventually to reduce the 
number of these systems deployed by ourselves and the Soviet Union. 
The Standing Consultative Commission on SALT, established by the 
United States-USSR Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty,  ̂has also begun to 
meet to promote the objectives and implementation of that Agreement 
and of the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to 
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms.* This Commission is a 
reflection of the importance of the initial SALT agreements, and of the 
strong desire of the parties to implement effectively those agreements.

The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) has 
met here in Geneva for several months. Although not directly con
cerned with arms control and disarmament, it could contribute to 
relaxing tensions and enhancing security in Europe by building further 
confidence between nations. Equally important, the CSCE could make 
a contribution towards increased cooperation in Europe by adopting 
effective agreements in the fields of economics, science and technology, 
and the environment. It could also assist by agreements to increase 
human contacts, exchanges of information and cultural and educa
tional cooperation.

All of these negotiations owe something to the pioneering efforts of 
this Committee, which set an example as a serious, effective multi
lateral group dealing in a sustained way with the important issues that 
bear upon the security of all States. The accomplishments of this Com
mittee, which show that effective international agreements require 
patience, perseverance, thorough exploration of the issues and a deter

2 Do(mments (M Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
* Ibid., pp. 202 ff.
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mination to attain lasting solutions, have provided a model for these 
other forums. We expect that negotiations in these forums will in turn 
contribute to an atmosphere for further progress in this Committee.

In an area of particular interest to this Committee, nuclear non
proliferation, there have been several important developments since 
we last gathered here. During the last General Assembly session, the 
United Nations Members party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT)  ̂ established a Preparatory Committee to make arrange
ments for the NPT Review Conference. The Preparatory Committee, 
which has just completed its first meeting, has proposed that the Re
view Conference convene on 5 May 1975. We look forward to working 
with other parties to the NPT to make the remaining preparatory 
meetings, now scheduled for next August and for February 1975, and 
the Review Conference itself, a success.

Following on last year’s conclusion of an lAEA-EURATOM Safe
guards Agreement,® the Federal Republic of Germany has completed 
the parliamentary procedures for its ratification of the NPT. In addi
tion a member of this Committee, Japan, has indicated that it will 
initiate parliamentary procedures leading toward ratification of the 
NPT. We of course hope that other countries will also adhere to this 
major arms control agreement in time to participate in the 1975 Re
view Conference, which may influence the course of non-proliferation 
and peaceful uses of nuclear energy for some years ahead. We are also 
pleased to note that both Sudan and Gabon have adhered to the NPT in 
recent months. Both States, by virtue of their adherence to the Treaty 
and their representation on the IAEA Board of Governors, are now 
members of the NPT Preparatory Committee.

I should now like to turn to some of the important tasks currently 
before this Committee. In regard to the Committee’s work on chemical 
weapons (CW), delegations will recall that in our last session my dele
gation discussed some of the problems and considerations we believe 
should be taken into account by the Committee. We look forward this 
session to hearing the views of other delegations on our statements and 
on other issues involved.

We remain firmly committed to the objective of achieving effective 
international restraints on chemical weapons. It will be recalled that in 
August 1973 I told the Committee that my delegation had not sub
mitted a specific CW treaty proposal because we had not been able to 
find any approach which we could be confident would resolve the diffi
culties surrounding this subject. My Government has continued its 
studies of all the issues related to possible restraints on CW, has care
fully studied the statements and working papers submitted by various 
delegations in our last session, and is determined to continue its efforts 
in this area.

We understand and share the desire of the Committee to make rapid
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progress in controlling chemical weapons; but we continue to believe 
that genuine progress can only be made by a careful study of all the 
complex problems inherent in such control. During this session we hope 
that other delegations will join us in further examination of possibili
ties for achieving adequately verified prohibitions on CW.

We also remain fully committed to the objective of a Comprehensive 
Test Ban with adequate verification, which we continue to believe 
would require some on-site inspection. We intend to continue discus
sion of test-ban issues during the 1974 session.

Since the Committee last met, we have continued our research pro
gramme on the problems of detecting and identifying underground 
explosions by seismic means. In particular, the major elements of the 
research programme described to the Committee last July ® are being 
actively pursued. Eight sites have now been selected for the installa
tion of our new Seismic Research Observatories. International interest 
in our seismic data management system and in the new arrangements 
for the prompt exchange of seismic data has been most encouraging. A 
new large-aperture seismic array is now being installed in Iran. Finally, 
we have continued our studies on the utility of Unmanned Seismic 
Observatories.

As we consider the talks ahead we should, I think, be mindful of the 
Committee’s responsibility to engage in a serious and constructive 
examination of a wide range of multilateral arms-control issues with a 
view to reaching agreements that promote international peace and 
security. In this regard I should like to call the Committee’s attention 
to the desirability of considering the question of effective restraints on 
conventional weapons. We are all aware that these weapons account 
for the largest part of the world’s military spending—which this year 
is in excess of $216 billion—that there is a rapid proliferation of num
bers and types of these weapons, and that their use has accounted for 
an enormous casualty toll in conflicts since the second world war.

A group of experts appointed by the Secretary-General is today 
beginning a technical study here in Geneva of military budgets. This 
summer the International Committee of the Red Cross hopes to con
vene a group of government experts to study the question of prohibition 
or restriction of the use of conventional weapons which may cause un
necessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects.

These developments demonstrate the growing interest in possible 
restraints on conventional weapons. My delegation therefore believes 
it is timely to begin to study seriously the question of restraints on 
conventional weapons in the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment. In the past my delegation has submitted for the consideration of 
the Committee a number of principles and guidelines related to re
straints on conventional weapons. We would welcome the comments 
and views of others on this subject. Further consideration by the Com

«Ibid., pp. 376-402.
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mittee could eventually result in effective controls over these weapons 
to the general benefit.

Warsaw Communique of the Political Consultative Committee 
of Warsaw Treaty States, April 18, 19741

A meeting of the Political Consultative Committee of the Member- 
States of the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual 
Aid took place in Warsaw April 17-18,1974.

The following took part in the meeting;

for the People’s Republic of Bulgaria—Todor Zhivkov, First Secre
tary of the Bulgarian Communist Party Central Committee, Chair
man of the P.R.B. State Council and head of the delegation; Stanko 
Todorov, member of the Politburo of the Bulgarian Communist Party 
Central Committee and Chairman of the P.R.B. Council of Ministers; 
Konstantin Tellalov, Secretary of the Bulgarian Communist Party 
Central Committee; Petur Mladenov, member of the Bulgarian Com
munist Party Central Committee and P.R.B. Minister of Foreign Af
fairs; Milko Balev, member of the Bulgarian Communist Party Central 
Committee and Director of the Office of the First Secretary of the 
Bulgarian Communist Party Central Committee;

for the Hungarian People’s Republic—Janos Kadar, First Secretary 
of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party Central Committee and 
head of the delegation; Jeno Fock, member of the Politburo of the
H.S.W.P. Central Committee and Chairman of the H.P.R. Council of 
Ministers; Frigyes Puja, Member of the H.S.W.P. Central Committee 
and H.P.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs;

for the German Democratic Republic—Erich Honecker, First Secre
tary of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany 
and head of the delegation; Willi Stoph, member of the Politburo of the
S.U.P.G. Central Committee and Chairman of the G.D.R. State Coun
cil; Horst Sindermann, member of the Politburo of the S.U.P.G. Cen
tral Committee and Chairman of the G.D.R. Council of Ministers; 
Hermann Axen, member of the Politburo of the S.U.P.G. Central Com
mittee; Oskar Fischer, member of the S.U.P.G. Central Committee and 
G.D.R. Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs; Paul Markowski, member 
of the S.U.P.G. Central Committee and head of the S.U.P.G. Central 
Committee’s Department of International Relations;

for the Polish People’s Republic—Edward Gierek, First Secretary of 
the Polish United Workers’ Party Central Committee and head of the 
delegation; Henryk Jablonski, member of the Politburo of the P.U.W.P. 
Central Committee and Chairman of the P.P.R. State Council; Piotr 
Jaroszewicz, member of the Politburo of the P.U.W.P. Central Com-

' Pravda, April 19,1974, pp. 1-2; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, No. 16 
(May 15,1974), pp. 7-9.
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mittee and Chairman of the P.P.R. Council of Ministers; Stefan 01s- 
zowski, member of the Politburo of the P.U.W.P. Central Committee 
and P.P.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs; Ryszard Frelek, member of the 
Secretariat of the P.U.W.P. Central Committee and head of the 
P.U.W.P. Central Committee’s International Department;

for the Socialist Republic of Rumania—Nicolae Ceausescu, General 
Secretary of the Rumanian Communist Party, President of the Social
ist Republic of Rumania and head of the delegation; Manea Manescu, 
member of the Executive Committee of the R.C.P. Central Committee 
and S.R.R. Prime Minister; Stefan Andrei, Secretary of the R.C.P. 
Central Committee; Gheorghe Macovescu, member of the R.C.P. Cen
tral Committee and S.R.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs; Mircea Malita, 
Adviser to the General Secretary of the R.C.P. and to the President of 
the S.R.R.; Mitja Constantin, Adviser to the General Secretary of the 
R.C.P. and to the President of the S.R.R.;

for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—L. I. Brezhnev, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union and head of the delegation; A. N. Kosygin, member of the 
Politburo of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee and Chairman of the 
U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers; A. A. Gromyko, member of the Politburo 
of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee and U.S.S.R. Minister of Foreign 
Affairs; K, F. Katushev, Secretary of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee; 
K. V. Rusakov, member of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee and Ad
viser to the General Secretary of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee; 
A. M. Aleksandrov, member of the C.P.S.U. Central Inspection Com
mission and Adviser to the General Secretary of the C.P.S.U. Central 
Committee;

for the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic—Gustav Husak, General 
Secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Committee 
and head of the delegation; Lubomir Strougal, member of the Presi
dium of the C.C.P. Central Committee and Chairman of the C.S.R. 
government; Vasil Bilak, member of the Presidium and Secretary of 
the C.C.P. Central Committee; Bohuslav Chnoupek, member of the 
C.C.P. Central Committee and C.S.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs; 
Antonin Vavrus, head of the C.C.P. Central Committee’s Department 
of International Policy.

Marshal of the Soviet Union 1.1. Yakubovsky, Commander-in-Chief 
of the Joint Armed Forces of the Warsaw Treaty Member-States, and 
N. P. Firyubin, General Secretary of the Political Consultative Com
mittee of the Warsaw Treaty Member-States, also took part in the 
meeting.

The participants in the meeting of the Political Consultative Com
mittee discussed current questions related to strengthening European 
security and the further easing of international tension.

The participants in the meeting of the Political Consultative Com
mittee note with satisfaction that the tendency toward detente is at 
present a dominant feature in developments on the European continent
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and in the world as a whole. The principle of peaceful coexistence of 
states with different social systems and such basic norms of inter-state 
relations as respect for independence and sovereignty, equality, terri
torial integrity, the inviolability of existing state borders in Europe, 
the renunciation of the use of force and the threat of its use, and non
interference in each other’s internal affairs are becoming ever more 
widely established in the practice of international relations. Detente 
has been decisive in moving the solution of conflicts in Vietnam and 
Laos, on the South Asian subcontinent and in the Near East into the 
political sphere and is creating favorable conditions for the peoples’ 
struggle for freedom’, independence, democracy and progress.

At the same time, the participants in the Political Consultative Com
mittee meeting note that the opponents of international detente, the 
champions of the “cold war” and the forces of imperialism and reaction 
have not laid down their arms and are trying to counteract the process 
of detente and arrest this process, which accords with the aspirations 
of the peoples. The militarist circles are striving to step up the activi
ties of NATO. They continue to increase the military budgets of the 
countries of this closed imperialist military bloc.

The Warsaw Treaty Member-States, however, express the firm con
viction that the peoples of the world, all the progressive, democratic, 
anti-imperialist, peace-loving forces, acting in concert, will be able to 
gain the upper hand, defend their fundamental interests and ensure 
respect for the right of every people to decide their own destiny.

The constructive foreign-policy activity of the socialist countries, 
first and foremost the Soviet Union, especially the conclusion of a 
number of well-known treaties and agreements with the F.R.G., have 
facilitated the normalization of the situation in Europe, the establish
ment of good-neighbor relations and the expansion of multifaceted 
mutually beneficial cooperation among all states.

The participants in the Political Consultative Committee meeting 
note with satisfaction that the movement toward detente in Europe led 
to the convening of the All-European Conference on Security and Co
operation, which has become the common cause of all peoples and 
governments of the European countries.

The all-European conference is called upon to turn Europe into a 
region of truly equal cooperation of all states and to take steps that 
promote the growth of trust among them. By its decisions it should 
determine the principles of relations among states and the measures to 
ensure their observance, the use of which would safeguard the security 
of all European peoples and would create favorable conditions for long
term economic, scientific, technical and cultural cooperation, for the 
exchange of information, for contacts between institutions, organiza
tions and citizens and for cooperative efforts on the part of all countries 
in solving the problems of protecting the environment. The successful 
conclusion of the conference will be an important landmark on the road 
to ensuring a peaceful future for Europe.
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The attempts to create artificial obstacles, to drag out the work of 
the all-European conference and to divert it from the solution of the 
vital tasks with which it is faced run counter to the lofty goals in the 
name of which this conference was convened.

The Warsaw Pact participants call on all state and political leaders to 
direct their efforts toward ensuring the success of the all-European 
conference and toward the further development and deepening of the 
process of detente and the normalization of the situation in Europe.

The participants in the Political Consultative Committee meeting 
reaffirm their opinion on the advisability of conducting the final stage 
of the all-European conference and the signing of its documents at the 
highest level. This would be in keeping with the historic importance of 
this event and would emphasize the exceptional significance for 
Europe’s future of the resolutions and documents adopted by the all- 
European conference.

In an effort to lay the foundations of a lasting and just peace in 
Europe, we, the Warsaw Treaty participants, for many years have 
worked actively for the convening of an all-European conference. We 
regard the convening of this conference as a major victory for the cause 
of peace and as a victory for common sense in international relations. 
We will do everything possible to promote the successful conclusion of 
the conference’s work at the earliest date so that the results of this work 
will correspond to the aspirations of the peace-loving peoples. But we 
regard the conference not as an end in itself, but as a starting point in 
the historic work of building new relations among all states on the 
European continent. Relying on the principles that will be worked out 
by the conference and authenticated by 35 states, the countries of 
Europe will be able to establish and develop wide-scale cooperation to 
the great material and spiritual benefit of each participant. We are 
ready for such cooperation and we commend it to other participants of 
the all-European conference. The creation of a permanent agency of the 
states participating in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe would be in keeping with this goal.

All the participants in the Political Consultative Committee meeting 
believe that it is important to supplement the political detente with a 
military detente. They reaffirm their positions regarding the reduction 
of armed forces and armaments in Europe—positions set forth in the 
Prague Declaration on Peace, Security and Cooperation in Europe that 
was adopted by the Political Consxiltative Committee in January, 1972.* 
The success of the talks on the reduction of armed forces and arm
aments in Central Europe would make a substantial contribution to 
this cause and would create favorable conditions for holding such talks 
in the future regarding other regions in Europe. The principle of un
diminished security of all the countries participating in the talks— 
with due regard for the security of all European states—creates a real

* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 1-8.
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opportunity for achieving a constructive agreement on reducing armed 
forces and armaments.

After reviewing the situation in the Near East, the participants in 
the Political Consultative Committee meeting unanimously expressed 
their complete solidarity with the Arab peoples’ just struggle against 
the imperialist policy of aggression and for the withdrawal of Israeli 
troops from all occupied Arab territory and the guarantee of the legiti
mate rights of the Arab people of Palestine. They believe that the 
security, integrity and sovereignty of all the states in this region must 
be ensured. The statement “For a Lasting and Just Peace in the Near 
East” * was adopted.

The participants in the Political Consultative Committee meeting 
exchanged opinions on the situation in Vietnam. Full support was 
expressed for the policy of the government of the Democratic Republic 
of Vietnam and the Provisional Revolutionary Government of the 
Republic of South Vietnam—a policy aimed at the strict and absolute 
fulfillment of the Paris Agreement * by all the signatories. The state
ment “For a Lasting Peace in Vietnam and for Safeguarding the Just 
National Interests of the Vietnamese People” was adopted.®

The participants in the meeting hailed the creation of coalition gov
ernment bodies in Laos and the successes of the patriotic forces of 
Cambodia.

The participants in the meeting declared their support for the con
structive steps of the government of the Korean People’s Democratic 
Republic aimed at creating conditions favorable to the peaceful demo
cratic unification of the country without interference by outside forces.

Having discussed the situation in Chile, the participants in the meet
ing resolutely demanded an end to the flagrant violations of the human 
rights set down in U.N. documents and an end to the persecution of 
Chilean patriots and urge other states and the world public to come out 
in support of the progressive forces in that country. The statement 
“Put an End to Tyranny and the Persecution of Democrats in Chile” 
was adopted.®

The states represented at the present meeting expressed the convic
tion that detente should embrace all regions of the world. Concern for 
preserving peace and active assistance in solving the problems of 
international life in accordance with the interests of the peoples are the 
duties of all states, both large and small, regardless of their social and 
political system.

True to their international duty, the participants in the meeting 
expressed complete solidarity with the just struggle of the peoples of 
the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America against imperialism, 
colonialism and neocolonialism and for national liberation, the con-

® Not printed here. 
^24UST1,485,1675. 
® Not printed here.
® Not printed here.



WARSAW COMMUNIQUE, APRIL 18 89

solidation of their political independence and the achievement of 
economic independence and for social progress. They declare their 
support for the peoples of Angola, Mozambique, Guinea-Bissau and the 
Cape Verde Islands and condemn the policy of apartheid and all forms 
of racism.

The participants in the meeting noted the expanded role of the non- 
alignment movement in international affairs and expressed positive 
feelings toward the anti-imperialist orientation of the policy of the 
nonaligned countries, welcoming their growing contribution to the 
struggle for detente and against war and aggression and for peace and 
the national independence of the peoples. In this connection, the great 
significance of the Fourth Conference of Nonaligned Countries, held in 
Algiers, was stressed.

The countries participating in the meeting attach great significance 
to enhancing the role of the United Nations and to increasing the effec
tiveness of its work on the basis of the U.N. Charter in solving interna
tional problems, consolidating peace and developing cooperation among 
all peoples. They noted the timeliness of the special session of the U.N. 
General Assembly now under way that was convened at the suggestion 
of the developing states to examine problems of raw materials and 
economic development. The participants in the meeting came out in 
favor of the further development of equal international economic 
cooperation based on respect for the sovereign right of each state freely 
to manage its own natural resources and in favor of observance of the 
most-favored-nation principle in international trade, rapid economic 
progress for countries lagging in their development and the elimination 
of inequitable economic relations imposed by the policy of imperialism.

Opinions were exchanged on questions of preparing for and observ
ing the 20th anniversary of the Warsaw Treaty, which will be marked 
in May, 1975. The participants in the meeting noted with satisfaction 
the continued development of all-round cooperation among the frater
nal states, which accelerates the grovsth of economic potential, 
strengthens the defense capability of the Warsaw Treaty member- 
countries and helps to enhance the well-being of the peoples and the 
development of culture and science. The Warsaw Treaty member- 
countries will continue to strengthen their indestructible friendship in 
the interests of socialism, progress and peace, raising even higher the 
prestige of socialism, which sets for other peoples an example of a new 
type of inter-state relations and of a truly democratic society, an exam
ple of the socialist way of life. They will continue to favor a deepening 
of the process of detente and the triumph of the ideals of peace, secu
rity and the economic and social progress of the peoples.

The countries participating in the Political Consultative Committee 
meeting reaffirm their immutable stand of readiness to disband the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization simultaneously with the disbanding of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, or, as an initial step, the 
liquidation of their military organizations. At the same time, they
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declare that so long as the NATO bloc exists and effective disarmament 
measures are not taken, the Warsaw Treaty countries deem it neces
sary to strengthen their defense capability and develop close coopera
tion among themselves to that end.

The participants in the meeting heard a report by the Commander- 
in-Chief of the Warsaw Treaty Joint Armed Forces on the practical 
work of the Joint Command.

The meeting of the Political Consultative Committee was held in an 
atmosphere of fraternal friendship and cooperation.

—[signed]/or the People's Republic of Bulgaria, Todor ZHIVKOV, 
First Secretary of the Bulgarian Communist Party Central Committee 
and Chairman of the P.R.B. State Council, and Stanko TODOROV, 
Chairman of the P.R.B. Council of Ministers; for the Hungarian 
People’s Republic, Janos KADAR, First Secretary of the Hungarian 
Socialist Worker’s Party Central Committee, and Jeno FOCK, Chair
man of the H.P.R. Council of Ministers; for the German Democratic 
Republic, Erich HONECKER, First Secretary of the Central Commit
tee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany, Willi STOPH, Chairman 
of the G.D.R. State Council, and Horst SINDERMANN, Chairman of 
the G.D.R. Council of Ministers; for the Polish People’s Republic, 
Edward GIEREK, First Secretary of the Polish United Workers’ Party 
Central Committee, Henryk JABLONSKI, Chairman of the P.P.R. 
State Council, and Piotr JAROSZEWICZ, Chairman of the P.P.R. 
Council of Ministers; for the Socialist Republic of Rumania, Nicolae 
CEAUSESCU, General Secretary of the Rumanian Communist Party 
and President of the Socialist Republic of Rumania, and Manea 
MANESCU, Prime Minister of the S.R.R. government; far the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, L. I. BREZHNEV, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
and A. N. KOSYGIN, Chairman of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers; 
for the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, Gustav HUSAK, General 
Secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central Committee, 
and Lubomir STROUGAL, Chairman of the C.S.R. government.

Warsaw, April 18,1974.

House Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act,
April 24, 1974’

A BILL

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and for other 
purposes.

' H.R. 12799j 93d Cong., 2d sess. (Union Calendar 409). The House of Representatives 
approved the bill on Apr. 24,1974. For the AdminisU ation bill, see ante, p. 2.
Tne Senate bill and the final act appear post, pp. 141,281.
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, that (1) section 
41(d) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2581(d)) 
is amended by

(a) deleting “as authorized by section 15 of the Act of Au
gust 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $100 per diem 
for individuals,” and substituting therefor “as authorized by 
section 3109 of title 5 of the United States Code,” and;

(b) deleting from the first proviso thereof “one hundred days” 
and substituting therefor “one hundred and thirty days”.

(2) Section 49(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)) is amended by 
inserting in the second sentence thereof immediately after “$22,000,- 
000”, the following: “and for the fiscal year 1975, the sum of 
$10,100,000”.

Sec. 2. Section 50 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 
U.S.C. 2590) is amended—

(1) by inserting “(a)” after “Se c . 50.”; and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) In addition to the report required by subsection (a)—
“(1) whenever the Director determines that any program of re

search, development, testing, engineering, or deployment of a strate
gic weapons system has been funded by the Department of Defense 
or by the Atomic Energy Commission, and that the estimated cost of 
such program for any fiscal year will exceed $50,000,000, he shall 
within thirty days submit to the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, a 
report containing the nature, scope, purpose, cost, and impact of such 
strategic weapons system if developed or deployed; and

“(2) whenever the Director determines that the Department of De
fense, Department of State, National Security Council, or any other 
Government agency has taken any action which will have a substan
tial impact upon United States strategic arms or arms control policies, 
he shall within thirty days submit a report to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and to the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate containing such determination and his analysis.”.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee: Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments, 
April 24, 1974>

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I greatly appreciate

 ̂ACDA Authorization: Hearing Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United 
States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, on S. 3033, To Amend the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act, as Amended, in Order To Extend the Authorization firr 
Appropriations, and for Other Purposes, pp. 5-7.
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the opportunity to appear before you in support of my Agency’s legis
lative program.

In transmitting the bill now before you, the President pointed out 
that the objective of this Administration to replace the dangers of a 
continuing competition in armaments with reliable arms controls has 
been well served by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The 
Agency plays a key role in the strategic arms limitation talks and the 
talks on mutual and balanced force reductions in central Europe. As 
the President said, “The work of the Agency in these and other forums 
is vital to future progress in the difficult area of arms control and 
disarmament.” ^

To the President’s characterization of arms control as a difficult 
area, it must be added that it is also one where developments move 
slowly. Not only do they move slowly but the impact of decisions ex
tends over decades. International agreements on arms control can have 
a long lifetime. For instance, the partial nuclear test ban ® is now in the 
11th year and the ABM Treaty * is of unlimited duration. Moreover, 
our choices of weapons systems determine the scope of arms limita
tions decades into the future—for example, the Minuteman was 
designed over 15 years ago and the B-52 bomber which is still with us 
was designed some 25 years ago.

Hence, policy directions established now will, in most instances, 
outlive the tenure of those of us in the Executive Branch who help to 
shape these decisions. Many of you in the Congress will be deeply 
involved in these concerns long after we in the Administration have 
departed.

Therefore, when it comes to deciding our arms control policy, strong 
and effective cooperation between the Congress and the Executive 
Branch is imperative. It is only through joint effort that we can move 
forward. Consequently, we seek not only to inform this Committee of 
the Agency’s work and concerns and express our gratitude for your 
support in past years, but also to request your advice and guidance.

With this in mind, since taking office last July 10, I have actively 
sought Congressional views in carrying out, as prescribed by statute, 
my duties as the official having primary responsibility within the Gov
ernment for arms control and disarmament matters. Many members 
of the Congress have made substantive contributions by furnish
ing me with their views on political and military developments affect
ing arms control or through the introduction of legislation, in the 
committee process, in floor debate, in public statements, and in private 
consultations. I appreciate all these efforts.

I consider it very fortunate that there is wide agreement today in 
both the legislative and executive branches of our Government, that

 ̂Ante, p. 1.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
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verifiable arms control agreements can make an essential contribution 
to our national security.

By almost any standard, the Agency which I head is a very small 
organization. But size is not a good measure of effectiveness. We are 
constantly updating our understanding of arms control problems and 
possible solutions—this is the research function given to the Agency 
by C!ongress. We work in the formulation of arms control policy and 
provide recommendations to the President, the Secretary of State, and 
Congress—consistent with the Agency’s statutory mandate. And we 
prepare for and participate in international negotiations on arms con
trol, as provided for by the Arms Control and Disarmament Act. 
Lastly, the Agency seeks to play an effective advocacy role, as en
visaged by Congress in the legislative history of our Act. In an orderly 
process of government, very little of this advocacy need make the head
lines, although recently some of it has.

While arms control developments were perhaps less dramatic in 1973 
than in the preceding year, there was nevertheless progress on several 
fronts:

The SALT talks continued last year into the fall and resumed again 
on February 19, focussing on concrete issues which were pursued 
further at the occasion of Secretary Kissinger’s recent trip to Moscow. 
Another SALT-related development was the establishment in late 1972 
of the Standing Consultative Commission, a Commission established in 
the ABM Treaty which in 1973 began its work of implementing and 
promoting the objectives of the SALT I agreements. Incidentally, the 
U.S. Commissioner is an officer of ACDA.

Talks began last October in Vienna on mutual and balanced force 
reductions (MBFR) in central Europe with the participation of 19 
nations from NATO and the Warsaw Pact. While these talks are ex
tremely complex—dealing, among other things, with disparities in 
manpower, geographic disparities, and differences in material—the 
United States and its European allies succeeded in approaching them 
with a common purpose.

Also of interest to arms control were certain aspects of the Confer
ence on European Security and Cooperation which is endeavoring to 
negotiate broad “confidence-building measures” related to notification 
and observation of military activities in Europe.

Then there is the 26-nation Conference of the Committee on Disarm
ament which has resumed in Geneva on April 16, pursuing its search 
for an agreement limiting chemical weapons and also for a comprehen
sive ban on nuclear testing. However, to our disappointment, these 
efforts continued to be frustrated by problems of verification.

In addition, steps were taken in the United Nations last fall to begin 
preparations for a Review Conference on the Non-proliferation Treaty ®

5 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.



94 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

which comes due under the terms of that treaty in 1975. We have un
dertaken broad and thorough preparations for the Review Conference 
and will participate this year in preparatory conferences, the first 
having commenced April 1 in Geneva. ACDA Deputy Director J. Owen 
Zurhellen heads the U.S. delegation.

Now as to the Agency’s budget. Slightly increased resources are 
required for the next 2 years for the Agency, compared with the appro
priations for the last 2 years. We are requesting authorization for 
appropriations of a total of $21 million for the 2-year period of fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976. Of this $21 million total, $9.5 million—plus 
$600,000 for estimated pay act costs—will be needed for us to do the 
job in fiscal year 1975; the balance will remain for fiscal year 1976. In 
addition, we are requesting several small changes in our act so that we 
can more effectively attract highly qualified experts and consultants. 
This would bring the Agency in line with the other agencies.

The $21 million authorization which we are requesting for fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976 is $1 million less than the $22 million authorized 
for fiscal years 1973 and 1974. Of that $22 million, approximately $18 
million was appropriated by Congress. Our budgets for those two 
years, particularly that of 1974, reflected the President’s effort to 
control Federal spending. However, we are now asking for a restora
tion of research funds to increase our research budget by 50 percent in 
fiscal 1975 and another 13 percent in fiscal 1976. We are also asking for 
a modest increase in personnel in both fiscal 1975 and 1976 at a cost of 
$300,000 for the 2 years.

Our requests for additional personnel are modest because we share 
the general desire to prevent uncontrolled growth of civil service posi
tions in the Federal Government. The balance of the additional $3 
million we are requesting is for pay act increases, office space rentals, 
and other price increases.

In sum, the current request represents a proposal by the Agency that 
will permit it to fulfill its statutory role. I respectfully request the 
committee to approve the authorization bill as submitted by the 
Administration.

Thank you.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], April 26, 1974’

Q. Mr. Secretary, it has been about a month since you returned from 
Moscow. When you see Mr. Gromyko on Monday, vnll you be able to 
present to him American counterproposals to their SALT proposals?

 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, May 20,1974, pp. 540-545.



KISSINGER REMARKS, APRIL 26 95

Secretary Kissinger: SALT will be one of the subjects discussed in 
Geneva with Foreign Minister Gromyko. Though I despair of saying 
anything on SALT that does not make huge headlines slightly differ
ent from what I intended, it will undoubtedly be discussed. I will not 
present to the Foreign Minister a detailed American counterproposal, 
but I will present to him various considerations that, if he considers 
them worthy of discussions, could lead to an American counterproposal.

Q. Mr. Secretary, to follow up on the question of SALT, there has 
been a report that the United States plans unilaterally to reduce the 
number of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. I wonder if  you could 
say, first of all, if  these reports are true, and if  so, by how muxih—and 
if  they are true, whether there is any relationship, or might be any 
relationship, between this kind of move on the part of the United States 
and an attempt to break the deadlock in the SALT negotiations involv
ing forward-based systems.

Secretary Kissinger: To take your last point first, the present dis
cussions in SALT are not deadlocked in any sense on the issue of 
forward-based systems, and the range of issues that are being discussed 
now does not have forward-based systems as one principal element. So 
whatever is being done with respect to tactical nuclear weapons, it is 
unrelated to the issue of the forward-based systems in SALT and 
indeed is unrelated to the SALT negotiations altogether.

Secondly, it is our policy not to reduce these tactical nuclear weapons, 
except either in fullest consultation with our allies or in a negotiation 
with the Soviet Union in which, a.gaih, there would be the fullest con
sultation with our allies. We do not have a program now for the reduc
tion of our tactical nuclear forces in Europe. We have attempted—and 
I think this is what these reports refer to—to develop a rational policy 
for the stockpiles and for the possible use of the stockpiles. But we are 
not planning any unilateral steps. And the reports must have referred 
to internal studies that are being conducted on a planning basis.

Purposes of Summit Talks

Q. Mr. Secretary, because of the public confidence you have talked 
about that is necessary for the conduct of foreign policy, and the public 
support for it, and because of the almost inevitable probability that— 
or inevitability that—any agreements that are negotiated at the sum
mit toill be questioned as to political motivation, and because appar
ently we are not ready for a magor SALT agreement anyway, why 
wouldn’t it be a wise move simply to postpone the summit until im
peachment is out of the way?

Secretary Kissinger: First of all, it is a mistake to consider 
the summit as being related entirely to SALT. There are many 
reasons for the summit. And there are many types of
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agreements that can be made at the summit.
One is to use the summit for an acceleration of agreements that 

would probably be made anyway but which, if they take their bureau
cratic course, could be delayed for many months and sometimes years; 
secondly, to develop agreements in various areas of cooperation unre
lated to arms control; thirdly, to develop arms control agreements not 
necessarily in the field of strategic arms limitations; and fourthly, to 
give an opportunity to the leaders of the two most powerful countries 
in the world—and the two countries that have the capability of de
stroying each other and humanity in the process—to exchange views 
on the evolution of their policies and particularly exchange views on 
the best steps to preserve the peace.

In all of these categories, incidentally, we expect that progress will 
be made at the summit.

Now, with respect to SALT, whether or not a significant agree
ment can be reached by the time of the summit is not yet clear. It is a 
mistake to assume that the only significant agreement is a comprehen
sive permanent agreement that settles all issues for all time. There are 
many major agreements that could be made of very great significance 
that would fall short of a comprehensive permanent agreement. 
Whether or not those agreements can be reached at the time of the 
summit, I repeat, depends on the discussions that will take place be
tween now and the summit. In any event, the summit could give an 
impetus to those negotiations.

Our attitude is that we will not rush an agreement in order to com
plete it by the summit but we will not fail to conclude an agreement 
simply because the summit coincides with an intense domestic debate 
which is totally unrelated to our foreign policy and in which our foreign 
policy has not been the subject of any significant challenge.

Again, with respect to the issues that may be raised on any agree
ment in the strategic arms field that may be reached, I am confident 
that we will be able to defend it on its merits. And when you deal with 
the issue of nuclear strategy, you are dealing with the survival of the 
United States and the survival of many other countries that depend on 
us. And the United States will not play with this or deal with it in an 
irresponsible manner.

Complex Arms Control Issues

Q. Mr. Secretary, Senator Jackson has contended, or maybe 
“charged" is a better word, that the administration is interested in a 
“quick fix" in this Moscow summit, primarily because of domestic 
considerations, and that all you are likely to seek is only an extension 
of the present interim agreement on arms control.  ̂ What is your 
response to that?

‘ D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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Secretary Kissinger: Well, I had a long session with Senator Jackson 
this morning on several topics. I have great respect for the views of 
Senator Jackson. At the same time, I agree very much with a column 
that I read this morning which emphasized the need not to conduct this 
debate by means of slogans and in terms of casting doubts on the 
motives of the participants in this debate.

The issues are extremely serious and extremely complicated. And if 
one uses charged words like “quick fix,” then one really prejudges the 
answer.

The issue is whether, in the light of an evolving technology, one can 
break out of a comprehensive agreement those items that, if they are 
not dealt with now or in the very near future, will not be able to be 
dealt with at all—not because the summit is imminent, but because 
the technology will have advanced to a point after which control will 
become impossible or deployment will have reached a point after which 
verification will become meaningless. This is the overriding issue.

Second, the implication is always left that there is something about 
the interim agreement that is disadvantageous to the United States.

And I think it is about time that we recognize the fact, first, that at 
the time the interim agreement was made, the United States had no 
program for land-based missiles. The United States had no program— 
was not building any sea-based missiles. The Soviet Union was build
ing 90 land-based missiles a year and 144 sea-based missiles. The 
United States stopped no program as a result of the interim agreement. 
The Soviet Union stopped several programs and on top of it had to 
remove 209 older missiles from its force.

Secondly, it is not true that the interim agreement leaves the United 
States at a numerical disadvantage. This numerical disadvantage can 
be computed only if one omits from the calculation the 630 B-52’s that 
were in our force in 1972 and the 452 B-52’s that are in our force 
today. And the fact that there are 180 less in our force today is not a 
decision of the Soviet Union; it is a unilateral decision of our adminis
tration, proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Thirdly, if one looks not at launchers, but at deliverable warheads, 
the gap between the United States and the Soviet Union has increased 
during the period of the interim agreement and will continue to in
crease during the whole period of the interim agreement. And one is 
hit by warheads—not by launchers.

Therefore, it is not helpful to us to talk ourselves into a state of mind 
in which we are strategically inferior.

Therefore, whether or not the interim agreement should be extended 
depends on an analysis of where the interim agreement leads us and 
what the projections are. And it depends further on an analysis of what 
we get in return for it.

The overwhelming issue, as we see it, is the issue of multiple inde
pendent warheads whose deployment on the Soviet side is imminent. 
Once these multiple warheads are fully deployed on both sides, and one 
has then warheads upward of 10,000 on both sides, or any number that
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technology can make possible, then we face a situation of unprece
dented nuclear plenty and a potentially enormous gap between first- 
and second-strike capabilities. That is what we are attempting to 
reduce in these negotiations.

Any analysis of our domestic situation should make clear that there 
is very little to be gained domestically by making a SALT agreement 
this year. We are concerned with the evolution of the arms race, with 
peace in the world, and with security.

Now, our judgment may or may not be correct. But that is what the 
debate should be and not whether it is a “quick fix” against a long-term 
agreement.

Q. Could you tell us what Senator Jackson’s reaction to this argu
ment was?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we did not have time to get into that argu
ment in as much detail as we got into some other arguments we’re 
having [laughter], but it is one that I intend to discuss with him at 
greater length when I return from our trip.

As long as we’re talking about this, let me emphasize also that we 
are not opposed to reductions. We do believe, however, that reductions 
in the absence of some control over the multiple warheads will magnify 
the problem that we have described. Reductions will be in the hundreds. 
The growth in warheads will be in the thousands. And there will be a 
total disparity between the capabilities that develop if reduction 
becomes our only objective. But we do agree with Senator Jackson that 
reductions can be and should be one of the objectives of SALT negotia
tions. They are not as time urgent as the other one.

Q. Mr. Secretary, to follow up on that further, do you have anything 
specific to present to Mr. Gromyko beyond what you’ve already said, 
when you get to Geneva, relative to SALT? And how can you expect the 
Soviet Union to restrain itself from deploying MIRV's when we are, as 
you just said, continuing to deploy them ourselves?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, obviously, restraints on the deployment 
of MIRV’s would have to be reciprocal. The Soviet Union, when I was in 
Moscow last time, presented to us its consideration on how MIRV’s 
could be limited and what other steps could be taken. As I pointed out, 
but not very lucidly at the time, this represented an advance in the 
Soviet position, though not yet sufficient for us to find it acceptable.

If I had not already used that word, I would say that what we need is 
a “conceptual breakthrough.” [Laughter.] But what is necessary now is 
to see whether some of the Soviet ideas that were presented in Moscow 
could be adapted to our requirements in terms of numbers and in terms 
of general approach.

We can discuss this with the Foreign Minister. If it seems that then 
an American proposal embodying numbers, time frames, and so forth, 
would be useful, then we can make it. But obviously any proposal on
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any limitations will have to be reciprocal—which does not mean it has 
to be exactly numerically equivalent.

Q. Well, does that mean that we’re willing to stop deploying the 
MIRV's?

Secretary Kissinger: We are willing to accept limitations on our 
MIRV deployment in return for limitations on their MIRV deployment, 
but the issue is at what level.

Japanese Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical 
Weapons and on Their Destruction, April 30, 1974'

The States Parties to this Convention,
Determined to act with a view to achieving effective progress to

wards general and complete disarmament, including the prohibition 
and elimination of all types of weapons of mass destruction, and con
vinced that the prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons and their elimination, through effective 
measures, will facilitate the achievement of general and complete dis
armament under strict and effective international control,.

Recognizing the important significance of the Protocol for the Pro
hibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, 
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 
1925,* and conscious also of the contribution which the said Protocol 
has already made, and continues to make, to mitigating the horrors of 
war,

Reaffirming their adherence to the principles and objectives of that 
Protocol and calling upon all States to comply with them.

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has 
repeatedly condemned all actions contrary to the principles and objec
tives of the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925,

Recalling also that each State Party to the Convention on the Pro
hibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteri
ological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction,® in 
Article IX of the Convention, affirmed the recognized objective of 
effective prohibition of chemical weapons and, to this end, undertook to 
continue negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agree
ment on effective measures for the prohibition of their development, 
production and stockpiling and for their destruction, and on appropri
ate measures concerning equipment and means of delivery specifically

' CCD/420, Apr. 30,1974. The draft convention was submitted to the CCD. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

’ Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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designed for the production or use of chemical agents for weapon 
purposes, and

Convinced that an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weap
ons, m the wake of the above-mentioned Convention on bacteriological 
(biological) and toxin weapons, will contribute to the strengthening of 
confidence between peoples and the general improvement of the inter
national atmosphere, and also contribute to the realization of the 
purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Have agreed as follows:

A r tic le  I

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes never in any circum
stances to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain:

(a) Chemical agents of types and in quantities that have no justifica
tion for protective or other peaceful purposes;

(b) Weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such 
agents for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

A rtic le  II

1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy, or to 
divert to peaceful purposes as soon as possible, all agents, weapons, 
equipment and means of delivery specified in Article I, which are in its 
possession or under its jurisdiction or control.

2. States Parties to this Convention shall notify the International 
Verification Agency, defined in Article VI, of the pending destruction 
or diversion to peaceful purposes of the agents and others as specified 
under paragraph I of this Article on each such occasion.

3. The States Parties to this Convention shall, in carrying out the 
destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes of the agents and others 
as specified under paragraph 1 of this Article, invite the International 
Verification Agency to send observers.

4. The International Verification Agency shall forthwith communi
cate the notification under paragraph 2 of this Article to each State 
Party to this Convention.

5. The destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes of the agents 
and others as specified under paragraph 1 of this Article shall be re
viewed at a conference or conferences of States Parties to this Conven
tion provided for in Article XVII.

6. In implementing the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article all 
necessary safety precautions shall be observed to protect populations 
and the environment.

A r tic le  III

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to transfer to 
any recipient whatsoever, directly or indirectly, and not in any way to 
assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States or international
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organizations to manufacture or otherwise acquire any of the agents, 
weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified in Article I.

A r t i c l e  IV

Notwithstanding the provisions of Articles I and II, the States 
Parties to this Convention may take provisional measures provided for 
in the Annex I of this Convention until further agreements, including 
those on effective verification measures, are reached.

A r t i c l e  V

1. Each State Party to this Convention shall take any necessary 
measures to ensure the fulfilment of its obligations deriving from this 
Convention, and notify the International Verification Agency of its 
national organ or organs responsible for taking such necessary 
measures.

2. Each State Party to this Convention shall submit to the Intemor 
tional Verification Agency periodic reports on the state of the fulfil
ment of its obligations deriving from this Convention in accordance 
with the provisions of the Annex II.

3. The functions of the national organ referred to in paragraph 1 of 
this Article shall include the following:

(a) observation as well as supervision of the national activities 
related to the subject matter of this Convention;

(b) collection of statistical and other information thereon;
(c) preparation of periodic reports to the International Verification 

Agency,
(d) co-operation with the International Verification Agency such as 

presentation thereto of requested statistical and other documents or 
information, and acceptance of inspection.

A r t i c l e  VI

1. In order to promote the realization of the provisions of this Con
vention and the fulfilment of obligations assumed by the States Parties 
under this Convention, the States Parties to this Convention shall 
establish an International Verification Agency.

2. The functions of the International Verification Agency shall in
clude the following:

(a) to analyse and evaluate periodic reports and statistical and other 
documents or information submitted by each State Party;

(b) to request explanation and conduct inquiries as under Arti- 
cleVni;

(c) to conduct inspections as under Article IX;
(d) to send notifications and reports as under Article X;
(e) to consult and co-operate with the national organs;
(f) to make recommendations for amendments to the Annexes;
(g) to send observers as under Article II;
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(h) to carry out decisions which may be made at the conference of 
States Parties to this Convention.

3. Details pertaining to the composition and functions of the Inter
national Verification Agency shall be provided for in Annex III.

A r t i c l e  VII

The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another directly or through the International Verification Agency and 
co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the 
objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, this Convention.

A r ticle  VIII

1. Any State Party to this Convention which suspects that any other 
State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provi
sions of this Convention may request, directly or through the Intemor 
tional Verification Agency, that State Party to provide explanations. 
This request should include a list of all the evidence that roused the 
suspicion.

2. Request for explanations as under paragraph 1 may also be made 
by the International Verification Agency, when it deems it to be 
necessary.

3. The State Party which is requested to provide explanations under 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall comply with such request in 
good faith. This State Party may request International Verification 
Agency to conduct an inquiry. This request should include evidence 
which it considers sufficient to remove suspicion.

A r ticle  IX

1. A State Party which has been requested to provide explanations as 
under paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article VIII may at any time invite the 
International Verification Agency to conduct an inspection in its 
territory.

2. If the State Party which is requested to provide explanation as 
under paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article VIII fails to provide adequate 
explanations, the International, Verification Agency may notify such 
State Party of an impending inspection to be conducted in its territory.

3. The State Party which is notified by the International Verification 
Agency of inspection as under paragraph 2 of this Article shall make 
every effort to accept, as soon as possible, such inspection in its terri
tory. The State Party which finds it impossible to accept such inspec
tion in its territory shall provide adequate reasons to the International 
Verification Agency why the State Party finds it impossible to accept 
the inspection.

A rticle  X

1. The International Verification Agency shall notify each State
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Party to this Convention of the results of analysis and evaluation as 
under paragraph 2(a) of Article VI, of explanation or inquiry as under 
Article VIII, and of inspection as under Article IX.

2. The International Verification Agency may, when it is deemed 
necessary, report the contents of the notification as under paragraph 1 
of this Article to the Security Council of the United Nations.

A r t i c l e  XI

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support 
assistance, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, to 
any Party to this Convention which so requests, if the Security Coun
cil decides, upon notification as provided for in Article X, that such 
Party has been exposed to danger as a result of violation of this 
Convention.

A r t i c l e  XII

Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way limit
ing or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poison
ous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed 
at Geneva on 17 June 1925, as well as under the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteri
ological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction.

A r t i c l e  XIII

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to continue negotia
tions in good faith with a view to achieving an agreement, as soon as 
possible, which will make it possible to eliminate the provisional meas
ures referred to in Article IV.

A r t i c l e  XIV

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate and 
have the right to participate in the fullest possible exchange of equip
ment, materials and scientific and technological information for the 
use of chemical agents for peaceful purposes. Parties to this Convention 
in a position to do so shall also co-operate in, contributing individually 
or together with other States or international organizations to the 
further development and application of scientific discoveries in the 
field of chemistry for peaceful purposes.

2. This Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed to 
avoid hampering the economic or technological development of States 
Parties to the Convention or international co-operation in the field of 
peaceful chemical activities, including the international exchange of 
chemical agents and equipment for the processing, use or production 
of chemical agents for peaceful purposes in accordance with the 
provisions of this Convention.
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A r t i c l e  XV

The Annexes referred to in this Convention shall constitute an 
integral part of this Convention.

A r t i c l e  XVI

Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. 
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting the 
amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States Parties 
to this Convention and thereafter for each remaining State Party on 
the date of acceptance by it.

A r t i c l e  XVII

1. Three years after the entry into force of this Convention, a confer
ence of States Parties to this Convention shall be held at Geneva, 
Switzerland, to review the operation of this Convention, with a view to 
assuring that the purpose of the preamble and the provisions of this 
Convention are being realized. At intervals of three years thereafter, 
further conferences shall be held with the same objective of reviewing 
the operation of this Convention, if a majority of the Parties to this 
Convention submit a proposal to this effect to the International Verifi
cation Agency. Such review shall take into account any new scientific 
and technological developments relevant to this Convention.

2. The International Verification Agency shall convoke a conference 
of States Parties to this Convention as provided for in paragraph 1 of 
this Article.

A r t i c l e  XVIII

1. This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party to this Convention shall, in exercising its national 

sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this Convention if it 
decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this 
Convention, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to this 
Convention, the International Verification Agency and to the Security 
Council of the United Nations three months in advance. Such notice 
shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

A rticle  XIX

1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any 
State which does not sign this Convention before its entry into force 
in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any 
time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall
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be deposited with the Goyernments of ( ), which are
hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of the 
instruments of ratification by ( ) Governments, including
the Governments designated as Depositaries of this Convention.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are 
deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Convention, 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 or of accession and the date of the 
entry into force of this Convention, and of the receipt of other notices.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary Govern
ments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r tic le  XX

This Convention, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish 
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives 
of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Conven
tion shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Gov
ernments of the signatory and acceding States.

In W it n e s s  whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Convention.

Done in ___________ copies a t__________________________ , this
---------------------- day of---------------------- , -----------------------

A n n e x  I (A lternative A)

1. States Parties to the Convention may suspend the application of 
Articles I and II of the Convention with regard to the chemical agents 
which come under the categories in the schedule to this Annex.

2. States Parties to the Convention desiring to invoke the provisions 
of paragraph 1 above shall so notify the Depositary Governments at 
the time of, or within ( ) days from, the deposit of their 
instruments of ratification or accession. The Depositary Governments 
shall forthwith communicate these notifications to all signatory and 
acceding States and ihe International Verification Agency.

3. Any State Party to the Convention may propose amendments to 
the schedule to this Annex. The text of any such amendment and the 
reasons therefor shall be communicated to the International Verificor 
tion Agency which shall communicate them to the States Parties.

4. If a proposed amendment circulated under paragraph 3 above has 
not been rejected by any State Piarty within ( ) months after 
it has been circulated, it shall thereupon enter into force. If however a 
proposed amendment is rejected by any State Party, the International 
Verification Agency may decide, in the light of comments received
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from States Parties, whether a conference shall be called to consider 
such amendments.

A n n e x  I (A lternative B)

1. States Parties to the Convention may exclude from prohibition the 
chemical agents to which they consider it impossible to apply forthwith 
Articles I and II of the Convention. However, the agents listed in the 
schedule to this Annex shall never in any circumstances be excluded 
from the prohibition.

2,3 and 4. (same as paragraphs 2,3 and 4 of Alternative (A))

Schedule to Annex I 
Annex II 
Annex III

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, April 30, 1974^

In August last year, the Japanese delegation submitted to this Com
mittee a working paper on the main points of an international agree
ment on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and their destruction in order to expedite the 
discussions of the question of banning chemical weapons.  ̂ We have 
been encouraged by the fact that this initiative met with fairly favour
able responses from many delegates in this Committee as well as at the 
United Nations General Assembly last year. Also, at the 630th meeting 
of this Committee, on 25 April, warm appreciation was expressed and 
favourable observations were made by Mr. Naik of Pakistan and Mr. 
Rosenberg Polak of the Netherlands, to which we listened with interest 
and gratitude. I hope to touch in my speech today upon some aspects of 
the useful and enlightening remarks made by Mr. Rosenberg Polak. 
Accordingly, we have come to consider it incumbent upon us to present 
a more concrete proposal along the lines of this working paper. So it 
was with a view to introducing this proposal that I asked leave to take 
the floor today.

The question of banning chemical weapons was discussed at the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, which preceded this Com
mittee, and even before that at the Ten Nation Committee on Disarm
ament. More recently, it has been dealt with at this Committee as one 
of its main tasks since early 1972. Much to our regret, however, the

‘ CCD/PV.631,pp.6-13.
 ̂Documents m  Uisarmamentj 1973, pp. 520-524.
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conclusion of an international agreement is still not in sight even today. 
This fact, coupled with the stalemate on the question of a comprehen
sive test ban which is another important item, constitutes one of the 
factors that cause pessimistic views to be taken about progress in 
disarmament, which in turn undermines the usefulness and activities 
of this Committee and threatens its very existence. In order to prevent 
international opinion from becoming too pessimistic over the prospects 
for disarmament, and in order to remove such doubts about the useful
ness of the existence and activities of this Committee, the Committee 
should reactivate the discussions on disarmament questions, including 
these two items and try to obtain concrete results as early as possible. 
The “draft convention on the prohibition of the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction” now 
before you ® has been submitted by my delegation from a genuine 
desire to promote disarmament for the sake of world peace and the 
security of people and with a view to expediting further the discussions 
on banning chemical weapons. We have elaborated this convention 
from the outline given in our working paper of last year which I men
tioned earlier. While the basic idea contained in this draft convention 
is identical to that in our working paper, I could sum it up in terms of 
the following two principles:

The first is that the draft convention should prescribe a comprehen
sive ban. There is no need to reiterate the desire shared by us all for a 
comprehensive ban. However, it would not be realistic to expect that a 
comprehensive ban can be achieved from the outset; so our second 
principle is that a comprehensive ban should be achieved by stages. The 
draft convention which I am introducing today is based on these two 
principles.

Now I proceed to offer some explanations on the m în points of the 
draft convention.

First of all, the draft convention comprises the convention itself, 
three annexes and a schedule which supplement the convention. This 
format of a convention, and the supplementary documents with specific 
reference to annex I, was adopted to deal with the problem of the scope 
of prohibition. As I pointed out at the time of introducing our working 
paper, our intention is to draft “a comprehensive treaty, thus clarify
ing the ultimate aim to be achieved when the time comes,” and on the 
other hand, exclude "through the establishment of a supplementary 
document those agents the prohibition of which is deemed not proper 
or difficult to carry out under the present circumstances.”  ̂Our delega
tion certainly desires to aim from the outset at a comprehensive ban, 
and would spare no further efforts that might be required to realize 
this. Many delegates urged, however, the need to allow at the beginning 
provisional exclusions from the ban because of the difficulties involved 
in verification measures. Under the present circumstances, therefore,

 ̂ Supra.
 ̂Do(mments m  Disarmament, 1973, p. 531.
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tolerating a certain number of exclusions is unavoidable.
My next point concerns the language and the style of the draft con

vention. Recalling the time when this Committee viras attempting to 
ban both chemical and biological weapons together, we have tried to 
adopt in this draft convention the language and the style of the BW 
Convention ® as far as possible, though with certain minimum neces
sary alterations, thus bringing it into line with, and balancing and 
maintaining relevance to, the BW Convention. For example, in the 
preamble to the draft convention, we have adopted the first four para
graphs from the corresponding paragraphs of the BW Convention and 
also drafted the fifth and sixth paragraphs with reference to the 
relevant paragraphs of the BW Convention.

For instance, article I prescribes a comprehensive ban, which has 
been drafted along the lines of article I of the BW Convention. Here, I 
would repeat once again that this draft convention adopts purpose 
criteria in prohibiting all chemical agents and related activities, or in 
other words, that it prohibits all chemical agents and related activities 
intended for hostile purposes or in armed conflict. Concerning this 
point, you may recall that I suggested excluding provisionally stock
piling from the ban at the time of introducing our working paper last 
year. Respecting the genuine desire of getting as close as possible to a 
comprehensive ban, however, we have now included stockpiling in the 
ban.

Paragraph 1 of article II concerns the destruction or diversion to 
peaceful purposes of chemical agents, weapons, equipment and so 
forth, and this paragraph corresponds to article II of the BW 
Convention.

The succeeding paragraphs of article II concern ways of verifying 
whether destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes has actually 
taken place. Paragraph 2 of the article obliges the States parties to 
notify destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes in advance to the 
international verification agency (hereafter I shall use the abbreviation 
of IVA). I shall come back to this point later. Paragraph 4 prescribes 
that the IVA, upon receipt of such notification, shall communicate it to 
other States parties. Paragraph 3 obliges the States parties to invite 
the rVA to send observers for the purpose of verifying that the destruc
tion or diversion to peaceful purposes has actually been carried out. I 
would point out that the function of observers is to be present at the 
time and place designated by the States parties concerned for the 
purpose of confirming the destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes, 
and it differs radically in character from that of inspectors. Para
graph 5 provides that the destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes 
shall be the subject of examination at review conferences. Paragraph 6 
was adopted from the last sentence of article II of the BW Convention.

Article III concerns the ban on the so-called transfer. This adopts the 
style of article III of the BW Convention.

® Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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Article IV indicates some provisions on exceptions to a comprehen
sive ban. This article provides that the States parties may take provi
sional measures provided for in annex I until further agreements, 
including those on effective verification measures, are reached. This 
brings us to annex I, where we have attached alternatives A and B. 
These two alternatives represent respectively the two formulae on 
exceptions to the rule which my delegation suggested in our working 
paper last year. Alternative A is intended to bring agreement on the 
agents which are to be excluded from the ban. And conversely, alterna
tive B is intended to bring agreement on the agents which ought to be 
banned as a minimum at the present stage. I offer more detailed 
explanations on article IV and annex I, as these are the key provisions 
to this draft convention.

It may give an impression of logical contradiction to place on the one 
hand a comprehensive ban in article I and provide on the other hand 
for exceptions to such a comprehensive ban in article IV and annex I. A 
parallel to this approach, however, is found in various international 
agreements. To cite an example, whereas Article 11 of GATT (General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) prescribes the general elimination of 
quantitative restrictions, article 12 provides for temporary exceptions 
to such general provisions. Therefore, our approach in this respect 
should not be taken as an anomaly in the practices of drafting interna
tional agreements. I would point out further that the scope of the 
agents which may be excluded from the ban in accordance with annex I 
is expected to be narrowed gradually through continued negotiations 
as provided for in article XIII and through review conferences as pro
vided for in article XVII, thus eventually making article IV a dead 
letter. With a view to putting an end to the need for this provisional 
article at an early date, the States parties are obliged under article XIII 
to continue negotiations in good faith.

Apart from the question of whether we take alternative A or alter
native B, we have heard, if I remember correctly, no particular objec
tion here in this Committee to considering super-toxic organophos- 
phorus compounds as the chemical agents to be prohibited from the 
beginning. In this regard, I wish to suggest that in addition to these, we 
consider including mustard-type agents as well, if it can be agreed 
upon. My delegation hopes to hear the views of other delegations on 
this particular point and to obtain a general consensus on it as soon as 
possible. It would perhaps be advisable to hold a meeting of experts, if 
it is considered that it would be useful in expediting our discussions on 
this question. I also suggest that in this meeting of experts, if it is held, 
we discuss the working paper submitted by the Canadian delegation 
last summer ® as well, since I consider it to be very pertinent to our 
discussions. In any case, my delegation hopes that through lively dis
cussions this Committee will define the agents to be listed in the 
schedule to annex I of this convention.

• Ibid., m s, pp. 524-529.
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Under annex I of this convention, the objects of prohibition are 
provisionally restricted to certain chemical agents in accordance with 
article IV. This implies that some States parties which do not desire to 
invoke article IV and therefore to so notify the IVA are automatically 
considered as accepting the comprehensive ban as provided for in 
article I of the convention without any exception. As I stated earlier, 
this is an inevitable measure under the present circumstances, in which 
we do not have effective verification measures that can be applied to 
the comprehensive prohibition. It may be true that as a result of this 
the States parties are divided into two groups, one consisting of the 
parties that accept the comprehensive ban from the outset and the 
other of parties that wish to exclude certain categories of agents from 
the prohibition for the time being, which consequently makes the 
application of the convention a little complicated. However, cases in 
which a certain provision of a treaty is applied to some of the States 
parties and not to the 5thers, are often found in multilateral agree
ments. For this reason, it would be incorrect to regard this as a unique 
feature occurring only in this draft convention. In spite of this, if we 
reach a consensus on the advisability of providing uniformly for a 
certain range of agents to be excluded, thus not allowing the States 
parties any room for choice of the above-mentioned provisional 
measures, with a view to simplifying the application of the convention 
and to simply prohibiting agents accompanied by effective verification 
measures, my delegation is ready to make necessary amendments to 
the related provisions. If this is agreed upon, article IV should read, for 
example, “Notwithstanding the provisions of Articles I and II, the 
States Parties to this Convention may agree provisionally not to apply 
the said two articles to the chemical agents excluded from the prohibi
tion as a result of the provisions of Annex I of this Convention.”

Articles V through X provide for the verification measures, which is 
another major factor of this convention. First, article V concerns 
national measures for verification. The States parties are obliged under 
paragraph 1 of this article to take the necessary legal measures, includ
ing the designation of a national organ. The view of my delegation has 
much in common with that of delegations from some socialist States, 
expressed in their working paper on ways of implementing control over 
compliance with the convention,  ̂ that Governments, and no one else, 
should ultimately assume primary responsibility for the fulfilment of 
their obligations under a treaty; but at the same time we consider it 
would be useful to clarify who are directly responsible within the Gov
ernment. However, as Mr. Martin, the United States representative 
said on 17 July 1973,

. . .  The bMic question is whether a national control body could be expected to carry 
out verification within the territory of its own country that would provide si^ificant 
reassurance to other parties that the treaty’s prohibitions were being complied with 
fully.®
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This is one of the main reasons why I had to adopt a plan that starts 
with partial prohibition. In any case, it is essential that periodic 
reports prepared by a national organ for submission to the IVA fully 
convince the agency and other States parties that the Governments 
concerned have fulfilled their obligations under the convention, as we 
rely to a great extent upon national organs in submitting their reports. 
The details of matters to be filled out in the periodic reports will be 
provided for in annex II of this convention and remain to be decided on 
during our future discussions, possibly including a meeting of experts. 
In connexion with article V, I am ready in addition to study the inclu
sion in paragraph 1 of this article of a provision to the effect that no 
State party is permitted to intervene in any activities carried out by the 
national organ in accordance with its obligations under this convention, 
the idea of which I suggested last year to assure the independence of 
the national organ.

Article VI provides for the establishment and functions of the IVA. 
Although I put forward a suggestion about the composition of the IVA 
in my statement last August, my delegation is basically of the view 
that the agency should be a compact and businesslike organ. I hope that 
we will decide upon this during our exchange of views in this 
Committee.

Under article VII, which is derived from article V of the BW Conven
tion, States parties are expected to consult one another and co-operate 
in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the convention.

Article VIII provides for requests for explanations that may be made 
by any State party or the IVA to a party which is alleged to be acting in 
violation of the provisions of the convention. This is one of the very 
important measures for verification in this convention, partly because 
the inspection provided for in article IX cannot be expected to assure 
the final solution of problems under article VIH, in addition, the State 
party asked directly by another party to furnish explanations could 
request the IVA to conduct an inquiry.

Article IX is the provision on inspection. It provides for two cases. A 
State party requested to provide explanations may voluntarily ask the 
IVA for inspection to dispel suspicion. Or the IVA may initiate inspec
tion if the State party fails to provide adequate explanations. Anyway, 
if the alleged State party has no mind to accept inspection by the IVA, 
it would be impossible to conduct it. Therefore, paragraph 3 of article 
IX provides that the State party which is notified by the IVA of an 
impending inspection shall make every effort to accept such an inspec
tion unless it provides adequate reasons why it cannot. However if 
adequate reasons are provided, it is not obligatory to accept an inspec
tion. This leaves the theoretical possibility that suspicions could con
tinue to exist, even after all the verification measures have been taken. 
To deal with such cases, the draft convention provided article XI, which 
indirectly expects action from the United Nations Security Council and 
article XVIII, paragraph 2 of which provides for the right to withdraw 
from this convention. These two provisions are based on article VII
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and article XIII, paragraph 2, of the BW Convention, respectively. As 
regards the provision on withdrawal, I consider it important, as I stated 
last August, to make an agreement that a State party which is not 
satisfied despite all the possible verification measures and is compelled 
to withdraw from the convention, should not be criticized for its action, 
and therefore it is desirable to establish a consensus in the course of 
our discussions that in such a case the States parties have a legitimate 
right to withdraw from the convention. If the establishment of this 
interpretation about this article is not sufficient, it may be advisable 
to specify the case in this particular article.

Having said all that, I wish to point out that this draft convention 
is expected to function through the effective operation of verification 
measures and the very discretion of States parties. In this connexion, I 
wish to reiterate the view of my delegation, already expressed in my 
general statement on ,18 April, that while disarmament has to be safe
guarded by adequately effective verification measures, it is not realistic 
to expect one hundred per cent effectiveness from such measures. Bear
ing this in mind, my delegation hopes that this Committee will hold 
constructive discussions on the verification system, especially on the 
contents of the periodic reports, under this convention.

Article XVI provides for amendments to this convention. In the view 
of my delegation, the provisions should cover amendments to the 
annexes as well as those to the convention. However, as the three 
annexes of this convention are too different from one another in their 
nature and importance to be dealt with in a single package, I have left 
the final provisions to the careful consideration of this Committee, 
tentatively following an example in the BW Convention.

Hoarding amendments to the schedule to annex I, the format of 
which you will find in paragraphs 3 and 4 of the annex, I made special 
efforts to simplify the procedures so that we can easily amend the 
schedule accordingly as our negotiations proceed.

As I stated earlier, some of the States parties are permitted, under 
article IV and annex I, to exclude for the time being certain chemical 
agents from the prohibition. Primarily with a view to reducing the 
number of these exceptional agents, conferences of the States parties 
are to be held once every three years, as provided for in article XVII. 
My delegation hopes that this particular article will operate as a con
stant pressure on the States parties toward the realization of our final 
goal of comprehensive prohibition.

That concludes the outline explanations which I want to make for the 
moment. As I have already pointed out, we have lots of time-consuming 
work ahead, including the improvement of the convention itself as well 
as the completion of the three annexes and the schedule. Notwithstand
ing this, I have taken the liberty of tabling this draft convention to this 
Committee, because I hope by so doing to give fresh impetus to our 
discussions in this Committee and further, through our wisdom, to see, 
in the words of Mr. Kissinger, Secretary of State of the United States,
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a “conceptual breakthrough” in this long-standing issue of the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons.

Before I conclude my statement, I would like to express my hope that 
we will hear constructive views and suggestions from our colleagues 
on our draft convention and, at the same time, that I will have another 
chance to take the floor for additional explanations in response to them.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, May 7, 1974’

In our today’s statement we would like to dwell on the question of 
banning chemical weapons, which for a number of years has occupied 
an important place in the work of the Disarmament Committee. The 
significance of this problem is determined by the fact that chemical 
weapons come under the category of weapons of mass destruction and 
are particularly dangerous. The production and the stockpiling of such 
weapons in the arsenals of States are matters of serious concern.

At present, when positive international processes brought about by 
the general improvement in the international climate can be seen in the 
world, the problem of the complete prohibition of chemical weapons 
should at last be positively resolved. Use should be made of the existing 
favourable prerequisites for the solution of this important and pressing 
problem.

The preamble to the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
and Toxin Weapons, elaborated in 1971, states that the Convention 
represents “a first possible step towards the achievement of agreement 
on effective measures also for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons.”  ̂The signing of this 
Convention by a large number of States—about 110 countries—should 
serve to encourage progress in the negotiations on the banning of 
chemical weapons.

As early as March 1972, before the BW Convention was opened for 
signature, the Soviet Union and other socialist countries members of 
the Disarmament Committee submitted a draft convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.* This draft is based on the principle 
of a comprehensive prohibition, and it accordingly provides for the 
complete cessation of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical means of warfare—agents, weapons, equipment and means 
of delivery designed to use such agents for military purposes—and 
their destruction. The draft convention of the socialist countries pays 
serious attention to questions of guaranteeing compliance by all the 
States Parties with the obligations they have assumed. The control

' CCD/PV.633.PP. 15-19.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, p. 133. 

^Ibid., pp. 120-124.
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system provided for by the draft is based on a wide range of national 
control measures combined with certain international procedures.

To promote the solution of questions concerning control over compli
ance with the prohibition of chemical weapons, the socialist countries, 
by way of outlining a system of rational control over such prohibition, 
as proposed by them, submitted in June 1973 a working paper enlarging 
on those provisions of their draft convention which dealt with national 
control.* The proposed establishment of national control committees, 
invested by legislation with the necessary powers, forms an important 
part of the working paper. The inclusion, in that body, of representa
tives of governmental, as well as public, organizations will ensure its 
authority and competence on questions coming within its terms of 
reference. We note with satisfaction that the draft convention of the 
socialist countries met with a favourable reception from a number of 
delegations in the Committee. The view was expressed in the Commit
tee that the document should be taken as a foundation for further ne
gotiations and that a mutually acceptable draft agreement should be 
worked out on that basis. At the same time, we note that the delega
tions of the non-aligned countries endorse the principle of comprehen
sive prohibition embodied in the draft convention. The position of the 
non-aligned countries on the scope of prohibition, as well as on a 
number of other important aspects of the problem of prohibition of 
chemical weapons, is set forth in the ten-delegation working paper.® 
This document stresses the need for a comprehensive ban as the most 
effective and expedient way of solving the problem. Highly significant 
considerations on the problem of chemical weapons as a whole and on 
its individual aspects have been expressed both in the statements made 
by various delegations and in the working papers submitted to the 
Committee.

We also note with satisfaction the initiative taken by the delegation 
of Japan, which has submitted to the Committee for its consideration 
a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical means of warfare.* 
This draft, which represents a positive contribution by Japan to the 
consideration of the aforementioned problem, will be studied on the 
Soviet side with due attention. We note that it is based in general on 
the principle of the prohibition of chemical weapons according to the 
purpose criterion. It is precisely this principle which forms the basis of 
the draft convention of the socialist countries on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. A positive feature of the Japanese draft is that it 
provides for the prohibition of all types of activities connected with the 
development of chemical weapons.

At the same time, we should like to emphasize that specific negotia
tions on the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons can only 
take place with any prospect of reaching agreement after the position

* Ibid., m s ,  pp. 344-346.
* Ibid., pp. 206-209.
® Ante, pp. 99-106.
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of the United States and other western countries on the provisions of 
the draft convention of the socialist countries, as well as on those of the 
Japanese draft, has been defined. Of course, it is quite inadequate to 
offer a few comments on individual provisions of the draft conventions 
submitted to the Committee; one must present a specific, positive 
formulation of one’s position, so that the positions of the sides and the 
possibilities of finding mutually acceptable solutions to problems of the 
prohibition of chemical means of warfare can be correctly assessed.

At the Committee’s last session, the United States delegation com
mented very extensively on the documents submitted to the Committee 
on the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. However, those 
comments did nothing towards advancing constructively the negotia
tions on this problem, since they did not contain any specific, positive 
proposals which might be regarded as the United States starting posi
tion on the question of the prohibition of chemical means of warfare. 
We hope that in considering the problem this year, the United States 
and the west as a whole will specifically, and at the same time posi
tively, formulate its attitude to the problem under discussion and 
finally put forward proposals which may be regarded as the starting 
position of the western countries in the negotiations on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons.

Although the Japanese draft, in defining the scope of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, proclaims the complete prohibition of such 
weapons as its final goal, it allows for exceptions to such a prohibition. 
As for what these deviations and exceptions might be, the Japanese 
draft does not give any definite answer to that question. It refers the 
matter to subsequent negotiations by the parties concerned. We do not 
blame the authors of the draft for this serious omission. We understand 
it is due to the lack, at the present stage, of agreement on this problem 
among the western States. Nevertheless, we should like to emphasize 
that the scope of prohibition is a basic and major question of the pro
posed convention, and that unless there is agreement on it the problem 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons cannot be solved. All the other 
provisions of such a convention are subordinate to this major question.

The socialist countries, in their draft convention, have given a very 
definite and clear answer to the question of the scope of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. Their draft convention provides for the prohibi
tion of all types of such weapons and of all activities in this field. 
Having given a very definite and clear answer to this question, the 
authors of the socialist countries’ draft expect in turn, a specific answer 
from the western countries. Until we receive such an answer we shall, 
in fact, find ourselves in the same position as we have found ourselves 
in so far, and be unable to get down to practical negotiations. At the 
same time, we hope that the initiative of Japan in submitting its draft 
convention will actively encourage other western States to accelerate 
the process of defining their positions on the question of the prohibition 
of chemical weapons and above all on the scope of such a prohibition. 
The USSR delegation must allow for the fact that the western countries



116 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

apparently need still more time in which to reach agreement among 
themselves on the scope of the prohibition of chemical weapons. We 
express the hope that due efforts will be made to expedite such agree
ment, and that the Committee will be able to present a report on its 
activities in 1974 giving particulars of progress in the negotiations on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The question of the prohibition of chemical weapons has already 
been under consideration in this Committee for a number of years. 
Two years have elapsed since the socialist countries submitted their 
draft convention on the problem and the Committee has considered in 
detail all its basic aspects. In his message to the Disarmament Commit
tee on 16 April 1974, the Secretary-General of the United Nations noted 
that:

. . .  the Committee has considered, in a comprehensive and detailed manner, ways and 
means to achieve progress on the question of chemical weapons.

The message goes on to say that at the present stage of the negotiations
. . .  it would be of evident usefulness to all concerned to move on to concrete negotia

tions in working towards the complete realization of the objective of effective prohibition 
of chemical weapons.’

The Soviet side fully shares this view.
Despite the very detailed studies which have been carried out of the 

basic aspects of the prohibition of chemical weapons, Mr. Nisibori, the 
representative of Japan, in presenting the draft convention to the Com
mittee on 30 April, spoke in favour of calling a meeting of experts to 
consider questions of the prohibition of chemical weapons. He proposed 
that a meeting of experts should be convened, in particular, to exchange 
views on the technical aspects of the scope of the prohibition of chemi
cal agents.* In connexion with this proposal, we should like to say that 
although questions relating to the scope of the prohibition have already 
been discussed very thoroughly in the Committee, and the socialist 
countries have very definitely stated their position on these questions 
in their draft convention, the Soviet side is nevertheless still prepared 
to consider favourably the question of its participating in the meeting 
of experts proposed by Japan. In so doing, we proceed from the assump
tion that such a meeting might provide an additional incentive for 
achieving progress in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical 
means of warfare. At the same time, we should like to note that a meet
ing of experts might, in our opinion, be more useful and purposeful if 
it took place in conditions where the position of the western countries 
on the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons was more 
definite and specific.

Those are the preliminary remarks and considerations which the 
Soviet delegation would like to make in connexion with the draft con-

’ CCD/PV.627,p. 9. 
«Ante, p. 109.
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vention on the prohibition of chemical weapons submitted by Japan, 
and on the presentation of this draft by Mr. Nisibori.

We should now like to touch upon one of the general questions dealt 
with by Mr. Nisibori, the representative of Japan, in his first statement 
at this session, on 18 April. He then affirmed that “a kind of apathetic 
or rejective attitude” towards the necessity of effective verification 
measures for disarmament was a major obstacle to progress in disar
mament.® The history of disarmament negotiations shows that the 
attempt to represent the verification question as the basic disarma
ment problem has been used on more than one occasion by some west
ern countries as a pretext for rejecting proposals in those cases where 
they needed to disguise their unpreparedness or unwillingness to agree 
to proposed disarmament measures. Today we face precisely the same 
situation when we speak, in particular, of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

We should like to emphasize that in those cases when there is willing
ness to agree to the implementation of one or other disarmament 
measure, questions of verification are always positively resolved. That 
happens, for instance, in the case of the conclusion of the four interna
tional treaties agreed upon in the Disarmament Committee. It is not at 
all the questions of verification that block agreement on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. We have no doubt that if the western countries 
showed readiness to prohibit chemical means of warfare, a solution to 
the problem of verification of compliance by States with their obliga
tions in connexion with such prohibition would also be found.

The Soviet side has always given due attention to the problems of 
control and verification of the implementation of agreed disarmament 
measures. We consider that, despite the complexity of these questions, 
they must be solved on a mutually acceptable basis.

Those are the considerations of the Soviet delegation in connexion 
with the statement made by the representative of Japan on 18 April 
this year. As for the question of control over the prohibitionof chemical 
weapons, the position of the Soviet Union has been stated in this Com
mittee on more than one occasion, and is well known.

In conclusion, we should like to stress once again, the need for speedy 
progress in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
which depends entirely on the readiness of the western countries to 
agree to implement the said measure. That readiness should be ex
pressed above all in their presenting to the Committee, for its consid
eration their position on the scope of the prohibition of such weapons. 
It is on this, in fact, that the success of the Committee’s work as a 
whole depends.

>CCD/PV.628,p. 9.
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Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act Amendments, May 9, 19741

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 12799)  ̂ to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act,* as 
amended, in order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and 
for other purposes, having considered the same, reports favorably 
thereon with amendments and recommends that the bill as amended do 
pass.

P u r p o s e

The basic purpose of H.R. 12799, as amended by the Committee, is to 
authorize an appropriation of $10.1 million in the fiscal year 1975 and 
$10.9 million in the fiscal year 1976 to finance the operations of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. The legislation allows pay
ment of consultants and experts as authorized by Section 3109 of 
Title V of the United States Code, in lieu of the present $100 per diem 
limitation. The Code ties per diem payments to the GS-15 and GS-18 
pay levels. In addition, the legislation allows consultants and experts 
to be employed for up to 130 days on a per diem basis m any fiscal year, 
instead of the present 100-day limitation.

A r m s  Co n t r o l  a n d  D isa r m a m e n t  A g e n c y  P r o g ra m

The following table shows actual spending by category in fiscal year 
1973, estimated spending by category in fiscal year 1974, and the 
estimated appropriations the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
intends to seek in fiscal years 1975 and 1976.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency expects to spend ap
proximately $2 million more in fiscal year 1975 than in fiscal year 1974. 
Program costs would increase nearly $1 inillion, and spending for 
external research would be increased by 50% to $1.5 million. The 
Agency anticipates it may need an additional $600,000 to cover pay and 
benefit increases.

The Agency estimates that it would increase its operational budget 
by another $300,000 in fiscal year 1976 and its external research budget 
by another $200,000. These increases, along with anticipated general 
pay raises, would bring the estimated fiscal year 1976 expenditures to 
$10.9 million.

The total amount the Agency expects to ask appropriated in fiscal 
years 1975 and 1976, $21 million, is $1 million less than the amount 
authorized for fiscal years 1973 and 1974.

 ̂ S. rept. 93-836,93d Cong., 2d sess.
 ̂Ante, p. 2.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, 

p. 206; ibid., 1968, p. 396; ibid., 1970, p. 213; ibid., 1972, p. 465.
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ACBA P r o g r a m  L e v e l s , F is c a l  Y e a r s  1973-76 F u n d s  U t i l i z e d  f o r  V a r i o u s

G e n e r a l  Ca t e g o r ie s

[In thousands]

Category
Fiscal year 

1973 
actual

Fiscal year 
1974 

estimate

Fiscal year 
1975 

estimate

Fiscal year 
1976 

estimate

Personnel salaries and benefits..............
(Permanent)......................................
(Reimbursable)................................
(W.a.e., temporary, and overtime).. .

External research....................................
SALT.......................................................
Administrative support (primarily from

the Department of State).....................
Other (primarily computer support and

non-SALT travel)................................
Funds not utilized (returned to Treasury)

4,578
(3,099)
(1,337)

(142)
1,975
1,646

1,140

418
243..

4,374
(3,180)
(1,078)

(116)
1,000
1,348

912

431

4,849
(3,469)
(1,232)

(148)
1,500
1,433

979

'739

4,999
(3,569)
(1,282)

(148)
1,700
1,508

1,054

'739

T otal.............................................
Estimated Pay Act costs............................

10,000 8,065 9,500
600

10,000
900

Grand total.................................... 10,000 8,065 10,100 10,900

‘ Includes $300,000 for payment of rent to GSA for ACDA Washington office space.

Sec tio n -b y -Section  A n a l y sis

Section 1(a) authorizes payment of consultants and experts according 
to the provisions of Section 3109 of Title V of the United States Code, in 
lieu of the present $100 per diem limitation. This ties per diem rates to 
the pay of the GS-15 and GS-18 pay scale and is consistent with com
pensation elsewhere in the executive branch. The new maximum per 
diem would be $138. The section authorizes employment of consultants 
and experts for periods of 130 days in any single fiscal year, in lieu of 
the present limitation of 100 days.

Section 1(b) authorizes the sum of $10,100,000 in fiscal year 1975 and 
$10,900,000 in fisc&l year 1976 for the operations of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency.

Co st  E stim ate

The bill authorizes appropriations of $10,100,000 in fiscal year 1975 
and $10,900,000 in fiscal year 1976 to finance Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency operations. These totals include as much as $600,000 
in fiscal year 1975 and $900,000 in fiscal year 1976 to cover possible pay 
increases. The authorization also includes additional funds, estimated 
at $20,000 annually, to cover changes in per diem compensation to con
sultants and experts. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency opera
tional costs are affected substantially by the level of arms control 
negotiations conference and related activities. Thus, while the Commit
tee anticipates that Agency expenditures will be relatively stable dur
ing fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the Committee is not in a position to 
make an independent estimate of projected Arms Contu ’ Disar
mament Agency expenditures in succeeding years.
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Co m m it t e e  Co m m e n t s

In its original authorization request, the executive branch requested 
a two-year appropriation covering fiscal years 1975 and 1976. The 
House limited the authorization to a single year, fiscal year 1975. The 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs intends to conduct a study of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency before considering further 
authorizations.

The Committee on Foreign Relations considered a one-year authori
zation, but the Members concluded that they preferred, in the case of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, to continue with the two- 
year authorization procedure.

The Members considered the potential value of a requirement for 
arms control impact statements, as proposed by Senator Nelson in an 
amendment to the bill. In a letter to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions dealing with Senator Nelson’s proposal, Dr. Fred C. Ikle, Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, said:

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act which would be modified in a significant way 
by the Nelson amendment was enacted after extensive hearing. The important issues 
raised by this amendment need the benefit of hearings and in-depth study. I would 
respectfully su re s t the Congress carefully study these issues, because of their impor
tance before taking any legislative initiatives.

The Committee agrees that the issues raised by the amendment 
should be the subject of hearings and further study. The Committee 
intends to hold hearings in regard to the functioning and activities of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in connection with the 
study of Senator Nelson’s proposal. In view of these plans, the Commit
tee decided that it would not act on Senator Nelson’s proposal at this 
time.

Co m m it t e e  A c t io n  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n

A hearing on the requested authorization was held on April 24,1974. 
The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Dr.

' Fred C. Ikl6, appeared accompanied by James L. Malone, General 
Counsel, and James T. Hackett, Executive Officer.

H.R. 12799 was considered in executive session on April 30,1974, and 
was ordered reported with amendments. The Committee recommends 
that the Senate pass H.R. 12799 as amended.

Ch a n g e s  in  E x is t in g  La w  Ma d e  by  t h e  B i l l , a s  R e p o r t e d

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, 
are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in 
black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman):
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ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT
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TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

GENERAL AUTHORITY

SiEC. 41. In the performance of his functions, the Director is au
thorized to—

(a) utilize or employ the services, personnel, equipment, or facilities 
of any other Government agency, with the consent of the agency con
cerned, to perform such functions on behalf of the Agency as may ap
pear desirable. It is the intent of this section that the Director rely upon 
the Department of State for general administrative services in the 
United States and abroad to the extent agreed upon between the Secre
tary of State and the Director. Any Government agency is authorized, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, to transfer to or to receive 
from the Director, without reimbursement, supplies and equipment 
other than administrative supplies or equipment. Transfer or receipt of 
excess property shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended;

(b) appoint officers and employees, including attorneys, for the 
Agency in accordance with the civil service laws and fix their compen
sation in accordance with the Classification Act of 1949, as amended;

(c) enter into agreements with other Government agencies, includ
ing the military departments through the Secretary of Defense, under 
which officers or employees of such agencies may be detailed to the 
Agency for the performance of services pursuant to this Act without 
prejudice to the status or advancement of such officers or employees 
within their own agencies;

(d) procure services of experts and consultants or organizations 
thereof, including stenographic reporting services, as authorized by 
section [15 of the Act of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to 
exceed $100 per diem for individuals,] S109 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, and to pay in connection therewith travel expenses of 
individuals, including transportation and per diem in lieu of subsistence 
while away from their homes or regular placies of business, as author
ized by [section 5 of said Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b-2)] section 
5703 of such title: Provided, That no such individual shall be employed 
for more than one hundred and thirty days in any fiscal year unless the 
President certifies that employment of such individual in excess of 
such number of days is necessary in the national interest: And provided 
further, That such contracts may be renewed annually;

(e) employ individuals of outstanding ability without compensation 
in accordance with the provisions of section 710(b) of the Defense Pro
duction Act of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2160), and regulations 
issued thereunder;
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(f) establish advisory boards to advise with and make recommenda
tions to the Director on United States arms control and disarmament 
policy and activities. The members of such boards may receive the 
compensation and reimbursement for expenses specified for consult
ants by section 41(d) of this Act;

(g) delegate, as appropriate, to the Deputy Director or other officers 
of the Agency, any authority conferred upon the Director by the pro
visions of this Act; and

(h) make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and amend such rules and 
regulations as may be necessary or desirable to the exercise of any 
authority conferred upon the Director by the provisions of this Act.

APPROPRIATIONS

S e c . 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated not to 
exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965, the sum of $20,000,000, 
and for the three fiscal years 1966 through 1968, the sum of $30,000,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $18,500,000, 
and for the two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum of $17,500,000, and 
for the two fiscal years 1973 and 1974, the sum of $22,000,000, and for 
the fiscal year 1975, the sum of $10,100,000, and for the fiscal year 1976, 
the sum of $10,900,000 to remain available until expended, to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this 
Act, not more than $7,000,000 of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
the preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be used 
for the purpose of research, development, and other studies conducted 
in whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by other government 
agencies or by public or private institutions or persons: Provided, That 
this limitation shall not apply to field test activities conducted pursu
ant to the authority of this Act.

(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to this section may be allocated or 
transferred to any agency for carrying out the purposes of this Act. 
Such funds shall be available for obligation and expenditure in accord
ance with authority granted in this Act, or under authority governing 
the activities of the agencies to which such funds are allocated or 
transferred.

(c) Not more than 20 per centum of any appropriation made pursu
ant to this Act shall be obligated and/or reserved during the last month 
of a fiscal year.

(d) None of the funds herein authorized to be appropriated shall be 
used to pay for the dissemination within the United States of propa
ganda concerning the work of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

Sec. 50. The Director shall submit to the President, for transmittal
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to the Congress, not later than January 31 of each year, a report con- 
cernmg activities of the Agency.

Swedish Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disormament: Presentation of Defense Expenditures and 
Their Distribution for Defense Purposes, May 14, 1974'

I. Introduction

Collection and presentation of data on defence expenditures would 
provide a better basis for the assessment by governments of short- and 
long-term trends in defence efforts and their consequences for the 
military balance. Such openness, which does not exist today in many 
States, would increase mutual confidence among States and reduce the 
risk for arms race by suspicion or misunderstanding.

This paper includes an analysis of what economic data would be of 
interest for that purpose and, therefore, should be made generally 
available. As an example, such data concerning the defence expendi
tures of Sweden are included in the appendix.

II. Basic requirement—the definition of defence expenditure

Information concerning defence expenditure is contained in the offi
cial public accounts of central governments. States differ, however, in 
their definitions of defence expenditure, and information concerning 
their methods of classification is commonly not available. Some ex
penditures which would be considered as military may be excluded from 
the official data. In addition, there are often differences within States 
in the basic pricing of military output as compared with that of the 
output of the rest of the economy. Furthermore, different States have 
different economic structures and patterns of prices.

For these reasons official statistics on defence expenditure when 
used to increase mutual confidence among States would greatly benefit 
from a common definition of the concept and an agreement to supply 
information concerning the methods of classification used in each 
State.

It may not be easy to define the concept in exact terms but the offi
cial statistics on defence expenditure normally include:

—pay and allowances to military personnel
—pay to civilian personnel
—operations and maintenance

* CCD/421, May 14,1974 [footnotes in original].
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—procurement 
—research and development 
—construction

Furthermore in many States the following expenditures are also 
considered as defence expenditure:

—military aid 
—civil defence
—pensions to retired personnel 
—para-military forces
—parts of or total expenditure for certain activities that are 

acknowledged as having mixed civil/military functions, e.g., space 
research, atomic energy.

III. Matters to be covered by the presentation of statistics on defence 
expenditure

1. The level and trend of defence expenditure over the past decade 
according to official defence budget and including defence expendi
ture incurred outside the budget.

Here it is essential to supply information as to what expenditures are 
considered as defence expenditure in various States.

2. The same as III.l but in relation to the level and trend of GNP for 
the State.

3. The distribution and break-down of military expenditure in terms 
of procurement, personnel, research and development, capital 
investment and other.

In order to use trends of defence expenditure as information about a 
State’s military potential, it is necessary to analyse the distribution of 
the expenditures in the terms listed above. This distribution can be 
used in an analysis of which basic decisions concerning military re
source allocation and which decisions on principles of defence produc
tion and organization are made in different States. The distribution 
can also be of value when considering how much of a State’s defence 
resources is consumed in the short run, and how much represents 
investments giving returns in terms of military potential in the long 
run. For the latter purpose the expenditures can be distributed into:

—Expenditures used to maintain present defence resources in the 
short run.

—Expenditures used to renew old equipment and add new equip
ment.

—Expenditures used for research and development giving returns in 
the long run.

4. The level and trend of employment of manpower within the de-
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fence organization and in defence related activities (e.g. defence 
related industry).

Statistics on manpower employed by the defence authorities, and 
statistics on the number of employees in other sectors of a State’s 
economy but still engaged in production for the defence, give valuable 
information about both military potential and the economic conse
quences of the arms race for a State. Statistics on the proportion used 
for defence production for export is also of value. Statistics on the pro
portion of a State’s total labour force which is used for defence purposes 
is often considered as an indicator of the influence of defence activities 
on the rate of growth of a State’s economy.

5. The level and trend of manpower and financial resources devoted 
to research and development for defence purposes as a proportion 
of the State’s total expenditure for research and development.

A State’s military potential in the long run is to a large extent based 
on the priority given to research and development for defence purposes. 
Statistics on this matter should cover the use of human and financial 
resources for defence research at both government authorities and 
government financed defence research in industry.

6. Cost growth within the defence sector.

In many States the production for defence purposes shows a cost 
disadvantage compared to the economy as a whole. There are also indi
cators of differences in cost growth between States. The relative mili
tary potential is strongly influenced by the relative trend in prices of 
goods and services used for military purposes and the relative cost 
trend of production within the defence authorities.

7. The level, trend and structure of defence-related imports and 
exports and,provided or received military aid.

The geographical spread of the arms race is of essential interest in 
measuring military potential. The possibility of valuing the flow of 
weapons, military equipment and other defence-related goods and to 
analyse its geographic pattern is of main importance to further devel
opments in arms control and disarmament. Analysis of trends in the 
arms trade, in military aid and of supply and import policies demand 
statistics which could be supplied by the States.

Estimating the amount of arms supply in cases of no or partial pay
ment only is of course a difficult problem even if the supply is materi
ally specified. This is also true in cases of joint or licensed production 
programmes. Accuracy ambitions, therefore, have to be limited.

Information about defence-related imports and exports and military 
aid is also necessary in order to pay attention to differences in the 
pattern of defence production between the industrialized and the less 
industrialized countries and between allies of military blocs. Imports 
and exports of the technologically advanced weapons and military
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equipment characterized by high degrees of technical know-how have 
expanded quickly and the build-up of stocks of weapons in less indus
trialized countries is one of the new features. Statistics on arms trade 
and military aid also give valuable information about the military 
posture of a State. The arms trade influences economic development in 
the recipient regions through the diversion of resources for purchase 
and maintenance of weapons and military equipment. The economic 
structure of a recipient country also tends to be affected by the usually 
close relations established between suppliers and recipients.

Statistics on arms trade and military aid to be supplied should 
measure the full monetary value of the flow of military goods. The 
monetary value may not correspond to actual prices paid, which vary 
considerably according to different pricing methods, the degree of aid 
and the terms involved in each individual transaction. In this matter it 
is also necessary to deal with the measuring problems connected with 
joint and licensed production of weapons.

IV. Regularity of information

It would seem desirable if information on the matters discussed in 
this paper could be provided by States on an annual basis.

APPENDIX

E x a m p l e  o f  a  P r e s e n t a t io n  o f  D e f e n c e  E x p e n d it u r e s , 
Th e ir  D is t r ib u t io n  f o r  D if f e r e n t  P u r p o s e s  a n d  Ot h e r  

Ma t t e r s  D is c u s s e d  in  t h e  W o r k in g  D o c u m e n t

The following should be seen as an example of information that could 
be supplied on the matters discussed in the working document. The 
figures are taken from official Swedish statistics.

II. The definition of Swedish defence expenditures

The “total defence” of Sweden consists of four component parts: the 
“military defence,” the “civil defence,” the “economic defence” and the 
“psychological defence.”

The Swedish concept of “total defence” thus has a very broad signifi
cance. It includes not only military defence but also measures to protect 
the population from war damages, to ensure supplies of goods and 
services, and to maintain the will to defend and a spirit of resistance. 
Even such functions as medical care, social welfare, police system, and 
communications as well as other social activities must be adapted 
during war according to the pattern of the total defence effort.

Preparations for defence must make it possible not only to meet a 
military invasion and other forms of military attack but also to meet 
such events as isolation and political and economic threats.

The components of military expenditures are: payment and allow
ances to military personnel, civilian personnel and conscripts, expendi
tures for operations and maintenance, expenditures for procuremenl
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of munition, research and development expenditures and expenditures 
for construction of buildings and fortifications.

Sweden has no military expenditure abroad except for advances for 
United Nations troops, neither does Sweden receive military aid from 
abroad.

Real resources used for military ends are, except for expenditures for 
construction of buildings and fortifications, classified in the national 
accounts as consumption. The reason for this is that the use of re
sources for these ends is not presumed to add to the productive capital 
stock. This rule of classification of expenditures should be noticed 
when reading table III. 3.

III. 1. The level and trend of Swedish defence expenditures over the 
past decade

a. The “total defence” expenditures 1963/64—1973/74.
Current prices. Millions of Swedish crowns ^

1963/64 4 325
1964/65 4 737
1965/66 5 309
1966/67 5 493
1967/68 5 595
1968/69 5 804
1969/70 6 121
1970/71 6 458
1971/72 6 950
1972/73 7 404
1973/74 7 919

b. The “military defence” expenditures 1963/64—
Current prices. Millions of Swedish crowns * ®

1963/64 3 848
1964/65 4 109
1965/66 4 759
1966/67 4 733
1967/68 4 862
1968/69 4 987
1969/70 5 330
1970/71 5 810
1971/72 6 249
1972/73 6 952
1973/74 7 382

See footnotes on p. 129.
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c. The “military defence” expenditures 1963/64—1973/74.
Constant price figures according to the Swedish “net price index,”

1. Millions of Swedish crowns  ̂ ‘

1963/64 5 251
1964/65 5 354
1965/66 5 954
1966/67 5 653
1967/68 5 699
1968/69 5 768
1969/70 5 864
1970/71 6 080
1971/72 6 249
1972/73 6 685
1973/74 6 823

d. The “civil defence” expenditures 1963/64—1973/74. 
Current prices. Millions of Swedish crowns ^

1963/64 57.5
1964/65 75.5
1965/66 69.2
1966/67 102.0
1967/68 87.4
1968/69 104.2
1969/70 113.6
1970/71 110.1
1971/72 153.7
1972/73 126.8
1973/74 136.8

III. 2. The Swedish defence expenditures related to GNP and total 
public expenditures

a. The “military defence” expenditures as a percentage of the Gross 
National Product (GNP) to factor costs 1961/62—1971/72

%

1961/62 4.38
1962/63 4.53
1963/64 4.44
1964/65 4.29
1965/66 4.56
1966/67 4.20
1967/68 4.04
1968/69 3.86
1969/70 3.73
1970/71 3.75
1971/72 3.78
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b. The “total defence” expenditures as a percentage of the Gross 
National Product (GNP) to factor costs 1963/64—1971/72

%

1963/64 4.99
1964/65 4.95
1965/66 5.09
1966/67 4.87
1967/68 4.65
1968/69 4.49
1969/70 4.28
1970/71 4.16
1971/72 4.20

c. The “military defence” expenditures as a percentage of total pub
lic expenditures (federal budget) ^

%

1961/62 17.53
1962/63 17.38
1963/64 17.45
1964/65 15.97
1965/66 16.08
1966/67 14.18
1967/68 13.38
1968/69 12.83
1969/70 12.05
1970/71 12.04
1971/72 11.26
1972/73 11.23
1973/74 11.00

d. The “total defence” expenditures as a percentage of the total pub
lic expenditures (federal budget)

%

1963/64 19.62
1964/65 18.41
1965/66 17.94
1966/67 16.46
1967/68 15.39
1968/69 14.93

{Table continued on page 130)

2 Actual results for the fiscal years 1963/64 to 1971/72, calculated results for the fiscal 
years 1972/73 and 1973/74.

® Some social costs, earlier excluded, are included for the fiscal years 1972/73 and 
1973/74.

 ̂The price corrections, to remove the price increases caused by inflation, for the fiscal 
years 1972/73 and 1973/74 are based on an assumption of 4 per cent price increases per 
year.
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d. The “total defence” expenditures as a percentage of the total pub
lic expenditures (federal budget)—(continued)

1969/70 13.84
1970/71 13.38
1971/72 12.52
1972/73 11.96
1973/74 11.80

III. 3 The distribution of Swedish military expenditures in terms of 
jyrocurementy personnel  ̂ research and development, capital 
investment and other purposes 1962/68-197S/7U, Current 
prices. Millions of Swedish crowns and percentage ^

Procurement Personnel and j m i l i ^
development ‘"vestment expenaiture expenditui

" 1976/77 
" 1975/76 
 ̂ 1974/75 

* 1973/74 1 990
%

27.0 2 425
%

32.9 646
%
8.8 403

%
5,5 1 918

%
26.0 7 382

31972/73 1 892 27.2 2 248 32.3 653 9.4 402 5.8 1 757 25.3 6 952
2 1971/72 1 968 30.0 1 801 27.5 449 6.9 311 4.7 2 024 31.0 6 553
21970/71 1 746 29.4 1 602 26.9 351 5.9 287 4.8 1 959 32.4 5 945
21969/70 1 620 28.0 1 550 26.7 370 6.3 320 5.5 1 740 30.0 5 797
2 1968/69 1 390 26.0 1 460 27.2 460 8.6 305 5.7 1 740 32.5 5 348
2 1967/68 1 450 27.9 1 280 24.6 425 8.2 305 5.9 1 740 33.5 5 194
21966/67 1 520 29.7 1 260 24.0 410 8 310 6 1 640 32 5 117
21965/66 1 430 28.6 1 300 26.0 400 8 300 6 1 550 31 5 Oil
21964/65 1 240 28.5 1 120 25.6 350 8 260 6 1 400 32 4 360
2 1963/64 1 280 31.8 970 23.9 320 8 240 6 1 210 30 4 042
2 1962/63 1 130 30.4 810 21.7 300 8 220 6 1 270 34 3 735

* The total figures in this table are not fully consistent with the figures in table IILl.b. 
due to a different statistical method [footnotes in original].

2 For the fiscal years 1962-63 to 1971-72, total costs are actual results in current prices.
® For the fiscal years 1972-73 and 1973-74, total costs are calculated results in current 

prices. The comparatively large changes in values from fiscal year 1971-72 are to a 
certain extent attributable to a change m statistical methods.

 ̂For the fiscal years 1974-75 to 1976-77, the basis for planning is a horizontal cost 
development in real terms.

III. 4. The level and trend of employment of manpower within the 
Swedish defence organization and in defence-related ax t̂ivities

The Swedish National Defence is based on general military conscrip
tion and so the country has no professional armed forces. This means 
that in addition to permanently employed personnel, the National De
fence utilizes a large number of conscripted personnel for training. 
Slightly less than one third of defence expenditure covers the costs for 
permanently employed personnel. The remaining two thirds is used to 
purchase goods and services from other sectors of the economy. Labour 
is thus tied up in production for defence purposes.

a. Manpower directly and indirectly employed in production for 
defence in Sweden for the years 1958,1964,1968 and 1972
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Number employed in different years

1958 1964 1968 1972

By the defence authorities, 
employees (a).................................. 51,000 51,000 51,000 50,000

Conscripts in military training, man- 
years (b) ......................................... 52,000 52,000 52,000 50,000

Employees in other sectors engaged 
in production for defence (c)........... 55,000 50,000 48,000 40,000

Total engaged in defence (a + b + c)
(d).................................................... 158,000 153,000 151,000 140,000

Total labour force (e)......................... 3,510,000 3,680,000 3,700,000 3,860,000

(d) as a percentage of (e ).................... 4.5 4.2 4.1 3.6

It is apparent that the number of conscripts expressed as the number 
of man-years utilized has remained rather unchanged during the years 
shown. This is because the extent of the training is primarily deter
mined by the size of the appropriate age group year after year. Thus 
utilization of available labour for this purpose is not influenced by the 
usual economic laws and principles but is more or less exogenously 
given.

The total volume of goods and services bought by the National De
fence from other sectors of the economy increased only insignificantly 
between 1964 and 1972. It is therefore natural that the numbers em
ployed in production for defence decreased owing to increases in 
productivity within the delivering sectors.

The number of permanent employees in the National Defence has 
been rather constant during the entire period. The savings in personnel 
which rationalization and normal increases in productivity within the 
National Defence have resulted in have thus been employed for other 
purposes within the defence authorities. A certain proportion of the 
gains in productivity have, however, likely been used to compensate for 
decreases in the length of the work week.

The last line in the table gives the proportion of the total labour force 
within Sweden utilized for defence purposes. It should be remembered, 
though, that defence expenditure includes a large proportion of im
ported goods and services. Calculations show that about three fourths 
of the goods and services purchased by the National Defence utilize 
domestic productive capacity, while one fourth utilizes the productive 
capacities of other countries. These imported goods and services must 
be paid for, however. It can thus be assumed that about 16,000 persons 
are employed in production of the goods which must be exported to 
balance the imports caused by defence expenditure. The proportion of 
the economy’s labour resources utilized for defence production in 1964 
in this wider meaning would then increase to about 4.6 per cent. To 
obtain an approximation for the society’s costs for the military defence, 
the percentages in the last line of the table should thus be increased by
0.4 percentage points.
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It should be noticed that both the numbers employed by the defence 
authorities and the numbers employed in other sectors eng£^ed in 
production for defence have somewhat decreased since 1968.

b. Manpower directly employed by the defence authorities is appar
ent from the following table with figures for September 1972 
(within parentheses) and for March 1973.

Military
personnel

Civilian- 
military 

personnel ‘
Civilian

personnel Total

Armed Forces.................................. (8,537) (1,010) (9,796) (19,343)
8,485 999 9,642 19,126

Naval Forces.................................... (3,599) (192) (4,367) (8,158)
3,608 173 4,312 8,093

Air Forces....................................... (2,261) (2,725) (5,124) (10,110)
2,238 2,706 5,061 10,005

Central and regional staffs.............. (1,176) (202) (2,338) (3,716)
1,190 206 2,288 3,684

Central agencies and functions....... (668) (162) (8,370) (9,200)
686 154 8,299 9,139

Total military defence..................... (16,241) (4,291) (29,995) (50,527)
16,207 4,238 29,602 50,047

(32.1%) (8.5%) (59.4%) (100%)
X ercentage aistriouiion

32.4% 8.5% 59.1% 100%

‘ Specially educated military personnel, e.g. technicians [footnote in original].

III. 5. The level and trend of manpower and financial resources 
devoted to research and development for defence purposes

It can be estimated that technical and scientific research and devel
opment activities in Sweden in 1964 corresponded to about 1.5 per cent 
of the GNP. Partial studies indicate that this proportion has since 
increased and that it was 1.7 per cent in 1967.

The level and development of the total human and financial resources 
devoted to research and the portions devoted to primarily military 
purposes are apparent from the following tables. The total costs for 
purchase by the National Defence of specific research and development 
projects is given in the research statistics (line c). This is, however, not 
true to the same extent for the other sectors of the economy. Thus it 
would seem that the statistics overestimate the National Defence’s 
proportion of the total research and development costs.

The data have been collected using surveys from the recipients of 
research commissions. Such recipients, who have deeper insights into 
the problem area than the client, do not consider the whole project as 
research and development. This is an important explanation for the 
difference between the figures given here and those to be found in 
table III. 8.

a. Financial resources for research and development. Current prices.
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Millions of Swedish crowns ®

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967

Total research and development (a). . . 981 1,013 1,148 1,293 1,513

Defence research at government au
thorities and institutions (b).............. 100 100 103 104 103

Government-financed defence re
search in industry (c)......................... 220 172 180 200 240

Defence research as a percentage (%) 
of all research, (b) + (c) as a percent
age of (a)............................................. 32 27 25 24 23

b. Human resources for research and development. Number of man- 
years.

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967

Total research and development (a)... 19,800 21,169 22,068 22,974 23,200

Defence research at government au
thorities and institutions (b).............. 2,000 2,079 2,112 2,122 2,100

Government-financed defence re
search in industry (c)......................... 4,570 3,840 3,515 3,980 3,500

Defence research as a percentage (%) 
of all research, (b) + (c) as a percent
age of (a)............................................. 35 28 25 26 25

As can be seen from the tables, more and more human and financial 
resources are being devoted to research and development activities. 
The increase is restricted to research having civilian character. The 
procurement of munitions has remained at an approximately un
changed volume, over time, and as a result of this it is reasonable that 
also the absolute volume of the resources devoted to research and 
development of military character should have remained constant or 
decreased slightly.

Thus, military research and development in Sweden utilizes a large 
proportion of the limited supply of qualified researchers and scientists. 
However, it should be pointed out that the National Defence does not 
utilize a certain portion of a given number of researchers. The National 
Defence’s demand for researchers has been one of the reasons why 
education of researchers and scientists has been carried out to the ex
tent which has been the case and that the supply of researchers is as 
big as it is. The number of research workers used for military research 
and development has been fairly constant during recent years and so 
defence research has decreased in proportion to the total research 
efforts.

® Statistics from more recent years on the matter shown in tables a. and b. are not at 
present available but can, if necessary, be worked out for future discussions [footnote in 
original].
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III. 6. Cost growth vnthin the defence sector.

Like in many other countries the tendency towards rapid increases 
in personnel costs is observable in Sweden. At the same time invest
ments in new technology have run up ever higher bills. A consequence 
of increased personnel costs has been for consumption to in some extent 
increase its share at the expense of investments. However we still 
spend about one-third of our defence budget on new weapons, research 
and development and more than 5 per cent on new buildings and fortifi
cations. That puts our investments close to 40 per cent of our defence 
budget—an internationally high figure.

III. 7. The level, trend and stmcture of defence-related imports and 
exports and provided or received military aid. ® ^

a. Estimated values of Swedish imports of military equipment* 
1969-1974. Current prices. Millions of Swedish crowns.®

1969 230.6
1970 204.1
1971 98.8
1972 173.9
1973 250.2
1974 210.6

b. Estimated values of Swedish imports of military equipment 1969- 
1974, distributed on suppliers. Current prices. Millions of Swedish 
crowns.

Suppliers 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Austria..................................... 1.2 5.3 2.3 3.4 13.8 7.5
Belgium....................... ............ 1.2 3.6 6.8 4.0
Canada..................................... 4.4 5.7 2.6 1.7 2.7
Czechoslovakia......................... 3.0 0.1
Denmark.................................. 1.1 1.7 3.3 3.2 2.3 1.2
Egypt....................................... 1.7
Fmland..................................... 46.1 2.6 1.3 0.5 1.3 1.3
France....................................... 27.8 14.4 8.1 8.6 2.2 15.9
FR Germany............................ 10.4 9.8 11.5 32.3 30.8 10.3
Hongkong.................................. 2.1 0.4 0.3 0.5
I ta ly ......................................... 18.6 14.6 4.7 6.3 0.4 1.9
Japan ....................................... 25.2 13.1
Kuwait..................................... 5.0
Netherlands.............................. 30.2 1.3 2.8 2.2 2.1 11.7
Norway..................................... 7.8 3.9 5.2 11.2 18.6 10.1
Poland....................................... 0.5
Portugal................................... 3.4

(Table continued on page 135)

® It should be noted that the year-to-year movements in the figures presented in this 
section often are rather erratic, due to the fact that the figures are affected by dominant 
import/export projects.

 ̂The figures presented include direct import and export only and no licensing fees. 
Precise estimates of the latter may be produced.

® .Including non-military products consumed/paid by the Swedish defence.
® .Estimates are made m October each year, except for 1974, where the figure is esti

mated in March.
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{Table continued)

Suppliers 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Romania............................................. O  O
Switzerland.......................................  1.7 2.9 0.7 1.0 2.0 4.2
United Kingdom................................  51.1 33.3 32.5 44.9 50.1 40.5
U SA ..................................................  31.6 101.5 19.1 45.2 75.2 64.7
USSR................................................  6.4 12.4 10.0
Venezuela........................................... 0.9
Yugoslavia.........................................  1.1 1.8

c. Estimated values of Swedish imports of military equipment 1974, 
classified by kind of equipment. Current prices. Millions of 
Swedish crowns.

Electrical and telephone-equipment..................................  83.1
O il....................................................................................... 31.5
Engine-equipment.............................................................  24.5
Aircraft-and helicopter-equipment..................................  19.5
Missile-equipment.............................................................  18.5
Vehicle-equipment.............................................................  13.1
Weapon and ammunition..................................................  11.8
Warship-equipment  ................................................................  2.0
Shelter-equipment.............................................................  1.7
Textile.................................................................................  1.3
Metal...................................................................................  0.7
Bridge-equipment...............................................................  0.6
Optical equipment.............................................................  0.5
Other...................................................................................  1.8

Total........................................................................  210.6

d. Total values of Swedish exports of military equipment 1964-1973.
Current prices. Millions of Swedish crowns.

1964 129.1
1965 190.2
1966 141.6
1967 138.8
1968 156.0
1969 159.7
1970 321.8
1971 626.6
1972 359.0
1973 333.7

e. Sweden does riot provide any military aid and has no military
expenditures abroad except for advances for United Nations
troops and neither does Sweden receive any military aid from
abroad.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, May 14, 1974 >

In my intervention last week I touched upon the subject of military 
budgets and expressed my intention to return to this question. The 
Swedish delegation today tabled a working paper in this field: “Presen
tation of defence expenditures and their distribution for defence pur
poses”.̂  It is in order to give some introductory remarks to this paper 
that I have asked to take the floor.

Some delegations will find similarities between this working paper 
and the one presented by Sweden at the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe last October,* suggesting a measure intended to 
increase confidence between States. The paper gained positive com
ments and support by a majority of delegations at that conference. 
Some delegations, however, expressed the opinion that this issue was 
perhaps not so much a question for regional consideration but rather 
one of global relevance and therefore better suited to a forum with 
world-wide representation.

The measure which we describe in the working document is intended 
to promote confidence between States by means of more openness as 
regards defence expenditures. Sweden has always supported proposals 
for substantial reductions of defence expenditures. We believe, how
ever, that some time may elapse until such measures have been nego
tiated and implemented. Until that time, and as long as big money is 
being spent on armaments, the purpose and contents of such expendi
tures may be misinterpreted by other States, and the prospects for suc
cessful disarmament negotiations thus unnecessarily impeded. What 
we now propose is therefore not an arms reduction measure but rather 
a confidence-building measure, paving the way for real disarmament.

We realize, of course, that there are many aspects of the military 
efforts of any given State that have to be kept secret, for the benefit of 
its security. We are, however, convinced that the security of States 
could be increased by releasing other information which is now being 
kept secret. It is only this kind of information we have in mind and we 
consider defence expenditure data to belong to this category.

As I pointed out last week, there are several examples of how coun
tries during the last few decades have been misled by their own con
ception of the military efforts of other countries. When estimating the 
military preparations of a potential adversary, it is only too easy to 
take a “worst case” approach. The unknown factors and uncertainties 
in the calculations are replaced by maximum estimates. Thus, suspicion 
and the need to be “on the safe side” systematically leads to exaggera
tions when describing the intentions and military capacity of the other

' CCD/PV.635, pp. 6-9. 
 ̂Supra,

* Not printed here.
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parties in an arms race. Military planning and decisions based on such 
information tend to overshoot the mark. Each party tries to catch up 
with the other, and together they generate an upward spiral of arms 
expenditures. We all know that this is not a theoretical model but a 
description of deplorable facts in international politics. Secrecy which 
triggers off such processes benefits neither side in an arms race. It is 
utterly expensive without increasing anybody’s security. On the other 
hand, more opennfess, for example in the manner suggested in our 
working paper, could result in more confidence between States and 
thus save large sums for more constructive purposes.

The Swedish delegation therefore proposes that this Committee ex
amine the possibilities of bringing about an inquiry among States 
about their willingness to account in general but comparable terms for 
their defence expenditures and how these expenditures have been 
assigned to different purposes.

Obviously, there are certiain problems connected with such a project, 
particularly the ambiguity of the concept of military expenditure itself. 
This is one of the problems under consideration by the study group es
tablished by General Assembly resolution 3093 (XXVIII).'* In spite of 
the differences between military budgets of States in this respect, we 
feel that if we could publish more comparable information as regards 
defence expenditures, it would be of great value for our efforts to build 
confidence throughout the world. As a basis for a further examination 
of this idea, my delegation has tabled working paper CCD/421, in which 
we try to describe what kind of information we have in mind. We also 
illustrate our proposal by offering actual figures on Swedish defence 
expenditures. In this connexion it might be of interest for me to reveal 
that the work required to produce these figures was in the order of a 
few expert man-days only. This should, I think, be the case in other 
countries too. In other words, we know that we do not propose a costly 
and burdensome undertaking.

The information which in our opinion would be of interest can be 
briefly summarized as follows:

1. The level and the trend of defence expenditure over the past dec
ade. It is, of course, essential to supply information as to what expen
ditures are considered as defence expenditure in various States.

2. The development of defence expenditure over the past decade, com
pared to the level and trend of the GNP.

3. An analysis of the distribution of the expenditure for different 
purposes, such as procurement, personnel, research and development, 
capital investment and other purposes. This could give an indication of 
how much of defence resources are consumed in the short run and how 
much represents investments which will increase the potential in a 
longer perspective.

 ̂D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 875-878.
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4. Statistics on the manpower employed by the defence authorities, 
related to the number of employees in the civilian sector of the econ
omy. Such figures would obviously give a relevant indication of the size 
of a country’s military efforts. It would also indicate the influence of 
defence activities on the rate of economic growth of a State.

5. The level and trend of the manpower and the resources which a 
country devotes to research and development for defence purposes. A 
State’s military potential depends in the long run to a large extent on 
the kind of priority this is given, compared to civilian research and 
development.

6. The cost growth within the defence sector as compared to other 
sectors of the economy. This will in many States be relevant to the as
sessment of the development of their military potential.

7. Finally, the level, trend and structure of defence—related im
ports and exports and the inflow and outflow of military aid. This is an 
important factor in many countries for making up their military poten
tial. A special assessment of it would, therefore, be particularly desir
able in cases where arms and military assistance are transferred 
between countries without full payment.

Those are examples of the kind of information which in the view of 
the Swedish Government could be published on an annual basis. The 
Swedish working paper will hopefully illustrate what we have in mind. 
The Swedish delegation will also be prepared to participate in an ex
change of views on this proposal with other delegations, preferably at 
a special meeting, when they have had an opportunity to consider it. 
The forthcoming United Nations study on military budgets will cer
tainly further facilitate such deliberations. For more detailed informa
tion and for clarifications of the figures in the working paper we may 
need to refer questions from our distinguished colleagues to our experts. 
We shall be happy to do all that is needed in this respect.

Permit me now to turn to another matter which is of immediate 
urgency for our Committee. In my last intervention I referred to the 
question of chemical weapons and to the possibilities for some progress 
in this field evoked by the Japanese draft convention.® I also pointed to 
some technical difficulties inherent in the Japanese proposal, which * 
needed clarification. I would like to give a few examples of what I meant.

The Japanese draft convention, as well as the draft convention pre
sented by nine socialist States,® is carefully modelled upon the conven
tion relating to biological weapons. Considerable thought has been 
given to the need to modify the text with respect to chemical instead of 
biological agents. I would like, however, to have expert views on 
whether really all ambiguities have been sorted out. I refer e.g. to 
Article I in the two drafts. In its present formulation it could perhaps 
be interpreted as covering also other chemical agents than potential

® Ante, pp. 99-106.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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chemical warfare agents, like powder, propellants, smoke, napalm, 
etc., or is this a misunderstanding?

Further, I think it would be necessary to have concrete ideas of what 
the proposed Alternatives A and B in Annex I might really contain. It 
is clearly a political problem but I would nevertheless find it helpful if 
the Japanese experts, as well as experts from other countries, could 
give us illustrative alternatives of hypothetical reservations in the pro
posed alternatives on the scope of Article I, as well as conceivable cap
abilities of the International Verification Agency regarding technical 
possibilities, resources and status. I hope my delegation shall be able to 
present a working paper with more detailed suggestions before the end 
of this session.

From what I have already said, however, it seems clear that there is 
a need for an expert meeting as soon as possible with regard to certain 
aspects of the Japanese draft convention. The representative of Japan, 
Mr. Nisibori, himself has also indicated this ’ and the idea was sup
ported by the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchin.* I 
therefore wish to propose formally to my colleagues and to the Co- 
chairmen, that the Committee convene one or several meetings of 
experts to be held informally this coming summer, preferably in the 
beginning of July. This would give the Committee enough time after 
the expert meeting to use the results during its deliberations.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Subcommittee on Na
tional Security Policy and Scientific Developments of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee: Chemical Warfare, 
May 14, 1974’

Mr. Chairman, members of this committee, I am pleased to be here 
today to discuss control of chemical weapons. I want to commend the 
committee for its interest in this important subject.

Since the committee has now heard from a number of witnesses, I am 
certain you are familiar with the principal aspects of U.S. policy in the 
chemical weapons field and of our arms control activities in this area. 
Consequently, my prepared statement will be quite brief. To a large 
extent, the issues are separable and can, therefore, be examined on 
their individual merits.

U.S. RATIFICATION CRITICAL 

Two major agreements dealing with chemical and biological weapons

 ̂Ante, p. 109.
* Ante, p. 116.
 ̂ U.S. Chemical Warfare Policy: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National 

Security Policy and Scientific Developments o f the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 
o f Representatives, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, pp. 171-173.
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have been submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratifi
cation. One, the Geneva protocol of 1925 prohibits, in effect, the first 
use of chemical and biological agents in war. Except for the United 
States, all militarily significant countries, including the Soviet Union 
and the People’s Republic of China, are parties to the protocol. We hope 
that the current differences will be resolved and that the United States 
will become a party in the near future.

Second, the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972, which prohibits 
the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, or retention of 
biological agents or toxins for other than peaceful purposes, is also be
fore the Senate. In order for this treaty to come into force, it must be 
ratified by the three depositaries: The United States, United Kingdom, 
and the U.S.S.R., and at least 19 other countries. Enough countries 
have ratified so that only ratification by the depositaries is required, 
some 32. Now that the British have completed all the parliamentary 
requirements for ratification, and the Soviet Union has indicated that 
its ratification process is nearly complete, it is particularly important 
that U.S. ratification be accomplished in the near future so that this 
important agreement can enter into force.

JAPANESE PROPOSAL: PROHIBITION IN STAGES

Further restraints on chemical weapons are being discussed at the 
26-nation Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, CCD, in 
Geneva. The goal of the United States can be stated very simply: The 
effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

At the present time there are two draft treaty proposals before the 
CCD. In March 1972, the Soviet Union and its allies put forth a draft 
convention for the complete prohibition of the development and pro
duction of chemical agents and munitions and for the destruction of 
CW stockpiles. In our view the Soviet draft treaty does not provide an 
acceptable basis for negotiation, particularly because of the inadequacy 
of its verification provisions.

Just a little over 2 weeks ago, the Japanese delegation presented a 
draft treaty at the CCD. This proposal calls for a complete prohibition 
to be reached in stages. Production of super-toxic CW agents, such as 
nerve gases, would be banned initially. We welcome the Japanese initi
ative as a serious and constructive effort to facilitate discussions at the 
CCD and we are giving the proposal careful study.

The gradual approach of the Japanese proposal relates the scope of 
activities to be prohibited to possibilities of verification. In our view, an 
appropriate relationship between scope and verification is an impor
tant feature for an effective limitation of chemical weapons.

HEARINGS HELPFUL IN RESOLVING DIFFERENCES

All of US who have responsibilities regarding the shaping of U.S. 
policy on chemical weapons limitations—in the executive as well as in 
the l^islative branch—are agreed on the primary objective of this pol-
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icy: Preventing the use of lethal chemical and bacteriological weapons. 
As to the best means to this end, there are differences of opinion. Some 
of these differences are easily resolved; others require difficult judg
ments. We welcome these hearings, for they help us through this open 
process to arrive at better conclusions.

I would be pleased to try to answer any questions you may have on 
these or related subjects.

Senate Bill To Amend the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Act, May 15, 1974 2

AN ACT

To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appropriations, and for other 
purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assembled. That (a) sec
tion 41 (d) of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 
2581 (d)) is amended by—

(1) deleting “as authorized by section 15 of the Act of 
August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $100 
per diem for individuals,” and substituting therefor “as 
authorized by section 3109 of title 5 of the United States 
Code;” '

(2) deleting “section 5 of said Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
73b-2)” and substituting therefor “section 5703 of such 
title”; and

(3) deleting from the first proviso thereof “one hundred 
days” and substituting therefor “130 days”.

(b) Section 49(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2589 (a)) is amended 
by inserting in the second sentence thereof immediately after 
“$22,000,000,” the following: for the fiscal year 1975, the sum of 
$10,100,000, and for the fiscal year 1976, the sum of $10,900,000.”.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, May 16, 1974 '

Allow me first of all to thank those distinguished representatives

 ̂H.R. 12799, 93d Cong., 2d sess. (Calendar 807). The bill was passed by the Senate on 
May 15,1974. For the original Administration bill and the House bill, see ante, pp. 2,90- 
91. The final legislation appears pos<, p. 281.

‘ CCD/PV.636,pp.6-10.
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who have expressed kind words of welcome on the occasion of my taking 
over the leadership of the delegation of India to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. As in the past, the delegation of India will 
make a sincere and untiring effort to co-operate with other members of 
the Committee in the noble task of disarmament. I take this opportu
nity to welcome, on behalf of my delegation, all the representatives 
who have joined the Committee this year. We also welcome among us 
the presence of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General 
and his colleagues in the Secretariat.

We are grateful to the distinguished representative of Pakistan for 
drawing the attention of this forum to the recent accord between Pakis
tan, India and Bangladesh. We fully support his analysis that this 
accord will have a far-reaching and long-lasting effect. It may not be 
out of place here to recall the statement made by our Minister for Ex
ternal Affairs, Mr. Swaran Singh, in the Indian Parliament when he 
said, inter alia:

The three countries of the sub-continent have reached the threshold of reconciliation. 
This is largely due to the enlightened statesmanship of the Prime Ministers of Bangla
desh, India and Pakistan, who were prepared to work for mutual accommodation and rec
onciliation in the larger interests of their people. In this context India's well-known stand 
advocating establishment of harmonious and peaceful relations between the three coun
tries of the sub-continent based on mutuality of interest and equality has been amply 
vindicated.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission today I will make a general 
statement. In later meetings, I will crave the indulgence of the distin
guished representatives again to speak on specific items and proposals 
which are or might be before the Committee. My delegation is acutely 
conscious of the fact that the representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, has 
already introduced in the Committee a draft convention on the banning 
of chemical weapons.  ̂If I do not address myself today to the Japanese 
proposal, it is because it deserves the most careful and detailed con
sideration and we have not had enough time to do just that. However, 
it is obvious that the Japanese draft convention, like the one presented 
by the Socialist countries two years ago,’ as also the several working 
papers already tabled in the Committee, will greatly facilitate our 
discussions and negotiations.

The Indian delegation is of the firm opinion that the primary task of 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today is to deal with 
weapons of mass destruction. So long as such weapons are not elimina
ted from the arsenals, the fate of humanity will continue to hang in the 
balance. We may and we do laud the efforts of recent years which have 
brought about a certain measure of detente in international relations. 
But that the detente is precarious is universally recognized. And it is so 
because what we have today is peaceful co-existence based on the bal
ance of terror. While we are not ungrateful for even such co-existence

2 Ante, pp. 99-106.
 ̂Do(mmmts m  Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.



MISHRA STATEMENT, MAY 16 143

as an alternative to mass annihilation, nevertheless it must not be con
fused with our primary objective which is a world of peaceful co
existence based on a sense of security for all—a world in which reason, 
justice and fair play, and co-operation for the sake of a better quality 
of life for all are the guiding principles and not the fear of the use of 
weapons of mass destruction.

Nor is it possible to conclude that peaceful co-existence based on the 
balance of terror, or even treaties like the Non-Proliferation Treaty,  ̂
will necessarily lead to non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, to say 
nothmg of nuclear disarmament. Today, six years after the United Na
tions General Assembly’s approval of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons,’ there is no end to such proliferation. Not that any 
of the so-called near-nuclear countries have gone nuclear, and no 
matter whether or not all of them are parties to the NPT. It is a fact, 
not a conclusion, but a fact that the non-nuclear-weapon States, par
ticularly the so-called near-nuclear countries, are the exclusive con
tributors to the cause of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In the 
same six years the nuclear-weapon States already in possession of 
super-kill capacity have continued further tests and built up their 
nuclear arsenals. It is an extraordinary spectacle, is it not?

It is for the parties to the NPT to decide whether or not its spirit has 
been violated. All we are entitled to do is to highlight the fact of prolif
eration despite the treaty, and to add that in a situation where restraint 
is exercised by the non-nuclear-weapon States and not by others it is 
not convincing to plead that the danger of a nuclear holocaust will be 
reduced just by more of the former becoming parties to that discrimi
natory instrument, the NPT. Parenthetically I might add that in this 
same situation it is even less convincing, even perhaps misguided, to 
ask the non-nuclear-weapon States to forgo even the meagre defence 
provided by conventional weapons. We will also leave aside, for the 
time being, the vast differences of a qualitative nature between the 
conventional weapons in the hands of the developing countries and 
those in the arsenals of the rich and the industrialized. As in other 
fields, the gap is increasing and not decreasing. Therefore, when ulti
mately we do begin to think about disarmament in the conventional 
weapons field, it will be necessary to keep in mind that another dis
criminatory treaty of the NPT type cannot be our objective.

There are no two views that the NPT has not had the effect even of 
moral restraint on vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons. In fact, 
from the qualitative point of view, the nuclear arms race has assumed 
frightening proportions. Research and development in the field of nu
clear weapons has become even more intense. The development of 
MIRVs is proceeding at an accelerated pace, and now we are confronted 
with an attempt to MARV the MIRVs. This is in the strategic field. In
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the tactical field, the continuing development of mini-nukes makes the 
use of such weapons more likely than ever in the fond hope that that 
might avert a general nuclear conflagration. We are certain that such 
hopes constitute a dangerous illusion. The first phase of SALT did not 
even attempt to check the qualitative development of nuclear weapons, 
and the second phase is reported to be bedevilled by these very qualita
tive developments. In the view of the Indian delegation, the best way 
of checking the qualitative development of nuclear weapons is to agree 
on a comprehensive test ban. The provisions of the Partial Test Ban 
Treaty, which prohibits nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water,® should be fully observed and those nu
clear weapon States which have not yet subscribed to that Treaty 
should do so without further delay. Pending the achievement of an 
agreement on a complete cessation of all nuclear weapon tests, there 
should be an immediate suspension of all such tests in all environments 
by all nuclear weapon States. It is clearer than ever that the question of 
verification cannot be an excuse for delaying this.

Chemical weapons are another category of weapons of mass destruc
tion. Even here, new developments, particularly the binary ŵ eapons, 
are progressively retarding the possibility of a comprehensive ban on 
chemical weapons. The development of binary weapons is a prime ex
ample of the qualitative arms race negating the efforts of the disarm- 
ers. The development of this chemical weapon implies, Mr. Chairman, 
that as we approach the fiftieth anniversary of the Geneva Protocol of 
1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,  ̂ we drift 
away from the objective of the total prohibition of chemical weapons. 
One even hears reports—most likely unfounded but nevertheless send
ing a shiver down the spine—of the possibility of the development of 
ethnological chemical weapons. While it is easy to highlight the danger 
of mass annihilation, it is not equally easy to find quick remedies. The 
partial approach has been tried and has failed. Discriminatory meas
ures such as the NPT have also failed precisely because they are dis- 
crimmatory and not universal. It is the firm opinion of my delegation 
that if we are to make steady progress in the field of prohibition and 
elimmation of weapons of mass destruction, we must adopt a compre
hensive and universal and non-discriminatory approach. We do not in 
any way mean by a universal approach to give the right of veto to any 
State; what we mean is that the legal instruments which we draft and 
recommend to the world community should be of such a nature that no 
one would be able to object to them on reasonable grounds. If we were 
to adopt such a principled approach, it would no doubt be possible to 
exert pressure on any State to comply with the legal instruments adop
ted and recommended by the United Nations.
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It is the deep conviction of the Government of India that a World 
Disarmament Conference, held after adequate preparation and with 
the participation of all States, will promote the cause of general and 
complete disarmament, particularly the priority objective of prohibi
tion and elimination of weapons of mass destruction. We welcome the 
commencement of the meetings of the United Nations Ad Hoc Com
mittee on a World Disarmament Conference in New York. Together 
with other non-aligned and like-minded States, India will exert the 
utmost effort to facilitate the convening of a World Disarmament 
Conference.

In our meetings this year, some delegations have made the point that 
the economic situation lends a great urgency to the task of disarma
ment. In particular, I have in mind the forceful presentations of the 
delegations of Pakistan and Sweden. We appreciate their efforts to 
focus our discussion on this aspect as well. We are also of the view that 
economic and ecological factors are lending a new urgency to our efforts 
to stop the arms race. In the coming decade, some experts have made 
projections that there might be more devastation and social upheavals 
because of raw material shortages and famines than have been caused 
by many conventional wars before. There is fierce competition among 
the world’s Group Powers to corner the world’s scarce resources. It is 
regrettable that a large part of these are used for military purposes. 
The tragedy is that if this military build-up is not used, then it is a com
plete waste and, if it is used, it will cause even greater disaster. The 
attitude of the Great Powers still seems to be based on the outdated and 
simplistic concept that more armament means better security. How
ever, an effort in the right direction has been the initiative of the Soviet 
Union which has resulted in the adoption by the General Assembly of 
resolution 3093(XXVIII) regarding the “Reduction of the military bud
gets 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.” * We would like to urge all the permanent 
members of the Security Council to accept the principle and act in ac
cordance with the General Assembly’s recommendations.

I should like to say a few words about the structure and size of the 
Committee. Since the Committee was last enlarged in 1969, there have 
been political developments which make it necessary to examine whe
ther we should not make the Committee more representative. We are 
not against any changes for the better. Our only concern is that any 
enlargement should not result in diminishing the fundamental charac
ter of this multilateral negotiating body. It goes without saying that if 
the Committee is to remain a negotiating body and not become a forum 
for mere debate, its size must be kept within reasonable limits and its 
political balance should remain unchanged. Similarly, we have no fun
damental objections to a change in the procedure of the Committee.

* Ibid., 1973, pp. 875-878.
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But here, too, any change must result in the improvement of the nego
tiating function and not otherwise.

Statement by the Indian Atomic Energy Commission on 
Nuclear Explosion, May 18, 1974 ^

The Atomic Energy Commission, Government of India, announced 
today that it carried out a peaceful nuclear explosion experiment using 
an implosion device. The explosion was carried out at a depth of more 
than 100 metres.

As part of the programme of study of peaceful uses of nuclear explo
sion, the Government of India had undertaken a programme to keep 
itself abreast of developments in this technology, particularly with 
reference to its use in the field of mining and earth-moving operations.

The Atomic Energy Commission, Government of India, also stated 
that India had no intention of producing nuclear weapons, and reiter
ated its strong opposition to military uses of nuclear explosions.

Statement by Prime Minister Bhutto on Indian Nuclear 
Explosion [Extracts], May 19, 1974’

India has been at lo^erheads, in one way or another, with practic
ally all its neighbours. Most serious differences have been with Pakis
tan and China. As far as we are concerned, we set in train the process 
of normalizing relations with India at Simla two years ago and there 
has been a step by step progress in that direction. As far as China is 
concerned, it has officially declared that with the implementation of 
the Security Council resolution 307 (1971),̂  it is looking forward to the 
establishment of normal relations with all States of the sub-continent. 
Unless India seeks to reverse this evolution we cannot see relevance of 
this nuclear exercise to the immediate political setting of the sub
continent.

Moreover, we must realize that the exercise of nuclear threat by a 
nuclear weapon power against a non-nuclear weapon country is some
thing which affects not only the victim but also the entire international 
community, particularly the Great Powers. Let us not, therefore, feel 
that we cannot secure political counter measures against a potential 
nuclear threat from India. We shall not let ourselves be alone in facing 
this challenge. India has dynamited and shattered to pieces the non-

* CCD/424, May 23,1974.
‘ CCD/422, May 23,1974.
* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 2 

(A/8702), p. 77.
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Proliferation Treaty.® This is bound to embolden Israel and South 
Africa to further work of demolition. It is not only we, therefore, but 
the Asian-African community that has been exposed to a new menace.

There is, therefore, no reason why Pakistan should abandon its 
efforts to explore the possibility of a political action against nuclear 
threat. In as much as proliferation of nuclear weapons is a danger to 
the whole world, the United Nations has a clear and pressing duty to 
address itself more vigorously to the question of credible security 
assurances against nuclear threat or blackmail to all non-nuclear 
weapons States. The existing assurances extended by the Security 
Council * lack credibility. Nor can the United States-Soviet statement 
to act jointly to prevent nuclear war inspire sufficient confidence among 
victims of would-be nuclear aggressors. What is needed is a joint 
undertaking in the nature of an obligation by all the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council to act collectively or individually on behalf 
of the threatened State. In other words, a nuclear umbrella of all five 
Great Powers or, failing that, of at least one of them, is the irreducible 
minimum of protection that is required to give States like Pakistan a 
real assurance of security against nuclear threat or blackmail.

It has to be understood by all concerned powers that Pakistan’s 
anxiety in this respect cannot but be unparalleled. No two among the 
five great nuclear-weapon powers—United States, Soviet Union, 
China, France and Britain—have had a history of confrontation and 
wars between them in contemporary times or in past remotely compar
able to the relations between India and Pakistan. In barely a quarter 
century between 1947 and 1971, India has gone to war three times 
against Pakistan. Throughout this period India has spumed all possible 
methods of peaceful settlement of its disputes with Pakistan. The last 
war was the result of India’s armed intervention in order to bring about 
disintegration of Pakistan. Against this background which is unique in 
the present age, we repeatedly warned the great ^ w ers and also 
Can^a that India would betray its assurances and its bilateral agree
ment with Canada and explode a nuclear device in order to claim status 
of a nuclear-weapon power. These warnings went unheeded. Mean
while, over two decades India steadily acquired nuclear know-how, 
built a plutonium device of the type it exploded in Rajasthan on Satur
day, 18 May 1974. This production took place in a Canada-India reactor 
which was supplied on the express understanding that it would be used 
for constructive purposes only. I am not surprised and hardly relieved 
that the Canadian Government has expressed itself as very disturbed 
by the announcement of the Indian explosion and has termed it as a 
severe setback to international efforts to prevent nuclear testing and 
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

® For the non-proliferation treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
‘ /bid., p .444.
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Such statements, while welcome in intent, cannot assuage our fears. 
Given the brutal fact of 18 May explosion, Pakistan cannot be expected 
to rest on technicalities and protocol. It would be unfair, indeed im
moral, that India’s flagrant violation of non-proliferation assurances 
should make nuclear-weapon powers resort to the double perversity of 
not only condoning it but also giving it a blessing by putting a stop or 
imposing restrictions on normal nuclear programmes of other States.

Indeed, at this stage we are taking steps to secure a political insur
ance against India’s use of nuclear threat and I can announce some of 
these steps; we are formally approaching the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and I am also sending the Foreign Secretary to China, 
France and Britain to explain our position to their Governments. I am 
visiting the Soviet Union myself and will take up this question with the 
Soviet leaders. I have asked the Minister of State for Foreign Affairs 
and Defence to raise this issue at the CENTO meeting, Washington, 
D.C., and to hold urgent discussions with officials of the United States 
Government. He will thereafter go to Canada, which has made a 
singular contribution to India’s nuclear capability. I am also addressing 
letters to Heads of States and Governments of all nuclear weapons 
States.

Statement by the Government of Pakistan on the Indian 
Nuclear Explosion, May 19, 1974 '

This does not come as a surprise to us. We have been repeatedly 
warnmg the United Nations, particularly the nuclear weapon powers 
and the International Community, for a decade that India’s ambitious 
nuclear programme aimed at equipping itself with a nuclear option was 
being undertaken to carry out a nuclear weapon explosion and stake a 
claim to the status of a nuclear weapon power.

It must be stated that the news of the underground nuclear explosion 
by India is a development which cannot but be viewed with the degree 
of concern matching its magnitude by the whole world and more espe
cially, by India’s immediate neighbours. This concern can in no way be 
alleviated by India’s contentions that the test has been carried out for 
peaceful purposes. It is an incontrovertible fact, stressed by the super 
powers themselves, that there is no difference between explosion of a 
so-called peaceful nuclear device and the detonation of a nuclear wea
pon. Therefore, any state which explodes a so-called peaceful nuclear 
device stands as much in violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂as 
the one which tests it for military purposes. Hence, India’s disavowal of 
intention to produce nuclear weapons is lacking in credibility.

‘ CCD/423, May 23,1974.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The principal aim of Non-Proliferation Treaty which was concluded 
in 1968 under sponsorship and aegis of the United States and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics was to prevent the further spread of 
nuclear weapons among states other than the then five nuclear weapon 
powers, namely, themselves and France, Britain and the People’s Re
public of China. Now that India has taken the fateful step, throwing 
restraint to the winds and in contradiction to its earlier disavowal of 
designs to carry out a nuclear explosion, efforts of the United Nations 
and the International Community since the Moscow Partial Test Ban 
Treaty of 1963 * to curb the nuclear arms race have been rendered 
futile. The Non-Proliferation Treaty has been dealt a death blow.

Statement by the Indian External Affairs Minister (Singh) 
on Nuclear Explosion, May 21 ,1974 '

We are very happy to note that the peaceful nuclear experiment 
which took place on 18 May 1974 represents a step forward on the road 
to peaceful uses of nuclear energy for the welfare of our people. I would 
like to congratulate our scientists and others who have made possible 
this achievement by our country. This experiment is an important 
landmark in the development of nuclear technology for peaceful and 
economic uses. We have no intention of developing nuclear weapons.

Indian scientists and technologists have been active in this field for 
two decades; and it is well-known that already two atomic power plants 
are supplying nuclear energy into our national power grid for the use of 
our people. The present experiment is important because it represents 
our resolve to develop our indigenous resources of energy for the 
benefit of our people through our own efforts. In performing this 
scientific test, India has not violated any of her international obliga
tions. We are heartened by the enthusiastic support which we have 
received in this endeavour from countries of the developing world.

It is singularly unfortunate that the peaceful nature of this nuclear 
experiment of ours should be misconstrued and misread in Pakistan. 
Apprehensions aroused in Pakistan are unfounded. We value our 
commitment under the Simla Agreement to settle all our differences 
with Pakistan by peaceful and bilateral means. Moreover, both coun
tries have resolved that past policies of confrontation and conflict are 
banished forever.

We hope therefore that whatever misconception has arisen in Paki
stan about this experiment will be replaced after cool reflection by more 
objective and realistic assessment. India has always supported develop
ment of co-operation amongst countries of this region on the basis of

»Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
■ CCD/425, May 23,1974.



150 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

sovereign equality. Pakistan’s allegations of hegemonistic designs have 
no basis at all and are, to say the least, uncharitable.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear Explosion,
May 21, 1974 2

Mr. Chairman, I have been instructed by the Government of India to 
make the following statement in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

The following official announcement has been made regarding an 
underground peaceful nuclear explosion conducted by India on 18 May 
1974:

[The announcement appears ante, p. 146.]

India has consistently affirmed its inherent right to use nuclear ex
plosion technology for peaceful purposes and declared its intention to 
pursue experiments in that direction. The Government of India has 
repeatedly made its position clear in policy statements in Parliament 
and in various international forums that India planned to utilize all 
applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, including peace
ful nuclear explosions.

The Government of India has been, and remains, firmly committed 
to a policy of using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, and, in that 
context, of studying and working on all meaningful applications of 
economic significance. The development of peaceful nuclear explosion 
technology is an integral part of that policy.

Some press reports have mentioned that India has become the sixth 
nuclear Power. I should like to take this opportunity to clarify the 
position. All countries developing uses of nuclear energy are nuclear 
Powers, those which develop or possess nuclear weapons are nuclear- 
weapon Powers. India has no intention of becoming a nuclear-weapon 
Power. At the same time, India maintains its right to promote the 
fullest development of all peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 21, 1974’

As Mr. Mishra, the representative of India, has stated this morn

*CCD/PV.637,p.6.
• CCD/PV.637.P.18.
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ing, on 18 May the Atomic Energy Commission of India made 
known that India has conducted an underground nuclear test for 
peaceful purposes.

Japan has long taken the position that it opposes any nuclear test 
by any country.

It has been maintained that the nuclear test of India was con
ducted for peaceful purposes. However, since there is no distinguishing 
between a nuclear test for peaceful purposes and a nuclear weapon 
test, the nuclear test of India, even allowing that it was for peaceful 
purposes, is in contradiction to the international efforts and 
world opinion bent on preventing the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons. It also runs counter to the Japanese position of opposing 
all nuclear tests by all countries. Accordingly, Japan expresses 
regret over the test conducted by India and reserves the liberty 
to state later in this Committee its detailed views on the 
matter.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 21, 1974'

It had been my intention this morning to speak of matters on our 
regular ^enda but I am obliged to speak instead—at least briefly—of 
the situation created by India’s explosion of a nuclear device. I am not 
able to speak this morning with all the consideration due to this serious 
matter. I can at this time only say how very disturbed the Canadian 
Government is by India’s decision to explode a nuclear device. It is 
examining most carefully the full implications of what has happened.

The Indian action represents a severe set-back to the efforts of this 
body to halt all nuclear testing and to check the proliferation to more 
countries of nuclear explosive devices.

Canada’s long-standing co-operation with India in the nuclear energy 
field has been for peaceful purposes only and has been accepted by 
India on that basis. India has declared its nuclear explosion to be for 
research in the development of nuclear explosives for solely peaceful 
purposes. Unlike India, Canada is a party to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.  ̂As a party, Canada has made clear that it sees no difference 
between the development of nuclear explosives intended for peaceful 
purposes and the development of nuclear explosives for military pur
poses. In the light of this, the Canadian Government must view India’s 
action with special concern.

■ CCD/PV.637.P.18.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 21, 19743

The Swedish Government has consistently opposed all nuclear tests 
and has often expressed its concern at the regrettable continuation of 
such tests, in the atmosphere and underground. Yesterday the Prime 
Minister of Sweden issued a statement in Stockholm in which he said:

The explosion of a nuclear device in India must be regarded as a severe setback in the 
international work for detente and disarmament. An intensive and arduous work for 
international detente and disarmament has been going on for several years. Positive 
results have been achieved. In the field of disarmament the Non-Proliferation Treatv 
has been signed by an overwhelming majority of the States in the world.* On the Indian 
subcontinent we have witnessed how a long-lasting conflict has been replaced by detente 
and normal neighbourly relations. The Indian nuclear test and the planned series of new 
explosions breaks this.development and arouses concern.

Prime Minister Palme in his statement underlined that the efforts 
to make the Non-Proliferation Treaty embrace all States must be 
intensified, as well as the efforts to achieve a comprehensive ban 
against nuclear tests generally.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nu
clear Explosion, May 21, 1974^

I should like to make a very brief statement with regard to the nu
clear test made last Saturday by the Atomic Energy Commission of 
India, which has been mentioned by previous speakers, including the 
representative of India, Mr. Mishra.®

The United States has always been against nuclear proliferation. 
This position was adopted because of the adverse impact nuclear pro
liferation will have on world stability. This remains the position of the 
United States Government.

Statement by the Canadian External Affairs Secretary (Sharp) 
on Indian Nuclear Explosion, May 22, 1974'

As I mentioned in my statement on May 18 the Government was very 
disturbed by the announcement that India had exploded a nuclear

3 CCD/PV.637, p. 19.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
5 CCD/PV.637, p. 19.
® Ante, p. 150.
1 CCD/426, May 23,1974.
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device and today Cabinet has been giving serious study to the implica
tions of this unfortunate development.

Our concern is related to two important aspects. First, we are con
cerned as to the effect that India’s action, whatever its motivation, will 
have on international efforts, to which Canada has been an active 
Party, to limit and control the proliferation of nuclear explosion tech
nology for which there can be no distinction between peaceful and 
potential military application. For all intents and purposes, therefore, 
India has now developed the capability of producing a nuclear weapon. 
Many years ago Canada could have developed a similar capability but 
we chose not to do so because of our view that the dubious advantages 
of having our own explosive device were far outweighed by the dangers 
to world peace and security. The development of this technology by 
India is bound to have serious and wide-spread repercussions through
out Asia and the world.

Secondly, we are very distressed and concerned that this latest mem
ber of the nuclear club should be a country with which successive 
Canadian Governments have carried on over the past two decades 
extensive co-operation in the nuclear energy field. This long-standing 
co-operation with India in the nuclear energy field has involved the 
gift, under the Colombo Plan, of a nuclear research reactor; the provi
sion of credit, expertise, materials and fuel for two electric generating 
reactors, and a variety of technical exchanges and training of person
nel, etc. All of this assistance was intended to help India in meeting the 
critical energy needs of the Indian people and was provided to, and 
accepted by, India on the basis that it would be used for peaceful pur
poses only. We have made it clear in international discussions and in 
bilateral exchanges with India that the creation of a nuclear explosion 
for so-called peaceful purposes could not be considered as a peaceful 
purpose within the meaning of our co-operative arrangements.

Canada continues to attach great importance to its general relations 
with India and remains anxious to contribute to the economic and 
social progress of the Indian people. It fully respects India’s sovereignty 
and independence in all matters. It cannot, however, be expected to 
assist and subsidize, directly or indirectly, a nuclear programme which, 
in a key respect, undermines the position which Canada has for a long 
time been firmly convinced is best for world peace and security.

In view of the serious implications internationally and for our bi
lateral relations resulting from India’s explosion of a nuclear device, 
Canada intends to reassess its nuclear co-operation with India as the 

* Prime Minister had warned the Prime Minister of India, Mrs. Indira 
Gandhi, would be done if India developed such a device. We are seeking 
information from India on the source of the plutonium used in the 
explosion and on the specific ways in which they expect this nuclear 
explosion technique will benefit Indian economic development com
mensurate with the costs involved. Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 
has recalled for discussions Mr. Morrow, its resident representative in
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Bombay. The Canadian Government has suspended shipments to India 
of nuclear equipment and material and has instructed AECL, pending 
clariRcation of the situation, to suspend its co-operation with India 
regarding nuclear reactor projects and the more general technological 
exchange arrangements which it has with the Indian Atomic Energy 
Commission.

Canada will propose early discussions with India on future relations 
between our two countries, including, in particular, a discussion on the 
implications of this latest development for India’s economic priorities. 
Canada is conscious of the very large costs involved in the normal 
development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes and we have an 
appreciation of the substantial additional resources, material, manage
rial and technical, which must be devoted to the development of explo
sive devices. Canada does not intend to share the burden of relieving 
such costs. As a result, the Canadian Government is not prepared at 
this time to agree to any roll-over of India’s commercial debt to Canada, 
which is largely related to India’s nuclear energy programme. The 
Canadian Government, however, does not plan to interrupt its continu
ing programme of food and agricultural aid to the sub-continent 
although it will be reviewing other elements in the aid programme in 
consultation with the Indian authorities.

I am informing the Indian High Commissioner (Ottawa) of the steps 
outlined above.

With regard to the broader international implications of India’s 
nuclear explosion, Cabinet has directed that officials enter into imme
diate consultations with a number of other governments, including 
those which have been involved in India’s nuclear development pro
gramme, signatories to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty^ and 
other members of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Denuclearization of 
Africa [Extract], May 23, 1974 ’

As far back as July 1964, the Assembly of Heads of State and Gov
ernment of the Organization of African Unity, held in Cairo, adopted a 
declaration aimed at making Africa a nuclear-free zone.̂  At the nine
teenth session of the General Assembly, this declaration was made* 
public to the world by the distinguished representative of the United 
Arab Republic, on behalf of Africa, with the request that steps be taken 
to convene an international conference for the purpose of concluding an

2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
' CCD/PV.638, p. 18.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 196 ,̂ pp. 294-295.
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agreement on nuclear non-proliferation. In the light of recent develop
ments and the increasingly intense collaboration between some West
ern nuclear Powers and South Africa in the development of nuclear 
science and technology, particularly in the field of enriched uranium 
and plutonium, the possible military use of which must be expected, we 
intend to take a second look at this declaration. Further, any act of 
restraint in arming South Africa is a contribution to the work of this 
Committee in the field of general and complete disarmament. Hence 
we commend the British Government for its decision not to sell mili
tary helicopters to South Africa. In the explosive situation that exists 
in South Africa, we can only hope that other States will follow the 
British example.

Statement by the British Representative (Hainworth) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 23, 1974^

At our meeting on Tuesday and again today various speakers have 
alluded to the recent nuclear test explosion in India. My Government 
shares the concern which others have expressed over this event and 
agrees that it has created a new situation.

It is a fact that the majority of countries have subscribed to the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty^ and to the Non-Proliferation Treaty® in 
order, in the interests of international peace and security, to control 
and limit the explosion of nuclear devices of all kinds. The United King
dom, as a depository Power of both these Treaties, is particularly 
concerned that they should be accepted by as many countries as pos
sible and should be generally respected. The United Kingdom Govern
ment believes that nuclear explosions for whatever purpose should be 
carried out within the context of these Treaties. Particular care was 
taken, when the Non-Proliferation Treaty was drafted, to ensure that 
the potential benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions should be acces
sible to all countries.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, May 23, 1974^

Today the Committee is ending its spring session of 1974. At the 
session, a number of important disarmament questions have been 
considered. Particular attention was given to the prohibition of

3CCD/PV.638,p.20.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
5 Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
1 CCD/PV.638, pp. 20-25.
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chemical weapons and the cessation of nuclear ŵ eapon tests. Represen
tatives also dealt with the demilitarization of the seabed, the reduction 
of military budgets, the convening of a World Disarmament Confer
ence and other questions. There was considerable interest in the struc
tural and procedural aspects of the Committee’s work as a forum for 
multOateral negotiations on disarmament problems. We should like to 
state our views on the matters broached during the session.

At the session, there was rather active discussion on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. This was in part due to the submission by Japan 
of a draft convention on the subject,* representing an effort of the 
Japanese delegation to spell out the Japanese position, which is based 
on the principle of a prohibition by stages of chemical warfare agents. 
The discussion in the Committee on this question helped identify those 
difficulties which will have to be overcome if progress is to be made in 
the stalled solution of this problem. Nevertheless, we have to say that 
no real progress as a result of the discussion on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons was to be noted owing to the absence of the neces
sary political decisions by the United States and the Western countries 
which support it on this question.

The main argument advanced by these countries to justify their 
negative position on the prohibition of chemical weapons is the diffi
culty of verifying compliance with such a prohibition. The Soviet side 
does not share this approach. We believe that the difficulties impeding 
the solution of the problem are due not to questions of verification but 
to the unwillingness of some States to take a political decision re
nouncing chemical warfare agents.'

On the subject of verification, we would emphasize that the draft 
convention on the problem laid before the Committee by the Socialist 
countries proposes an extensive system of national verification com
prising the use of international procedures. This is a realistic system 
which provides a solution. The Soviet side is prepared to make further 
efforts to find a mutually acceptable solution to the problem based on 
the system of safeguards proposed by the Socialist countries for com
pliance with obligations relating to the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

We hope that during the recess between the spring and summer ses
sions of the Committee progress on the adoption of a political decision 
on this problem will be made in the United States of America and other 
Western countries and the Committee will at long last be able to begin 
practical negotiations on the matter. The barrier of the so-called “tech
nical” difficulties connected with the problem of verification, by which 
some countries attempt to conceal their unwillingness to take a politi
cal decision on the prohibition of chemical weapons, can be removed if 
there is such a desire. Failing this, the Committee will be bogged down

2 A nte, pp. 99-106.
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in “technical research” without any real progress in the negotiations on 
the problem.

There is a close connexion between the prohibition of chemical war
fare agents and the problem of banning bacteriological (biological) 
weapons. We are gratified to note that the convention on the prohibi
tion of such weapons has received wide international support.® About 
110 countries have signed this international agreement. It will be 
remembered that the convention is to enter into force after it has been 
ratified by 22 States, including the depositary States. Now that this 
number has been exceeded, all that is required for entry into force is 
ratification by the depositaries, i.e., the United States, the United 
Kingdom and the Soviet Union.

The Soviet side, which is one of the sponsors of the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Bacteriological Weapons, considers that the process of 
entry into force must be speeded up. The USSR is prepared to ratify 
this Convention. In this connexion we are happy to note the statement 
made by Mr. Hainworth, the representative of the United Kingdom, on 
25 April 1974 that his Government has completed the necessary legis
lative processes for ratification of the Convention. We hope that the 
situation with regard to ratification of the Convention by the United 
States will not prove an obstacle to its prompt entry into force.

The exchange of views on the problem of the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons during the current Committee session is of undoubted inter
est, particularly as regards the emphasis placed on the need for prac
tical steps to ensure participation of all nuclear Powers in international 
agreements for the limitation and prohibition of nuclear weapons, and 
especially in such instruments as the Moscow Treaty on the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons in three environments * and the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,® and participation in negotia
tions on the banning of nuclear tests by all everywhere, including 
underground.

We must however recognize that there was no real progress in the 
negotiations on this problem during the Committee’s spring session. 
The position of the United States and the Western countries supporting 
it, which insists on international inspection to verify compliance with 
an agreement on the cessation of underground nuclear tests, continues 
to block such progress. The representatives of some Western States in 
the Committee try to present the situation as one in which the non- 
acceptance by the USSR and the other socialist countries of on-site 
inspections to verify the cessation of underground tests allegedly 
impedes the reaching of agreement on this problem. We have repeatedly 
explained that existing national means of detecting nuclear explosions, 
in combination with international co-operation in the exchange of

 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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seismographic data, create appropriate safeguards for compliance by 
the parties to the agreement with their obligations regarding the 
cessation of underground nuclear tests. We are happy to note that this 
position of the Soviet side is gaining ever wider recognition.

The question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban is very important, 
for the removal of the danger resulting from the emergence of nuclear 
weapons depends to a considerable extent on the solution of that prob
lem. Efforts to advance the negotiations on the question must not 
weaken. A solution must be sought which would ensure equal security 
to all States. That is why it is important that all nuclear States should 
take part in that solution. Otherwise, it will hardly be possible to create 
conditions in which an equal measure of security can be guaranteed 
for all States.

The present situation makes it important to increase the number of 
States participating in the agreements already concluded for reducing 
and removing the danger of nuclear war.. This applies particularly to 
the Treaties on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the three 
environments, on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and 
others. We were pleased to note that many delegations mentioned this 
subject during the current Committee session, indicating the need for 
practical steps to that end.

In the Soviet view, practical steps should be devised to encourage the 
accession of new parties to the agreements concluded. For this purpose, 
use should be made, in particular, of the Conference to be convened in 
May 1975 to review the operation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons. That Conference will be a major international 
event in the coming year. It will consider the entire range of measures 
for solving the problems which have arisen in connexion with the emer
gence of weapons of vast destructive and death-dealing force, nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons. It will be the Conference’s most important 
task to devise practical steps for strengthening the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in every possible way.

During the Spring session of the Committee, representatives touched 
on other important questions, notably further steps to demilitarize the 
sea-bed. The Soviet side has repeatedly stressed the need for practical 
negotiations on this problem. The Soviet position on the sea-bed is set 
out in the draft Treaty on Prohibition of the Use for Military Purposes 
of the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and the Subsoil Thereof, submitted 
to this Committee in 1969.® This draft poses complete demilitarization 
of the sea-bed. Subsequent negotiations led to the preparation of, 
and agreement on, the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplace
ment of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction 
on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof.  ̂ In 
signing this Treaty on 11 February 1971, the Chairman of the Council

'  Ibid., 1969, pp. 112-113. 
 ̂Ibid., 1971, DD. 7-11.
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of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. A. N. Kosygin, declared:
The Soviet Government takes the position that this Treaty is a first important step on 

the road to complete demilitarization of the sea-bed and, for its part, it is prepared to 
contribute its efforts to the achievement of this task.*

The Soviet side awaits concrete observations and suggestions in this 
regard from the other members of the Committee and will examine 
them with due attention.

The Swedish delegation has raised, in general terms, for considera
tion in the Committee the question of a reduction in military budgets. 
We should like to recall in this connexion that ever since 1954 the Soviet 
Union has repeatedly put forward, in various international forums, 
proposals for reducing the military budgets of all States. These pro
posals provided for a reduction by States of their appropriations for 
military purposes by 20,15, and 10 per cent. However, consideration of 
these proposals showed that under “cold war” conditions a solution 
could not be found to the problem of reducing military expenditure. In 
view of the on-going process of relaxation of international tension, the 
Soviet Union submitted last year, at the twenty-eighth session of the 
General Assembly, a proposal for a reduction of military budgets, first 
and foremost by the five permanent members of the Security Council, 
who under the United Nations Charter bear primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and security.* This proposal 
provides for a reduction by the five States of their military budgets in 
an equal proportion and thus does not give advantages of a military 
character to anyone, or harm anyone’s security.

A reduction in the military budgets of the States which are perma
nent members of the Security Council would be a major contribution to 
the cause of limiting armaments. The formula of ten per cent of mili
tary expenditure covers an enormous quantity of real units of modern 
destructive weapons. The implementation of this measure would 
benefit not only the States applying it, but also the developing countries 
which would then receive additional funds for their peaceful needs. 
The problem is to obtain the speediest possible implementation of this 
Soviet proposal. It would stimulate other steps in the realm of 
disarmament.

At the session considerable attention was given to the structure of 
the Committee on Disarmament and its procedure. Some representa
tives, criticizing the state of affairs in the Committee, stated that its 
organizational aspects are not equal to the tasks which the Committee 
was called upon to help solve. Indeed, in recent years considerable 
stress has been laid on the inadequate effectiveness of the Committee.

In this connexion, we should like to say that, like other participants 
in the Committee, the Soviet Union is not satisfied with the present

* Ibid., p. 13(variant translation). 
»Ibid., m s , p. 653.
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state of affairs in the Committee’s negotiations on disarmament. At 
the same time, we should like to emphasize that this state of affairs 
does not depend on the structure of the Committee. We fully share the 
concern of States regarding the absence from the Committee of several 
militarily significant and important countries. Nevertheless, we cer
tainly do not believe that “structural shortcomings” are an obstacle to 
the participation in this Committee of States, without which it would 
be difficult and in some cases even impossible to solve the cardinal 
problems of disarmament. In order to ensure the participation of all 
nuclear Powers and indeed all States in negotiations, the Soviet Union 
has proposed the convening of a world disarmament conference, having 
previously proposed a conference of the five nuclear Powers. The reac
tion of some States, for instance the People’s Republic of China, to 
these Soviet proposals was negative. The States in question did not 
make any alternative proposals for promoting disarmament 
negotiations.

Under present conditions greater efforts must be made to activate 
the work of the Committee on Disarmament. Attempts to cast doubt on 
its work are hardly justifiable. Even the discussion, in its present form, 
of disarmament problems in this Committee is useful. It makes it pos
sible to determine the positions on disarmament questions of the highly 
representative group of States participating in the negotiations. We 
believe that even under present conditions in the Committee partial 
agreements can and should be worked out—as was done when four 
international agreements on disarmament questions were produced in 
the Committee. Talks on wide-scale agreements on disarmament 
should likewise continue in the Committee. The very fact that such 
documents were agreed on in the Committee would contribute substan
tially to the attainment of all-embracing objectives in the field of 
disarmament. And, if the non-participation of some Powers in disar
mament talks today creates some difficulties and obstacles to progress 
in the field of disarmament, we must bear in mind that the Powers now 
absent from the Committee are in the not so distant future bound to 
become participants in talks on these problems. Material and moral 
factors are increasingly exerting their effects in that direction.

The problem of disarmament has acquired paramount importance in 
our time. The Secretary-General of the United Nations, in his message 
to the present session of the Committee on Disarmament, stated that 
in a world which was moving from confrontation and conflict towards 
negotiation and detente, “disarmament remains a crucial pursuit in 
the interest of peace and security.”*® It is in this light that the work of 
the Committee on Disarmament should be seen. We call on the partici
pants in the Committee to make every effort to see to it that its coming 
Summer session is useful and produces results.

'»CCD/PV.627,p.8.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, May 23, 1974'

The Spring session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment has been brief but by no means unproductive. I think we can all 
agree that the most significant development in our discussions has 
been the tabling by the delegation of Japan of a draft convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.  ̂My Government will give the draft 
treaty serious study. Meanwhile, I should like to make a few prelimi
nary remarks about the draft.

My delegation welcomes the Japanese initiative as a constructive 
step forward toward our common objective of achieving effective 
restraints on chemical weapons. Like the working paper tabled last 
August,® the draft convention represents a commendable effort to 
accommodate many of the diverse views expressed by members of the 
Committee. We are hopeful that the thoughtful treatment in the draft 
of several key issues which must be addressed in any chemical weapons 
limitations will enable us in the months ahead to proceed with our 
further deliberations on a more concrete basis.

We have noted with particular interest the provisions of the draft 
treaty dealing with verification. Although the specific features of the 
proposed verification system naturally raise questions which must be 
explored further, we believe these provisions of the draft treaty could 
point the Committee’s consideration of verification issues in a promis
ing direction. We look forward to hearing the views of other delegations 
on such questions as the functions and composition of an international 
verification agency and the procedures of international consultation 
and inspection.

The basic approach of the Japanese proposal, it seems to us, is to set 
forth, as an obligation in principle, the ultimate objective of our ef
forts—namely, the effective prohibition of the development, produc
tion, and stockpiling of all chemical weapons—while taking practical 
transitional steps toward that objective. In his statement introducing 
the draft convention, the representative of Japan, Mr. Nisibori, re
marked that “it would not be realistic to expect that a comprehensive 
ban can be achieved from the outset.” In discussing article IV of the 
draft treaty, he noted further that parties may take certain provisional 
measures—that is, accept only partial restrictions—until further 
agreements, including agreements on effective verification measures, 
are reached. The gradual approach adopted in the draft treaty is thus 
consistent with one of the principles which my delegation has strongly 
endorsed, namely, that the scope of chemical weapons limitations

‘ CCD/PV.638, pp. 26-29.
2 Ante, pp. 99-106.
3 Documents on Disarmament 1973, pp. 520-524.
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should be related to the possibilities for effective verification.
Prom our preliminary reading of the draft treaty, it appears that, at 

the time of the agreement’s entry into force, there would be two ways 
in which the scope of the agreement would be limited. First, as I have 
noted, article IV would enable parties to exempt certain chemical 
agents from the scope of the initial agreement until subsequent agree
ments, including those on additional verification provisions, permitted 
the list of exempted agents to be narrowed or eliminated. In addition, 
under article II, parties to the treaty would commit themselves to the 
eventual destruction of all chemical stockpiles, such destruction to take 
place as soon as possible. Thus, the scope of the agreement could be 
progressively broadened in two ways—by reducing the list of exempted 
agents and by the elimination of stockpiles. We will be interested in 
learning, when the representative of Japan returns to this subject in 
the future, whether the draft treaty envisages negotiation of further 
agreements, including those on effective verification measures, for the 
destruction of stockpiles as well as for the reduction of the list of 
exempted agents. Or, do the “further agreements” provided for in 
articles IV and XIII apply only to agents provisionally exempted in 
annex I?

The United States delegation is looking forward to participating, 
with experts, in the informal meetings planned for our summer session. 
We believe it will be useful for the experts to address themselves to the 
question of finding a practical and unambiguous definition of lethal 
substances. In addition, we support the Japanese suggestion that the 
types of information which a national control body might submit to an 
international body should be studied by the experts. Moreover, the 
degree of assurance that such information could provide should also be 
considered. We would welcome the opportunity to examine the effec
tiveness of the various means of verification that have been discussed 
in the Committee.

I wish to turn now to a subject introduced last year by the former 
leader of the Swedish delegation, Mrs. Myrdal, and raised again by 
Mrs. Myrdal’s successor, Mrs. Thorsson, at our 633rd plenary meeting. 
In her statement on 9 August last, the Swedish representative referred 
to newspaper accounts of the development of a “new generation” of 
tactical nuclear weapons, so-called “mini-nukes,” which, in her words, 
“would blur the present distinction between conventional and nuclear 
weapons.” Such a development, she said, would drastically aggravate 
the nuclear threat gainst non-nuclear weapon States and “affect the 
very premises on which adherence to the NPT is based.” * I should like 
to explain why such fears are wholly unwarranted.

The term “mini-nukes” is misleading in two important respects. 
First, the coinage of this new catchword in itself conveys the false 
impression that we are talking about a radically new and futuristic

* See ibid., pp. 496-498.
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family of weapons. Secondly, the diminutive element of the term 
“mini-nuke” falsely suggests some miniature nuclear device which can 
be handled and used in the same manner as conventional weapons. I 
would like to correct both of these misimpressions.

We are not now, nor have we been in recent years, at the brink of 
some qualitative breakthrough in tactical nuclear weapons develop
ment. Instead, as Secretary of Defense Schlesinger has stated, we have 
been engaged over many years in a gradual process of moderately 
upgrading our tactical nuclear stockpile. There is nothing new about 
the existence of tactical nuclear weapons of very low explosive yields. 
Indeed, it is public knowledge that nuclear weapons with explosive 
yields measured in the sub-kiloton range were introduced in the United 
States inventory many years ago. No decisions have been made to 
produce or deploy any new systems.

However, the main issue raised by the Swedish representative is not 
whether or when any particular improvements in the tactical nuclear 
stockpile have taken place, but rather how any such improvements 
would affect our objective of preventing the outbreak of war, particu
larly nuclear war. In deciding questions of possible modifications in the 
United States tactical nuclear weapons stockpile, we are governed by 
the objective of i'educing the risk of nuclear conflict. That is to say, 
any improvements in our tactical nuclear weapons stockpile must make 
deterrence more effective and thereby reduce the likelihood of nuclear 
warfare of any kind.

In response to speculation that further development of low-yield 
tactical nuclear weapons would blur the present distinction between 
conventional and nuclear weapons, I wish to state categorically that 
the United States Government has no intention whatever to treat such 
tactical systems as interchangeable with conventional arms. We fully 
appreciate that the distinction, or “firebreak,” between nuclear and 
non-nuclear arms is a major factor in preventing nuclear warfare, and 
we will not act to erode this distinction. The very special command-and- 
control and safety arrangements that apply to nuclear weapons in 
general have of course always applied to small-yield nuclear weapons 
as well.

I think that, in making these comments, I have answered two of the 
questions posed last August by the former leader of the Swedish dele
gation, specifically her questions dealing with the development and 
deployment of sub-kiloton nuclear weapons. With regard to her ques
tion whether development of such tactical weapons would be an 
obstacle to a comprehensive test ban, members of the committee will 
recall that, in response to a similar question by Sweden in 1972,1 
stated that the United States stands ready to give up the advantages 
derived from nuclear weapon testing if we can be assured that others 
are abiding by the same restrictions,® That answer applies to the

5 Ibid., 1972, pp. 584-585.
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testing of any nuclear weapons, including tactical ones.
Finally, Mrs. Myrdal asked last August whether the Agreement 

between the United States and the USSR on the Prevention of Nuclear 
War ® would apply to wars in which only “mini-nukes” were used, and 
also whether the United States interprets Security Council Resolution 
255 (1968),̂  concerning security assurances, as applying to nuclear 
aggression in which only “mini-nukes” were used. I have explained that 
my Government will continue to treat all tactical nuclear weapons in 
the same manner. Therefore, I can answer both of these questions with 
an unequivocal “yes.”

I believe our discussions in the spring session have given us a good 
deal of food for thought in the recess which is now upon us. Before that 
period begins, however, I should like to extend my thanks, and those of 
my delegation, to Mr. Pastinen, Mr. Bjornerstedt, who has now as
sumed other duties in connexion with disarmament, Mrs. Gill, and all 
the members of the Secretariat who have again served us so well.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Shahi) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 23, 1974^

I am grateful for the kind words of welcome you have addressed to 
me. The last time I had the privilege of speaking before the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament was on 7 August 1969. That was the 
occasion when Pakistan, along with five other Member States includ
ing, Mr. Chairman, your own, was invited to take its place in the CCD. 
We have always regarded our participation in this body as a recogni
tion extended by the international community to the vital stake of 
Pakistan in the quest for peace and security for Asia and the world 
through effective measures of arms control and nuclear disarmament.

My distinguished colleagues will readily understand why I am here 
today. India’s fateful step in carrying out an underground nuclear test 
explosion on 18 May has precipitated a grave situation for Pakistan— 
and not for Pakistan alone. The shock waves of that explosion are 
already being felt all over the world. Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali 
Bhutto has therefore instructed me to present myself before you to 
voice the deep concern of the Government and people of Pakistan over 
the emergence of a sixth nuclear-weapon Power. A qualitatively new 
situation has thus arisen, a situation full of menace to theisecurity of 
India’s immediate neighbours. The barrier to nuclear proliferation

»im ., 1973, pp. 283-285. 
'  Ibid., 1968, p. 544.
• CCD/PV.638, pp. 29-36.
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interposed by the Non-Proliferation Treaty * has been demolished. A 
precedent has been set. The road has been thrown open for the emer
gence of a seventh and an eighth nuclear Power, for Israel and South 
Africa to emulate India’s example, with all the consequences to the 
peace and security of the Middle East and Southern Africa that must 
ineluctably follow for those already explosive regions. That such devel
opments cannot but also envelop the whole world was forecast by the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union and Co-Chairman of 
the CCD, Ambassador Roshchin. Let me recall what he said in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly on 28 November 1968:

. . .  There can be no doubt that, if new nuclear Powers were to appear, the security of 
all countries would be substantially reduced. Such a development would increase inter
national tension. The probability of a nuclear war would be much greater. Indeed, in 
those circumstances, there would be a risk that any armed conflict might escalate into a 
nuclear war. Local situations in various parts of the world would be exacerbated because 
of the emergence there of nuclear Powers. The danger of nuclear war breaking out 
accidentally, through miscalculation or technical failure, would increase with an 
increased number of nuclear Powers.®

The immediate reaction of the Government of Pakistan to the Indian 
nuclear explosion was expressed in a statement issued by an official 
spokesman of the Pakistan Ministry of Foreign Affairs the same day. 
The text of this statement has been circulated to distinguished mem
bers of this Committee in document CCD/423.  ̂ A day later, i.e., on 
19 May, the Prime Minister of Pakistan made an authoritative declara
tion of policy. Excerpts of this statement have also been circulated by 
the Pakistan delegation in document CCD/422.®

That the Indian nuclear explosion has dealt a death blow to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons is a sombre fact 
which must be evident to all. It is futile, in fact, dangerously illusory, to 
maintain that the 18 May explosion of a nuclear device by India was 
only for peaceful purposes. Technically, there is no difference between 
nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices manufactured for peace
ful purposes. The recognition of this fact is implicit in articles I and
II of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. During 
the debate on the Non-Proliferation Treaty in the First Committee at 
the resumed Twenty-second Session of the General Assembly, many 
speakers and in particular the representatives of the three nuclear- 
weapon Powers, which sponsored, formulated and authoritatively 
interpreted the Treaty—namely the United States, the USSR and the 
Unit^ Kingdom—made it absolutely clear that there was no differ
ence in the technology for making nuclear weapons and nuclear explo
sive devices for peaceful purposes. The representative of the United 
Stateŝ —Justice Goldberg—speaking in the First Committee on 26 
April 1968 stated:

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
»im .,  p. 741.
 ̂Ante, pp. 148-149.

5 Ante, pp. 146-148.
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Finally, all that articles I and II forbid as regards nuclear weapons, they likewise 
forbid as regards other nuclear explosive devices. This provision is necessary and essen
tial because every nuclear explosive device contains the same nuclear components as a 
nuclear weapon.®

This was fully endorsed by the representative of the Soviet Union, 
Mr. Kuznetsov, who speaking in the same meeting said:

. . .  from the technological point of view, there is no difference between the nuclear 
explosive devices used in nuclear weapons and similar devices used for peaceful purposes. 
That means that States which carry out nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes are at 
the same time States possessing nuclear weapons.^

Mr. Mulley, the representative of the United Kingdom, speaking in 
the First Committee on 28 May 1968 said:

The technology involved [in nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes] is indis- 
tin^ishable in the final s t^es from the manufacture of nuclear weapons: The same 
device which might move millions of tons of earth could also be used to kill hundreds of 
thousands of people.®

Two years later, when the delegation of Pakistan referred to this 
matter at the 1772nd meeting of the First Committee of the General 
Assembly on 25 November 1970, the representative of the United 
States, Mr. Leonard, and the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. 
Roshchin, unequivocally confirmed their earlier statements.®

We have also noted that at the last meeting of the CCD, on 21 May, 
the representatives of Japan, Sweden, Canada and the United States 
confirmed that there was no difference between a nuclear test for 
peaceful purposes and a nuclear-weapon test.*®

The contention that all countries developing uses of nuclear energy 
are nuclear Powers and those which develop or possess nuclear weap
ons are nuclear-weapon Powers is an exercise in casuistry, which tries 
to confuse the issue. The incontestable fact is that all States which 
explode nuclear devices, are ipso facto nuclear-weapon Powers, 
whether or not these devices are called peaceful. The same devices that 
India exploded can also be used as a weapon of mass destruction.

The Indian explosion on 18 May did not come as a surprise to us in 
Pakistan. For the last decade we have spared no efforts to warn the 
world community against the imminent danger of nuclear proliferation 
through the ostensibly peaceful route. As far back as 16 July 1966, the 
Government of Pakistan addressed a formal communication to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations stating that:

The Government of Pakistan have reason to believe that the Government of India have 
decided to embark on a pro^amme for the production of nuclear weapons and that in 
order to do so without violating the Test Ban Treaty, a test explosion of a nuclear device 
will be carried out underground in the near future, ostensibly for peaceful purposes.”

® Documents on Disarmamenty 1968, p. 225.
 ̂Ibid., p. 241 (variant translation).

* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-second Session, First Committee, 1575th 
Meeting, p. 9.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 645-649.
Ante, pp. 150-152.

** Pakistan  N ew s Digest, Aug. 16,1966, p. 3.
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The Secretary-General transmitted the letter from the Government 
of Pakistan to the Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament. The letter was relegated to the archives of the Commit
tee because its circulation to members of that body was felt to be 
contrary to its established procedures. Nonetheless, the Government of 
Pakistan considered itself in duty bound to the United Nations to bring 
the impending danger of further proliferation to the attention of the 
world community.

On a bilateral basis, it has been our constant endeavour to ensure, in 
co-operation with those Governments which had programmes of assist
ance to India in the nuclear field, that all transfers of technology, 
plants and fissionable material should be used only for peaceful pur
poses. We were particularly concerned about the Canadian-donated 
40-megawatt CIR reactor to India, which was not subject to any 
effective inspection. On several occasions we conveyed our concern to 
the Canadian Government and in 1964, in response to a demarche from 
the Government of Pakistan,** the Canadian Minister for External 
Affairs, Mr. Paul Martin, stated in the Canadian House of Commons, 
on 2 November 1964, that his Government had been given an uncondi
tional undertaking under the 1956 bilateral agreement with India that 
the Canadian reactor would be used for peaceful purposes only.'* We 
impressed on Canada the importance of carrying out inspection of the 
reactor and again expressed our misgivings the following year. A full 
statement of our concern in this regard was made by me at the 1369th 
meeting of the First Committee of the General Assembly, on 29 October 
1965. We were again given the assurance that the Canadian Govern
ment, for its part, was fully aware of its responsibility to ensure that 
Canadian transfers of equipment and technology served only peaceful 
purposes. Such an assurance was re-affirmed in 1971 by Prime Minister 
Trudeau. Pakistan reposed full confidence in Canada’s pledge that none 
of the plutonium separated from the used fuel from the Canadian CIR 
reactor would be permitted to be used for the manufacture of nuclear 
explosive devices in violation of the 1956 Agreement. India had no 
source of fissionable material other than the fuel from the Canadian 
reactor. The presumption is conclusive that India was able to explode 
its nuclear device only by violating its 1956 bilateral agreement with 
Canada. That the explosion is also in violation of the norm established 
for all States, including non-signatories to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty,, also follows from the statement of Mr. Kosygin, Chairman of 
the Council of Ministers of the USSR, who stated at the time when the 
Treaty entered into force in 1970:

. . .  with the entry mto force of the Treaty, the obligation to refrain from spreading 
nuclear weapons becomes one of the most important norms of international law, a norm 
which even Aose States that are not parties to the Treaty will not be able to ignore.*^

»2/Wd.,Nov. 15,1964, p. 11.
House o f Commons Debates: Official Report, Second Session—Twenty-sixth Parlior 

mentj 13Elizabeth II, vol. IX, p. 9655.
Docurnents on Disarmament, 1970, p. 80.
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Yet, this “important norm” of international law was last week violated 
by India when it detonated its nuclear device in the sands of Rajasthan. 
This explosion has brought the countries of the South Asian sub
continent to the threshold of tragedy and disaster. This fateful develop
ment is tragic because it threatens to reverse the process of detente 
and the trend towards the establishment of durable peace in the region 
which had been set in motion in the wake of Pakistan’s sincere and 
determined efforts during the last two years. India’s surreptitious 
entry into the nuclear club is a severe blow to our hopes that with the 
resolution of the immediate consequences of the 1971 war, the countries 
of the sub-continent could turn a new leaf in their relationships and 
look forward to a period of peaceful coexistence and mutual co-opera
tion. Indeed, it was our hope that henceforth these countries could 
devote their attention and resources exclusively to the elimination of 
poverty and distress, which afflict countless millions in the region.

Instead, India has chosen the nuclear option. The immense expendi
ture involved in this choice—which according to the studies of the 
United Nations must have been over $150 million annually, for the past 
decade at least—is, of course, the concern of India’s hungry millions 
and of those States which have poured billions of dollars in external 
assistance to India thereby enabling it to divert the resources required 
to sustain its nuclear ambitions. But India’s neighbours have a right to 
ask: to what purposes has India equipped itself with a nuclear capa
bility? Certainly, the encouraging evolution in its relations with Paki
stan did not warrant it. In any case, neither Pakistan nor any other of 
India’s smaller neighbours are in a position to pose a threat to its 
security. As for the People’s Republic of China, it has officially declared 
that with the implementation of Security Council Resolution 307 
(1971), on withdrawal of forces and repatriation of prisoners-of-war,*® 
it is looking forward to the establishment of normal relations with all 
the States of the sub-continent.

Clearly, India has acquired nuclear capability not because its secu
rity is threatened. We can only interpret that it has done so in order to 
increase its ability to carry out this nuclear test for reasons which are 
far from reassuring to the security of its neighbours.

The danger posed by India’s fateful decision threatens not only the 
countries of the region. Like the South Asian sub-continent, the ^orld 
at large will now feel less secure. It is relevant to recall the statement 
made by Mr. Aiken, the Foreign Minister of Ireland, at the 1364th 
meeting of the General Assembly’s Political Committee, when, speak
ing of nuclear non-proliferation, he said:

We must draw a line somewhere if the world is not to end in nuclear chaos. And here 
is a natural and stable line: the five nuclear Powers constituting the five permanent 
members of the Security Council. We must not . . .  allow that line to be breached, and for

“  General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 2 
(A/8702), p. 77.
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a non-nuclear State to attempt to do so would be . . .  an act which not only would 
endanger world peace but would blaze the trail to world anarchy.̂ ®

Well, the barriers have been breached. The efforts of the international 
community to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons have 
received a crippling blow. There is nothing now to prevent the emer
gence of a seventh or an eighth or a ninth or a tenth nuclear Power.

Pakistan is now faced with a sombre challenge. As Prime Minister 
Bhutto stated on 19 May:

It has to be understood by all concerned Powers that Pakistan’s anxiety in this respect 
cannot but be unparalleled. No two among the five great nuclear-weapons Powers—the 
United States, the Soviet Union, China, France and Britain—have had a history of 
confrontation and wars between them in contemporary times or in the past, remotely 
comparable to the relation between India and Pakistan. In barely a quarter century, 
between 1947 and 1971, India has gone to war three times against Pakistan. Throughout 
this period, India has spurned all possible methods of the peaceful settlement of its 
disputes with Pakistan. The last war was the result of India’s armed intervention in 
order to bring about the disintegration of Pakistan.^^

Pakistan’s situation is unparalleled because the potential nuclear 
threat to its security is unlike that faced by any other State, nuclear or 
non-nuclear. The nuclear-weapon Powers have the means of nuclear 
retaliation against one another. None of the five nuclear-weapon States 
which are permanent members of the Security Council constitute a 
nuclear threat to any non-nuclear State. Nor is there any such threat 
to any non-nuclear State from another nuclear-weapon State except to 
Pakistan.

Nevertheless, Prime Minister Bhutto has firmly elected for a political 
option to Pakistan’s problem of security against nuclear threat or 
blackmail. In his statement of 19 May he has stated:

Inasmuch as the proliferation of nuclear weapons is a danger to the whole world, the 
United Nations has a clear and present duty to address itself more vigorously to the 
question of credible security assurances against nuclear threat or blackmail to all non
nuclear weapon States. The existing assurances extended by the Security Council lack 
credibility. Nor can the United States-Soviet Union statement to act jointly to prevent 
nuclear war inspire sufficient confidence among the victims of would-be nuclear 
aggressors.

What is needed is a joint undertaking in the nature of an obligation by all the perma
nent members of the Security Council to act collectively or individually on behalf of the 
threatened State. In other words, a nuclear umbrella of all the five Great Powers or, 
failing that, of at least one of them is the irreducible minimum of protection that is 
required to give States like Pakistan a real assurance of security against nuclear threat 
or blackmail.**

Mr. Chairman, former Secretary-General U Thant is on record as 
stating:

It is hardly likely that a non-nuclear-weapon country, living in a state of hostility with 
its neighbour, could start to furnish itself with a nuclear arsenal without driving its 
neighbour either to do the same or to seek protection in some form or other, explicit or 
implicit, from an existing nuclear-weapon Power or Powers.̂ ®

Ibid., Twentieth Session, First Committee, 136Uh Meetina, p. 65. 
Ante, p. 147.
Ibid.
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 510.
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Those words call for the most serious and urgent consideration. Paki
stan has refused to let itself be driven to the one course or the other. 
Instead, it has come before the United Nations, in the organ which has 
been established to consider the threat to world peace and security 
from the possession of weapons of mass destruction. The Pakistan 
Prime Minister’s call for security in the nuclear era deserves the most 
serious and urgent consideration of the United Nations.

In approaching the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 
the first instance, Pakistan is encouraged by the continuing interest 
and concern of the non-nuclear weapon States as well as the five per
manent members of the Security Council for strengthening inter
national security against the nuclear threat. In this context, let me re
call the statement of the representative of the United States, Mr. 
Foster, in the 1611th meeting of the First Committee in the debate on 
the report of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States that:

The effort to strengthen world security must be pursued unceasingly in existing bodies 
in the United Nations, where all Members bear a responsibility. Let us therefore resolve 
to do so, bearing in mind the views expressed and suggestions made at the Conference of 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States. We will play our part in that effort.̂ ®

The security assurances extended to non-nuclear-weapon States in 
Security Council resolution 255 (1968) were extended by only three 
permanent members of the Security Council and were considered 
inadequate and ineffective at that time. Now that China is a member of 
the United Nations and France cannot but take the new situation that 
has arisen into account, the time has surely come to re-examine and 
reformulate them, to strengthen those assurances to an extent 
commensurate with the imperatives of peace and security in the quali
tatively new situation of nuclear proliferation which faces the non
nuclear nations of South Asia, the Middle East and southern Africa.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract]: Nuclear 
Explosion, May 23, 1974’

We respect the views expressed here by most delegations although it 
is obvious that those views are a consequence of the mistaken assump
tion that the technology developed by India is for other than peaceful 
purposes. I am grateful to my very distinguished and good friend. 
Ambassador Clark of Nigeria, for his statement this morning, in 
which he took note that the Indian Government has declared its inten
tion to use this newly acquired capability solely and exclusively for

IMd., 1968, p. 726.
Ibid., p. 444.

' CCD/PV.638, pp. 38-41.
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peaceful purposes. I can assure him and others that this remains the 
case.

Another point I should like to make, in the light of the arguments 
given here and the expressions of concern which we have heard, is that 
apart from not violating any of our international obligations, we have 
not violated any bilateral agreement that we have entered into. Some 
of the important points made in this Committee on Tuesday and today 
were the following:

(a) Some delegations were opposed to any nuclear test by any 
country, whether peaceful or otherwise.

(b) As there was no difference between a peaceful explosion and a 
weapons test, this was a step towards nuclear proliferation. The 
parties to the NPT should, therefore, regrt̂ t this peaceful experiment 
also.

(c) The Indian peaceful nuclear explosion was a threat to the 
detente which had emerged on the Indian sub-continent.

I shall be very brief in replying or clarifying as far as these points 
are concerned. I have already made a statement on Tuesday 21 May, 
indicating the position of the Government of India on this issue.  ̂To
day, I have read to you the statement of our Foreign Minister on this 
very subject.®

In regard to the point of no testing anywhere by any country, I 
should like to say that international opinion as reflected in the various 
United Nations resolutions clearly speaks of nuclear weapon testing. I 
may repeat the word “weapon.” Throughout these years the General 
Assembly has been referring to the testing of nuclear weapons and 
acquisition of weapons capabilities in the nuclear arms race. It would 
not, therefore, be correct to say that India had acted or has acted in 
contravention of international opinion. The distinguished delegates 
who have said that they are opposed to all nuclear testing have, in fact, 
supported these very United Nations resolutions, which make a clear 
distinction between peaceful nuclear explosions and weapons tests by 
adopting the terminology nuclear weapons tests. It is even more sur
prising to hear from some of the signatories and parties to the NPT  ̂
that they are against all nuclear explosions. The NPT permits the 
nuclear weapon countries to carry out peaceful nuclear explosions. Nor 
does that Treaty prohibit them from conducting tests for weapons 
purposes.

With regard to proliferation of nuclear weapons, the term is self- 
explanatory. Since my Government has made it very clear that the 
experiment carried out was for peaceful purposes and that the Govern
ment of India remains firmly committed to the policy of using nuclear 
energy solely for peaceful purposes, we do not understand how we are

 ̂Ante, p. 150.
 ̂Ante, pp. 149-150.
* Documents m  Disarmamenty 196^ pp. 461-465.
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accused of contributing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
With regard to the objection that peaceful nuclear explosions involve 

the same technology as nuclear weapons explosions, being a non
technical man I would not like to get involved in the technical details. 
We have been talking about chemical agents in this Committee, that 
some used for warfare purposes are indistinguishable from those which 
can be used for peaceful purposes. Has any delegate here thought of 
discontinuing the peaceful uses of chemical agents? No, in fact, there 
is a draft convention before the Committee in which provision is made 
for permitting the use of such agents for peaceful purposes. It is, there
fore, unfortunate that the peaceful nature of this nuclear experiment 
should be misconstrued and misread by some delegations.

With regard to the detente on the sub-continent and normalization 
of relations on the sub-continent, I have already read out the statement 
by our Foreign Minister. I should also like to bring to the notice of this 
very distinguished gathering one other point of information, one other 
fact.

The Prime Minister of India has sent a letter to the Prime Minister of 
Pakistan assuring him, inter alia, that we remain fully committed to 
our traditional policy of developing nuclear energy resources entirely 
for peaceful purposes and that the recent underground nuclear experi
ment conducted by our scientists in no way alters this policy. Every 
country has the right to develop its natural resources particularly when 
the present i difficulties in .raw materials and energy resources have 
demonstrated that tapping of all forms of energy resources is essential 
to our survival. India has advanced sufficiently in nuclear research to 
develop its nuclear technology for the utilization of its indigenous 
resources for peaceful and economic purposes. The Prime Minister has 
also assured the Prime Minister of Pakistan that we remain committed 
to settle all our differences with Pakistan peacefully through bilateral 
negotiations in accordance with the Simla Agreement, under which 
both countries have resolved to break away from the past history of 
confrontation and conflict and work to develop normal relations and 
establish durable peace. She has said that there is no reason whatso
ever to give up this healthy trend on the part of either country merely 
because India has conducted a test for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy.®

I hope the distinguished representatives here will take note of these 
statements both with regard to our peaceful intentions and to our 
desire, fervent desire, to continue to normalize relations with Pakistan.

We have seen documents CCD/422 * and CCD/423 and we are some
what pained at reading them. In one of the documents, there is an 
attempt to portray a picture of lack of restraint on the part of India in

'  Foreign Broadcast Information Service Daily Report' Middle East & North Africa, 
May 23,1974, p.U4.

* Ante, pp. 146-148.
’’ Ante, pp. 148-149.
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conducting this peaceful explosion. As the whole world knows, India 
has been in a position to manufacture nuclear weapons, if it so desired, 
for several years now. It is out of a sense of responsibility and commit
ment to a principle that the Government has consistently maintained 
a policy of not using nuclear technology for weapons purposes. This is 
a show of restraint, not the breaking down of restraint or lack of 
restraint.

We are pained that despite all these assurances of the Government of 
India, there is a consistent attempt to paint a picture that there is a 
new nuclear-weapon power—a sixth nuclear-weapon power. This is in 
contrast to the statements of the representatives of Pakistan regarding 
the nuclear-weapon tests conducted by China in the atmosphere. The 
Committee is aware that Pakistan has signed but not ratified the 1963 
Partial Test Ban Treaty.® The former President of Pakistan, the late 
Mr. Ayub Khan, is reported to have written a letter to the Chinese 
Prime Minister, Mr. Chou En-lai, calling the first Chinese blast “a most 
impressive achievement.”

Pakistan’s Foreign Minister, Mr. Sharifuddin Pirzada, was quoted by 
the People’s Daily of Peking as having said in a banquet speech in 
Shanghai on 28 October 1966:

The Chinese missile nuclear-weapon tests have been a significant achievement showing 
the process of Chinese science and justifying the pride of the Chinese people in achieving 
success in a relatively short time.

The Chairman of the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. I. H. 
Usmani, made the following laudatory remarks on 10 March 1966 on 
the third Chinese nuclear weapon test in the atmosphere:

The Chinese third bomb expjosion, less than two years after the first one, shows that 
the laws of nature are truly universal and their development into technology could not be 
the preserve of a few countries . . . .  It also shows that the Asian scientists can rise to 
any level and work on the frontiers of knowledge in the most sophisticated fields.

Mr. Chairman, I have had the great pleasure of having worked with 
His Excellency Mr. Agha Shahi, who is amongst us here today, and I 
join previous speakers in welcoming him here. We have worked to
gether in New York on the Arab-Israeli conflict, on decolonization, on 
apartheid in South Africa, and I hope he remembers those days. I cer
tainly cherish those memories. It is, therefore, with deep regret that I 
heard him make the astounding comparison between India on the one 
hand and Israel and South Africa on the other. We had hoped that after 
the conclusion of the Simla Agreement in 1972 ® and other agreements 
since then, excesses of language would be avoided, that even first 
reactions to events mistakenly regarded as unfavourable would be 
expressed with moderation, and I still cherish that hope. We still hope 
that this will be the method, the way in which we will conduct our 
relations.

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
® Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, 1971-1972, p. 25432.



174 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

Finally, the distinguished representative of Pakistan, His Excellency 
Mr. Agha Shahi, has also raised the very important question of ensur
ing the security of all countries not having nuclear weapons. As a non
nuclear weapon country, we feel that this problem needs very careful 
examination so that a solution could be found which would be non- 
discriminatory. What we mean is that the protection granted should 
not be confined to certain limited groups of countries such as the 
parties to the NPT, but should encompass all the countries which do 
not have the means to defend themselves against nuclear weapons. At 
the appropriate time we should be willing to join other delegations to 
discuss and exchange views on this subject with the delegation of 
Pakistan.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Shahi) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Indian Nuclear 
Explosion, May 23, 1974'

Mr. Chairman, I am indeed most grateful to you and to the members 
of this Committee for allowing me an opportunity to make a brief 
reply, and in view of the lateness of the hour, I promise you that it will 
be indeed very short.

I was very touched by the references made by the distinguished 
representative of India to our past co-operation in the United Nations 
forum, and let me assure him that I entirely reciprocate those senti
ments. However, that is on the plane of personal relationship. We are 
concerned here about the interests of States, the life and death of 
States, their vital interests, their security, and it is an unfortunate 
fact that Pakistan and India have had three wars and much to our 
intense pain we have been on opposite sides.

I have come here with the constructive purpose of setting out the 
facts. I would have wished the distinguished representative of India to 
address himself to my presentation. He has made a series of assertions 
which totally ignore the evidence produced, the logic of my presenta
tion, and he has concentrated on affirmations and assertions of his 
Government’s good intentions. We welcome the specific intentions of 
the Otovernment of India, but are intentions, good intentions enough to 
assure world peace and security? Pakistan and India have exchanged 
these assurances for twenty-five years and we have had three wars. If 
intentions are enough, we would not be here in this committee. There 
would be no need to negotiate disarmament measures, arms control 
measures Salt I and Salt II. The question for all States—it is a fact 
and a painful fact to consider—is that good intentions, or declarations 
of good intentions, are not enough to build a structure of peace and

* CCD/PV.638, pp. 42-44.
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security and here we see, in spite of these peaceful intentions, the 
NATO and Warsaw Pacts and the accumulation of arms and weapons. 
So while I entirely welcome these specific intentions, I would beg the 
representative of the Government of India to look at the problem a 
little more profoundly.

He again reiterated that India is not a nuclear-weapon power, that it 
has no intention of developing nuclear weapons. Surely I thought I had 
said enough to show that the nuclear device exploded by India is a 
nuclear weapon. This is not a statement that I make on my own author
ity. I also confess that I am not an expert. But I am advised by ex
perts—and who are greater experts in such matters than the nuclear 
Powers and their representatives who have made solemn pronounce
ments? Are we to consider that they have made these statements on 
their own and not on the considered views given to them by their bat
tery of scientists and experts and nuclear physicists?

Therefore, let us take a more serious approach to our exchanges. 
Explosion of a peaceful nuclear device is the explosion of a nuclear 
weapon. A nuclear device such as that exploded by India is a nuclear 
weapon and this I have quoted from the representatives of the nuclear- 
weapon Powers who have advisedly made such statements.

As to India not having violated agreements, or violated the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty  ̂ or bilateral agreements, I believe that I would 
request the representative of India to study my statement more closely 
and to make an earnest effort to meet, or to rebut, the evidence that 
has been marshalled by our delegation. Even if India had exploded this 
nuclear device, which is a nuclear weapon, without violation of the 
NPT, without violation of an international agreement with Canada, the 
very fact that it is able to do so poses a problem for security. It has been 
recognized by the Security Council and the representatives of the 
nuclear-weapon Powers that any further addition, or acquisition, of 
such a capability to explode a peaceful nuclear device creates a qualita
tively new situation which affects the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States and, therefore, calls for the strengthening of security measures 
to assure such security.

I believe that whether India, whatever India will say, has violated 
the NPT and bilateral agreements—and we have said that we think it 
has done so—but irrespective of that point, I would say that the posses
sion of this capability does create a qualitatively new situation. It 
menaces the peace of South Asia, and that peace in South Asia cannot 
be built simply by declarations of peaceful intent and professions of 
goodwill.

As to the point made by the representative of India that United 
Nations resolutions, or the NPT, mentioned tests of nuclear weapons 
but not of explosive devices, I believe that this point has been taken 
care of by the Non-Proliferation Treaty which makes no distinction. In

2 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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any case, the NPT dealt in great depth with the question of peaceful 
nuclear explosions and, because of the very reason that the acquisition 
of the capability to make a peaceful explosion will give nuclear capabil
ity, that Treaty calls for peaceful explosions under international proce
dures for supervision to ensure that through such a peaceful explosion 
there is no proliferation.

We are also glad to hear of the recent statement of Sardar Swaran 
Singh, the Foreign Minister of India, that Pakistan need have no appre
hension and India has no intention to go nuclear. As I said, Mr. Chair
man, India has already gone nuclear. However, let me also say that on 
previous occasions, we have read the statements of his Defence Minister 
and the Prime Minister of India and they have made no such unquali
fied statements. They have made a reservation that in the present 
circumstances they will not go nuclear, but it is understood that it does 
not bind them for the future. In any case, if there is no external obliga
tion imposed by a Treaty, one’s own intention can change at any 
moment, and they can offer other countries no assurances but to view 
developments such as a peaceful explosion with great anxiety.

The representative of India was pained, he said, to hear me compare 
India with South Africa and with Israel. I did not make any compari
son. I simply made an analysis. I just said that India had set a precedent 
which was likely to be followed by Israel and South Africa. Here is no 
comparison, Mr. Chairman. There is no comparison in such a state
ment. Well, I should like to know from the representatives of Arab 
States if what I have said about Israel is unfounded. I should like 
to ask the distinguished representatives of the African States whether 
what I have said about the Union of South Africa lacks a basis. So I 
leave this to their judgment.

Finally, I would say that I am here for the purpose of constructive 
action. These exchanges have taken place to enable you to make 
up your own mind, to make your own judgment, but the purpose 
of my coming here has been to explain to you how we view the situation 
and to invite your attention to the question of security assurances in 
the nuclear era, to point out that we must go beyond the security 
assurances of Security Council resolution 255 (1968).* I have already 
dealt at length with them. I made a statement when Pakistan was a 
member of the Security Council in 1968 explaining our point of view 
and so did other members, the non-permanent members, the represent
atives of Brazil, Algeria, Ethiopia and other non-permanent members, 
who were representing their countries at that time. So we would hope 
that this question will be in the forefront of the attention of the United 
Nations and in particular the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment. You have to address yourselves to the future and you have to 
think ahead of the situation that will be created because it is this body 
which negotiated the Non-Proliferation Treaty and those of us who

* Ibid., p. 444.
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attended the debate know the importance that was placed on that 
Treaty and the views which stressed the point of what would happen if 
the barriers of that Treaty were breached. Now that the barriers have 
been breached, please address yourselves to this situation and that is 
the entire purpose of my coming here.

Once again I should like to thank you for your great consideration in 
giving me this hearing.

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev at Moscow Election 
Meeting [Extract], June 14, 1974’

The tendency toward detente that has become a dominant feature in 
present-day developments is particularly noticeable in Europe. It is 
now justly referred to as a continent that may become an important 
link in a system of inter-state relations based on the principles of 
peaceful coexistence, effective security and equitable cooperation.

The growth of realistic tendencies in the policy of France and sub
sequently in the policy of the F.R.G. played a significant role in 
changing the European climate. Credit for this undoubtedly goes to 
such political leaders as de Gaulle, Pompidou and Brandt and to those 
forces on which they relied. They were able to understand that the 
system of international relations based on the “cold war” was at a 
dangerous deadlock and that it was basically contrary to the national 
interests of their countries. Their desire to establish constructive ties 
between East and West enhanced the prestige of their states in Euro
pean and world politics.

Now there are new leaders in France and the F.R.G. The very first 
speeches of President Giscard d’Estaing and Chancellor Schmidt 
stressed that they intend to maintain and continue what was started by 
their predecessors. This policy of France and West Germany is under
stood and reciprocated in the Soviet Union.

Dozens of states—both large and small, both those that belong to 
politicomilitary groupings and those that do not—have now been 
drawn into the orbit of peaceful coexistence. Possibilities have been 
created for seriously expanding our relations with Italy. We are cooper
ating well with Finland, the Scandinavian countries, Austria and other 
states. Definite strides have also been made in our relations with Great 
Britain.

The process now under way of turning Europe into a zone of stable 
peace and fruitful cooperation should be supported in every way and 
continued. This requires above all that the all-European conference be 
successfully concluded.

‘ Pravda, June 15,1974; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, no. 24 (July 10, 
1974), pp. 5-7.
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A considerable amount of work has already been done in Helsinki 
and Geneva. A way has been found to resolve a number of important 
and complex problems. Still it must be noted that the delegations of 
some states are trying to complicate the situation by introducing first 
one and then another proposal, including obviously unacceptable ones 
or ones that have nothing at all to do with the matter at hand.

Those who practice delaying tactics should ask themselves this 
question; What alternative, properly speaking, can they offer to suc
cessful completion of the conference? A return to the past, to the 
strained relations between states that the people of Europe grew weary 
of during the “cold war” years? Do these people understand what 
responsibility they will bear if events take such a turn? This would run 
counter to the fundamental interests of the people who want to live in 
peace and who, therefore, expect the conference to produce weighty 
decisions that will strengthen peace and security in Europe. {Applause.)

We are convinced that, given the desire, it is possible to find satis
factory, mutually useful solutions for all truly relevant issues that 
remain unsettled. Only one thing is needed: to maintain a sense of 
realism and to be guided by concern for the peaceful future of Europe. 
We are also convinced that the importance and scope of the problems 
with which the conference is dealing call for the participation, in its 
concluding stage, of leaders at the highest level.

One of the most important foreign-policy events of recent years is 
the serious shift in relations between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America. Guided by the decisions of the 24th [Party] Con
gress, we approached this question from a principled st£ind with due 
regard for the importance of Soviet-American relations to the preser
vation of peace and the improvement of the international climate.

The progress that has been made in this direction is obvious. The 
Soviet Union and the U.S.A. have signed documents of enormous 
importance—documents concerning the principles of our mutual rela
tions in accordance with the precepts of peaceful coexistence,  ̂ the 
prevention of nuclear war * and the first steps in limiting strategic 
arms.  ̂ Agreements have also been concluded for mutually advanta
geous cooperation in many fields. These documents and agreements 
have created a good foundation for the extensive development of 
contacts and ties not only in the diplomatic sphere but in many other 
areas as well—between business groups in both countries, between 
scientists, cultural figures and representatives of the public. Many 
prominent American Congressmen have visited the Soviet Union. 
Recently a Soviet legislative delegation in turn visited the U.S.A. All 
this has great importance both for the solution of today’s problems and 
for future Soviet-American relations.

2 Do<mmmts on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240.
3 Ibid., 1973, pp. 283-285.
* Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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As you know, President Richard Nixon of the United States will be 
coming to Moscow again in the near future. The third meeting of the 
Soviet and American leaders will take place. Not only our two coun
tries, but the entire world, await it with understandable interest. 
Pessimistic appraisals of the possible outcome of the meeting in Mos
cow can be found in the foreign press. We are of a different opinion. 
The improvement in Soviet-American relations can and must continue. 
No one, of course, has any intention of hastily resolving questions that 
have not yet matured. But, neither can one mark time.

While giving due credit to what has already been accomplished, we 
cannot close our eyes to the difficulties and problems that remain. They 
do exist. But it is even more important to make full use of the oppor
tunities for further progress that exist today. This has to do with 
political relations between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. and especially 
to our economic relations. But, doubtless, the particularly important 
and complex problems that remain are in the area of limiting the arms 
race. These problems have become the subject of heated debate.

The circles in the U.S.A. and in the countries allied to it that oppose 
detente are striving to spur on the arms race and are now trying to 
place responsibility for the arms race on the Soviet Union. This is an 
obvious misrepresentation of the facts. Perhaps one should not always 
recall the past. But in this case it is very much to the point. Well known 
facts attest that the arms race and rivalry in the development of the 
most dangerous weapons of mass destruction were forced upon us. We 
are not the ones who started creating atom bombs, submarines with 
strategic missiles, multiple warheads and many other things.

We believe that the Soviet-American agreements on arms limitation 
concluded in 1972 and 1973 paved the way to a worthwhile goal and 
that we must forge ahead in this direction. It is our position that the 
United States and the Soviet Union by mutual agreement should show 
maximum restraint in building up arms and should reach agreement 
that would make it possible to prevent the development of ever newer 
strategic weapons systems. We are ready now to reach agreement with 
the United States on limiting underground testing of nuclear weapons 
up to and including complete cessation of such testing within an 
agreed-upon time.

In short, if the government of the United States adheres to the prin
ciples of equal security and renunciation of attempts to gain unilateral 
advantages as set down in our agreements, it will find the Soviet Union 
to be a conscientious and active partner in such an important under
taking as the limitation and reduction of strategic arms. {Applause.) -

We would like to see Soviet-American relations become truly stable, 
not dependent on transitory considerations. We would like both our 
countries and the entire world to benefit from the further development 
of these relations. {Applause.)

Favorable changes are taking place in the Soviet Union’s relations 
with Japan. At the meeting with Prime Minister Tanaka last October,
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both sides came out in favor of putting relations on a course of great 
improvement and agreed on the necessity of expanding economic co
operation considerably. Major business deals beneficial to both sides 
have already been concluded, and future prospects are quite good. It is 
to be hoped that Soviet-Japanese relations will develop simultaneously 
in the political sphere. We are certain that the constructive develop
ment of Soviet-Japanese relations is in keeping with the needs of both 
countries. It is also in keeping with the interests of peace and security 
on the Asian continent.

In this connection, fruitful cooperation between our country and 
India, Afghanistan, Bangladesh and other Asian countries also has 
great significance. The past years have been marked by important 
achievements in relations with these countries. The same can be said 
for the Soviet Union’s relations with a number of Arab states and with 
many countries of Africa and Latin America.

Our relations with Argentina are improving. We have invited Presi
dent Peron to come to the Soviet Union, and this invitation has been 
accepted. I think that this visit, the forthcoming talks and the develop
ment of political and economic contacts between our countries will 
serve the interests of both peoples.

In other words, comrades, a great deal has begun to change in the 
world in recent years. But there must be no stopping halfway. Detente 
must become irreversible, and we will strive for this. {Applause.)

We are also in favor of supplementing political detente with military 
detente. As everyone knows, a number of agreements have been con
cluded in the field of arms limitation. Without them the situation today 
would surely be more serious. But, regrettably, the arms race has not 
been stopped.

Under these conditions, the Central Committee and the leading 
bodies of our state continue to devote unflagging attention to the 
strengthening of the defensive might of our socialist homeland. And, 
comrades, I can assure you that our defense is reliable and that it will 
continue to be at the required level. {Prolonged applause.)

At the same time, we are tirelessly working for real progress in the 
field of disarmament. Adherents of the arms race argue that it is risky 
to limit arms, much less reduce them. In fact, there is immeasurably 
greater risk involved in continuing the unrestrained stockpiling of 
weapons. And that is why we have repeatedly called for all states and 
all governments to put a stop to the arms race, to begin to move towarid 
that great goal—universal and complete disarmament. {Prolonged 
applause.)

Comprehending the complexity of a task of this enormous scope, we 
are prepared to agree to partial measures for limiting and reducing 
arms. This determines, in particular, our stand at the talks on reduc
ing armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. We think that the 
first concrete results can be achieved in this field in the near future if, 
needless to say, all participants in the talks show goodwill.
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Comprehensive development of economic, scientific and technical 
ties is an important factor in consolidating the positive political 
changes that have taken place in the international arena and in creat
ing a material base for lasting peace. It is in keeping with the interests 
of all states. It is in keeping with the interests of the peoples. However, 
there are circles in the West that hope to get political and ideological 
concessions from us in exchange for these ties. They are wasting their 
time. {Applause.)

We are in favor of each state’s being able to take part in the interna
tional division of labor, under conditions that are equitable and benefi
cial to it, conditions that rule out any violations of sovereignty and any 
interference whatever in its internal affairs. This is conducive to the 
general development of world economic ties, the importance of which 
is steadily growing.

Still another factor—activization of the broad public—has assumed 
enormous importance in the struggle to consolidate the positive 
changes in international relations. The policy of detente is presently 
acquiring a genuinely mass base. It will be a matter of continuing, 
constant concern to us to establish contacts with the public in other 
countries, to develop ties along parliamentary, trade union and other 
lines and to do everything possible to extend the front of champions of 
peace.

The struggle for the triumph of realism and for the triumph of 
reason in international relations by no means promises to be easy. 
Every gain on the road to a lasting peace is won in battle, in sharp 
clashes with the most reactionary circles of imperialism and their 
accomplices. A struggle is taking place between the representatives of 
aggressive forces and the advocates of realism in practically all bour
geois countries. But however acute the forms the struggle takes, we are 
certain of one thing: The future does not lie with the advocates of the 
“cold war,” with those who would like to push the peoples into the abyss 
of war. (Applause.)

The actions of the leaders of the Chinese People’s Republic are at 
odds with the overall positive changes in the international arena. Fan
ning militarist, chauvinist passions inside their country, they have 
subordinated their foreign policy to the tasks of struggle against the 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries and to attempts to foil 
detente. Recently, the C.P.R. leaders have gone so far as to ally them
selves openly with representatives of extreme reaction—the Chilean 
junta and the leaders of the right-wing, imperialist bourgeoisie in 
Great Britain, the F.R.G., the U.S.A. and other countries. These deeds 
reveal the true face of Peking’s policy better than any words could.

As far as our relations with China are concerned, naturally we will 
continue to rebuff anti-Soviet slander and firmly protect our state’s 
interests and our security. At the same time, we will continue to advo
cate the normalization of relations with China and the restoration of 
friendship with the great Chinese people on the reliable basis of prole-
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tarian internationalism. In short, in this important issue, as well, we 
will consistently pursue the policy of the 24th Congress of our party. 
(Applause.)

Congressional Conference Report on Amendments to the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act, June 20, 1974'^

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12799)  ̂ to 
amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as amended,® in order 
to extend the authorization for appropriations, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 8 and 9.
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of 

the Senate numbered 1,2,3,4,5,6, and 7, and agree to the same.
Thomas E. Mo rgan ,
Clem en t  J. Za blo ck i,
Wa y n e  L. H a y s ,
P e t e r  H . B. F r e l in g h u y se n ,
Wm . Br o o m field ,

Managers on the Part of the House.
J. W. F u l b r ig h t ,
Jo hn  Spa rk m an ,
E dm u n d  S. Mu s k ie ,
H. H u m ph r e y ,
George  A ik e n ,
Cliffo r d  P. Ca s e ,
J. Ja v it s ,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of House and the Senate at the conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 12799) to amend the Arms Control and Disarm
ament Act, as amended, in order to extend the authorization for appro
priations, and for other purposes, submit the following joint statement 
to the House and the Senate in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the managers and recommended in the accompanying 
conference report;

’ H. rept. 93-1125,93d Cong., 2d sess.
2 AntBy p. 2.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, 

p. 206; ibid., 1968, p. 396; ibid., 1970, p. 213; ibid., 1972, p. 465.
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The following Senate amendments made technical, clarifying or 
conforming changes: 1,2,3,4,5,6, and 7. With respect to these amend
ments, the House recedes.

ONE-YEAR AUTHORIZATION

Amendment No. 9: The House bill authorized $10.1 million for fiscal 
year 1975. The Senate amendment numbered 9 authorized $10.1 million 
for fiscal year 1975 and $10.9 million for fiscal year 1976. The Senate 
recedes with the understanding that the single-year authorization does 
not imply diminished support by the Congress of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. The conferees affirmed continued interest in 
strengthening the Agency and its effectiveness.

Amendment No. 8; The Senate amendment numbered 8 was a con
forming amendment to the Senate amendment numbered 9. The Senate 
recedes with respect to amendment numbered 8.

Thomas E. Mo rgan ,
Cl em en t  J. Zablo ck i,
Wa y n e  L. H a y s ,
P e t e r  B. F r e l in g h u y se n ,
Wm . Bro o m field ,

Managers on the Part of the House.
J. W. F u l b r ig h t ,
John  Spa rk m an ,
E d m u n d  S. Mu s k ie ,
H. H u m ph r ey ,
George  A ik e n ,
Cliffo r d  P. Ca s e ,
J. Ja v it s ,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], June 24, 1974 '

I thought I would begin with some observations on the forthcoming 
summit before we go to your questions.

In many respects the relationship between the Soviet Union and the 
United States is the most crucial toward the maintenance of peace in 
the world. The United States and the Soviet Union are the only two 
countries that have the capability of a general nuclear war and there
fore the only countries that can end civilized life as we know it.

Moreover, the interests of the United States and of the Soviet Union 
intersect in many parts of the globe. There is therefore always a pos
sibility that misunderstandings may lead to confrontation, and the 
confrontation could escalate into conflict.

 ̂D epartm en t o f  S ta te  Bulletin^ July 22,1974, pp. 133-145.
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A principal objective of the United States, therefore, has to be to 
make sure that relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union are based on deliberate decisions and that misunderstanding is 
reduced to a minimum and, secondly, to try to bring about a set of 
constructive and, where possible, cooperative relationships that give 
both sides an incentive in maintaining the peace.

This is the basic purpose of the summit. The summit will therefore 
have three principal parts.

One, a general exchange between the President and the Soviet leader
ship which will review the international situation, try to identify areas 
of possible disagreement, and attempt to minimize the consequences of 
these disagreements, as well as to identify areas of possible cooperative 
action and work out the means of this cooperation.

Secondly, to deal with the most complex and in many respects the 
most serious problem of the modern period, which is the control of the 
nuclear arms race. Never before have political leaders had the capacity 
to destroy human life as a result of a unilateral decision—and to do it 
in a matter of days. Never before has technology been so at odds with 
the human capacity to comprehend it. Never before has technology 
developed a momentum of its own in such a manner that it becomes 
increasingly difficult to control it.

Our objectives with respect to the control of arms are as follows:

—Obviously, neither side should have a military advantage as the 
result of any agreement that may be made;

—Secondly, neither side should be able to have a political advantage 
as a result of any agreements that might be made;

—Thirdly, neither side should believe that such an advantage exists, 
even if in reality it does not exist, because the perception is more 
important in many respects than the reality; and

—Finally, neither side—no ally nor other interested country of 
either side—should have such a perception.

To achieve this is very complicated because the forces of both sides 
have been developed on the basis of different principles. There are 
symmetries that were deliberately designed in the kind of forces both 
sides have built, in the way they are based, in the technology they 
represent.

But for the United States not to make a major effort in this field is 
something that no future generation could possibly understand; and 
the danger we see—and that we are trying to prevent—is to keep 
technology from driving policy, and to prevent a situation from arising 
in which the inertia of technological decisions brings about a qualita
tive change—first, in the nature of military, and secondly, in the 
nature of political relations.

Secondly, it is not a minor decision to engage in an unrestricted arms 
race—not only because of the military consequences of such an arms 
race but also because the justifications that would have to be made on
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either side to sustain such an effort might, in time, become incompat
ible with a policy of relaxation of tensions and might in themselves be 
a factor introducing confrontation.

I say this so that you understand what our motivations are, and of 
course we recognize that serious people will differ with what weight is 
to be given to particular schemes. And of course any agreement we 
would make would be submitted to full congressional scrutiny.

But this is the area of our concern, and it is one in which we plan to 
have serious, extensive, and searching talks in the Soviet Union.

The third area with which we will deal in the Soviet Union is an at
tempt to give a more positive structure to our relationships; that is to 
say, as in every previous summit, we will discuss a series of cooperative 
arrangements in the fields of economics, scientific exchange, and other 
matters of mutual concern. The purpose of these agreements or 
arrangements or discussions, or whatever the case may be, will be to 
draw both societies into a more civilized relationship, to give each side 
a stake in the maintenance of an orderly and increasingly humane 
international system, and thereby to contribute to the peace of the 
world.

This, then, is the purpose of the summit: To maintain a dialogue; to 
contain the danger of nuclear confrontation; and to create positive 
incentives for a peaceful world.

And now I will be delighted to take questions.

Q. Mr. Secretary.

Secretary Kissinger: Yes, sir.

Q. With respect to the—I think it was your second one, on the nu
clear—“To contain the danger of the nuclear confrontation ”—there 
has been a great deal of discussion, a good part of it uninformed, I 
think, about what agreements that you and Mr. Dobrynin may have 
made or nx)t, which went beyond the ’72 Moscow agreement.^ As you 
said at another point, the perception of things is much more important 
sometimes, psychologically, than the “things. ” Now, I  realize your 
spokesman has denied such an agreement. Can you put this thing 
simply, and bluntly, for us?

Secretary Kissinger: I can put it bluntly. I don’t think I can put it 
simply. [Laughter.]

There have been two points made.
Point 1 is that as a result of a secret agreement between the admin

istration and the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union has been permitted to 
modernize 70 missiles on the G-class submarines and that therefore the 
total number of modern submarine-launched missiles permitted to the 
Soviet Union is 1,020, and not 950 as the administration has publicly 
stated and as was represented to Congress.

2 Do<mmmts on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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The second argument is that the interim agreement permits the 
United States to build 710 submarine-launched missiles but in fact the 
United States is intending to maintain only 656 submarine-launched 
missiles and that therefore the total for the United States is 54 less 
than has been represented to the Congress and to the public. So that 
the total change in the Soviet Union’s favor is of 124 missiles—brought 
about as the result of secret agreements made between the United 
States and the Soviet Union.

Those arguments are totally false in every detail. They have no merit 
whatsoever, and I shall now explain why.

First, let me deal with the G-class submarine. At the time the 
interim agreement was signed, the Soviet Union was permitted a total 
of 950 modern ballistic missiles on nuclear submarines. That figure of 
950 was to be achieved by—or it could be achieved only by—the re
placement of older Soviet missiles for any modern missile that was 
deployed on submarines beyond the figure of 740. In other words, the 
Soviet Union would have to retire 210 older missiles in order to reach 
the total of 950.

This raised the issue of what missiles the Soviet Union would have 
to retire in order to reach the permitted total of 950.

The United States had an interest that the 210 missiles that would be 
retired would be ICBM’s—missiles of a range of 5,000 miles and of 
warheads in the six-megaton range; that is to say, the SS-7 and SS-8 
missiles.

We wanted to prevent the Soviet Union from trading in obsolescent 
missiles that in our judgment they would have to retire anyway; 
namely, the missiles that are on the G-class submarines.

On the G-class submarine, the Soviet Union possesses, we believe, 20 
operational ones. Eleven of them have missiles of a range of 700 miles, 
and nine have missiles of a range of 300 miles. No G-class submarine 
has been on station on the Atlantic coast of the United States since 
1967, and no G-class submarine has been on station off the Pacific 
coast of the United States since 1969.

The G-class submarine is a diesel-powered submarine that can stay 
under water for only two to three days, that is extremely noisy and 
therefore extremely vulnerable. And moreover, the 300-mile-range 
missile, which is, as I pointed out, on nine of these submarines, can be 
fired only if the submarine surfaces—it cannot be fired from under 
water.

Therefore it seemed to us extremely improbable that the Soviet 
Union would maintain in its force a weapon which it would have to 
carry 4,000 miles so that it could fire it the remaining 300 miles, when 
it already possessed 1,400 weapons that it could fire over a range of 
1,500 miles.

We wanted to prevent the Soviet Union from trading in a weapon 
which we were certain they would have to retire in any event for a 
modern weapon. Or to put it another way, we wanted the Soviet Union
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to trade in ICBM’s for the modern weapon. And frankly, we considered 
it a negotiating achievement when, in Moscow, the Soviet Union agreed 
that the replacement for the 210 modern submarine missiles could not 
come from the G-class submarines but would have to come either from 
the ICBM’s or from other more modern forces that were built after 
1965.

In my press conference on the night of May 26 to May 27 [1972], I 
explained this provision in great detail. I stated specifically—and if I 
may spend a minute in reading it to you—I was asked: “How about the 
G-class?” My answer was:

. . .  If they are modernized, they are counted against the 950 . . . .  They don’t have to 
retire them. They do have to retire the H-class submarines if they want to go up to 950. 
They do not have to retire the G-class submarines, but if they modernize them they are 
counted against the 950.*

In other words, the Soviet Union had two choices. If they kept the 
G-class submarine in their force, they had that option. But if they put 
a modern missile on the old submarine, it would be counted in the 950. 
But they could not retire the obsolescent missiles on the G-class and 
trade them in for modern missiles.

So this is what I said on May 26. On June 5 there was a meeting of the 
Verification Panel—on which all agencies were represented—in which 
this provision was fully explained and received the unanimous support 
of those present. The only requirement that was made was to make 
sure we would tie down the Soviet Union by means of an interpretive 
statement to a provision which we considered entirely in our interest.

On June 15,1 sent the following guidance to the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, the 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. I will now read this. It says:

Enclosed for your use in the SALT hearings is the interpretation of the offensive agree
ment with regard to the SLBM limitations and replacement provisions. You should 
follow this guidance in preparing testimony and in responding to questions.

I will now read from this guidance:
To reach 950 SLBM’s on Y-class submarines will require the Soviets to retire H-class 

launchers. They will also have to retire SS-7 and -8 ICBM’s. They cannot build launchers 
on Y-class boats to replace launchers on G-class boats unless the launchers on such boats 
have been deployed with modern SLBM’s. G-class boats are outside the agreement unless 
they are modernized by equipping them with modern SLBM launchers. Any modern 
SLBM (that is, submarine-launched ballistic missile) operationally deployed on G-class 
will be counted within the 950 ceiling and above the 740 baseline must be accompanied by 
corresponding destruction or dismantling of SS-7’s and -8’s or older nuclear-powered 
submarines.

It is obvious our concern was to make sure that the ICBM’s with the 
large warheads would be dismantled.

This was the guidance we gave to the bureaucracy and which we 
asked them to tell congressional committees. This was also what Am

3 Ibid., pp. 222-223.
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bassador Smith testified before the Jackson subcommittee in 
Julyl972.<

When in carrying out the understanding with the Verification Panel 
that we would give an interpretive statement to the Soviet Union of 
what I had already said in the press conference—namely, that G-class 
boats would count only if modern missiles were put on them or, con
versely, that they could not trade in G-class missiles for modern 
launchers—when we handed this interpretive statement to the Soviet 
Union, they disputed our interpretation and insisted that they should 
have the right to trade in these obsolescent missiles for new missiles.

And this led to a month of exchanges between us and the Soviet 
Union. And it then seemed to us that, since it was'an election year, 
since there might be a change in administration, and since there could 
be a change of personnel even if there was no change of administration, 
that our successors should not find themselves in the same position as 
we did and that they should not have to go through the record and 
reconstruct the understanding. And, therefore, we asked the Soviet 
Ambassador to sign the interpretive statement that we had made— 
which I will now read—and which is almost verbatim what I had 
already said publicly in the press conference on May 26, the night the 
agreement was signed, and which we had, moreover, told every ^ency 
of the government should be our public position.

Let me read this so-called “understanding” which has been so much 
in the press:

In clarification of interpretation of the provisions of the Protocol to the Interim Agree
ment With Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms si^ed  on May 26, the 
United States understands that: One, the aggregate level of ballistic missile launchers 
on submarines established by the protocol for the United States and the USSR, 950 for 
the USSR and 710 for the United States, includes ballistic missile launchers on all nu- 
clear-powered submarines and launchers for modern ballistic missiles which may be 
deployed on diesel-powered submarines.

There is therefore no basis whatever for saying that we authorized 
the modernization of missiles on diesel-powered submarines.

Secondly, launchers for older ballistic missiles on diesel-i>owered submarines are not 
included in the above-mentioned levels and, therefore, cannot be used for purposes of 
replacement as defined in the protocol.

In other words, they had to get rid of ICBM’s.
Three, a modern ballistic missile on a submarine is a missile of the type which is de

ployed on nuclear-powered submarines commissioned in the USSR since 1965.

The Soviet side has indicated its agreement with this interpretation.
In other words, the so-called “secret agreement” is nothing other 

than a statement by the United States of what we had already stated 
publicly on May 26, of what we had told our bureaucracy on June 5, of 
what we had sent out in guidance to every agency on June 15. It does 
not permit the Soviet Union to build one additional modern ballistic 
missile on submarines above the level of 950 that we agreed upon. And 
therefore the figure given publicly and before congressional commit

‘ /bid., p. 427.
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tees is correct. And what we are dealing with here is an attempt to tie 
down a provision of the agreement that was considered to the advan
tage of the United States, serving our purposes that we insisted on— 
and on that the Soviet Union resisted in putting into this form for six 
weeks.

Now, let me turn to the second point—the fact that the United 
States, again allegedly as a result of a secret understanding, agreed not 
to build up to the total permitted level of 710 submarine-launched mis
siles on submarines.

For this I have to explain the submarine issue. Before going to Mos
cow—indeed, before apeeing to specifying any submarine levels—at 
the request of the President, I consulted both the Chief of Naval Opera
tions and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to our 
building programs. Both told me that they did not wish to build ad
ditional submarines, missile-carrying submarines, of the type that it 
was then possible to build—substantially the existing Poseidon boats— 
and that they preferred to wait with the building of new submarines 
until what was then called ULMS, and is now called Trident, would be 
operational—after 1977.

Therefore we knew that we had no intention of building any addi
tional submarines until after the expiration of the interim agreement. 
Nevertheless we put into the interim agreement a provision according 
to which we could convert 54 of our older ICBM’s to submarine-launched 
missiles. We put it into the interim agreement, quite frankly, for the 
third and fourth reasons which I gave with respect to our general 
strategic policy—the perception of other countries of the American 
position.

We did not think it was desirable to put into an agreement a Soviet 
right to convert old missiles into submarine-launched missiles without 
maintaining an American right to convert old missiles into submarine- 
launched missiles. And therefore, to maintain the formal symmetry 
of the agreement, we put into the agreement a right which we had no 
intention to exercise.

Since we knew that upon return to the United States, we would 
testify on behalf of the Trident—what is now called the Trident pro
gram—since while we were in Moscow, there had been articles in our 
newspapers about the possibility that the United States might launch a 
big program for Trident boats, the President thought it desirable that 
on the last day of the summit conference of 1972 to tell the Soviet 
Union what would become apparent within a matter of weeks anyway; 
namely, that we had no intention of exercising the conversion right 
from Titan missiles to submarines during the period of the interim 
agreement.

This, again, did not change the total figures.
We testified that the United States was entitled to have 1,710 mis

siles. It did not—I repeat—change the total figure. It meant that we 
would maintain 1,054 ICBM’s and 656 submarine Missiles.

This was not a concession the United States made to the Soviet
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Union. It was a relatively minor gesture designed to retain general 
confidence.

When I testified on June 15—it wasn’t called testimony then, be
cause I was Assistant to the President—when I spoke to the assembled 
congressional leaders in the East Room of the White House on June 15, 
explaining our program, I said, and I quote: The interim agreement 
“will not prohibit the United States from continuing current and 
planned strategic offensive programs, since neither the multiple-war- 
head cpnversion nor the B-1 is within the purview of the freeze, and 
since the ULM’s (that is, what is now called Trident) submarine system 
is not, nor never was, planned for deployment until after 1977.”®

In every five-year projection which we have submitted to the Con
gress, we have shown that we planned on 41 boats and 1,054 missiles.

To sum up, the totals for the Soviet side which were submitted to 
the C!ongress, and which were publicly stated, have not been changed 
by any agreement, understanding, or clarification—public or private. 
The totals for the United States that were submitted to the Congress 
and stated publicly have not been altered by any ^eem ent or under
standing—public or private. The figures are exactly those that have 
been represented—exactly those that have been agreed to—and all of 
the disputes arise over esoteric aspects of replacement provisions, and 
not about the substance of the agreement.

I’m sorry I made such a long answer.

Q. One loose end. You presented your interpretation to the Russians. 
They resisted it. I  assume they finally signed it.

Secretary Kissinger: They signed it, yes.

Q. Mr. Secretary, perhaps another hose end. This interpretative 
statement on the Soviet sea missiles—to what extent was Congress 
informed of this interpretative statement? And, secondly, if  I  may, 
why in your judgment is this now becoming a matter of dispute?

Secretary Kissinger: The interpretative statement as such was not 
submitted to the Congress, but the interpretation was submitted to the 
Congress. The interpretative statement was not submitted because it 
was in the channel of the General Secretary to the President and be
cause there was some question about whether it really was proper to 
make the Soviet Union sign an American interpretation—involving 
the general question of faith.

I think, however, that that sort of issue, whether that sort of state
ment should be submitted, is easily soluble—and we will not insist on 
retaining within Presidential channels.

The major point is, however, that the substance of it—the fact of 
our interpretation and the fact that we would act accordingly—was 
submitted to the Congress both in public statements on our part and in 
testimony of administration witnesses.

® Ibid., p. 304.
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Why is this becoming an issue now? I can only assume that there was 
a misunderstanding on the part of some of the witnesses or on the part 
of some of the Senators who heard testimony about what they were be
ing told.

Q. May I follow on that? I wonder if  you saw in it any effort to 
harass you or harass the team this close to the summit? Is this coming 
from the same sort of people who have doubts about going to the sum
mit on SALT now?

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t really want to speculate about motives. 
I think it is important that on issues of such importance, that we can 
discuss them calmly and in the long-term national interest, and I have 
no reason to doubt the sincerity of those who made these charges.

Q. Mr. Secretary, doesn’t the dispute that you have just addressed 
yourself to at considerable length concerning the 12Jt missiles, and the 
fact that the President will be going to Moscow with the impeachment 
challenge hanging over him—doesn’t that raise a strong likelihood 
that anything agreed on the nuclear field in Moscow vnll likely be 
highly contentious in the United States, and if  so, how do you intend 
to deal with the problem?

Secretary Kissinger: The urgency of dealing with the nuclear prob
lem is produced by the pace of technology. Time and again, in the nu
clear period, the pace of technology has outstripped the capacity of 
man to deal with it.

With respect to several aspects of the current nuclear arms race, 
there is a very definite time pressure. What we will do is to negotiate 
according to our best conception of the national interest. It is clear 
that any agreement that may be made will be subject to a rather con
tentious debate. This debate is, in any event, apparently unavoidable. 
And we can only hope that it will be conducted with realization on both 
sides that it involves fundamental questions of national survival and 
the future of humanity, that the good faith of the participants on either 
side is not at issue. And on that basis, I think such a debate would 
contribute to the national understanding.

Q. Mr. Secretary, two questions on SALT. The first one concerns 
your reading of the memo of understanding with Ambassador Do
brynin. I f  I heard your point 3 right, you said that a modem missile 
is defined as a missile on asubmarine of the type deployed on anuclear- 
powered submarine commissioned in the U.S.S.R. since 1965. Is that 
correct?

Secretary Kissinger: That is correct.

Q. Well, if  that is so, the nuclear-powered submarine is not a diesel 
submarine.

Secretary Kissinger: That is right.
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Q. Isn’t it not so that if  the Soviets chose to develop a missile not 
commissioned since 1965, not deployed on either the DeltOrclass or the 
Yankee-class submarine, but if  they were vnlling to go to that expense, 
they could have added 70 modem missiles to the old diesel submarines?

Secretary Kissinger: No, because it was also made clear that if a 
modern missile is put on the G-class submarine, then it will be counted 
in the total of 950.

Q. But that is not clear by the definition of these modem missile 
submarines. Because it says, in effect, that it is not commissioned since 
’65. If they are loilling to develop a variation, they can put 70 new ones 
in, as long as it is not the same as is already in there.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, in the context of all the exchanges that 
have taken place, in the context of all of our public statements, this is 
a sort of legalism that would be totally rejected by the United States.

First of all, it is an absurdity to assume that the Soviet Union would 
develop a special missile for a submarine that is in itself obsolescent.

Secondly, in the context of all of the exchanges that have taken place, 
it is perfectly clear that if a modern missile is put on a G-class sub
marine, we will insist on counting it as part of the 950. And while per
haps this hairsplitting interpretation is possible, it is totally 
inconsistent with the negotiating record—it is totally inconsistent with 
all the exchanges that took place previously. It would be absolutely 
rejected by the United States.

Q. Mr. Secretary—

Secretary Kissinger: There is, moreover, no evidence whatsoever 
that any such missile is being developed and deployed by the Soviet 
Union on any vehicle, let alone on the G-class submarine.

Q. Mr. Secretary, as you go off to Moscow, does the U.S. Govern
ment now have a unified position regarding the SALT negotiation?

Secretary Kissinger: We do not have before us a Soviet proposal 
which requires a formal American position. We have a general agree
ment on the philosophy of our approach. I do not doubt that if we 
wanted to translate this philosophy into numbers, disagreements 
would emerge. But this is not the issue we now face. And in any event, 
it is the responsibility of the President, which I don’t doubt he will 
exercise, to resolve disagreements, if disagreements should still exist, 
if we ever do arrive at numbers.

Q. Is it likely that you would then come up with some kind of SALT 
agreement during the summit meeting?

Secretary Kissinger: I do not expect that we will get a completed 
SALT agreement at the summit. But you can’t exclude the possibility 
of substantial progress.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, would you address yourself to the underground 
threshold test ban probability, sir?

Secretary Kissinger: We are, as has been publicly stated, discussing 
at this time the feasibility not of a complete underground test ban but 
of an underground test ban at a certain threshold. There are discus
sions among experts to determine the level at which such a threshold 
should be put, the kinds of verification that would be desirable, and 
the time at which such a test ban should go into effect—all of which 
will of course affect the strategic calculations and positions of both 
sides.

We think that progress in this field is possible.

Q. Mr. Secretary, would you explain why the President felt com
pelled on the last day of the summit to tell the Soviet leaders that we 
did not intend to build up to the 1710 level? I think you explained it by 
saying that it would become apparent anyway. Why would it become 
apparent?

Secretary Kissinger: Mr. Lisagor, let’s be precise what the President 
said. The President said we would not trade in the 54 Titans for three 
submarines. The President’s statement did not in any way change the 
totals. The U.S. totals were set at 1,710, which at that time stood at 
1,054 land-based missiles and 656 sea-based missiles. What the Pres
ident said was that he had no plans to convert the 54 Titans into sub
marine-based missiles. There was no change in the total numbers. That 
is the first thing to keep in mind.

Seqond, he did this because it would become apparent within a mat
ter of weeks, as indeed it did become apparent in a matter of weeks, 
that an impetus would be given to a program which was then called 
ULMS and is now called Trident. And we did not want to emerge from 
a SALT agreement with what might look like a big new program of 
strategic submarines. And it would become apparent to the Soviet 
Union very quickly, in any event, what the operational date of these 
new submarines would be. And therefore he pointed out that none 
of these Trident boats would become operational during the period of 
the agreement and that therefore the conversion option would almost 
certainly not be exercised.

I might point out that I foreshadowed this, that I made this clear in 
my statement before the congressional group, when I said that none 
of these boats would become operational until after 1977. And it has 
been part of every Defense Department statement since then.

It was a gesture that was of no great significance, that leaders some
times engage in for the general atmosphere of relationships.

Q. Mr. Secretary, on that gesture that the President made, if  the 
interim agreement were extended, as has been suggested, either at this 
summit,(yr sometime in the near future, would the United States be 
bound by that statement of the President’s?
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And while I  have the floor—Defense Minister [Shimon] Peres is 
here, and there has been talk from Israel of a request for $1.5 billion a 
year in military aid for a multiyear arms program. Does the United 
States have any intention of giving arms at that magnitude?

Secretary Kissinger: First, with respect to the extension of the in
terim agreement. If the interim agreement were extended, this state
ment of the U.S. plans, which is all it was—it was not a commitment; 
it was a statement of what the United States planned to do, identical to 
what we stated in every defense budget; it was not a worldshaking 
event—that statement would obviously not be necessarily binding.

And how we would handle the extension of an interim agreement 
would depend entirely on the terms that other provisions which would 
lead us to an extension of the interim agreement provide. In any event, 
this particular assurance was an assurance with respect to American 
plans as they then stood. It would not necessarily continue if 
there were an. extension of the interim agreement.

With respect to the visit of Defense Minister Peres, I have stated on 
occasion before congressional committees that the United States is 
prepared to discuss a longer term arrangement. The visit of the De
fense Minister is designed to begin such a discussion. It is not related 
to any particular level.

Q. Mr. Secretary—

Secretary Kissinger: This gentleman was interrupted before.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the People’s Republic of China is also a nuclear 
power. There have been reports of late that the pace of normalization 
between the United States and Peking has been sUming down. Would 
you give your assessment of that? And also whether you plan to visit 
there, and if  so, if  the nuclear question vnll be discussed?

Secretary Kissinger: We do not believe that the pace of normaliza
tion is slowing down from the general trend that had been established. 
Obviously, in the first year, when a radical change in our relationship 
occurred, it was more dramatic than it has been since. But I believe 
that both sides continue to be committed to the general course that we 
have been pursuing.

I have no immediate plan to visit the People’s Republic of China. 
But I have been visiting there about once a year, so it cannot be 
excluded. What I will discuss on a visit that has not yet been decided, 
I think we should leave for a little later.

Q. Mr. Secretary, Mr. Brezhnev has made some encouraging 
statem ents about the chances of MBFR. Can you say anything 
about the prospects at the Moscow talks? And secondly, can you 
say anything about your travel plans after Moscow and in the 
following weeks?
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Secretary Kissinger: The statements of the General Secretary have 
been of a very general nature. Right now, in the MBFR discussions in 
Vienna, each side is putting before the other a rather full exposition 
of its point of view. The issues are extremely complicated because of 
the different natures of the force structures on both sides and because 
of the numerical superiority of the Warsaw Pact in the area that is 
under negotiation.

The Soviet Union has not put before us any scheme other than the 
one that is being negotiated in Vienna. Therefore we would have no 
basis for making any other decisions as of now than the decisions that 
are now being discussed in Vienna.

If the Soviet leaders were to put before us a different proposition 
than the one that now exists in Vienna, we would obviously have to 
discuss it with our NATO allies, since this is not a bilateral negotiation. 
We would hope that they would.

Q. Mr. Secretary, earlier this year, on January 10, 197̂ , Secretary 
of Defense Schlesinger announced a decision which had been made to 
effect certain changes in the American strategic nuclear targeting doc
trine to facilitate flexibility in nuclear responses.^ TTos the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee consulted before this decision was made?

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t believe that it is necessary for the 
Secretary of Defense to consult the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee about American strategic doctrine. However, I have had several 
sessions with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee about the rela
tionship between American strategic doctrine and the conduct of 
foreign policy. And I plan, after my return, to have a meeting with the 
Muskie subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 
the relationship between American strategic doctrine and the conduct 
of foreign policy.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in the context of your confirmation hearings, 
there were sort of assurances traded back and forth about prior consul
tation, and it seems like this matter is something that would seriously 
affect our foreign relations.

Secretary Kissinger: I believe that the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee has been fully consulted before any major decision in for
eign policy has been taken and, I think, has had fuller discussions 
with me on strategic doctrine than has ever been the case.

Q. Mr. Secretary, I  just want to pin down—do you expect that there 
will be an agreement announced at the summit on underground nuclear 
testing? Secondly, what is the likelihood of a limfted agreement on 
SALT pertaining to limitations of MIR V. And thirdly, as you know, 
the mood of Congress toward economic agreements loith the Soviet 
Union is rather lukewarm, to say the best. There have been reports

*The W ashington P ost, Jan. 11,1974, p. 1.
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that the administration has worked out with the Soviet Union a 
10-year trade agreement. Is this so?And what else can you tellus about 
the trade package?

Secretary Kissinger: With respect to the limited underground test 
ban, it is difficult to predict what will come out of the summit because 
the experts’ talks are still going on.

I think it is possible that there could be an agreement in principle 
and an agreement on some of the criteria that will be used in the follow- 
on n^otiations and an agreement on certain levels like thresholds. I 
say it is possible. It is not certain.

The details of verification, exchange of information of geological 
data and so forth, would have to be worked out at a subsequent 
meeting.

With respect to SALT, in March, when I was there, the Soviet Union 
made a proposal which in concept was worth looking at, though its 
numbers have not proved acceptable to us.

Now, I think it is imperative that the strategic situation be fully 
reviewed by Mr. Brezhnev and the President. Whether on the basis of 
this review they feel capable of giving detailed instructions to their 
negotiating teams, or whether they will feel that further exchanges 
are necessary before the detailed instructions can be given to their 
negotiating teams, cannot be decided until these talks have taken place.

Was there a third part to your question?

Q. On the economics—

Secretary Kissinger: Oh—on the economic agreements. There is a 
possibility of an economic agreement that does not require the expend
iture of public funds but would, rather, reflect an exchange of in
formation and the facilitating of economic exchanges and therefore 
would not require the appropriation of public funds.

Our problem is that we have to continue the course which we believe 
is in the interests of world peace, subject to the fullest consultation 
with Congress, and to engage in the fullest public debate. But it is not a 
trivial matter whether, on the one hand, the arms race is continued 
without restriction, with all the justifications that that will entail; 
and secondly, whether every positive incentive for restrained conduct 
is systematically closed off. And that cannot be analyzed simply in 
terms of one or two situations but in terms of the ability and willing
ness of the United States and our allies to sustain it over the decade or 
so of confrontations which such a course would entail.

So as a responsible administration—as the administration respon
sible for the conduct of foreign policy, we must continue on our best 
judgment which we will put fully before the committees of Congress. I 
understand that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is starting 
at the end of July a full set of public hearings on the direction of East- 
West relations, a course of action which I strongly support. And we will 
put the basic direction of our policy before the public for full discussion.
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Q. Mr. Secretary—

Secretary Kissinger: Mr. Toth [Robert C. Toth, Los Angeles Times].

Q. Mr. Secretary, as far as the partial underground test ban is con
cerned, what will he the practical consequences of it in terms of the 
technological advances we have been talking of—what kind of testing 
would it preclude, in terms of MIR V, for example?

Secretary Kissinger: What it would preclude is the testing of higher 
yield weapons. And it would probably not affect the current generation 
of MIRV’s, but it would affect the next generation of MIRV’s. And it 
would make more difficult the combination of improved accuracies and 
larger yields, which may again bring about a situation in which a 
premium will be put on a first strike. And I want to emphasize that 
many of the proposals that are being made to improve the strategic 
capability improve first-strike capabilities and do not improve the 
vulnerability of the weapons concerned, and it has always been under
stood that the greatest danger to stability is a growing gap between 
first- and second-strike capabilities. So this would have a somewhat 
inhibiting effect on larger yields in the next generation of MIRV’s.

Q. Mr. Secretary, could you tell tis what is the range of threshold 
that is now under consideration by both sides—this is for a partial 
underground test ban pact?

Secretary Kissinger: I can’t discuss that, because that is still subject 
to n^otiation. But obviously the threshold has to be sufficiently low 
so that with expected uncertainties of verification it doesn’t turn 
simply into a cosmetic exercise. If the threshold is put at a very high 
level, and since the uncertainties are a percentage of the level, then the 
basic objective of preventing the further elaboration of high-yield 
weapons cannot be achieved.

Q. Mr. Secretary, hearing in mind what happened in India, what 
new gimmick can the United States have to really assure that the 
Egyptian reactor vrill not eventually help Egypt produce a bomb, and 
has the United States not opened now the door for another nuclear 
power to give a nuclear reactor to some other Arab countries vnthout 
the guarantees that you ivill he asking?

Secretary Kissinger: First, the nuclear agreement that is being made 
with Egypt is also being made with Israel. Secondly, the diversion of 
material in India occurred in a reactor that did not have even the IAEA 
safeguards. Thirdly, we propose to negotiate, with respect to both of 
the reactors that are being sold, additional safeguards with respect to 
the storing and disposition of the end product of these reactors that we 
believe are substantially foolproof. Fourthly, the discussion has tended 
to be in terms of whether the United States opened the door to the 
spread of nuclear technology in the Middle East. There is no reason to



198 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

suppose that other countries, and not only those of Eastern Europe, 
would have been quite prepared to engage in nuclear discussions on 
peaceful energy with Egypt or perhaps even other countries of the 
Middle East. And finally, our decision must be seen not only in the con
text of the particular technology but in terms of the six- to eight-year 
period of construction that would be involved and the incentives that 
it would provide, at least during that period, for moderate behavior 
and constructive action.

Q. Mr. Secretary—

Secretary Kissinger: Over here.

Q. Mr. Secretary, another question on the SALT. Since they did 
come at a particularly delicate political time, it is important to tie it 
down. You say that point 3 of the agreement that you reached with 
Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin that could be interpreted to give the 
Soviets an additional 70 modem launchers was a mere legalism.

Did the Soviets consider it a mere legalism? Was their interpretation 
the same as yours? And did members of the U.S. delegation also con
sider it a mere legalism not subject to Soviet interpretation? And, 
finally, was this matter all settled at the time that you reached this 
interpretative agreement with Ambassador Dobrynin?

Secretary Kissinger: I will have to look at this third point again— 
to look at this particular superlegal interpretation. And I really wonder 
whether it can be in the U.S. interest to find legalistic loopholes for the 
Soviet Union that have never been raised in any discussion, that from 
the context of all previous exchanges could not possibly have been the 
U.S. intention, and which would be totally rejected by us were the 
Soviet Union ever to raise such an issue.

The only purpose of our discussions with the Soviet Union on this 
problem was to tip down the understanding achieved in Moscow, made 
public in Moscow the night of the agreement, distributed to our bu
reaucracy on June 15, discussed in the Verification Panel, and repeated 
in every exchange with the Soviet Union.

The only purpose of it was that they could not trade in the G-class 
missiles for modern submarine-launched missiles; in other words, to 
make sure that they would retire ICBM’s.

If the Soviet Union were to develop an entirely new missile, not seen 
on any existing submarine, and put them on diesel-powered sub
marines, this would be such a gross violation of every previous ex
change we have had with them, such a total lack of good faith, that 
they could not hide behind a superclever interpretation of a clause 
that was intended only to tie them to a previous one. And, I may say, 
never has the Soviet Union made such a suggestion. And it would be 
absurd for the Soviet Union to develop a missile for a submarine that 
is in itself obsolescent. First of all, there are only 60, not 70, missiles. 
That is another inaccuracy that I didn’t want to get into. But for the 
Soviet Union to go through the enormous expense of developing 60 spe-
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cial missiles, when they already possess 2,400 long-range missiles, is 
so absurd a proposition that I must say that it had never occurred to 
us. And this particular clause in the interpretive statement, even if a 
lawyer could find that it could be interpreted that way, would be 
totally rejected by the U.S. Government. Nor has it ever been raised 
by the Soviet Union. Nor, am I confident, will it ever be raised by the 
Soviet Union.

The press: Thank you very rmich, Mr. Secretary.

Resolution of the Fifth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers: 
Strengthening the Security of Non-nuclear States, 
June 25, 19747

The Fifth Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held in Kuala 
Lumpur from 21 to 25 June 1974:

Recalling their traditional commitment herewith to the question of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Noting that on 18 May 1974, India exploded a nuclear device, thus in
creasing the number of nuclear powers,

Considering that it is imperative for the international community 
to devise measures to assure the security of non-nuclear countries. 

Further considering that it has become necessary to call for a reap
praisal of the security assurances extended to non-nuclear weapon 
States, in the United Nations Security Council Resolution 255 (1968) ® 
with a view to strengthening them:

(1) Declares the firm support to the Member Countries of the Islamic 
Conference to the political independence, territorial integrity and 
State sovereignty of non-nuclear weapon States against nuclear threat;

(2) Recommends to Member States to pursue without loss of time 
the question of strengthening the existing security assurances with a 
view to making them effective;

(3) Calls upon all nuclear weapon States to give a solemn under
taking in the nature of an obligation not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapon States.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], June 26, 1974 ’

Secretary Kissinger: I thought I would make very few comments 
about the forthcoming summit and then answer your questions.

’ CCD/428, July 11,1974.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, July 29,1974, pp. 196-205. The news conference took 

place at Brussels.
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Primarily I want to recapitulate what I said in my last press con
ference. The summit has the following purposes: To enable the leaders 
of the two countries with the capability of destroying humanity to ex
change ideas and perceptions alK)ut international affairs; secondly, to 
deal with bilateral issues, especially in the field of arms control in an 
attempt to moderate the arms race; and thirdly, to seek to work out 
cooperative arr^gements in various fields designed to give each side 
a stake in a moderate course and in a constructive foreign policy.

As I pointed out, the arms control field has become the most con
troversial and we are following these principles: Neither side should 
gain a strategic advantage; neither side should be in a position where it 
can gain a political advantage; neither side should be in a position 
where it perceives either a political or military advantage, whatever 
the facts are; and neither side should be in a position where other 
countries perceive a military or political advantage in the relationship 
that results from agreement.

These principles once stated are obviously not automatic, and serious 
people have differed and will continue to differ as to what constitutes 
an advantage, either militarily or politically. With respect to military 
advantage, it is crucial that neither side falls into the trap of equating 
advantage simply with numbers. There must be some relationship be
tween numbers and the purpose to which these numbers can be put.

Moreover, the forces of the two sides have been designed in a manner 
that makes comparisons very difficult. The United States, by its own 
choice and not as a result of any agreement, emphasized in the sixties, 
and continued in this administration, weapons of relatively low throw 
weight but substantial accuracy.

The United States, in the sixties and continued in this administra
tion, placed a relatively greater emphasis on bombers than the Soviet 
Union did. How to compare the throw weight of missiles and the ef
fectiveness of such weapons, how to relate bombers to missiles, and 
how to translate all of this into numbers is a very complicated subject. 
We believe that the first SALT ^eem ent  ̂was in the interest of the 
United States and in the interest of world peace. It at least limited the 
quantitative race at levels that had been achieved at that time and with 
which both sides seemed to be comfortable even in the absence of an 
agreement.

Since then there has been an explosion with respect to technology. 
How to control technology and how to relate technological change to 
quantitative limits is one of the major problems of our period, and if 
we express concern about this and if we believe that it is in the national 
interest to pursue this subject, it is not only because of the inherent 
quality of the arms race, it is also because of the kind of justification 
that will have to be used to sustain an unlimited arms race.

We are prepared to continue in the arms race as long as we must, and 
we will never accept a strategic disadvantage for the United States.

* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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But we do believe that we have an obligation to make a serious effort 
to explore how the technological explosion can be moderated and how 
to prevent the pace of deployment from driving the pace of diplomacy.

These are our purposes, and how well we will fulfill them depends of 
course on the outcome of the negotiations, which, as I have pointed out 
before, will certainly not be completed in the form of any permanent 
agreement on this visit.

With these introductory remarks, I will turn to your questions.

Q. Mr. Secretary, as we approach the summit, does either side have a 
military advantage, or as you have engaged in discussions prior to the 
summit, does either side think it has a military advantage—where do 
we stand now?

Secretary Kissinger: Where we stand now is that the Soviet Union 
has a numerical advantage in missiles. This numerical advantage in 
missiles is substantially made up if you add to it the 450 long-range 
bombers we possess, and if you look at it from the strategic point of 
view and not the negotiating point of view, you will have to add to it 
also the fact that we possess weapons deployed elsewhere that would 
certainly be used in a general nuclear war.

Therefore, whether you count numbers of vehicles that can reach 
each other’s countries or warheads that are deployed, the United States 
still has a substantial numerical advantage.

If you look only at the throw weight of missiles, then you will have 
to argue that the Soviet Union has an advantage in missile throw 
weight, though it is less clear what they can do with it. If you add to it 
the throw weight of our bombers, then you are again at a level of sub
stantial equality.

I would say that these comparisons can be used for almost any 
purpose, but we are convinced that the United States probably has an 
advantage, but one that is not politically of any decisive importance, 
and it is our basic conviction that if the arms race is continued for 
another 10 years, it will not yield either a strategic or a political advan
tage for either side but that it may well complicate the political 
relationships.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you refer to the fact that you don’t expect an 
agreement in the form of a permanent final agreement. Will the Pres
ident and Mr. Brezhnev be going for a conceptual breakthrough of the 
kind you went for in March—a statement of principles in an effort to 
resolve the MIR V issue, vrith a set of directives to the negotiators?

Will you be trying for that, and do you expect it?

Secretary Kissinger: I generally try to avoid making the same 
mistake twice. [Laughter.] But basically, there are two ways of going 
at the problem.

The Soviet Union gave us an approach when we were in Moscow in 
March which, if the numbers were changed, could be considered a 
conceptual breakthrough. We did not reject the approach; we reject
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the numbers in which they expressed it. That is one way of going at it.
The other way of going at it is to conclude that that particular ap

proach cannot be translated ipto appropriate numbers and to attempt 
therefore to find a new approach that then might perhaps deserve the 
label you gave them.

Q. Mr. Secretary, since you last spoke to us in Washington at the 
press conference, what progress has been made toward an underground 
test ban pact?

Secretary Kissinger: The experts’ discussions have been suspended 
pending our arrival; and where we stand now is, they have gone as far 
as they can get. We still have to settle the threshold. There are still a 
number of issues that have to be settled—the level of the threshold; 
there are differences between us and the Soviet Union both with re
spect to what is permitted below the threshold and what is permitted 
above the threshold. So there is a great deal that remains to be done in 
Moscow.

Q. I didn't understand that, Mr. Secretary. What do you mean by 
what would be permitted above?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, there is one argument that below the 
threshold there should also be a limitation on the number of tests that 
are permitted.

Q. Above?

Secretary Kissinger: Above the threshold there is the question of 
peaceful nuclear explosions, whether they should be extended.

Q. Could you define the differences you have with Secretary Schles- 
inger on this matter and also explain what he means by rhetoricccl 
flourishes?

Secretary Kissinger: I didn’t see his press conference, ^nd that is 
such an inconceivable idea as applied to me that I am sure he was 
misquoted. [Laughter.]

Q. Wait a minute. I would like to know more about that.

Secretary Kissinger: I read about those differences in the news
papers. I am not conscious of differences when we meet. I have 
expressed my view on a counterforce strategy and on first-strike capa
bilities. I have never been led to believe that he differs from these 
views, so I will be glad to express my view on certain strategic issues.

I do not believe that a country can rely politically or militarily on a 
first-strike capability and I do not believe that a country can achieve 
a first-strike capability and I believe that the effort to do so will raise 
profound political issues, but I understand that he has also said that 
he doesn’t believe this is possible. But this is a view that I have held.

Q. Mr. Secretary, speaking of differences with other people, did you
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intend in your discussion of your differences vnth Senator Jackson the 
other day to sugges t that a man like Paul Nitze vnth his long experience 
in the disarmament field would he incapable of understanding the fact 
that he was discussing?

Secretary Kissinger: I have the highest respect for Mr. Nitze. I have 
not seen his testimony, and therefore I cannot dispute specifically 
what he said.

The facts, as I explained them and supported with documents, 
happen to be the correct facts, but as long as you have asked that 
question, let me point out that there is a very abstruse and esoteric 
point that was raised at the end of the press conference with which I 
did not adequately deal.

When I read the formal statement of Senator Jackson,® I understood 
him to say that the United States, by a secret agreement, had granted 
the Soviet Union 70 additional missiles. This was totally and absurdly 
false, and it was totally contradictory to the negotiating record, in 
which we had spent two nights in the Soviet Union precisely to avoid 
this contingency.

All our exchanges with the Soviet Union concerned the replace
ment provision, specifically whether missiles on G-class submarines 
could be traded in for modern missiles.

Now, at the end of the press conference and afterward and in news
paper articles that I have seen since, I understand that the argument 
that is being made now is a more complicated one. It isn’t anymore 
that we made a secret agreement to grant the Soviet Union 70 mis
siles but that, in attempting to close the replacement-provision prob
lem, we unintentionally produced a loophole that might have given the 
Soviet Union the right to an additional 70 missiles.

Let me deal with this problem also, because I believe public con
fidence is involved if, prior to a summit meeting, one is accused of 
either deliberately deceiving the public about the true numbers or 
having made errors of a magnitude that might have had that result.

Now, the argument about this loophole. Let me first state flatly the 
following: The U.S. Government has never acknowledged that such a 
loophole existed. The Soviet Union has never claimed that such a loop
hole existed. In the entire Soviet arsenal of land-based and sea-based 
missiles, there isn’t one missile that fits the category that that 
loophole allegedly represents.

So, by the most strained and most esoteric definition, one would 
have to say that the Soviet Union in the last three years of an agree
ment is going to develop an entirely new missile of a kind for which 
we have no intelligence and no evidence and put it on 25-year-old 
submarines.

Now let me explain the nature of this alleged loophole. The phrase 
which allegedly produced that loophole was “a modern ballistic missile

^Tke W ashington Post, June 22,1974, p. A3.
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on a submarine is a missile of the type which is deployed on nuclear- 
powered submarines commissioned in the USSR since 1965.”

Now, at first, some people argued that this meant that any other 
missile except those that are on Soviet nuclear-powered submarines 
was permitted. It was then pointed out that “of the type” means, 
obviously, something wider, and it is obvious that the United States 
would have claimed that any missile on any submarine has to be of a 
type that can also be deployed on a nuclear-powered submarine.

That was the purpose of this phrase. Nevertheless, the Department 
of Defense and the JCS claimed that a loophole existed. I may say that 
this never reached my level. All of these discussions took place at the 
middle level. The State Department, the Central Intelligence Agency, 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security 
Council (NSC) consistently maintained that there was no loophole, and, 
I may say, the Russians never claimed that there was a loophole. It is 
true that this particular definition was not seen by the bureaucracy 
until 1973, but in that whole period, neither Mr. Nitze nor the Secretary 
of Defense nor the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ever raised 
this issue with me or the President or the then Secretary of State, be
cause it was one of these innumerable debates that always go on at the 
middle level.

When the Standing Consultative Commission started negotiating, 
it was decided that, the issue having been raised, even though the 
overwhelming majority of the government disagreed with it there was 
no harm in trying to find a formulation that avoided the debate, and 
therefore the Commissioner on the Standing Consultative Commission 
was instructed to try to find a formulation that would make it impos
sible to claim that esoteric, preposterous interpretation—that, I re
peat, the Russians never claimed, that we would never have accepted, 
but that some people at the middle level thought could be used, even 
though they could not point to a single weapon in the Soviet arsenal to 
which it might apply.

I repeat, it was an issue that was never raised at the policy level. It 
was negotiated for six months, and while we approved the new formu
lation, we never even looked at it in terms of conflict with any previous 
formulation. Since it was the purpose of the Standing Consultative 
Commission to make specific and more precise a lot of the terms in the 
agreement, the precise purpose of the Standing Consultative Commis
sion is to bring more precision into the discussion.

In May of this year, the Soviet Union, in the course of a lot of other 
agreements on dismantling provisions, accepted this formulation, and 
the principal reason they didn’t accept it previously was because they 
thought the previous agreement covered it.

There was no great debate over it. Therefore the allegation that I 
have seen in a newspaper today that this was a last-minute cover-up is 
nonsense. We didn’t feel that there was anything to cover up. If the 
issue had not been raised in our bureaucracy, we would never have at
tempted to refine it, and it was not raised.
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The predominant view in our government was represented by the 
State Department, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, the NSC staff, and our Commissioner on 
the Standing Consultative Commission—that there was no problem. 
But as long as somebody claimed there was a problem, even though 
there wasn’t the slightest evidence for it, we unanimously decided to 
let him go ahead to do it.

Incidentally, it never was put to us in terms of a loophole; it was put 
to us in terms of refinement of language, which happened on a lot of 
provisions on dismantling, replacement, and so forth.

There are about eight or nine issues that we are going to sign in 
Moscow, each of which has as its specific purpose the more precise 
definition of more general clauses in the existing agreement.

So, what we have here is a middle-level bureaucratic argument that 
has been made the subject of senatorial investigation. Under no circum
stance was there ever any question of an additional 70 Soviet missiles, 
and if the Soviet Union had ever claimed this loophole, which they 
never did, it would have been an act of such overwhelming bad faith 
that we would never have stood for it, and it would have affected their 
relationship with us in ways far beyond putting 70 missiles of a type 
that no one has yet seen or been able to describe on a submarine that 
hasn’t been off the American coast since 1967.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in light of the fact that the United States and the 
Soviet Union have been unable to find the basis far a new SALT 
agreement, do you think it is now inevitable that the Soviets will de
ploy the MIRV, and if  so, when, and how serums is that in terms of the 
arms race?

Secretary Kissinger: We think that on some categories of missiles, 
the Soviet Union is nearly ready to deploy MIRV’s. At what rate they 
will deploy them it is not yet fully possible to foretell. We have esti
mates of what the rate will be, with an upper and lower limit; and 
obviously it would be our intention, if an arms control agreement were 
to be meaningful, to have a ceiling that is lower than the estimate of 
what we think they are going to build—otherwise, the ceiling will 
not have any meaning.

But r would say we have about a year and a half altogether before 
the decisions will be irrevocable, but it becomes harder with every 
passing six-month period.

Q. Is it inevitable now that they will do it?

Secretary Kissinger: It is inevitable that some MIRV’s will be de
ployed. The rate of deployment is still subject to negotiation.

Q. Mr. Secretary, I have no desire to belabor this point, but you did 
raise some new elements in the discussion of the loophole controversy 
when you referred to the disagreement among the agencies. Two points 
I  would like to make—Senator Jackson’s ultimate claim was that the
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dispute concerned the withholding of information from Congress and 
the public, which he was describing as one of the dilemmas of the 
particular time in the American political climate, which he regarded 
as a major problem. First, I  would like to hear you on that point. Sec
ondly, if  there were such disagreements among the government de
partments, and there are still disagreements among the government 
departments on SALT, can you give ms yo/nx appraisal of the problem 
involved in attempting to negotiate with the Soviet Union at a time 
when there is an unresolved govemmentwide American position on 
many of these essential issues involved in the SALT agreement?

Secretary Kissinger: With respect to the first point, we were under 
the impression that in our instructions to all interested agencies of 
June 17 [15?] [1972]/ in my news conference of May 26,® and in my ap
pearance before the congressional leaders on June 15,® we had put for
ward all the elements of the agreement, including the interpretation of 
the replacement provisions; so the only thing that was not available was 
the signed document, which we elicited primarily, in fact exclusively, 
in order to avoid the issue ever being raised again.

I would say, however, that that part of Senator Jackson’s comment 
is one that under current practices would not arise—under the current 
practices, every understanding that has been reached has been put be
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Nevertheless, it is an entirely technical point because the essence of 
it was testified to by Ambassador Smith,  ̂ it was covered in my press 
conference, and it was covered in the instructions to the departments of 
how they should testify before congressional committees. This was not 
in any sense an attempt to keep anything from the Congress.

With respect to the second point, when you have such disputes, when 
you have the Standing Consultative Commission meeting, for example, 
it is normal practice to ask every agency for its comments, and it is 
not unheard of that agencies raise points in which the various individ
uals prove their vigilance to their superiors.

That doesn’t make it a huge dispute. This is a normal practice. This 
particular dispute that I have just described to you was never raised to 
the policy level. It wasn’t a big dispute. It wasn’t a dispute that any 
Cabinet member was ever conscious of, and it was settled.

What would normally happen is that you adopt the most extreme 
position because this keeps everyone happy, and then if you find 
resistance, then you see whether you have to fall back. In this case, 
we adopted the most extreme position, which was the OSD-JCS 
position, with which no one else in the government agreed, and it was 
accepted, so why not go along with it.

This was not a world-shaking event. There are 500 disputes like this

* See ante, pp. 187-188.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 222-223.
6 Ibid., p. 304.
7 Ibid., p. 427.
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in the government at any moment in time, and if everyone takes his 
ease then to a congressional committee, there will be no end of 
investigations.

Now, with respect to the general problem: how we can negotiate 
when there are more fundamental problems. This was in no sense an 
important problem, but how we can negotiate when there are more 
fundamental problems, without going into the question of whether or 
not there are fundamental problems, if the situation is as I described 
it, even more so if it is the perception of the President that the prob
lem is as we described it. Then it is his duty to move ahead in the di
rection which he believes to be in the long-term national interest, 
keeping in mind the views of all of his senior advisers but, if necessary, 
choosing among them and realizing that, in the present climate, if 
anything is achieved, a fundamental debate is inevitable.

But that is the duty of government, and we cannot stop doing what 
is thought to be necessary for world peace just because it might evoke 
controversy.

Q. Could you explain an apparent contradiction to me? On June H, 
General Secretary Brezhnev said he expected very soon some type of 
concrete result in the partial reduction of forces or arms,® I believe he 
said, in Central Europe, and yet the President today, through Mr. 
Ziegler, has said he expects the United States to maintain and improve 
our forces.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, the position of the United States is that 
we will not reduce our forces unilaterally but that we are prepared to 
reduce them as part of the mutual balanced force reductions (MBFR).

I am assuming that General Secretary Brezhnev gave an optimistic 
appraisal of the future of the mutual balanced force reductions. The 
American position is that we will not reduce unilaterally.

Q. In view of the fact, Mr. Secretary, that you try never to make the 
same mistake twice, will your technique of disclosure in the forth
coming summit be different than it has been in the past?

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t understand the question.

Q. Well, y(m have an obvious hassle uoith Senator Jackson be
cause he believed that you were not particularly forthcoming.

Secretary Kissinger: As I have said, the disagreement is a sub
stantially technical one because all of the essential facts were put 
before the Congress. Nevertheless, any agreement or understanding 
that would be achieved at the summit will be put before the Congress 
in the form in which it is achieved.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, if  I  may go back for a minute to the question of 
the so-called loophole in the definition. Can you say why it was that

* A nte, p. 180.
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Mr. Nitze and others were not given copies of this new definition since 
they were part of the process? And I  have another part I  would like to 
follow up after this.

Secretary Kissinger: Well, we did not believe that a redefinition was 
involved. There had been a public statement. There had been a meeting 
of the Verification Panel. There had been a written instruction to the 
bureaucracy that, almost verbatim, held this interpretative statement. 
The Verification Panel was told that we would attempt to achieve an 
interpretative statement. Therefore we did not believe that anything 
new had been done.

As soon as the bureaucracy needed to act on it, we sent them the 
interpretative statement; and this was not a particularly dark design— 
this was an afterthought. We had no intention originally of getting 
them to sign it. Originally, we had intended to make it as a unilateral 
statement, and only when there was some dispute about it did we 
add the signature, and there was no particular profound reason for it 
since we had instructed the bureaucracy along that line and since we 
obviously distributed it a year later.

Q. If I can follow up on the other part. Just to clarify in my ovm 
mind, have you been taking the position that the Soviets have not mod
ernized any of their G-class submarine missiles, or have they modern
ized them to some degree?

Secretary Kissinger: To the best of my knowledge—and I don’t want 
to get hit on the blind side now by some intelligence information that 
has been leaked that has never been shown to me—to the best of my 
knowledge, no G-class submarine has been modernized. There are two 
G-class submarines that are being used as test beds for missiles, for 
submarine-launched missiles. We obviously would consider the sub
marine-launched missiles as being of the type that are installed on 
nuclear submarines.

There has been one missile tested on one of these submarines that is 
a ship-to-ship missile and on which you can have a dispute whether 
that—well, as a ship-to-ship missile it wouldn’t fall under the agree
ment—whether it could be converted to a land missile.

Again, we consider this an absurd interpretation which we would 
totally resist. There is no operational G-class submarine that has been 
converted, and for a very good reason—that those G-class submarines 
are so overaged that they were never shown in any of our Defense 
Department documents as strategic weapons long before this dispute 
ever existed. We never showed them as strategic weapons, and to the 
best of our knowledge there has been no installation of a modern 
missile on a G-class submarine.

And, I will say again for the record, if any modern missile were put 
on a G-class submarine, and if the Soviets attempted a “shyster” 
interpretation that it is of a type that cannot be used on a nuclear 
submarine, they would risk any arms control negotiation with us, be-
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cause it is totally inconsistent with the intent of the document, with 
the content of the negotiation, and they have known much better than 
to try this.

Q. Mr. Secretary, two points, please. The first, you mentioned 
earlier on, I  think, that there are eight or nine issues that we m il sign 
in Moscow.

Secretary Kissinger: No, I said as part of the Standing Consultative 
Commission there were eight or nine problems having to do with dis
mantling provisions that were settled. The Soviet Union has asked us 
to keep those provisions secret because in order to make them public 
goes into the characteristics of the weapons, but they will be put be
fore the appropriate congressional committees.

Q. Secondly, is there a likelihood of MBFR agreement at this 
summit?

Secretary Kissinger: It is technically impossible for us to have an 
MBFR agreement, because that negotiation is between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact; and therefore if any progress were to be made or if the 
Soviet Union were to make a suggestion that in our view represented 
progress, we would take it back to NATO for their views.

Q. That is what I  was getting at. There isn’t at this point something 
that the Soviet Union and the United States have close to an agreement?

Secretary Kissinger: No. There is nothing before us that is different 
from what exists at Vienna.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if  a permanent agreement on nuclear arms con
trol cannot occur in the Moscow summit, should we anticipate an
extension of the interim agreement o f1972? *

\

Secretary Kissinger: It is impossible that there will be an extension 
of the interim agreement unless it is tied to some substantial agree
ment on multiple warheads, and that probably will also not be fully 
achieved at the summit.

Radio and Television Address by President Nixon to the People 
of the Soviet Union, July 2, 1974 ^

Dobryy vecher. [Good evening.] Two years ago, at the first of these 
summit meetings, your government gave me the opportunity to speak 
directly with you, the people of the Soviet Union. Last year, at our sec
ond meeting, General Secretary Brezhnev spoke on radio and television 
to the people of the United States.* And now, tonight, I appreciate this

® Docu7tients<m Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ft.
‘ D epartm en t o f  S ta te  B ulletin , July 1974, pp. 179-182.
* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 294-302.
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opportunity to continue what has become a tradition, a part of our 
annual meetings.

In these past two years there has been a dramatic change in the 
nature of the relationship between our two countries. After a long 
period of confrontation, we moved to an era of negotiation, and now 
we are learning cooperation. We are learning to cooperate not only in 
lessening the danger of war but in advancing the work of peace.

We are thereby helping to create not only a safer but also a better life 
for the people of both of our countries. By reflecting on how far we have 
advanced, we can better appreciate how strong a foundation we have 
laid for even greater progress in the future.

At our first summit meeting two years ago, we signed the first 
agreement ever negotiated for the limitation of strategic nuclear 
arms.* This was a historic milestone on the road to a lasting peace and 
to mankind’s control over the forces of his own destruction.

We have many difficulties yet to be overcome in achieving full 
control over strategic nuclear arms. But each step carries us closer and 
builds confidence in the process of negotiation itself.

Our progress in the limitation of arms has been vitally important. 
But it has not been the only product of our work at the summit. We 
have also been steadily building a new relationship that over time will 
reduce the causes of conflict.

In the basic principles for our mutual relations, agreed to in Moscow 
in 1972,* and in the agreement on prevention of nuclear war signed last 
year in Washington,® we have established standards to guide our ac
tions toward each other in international affairs generally so that the 
danger of war will be reduced and the possibility of dangerous con
frontations will be lessened.

What is particularly significant is that our negotiations have been 
far wider than the reduction of arms and the prevention of wars and 
crises. The pattern of agreements reached between us has opened new 
avenues of cooperation across the whde range of peaceful relations.

For example, we are working together in programs which will bring 
better health, better housing, a better environment, as well as in many 
other fields. Trade between our two countries totaled a record $1.4 
billion in 1973. That is more than twice the level of the previous year. 
This means more goods and a greater choice available for the people of 
both of our countries.

It was exactly 15 years ago next month, when I was here in Moscow 
as Vice President, that I first spoke to the people of the Soviet Union 
on radio and television. In that speech I said:

Let our aim be not victory over other peoples but the victory of all mankind over 
hunger, want, misery, and disease, wherever it exists in the world.*

1972, pp. 197 ff.
‘ /did., pp.237-240.
«Ibid., 1973,m. 283-285.
* American Foreign PoUcy: Current Documents, 1959, p. 893.
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The agreements we have reached at these summit meetings on 
health, for example, including this year’s agreement on artificial heart 
research, will help us toward that great victory. At the same time, they 
will give the people of both of our countries a positive stake in peace.

This is crucially important. Traditionally, when peace has been main
tained, it has been maintained primarily because of the fear of war. Ne
gotiators have been spurred in their efforts either by the desire to end 
a war or by the fear that their failure would begin a war.

The peace we seek now to build is a permanent peace. And nothing 
permanent can be built on fear alone. By giving both of our nations a 
positive stake in peace—by giving both of our peoples hope, something 
to look forward to as the results of peace—we create a more solid 
framework on which a lasting structure of peace can be built and on 
which it then can stand strong through the years.

The peace we seek to build is one that is far more than simply the 
absence of war. We seek a peace in which each man, woman, and child 
can look forward to a richer and a fuller life. This is what the people of 
the Soviet Union want. This is what the people of America want. And 
this is what the people of all nations want.

Our two nations are great nations. They are strong nations, the two 
strongest nations in the world.

Too often in the past, the greatness of a nation has been measured 
primarily in terms of its success in war. The time has come to set a 
new standard for the measure of greatness of a nation. Let our measure 
of greatness be not by the way we use our strength for war and destruc
tion, but how we work together for peace and for progress for ourselves 
and for all mankind.

Let us recognize that to be great, a strong nation need not impose its 
will on weaker nations. A great nation will establish its place in history 
by the example it sets, by the purposes for which its power is used, by 
the respect that it shows for the rights of others, by the contribution it 
makes toward building a new world in which the weak will be as safe 
as the strong.

In these meetings, we have been seeking to insure that the power of 
both of our nations will be used not for war and destruction but, rather, 
for peace and for progress.

Our two nations will continue to have differences. We have different 
systems, and in many respects we have different values. Inevitably our 
interests will not always be in accord. But the important thing is that 
we are learning to negotiate where we have differences, to narrow them 
where possible, and to move ahead together in an expanding field of 
mutual interests.

One of the most important aspects of our developing new relation
ship might be stated this way: Just as a cloth is stronger than the 
threads from which it is made, so the network of agreements we have 
been weavmg is greater than the sum of its parts. With these agree
ments we have been creating a pattern of interrelationships, of habits 
of cooperation and arrangements for consultation—all of which inter-
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act with one another to strengthen the fabric of the new relationship. 
Thus, each new agreement is important not only for itself but also for 
the added strength and stability it brings to our relations overall.

We have been weaving this fabric of cooperation not just because we 
are idealistic about peace—and we are—but because we are practical 
about peace. The words of the agreements we sign are important. Even 
more important is how we carry them out in practice—how we trans
late the ideal of peaceful cooperation into the practice of peaceful co
operation. In this growing network of agreements, of exchanges, of 
patterns of cooperation, we are demonstrating not just the ideal of 
peace but the practice of peace.

In the course of many years I have visited memorials to the dead of 
many wars, in many countries. Yesterday, I laid a wreath at one of the 
most moving memorials I have eyer seen—the Khatyn Memorial, out
side Minsk. A huge bronze statue of Joseph Kaminsky, the village 
blacksmith, carrying his 15-year-old dead son in his arms, stands today 
above the graves of what was the village of Khatyn.

Chimneys stand where the houses were, with a memorial bell in each 
chimney tolling for the dead, not only W  Khatyn but also for the 
hundreds of other villages that were destroyed and the millions of 
others who died—a stark reminder to all nations, and for all time, of 
the terrible cost of war.

As I laid the wreath, I thought of the people of Khatyn, and I thought 
especially of the children of Khatyn. I reflected on the fact that our 
efforts now must be directed not against any one nation or group of na
tions but against the evil of war itself.

And I also thought of the living memorial that we today must build— 
the living memorial of a lasting peace, so that the children of those who 
sacrificed in war, and their children’s children, can be spared the trag
edy of Khatyn and can know instead the security of a human brother
hood that reaches across the boundaries of all nations.

When we first met at the summit two years ago, both sides were 
venturing into the untried waters of something new. And we were per
haps a bit uncertain, even apprehensive, about where it would lead.

But now we and the leaders of the Soviet Union have come to know 
one another. Each of us has a much fuller understanding of the policies 
of the other country, even where those policies differ.

Thus we have been able to meet this year, as we will again next year 
in the United States, not in an atmosphere of crisis but, rather, in an 
atmosphere of confidence—confidence that the work we have em
barked on is going forward.

In fact it might be said that the most remarkable thing about this 
summit meeting is that it is taking place so routinely, so familiarly— 
as a part of a continuing pattern that would have seemed inconceivable 
just a few years ago.

Peace is not only a condition; if it is to last, it must also be a continuing 
process. And these meetings are an example of that process in action.

As allies in World War II, we fought side by side in the most terrible
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war in all human history. And together with our allies we won the vic
tory. In winning that victory, the people of the Soviet Union and the 
people of the United States shared a common hope that we also had 
won a lasting peace. That hope was frustrated; but now we have a new 
opportunity.

Winning victory in war is difficult. It requires extraordinary courage, 
stamina, and dedication from every individual citizen in the nation. But 
in some ways, the building of a lasting peace is even more difficult than 
waging war because it is more complex. We must bring to the task of 
building that peace the same kind of courage, of stamina, of dedication 
that inspired us in our struggle for victory in war.

And the fact that our task of building peace is more complex does not 
mean that we cannot succeed.

Let me give a striking example which demonstrates that point. In the 
whole field of modern technology, no mission is more complex than the 
mission of sending men into space. The joint Soviet-American space 
mission planned for next year, the joint Soyuz-Apollo mission, is in 
many ways symbolic of the new relationship we are building between 
our two nations.

It is symbolic for several reasons, reasons which carry important 
lessons about that new relationship.

For one thing, the rocket technology developed for war is being used 
for peace. And for another, Soviet and American spacemen starting 
from their separate countries will find their way toward one another 
and join with one another— ĵust as we are doing and must continue to 
do across the whole range of our relationship.

By standardizing their docking techniques they will make interna
tional rescue missions possible in case future space missions encounter 
trouble in space; thus they will make space safer for the astronauts 
and cosmonauts of both of our countries— ĵust as our new relationship 
can make life on earth safer for the people of both of our countries.

Finally, and perhaps more important, this joint mission—for which 
our astronauts are now here in the Soviet Union training alongside 
your cosmonauts—is being made possible by careful planning, by pre
cise engineering, by a process of working and building together step by 
step to reach a goal that we share. And this is the way that together we 
can build a peace, a peace that will last.

One of the greatest of your writers, Leo Tolstoy, once told this story. 
A very old man was planting apple trees. He was asked: “What are you 
planting apple trees for? It will be a long time before they bear fruit, 
and you will not live to eat a single apple.” The old man replied, “I will 
never eat them, but others will, and they will thank me.”

Our two nations bear a shared responsibility toward the entire world. 
And we, too, must plant now so that future generations will reap a har
vest of peace—a peace in which our children can live together as bro
thers and sisters, joining hands across the ocean in friendship and ush
ering in a new era in which war is behind us and in which together, in
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peace, we can work toward a better life for our people and for all people. 
Spasibo i do svidaniye. [Thank you and goodby.]

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 2, 1974 i

Like you, Mr. Chairman, we were saddened to learn of the death of 
the very distinguished President of Argentina, General Peron, who for 
so many years played a major role not only in the affairs of his country 
but in those of the world at large. On behalf of my delegation I should 
like to extend our very sincere and heartfelt condolences to our Argen
tine colleagues.

On a happier note I should like to take this opportunity to extend a 
personal welcome to two leaders of delegations who are with us today 
for the first time: Ambassador Maciel, Permanent Representative of 
Brazil, and Ambassador Lalovid, Permanent Representative of Yugo
slavia. These two diplomats have both had long and distinguished 
careers and are well known to many of you. I know that they will make 
valuable contributions to our efforts, and I am looking forward to 
working closely with them during the sumnier session.

It is once again my very pleasant task to extend our greetings to 
Aml^assador Pastinen, Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General, and to Mr. Corradini, Alternate Representative of the Secre
tary-General, to Mrs. Gill and to the other members of the Secretariat, 
whose expert assistance and services are such an invaluable aid to us 
all.

Today as we resume our work the leaders of my country and those of 
the Soviet Union are completing the third of a series of historic meet
ings. In our view these meetings at the summit provide an important 
opportunity for the leaders of our two countries to exchange ideas and 
perceptions about international affairs. They also offer an opportunity 
to deal with bilateral issues in the field of arms control, more particu
larly by attempting to limit the arms race through effective arms- 
control agreements. Thirdly, the two sides seek to work out co-operative 
arrangements in various fields designed to give each side a stake in a 
moderate course and in a constructive foreign policy. The work in the 
field of arms control is, of course, of the greatest interest to this Com
mittee. I hope to be able to report to you on the course of the Moscow 
discussions on this subject at an early date.

I should now like to turn to two subjects raised by members of the 
Committee in the spring session. At our 635th plenary meeting the rep
resentative of Sweden, Mrs. Thorsson, stated her Government’s belief 
that confidence between States could be promoted by more openness 
as r^ards defence expenditures, and that this increased confidence 
could then lead to measures of disarmament. She suggested that the

' CCD/PV. 639, pp. 6-9.
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Committee examine the possibilities of bringing about an inquiry 
among States about their willingness to account in comparable terms 
for their defence expenditures and explain how these expenditures have 
been assigned to different purposes.  ̂The Swedish delegation also sub
mitted a useful working paper (CCD/421) analyzing data on defence 
expenditures that could be made generally available in order to in
crease mutual confidence.®

There is, of course, as Mrs. Thorsson noted, a problem in establish
ing the comparability of budget information which might be provided. 
This problem is currently under study by an expert group convened by 
the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3093B 
(XXVIII).  ̂ With respect to this group’s work, we agree entirely with 
the remarks made to the General Assembly by the representative of 
Mexico. Mr. Garcia Robles said that;

Among the various points that the report should endeavour to elucidate, it would be 
desbable to give prominence to the criteria that should be applied in order to arrive at a 
generally^accepted definition of what is to be understood by military budgets.®

We sincerely hope that the Secretary-General’s study will arrive at 
such a definition, as we believe that it is only by such an approach that 
we can hope to make possible the serious and thorough consideration 
of this important aspect of work in the disarmament field.

Meanwhile my delegation welcomes the suggestion for more open
ness in defence expenditures. We agree that greater knowledge about 
the defence expenditures of various countries could promote confidence 
among States by allaying concerns that arise out of suspicion and mis
understandings. Such information could also be very useful in ap
proaching the important question of effective restraints on conventional 
weapons.

My delegation was also interested to hear the representative of 
Nigeria, Mr. Clark, say in his intervention of 23 May that his Govern
ment intends to look again at the 1964 Declaration of the OAU regard
ing a nuclear-free zone for Africa.® Committee members may recall 
that the proposal about which Mr. Clark spoke was endorsed in resolu
tion 2033 of the twentieth session of the General Assembly.  ̂In indicat
ing support for that resolution the United States representative to the 
First Committee said that the United States welcomed the initiative of 
the States of Africa, and a concurrent initiative of the States of Latin 
America, in undertaking studies with a view to achieving and main
taining a nuclear-free status for those regions.*

Since that time the Latin-American Nuclear-Free Zone has become 
a reality with the negotiation of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, to which a

^Ante, pp. 136-139.
’ Ante, pp. 123-135.
* Documents (m Disarmament, 197S, pp. 877-878. 
» A/PV.2179(prov.).p.67.
 ̂Ante, pp. 154-155.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 624-626.

* Ibid., pp. 597-599.
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majority of the States of Latin America have adhered and which a 
majority of nuclear Powers have J^eed to respect through their ad
herence to its additional Protocol II. If African nations should decide to 
re-examine this question, my delegation believes that that could be a 
constructive development.®

In 1965 the United States delegation suggested four criteria for the 
establishment of a nuclear-free zone, whether in Africa or elsewhere. 
The proposed criteria, which were further refined in the following year, 
were that the initiative should be taken by the States in the region 
concerned; the zone should preferably include all States in the area 
whose participation is deemed important; the creation of a zone should 
not disturb necessary security arrangements; and provision should be 
made for adequate verification, which would include procedures for 
follow-up of alleged violations to give reasonable assurance of compli
ance. My Government would be interested in further expressions of 
views on this subject.

I should now like to turn to one of the priority interests of this Com
mittee—our work toward the objective of effective restraints on chem
ical weapons (CW). During our recess my Government continued its 
studies of CW, and we will participate with experts in the informal 
meeting beginning on 17 July. We plan to submit at that time working 
papers based on our studies which I believe will be of interest to the 
Committee. We hope that the work of this session will bring us closer 
to solution of the difficult problems inherent in CW, particularly those 
of verification.

My colleagues will recall that in our spring session I commented 
briefly on non-proliferation in the light of the Indian test of a nuclear- 
explosive device. I should now like to reaffirm to the Committee that 
there has been no change whatsoever in the long-standing policy of the 
United States against the proliferation of nuclear-explosive devices. We 
continue to support the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) ** as one of 
the most signihcant contributions to disarmament and world peace. 
We therefore continue to urge those states which have not adhered to 
the Treaty to do so.

I should also like to make it clear that there has been no change in the 
view of the United States regarding the relationship between nuclear- 
explosive devices for peaceful purposes and nuclear weapons. My Gov
ernment stated this view on many occasions during the negotiation of 
the NPT, and also in connexion with the Treaty of Tlatelolco. Thus our 
instrument of ratification of additional Protocol II of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco states that the United States Government “considers that 
the technology of making nuclear-explosive devices for peaceful pur
poses is indistinguishable from the technology of making nuclear 
weapons.” "

’ Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83. 
Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465. 

“ im ., 1971, p. 312.
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We have placed on record in the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) the understanding inherent in all our bilateral agreements 
for co-operation in the nuclear field that the use of any material or 
equipment supplied by the United States under such agreements for 
any nuclear-explosive device is precluded; and the understanding, 
inherent in the safeguards agreements related to such co-operation 
agreements, that the IAEA would verify inter alia that the safe
guarded material was not used for any nuclear-explosive device. The 
continued cooperation of the United States with other countries in the 
nuclear field is dependent on the assurance that these understandings 
will continue to be respected in the future.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 2, 19741

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation adds its condolences to yours on 
the death of the President of the Argentine Republic, Juan Peron. We 
offer our deep sympathy to the Argentine delegation in this Committee.

We should like to welcome our new colleagues: Ambassador Jorge 
Maciel, representative of Brazil, and Ambassador Milos Lalovid, repre
sentative of Yugoslavia, to whom we wish all success in their work on 
this Committee. We also greet Ambassador Illka Pastinen, represent
ing the Secretary-General, and his staff, and all our fellow members 
of the Committee on Disarmament.

Today the Committee on Disarmament is resuming its deliberations 
after a brief recess. It will continue its work in the atmosphere of fur
ther international detente. During the period between the spring and 
summer sessions of the Committee, events took place which attest the 
steady improvement of the international climate and the normaliza
tion of the world situation. These events include the cessation of hostil
ities between Syria and Israel and the conclusion of the agreement on 
military disengagement. The conflict in the Middle East is now reach
ing the stage of political settlement. The favourable process in pres
ent-day international affairs is facilitated by the further positive 
development of relations between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America, which is reflected by the meeting and talks now 
being concluded between Mr. L.I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and 
President Richard Nixon of the United States.

The detente must become irreversible and its political character 
must be supplemented by a military detente. In order to consolidate 
this process in Europe, the site of two world wars and of the largest 
concentration of arms and armed forces, the Conference on European 
Security and Co-operation is continuing its deliberations, and the talks

> CCD/PV.639.PP. 10-15.
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on the reduction of arms and armed forces in Central Europe are being 
carried on in Vienna.

These important developments in international affairs create better 
prerequisites for talks on disarmament problems, including those held 
within the Committee on Disarmament, whose session is opening 
today.

At its present session the Committee is to continue negotiations on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. This question invariably attracts 
the attention of a large number of States. The Soviet Union, of course, 
advocates the complete prohibition of chemical means of warfare. This 
USSR position is reflected in the draft convention of the socialist coun
tries submitted to the Committee by seven of its members on 
28th March 1972 (CCD/361).^

We note with satisfaction that the draft convention on the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons introduced by Japan in April * contains pro
visions similar to those already included in the draft of the socialist 
countries already mentioned. The Japanese draft provides for an un
dertaking by all States never in any circumstances to develop, produce, 
stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain chemical weapons, equipment 
or means of delivery designed to use such weapons for military pur
poses. But, unlike the draft convention of the socialist countries, the 
Japanese draft contains an article IV which stipulates that the parties 
may take provisional measures providing for exemptions from the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. What will those exemptions be? The 
Japanese draft convention does not answer this question. The States 
whose approach is taken into consideration by article IV, permitting 
limitations and exemptions from the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
have not yet defined their attitude on the exact scope of the prohibition 
of such weapons. It is therefore not clear to what extent and in what 
direction those States intend to make use of the provisions of the article.

We are awaiting an answer to this question from the United States 
and other Western countries to enable us to state our attitude towards 
the basic provision of the Japanese draft convention regarding the scope 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons. When the position of the United 
States and other Western countries on the scope of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons has been defined, it will be possible to judge if there 
exist favourable prospects for progress in the negotiations on the prob
lem of prohibiting chemical means of warfare. At the summer session 
of the Committee, efforts should be made to advance the negotiations 
for reaching agreement on the draft convention on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

Closely connected with the problem of such prohibition is the task of 
bringing the international Convention on the prohibition of bacteriolog
ical (biological) weapons * into operation as rapidly as possible. His-

 ̂Domments on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 99-106.
 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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torically the prohibition of chemical weapons and the prohibition of 
bacteriological weapons were discussed as interconnected problems. 
The conclusion of the Convention on bacteriological weapons was 
viewed as a step towards the prohibition also of chemical weapons. This 
step met everywhere a very positive response as a measure of practical 
disarmament. To put that measure into effect at an early date, the 
States depositaries of the Convention on bacteriological weapons must 
speed the process of its ratification. For our part we should like to in
form the members of the Committee that the Soviet Union intends to 
ratify the Convention this year.

An important task before the Committee is to continue the search for 
a solution to the problem of the reduction and removal of the danger of 
a nuclear-missile war. An agreement on the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon tests would be an important step in this direction. The Soviet 
side considers that nuclear-weapon tests, including underground tests, 
should be discontinued everywhere and by all. The Soviet Union is 
making efforts in this direction both in bilateral negotiations and in 
multilateral bodies. Referring to the negotiations with the United 
States on this problem, the General Secretary of the Central Commit
tee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, L. I. Brezhnev, said in 
his speech of 14 June:

We are in favour of the United States and the Soviet Union showing, by mutual agree
ment, maximum restraint in the further development of their armaments and reaching 
an understanding which would make it possible to prevent the creation of ever new sys
tems of strategic weapons. We are prepared to come to an agreement with the United 
States immediately on the limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests pending their 
complete cessation within an agreed time.®

The question of control over underground nuclear tests has been dis
cussed for a number of years. The Soviet side cannot agree to the un
substantiated claim that control over the cessation of such tests should 
be exercised through international on-site inspection. This claim blocks 
progress in the negotiations on the problem. As the Soviet side has re
peatedly stated, the national means of detection and identification of 
underground nuclear explosions provide the necessary facilities for re
vealing violations by States of their obligations to end underground 
nuclear tests.

Another important task in curbing the danger of war, and above all 
of nuclear war, is to achieve agreement on other measures related to 
disarmament and arms-race limitation. A number of important inter
national agreements have been concluded in this field, without which 
present-day international affairs would be difficult to imagine. These 
are the treaties providing for the banning of nuclear tests in three 
media: in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water,® for the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons ’’ and for prohibition of the emplace-

® Ante, p. 179 (variant translation).
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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ment of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the 
sea-bed and the ocean floor.* Efforts should be made to enlarge partici
pation in these treaties. The accession of a large number of States to 
these international instruments will make them more effective and will 
ensure that the objectives which the participants set themselves when 
concluding these important international instruments are fulfilled. The 
attempts by the representatives of certain States to belittle the signifi
cance of the treaties concluded in the nuclear field and to misrepresent 
their purposes are not compatible with the task of strengthening peace 
and security, easing international tensions and advancing the disarma
ment talks.

In speaking about the significance of international disarmament 
agreements, special mention should be made of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons added in March 1970 to the interna
tional documents and agreements in force. This treaty deals with the 
very critical and pressing problem of preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons. Failure to implement it would be fraught with fju’-reaching 
adverse consequences. We regret to note that a number of important 
so-called near-nuclear States have not yet become parties to the Treaty. 
Next spring a conference of the parties to the treaty is to be convened 
to review its operation—how its purposes and provisions are being 
realized. That conference should consider measures to ensure a greater 
participation of States in the non-proliferation Treaty.

At the last session of the Disarmament Committee the representa
tives of Mexico, Sweden and Poland raised the question of the imple
mentation of measures for the further demilitarization of the sea-bed 
and the ocean floor. As you will recall, as far back as 1969 the Soviet 
Union submitted to the Committee on Disarmament a draft treaty pro
viding for the complete demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean 
floor.® The negotiations on that problem resulted in a partial solution 
and in the conclusion of the Treaty prohibiting the emplacement in the 
said environment of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. 
However, the question of the complete demilitarization of the sea-bed 
is by no means disposed of, and the Soviet proposal of 1969 still stands. 
The USSR delegation would like to point out that the sea-bed Treaty, 
which entered into force in 1972, obliges the parties to continue nego
tiations on further measures for the demilitarization of the sea-bed. It 
is the opinion of the Soviet side that the negotiations on this question 
should begin this very year. The time is approaching for convening a 
conference to review the operation of the treaty. The obligations under 
that treaty, including obligations to continue negotiations on further 
demilitarization of the sea-bed, must be strictly observed.

In recent years the United Nations General Assembly has discussed 
and adopted on the initiative of the USSR a number of important rec
ommendations. Thus in 1971 [1972] it declared, on behalf of its Member

* i m . ,  1971, pp. 7-11.
»Ibid., 1969, pp. 112-113.
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States, that they were renouncing the use of force in international rela
tions and that the use of nuclear weapons was permanently prohib
ited.*® For its part, the USSR declares that it is ready to enter into 
multilateral or bilateral negotiations to conclude an agreement on this 
question. Such an agreement would do much to reduce the threat of 
nuclear war and ensure international security.

The USSR proposal to convene a world disarmament conference " 
has gained wide support among States. Such a conference would give a 
new impetus to the adoption of further measures in the field of dis
armament. Nevertheless, some States continue to impede the con
vening of such a conference and thus create obstacles preventing the 
development of broad international co-operation in disarmament.

The incessant growth of military expenditure indicates the accelera
tion of the arms race. To curb this race it would be important to imple
ment the General Assembly recommendation on the reduction of the 
military budgets of the five permanent members of the Security Coun
cil by 10 per cent and the use of a part of the funds thus saved to pro
vide assistance to developing countries.*  ̂ But we have to admit that 
there are great difficulties in the way of carrying out this vital recom
mendation of the General Assembly because of the opposition on the 
part of some permanent members of the Security Council. The States 
interested in the termination of the arms race and in obtaining addi
tional resources for economic development will have to make major 
efforts to eliminate the obstacles to a reduction of the armaments of 
the militarily most important States, which bear a special responsi
bility for preserving peace and international security.

The Soviet Union is a champion of international detente. It advocates 
real changes in the field of disarmament. We consider it necessary to 
develop broad co-operation in the field of disarmament based on the 
principles of equal security for all States, with no unilateral advantages 
for some countries to the detriment of the interests of other parties to 
the agreement. At the same time we note with regret that the arms race 
continues. Referring to the arms race, L. I. Brezhnev said in his speech 
of 14 June:

The generally-known facts indicate that the arms race, the rivalry in the creation of 
the most dangerous types of weapons of mass destruction, were imposed on us. It was 
not we who started to create atomic bombs, submarines with strategic missiles, multiple 
warheads and many other weapons.'®

At the Disarmament Committee session which is opening today, as 
at its previous sessions, the Soviet delegation will make every effort to 
contribute to progress in the disarmament negotiations, mindful, of 
course, that these negotiations can be successful only if there is good 
will and readiness on the part of all States to put an end to the arms 
race and to carry out realistic measures in this field.

>« Ibid., 1972, pp. 848-850.
■' Ibid., 1971, pp. 595-596.

Ibid., 1973, pp. 875-878.
Ante, p. 179 (variant translation).
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Swedish Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament: Some Observations on the Japanese Draft Con
vention on Chemical Weapons, July 2, 1974^

The value of a future convention prohibiting development, produc
tion and stockpiling of chemical weapons will depend both on the final 
scope and on the temporary suspensions which may be prescribed. The 
final scope is established in Article I of the draft convention presented 
by the Delegation of Japan. The question of the more immediate scope 
is dealt with in Article IV, which presents two main alternatives. Be
fore discussing these two alternatives it might be helpful to present a 
general framework for reference to the different categories of chemical 
compounds.

A Method for Categorization

Each known chemical compound can be assigned to one point 
in a bounded surface (CC), as illustrated in the figure below.

CC = Chemical Compounds.

00

The concern of the present discussion is chemical warfare agents 
(CWA), represented in the figure below by a smaller bounded surface 
within the category of chemical compounds. Those chemical compounds 
which have peaceful uses are designated PCC. As some compounds or 
agents have both peaceful and warfare uses, the two areas PCC and 
CWA overlap to some extent. Thus, the figure shows the areas CWA 
and PCC as well as the overlap area DPWA, which represents the dual 
purpose agents.

 ̂CCD/427 and corollary 1, July 2, 1974. The Japanese draft convention appears ante, 
pp.99-106.
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CWA = Chemical Warfare Agents. DPWA = Dual Purpose Chemical Warfare Agents.
PCC = Chemical Compounds for Peaceful Use.

By this presentation it is possible to categorize the chemical com
pounds covered—or not covered—by a convention. In this way, it is 
possible to describe the scope more illustratively.

The surfaces are of course not proportional to reality, since the whole 
surface represents millions of chemical compounds, while the chemical 
warfare agents conceivably are only some few thousands compounds.

Interpretations of the Japanese Draft Convention

In the following we shall try to apply this method to the Japanese 
draft convention in the hope that this could possibly be'of some assist
ance as to its proper understanding and further clarification. The fig
ure below is intended to illustrate the present interpretation of the 
Swedish Delegation in regard to the provisions of scope in the draft 
convention. Article I (a): “Chemical agents of types that have no 
justification for . . .  peaceful purposes”. ..  ̂is interpreted to mean 
that the overall scope of the draft excludes the DPWA and corresponds 
to the area CWA, in the figure above.

In addition Article I (a) by its reference: “Chemical agents . . .  in 
quantities that have no justification . . .  for peaceful purposes” im
plies that unwarranted large quantities of DPWA are forbidden. (This 
sentence in Article I could also be said to cover unwarranted quantities 
of such CWA, which are retained for research and development of 
protective measures).

In the Swedish interpretation of Annex I (A) 1, the area marked 
CSB insiide the CWA area represents chemical warfare agents tempo
rarily suspended from the ban by the schedule to this Article.
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C W A ( dpwa) p c c

CWA = Chemical Warfare Agents. DPWA = Dual PurMse Chemical Warfare Agents. 
PCC = Chemical Compounds for Peaceful Use. CSB = Compounds suspended from the 

ban. OBL = Obligatorily Banned Chemical Warfare Agents.

The proposal of the Delegation of Japan means—it would seem— 
that the schedule to this Annex could include a suspension of the ban 
in Article I (a) also on unjustified quantities of dual purpose agents. 
This interpretation is illustrated in the figure above by that part of the 
area marked CSB which juts into the area DPWA.

The second sentence of Annex I (B) indicates that the schedule to 
that Annex lists obligatorily banned compounds, which would corre
spond to the area marked OBL in the figure above.

It seems to the Swedish Delegation that the first sentence of Annex 
I (B) 1 only reiterates Annex I (A) 1. One consequence of this interpre
tation would be that a convention using alternative Annex I (B) 1 must 
have two schedules. One schedule would list those chemical agents, 
which could never be excluded from the ban (“the obligatories”), the 
other schedule would list suspensions. However, the existence of a 
schedule listing suspensions also in Annex I (B) is not apparent in the 
draft convention.

One would also have to discuss to what categories components for 
binary chemical warfare agents belong, how yet undiscovered chemical 
warfare agents would be covered by the draft convention, etc.

This working paper deals only with the chemical compounds covered 
by the convention, but the same method of analysis could also be ap
plied to the activities and the equipment covered by the draft conven
tion, according to Article I.

Questions

With reference to the analysis above the Swedish Delegation would 
like to pose the following questions which could usefully be discussed 
at the meeting with experts on July 17,1974.

(1) Are there any special intentions behind the use of the very com
prehensive term “chemical agents” in the draft convention CCD/420 
Article I (a)?
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(2) Would it be possible instead to use the expression “chemical war
fare agents”, as defined in the footnote above and illustrated in the fig
ure as the area CWA?

(3) Are components for binary production of chemical warfare 
agents clearly covered by the draft convention?

(4) Are dual purpose agents covered by means of the quantity cri
terion in the draft convention, Article I (a)?

(5) Although toxins are covered in the B-convention, would it not be 
necessary to state explicitly that they are covered also by a chemical 
convention?

(6) Will the schedule of Annex I (A) be valid for all Parties or will 
every Party have its own list of exemptions to be accepted by other 
Parties?

(7) Should a dual purpose agent (DPWA) be exempted in the sched
ule of Annex I (A) by a Party who intends to retain it, or produce it, as 
a chemical warfare agent?

(8) Shall the schedule of unconditionally prohibited CW-agents in 
Annex I (B) comprise both classes of agents, such as supertoxic agents, 
and individual agents, such as e.g., one particular nerve gas?

(9) Should Annex I (B) have a list like Annex I (A) of exempted 
agents (CSB)?

(10) Should it be possible to make both additions and subtractions in 
the schedules of Annex I (A) and I (B), after the schedules have been 
agreed upon?

In comparison with the earlier Japanese working paper CCD/413  ̂
the draft convention CCD/420 is more comprehensive and less dis
criminatory, as it covers all activities, i.e., development, production, 
stockpiling and other ways of acquiring chemical agents, weapons, 
ammunition, equipment, means of delivery etc.

However, this construction has another side as well. It seems that if 
a chemical warfare agent is exempt from the ban, the exemption auto
matically covers all activities connected with this chemical agent. 
Against this background also the following question could be discussed:

(11) Should particular activities under Article I (b) be subject to ex
plicit exemptions from the ban under Annex I (A) and possibly I (B)?

Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, July 3, 1974>

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

’ Documents on DisarmaTnent, 1973, pp. 520-524.
‘ Department o f State Bulletin, July 29,1974, pp. 217-218.
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Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to take effective measures to
ward reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control,

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1963 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water * in its Preamble to seek to achieve the discon
tinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, and to 
continue negotiations to this end.

Noting that the adoption of measures for the further limitation of 
underground nuclear weapon tests would contribute to the achieve
ment of these objectives and would meet the interests of strengthening 
peace and the further relaxation of international tension,

Reaffffming their adherence to the objectives and principles of the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water and of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons,®

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

1. Each Party undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry out 
any underground nuclear weapon test having a yield exceeding 150 
kilotons at any place under its jurisdiction or control, beginning 
March 31,1976.

2. Each Party shall limit the number of its underground nuclear 
weapon tests to a minimum.

3. The Parties shall continue their negotiations with a view toward 
achieving a solution to the problem of the cessation of all underground 
nuclear weapon tests.

A r t ic l e  II

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the 
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means 
of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with the generally 
recognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical 
means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with 
paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of 
this Treaty the Parties shall, as necessary, consult with each other.

‘ Documents on Disannament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^IMd., pp. 491-495.
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make inquiries and furnish information in response to such inquiries.

A r tic le  III

The provisions of this Treaty do not extend to underground nuclear 
explosions carried out by the Parties for peaceful purposes. Under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes shall be governed by 
an agreement which is to be negotiated and concluded by the Parties at 
the earliest possible time.

A rticle  IV

This Treaty shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the 
constitutional procedures of each Party. This Treaty shall enter into 
force on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification.

A r tic le  V

1. This Treaty shall remain in force for a period of five years. Unless 
replaced earlier by an agreement in implementation of the objectives 
spiecified in paragraph 3 of Article I of this Treaty, it shall be extended 
for successive five-year periods unless either Party notifies the other of 
its termination no later than six months prior to the expiration of the 
Treaty. Before the expiration of this period the Parties may, as neces
sary, hold consultations to consider the situation relevant to the sub
stance of this Treaty and to introduce possible amendments to the text 
of the Treaty.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the 
right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its 
supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party 
six months prior to withdrawal from this Treaty. Such notice shall in
clude a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party re
gards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.

3. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Char
ter of the United Nations.

D o n e  at Moscow on July 3, 1974, in duplicate, in the English and 
Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States For the Union of Soviet
of America; Socialist Republics:

Richard  N lxon L. Br ezh n ev

President of General Secretary
the United States of the Central

of America Committee of the
CPSU
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Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, July 3, 1974’

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed to limit underground nuclear weapon tests.
Have agreed as follows:

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the 
obligations of the Parties under the Treaty by national technical means, 
the Parties shall, on the basis of reciprocity, exchange the following 
data:

a. The geographic coordinates of the boundaries of each test site and 
of the boundaries of the geophysically distinct testing areas therein.

b. Information on the geology of the testing areas of the sites (the 
rock characteristics of geological formations and the basic physical 
properties of the rock, i.e., density, seismic velocity, water saturation, 
porosity and depth of water table).

c. The geographic coordinates of underground nuclear weapon tests, 
after they have been conducted.

d. Yield, date, time, depth and coordinates for two nuclear weapon 
tests for calibration purposes from each geophysically distinct testing 
area where underground nuclear weapon tests have been and are to be 
conducted. In this connection the yield of such explosions for calibra
tion purposes should be as near as possible to the limit defined in Ar
ticle I of the Treaty and not less than one-tenth of that limit. In the case 
of testing areas where data are not available on two tests for calibra
tion purposes, the data pertaining to one such test shall be exchanged, 
if available, and the data pertaining to the second test shall be ex
changed as soon as possible after a second test having a yield in the 
above-mentioned range. The provisions of this Protocol shall not re
quire the Parties to conduct tests solely for calibration purposes.

2. The Parties agree that the exchange of data pursuant to subpara
graphs a, b, and d of paragraph >1 shall be carried out simultaneously 
with the exchange of instruments of ratification of the Treaty, as pro
vided in Article IV of the Treaty, having in mind that the Parties shall, 
on the basis of reciprocity, afford each other the opportunity to famil
iarize themselves with these data before the exchange of instruments 
of ratification.

3. Should a Party specify a new test site or testing area after the 
entry into force of the Treaty, the data called for by subparagraphs a 
and b of paragraph 1 shall be transmitted to the other Party in advance 
of use of that site or area. The data called for by subparagraph d of 
paragraph 1 shall also be transmitted in advance of use of that site or

' D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, July 29,1974, p. 218. The Treaty appears supra.
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area if they are available; if they are not available, they shall be trans
mitted as soon as possible after they have been obtained by the trans
mitting Party.

4. The Parties agree that the test sites of each Party shall be located 
at places under its jurisdiction or control and that all nuclear weapon 
tests shall be conducted solely within the testing areas specified in 
accordance with paragraph 1.

5. For the purposes of the Treaty, all underground nuclear explosions 
at the specified test sites shall be considered nuclear weapon tests and 
shall be. subject to all the provisions of the Treaty relating to nuclear 
weapon tests. The provisions of Article III of the Treaty apply to all un
derground nuclear explosions conducted outside of the specified test 
sites, and only to such explosions.

This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Treaty.

D o n e  at Moscow on July 3,1974.

For the United States For the Union of Soviet
of America: Socialist Republics:

R ic h a r d  N ix o n  L. Br e z h n e v

President of the General Secretary of the
United States Central Committee
of America of the CPSU

Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, July 3, 1974'

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the Basic Principles of Relations between the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
signed on May 29,1972,*

Desiring to further the objectives of the Treaty between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems signed on May 26,1972, 
hereinafter referred to as the Treaty,*

Reaffirming their conviction that the adoption of further measures 
for the limitation of strategic arms would contribute to strengthening 
international peace and security.

Proceeding from the premise that further limitation of anti-ballistic 
missile systems will create more favorable conditions for the comple-

' Department o f State Bulletin ̂ July 29,1974, pp. 216-217.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-^9. 
Ubid.,pp, 197-201.
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tion of work on a permanent agreement on more complete measures for 
the limitation of strategic offensive arms,

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

1. Each Party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of 
the two provided in Article III of the Treaty for deployment of anti- 
ballistic missile (ABM) systems or their components and accordingly 
shall not exercise its right to deploy an ABM system or its components 
in the second of the two ABM system deployment areas permitted by 
Article III of the Treaty, except as an exchange of one permitted area 
for the other in accordance with Article II of this Protocol.

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article II of this Protocol: 
the United States of America shall not deploy an ABM system or its 
components in the area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article 
III (a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union shall not deploy an ABM 
system or its components in the deployment area of intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) silo launchers as permitted by Article III (b) 
of the Treaty.

A r t ic l e  II

1. Each Party shall have the right to dismantle or destroy its ABM 
system and the components thereof in the area where they are pres
ently deployed and to deploy an ABM system or its components in the 
alternative area permitted by Article III of the Treaty, provided that 
prior to initiation of construction, notification is given in accord with 
the procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission, dur
ing the year beginning October 3,1977 and ending October 2,1978, or 
during any year which commences at five year intervals thereafter, 
those being the years for periodic review of the Treaty, as provided in 
Article XIV of the Treaty. This right may be exercised only once.

2. Accordingly, in the event of such notice, the United States would 
have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its compo
nents in the deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an 
ABM system or its components in an area centered on its capital, as 
permitted by Article III (a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would 
have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its com
ponents in the area centered on its capital and to deploy an ABM sys
tem or its components in an area containing ICBM silo launchers, as 
permitted by Article III (b) of the Treaty.

3. Dismantling or destruction and deployment of ABM systems or 
their components and the notification thereof shall be carried out in 
accordance with Article VIII of the ABM Treaty and procedures agreed 
to in the Standing Consultative Commission.

A r t ic l e  III

The rights and obligations established by the Treaty remain in
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force and shall be complied with by the Parties except to the extent 
modified by this Protocol. In particular, the deployment of an ABM 
system or its components within the area selected shall remain limited 
by the levels and other requirements established by the Treaty.

A r t ic l e  IV

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the 
constitutional procedures of each Party. It shall enter into force on 
the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification and shall there
after be considered an integral part of the Treaty.

DONE at Moscow on July 3, 1974, in duplicate, in the English and 
Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States For the Union of Soviet
of America: Socialist Republics;

R ic h a r d  N ix o n  L . Br e z h n e v

red Secretary c 
ntral Committ 
oftheCPSU

President of the United General Secretary of the
States of America Central Committee

Joint American-Soviet Statement on Dangers of Military Use of 
Environmental Modification, July 3, 1974'

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics:

Desiring to limit the potential danger to mankind from possible new 
means of warfare;

Taking into consideration that scientific and technical advances in 
environmental fields, including climate modification, may open pos
sibilities for using environmental modification techniques for military 
purposes;

Recognizing that such use could have widespread, longlasting, and 
severe effects harmful to human welfare;

Recognizing also that proper utilization of scientific and technical 
advances could improve the inter-relationship of man and nature;

1. Advocate the most effective measures possible to overcome the 
dangers of the use of environmental modification techniques for mili
tary purposes.

2. Have decided to hold a meeting of United States and Soviet rep
resentatives this year for the purpose of exploring this problem.

3. Have decided to discuss also what steps might be taken to bring 
about the measures referred to in paragraph 1.

Moscow, July 3,1974

' D epartm en t o f  S ta te  Bulletin, July 29,1974, p. 185.
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For the United States 
of America:

R ic h a r d  N ix o n

For the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics:

L. B r e z h n e v

President of the 
United States 
of America

General Secretary of 
the Central Committee 

oftheCPSU

Joint American-Soviet Communique, July 3, 1974’

In accordance with the agreement to hold regular US-Soviet meet
ings at the highest level and at the invitation, extended during the visit 
of General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union L. I. Brezhnev to the USA in June 1973, 
the President of the United States of America and Mrs. Richard Nixon 
paid an official visit to the Soviet Union from June 27 to July 3,1974.

During his stay President Nixon visited, in addition to Moscow, 
Minsk and the Southern Coast of the Crimea.

The President of the United States and the Soviet leaders held a 
thorough and useful exchange of views on major aspects of relations 
between the USA and the USSR and on the present international 
situation.

On the Soviet side the talks were conducted by L. I. Brezhnev, Gen
eral Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union; N. V. Podgorny, Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet; A. N. Kosygin, Chairman of the USSR Council ox 
Ministers; and A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
USSR.

Accompanying the President of the USA and participating in the 
talks was Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, US Secretary of State and Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs.

Also taking part in the talks were:

On the American Side: Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., American Ambassador 
to the USSR; General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., Assistant to the Pres
ident; Mr. Ronald L. Ziegler, Assistant to the President and Press 
Secretary; Major General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs; Mr. Helmut Sonnenfeldt, 
Counselor of the Department of State; and Mr. Arthur A. Hartman, 
Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs.

On the Soviet Side: A. F. Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the 
USA; A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee, CPSU; L. M. Zamyatin, Director General of 
TASS; and G. M. Korniyenko, Member of the Collegium of the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

The talks were held in a most businesslike and constructive atmos-

‘ D epartm en t o f  S ta te  B u lk tm , July 29,1974, pp. 185-191.
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phere and were marked by a mutual desire of both Sides to continue 
to strengthen understanding, confidence and peaceful cooperation 
between them and to contribute to the strengthening of international 
security and world peace.

I. P r o g r ess  in  Im proving  U S-Soviet  Rela tio n s

Having considered in detail the development of relations between 
the USA and the USSR since the US-Soviet summit meeting in May 
1972, both Sides noted with satisfaction that through their vigorous 
joint efforts they have brought about over this short period a funda
mental turn toward peaceful relations and broad, mutually beneficial 
cooperation in the interests of the peoples of both countries and of all 
mankind.

They emphasized the special importance for the favorable develop
ment of relations between the USA and the USSR of meetings of their 
leaders at the highest level, which are becoming established practice. 
These meetings provide opportunities for effective and responsible dis
cussion, for the solution of fundamental and important bilateral ques
tions, and for mutual contributions to the settlement of international 
problems affecting the interests of both countries.

Both Sides welcome the establishment of official contacts between 
the Congress of the US and the Supreme Soviet of the USSR. They will 
encourage a further development of such contacts, believing that they 
can play an important role.

Both sides confirmed their mutual determination to continue active
ly to reshape US-Soviet relations on the basis of peaceful coexistence 
and equal security, in strict conformity with the spirit and the letter 
of the agreements achieved between the two countries and their obliga
tions under those agreements. In this connection they noted once 
again the fundamental importance of the joint documents adopted as 
a result of the summit meetings in 1972 and 1973, especially of the 
Basic Principles of Relations Between the USA and the USSR,  ̂ the 
Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War,® the Treaty on the Limi
tation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems,* and the Interim Agreement 
on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Of
fensive Arms.®

Both sides are deeply convinced of the imperative necessity of mak
ing the process of improving US-Soviet relations irreversible. They 
believe that, as a result of their efforts, a real possibility has been 
created to achieve this goal. This will open new vistas for broad mutu
ally beneficial cooperation, and for strengthening friendship between 
the American and Soviet peoples, and will thus contribute to the solu
tion of many urgent problems facing the world.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-239. 
’ im ., 1973, pp. 283-285.
‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201. 

pp.202ff.
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Guided by these worthy goals, both Sides decided to continue stead
fastly to apply their joint efforts—in cooperation with other countries 
concerned, as appropriate—first of all in such important fields as:

—removing the danger of war, including particularly war involving 
nuclear and other mass-destruction weapons;

—limiting and eventually ending the arms race especially in strate
gic weapons, having in mind as the ultimate objective the achievement 
of general and complete disarmament under appropriate international 
control;

—contributing to the elimination of sources of international tension 
and military conflict;

—strengthening and extending the process of relaxation of tensions 
throughout the world;

—developing broad, mutually beneficial cooperation in commercial 
and economic, scientific-technical and cultural fields on the basis of 
the principles of sovereignty, equality and non-interference in inter
national affairs with a view to promoting increased understanding and 
confidence between the peoples of both countries.

Accordingly, in the course of this summit meeting both Sides consid
ered it possible to take new constructive steps which, they believe, will 
not only advance further the development of US-Soviet relations 
but will also make a substantial contribution to strengthening world 
peace and expanding international cooperation.

II. F u r t h e r  L im it a t io n  o f  St r a t e g ic  A r m s  a n d  Ot h e r  D i s 
a r m a m en t  Is s u e s

Both Sides again carefully analyzed the entire range of their mutual 
relations connected with the prevention of nuclear war and limitation 
of strategic armaments. They arrived at the common view that the 
fundamental agreements concluded between them in this sphere con
tinue to be effective instruments of the general improvement of US- 
Soviet relations and the international situation as a whole. The USA 
and the USSR will continue strictly to fulfill the obligations under
taken in those agreements.

In the course of the talks, the two Sides had a thorough review of 
all aspects of the problem of limitation of strategic arms. They con
cluded that the Interim Agreement on offensive strategic weapons 
should be followed by a new agreement between the United States and 
the Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic arms. They agreed that 
such an agreement should cover the period until 1985 and deal with 
both quantitative and qualitative limitations. They agreed that such 
an agreement should be completed at the earliest possible date, before 
the expiration of the Interim Agreement.

They hold the common view that such a new agreement would serve 
not only the interests of the United States and the Soviet Union but 
also those of a further relaxation of international tensions and of world 
peace.
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Their delegations will reconvene in Geneva in the immediate future 
on the basis of instructions growing put of the summit.

Taking into consideration the interrelationship between the develop
ment of offensive and defensive types of strategic arms and noting the 
successful implementation of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Systems concluded between them in May 1972, both 
Sides considered it desirable to adopt additional limitations on the 
deployment of such systems. To that end they concluded a protocol pro
viding for the limitation of each Side to a single deployment area for 
ABM Systems instead of two such areas as permitted to each Side by 
the Treaty.®

At the same time, two protocols were signed entitled “Procedures 
Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction and Notification 
Thereof, for Strategic Offensive Arms” and “Procedures Governing 
Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction, and Notification Thereof for 
ABM Systems and Their Components.” These protocols were worked 
out by the Standing Consultative Commission which was established to 
promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of the 
Treaty and the Interim Agreement signed on May 26,1972.

The two Sides emphasized the serious importance which the US and 
USSR also attach to the realization of other possible measures—both 
on a bilateral and on a multilateral basis—in the field of arms 
limitation and disarmament.

Having noted the historic significance of the Treaty Banning Nu
clear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water, concluded in Moscow in 1963,* to which the United States and 
the Soviet Union are parties, both Sides expressed themselves in favor 
of making the cessation of nuclear weapon tests comprehensive. De
siring to contribute to the achievement of this goal the USA tod the 
USSR concluded, as an important step in this direction, the Treaty on 
the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests providing for 
the complete cessation, starting from March 31, 1976, of the tests of 
such weapons above an appropriate yield threshold, and for confining 
other underground tests to a minimum.*

The Parties emphasized the fundamental importance of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.*® Having reaffirmed 
their mutual intention to observe the obligations assumed by them 
under that Treaty, including Article VI thereof, they expressed them- 
selv^ in favor of increasing its effectiveness.

A joint statement was also signed in which the US and USSR ad
vocate the most effective measures possible to overcome the dangers of 
the use of environmental modification techniques for military 
purposes.”

 ̂Ante, pp. 229-231.
’’ Not printeThere.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ Ante, pp. 228-229.

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
"  Supra.
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Both Sides reaffirmed their interest in an effective international 
agreement which would exclude from the arsenals of States such dan
gerous instruments of mass destruction as chemical weapons. Desiring 
to contribute to early progress in this direction, the USA and the USSR 
agreed to consider a joint initiative in the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament with respect to the conclusion, as a first step, of 
an international Convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare.

Both Sides are convinced that the new important steps which they 
have taken and intend to take in the field of arms limitation as well as 
further efforts toward disarmament will facilitate the relaxation of 
international tensions and constitute a tangible contribution to the 
fulfillment of the historic task of excluding war from the life of human 
society and thereby of ensuring world peace. The US and the USSR 
reaffirmed that a world disarmament conference at an appropriate 
time can play a positive role in this process.

III. P r o g r e s s  in  t h e  Se t t l e m e n t  o f  In t e r n a t io n a l  P r o b l e m s

In the course of the meeting detailed discussions were held on major 
international problems.

Both sides expressed satisfaction that relaxation of tensions, 
consolidation of peace, and development of mutually beneficial 
cooperation are becoming increasingly distinct characteristics of the 
development of the international situation. They proceed from the as
sumption that progress in improving the international situation does 
not occur spontaneously but requires active and purposeful efforts to 
overcome obstacles and resolve difficulties that remain from the past.

The paramount objectives of all states and peoples should be to 
ensure, individually and collectively, lasting security in all parts of the 
world, the early and complete removal of existing international con
flicts and sources of tension and the prevention of new ones from 
arising.

The United States and the Soviet Union are in favor of the broad and 
fruitful economic cooperation among all states, large and small, on 
the basis of full equality and mutual benefit.

The United States and the Soviet Union reaffirm their determina
tion to contribute separately and jointly to the achievement of all 
these tasks.

Europe

Having discussed the development of the situation in Europe since 
the last American-Soviet summit meeting, both Sides noted with pro
found satisfaction the further appreciable advances toward establish
ing dependable relations of peace, goodneighborliness and cooperation 
on the European continent.

Both Sides welcome the major contribution which the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe is making to this beneficial
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process. They consider that substantial progress has already been 
achieved at the Conference on many significant questions. They believe 
that this progress indicates that the present stage of the Conference 
will produce agreed documents of great international significance ex
pressing the determination of the participating states to build their 
mutual relations on a solid jointly elaborated basis. The US and USSR 
will make every effort, in cooperation with the other participants, to 
find solutions acceptable to all for the remaining problems.

Both Sides expressed their conviction that successful completion of 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe would be an 
outstanding event in the interests of establishing a lasting peace. 
Proceeding from this assumption the USA and the USSR expressed 
themselves in favor of the final stage of the Conference taking place 
at an early date. Both Sides also proceed from the assumption that the 
results of the negotiations will permit the Conference to be concluded 
at the highest level, which would correspond to the historic significance 
of the Conference for the future of Europe and lend greater authority 
to the importance of the Conference’s decisions.

Both Sides reaffirmed the lasting significance for a favorable devel
opment of the situation in Europe of the treaties and agreements con
cluded in recent years between European states with different social 
systems.

They expressed satisfaction with the admission to the United Na
tions of the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic 
Republic.

Both Sides also stressed that the Quadripartite Agreement of 
September 3, 1971,*̂  must continue to play a key role in ensuring 
stability and detente in Europe. The US and USSR consider that the 
strict and consistent implementation of this Agreement by all parties 
concerned is an essential condition for the maintenance and strength
ening of miltual confidence and stability in the center of Europe.

The USA and the USSR believe that, in order to strengthen stability 
and security in Europe, the relaxation of political tension on this conti
nent should be accompanied by measures to reduce military tensions.

They therefore attach great importance to the current negotiations 
on the mutual reduction of forces and armaments and associated 
measures in Central Europe, in which they are participating. The two 
Sides expressed the hope that these negotiations will result in concrete 
decisions ensuring the undiminished security of any of the parties and 
preventing unilateral military advantages.

Middle East

Both Sides believe that the removal of the danger of war and tension 
in the Middle East is a task of paramount importance and urgency, 
and therefore, the only alternative is the achievement, on the basis of

24UST283.
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UN Security Council Resolution 338,*® of a just and lasting peace settle
ment in which should be taken into account the legitimate interests of 
all peoples in the Middle East, including the Palestinian people, and the 
right to existence of all states in the area.

As Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle East, 
the USA and the USSR consider it important that the Conference re
sume its work as soon as possible with the question of other partici
pants from the Middle East area to be discussed at the Conference. Both 
Sides see the main purpose of the Geneva Peace Conference, the 
achievement of which they will promote in every way, as the establish
ment of just and stable peace in the Middle East.

They agreed that the USA and the USSR will continue to remain in 
close touch with a view to coordinating the efforts of both countries 
toward a peaceful settlement in the Middle East.

Indochina

Both Sides noted certain further improvements in the situation in 
Indochina. In the course of the exchange of views on the situation in 
Vietnam both Sides emphasized that peace and stability in the region 
can be preserved and strengthened only on the basis of strict observ
ance by all parties concerned of the provisions of the Paris Agreement 
of January 27, 1973,** and the Act of the International Conference on 
Vietnam of March 2,1973.*®

As regards Laos, they noted progress in the normalization of the 
situation as a result of the formation there of coalition governmental 
bodies. Both Sides also pronounced themselves in favor of strict ful
fillment of the pertinent agreements.

Both Sides also stressed the need for an early and just settlement of 
the problem of Cambodia based on respect for the sovereign rights of 
the Cambodian people to a free and independent development without 
any outside interference.

Strengthening the Role of the United Nations

The United States of America and the Soviet Union attach great im
portance to the United Nations as an instrument for maintaining peace 
and security and the expansion of international cooperation. They 
reiterate their intention to continue their efforts toward increasing 
the effectiveness of the United Nations in every possible way, including 
in r^ard to peacekeeping, on the basis of strict observance of the 
United Nations Charter.

IV. Co 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

In the course of the meeting great attention was devoted to a review

“  General Assembly Official Records: Thoenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/ 
9602), pp. 16-18.

“ 24UST1.
•' 24UST485,
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of the status of and prospects for relations between the USA and the 
USSR in the commercial and economic field.

Both Sides reaffirmed that they regard the broadening and deep
ening of mutually advantageous ties in this field on the basis of equal
ity and non-discrimination as an important part of the foundation on 
which the entire structure of US-Soviet relations is built, An increase 
in the scale of commercial and economic ties corresponding to the 
potentials of both countries will cement this foundation and benefit 
the American and Soviet peoples.

The two Sides noted with satisfaction that since the previous sum
mit meeting US-Soviet commercial and economic relations have on the 
whole shown an upward trend. This was expressed, in particular, in a 
substantial growth of the exchange of goods between the two countries 
which approximated $1.5 billion in 1973. It was noted that prospects 
were favorable for surpassing the goal announced in the joint 
US-USSR communique of June 24,1973,*® of achieving a total bilateral 
trade turnover of $2-3 billion during the three-year period 1973-1975. 
The Joint US-USSR Commercial Commission continues to provide an 
effective mechanism to promote the broad-scale growth of economic 
relations.

The two Sides noted certain progress in the development of long
term cooperation between American firms and Soviet organizations in 
carrying out large-scale projects including those on a compensation 
basis. They are convinced that such cooperation is an important ele
ment in the development of commercial and economic ties between the 
two countries. The two Sides agreed to encourage the conclusion and 
implementation of appropriate agreements between American and 
Soviet organizations and firms. Taking into account the progress made 
in a number of specific projects, such as those concerning truck manu
facture, the trade center, and chemical fertilizers, the Sides noted the 
possibility of concluding appropriate <»ntracts in other areas of mutual 
interest, such as pulp and paper, timber, ferrous and nonferrous 
metallurgy, natural gas, the engineering industry, and the extraction 
and processing of high energy-consuming minerals.

Both Sides noted further development of productive contacts and ties 
between business circles of the two countries in which a positive 
role was played by the decisions taken during the previous summit 
meeting on the opening of a United States commercial office in Mos
cow and a USSR trade representation in Washington as well as the 
establishment of a US-Soviet Commercial and Economic Council. They 
expressed their desire to continue to bring about favorable conditions 
for the successful development of commercial and economic relations 
between the USA and the USSR.

Both Sides confirmed their interest in bringing into force at the 
earliest possible time the US-Soviet trade agreement of October 1972.‘̂

Desirous of promoting the further expansion of economic relations

Dommmts m  Disarmament, 1973, p. 308.
Department o f State Bulletin, Nov. 20,1972, pp. 595-599.
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between the two countries, the two Sides signed a Long-Term Agree
ment to Facilitate Economic, Industrial and Technical Cooperation be
tween the USA and the USSR.*® They believe that a consistent 
implementation of the cooperation embodied in the Agreement over 
the ten-year period will be an important factor in strengthening 
bilateral relations in general and will benefit the peoples of both 
countries.

Having reviewed the progress in carrying out the Agreement Re
garding Certain Maritime Matters concluded in October 1972 for a 
period of three years,’® and based on the experience accumulated thus 
far, the two Sides expressed themselves in favor of concluding before 
its expiration a new agreement in this field. Negotiations concerning 
such an agreement will commence this year.

V. P r o g r e s s  in  Ot h e r  F ie l d s  o f  B il a t e r a l  R e l a t io n s

Having reviewed the progress in the implementation of the coopera
tive agreements concluded in 1972-1973, both Sides noted the useful 
work done by joint American-Soviet committees and working groups 
established under those agreements in developing regular contacts 
and cooperation between scientific and technical organizations, scien
tists, specialists and cultural personnel of both countries.

The two Sides note with satisfaction that joint efforts by the USA 
and the USSR in such fields of cooperation as medical science and pub
lic health, protection and improvement of man’s environment, science 
and technology, exploration of outer space and the world ocean, peace
ful uses of atomic energy, agriculture and transportation create con
ditions for an accelerated solution of some urgent and complicated 
problems facing mankind.

Such cooperation makes a substantial contribution to the develop
ment of the structure of American-Soviet relations, giving it a more 
concrete positive content.

Both Sides will strive to broaden and deepen their cooperation in 
science and technology as well as cultural exchanges on the basis of 
agreements concluded between them.

On the basis of positive experience accumulated in their scientific 
and technological cooperation and guided by the desire to ensure 
further progress in this important sphere of their mutual relations, 
the two Sides decided to extend such cooperation to the following new 
areas.

Energy

Taking into consideration the growing energy needs of industry, 
transportation and other branches of the economies of both countries 
and the consequent need to intensify scientific and technical coopera-

Department o f State Bulletin, July 29,1974, p. 219. 
•’ 23UST3573.
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tion in the development of optimal methods of utilizing traditional and 
new sources of energy, and to improve the understandiiig of the energy 
programs and problems of both countries, the two Sides concluded an 
agreement on cooperation in the field of energy.̂ ® Responsibility for the 
implementation of the Agreement is entrusted to a US-USSR Joint 
Committee on Cooperation in Energy, which will be established for 
that purpose.

Homing and Other Construction

The two Sides signed an agreement on cooperation in the field of 
housing and other construction.®* The aim of this Agreement is to pro
mote the solution by joint effort of problems related to modern tech
niques of housing and other construction along such lines as the 
improvement of the reliability and quality of buildings and building 
materials, the planning and construction of new towns, construction in 
seismic areas and areas of extreme climatic conditions. For the imple
mentation of this Agreement there will be established a Joint 
US-USSR Committee on Cooperation in Housing and Other Construc
tion which will determine specific working programs.

For the purpose of enhancing the safety of their peoples living in 
earthquake-prone areas, the two Sides agreed to undertake on a pri
ority basis a joint research project to increase the safety of buildings 
and other structures in these areas and, in particular, to study the 
behavior of pre-fabricated residential structures during earthquakes.

Artificial Heart Research

In the course of the implementation of joint programs in the field of 
medical science and public health scientists and specialists of both 
countries concluded that there is a need to concentrate their efforts 
on the solution of one of the most important and humane problems of 
modern medical science, development of an artificial heart. In view 
of the great theoretical and technical complexity of the work involved, 
the two Sides concluded a special agreement on the subject.^ The 
US-USSR Joint Committee for Health Cooperation will assume re
sponsibility for this project.

Cooperation in Space

The two Sides expressed their satisfaction with the successful prep
arations for the first joint manned flight of the American and Soviet 
spacecraft, Apollo and Soyuz, which is scheduled for 1975 and envis
ages their docking and mutual visits of the astronauts in each other’s 
spacecraft. In accordance with existing agreements fruitful coopera
tion is being carried out in a number of other fields related to the 
exploration of outer space.

20 Department o f State Bulletin y July 29,1974, pp. 219-221.
2 1 pp. 221-222.
22 Ibid., pp. 222-223.
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Attaching great importance to further American-Soviet cooperation 
in the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes, includ
ing the development of safety systems for manned flights in space, 
and considering the desirability of consolidating experience in this 
field, the two Sides agreed to continue to explore possibilities for fur
ther joint space projects following the US-USSR space flight now 
scheduled for July 1975.

Transport of the Future

Aware of the importance of developing advanced modes of transpor
tation, both Sides agreed that highspeed ground systems of the future, 
including a magnetically levitated train, which can provide economical, 
efficient, and reliable forms of transportation, would be a desirable an  ̂
innovative area for joint activity. A working group to develop a joint 
research cooperation program in this area under the 1973 Agreement 
on Cooperation in the Field of Transportation will be established at the 
Fall meeting of the Joint US-USSR Transportation Committee.

Environmental Protection

Desiring to expand cooperation in the field of environmental protec
tion, which is being successfully carried out under the US-USSR Agree
ment signed on May 23,1972,̂ ® and to contribute to the implementation 
of the “Man and the Biosphere” international program conducted on 
the initiative of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul
tural Organization (UNESCO), both Sides agreed to designate in the 
territories of their respective countries certain natural areas as bio
sphere reserves for protecting valuable plant and animal genetic strains 
and ecosystems, and for conducting scientific research needed for more 
effective actions concerned with global environmental protection. Ap
propriate work for the implementation of this undertaking will be con
ducted in conformity with the goals of the UNESCO program and under 
the auspices of the previously established US-USSR Joint Committee 
on Cooperation in the Field of Environmental Protection.

Cultural Exchanges

The two Parties, aware of the importance of cultural exchanges as a 
means of promoting mutual understanding, express satisfaction with 
the agreement between the Metropolitan Museum of Art of New York 
City and the Ministry of Culture of the USSR leading to a major ex
change of works of art. Such an exchange would be in accordance with 
the General Agreement on Contacts, Exchanges and Cooperation signed 
June 19,1973,*  ̂under which the parties agree to render assistance for 
the exchange of exhibitions between the museums of the two countries.

“ 23UST845.
“ 24UST1395.
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Establishment of New Consulates

Taking into consideration the intensive development of ties between 
the US and the USSR and the importance of further expanding consular 
relations on the basis of the US-USSR Consular Convention,̂ ® and de
siring to promote trade, tourism and cooperation between them in 
various areas, both Sides agreed to open additional Consulates General 
in two or three cities of each country.

As a first step they agreed in principle to the simultaneous establish
ment of a United States Consulate General in Kiev and a USSR Con
sulate General in New York. Negotiations for implementation of this 
agreement will take place at an early date.

Both sides highly appreciate the frank and constructive atmosphere 
and fruitful results of the talks held between them in the course of the 
present meeting. They are convinced that the results represent a new 
and important milestone along the road of improving relations between 
the USA and the USSR to the benefit of the peoples of both countries, 
and a significant contribution to their efforts aimed at strengthening 
world peace and security.*

Having ^ain noted in this connection the exceptional importance 
and great practical usefulness of US-Soviet summit meetings, both 
Sides reaffirmed their agreement to hold such meetings regularly and 
when considered necessary for the discussion and solution of urgent 
questions. Both Sides also expressed their readiness to continue their 
active and close contacts and consultations.

The President extended an invitation to General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, L. I. Brezhnev, to pay an official visit 
to the United States in 1975. This invitation was accepted with pleasure.

July 3,1974

For the United States For the Union of Soviet
of America: Socialist Republics:

R ic h a r d  N ix o n : L. B r e z h n e v

President of the General Secretary of
United States the Central Committee
of A merica of the CPS U

Radio and Television Remarks by President Nixon, July 3, 1974'

Mr. Vice President: I want to express appreciation not only on my

=>519UST5018.
' Department o f State Bulletin, July 29,1974, pp. 192-195.
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own behalf but also on Mrs. Nixon’s behalf for your very gracious and 
generous words.

Governor Curtis and Mrs. Curtis, all of our friends here in Maine: I 
want to thank you for giving us such a splendid welcome as we return.

I know that as I see cars parked what a real effort it is to come out to 
an airbase. It took a lot of time, and we appreciate that effort and we 
thank you very much.

To each and every one of you, and to perhaps millions who are listen
ing on television and radio, I can assure you of one thing, and that is, 
it is always good to come home to America. That is particularly so when 
one comes home from a journey that has advanced the cause of peace in 
the world.

We left Moscow earlier today, and as we did there were hundreds of 
U.S. and Soviet flags flying side by side; and I thought of the fact that 
tomorrow millions of Americans will be flying the flag from their 
homes on the Fourth of July, and you will be flying those flags proudly 
because of what it means in your own lives and in our lives and also 
because of what our flag means in the world. We can be very proud of 
the American flag all over the world today.

I thought also of how much more that flag means to the world 
because of the role the United States has been playing in building a 
structure of peace from which all nations can benefit, a role which 
was symbolized so dramatically by those flags flying side by side in 
the Soviet Union.

Our generation, which has known so much war and destruction— 
four wars in this century—now has an opportunity to build for the 
next generation a structure of peace in which we hope war will have no 
part whatever.

This is the great task before us, and this is the greatest task in which 
any people could be summoned. In the past month Mrs. Nixon and I 
have traveled over 25,000 miles, visiting nine countries in Western 
Europe and the Middle East, as well as, of course, the Soviet Union. 
The visit to each of these areas had a separate purpose, but in a larger 
sense all of these visits were directed toward the same purpose, and 
they are all interacted and interconnected.

Among the nations of the Middle East, among those in the Western 
alliance, and between the United States and the Soviet Union, new 
patterns are emerging, patterns that hold out to the world the brightest 
hopes in this generation for a just and lasting peace that all of us can 
enjoy.

In the Middle East a generation of bitter hostility punctuated by 
four wars is now giving way to a new spirit in which both sides are 
searching earnestly for the keys to a peaceful resolution of their 
differences.

In the Western alliance, 25 years after NATO was founded, there has 
been given a new birth, a new life to that organization, as embodied in 
the Declaration on Atlantic Relations that we signed seven days ago in 
Brussels at the NATO heads-of-government meeting before going on to
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Moscow.  ̂ In the series of U.S.-Soviet summits that we began in 1972, 
we have been charting a new relationship between the world’s two most 
powerful nations, a new relationship which is designed to insure that 
these two nations will work together in peace rather than confront 
each other in an atmosphere of distrust and tension which could lead, 
if it were not corrected, to war.

At this year’s summit we advanced further the relationship that we 
began two years ago in Moscow and that we continued at last year’s 
summit in the United States. In the communique we issued earlier 
today in Moscow, both sides committed themselves to this goal: the 
imperative necessity of making the process of improving U.S.-Soviet 
relations irreversible.®

This sums up what the whole broad pattern of our expanding range 
of agreements is designed to achieve, to make the improvement not 
just a one-day headline, not just a one-day sensation, but a continuing, 
irreversible process that will build its own momentum and will develop 
into a permanent peace.

At this year’s meeting, we reached a number of important agree
ments both in the field of arms limitation and also in the field of peace
ful cooperation. In the field of arms limitation, three of the agreements 
we reached are of special note. One of those involves the exceedingly 
difficult question of offensive strategic nuclear arms,  ̂and this base, as 
we know, is involved in that particular kind of operation.

Two years ago we signed an interim agreement on offensive strategic 
weapons covering the five-year period until 1977.® This year we decided 
that this interim agreement should be followed by a new agreement to 
cover the period until 1985. We agreed this should deal with both quan
titative and qualitative aspects of strategic nuclear weapons; that it 
should be concluded well above and well before, I should say, the expi
ration of the present agreement.

We also agreed that the extensive work we have already done toward 
hammering out such a long-range agreement should go forward at 
Geneva in the immediate future on the basis of instructions growing 
out of our talks at the highest level during the past week.

Now, the two sides have not yet reached a final accord on the terms 
of an agreement. This is a difficult and a very complex subject, but we 
did bring such an accord significantly closer and we committed both 
sides firmly to the resolution of our remaining differences.

The second important arms control agreement that we reached deals 
with the antiballistic missile systems.® You will recall that two years 
ago we agreed that each country should be limited to two ABM sites.  ̂
The agreement we signed earlier today in Moscow strengthens and ex-

* Departmefit o f State Bulletin, July 8,1974, pp. 42-44. 
^ SwprcL
* Ante, pp. 2 3 4 -^ .
® Documents m  Disarmament, 1972, pp. 201 ff.
® Ante, pp. 229-231.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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tends the scope of that earlier measure by restricting each country to 
one ABM site.

And then the third arms limitation agreement deals with under
ground testing of nuclear weapons.* It extends significantly the earlier 
steps toward limiting tests that began with the 1963 test ban treaty.* 
That original treaty barred the signatories from conducting tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under water. Today we concluded a new 
treaty that for the first time will also cover tests underground. It will 
bar both the Soviet Union and the United States, after March 31,1976, 
from conducting any underground test of weapons above a certain ex
plosive power, and it will also require both countries to keep tests of 
weapons below that power to the very minimum number.

This is not only another major step toward bringing the arms race 
under control, it is also a significant additional step toward reducing 
the number of nuclear and thermonuclear explosions in the world.

Now, arms limitations, of course, are enormously and crucially im
portant, but the work of these summit meetings is much broader, just 
as the nature of the new U.S.-Soviet relationship is much broader. This 
year the important new agreements we reached in the area of peaceful 
progress included new programs for cooperation between our two coun
tries in energy, in housing, in health, and also an agreement on long
term economic cooperation designed to facilitate increasing mutually 
beneficial trade between our two countries.

The significance of these agreements goes beyond the advances each 
will bring to its particular field, just as the significance of our summit 
meetings goes beyond the individual agreements themselves. With this 
growing network of agreements, we are creating new habits of coopera
tion and new patterns of consultation, and we are also giving the peo
ple of the Soviet Union, as well as our own people in the United States, 
not just a negative but a positive stake in peace.

We are creating a stable new base on which to build peace, not just 
through the fear of war, but through sharing the benefits of peace, of 
working together for a better life for the people of both of our countries.

The U.S.-Soviet agreements at the summit contribute importantly 
to the structure of peace we are trying to build between our two coun
tries and in the world. The continued strength of the Western alliance 
is also an essential and major element of that structure and so, too, is 
the development of a new pattern of relationships and a new attitude 
toward peace in areas of tension such as the Middle East.

The fact that the NATO meeting in Brussels came midway between 
the trip to the Middle East and the one to the Soviet Union is symbolic 
of the central role that the Western alliance must play in building the 
new structure of peace.

It is clearly understood by the leaders of the Soviet Union that in 
forging the new relationship between the United States and the Soviet

* A nte, pp. 225-227.
® Do<mmenU m  D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Union, we will not proceed at the expense of traditional allies. On the 
contrary, the continued strength of the Western alliance is essential to 
the success and to the process in which we are engaged of maintaining 
and developing the new relationship to the Soviet Union.

The development of that new relationship provides an opportunity to 
deepen the unity of the Western alliance. We must not neglect our 
alliances, and we must not assume that our new relationship with the 
Soviet Union allows us to neglect our own military strength. It is be
cause we are strong that such a relationship that we are now developing 
is possible.

In his first annual message to the Congress, George Washington said: 
To be prepared for war is one of the most effective means of preserving 
peace.*® That statement is true today, as it was then, and that is why 
all of you who are serving in our Armed Forces today are actually serv
ing in the peace forces for America and the world. We thank you for 
your service.

We are prepared, we in the United States, to reduce our military 
strength, but only through a process in which that reduction is mutual 
and one that does not diminish the security of the United States of 
America. It is to that end that we have been working.

Twenty-five years ago when the NATO Treaty was signed, it was 
called “an act of faith in the destiny of Western Civilization.” “ That 
description was prophetic as well as accurate, and now, 25 years later, 
we might well say the new structure of peace we are building in the 
world is an act of faith in the destiny of mankind. Like anything built 
to be permanent, that structure must be built step by careful step. It 
must be built solidly; it must be such a structure that those who use it 
will preserve it because they treasure it, because it responds to their 
needs, and because it reflects their hopes.

Two years ago in my report to the Congress on returning from the 
first of the U.S.-Soviet summits, I expressed the hope that historians 
of some future age will write of the year 1972, not that this was the 
year America went up to the summit and then down to the depths of 
the valley again, buit that this was the year when America helped to 
lead the world up out of the lowlands of war and on to the high plateau 
of lasting peace.

And now, two years, two summits, later, the realization of that 
hope has been brought closer. The process of peace is going steadily 
forward. It is strengthened by the new and expanding patterns of co
operation between the United States and the Soviet Union. It is rein
forced by the new vitality of our Western alliance and bringing such 
encouraging results as the new turn toward peace in the Middle East.

In all of our travels, to which the Vice President has referred, one 
message has come through more clearly than any other. We have seen

State Papers and Publick Documents o f the United States (2d ed., Boston, 1817), 
vol. I, p. 114.

"  D epartm en t o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Apr. 17,1949, p. 472.
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millions and millions of people over these past few weeks, and from 
their faces as well as the words of those we have seen and the thousands 
we have met in every part of the world, this is the message, and that is, 
that the desire to end war, to build peace, is one that knows no national 
boundaries and that unites people everywhere.

Something else also comes through very loud and very clear: The 
people of the nations that we visited—and we saw them, as I have 
indicated, not only by the thousands but by the millions—want to be 
friends of the American people, and we reciprocate. We want to be their 
friends, too.

In the early years of our nation’s history, after America had won its 
independence  ̂ Thomas Jefferson said: We act not just for ourselves 
alone but for the whole human race.

As we prepare tomorrow to celebrate the anniversary of that inde
pendence, the 198th anniversary, we as Americans can be proud that 
we have been true to Jefferson’s vision and that as a result of America’s 
initiative that universal goal of peace is now closer, closer not only for 
ourselves but for all mankind.

Thank you very much and good evening.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger,
July 3, 1974'

Mr. Ziegler said I should entitle this briefing “The View From Ten 
Feet Behind.” [Laughter.] They don’t read the pool reports.

I thought I would give you a brief summary of the summit as we see 
it, and I think the best way to start is to look at it in terms of the press 
conference in which I tried to explain the purpose of the meeting.

I pointed out that there are three fundamental purposes in these 
summit meetings; one, for the leaders of the Soviet Union and the 
United States to exchange ideas and to check assessments about inter
national affairs in general. The necessity for this arises because, as 
the two nations capable of destroying humanity, they have a special 
obligation to prevent conflicts caused by inadvertence, by miscalcula
tion, by misassessment of each other’s motives, examples of which 
history is replete. The second is to see whether they can, by meeting 
the needs of their peoples and of mankind, construct a network of 
positive relationships that will provide an incentive for moderation 
and for a beneficial and humane conduct of foreign policy.

The second large objective is to prevent the nuclear arms race and 
the arms race in general from dominating international affairs, and I 
want to stress again that this objective is no mean goal and one that 
will occupy American administrations in the absence of comprehensive

* Department o f State Bulletin, July 29, 1974, pp. 205-215. The news conference took 
place at Moscow.
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agreements for as far into the future as we can see. It is not only the 
complexity of the weapons and their destructiveness, it is also the 
justifications that will have to be used in each country to sustain large 
armament programs that will, over a period of time, present a major 
obstacle to the humane or even safe conduct of foreign policy.

And the third general goal is to identify those areas of common 
interests, either produced by the nonmilitary aspects of technology or 
by others or by the nature of modern life, in which the Soviet Union 
and the United States can cooperate and thereby create a perspective 
on world affairs that recognizes the interdependence of events and the 
fact that isolation and confrontation are, over a period of time, inimical 
to progress and inconsistent with human aspirations.

Now, in terms of these three objectives, a great deal of time was 
spent by the two leaders in reviewing the international situation, and 
I will get into details when I go through the various documents.

They were the most extensive discussions at that level of the arms 
race that have ever taken place, and with a frankness that would have 
been considered inconceivable two years ago, indeed with an amount of 
detail that would have been considered violating intelligence codes in 
previous periods.

So, on the issue of SALT, for example, on which I will have more to 
say in a few minutes, the words of the communique,* that far-reaching 
and deep conversations took place, are of very profound significance. 
And in the next phase of discussions, difficulties cannot be caused by 
misapprehensions about each other’s general intentions and general 
perceptions of the nature of the strategic environment.

And thirdly, there were a series of agreements, about most of which 
you have already been briefed, in the field of cooperative relationships.

Now, let me speak for myself about the two areas of arms control 
and the general review of the international situation.

With respect to arms control, let me cover first the agreements that 
have been made and then let me talk about the strategic arms limita
tion talks.

With respect to the agreements that have been made, there are three: 
the agreement that neither side will build the second ABM site,® the 
agreement on the limited threshold test ban,̂  and thirdly, the agree
ment to begin negotiations on environmental warfare.®

With respect to the first agreement, in which both sides forgo the 
second ABM site, you remember that the permanent agreement on 
defensive weapons signed in Moscow in 1972 permitted each of the two 
countries to maintain two ABM sites, one to defend its capital, the 
second to defend an ICBM field, provided that field was no closer than 
1,300 kilometers to the capital.®

2 Ante, pp. 232-243.
3 Ante, pp. 229-231.
" Antey pp. 225-227.
5 Ante, pp. 231-232.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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The United States at that time opted for a defense of an ICBM field. 
The Soviet Union opted for a defense of its capital. There were pro
visions of the number of interceptors and radars that could be main
tained at each site, but there is no point in going through these.

The United States and the Soviet Union have now decided to forgo 
that second ABM site and to maintain only the one ABM site that 
each currently has, which is Moscow for the Soviet Union and an 
ICBM field for the United States. However, because it was thought 
desirable to keep some flexibility with respect to which area could be 
defended, each side is permitted at one time during the course of the 
freement, and once in a five-year period, to alter its original decision.

In other words, if the United States should decide that it would pre
fer to defend Washington rather than the ICBM site, we have the op
tion once in a five-year period to move from the ICBM site to Washing
ton, and equally the Soviet Union has the option of moving once in that 
five-year period from Moscow to an ICBM site. That option, having once 
been exercised, cannot be exercised the second time. In other words, 
countries cannot shuttle their ABM sites back and forth between the 
capital and an ICBM field. Each side, in shortj has the option once to 
reverse its original decision and it may do so in any five-year period 
when the treaty comes up for automatic review.

The significance of this ^eem ent is that it reinforces the original 
decision implicit in 1972—in fact, explicit in 1972—that neither side 
would maintain ABM defenses. It makes it even more difficult, if not 
impossible, to break out of the agreement rapidly, and in turn, the de
cision to forgo ABM defenses has profound strategic consequences 
which are sometimes lost sight of.

You must remember that the original impetus for the multiple war
heads derived from the desire or the necessity to overcome ABM de
fenses and to make sure that the required number of missiles would 
get through.

In the absence of ABM defenses, the extraordinary number of fore
seeable multiple warheads will create a situation in which such terms 
as “superiority” should not be lightly thrown around because they may 
be devoid of any operational meaning.

The notion of nuclear sufficiency, of what is necessary under con
ditions of no ABM defenses, requires careful correlation with the 
number of available warheads. For present purposes, I want to say 
that any idea that any country can easily achieve strategic superiority 
is almost devoid, under these conditions, of any operational signifi
cance and can only have a numerical significance.

The ABM agreement reinforces the element of strategic stability 
that was inherent in the original ABM agreement made in 1972. The 
second agreement, on the threshold test ban, prohibits underground 
nuclear explosions above 150 kilotons and will therefore have the 
tendency to concentrate competition in the ranges of the lower yield 
weapons. The date for its going into effect has been put into the future 
because a number of additional agreements remain to be worked out.
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There remains to have an agreement on the peaceful uses of nuclear 
explosions in which adequate assurance will be given that they will not 
be used to circumvent the intention of the agreement, and there is an 
agreement in principle that the inspection of peaceful nuclear explo
sions, among other things, will involve prior notification, precise 
definition of the time and place, and the presence of observers, 
which is a major step forward in our discussions.

The second subject that will require further discussion is the ex
change of geological information which is needed for the adequate 
verification of this threshold test ban.

The third area in which an agreement was reached was to begin 
discussions on the dangers of environmental warfare from the point of 
view of overcoming these dangers. This is a form of warfare that is 
in its infancy, the nature of which is not properly understood, and 
which obviously, by definition, can have profound consequences for the 
future of mankind. The United States and the Soviet Union, in the 
near future, will open discussions on this problem of environmental 
warfare.

In addition to these three agreements, two protocols will be signed 
on the Standing Consultative Commission, and we will certainly make 
diplomatic history, because it will be the first time that secret agree
ments are publicly signed. The agreements are being kept secret at the 
request of the Soviet Union, because they involve dismantling proce
dures for replacement missiles under the interim agreement and the 
ABM agreement. However, they will be submitted to the appropriate 
congressional committees upon our return to the United States.

Let me say a word about the Standing Consultative Commission. 
The Standing Consultative Commission was created in the 1972 agree
ment, in order to implement the provisions for replacement or destruc
tion of weapons under the two agreements on defensive and offensive 
weapons.

There is a protocol for defensive weapons because the United States 
will have to dismantle some deployments that have taken place at a 
site which under the agreement we can no longer maintain and the 
Soviet Union will have to dismantle 15 ABM launchers and associated 
radars on their test ranges.

Secondly, there is a protocol for offensive weapons, which discusses 
dismantling and replacement procedure under the provisions of the 
interim agreement where all land-based missiles can be traded in for 
modern sea-based missiles and where older, submarine-launched 
nuclear missiles can be traded in for newer submarine-launched sea- 
based missiles. These are the two protocols that have been the subject 
of an illuminating exchange that took place just before I left the United 
States.

It must be understood that it was the assignment from the begin
ning of the Standing Consultative Commission to work out precise 
provisions for replacement and dismantling, that for that purpose they 
had to go into greater technical detail than was the case in the agree
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ment, and that two protocols will be signed—one to implement the 
defensive provisions, the other to implement the offensive provisions.

They break no new ground, they change no provisions. If I may say 
so, they close no loopholes, they deal only with the technical imple
mentation of agreements previously reached. They will be submitted 
to congressional committees. They are not policy documents. They are 
technical documents in implementation of the 1972 agreement, and 
they are being signed now as a result of work extending over a period 
of 18 months, because it is only now that the replacement provisions 
are becoming effective due to the fact that the missiles, the ICBM’s, 
did not have to be dismantled until the submarines containing the 741st 
missile on the Soviet side underwent sea trial.

Now these are the agreements that have been reached.
Now let me say a word about strategic arms limitations talks. As I 

pointed out prior to our coming here, the administration considers the 
problem of strategic arms limitation one of the central issues of our 
time. It is one of the central issues, because if it runs unchecked, 
the number of warheads will reach proportions astronomical compared 
to the time—when Armageddon seemed near—when there were 
something less than 1,000 warheads on both sides.

It is important because a perception may grow that these warheads 
will provide a capability which will not be sustained by any systematic 
analysis, but because in any event they bring about a gap between the 
perceived first- and second-strike capabilities which in itself will fuel 
a constantly accelerating arms race.

Now, the problem we face in these discussions is that under the 
interim agreement the Soviet Union possesses more missiles—though 
if you add together the total number of launchers, that is to say, 
strategic bombers, there is no significant gap, and after all, it was not 
the Soviet Union that made us build bombers, that was our own de
cision—and therefore an attempt has been made to establish a cor
relation between the number of MIRV missiles and the number of 
launchers in which perhaps to some extent the larger numbers of mis
siles on one side can be offset by a larger number of MIRV’s on the 
other.

The difficulty with this approach has been the limited time frame 
within which it was attempted to be implemented, so that during the 
maximum deployment period it would not be clear whether any of 
these limitations would not simply be to provide a base for a breakout 
when the agreement lapsed.

Therefore the two leaders have decided that the principal focus of 
the discussions would not be on a brief extension of the interim agree
ment tied to an equally brief MIRV agreement, but to see whether the 
three factors—time, quantity of launchers, and quantity of war
heads—cannot be related in a more constructive and stabilizing 
fashion over a longer period of time; that is to say, by 1985.

And in that context, some of the difficulty of relating the viu'ious 
asymmetries in number can be taken care of and a stability can be per
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haps achieved in deployment rates that would remove, to a consider
able extent, the insecurities inherent in an unchecked arms race.

As the communique says, the two sides will reconvene their dele
gations in Geneva on the basis of this approach and on the basis of 
instructions growing out of the summit meeting.

With respect to the review of the international situation implicit in 
the communique, I think I will confine myself to a few observations 
and primarily answer your questions.

The basic purpose of this review was, as I have pointed out, to at
tempt to avoid miscalculation and, where possible, bring about cooper
ative action.

In Europe, the principal focus was on two subjects: the European 
Security Conference and the mutual balanced force reductions.

With respect to the European Security Conference, the United States 
repeated its position, which is that we are prepared to have that se
curity conference end at the summit level if the results of the con
ference warrant it, and that we would believe that such a conference, 
with adequate results, could make a contribution to European security.

That phrase has been used by Western statesmen now for two years, 
and it will not in itself advance matters until we can define for our
selves what results we constitute justifying a summit conference. We 
have put that question to our European allies at Ottawa, discussions of 
it have begun in Brussels, and we hope to be able to have at least a 
Western answer to this in the relatively near future.

Finally, the communique lists the areas of bilateral relations that 
have already been covered in previous briefings on which separate 
agreements were signed. In addition to the ones that have been signed, 
there will be additional cooperation in space and technology of high
speed transportation and in the area of environmental protection, 
where both sides will create biosphere areas; that is, areas which are 
kept free of the encroachment of modern technology to use for pur
poses of comparison with areas in which major environmental prob
lems are posed.

Now, these are the main outlines of the conference and of the agree
ments that have been signed. They should be seen in the context of 
what is now, and what will remain for the decades ahead, the problem 
of preserving the peace; namely, that the United States and the Soviet 
Union make every honorable effort to avoid the catastrophe of war and 
every endeavor to improve the lot of humanity, and that for this pur
pose the regular meeting of their leaders—which the communique 
points out can be supplemented for special occasions between the 
yearly intervals that have been set—performs an essential role.

I would be glad to answer questions now.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, two questions. One, how did you arrive at the date
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1985 on the SALT business as a concluding date or terminating date?

Secretary Kissinger: Because we couldn’t pick 1984. [Laughter.]

Q. That is what I thought, but I know you will give a more serious 
answer in a minute. And secondly, what is the nature of the instruction 
that will he going out to the delegation that will reconvene in Geneva, 
and approximately when will they start?

Secretary Kissinger: We would expect them to start around Au
gust 1, give or take two weeks. The date 1985 was picked for the follow
ing reasons.

We had been thinking in terms of extending the interim agreement 
by perhaps two or three years and at the same time coupling with it 
some MIRV limitations. This presented a number of extraordinarily 
difficult problems because we would be pressed in terms of quantity, 
since a number of our new programs, such as Trident, are going to be 
deployed starting around 1978,1979, and on the other hand, the Soviet 
Union would be pressed in terms of quality because their deployment 
of MIRV’s is only now starting. And the difficulty of making an agree
ment with a cutoff date of 1979 is, when you have gone through all the 
agony, you have not put a cap on the rate of deployment, most of which 
will be occurring after 1978,1979.

So, it seemed to us that by picking a period of 1985, one could take 
into account the projected programs and put on limitations that would 
have some operational significance and which, in any event, would 
introduce some stability into deployment rates in such a way that it 
was not each side’s perception of the other that would be driving it 
into an ever-accelerating spiral.

As we were discussing on Sunday the various ways of tackling the 
problem, it became apparent that one of the big obstacles was the 
short time frame which we were considering and that for what we had 
in mind it was really necessary to look at it in a longer time frame.

On the other hand, when you talk of a permanent agreement, you 
get yourself frozen into situations in which the technology is so unpre
dictable that it is very difficult to make reasonable judgments, and 
this is why the period 1985 was chosen.

It was chosen in the hope, not the assurance, that if such an agree
ment were reached next year, we would be talking of a 10-year agree
ment. This is one of the factors.

Q. Could I follow that, because it seems important. You talked about 
the technological explosion in Brussels, I  think. Does this not suggest 
that in the period between now and 1985 you will have one hell of an 
arms race going on?

Secretary Kissinger: No. It depends when the agreement is made. As 
I said in Brussels, and I maintain, that we have about 18 months 
to gain control of the multiple warheads—control not in the 
sense of eliminating it, but by introducing some stability
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into the rate and nature of their deployment.
If an agreement is reached within that time frame, more or less— 

that doesn’t mean down to the last month—then it can make a major 
contribution to turning down the arms race, to including the problem 
of reduction to which we attach importance, and to bringing stability 
into the strategic equation.

With every six-month period that it is delayed, the problem becomes 
more complicated, but the point is precisely to avoid what you called 
the hell of an arms race, and the difficulty, as you analyze the problem 
with cutoff dates of 1977,1979, is that both sides will be preparing for 
the toeak of the agreement while they are negotiating the agreement, 
and it became clear that one of the obstacles was that both sides, while 
negotiating limitations, were also putting themselves into the position 
of the agreement lapsing and therefore having to develop programs 
that would be pressing against limits of the agreement at the edge 
of its time period and for that very reason have another vested interest 
not to have an agreement.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, General Secretary Brezhnev scM last night that 
these accords could have been still broader than they were. ’’ First, I 
would like your comments on that and also whether it is not correct 
then from your interpretation that one could not say there are agreed 
guidelines on the MIRV warhead negotiations. Secondly, on the ques
tion of the underground nuclear test ban, could you clarify with some 
figures what I believe is a fact—that the limit of 150 kilotons would 
permit all continuing underground testing of MIRV’s currently con
ducted by the United States, which are considerablybehw that ranjge— 
and would that not allow the continuance even beyond the target date 
here of all the projectable multiple warheads likely to be produced by 
both sides?

Secretary Kissinger: First, the degree of cooperation between the 
Soviet Union and the United States has not yet reached the point where 
the General Secretary shows me the text of his speeches before he 
makes them. [Laughter.] And therefore I am not the best witness of 
what he may have had in mind.

My impression from what I have observed is that both sides have to 
convince their military establishments of the benefits of restraint, 
and that is not a thought that comes naturally to military people on 
either side.

Now, by definition, the limitations could have been broader. On the 
one hand, as you know, the Soviet Union has been proposing a complete 
test ban, but under provisions that are unverifiable and with escape 
clauses which would make it directed clearly against other countries. 
And therefore we have deferred a further discussion of the test ban, 
which we are not rejecting in principle—which, indeed, we are ac

’’ W eekly Com pilation o f  P residen tia l D ocum ents, July 8,1974, p. 749.
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cepting in principle—for a later occasion. So I am assuming this is one 
thing the General Secretary had in mind.

The second is, from my description of the SALT discussions, ob
viously a broader agreement is conceivable. With respect to your 
question, are there agreed guidelines for Geneva, the idea of extending 
the time frame arose really only on Monday, and it wasn’t possible to 
work out detailed agreed guidelines in the interval.

On the other hand, certain basic principles do exist, and I believe we 
have made a major step forward in the approach to the problem.

With respect to the testing, it is not true that all the projected MIRV 
developments are in the category below 150. Indeed, the enthusiasm 
seems to run more in the categories above 150, coupled with improved 
accuracies, but whenever I link these two I get a rebuttal. So I must 
be cautious. So if we are concerned that one of the threats to stability 
is the combination of accuracy and higher yields, then in the next phase 
of the MIRV warhead race this ban will make a major contribution.

Clearly, for the existing multiple warheads, the testing has been 
substantially completed on both sides. We are concerned with the 
next generation of warheads, not this generation of warheads, and with 
respect to those, it will play a very significant role.

Q. May I  follow that, Dr. Kissinger?

Secretary Kissinger: Yes.

Q. On this question of the 150 threshold, just if  you can get a little 
more specific, what will it prevent us from doing that we had planned 
to do, planned to test, and what will it prevent the Soviets from doing 
that we know they had planned to test?

Secretary Kissinger: To tell you what we know about what the 
Soviets are planning to do would present major problems of hospitality. 
[Laughter.]

Q. We have had some already. [Laughter.]

Secretary Kissinger: You are supposed to laugh at my jokes, not top 
them. [Laughter.]

I cannot, obviously, go into what we were planning to do and what 
the Soviet Union was planning to do. It is obvious that, if one of the 
concerns is the elaboration of strategies that rely on first strikes, 
and if, to put it another way, the concern of each side is that the 
proliferation of warheads might make it subject to a first strike, then 
it stands to reason that with the hardening of silos, it is the increase 
in the explosive power of warheads together with improved accuracy 
that becomes of greatest concern and therefore, to the extent those 
strategies become possible, conceivable, or dominant on each side, 
whatever its previous approach, each side will be driven toward the 
elaboration of larger warheads on its MIRV’s.

So I repeat, this is addressed to the next generation of warheads, not 
to the present generation of warheads.
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Q. What I  was getting at there, as I  understood it—and I  could be 
vrrong—we test in miniature, or do to some extent, wouldn't that put 
us well below 150, below 100 in fact, and do the Soviets do the same 
kind of testing in miniature or not?

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t think this is the place—nor can I think 
of many more convenient places [laughter]—to go into detail into our 
methods of testing or what we know about the Soviet methods of 
testing.

It is my understanding that miniature testing is very rarely done, 
never done with operational weapons, and the concern that has been 
expressed to us, as we were discussing this within our government, was 
precisely the necessity of full-scale tests of those categories of weapons 
of principal significance.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, vnll they be able to test MIRV’s on the SS-9 under 
that 150-kihton limitation?

Secretary Kissinger: Whenever I describe the characteristics of 
Soviet weapons to Soviet colleagues, their self-control evaporates. 
I don’t know how they feel when I describe them to American 
journalists.

It is our understanding that no MIRV’s are being put on SS-9’s, 
that they are developing a missile of comparable size which will have a 
MIRV capability. I am not making a hairsplitting point. The warhead 
of that missile which we call the SS-18 and on which our judgment is 
that the testing of the MIRV’s is in its very early stage, those war
heads, in our judgment, would be considerably larger than 150 kilo- 
tons and, indeed, if those warheads could be driven below 150 kilotons, 
we would consider it a considerable success.

Q. Do you interpret this limitation as in effect to preventing them 
from MIRV’ing on SS-9’s or SS-18’s?

Secretary Kissinger: As I said, they are not MIRV’ing the SS-9’s. In 
order to get MIRV’s on a large missile, they would have to replace the 
SS-9 with an SS-18, but that is just a refinement.

Quite honestly, I believe they have probably tested the warheads 
they would want to put on the SS-18 already. However, these have al
ways to be calculated in terms of weight-to-yield ratio; that is to say, 
at the present state of their technology, there may be a limit to the 
number of warheads of large yield they can put on the SS-18, while 
with continued testing, the number of warheads could be multiplied 
very considerably and still maintain the same explosive power, but I 
don’t want to go beyond that. But you have to look at it both in terms 
of numbers of warheads that can be carried on an individual missile 
as well as in terms of the explosive power of each warhead and both of 
them are a function of testing, because testing determines the pack
aging, which is to say the size of the warhead, as well as the yield 
of the warhead.
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Q. Mr. Secretary  ̂ will you be presenting to Members of the Con
gress any indications of a lessening of tensions and the problems with 
respect to emigration and harassment and have you found any further 
understanding and receptivity on the part of the Soviet leaders in this 
field?

Secretary Kissinger: There was a discussion of the subject—and I 
will have to maintain the position that we have previously, which is 
to say that we believe that the objective which we think we share with 
those who have other approaches can, in our judgment, be realized 
more effectively without making it a public government-to-govern- 
ment confrontation.

Q. Can't you tell us if  anything new has arisen—not what it is, but 
if  anything new has arisen?

Secretary Kissinger: I will discuss the subject with those who are 
interested in the Congress after I return, but I will not discuss it pub
licly, as I have stated consistently.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, you sound as though you have, at least for the time 
being, given up hope for getting a comprehensive SALT agreement 
with the Soviet Union. Is that correct?

Secretary Kissinger: Not a comprehensive, but a permanent, and this 
is not a question of giving up hope, it is a question of looking at the 
realities of how to move matters forward. We have been operating up 
to now within the constraint of either a very short term or a sort of 
permanent agreement.

Now, permanent would have to have review clauses every five to ten 
years anyway. So when you talk of 1985, that is about as permanent as 
you can realistically become under present circumstances.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, what is the view of the Government of the United 
States of the effect on the good vrill and spirit that this agreement and 
the others seek to create of Soviet efforts to interfere with American 
television transmissions last night?

Secretary Kissinger: I don’t know the details of the interference with 
the television transmission, but we certainly don't approve of it.

Q. Mr. Secretary, I thought I heard you say at the outset that the 
underground testing ban—I may have misheard you—but I thought 
I heard you say the underground ban included some provision for 
observers. I  cant find it. Can you elaborate on that?

Secretary Kissinger: No, the negotiations with respect to the verifi
cation of peaceful nuclear explosions included an understanding which 
is not part of the agreement, that the verification of the underground 
explosions would involve, among other things, the specification of time 
and place, and the presence of observers.

That in itself is not enough, however. It is not written in the docu
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ment, and you are quite correct in not finding it—because this is, I 
believe, article III, and article III simply says it will be negotiated 
in the earliest time, and I am simply indicating that we did discuss 
some of the substance of this article III, even now.

The difficulty with peaceful nuclear explosions, or the inspection 
difficulty or verification difficulty, is on two levels. Below the thresh
old level of 150 kilotons, it does not present a problem of magnitude, 
but it presents a problem of location.

As you know from the agreement, the location of military test sites 
is specified and geological information is exchanged, and also there is 
provision, as you can see in the protocol, for calibration shots.

Therefore, we have a substantial degree of confidence within a factor 
that is very tolerable for military purposes that we will know violations 
of the threshold test ban as long as the testing takes place at known 
sites.

A peaceful nuclear explosion obviously will almost never take place 
at military test sites. Therefore, we will have less geological informa
tion; therefore, special verification procedures will have to be used.

This is below 150 kilotons. If the peaceful nuclear explosion should 
be above 150 kilotons, even more stringent requirements exist to make 
sure that peaceful nuclear explosions do not hide military testing; 
and those provisions, frankly, have not been worked out, but there is 
an understanding that they will include the presence of observers.

Q. For those of us -without a deep background in the arms negotia
tions, is this then the first time the Soviet Union has—leaving aside 
what kind of tests these are—agreed to on-site inspection?

Secretary Kissinger: That is correct. But agreed in the form of an 
unwritten understanding. This does not exist yet.

Q. Sir, does this understanding specify as to whether these observ
ers m il be principals of both countries or whether they will be third- 
nation observers or perhaps observers from an international body?

Secretary Kissinger: This has not been worked out. In the context 
of the discussions, it was from the two countries, which, incidentally, 
is much more reassuring to the two countries than to bring in outsid
ers, but that is a question that has not been refined.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, are we or the Russians currently testing any war- 
heads larger than 150 kilotons?

Secretary Kissinger: I can’t go into great detail about it, but as I 
said, the trend is clearly in that direction.

Q. I didn’t quite understand that. What I wanted to get out was, 
does this merely freeze the tests at the current level, or is it actuMly 
cutting the size of it?

Secretary Kissinger: As I pointed out, because there is no sense in
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misleading anybody, obviously the warheads for the current genera
tion have been substantially tested almost certainly by both sides. 
What will be affected is the improved packaging of new generations or 
the improved yield of new generations, not of missiles necessarily, 
but of warheads.

In that sense, without going into the testing programs, I think it is 
correct to say that the trend of the arms race is in the direction of the 
higher yields, for reasons which I gave you.

Q. What about the problem of decoupling?

Secretary Kissinger: The problem of decoupling, I think has been, 
insofar as it can be, taken care of by the exchange of geological infor
mation and by the calibration shots.

Q. I  am kind of puzzled how you can take what happened here on 
SALT as anything less than a setback. I f  you have changed from 
searching for a permanent agreement to searching for one in a finite 
time period, and you postponed the time you have given yourself, or 
you have put back the time you have given yourself to find that agree
ment, it seems to me there are two setbacks there, and I don’t see how 
you can say this hasn't been a failure at the summit.

Q. We couldn’t hear the question.

Secretary Kissinger: It is just as well. [Laughter.] The question is 
how we can construe SALT as anything other than a setback because 
we extended the time period for negotiation and we shortened the time 
period of the agreement to be reached. Is that correct?

Q. Yes.

Secretary Kissinger: If you approach it in a formalistic way, then 
these are valid arguments. If you approach it from the point of view 
of what will in fact contribute to slowing down the arms race, then I 
believe that we have found an approach in which the factors that have 
inhibited progress can be hopefully overcome.

The difficulty with the previous negotiations has been that it has 
proved extremely difficult to reconcile the various asymmetries that 
exist in the design of the forces, in the locations of the forces, and in 
the relative deployment rates of the forces. And the time limits we 
have been talking about until this visit created a situation in which 
both sides would be pressing against the limits of the agreement at the 
precise moment of its expiration date—the Soviet Union from the 
point of view of quality, the United States from the point of view of 
quantity—and therefore there was a great danger that the mere ex
piration date might fuel, especially in its final phases, a race.

And as a result of the discussions that took place Sunday, where for 
the first time, I believe, at least where the concerns and the percep
tions of both sides were put before each other in what I considered an 
unusually frank way, and in which it turned out that the perception by



KISSINGER REMARKS, JULY 3 261

each side of the other really was remarkably close—the only difference 
being that each side of course has to take the worst case of what the 
other might do; I think this was the major gap that existed—it became 
apparent that the time pressure was a greater factor than had been 
commonly understood by either side.

So I don’t want to do this in terms of setback. We are not running 
a race with ourselves. This is a problem which, I have been stressing, 
will be with us for a long time, and it shouldn’t be seen in terms of 
hitting a home run on any one occasion.

Q. Y(xu, at the Brussels briefing, said there was only 18 months be
fore their decisions were irrevocable and each six months made it 
worse in terms of the rate of deployments.

Secretary Kissinger: That is right, and I have reaffirmed that here.

Q. But what I  mean is you introduced the time pressure, as you call
it.

Secretary Kissinger: There are two time factors, the time factor 
available for negotiation and the time factor involved in the length of 
the agreement. I have reaffirmed here that, in my judgment, the time 
frame in which the problems that I have identified can be constructive
ly settled is in the 18-month range—24 months, 18 months, in that 
range—and one of the reasons for 1985 is that if this agreement were 
to be concluded in 1975, it would then take care of the next decade. This 
was one of the reasons behind it. So that time factor still exists, and 
that time factor will press on us and must press on us, if we are serious.

Q. Can I  follow up that, sir? What would you envision will happen 
then, i f  the interim agreement expires or is allowed to expire in 1977 
but you have not yet reached a replacement agreement—what will 
happen between 1977 and 1985 in terms of the arms race psychology?

Secretary Kissinger: If we have not reached an agreement well be
fore 1977, then I believe you will see an explosion of technology and 
an explosion of numbers at the end of which we will be lucky if we 
have the present stability, in which it will be impossible to describe 
what strategic superiority means. And one of the questions which we 
have to ask ourselves as a countrj is; What in the name of God is 
strategic superiority? What is the significance of it, politically, mili
tarily, operationally, at these levels of numbers? What do you do with 
it?

But my prediction would be that if we do not solve this problem well 
before, in my judgment, the end of the expiration of the agreement, 
we will be living in a world which will be extraordinarily complex, in 
which opportunities for nuclear warfare exist that were unimaginable 
15 years ago at the beginning of the nuclear age, and that is what is 
driving our concern, not the disputes that one reads in the day-to-day—

Q. One last point, on the weather mod^ficatimi, sir, could you clarify?
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You, only referred to it very briefly. Weather modification techniques, 
as I understand, proved a failure in the Viet-Nam war. Could you ex
plain why the issue is regarded as significant in arms control?

Secretary Kissinger: Well. The issue is significant because the prob
lem exists and it is not a problem, frankly, that we have completely 
understood. We have just started our studies on the subject. How sig
nificant it is, frankly, will become apparent only as time goes on. It is 
signiiHcant for the determination of the two sides to try to limit new 
areas of arms competition.

The press: Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

News Conference Remarks by ACDA Director Ikle and Secretary 
of Defense Schlesinger, July 3, 1974'^

Secretary Schlesinger: I’m delighted that my associate, Fred Ikle, 
could be with me today for this joint press conference.

As you are all aware, there has been an agreement or completed ne
gotiations with regard to two treaties: one on the ABM,̂  the other on 
the Threshold Test Ban (TTB),® and in addition, an ^eem ent to pur
sue the subject of environmental warfare.  ̂ With regard to the ABM 
agreement, as you will recall, in the defense program this year, the 
second ABM site was deferred—deferred with the hope that there 
would be a response that could permit both sides to limit the number 
of ABM sites to one. That has been concluded in this treaty. The option 
does exist to move from a site that protects Minuteman to a site that 
protects the National Command Authority.

With regard to the Threshold Test Ban, both sides will abstain from 
testing nuclear weapons having yields in excess of 150 KT. The treaty 
will enter into force if ratified by both sides on the 31st of March 1976. 
Tests will be conducted only at preannounced sites. The parties to the 
treaty have agreed to exchange geological and other data about their 
test sites to improve the prospects for verification of compliance with 
the yield limit. PNEs (Peaceful Nuclear Explosives) will be covered 
under a separate agreement to prevent such experiments from becom
ing the means for possible violation of the treaty.

These developments have been under discussion in the government 
since early this year. Throughout this process the DOD, as other 
agencies, has had an opportunity to register its views through the NSC 
process. Throughout the period of consultation in Moscow, we have 
been kept currently informed of developments and in addition, 
of course, prior to the departure from Moscow we were fully

• ACaDAfiles.



IKLE-SCHLESINGER r e m a r k s , JULY 3 263

conversant with the broad plan of approach.
The limitation embodied in the TTB will come into force in some 21 

months’ time. That will give us time on the one hand to complete the 
understanding and the agreement with regard to PNEs. At the same 
time, it will permit the completion of certain developments that are 
underway in the AEC program. At the completion of this 21-month 
period, we would expect that all further high-yield tests will be termi
nated by the two parties to the agreement. We will be pursuing the 
exchange of geological and other test site data to ensure that it is 
adequate for effective verification purposes.

Gentlemen, let me pass the commentary on to Dr. Ikle.

Dr. Ikle: Let me just add a few points to the remarks by Secretary 
Schlesinger. The treaty on the ABM is a protocol to the 1972 ABM 
treaty,® and as Secretary Schlesinger said, in effect it reduces the Soviet 
Union and us to one ABM area each, either at the National Capital or 
to cover a missile field.

Let us recall that it has not at all been self-evident until recently that 
the competition in building the permitted second ABM system could be 
avoided. Only six months ago questions were being asked by Members 
of Congress as to whether or not the Soviets were about to build the 
second ABM system and whether this would force us to compete with 
them by building a second system ourselves. There have been concerns 
that such a development towards two ABM areas would provide the 
takeoff basis for wider competition in ABM systems. Now, this agree
ment helps lay to rest these fears.

The joint statement on environmental warfare advocates measures 
to overcome the dangers of the use of environmental modification tech
niques for military purposes, and it was decided to hold a meeting later 
this year to explore this problem. The protocols of the standing con
sultative commission, which were signed in Moscow,® had been worked 
out in detailed negotiations by American and Soviet Commissioners in 
Geneva. They have to do with procedures for verifying the dismantling 
or destruction of strategic weapons before they are replaced by new 
ones.

The other treaty signed by President Nixon and General Secretary 
Brezhnev is for the limitation of underground nuclear weapons tests. 
It’s about this new Threshold Test Ban treaty that I want to make a 
few remarks to set the agreement into the larger context.

In 1963 the Limited Test Ban Treaty was signed to prohibit nuclear 
weapons tests in the atmosphere, outerspace and underwater.  ̂ This 
left underground weapons tests totally unrestricted except for a ban on 
radioactive debris that would cross international borders. Now, we and 
the Soviet Union have moved bilaterally to limit ourselves further in 
regard to underground tests. The new treaty not only puts an end to all

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
® Not printed here.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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megaton tests, it puts the threshold at l/6th of one megaton.
From the point of view of long-term progress in arms control, this 

Threshold Test Ban includes a couple of important provisions. As 
you well know, verification is an essential element of any arms control 
measure. The Soviets have now agreed that nuclear weapons tests will 
be carried out at only designated test areas, that the location of their 
test areas will be furnished to us, and this is very iniportant, that we 
will exchange detailed geological information regarding the test loca
tions. This will enable us to have a high degree of confidence that our 
instruments will tell us the yield of the weapons exploded. Moreover, 
the Soviets have agreed to exchange information on a couple of cali
brating shots to provide the basis for accurate determination of nuclear 
yield.

The treaty also provides that a separate agreement will be reached 
to cover the question of peaceful nuclear explosions. This is highly sig
nificant from the point of view of controlling nuclear proliferation, 
especially in light of our obligations under the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty * to share the potential benefits from peaceful applications of 
nuclear explosions with non-nuclear states. It is important to develop 
a set of agreed procedures for peaceful explosions, as and if they be
come technically and economically feasible, to distinguish them clearly 
from weapons tests and make sure that they would not be used for 
weapons purposes.

This Threshold Test Ban Treaty is not the final word in the limitation 
of nuclear weapons testing. We express in this treaty our intention to 
move in the direction of a complete, compreheijsive test ban and to
wards this goal a significant step forward has now been taken.

Qi Have the Russians proof-tested their one- to two-ton megaton 
MIRVed warheads you refer to in yowr posture statement, and if  so, 
doesn’t the test limitation agreement work to the disadvantage of this 
country in that we cannot develop larger warheads for our Minuteman?

Secretary Schlesinger: The first part of the question deals with the 
Soviet plans with regard to nuclear explosives for their new missile 
force and one would anticipate that by the time the treaty comes into 
force that they would have developed warheads which are adequate 
for the purposes. Nonetheless, this will tend to constrain further optimi
zation of their warheads given the throw-weight available and in that 
respect will be beneficial to the United States. On the American 
side, we will be able to complete certain developments that are under
way, but, of course, the effect of a bilateral agreement of this sort and 
any arms limitation agreement will be to restrain both sides. That is 
the end purpose of arms limitation agreements.

Q. Mr. Secretary, what is the AEC program underway that you 
specified earlier?

* Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Secretary Schlesinger: There are, of course, developments underway 
that deal with the future SLBM programs—the Tridents, the Trident 
submarine program. There are developments underway with regard to 
Minuteman warheads and there is under development an improved 
weapon for the bomber force.

Q. Mr. Secretary, Mr. Nitze the other day made some statements on 
the Hill which indicated that he did not approve of the manner in which 
we have been dealing vnth the Soviets, i.e., an a piecemeal basis—the 
Threshold and then the ABM and even MIRV, that this might act 
against our long-term interests in getting essentially a permanent 
agreement vnth the Soviet Union. Can you comment on his objections?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that Mr. Nitze has expressed his 
views. There is always a conflict between those who feel that the best 
approach is to wait until one can conclude a comprehensive agreement 
and not fill in any of the details. The possible objection to that is that 
you may wait more or less eternally. The other approach is to reach 
agreements which are practical steps that will limit arms in effective 
ways, at the same time retaining an arms, balance. To the extent that 
we can do that, then we are able to achieve agreements which are con
crete steps which do not await the resolution of the problems asso
ciated with a comprehensive agreement.

Q. Has this been yoitrs and the Pentagon’s position?

Secretary Schlesinger: I don’t think that the Pentagon has taken a 
firm position with regard to that general philosophy of approach. 
Obviously, if a comprehensive agreement or more comprehensive 
agreement can be reached, I think it would be widely welcomed 
throughout the Government, throughout the land, not only in the 
Pentagon. To the extent that progress can be made in a more detailed 
fashion, we welcome that.

Q. What about the other side of Mr. Hoffman’s question, that the 
Threshold is so high that i t ’s really meaningless, that neither side at 
this point was going to be testing that size weapon anyway, so what 
we’ve signed is in effect a ratification of unilateral desires to stop 
testing things that big anyway?

Dr. Ikle: The question of whether the Threshold is too high or too 
low is perhaps a bit like the question whether a gl&ss of water is half 
empty or half full. It certainly does limit megaton tests, in fact down 
to one-sixth of a megaton yield, and this has an important impact on 
future possibilities  ̂ as the Secretary of Defense mentioned, for opti
mizing high-yield weapons. On the other hand, it is consistent with 
our capability for verifying yields of underground tests, and for work
ing out these procedures for the first time for exchanging geologic 
data and testing out the verification process for this kind of a threshold 
level.
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Q. You mean at this state of the art we couldn't have verified  ̂
quantified anything less than 150 megatons?

Dr. Ikle: Precisely how much you could verify, whether it’s 140, 150 
or 160, of course you get into gray areas and matters of degrees, mat
ters of judgment and even the expert seismologists disagree precisely 
how far down or up you should go. But this was a level which we agreed 
on which permitted us to move now, and to limit the large high-yield 
tests. Rather than trying to explore precisely how far down you could 
push the threshold, it seemed valuable to reach an agreement on this 
threshold now.

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that it’s fair to say that we regard a 
150 KT limit as a limitation on the opportunity for ourselves to develop 
improved weapons, I am sure that our Soviet counterparts regard that 
as a limitation on their ability and that the 150 KT threshold does in 
fact constrain both sides, constrains both sides in a way that is uniform 
to both sides.

Q. But doesn't it allow them to go ahead and deploy the large MIRV 
warheads? Haven't they gotten their testing far enough along that 
they could go ahead and deploy large MIRVs; on the other hand it 
limits us from developing larger MIR Vs?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that they can go ahead and deploy 
weapons. The point that was made earlier is that this constrains them 
from proceeding to develop more optimized weapons given their throw- 
weight. We have weapons available in the range above 150 KT. 
It will constrain further developments but we will have weapons 
available.

Q. La^t night Mr. Brezhnev at a dinner said something to the effect  ̂
that he thought the agreements with respect to SALT might have been 
broader and today at a press conference Dr. Kissinger was asked for 
his impression of what Mr. Brezhnev might have meant and he said 
''my impression is that both sides have to convince their military estab
lishments of the benefits of restraint and that does not come easily to 
either side." Would you comment on that to the extent that you 
sense that the military command and in fojct the civilian command in 
the Pentagon needs to be restrained in terms of reaching further agree
ments? Is Dr. Kissinger saying that the military here is complicating 
his job significantly?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the heart of that is that if we are 
to have arms limitations agreements that we must have restraint on 
the development of military capabilities. I think that that probably is 
the purport of Dr. Kissinger’s remark.

® Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, July 8,1974, p. 749. 
Supra.
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Quite obviously it is the desire of the Department of Defense, I 
think others outsWe of the Department of Defense, that when the 
constraints are ultimately adopted that they will provide for sym
metry in terms of overall capabilities—what we call equivalence, and 
that will be an abiding concern as we attempt to obtain a new agree
ment. I think that there is no difficulty with regard to the Department 
of Defense in this area. The Department of Defense has taken the view 
consistently that it is desirable for restraint to be employed on both 
sides so that some like essential equivalence can be obtained. We have 
repeatedly stated that we are prepared to match the Soviets at a higher 
level if need be, preferably at a lower level; that further expansion of 
the strategic capabilities on both sides serves no purpose, and that 
the increase in these gross capabilities are unnecessary. In fact, the 
capabilities at the levels they have already reached are perhaps unnec
essarily high. There is no problem with the Department of Defense. 
I think that we have firm civilian control in this country. As Admiral 
Moorer underscored yesterday, there is no problem with regard to our 
military personnel.

Q. Was he just being polite or does he feel the Rtissians are having 
a serious problem with civilian control, that the Soviet military is 
perhaps exerting too much pressure on Mr. Brezhnev?

Secretary Schlesinger: I couldn’t elaborate on his remarks, but 
there’s no problem here.

Q. A t any tim^ during the talks in the Soviet Union was there a 
tentative agreement, something acceptable to the Secretary of State, 
that you and/or the Joint Chiefs of Staff found unacceptable on of
fensive nuclear weapons ?

Secretary Schlesinger: There was no such agreement.

Q. When you were talking to us on the eve of these negotiations, 
you alerted us to the danger that the Russians were on the verge of 
deploying this new family of increased missiles, the more powerful 
missiles armed with MIRVs. Do you see them going forward loith that 
now?

Secretary Schlesinger: Indeed, they are unconstrained at the pres
ent time. We hope, through the course of negotiations that lie ahead of 
us, to persuade them that restraint on their side will be matched by 
restraint on our side and that both sides would benefit from such 
restraint.

Q. Isn't this going to be almost impossible if  they go ahead and 
deploy those with MIR Vs; we are in a runaway arms race, aren't we?

Secretary Schlesinger: That depends on the pace of the deployment. 
We would expect the Soviets would deploy some MIRVs. It depends on 
how many and at what rate.
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Q. Will the deployment of these MIRVs put the United States in a 
number two position to Russia in missiles?

Secretary Schlesinger: Given the amount of throw-weight available 
to the Soviets, a completion of their program which would come atout 
in the early 1980s would be a source of deep concern to us with regard 
both to the perceived capabilities of the two forces and their actual 
capabilities. But that, of course, lies something on the order of 6-8 
years ahead of us.

Q. The last time you were down here you indicated some possibility 
of preliminary agreement on restraint on MIRVs. Do you know what 
happened to that possibility? Why did it evaporate?

Secretary Schlesinger: I indicated that there was a possibility; that 
did not mean that it was actually going to take place. I think that it 
was necessary and desirable to emphasize that the President retained 
all his options.

Q. [Inaudible.]
Secretary Schlesinger: I believe it was asked why wasn’t there an 

agreement. Why was there not an agreement? Because I do not think 
that the two sides found a basis for agreement, that both sides did not 
see the possibilities of restraint in detailed terms. I regret that we 
have not reached the stage as yet and I would hope that in the future 
that we will be able to reach a state in which we can limit the growth 
of the capabilities of the strategic forces on both sides.

Dr. Ikle: Might I add here to make sure you noticed it that there was 
an agreement that negotiations should start again. Secretary Kis
singer mentioned about August 1 as a possible starting date in Geneva 
to work out an agreement to follow the interim agreement. So certainly 
we are continuing to work on both the qualitative and the quantitative 
limitations right away.

Q. Mr. Secretary, m il you recommend—you recall in your Defense 
budget you recommended certain bargaining chips, such as improving 
the accuracy and the power of our warheads, there was a whole family 
of things in there that you wanted done, put in the research and de
velopment stage—will you now as a result of failure to reach an agree
ment in Moscow, will you recommend that these go into production and 
be deployed?

Secretary Schlesinger: No, sir, not as yet. We are developing these 
capabilities. With regard to accuracy improvements, as I have indi
cated before, such improvements contribute to although are not es- 
ŝ ential to the new targeting doctrine with emphasis on selectivity and 
flexibility.

Q. On the other hand, to follow it up, Mr. Secretary, as a result of 
what came out of this Third Summit, do you feel in any way that it
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will be possible to slow the pace of some of these development options 
that you included in y(mrFY-75 budget request and if  not, would you 
anticipate in ’76 that you'll be asking to accelerate these, or to slow 
them?

Secretary Schlesinger: I would not anticipate accelerating them in 
1976; I see no reason to slow them. Most of the hardware developments 
are what we might deploy—might deploy—in the event that the So
viets take certain steps. I would hope that in the course of negotiations 
the Soviets will be persuaded to refrain from taking certain steps and 
consequently that we can similarly avoid taking the steps necessary to 
match their developments; therefore, it is a difficult thing to predict. 
The growth of our strategic capabilities will be based upon Soviet 
development.

Q. Mr. Secretary, not basing it on the development in the future, but 
on the now and the present possibility of the Soviet development, how 
soon can they get to our coast and shoot at our cities and how close do 
we get to their coast? I think the American people want to know this.

Secretary Schlesinger: With the new SSN-8 missile, the Soviets have 
a range of approximately 4,000 miles. So that, in effect, if you’re talk
ing about submarines, which I assume was the reference, they can fire 
at the United States virtually upon exit from port. When we have 
completed our Trident development, we will have the same type of 
range available in our SLBMs.

Q. By about what year vnll that be?

Secretary Schlesinger: That should be about 1978.

Q. Can you tell us whether you consider what has just happened in 
Moscow really very significant and, in fact, do you endorse what has 
taken place there?

Secretary Schlesinger: I fully endorse what has taken place in 
Moscow and I regard it as significant. The whole question of arms ne
gotiations, which can be disappointing to many who would like them to 
move forward more rapidly, is a fragile development and it must be 
treated with great care. Anything that can sustain the dialogue with 
regard to arms negotiations, I think, is a desirable development. These 
are concrete steps that serve to maintain those communications. They 
are useful steps in and of themselves. I think that they must be en
dorsed enthusiastically by the entire American people.

Dr. Ikl4:1 certainly would underscore this. The President in Moscow 
the other day referred to the story by Tolstoy on the old man planting 
apple trees for the next generation. Arms control developments move 
slowly. Look at the test ban, how long that’s been in development. 
Under President Eisenhower it started in the late fifties and we have
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now moved, we for the first time now cut into the question of under
ground testing. But if built on a solid foundation, these arms control 
agreements are a bit like trees; they grow and the benefits of these 
agreements will be available for future generations or the decades 
to come. You have to build one upon another; they interact and they 
form this web of interacting agreements that the President mentioned.

I tried to stress before also that the ABM provision, the protocol to 
the ABM treaty, is more significant than it might seem. Why? I think 
this provision has been, if I may say so, been in the woodworks and we 
alre^y became accustomed to it. So we already took it for granted 
over the last few weeks or month, that we would not move towards 
competition in building a second ABM system. But we shouldn’t take 
these things for granted before they’re clearly nailed down, which has 
nowhappened.

Q. Jm t m e followup—did Secretary Kissinger ask you to hold this 
news conference today, or how did this come about?

Secretary Schlesinger: The conference is held as a result of our con
tinuing consultations with the delegation.

Q. You discussed the interim period in which we could continue our 
developments. Could you discuss what the Russians can accomplish in 
their developments over the same period? For instance, i t ’s been 
rumored they have a new family of missiles past the SS-16 to -19 fam
ily in the submarine area. Could you discuss that?

Secretary Schlesinger: In the submarine area?

Q. Well, just discuss generally what could they accomplish in their 
program.

Secretary Schlesinger: I would assume that they would use this 
period to finish proof-testing of the family of weapons that they would 
deploy on the new generation of missiles.

Let me, if I may, go back to Mr. Schieffer’s question. The United 
States must leave no stone unturned with regard to the pursuit of 
equitable, balanced arms limitation agreements. I think the American 
public expects it of us. I think that, as it were, civilized opinion de
mands it of the United States and of the Soviet Union. Progress may 
be slow; it may be tardy, but we must make every effort to achieve 
these agreements which are characterized by arms balance and by 
restraint.

Q. You said that there must be som^ kind of advancement on arms 
control. The question is, is the Pentagon retarding that advancement? 
You say there was no agreement—any tentative agreement submitted 
by the Secretary of State apparently, or anyone else, and at no time 
did the Pentagon exercise a veto over something that would be accept
able to the Russians? I ’d like to know from both of you though, did the 
two of you disagree at any time—did the Russians offer something
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that was acceptable to you, Mr. Ikle? You perhaps represent in the eyes 
of some the left wing—the Arms Control establishment; and Mr. 
Schlesinger, you represent the right vring in the eyes of others. I ’d 
like to know if  there was disagreement between the two of you at any 
time?

Secretary Schlesinger: I know of no disagreement; you (Dr. Ikle) 
might care to comment on that. I think that it’s very important to avoid 
stereotyping of either the Pentagon or of ACDA. The objective, I 
think, throughout the Government is to achieve an agreement before 
the consequences of a major growth of offensive capabilities which 
exists, I think significantly, in the new Soviet missile programs work 
themselves out. We have insisted from the first on the desirability of 
such a limitation which will be characterized by essential equivalence 
and we have supported every measure to that end. We are enthusiastic 
about these possibilities. It should be underscored that we will also be 
wary, as is the responsibility of the Department of Defense, that an 
agreement does, in fact, provide for a continuing balance between the 
strategic nuclear forces of both sides and that it is an agreement that 
is adequate for the purposes of both sides.

Dr. Ikle: Certainly in answer to your question, each agency involved 
in preparation of arms control recommendations for the President 
comes to it with its own vantage point, with its own statutory respon
sibility. The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has the statutory 
responsibility to try to find how arms control and disarmament meas
ures can contribute to our national security. Thus it’s only natural for 
us; it’s encumbent on us, to look for such measures of agreed military 
restraint that would enhance our national security. In this process, 
we constantly interact at the working level, at the top level, with our 
colleagues in other agencies, particularly in the Defense Department, 
and we bring our in-puts to bear on it, and then make our recommen
dations independently to the President. So what you have there is 
coming to the same question from a different vantage point. You don’t 
have a fight, but you have a mutual understanding of what the em
phasis and the judgments are, and how they differ.

Q. I think the United States missed an opportunity in Moscow then.

Dr. Ikle: I am not aware of an opportunity that we missed, not at all.
Q. (Inaudible) coming out of Moscow is that an extension of the in

terim agreem en t,if it could be arranged, into 1978. Have we given 
up the possibility of a comprehensive agreement by 1977, when the 
interim treaty expires and do you support this idea of extending the 
interim agreement to 1985?

Dr. Ikle: The interim agreement should be followed by a new agree
ment; that’s what’s in the joint communique of today.

** D ocum ents m  Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 201 ff.
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Q. What did you say about the interim ojgreement?

Dr. Ikle: Should be followed by a new agreement; that's in the 
published joint communique.

Q. Do you feel that the domestic political situation has an effect on 
not being able to reach any agreement on offensive missiles?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the President negotiated entirely 
from the standpoint of the national interest. What may or may not 
have been in the minds of the Soviets in that regard is something that 
I cannot surmise, but Tm sure that the President left no stone 
unturned in his pursuit of an agreement that was equitable from the 
standpoint of the United States and would have resulted in a con
tinuation of the arms balance with enhanced stability.

Q. Two related questions about answers you gave to previous 
questions. You said in regard to one question that both sides did not 
agree because there was [no] basis for agreement in detailed terms, 
were you saying by that that there was agreement on a conceptual ap
proach and if  so, what wOjS that? Second question: you said that there's 
still civilian control of the U.S. Government. When we contrast that 
with what Henry Kissinger said in Moscow, clearly that the military on 
both sides provided a check on agreement, are you suggesting that the 
military was used as an excuse by both Brezhnev and our President fcxr 
not reaching agreement?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the suggestion of that interpreta
tion, Les, would come from you rather than from me. I repeat, civilian 
control in the Department of Defense is unquestioned. The military 
will express their views and when the civilian policy makers have made 
their decision, they will support-that decision. With regard to your 
first question, I do not believe that there is as yet adequate conceptual 
understanding on both sides of the need—of the steps that are neces
sary for both sides to take if we are to move in the direction that I 
mentioned earlier. This certainly has not gotten down to the level of 
detail.

Q. Can you tell us what has happened in the past year from the 
197S Summit in which issued forth glowing expectations of a permor 
nent comprehensive agreement by 197k? The whole picture has changed 
so dramatically; what in your mind accounts for this very dramatic 
change? Does the fault lie basically with the Russians or with our
selves; with the politics in our country—the politics in the Soviet 
Union—but there has been a very dramatic public interpretation 
of change.

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the public interpretation may 
have changed, but if you'll recall the agreement of a year ago, it held 
out various prospects, including a comprehensive agreement or an 
alteration of the interim agreement. Those were held out as prospects;
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they still exist as prospects, so I would not say that obviously we have 
not fulfilled the hopes that might have existed at that time nor have we 
abandoned those hopes.

Dr. Ikl4: I don’t know why you characterize the ’73 agreement as 
glowing expectations. I recall this was just when I arrived here in town 
and I saw this both then as an outsider and later as an insider; that it 
was a rather cautious statement expressing the intent to try to reach— 
I don’t recall the exact words, we can look them up—to try to reach an 
agreement in 1974 and we certainly tried and tried hard and it turns 
out that the complexities of limiting the qualitative and quantitative 
aspects of strategic offensive arms, particularly MIRVs with their 
many dimensions of warheads, missiles and throw-weights, it turns 
out that these complexities require further work. We have now decided 
to engage in this further work and we’ll start on it about August 1 in 
Geneva.

Q. I f the Russians continue their weapons program at the current 
rate, at what point in time will the U.S.—would you he forced to 
recommend a break in the specific numbers set in the ’72 agreement 
and also the intent of that agreement?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the agreement runs till 1977 and 
we would anticipate making no recommendation of a unilateral break 
in the agreement. The pace of the Soviet program will be such that 
until 1977 there will continue to be an adequate balance between the 
two sides.

Q. Based on the previous question here about the theories of do
mestic pressure on Mr. Nixon in Moscow—you say that neither of the 
two were operative, that is, one, that he’d he too soft in order to gain a 
headline agreement, two, that he’d he too tough in order to preserve his 
conservative constituency so they would not impeach him or vote to 
convict him.

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that the President, as always, will 
negotiate on the basis of what he regards as the national interest. I 
think that he would not divert from that for hypothetical support from 
the groups that you mentioned.

Q. Would you think aloud a bit about where this leaves U.S.- 
Soviet detente and so on? Is this the lowest comrrion denominator that 
we cm dialogue with the Russians on now, or what are we now?

Secretary Schlesinger: I hope that as a result of the negotiations 
that it will be mutually perceived that it is in the mutual interest of 
both sides to restrain further increases in the gross capabilities of the 
strategic forces, or above all, substantial increases in those gross 
capabilities. We have made a concrete step forward with these agree
ments and that is an accomplishment of itself. The pace of such ac
complishments, of course, will vary with time.
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Dr. Ikle: I agree with the Secretary’s looking forward to the future. 
I disagree with the designation of the lowest common denominator of 
what has been done in the recent past. We have been waiting for over 
ten years to start cutting into the problem of limiting underground 
tests. Now we have done that. We did not accomplish in ’72 this limita
tion to one-site ABM deployment. We don’t want to exaggerate the 
importance of these agreements, but we don’t want to underrate them 
either. We want to have a balanced assessment of what they really 
contribute.

Q. Can I get back to this earlier question? The reports coming out of 
Moscow say that Mr. Brezhnev and Mr. Nixon agreed basically to try to 
negotiate an extension until 1985 of the current interim agreement. 
Now if  that is correct, is that not a serious change and serious setback 
perhaps from the original intent of negotiating a comprehensive 
agreement by 1977?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that there is some ambiguity in 
that. As Mr. Ikle has just read, the statement is that there will be a 
new agreement after 1977 and in the statement itself there is no indi
cation as to whether that new agreement would be a comprehensive 
agreement or an interim agreement. Of course, the maximum of hopes 
of both sides would be for a comprehensive permanent agreement. But 
that should not be taken to imply that an interim agreement extending 
over a number of years, which retains essential equivalence and at the 
same time improves the prospects for stability, is a disappointment.

Dr. Ikle: Indeed, there’s rather an indication that this new agreement 
ought to move in a more comprehensive direction and it is mentioned 
that it would deal both with qualitative aspects, primarily the MIRVs 
presumably, and quantitative aspects.

Q. Does the communique, Mr. Ikle, specify a date or dates for 
this new agreement or is that provided—

Dr. Ikle: We want to reach it at the earliest possible date before the 
expiration of the interim agreement, which, of course, makes good 
sense.

Q. No reference to 1985 in the—

Dr. Ikle: To ’75 you mean. There’s a reference to ’85, yes, it should 
cover the period to 1985.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned earlier that you would be watching 
certain developments of the Soviet missile deployments and their 
testing, etc., to determine what our position will be. Could you specify 
what those developments are, what are the crucial or critical elements 
in this formula that you have to watch?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think the critical issues are what I have
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repeatedly referred to—the timing of the start on deployments of their 
new missiles; the extent of that deployment and the pace of that 
deployment.

Q. Any particular concern about the large missiles, the SS-18s or 
the—

Secretary Schlesinger: The SS-18, of course, falls under the general 
limitation that applies to modern large ballistic missiles which are 
limited by the SALT I ^eem ent. The pace of the replacement of SS-9, 
by SS-18s, will be a source of concern to us. In addition, there are the 
SS-17 and -19 which have very substantial throw-weight and as a con
sequence they can no longer be treated as light missiles.

Q. The United States and the Soviet Union continue to act as though 
they ’re the only nuclear powers—China and France have a steady pro
gram of progress, India has achieved some success in this field and 
nuclear realtors are being spread around the world. What impact does 
this so-called third country or third world nuclear power development 
have on these talks and were there any outs in the agreement because 
of it?

Dr. Ikle: For one thing, the two sides, as expressed in the joint com
munique, agreed to emphasize the fundamental importance of the non
proliferation treaty. They also expressed themselves in favor of 
increasing its effectiveness, so I don’t think it can be argued that this 
aspect was neglected.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if  the 17 and 19 can no longer be treated as light 
missiles, are you saying the Russians m il break the a^eement if  they 
deploy them?

Secretary Schlesinger: No, sir, no, sir—

Q. Do you count them as heavy missiles against that 333 limit?

Secretary Schlesinger: No, sir>. The Soviets have been complying with 
the ^eem ent and these perspective deployments; while they may 
cause us disquiet, that should not be taken to imply that the Soviets 
are not in full compliance with the agreement.

Q. They can’t replace light missiles vnth heavy missiles or any
thing—

Secretary Schlesinger: These are what might be called medium- 
weight missiles.

Q. You’re backing away then from calling them heavy missiles?

Secretary Schlesinger: The modern large ballistic missile has a
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specific definition—Jerry will get you the precise definition.*^

Q. You aren’t suggesting that the Soviet Union and the United States 
persuade the Chinese to cancel their testing, were you? You said they 
were going to make the non-jrroliferation—

Secretary Schlesinger: No, I was not suggesting that. Let us recall 
that the limited atmosphere test ban which was concluded in ’63 has 
now been effective for 11 years and there are a number of countries—a 
few countries including the ones you mentioned, that chose not to be
come party to the treaty. So I think that is not a new development; it 
particularly is not related to the threshold test ban which is a bilat
eral agreement. The problem, of course, of the proliferation on nuclear 
weapons as suggested by this reference in the joint communique is of 
course an important one that all countries including we and the Rus
sians have to seriously consider and fit into our arms control policies; 
it’s not just ignored.

Q. Dr. Schlesinger, can I go back to Dr. Kissinger's (inaudible) to 
the military establishment. You say that the U.S. military establish
ment is enthusiastic about something that would create a military 
balance, stable military balance—

Secretary Schlesinger: Retain.

Q. Retain a stable military balance. Presumably the Soviet military 
would go for something like that, tod, but the problem—

Secretary Schlesinger: I would hope so.

Q. The problem seems to be, however, the perception. In other 
words, the perceptions of the U.S. and Soviet military establishments 
vnll never coincide as to what equality is, so what you have in effect is 
a ratchet effect or an open-ended arms race, do you not?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that there is some hypothetical pos
sibility of the sort that you mentioned. That presumably is one of the 
concerns that was alluded to by Dr. Kissinger that there ha§ to be some 
degree of mutuality of perception. I think in the current circumstances 
it is widely understood that the possibilities of gross increases in the 
capabilities of nuclear forces arise because of the programs of the 
Soviet Union, including the new missile programs that would have, in 
the ICBM force, approximately 12 million pounds of throw-weight— 
10-12 million pounds of throw-weight in any event, which is a dispro
portion with which we cannot live if that is fully MIRVed. Now at the 
present time they have less throw-weight and it has not been MIRVed 
so that the numerical advantages possessed by the Soviet Union are

The U.S. definition of a heavy ICBM is any ICBM with a total volume significantly 
greater than the largest light ICBM operational on either side at the time of the SALT I 
agreement [footnote in original].
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compensated for by the relative advantages of the United States in 
technology. As these technological advantages wane, it is the judgment 
of many that in order to retain balance the quantitative aspects of the 
Soviet forces must be taken into account.

Q. What is your latest estimate ofwhen the Soviets could operation
ally deploy MIR Ved ICBMs?

Secretary Schlesinger: We would expect that they would begin to 
deploy MIRVed ICBMs approximately beginning of calendar 1975.

Q. Mr. Ikle, is there any understanding, clarification, or other kinds 
of agreement that define such things as paragraph 2, article 1, of the 
underground test, about what the minimum numbers of tests that can 
be conducted under this agreement?

Dr. Ikle: There are no additional understandings or clarifications that 
I know of and this restraint, I think, is an important one, but it has to 
be worked out as we move along on the permitted testing.

Q. Mr. Secretary, was the failure to come to a unified Administror 
tion position before the President went to Moscow in your judgment a 
reason why there was no real meeting of minds on details? In other 
words, th^e wasn’t really enough time to prepare positions on very 
detailed matters before the trip.

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that you’re referring to an earlier 
point about the time the President had returned from the Middle East. 
By the time of the departure of the President’s group going to Moscow 
there was an understanding across the Administration of the general 
approach that would be taken in Moscow on SALT.

Q. I thought that Mr. Kissinger had said at that point that there still 
was no real understanding of the Government position—this was 
about a week, I  think, after your press conference.

Secretary Schlesinger: By the time of the departure for Moscow there 
was agreement within the Government with regard to the general ap
proach that would be taken in Moscow.

Q. May I follow up on Bob Schieffer's question earlier? I really 
didn’t understand your answer. It is my impression that this news con
ference was called so that two of you representing your agencies had 
expressed your support for what the President did and was unable to 
do in Moscow. Is that correct and was this done at the suggestion of 
White House officials?

Secretary Schlesinger: I think that in response to Bob’s question that 
I indicated that we had been in contact with them with regard to it. 
We both support the President’s decisions in Moscow.
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Dr. Ikle: The intention as I saw it, was really that the two of us 
could explain these agreements and answer questions as to the many 
details. And, obviously, speaking for myself, these are important agree
ments as I said before, and I am delighted to support them. The pur
pose really was to explain and handle all these questions that may come 
up; some which the Secretary of Defense would answer from his van
tage point and some which I would hope to answer.

Secretary Schlesinger: The other purpose, John, is if we had not 
held this press conference the question would have been asked why 
we had not had this press conference.

Q. I think what we’re trying to get at is, flatly and in plain English, 
did somebody above you tell you to hold the news conference?

Secretary Schlesinger: (Inaudible) in contact with them and we 
decided that this would be the appropriate approach to take.

Q. They did not decide for you?

Secretary Schlesinger: That is correct.

Soviet Statement on the Results of the Third Americon-Soviet 
Summit Meeting, July 6, 1974 '

The Politburo of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, the Presidium of 
the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet and the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers 
have examined a report by Comrade L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary 
of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, on the results of the third Soviet- 
American summit meeting and have fully approved the activity of the 
Soviet Union’s delegation and the political results of the talks that took 
place, which are very important for strengthening relations between 
the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. and for the cause of peace and international 
security.

The talks that Comrade L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the 
C.P.S.U. Central Committee; Comrade N. V. Podgorny, Chairman of 
the Presidium of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet; Comrade A. N. Kosy
gin, Chairman of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers; and Comrade 
A. A. Gromyko, U.S.S.R. Minister of Foreign Affairs, had with U.S. 
President R. Nixon, who was in the Soviet Union from June 27 to 
July 3, 1974, are a major new contribution to the improvement of 
Soviet-American relations and facilitate the further easing of inter
national tension and the affirmation in international relations of the

• Pravda and Izvestiya, July 6,1974, p. 1; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, 
no. 27 (July 31,1974), pp. 16-17.
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principles of the peaceful coexistence of states with different social 
systems; this is in the interests of the peoples of the U.S.S.R. and the 
U.S.A. and the interests of strengthening peace the world over.

The Politburo of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, the Presidium of 
the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet and the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers 
note with satisfaction that, thanks to the consistent implementation 
of the Peace Program by the Party and the Soviet state, a fundamental 
positive turn has come about in Soviet-American relations in the past 
two years.

As a result of the first two meetings held in Moscow in May, 1972, 
and in the U.S.A. in June, 1973, documents of enormous importance 
were signed, such as the Basic Principles of Relations Between the 
U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A.,* the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear 
War,* the Treaty on the Limitation of Antiballistic Missile Systems  ̂
and the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures With Respect to the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,® as well as other political 
documents defining relations between the two powers on the basis of 
the principles of peaceful coexistence.

During the third meeting of Soviet and American leaders, the two 
sides came to the conclusion that it is necessary firmly to adhere to 
and implement the main line outlined in the documents signed in 
1972-1973. As a whole, the agreements concluded between the U.S.S.R. 
and the U.S.A. comprise a broad basis for the further development of 
Soviet-American relations and mutually advantageous cooperation.

During the talks, paramount attention was given to questions of 
further lessening the danger of war and limiting strategic arms. Tak
ing into account the basic documents that were concluded in this field 
at the previous meetings, agreement was reached on the limitation of 
the two countries’ antiballistic missile systems,® on an agreed-upon 
limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests,’ on further efforts 
aimed at the limitation of strategic offensive arms,* and on the taking 
of steps aimed at excluding chemical weapons from the arsenals of 
states.® All this is substantial progress toward the strengthening of 
peace and mutual trust, and it reinforces and deepens the easing of 
international tension.

The determination of the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R., registered in the 
documents, to exert joint efforts to eliminate the danger of war, 
especially war involving the use of nuclear and other types of mass-

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 237-240. 
»Ibid., m s ,  pp. 283-285.
* Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.
5/bid., pp. 202 ff.
* A nte, pp. 229-231.
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destruction weapons, to limit and ultimately end the arms race, 
especially the race in strategic arms, to consolidate the easing of 
tension and to extend it to the whole world is of fundamental impor
tance. The fulfillment by both sides of the commitments they have 
assumed will be an effective safeguard of international security.

The new agreements on cooperation in the fields of public health, 
energy and housing and other construction, and especially the long
term Agreement on Facilitating Economic, Industrial and Technical 
Cooperation,** are a further major advance in the expansion of bilat
eral cooperation. The development of relations between the two 
countries on the basis of full equality and mutual advantage and the 
commitments they have assumed to respect the rights and interests of 
all states are an important factor in the further improvement of the 
international situation and the expansion of international cooperation.

The successful completion of the Conference on Security and Cooper
ation in Europe will have great importance for the creation of a stable 
peace on that continent. Both sides proceed from the premise that the 
results of the talks will facilitate the earliest possible completion of 
the conference at the highest level; this corresponds to the interests of 
the peoples of Europe and the whole world.

The reaffirmation by both sides of their positions on a peaceful 
settlement in the Near East on the basis of the well-known U.N. 
Security Council resolutions, according to which the legitimate inter
ests of all the peoples of the Near East, including the Palestinian 
people, and the right to existence of all states in that region are to be 
taken into consideration, is of great importance. ,

The Politburo of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, the Presidium of 
the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet and the U.S.S.R, Council of Ministers 
note with satisfaction that the new Soviet-American meeting has been 
a major landmark in the history of relations between the U.S.S.R. 
and the U.S.A. and has led to the attainment of a whole series of 
fundamental agreements on important problems of our time. The 
Soviet people unanimously support the results of these talks.

The Politburo of the C.P.S.U. Central Committee, the Presidium of 
the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet and the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers 
state their determination to work consistently for the implementation 
of the decisions of the 24th C.P.S.U. Congress, the Peace Program it 
adopted and the jointly agreed-upon line of the fraternal socialist 
countries in international affairs, to rebuff the intrigues of a^ressive 
imperialist forces, to strengthen the socialist commonwealth, to en
sure further growth in the U.S.S.R.’s economic and political might and 
an increase in the Soviet people’s well-being, and to facilitate in every 
way the safeguarding of lasting peace on earth and the social progress 
of the peoples.

■» TIAS 7910.
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Amendments to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act,
July 8, 1974”

AN ACT

To AMEND THE ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT,>2
As Am en d ed , In  Or der  To Extend  Th e  Authorization 

For A pp r o pr u t io n s , a nd  For 'Other  P urposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives of the United States of America in Con
gress assembled, That (a) section 41(d) of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2851(d)) 
is amended by

(1) deleting “as authorized by section 15 of the 
Act of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to 
exceed $100 per diem for individuals,” and sub
stituting therefor “as authorized by section 3109 
of title 5 of the United States Code,”;

(2) deleting “section 5 of said Act, as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 73b-2)” and substituting therefor “sec
tion 5703 of such title”; and

(3) deleting from the first proviso thereof “one 
hundred days” and substituting therefor “180 
days”.
(b) Section 49(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2589(a)) is 

amended by inserting in the second sentence thereof 
immediately after “$22,000,000,” the following: “and 
for the fiscal year 1975, the sum of $10,100,000,”.

Approved July 8,1974.

Statement by the British Minister (Ennals) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, July 9, 1974'

Although I am by designation the leader of the United King
dom delegation to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
this is the first opportunity I have had to attend your Committee. 
And even this first occasion will be short. I had planned to be here 
for both sessions this week, but have now been summoned back to 
London for urgent parliamentary votes tomorrow and Thursday. I

“ Public Law 93-332,93d Cong.; 88 Stat. 289.
*2 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495; ibid., 1963, pp. 622-623; ibid., 1965, 

p. 206; ibid., 1968, p. 396; ibid., 1970, p. 213; ibid., 1972, p. 465.
* CCD/PV. 641, pp. 6-14.

88 STAT. 289

Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act, 
amendments.
75 Stat. 635.

80 Stat. 416.

80 Stat. 499; 83 Stat. 
190.

86 Stat. 494.
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hope to pay another visit as soon as possible.
I have over many years taken a close interest in the whole field of 

disarmament and arms control, and in the few months since I became a 
Minister have been active both in following your deliberations and in 
shaping my Government’s policies in the general field of foreign policy 
and, specifically, in the field of disarmament. I hope therefore that, 
though a new arrival, you will not feel it presumptuous of me to plunge 
into the complex issues which are the regular diet of this Conference. 
I want to reassert that it is the policy of Her Majesty’s Government to 
take every opportunity to promote the cause of disarmament. It will be 
in the forefront of our policy-making and we shall seek both to take 
initiatives and to support others in their attempts to bring down the 
level of armaments and arms expenditure. Multilateral disarmament is 
an essential ingredient for a safer world.

I start therefore by pledging both myself and my Government to 
work constructively with other members of this Conference. For some 
years I worked with Nobel Peace Prize winner Philip Noel-Baker. A 
previous Labour Government played a prominent part in preparing for 
the Partial Test-Ban Treaty;  ̂and, more recently, one of my colleagues 
who held the responsibility I now hold took the initiative which led to 
the successful negotiation of the Biological Weapons Convention.® I 
hope that I too shall be able to make some modest contribution to the 
achievement of the objectives of disarmament to which all of us here 
are committed.

There must be times when some who have been involved in this par
ticular forum have felt discouraged and disillusioned. Over the years, 
achievements have often fallen short of our hopes. But even when there 
has been little progress in the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament the process of arms limitation and disarmament has not 
stopped: debate has continued in other arenas, such as the series of 
bilateral talks between the United States and the Soviet Union. Only 
last week we saw the conclusion of two important agreements—on 
limiting underground nuclear tests * and anti-ballistic missile sites ®— 
between President Nixon and Mr. Brezhnev in Moscow; and the asser
tion of a will to reach new agreements on strategic arms limitation, on 
the modification of the environment for hostile purposes, and on 
chemical warfare.

Finally, the evident growth in Moscow of understanding between the 
two super-Powers can, given perseverance and goodwill, contribute 
to an increase in the security of us all. On a wider front my Govern
ment is playing its full part, with many others, in the Multilateral 
Balanced Force Reduction talks and the Conference on Security and 
Co-operation in Europe. The evidence which we see of activity in the

‘ Dom rrients m  D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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field of arms limitation and disarmament is in my view encouraging, 
and it is wrongheaded to argue that no progress is being made. Disarm
ament and improvement in the international political situation are 
inextricably intertwined.

As fears and suspicions between nations are reduced, the atmosphere 
for constructive negotiations in the fields of disarmament and arms 
limitation is improved. But it is no less true that the steady, patient 
work of the experts in the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment is itself a contribution towards improved international relations. 
While we cannot expect spectacular progress here, or in any other con
ceivable forum which we can hope to devise, without progress in the 
political climate, I have no doubt that by perseverance in constantly 
re-examining the problems before us we may hope to contribute to
wards the development of trust between nations. Equally, we must be 
ready to exploit improvements in international relations to the ad
vantage of disarmament.

Progress is inevitably gradual. We are all experienced enough to 
know that success in attaining our objectives does not merely depend 
on the sincerity of those who are gathered here representing their 
governments. This Committee alone has the experience and dedication 
to treat the obstinate problems of disarmament with the respect and 
stubbornness they demand. We should not throw away this well- 
proven and practical body in a fit of exasperation at a check in mo
mentum which, we all hope, will be temporary.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has rightly given 
first place in its deliberations to nuclear disarmament—not without 
some success. The Cuban missile crisis of 1963 made us all acutely 
aware how important it was to create an international framework in 
which we could control the testing and development of nuclear weap
ons. Two principal agreements were negotiated for this purpose. The 
first of these was the Partial Test-Ban Treaty of 1963; following its 
signature, the number of nuclear tests carried out in the atmosphere 
rapidly declined, to the benefit of the whole international community. 
As we have often said, we hope that all countries which have not yet 
acceded to this Treaty will do so.

The second agreement is, of course, the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) of 1968.® Its purpose was, and still is, to control the spread of 
nuclear weapons and of nuclear explosive technology. Nuclear weapons 
exist: the NPT recognized that fact and defined as nuclear-weapon 
States the five countries that possessed nuclear weapons on 1 Jan
uary 1967. However, the Treaty also attempted to still the deep-seated 
fear that the spread of nuclear weapons throughout the world was 
inevitable, that five nuclear-weapon States would turn into six, six into 
seven and so on, until we found ourselves living in a nightmare world of 
nucle^ armed States in which even a regional confrontation between

® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.



284 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

rivals could lead to a nuclear war which threatened to encompass the 
whole globe. For their part, the nuclear-weapon States undertook not 
to assist or encourage any other Power to obtain nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices. The non-nuclear weapon States prom
ised not to attempt to develop a nuclear explosive capability themselves.

The framers of the NPT had no desire to deprive any country—least 
of all the developing countries—of the potential benefits of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The parties to the Treaty have specifi
cally undertaken to facilitate the exchange of equipment, material and 
information for this purpose. To ensure that there should be no abuse 
of such exchanges, the Treaty, however, made provision for inter
national safeguards designed to deter States from diverting material 
and information to the wrong ends, by creating the certainty of detec
tion. The safeguards system which has been devised and is being im
plemented conscientiously, painstakingly and with expert thoroughness 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), testifies to the 
good faith of the very large number of countries—now over 80—who 
have considered it in their best interests to accede to the NPT.

As the Conference will recall, in 1967 the United Kii^ d̂om 
Government voluntarily offered to afford an opportunity for safe
guards to be applied to the peaceful nuclear programme of the United 
Kingdom, and we are now negotiating with the International Atomic 
Enei^ Agency on the application of the Agency’s safeguards. We have 
done this in the hope of facilitating the acceptance and ratification of 
the NPT by those who have not yet done so.

I have just said that the Treaty is not designed to interfere with the 
development of nuclear energy for peaceful uses; but there is one im
portant area where special problems arise—the application of nuclear 
explosive technology to peaceful purposes. As the Treaty in effect 
recognises, in terms of nuclear proliferation there is no distinction 
between an .explosive nuclear device intended for peaceful purposes, 
and one designed as a weapon. The Treaty therefore explicitly prohibits 
the proliferation of nuclear explosive devices, as well as of nuclear 
weapons. Nevertheless, the Treaty recognizes that if nuclear explosive 
devices should at some future date—which we believe to be still some 
years off—become a commercially significant engineering technique, 
then non-nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty would not be 
deprived of the potential benefits of peaceful nuclear explosives. 
Indeed, they would be entitled to obtain them without themselves de
veloping or acquiring nuclear explosives, with all the consequent 
demands on their resources. The Treaty makes provision for this in 
Article V.

It was our great hope that the NPT would effectively call a halt to 
the numbers of nuclear-weapon States. We believed—and still 
believe—that it could make the world a safer place and bring about 
a new climate of trust and confidence in which further arms-liniitation 
agreements in the nuclear field can be negotiated. We hoped that at
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the Review Conference in Geneva next year the success of the NPT 
would be confirmed and that many non-signatories of the Treaty would 
have signed and ratified it by next year.

This is still our hope, but the Indian nuclear test has cast a shadow 
over these hopes. The Indian Government have since stated categori
cally that it is still opposed to the development of nuclear weapons and 
that its explosion was designed solely for peaceful purposes. But the 
NPT depends on the principle that, if non-proliferation is to work, the 
development of all explosive nuclear technology must be strictly con
trolled. My Government cannot hide our deep concern nor disguise our 
disappointment. Whatever may be the declarations of peaceful intent 
of the Indian Government—and we have noted its assurances—we 
cannot doubt that India’s decision as a non-signatory Power to “go it 
alone” has awoken once again the fears and increased the danger that 
others may decide to follow suit.

It has been estimated that ten or so of those countries which have 
not signed the NPT already have the capability to produce a nuclear 
device even at the cost of a crippling diversion of national resources, 
and that yet others might seek to demonstrate the political will to do so 
in search of protection, deterrence or a status symtol. The world would 
thus become a more dangerous place and the aims of the non-prolifera
tion initiative would be frustrated. It is still open to India to accede to 
the NPT and to join the majority of States Members of the United 
Nations, including the United Kingdom, who are placing their peaceful 
nuclear facilities under international safeguards.

My Government shares the view expressed in this Committee on
2 July by Mr. Martin that the NPT is one of the most significant 
contributions to disarmament and world peace.̂  We believe that it is 
more than ever important for us now to strengthen the non-prolifera- 
tion regime and encourage all countries to play their part. It may now 
prove necessary for the parties to the Treaty to consider whether there 
are ways in which the guarantees and safeguards contained in the 
Treaty can be strengthened, to give greater assurance and confidence 
to those who have by failure to adhere to the Treaty indicated they 
wish to keep their nuclear options open.

If existing parties to the NPT will co-operate to the full in implement
ing international safeguards, and if those States now considering 
ratification will end their indecision and ratify without further delay, 
the Review Conference in 1975 could prove an historic occasion and 
demonstrate our determination to control the dangers which could 
engulf us. I therefore wholeheartedly support the view expressed by 
Mr. Roshchin in this Committee on 23 May that it will be the most 
important task of the Review Conference to devise practical steps for 
strengthening the NPT in every possible way.* The aim of my delega
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tion—at the Preparatory Committee as well as at the Review Confer
ence itself—will be to concentrate upon essentials and to ensure that 
the Review Conference gets its priorities right. We want this Review to 
achieve a positive extension of the international anti-proliferation re
gime. We want to see it find positive ways to allay the anxieties which 
originally called forth the Treaty itself. We shall do all in our power to 
demonstrate our continuing faith in the NPT and our intention that it 
should be fully effective.

I have already referred briefly to the Partial Test-Ban Treaty, which 
many of us regard as a step—a big step—on the path towards a 
comprehensive test-ban agreement. Another step took place last week 
with the signature in Moscow of the new threshold agreement on 
underground nuclear tests.® The implications of this agreement are not 
limited to the bilateral relations of the United States and the Soviet 
Union. My Government have already welcomed this agreement and 
have declared that the United Kingdom will support it. We hope that 
others also will follow our lead in voluntarily committing themselves 
to abide by its provisions. The new agreement places important new 
limits on the size of those nuclear explosions which are still permitted 
under the Partial Test-Ban Treaty and reflects the significance of re
mote seismic monitoring techniques, to which my delegation has often 
drawn attention.

The preamble to the agreement reaffirms the determination of 
both parties to pursue the goal of a comprehensive test-ban. We share 
that aim. The technical difficulties still before us are great, but we 
believe that with patience and persistence yet further progress can be 
made. To this end my delegation will shortly be tabling a working 
paper which will deal with some of the problems of discriminating 
between earthquakes and explosions, problems which are directly 
relevant to establishing an effective monitoring regime for a compre
hensive test-ban agreement.

The United Kingdom Government also welcome the announcement 
at last week’s Moscow summit that the United States and the Soviet 
Union have agreed to consider a joint initiative in this Committee 
with respect to the conclusion, as a first step, of an international 
convention dealing with lethal chemical weapons (CW). We hope that 
this declaration of intent, together with the Japanese draft convention 
which is already before us, will lead to new movement in the difficult 
negotiations on CW. We have often stated our position on this topic. 
We want, and are committed to seek, effective measures for a compre
hensive prohibition of chemical weapons and for the destruction of 
existing stockpiles. We have also said that we are prepared to consider 
partial measures.

However, chemical weapons are of considerable military importance. 
A State which possessed them would have a potential military ad-

 ̂A nte, pp. 225-227.
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vantage over a State which did not. Any State which commits itself 
to renounce CW under an international agreement must be satisfied 
that other States would not be able to contravene that agreement. A 
comprehensive prohibition which did not cater for the need of the 
signatories to be assured of other States’ compliance would bring risks 
of military instability and might have results of the utmost gravity.

It is against this appraisal that we have studied the proposals put 
forward by the Japanese Government for a comprehensive prohibition 
of CW. I am glad to say that its draft contains much with which my 
Government can agree. Our Japanese colleagues are to be congratu
lated not only on their courage in bringing new ideas to chemical 
disarmament, but also on the ingenuity with which they have sought 
to find common ground on the major obstacle of verification. Whether 
their attempt will succeed will perhaps become clearer as our debate 
here continues. We believe that the establishment of an international 
verification agency, with an independent standing and the right to 
initiate a number of significant actions, is an interesting idea which 
needs developing further.

We also believe that the suggested complaints procedure includes 
some useful provisions. By putting the onus of rejecting inspection on 
to the State accused of contravening the Treaty, prohibited activities 
would be discouraged and a State which cheated might be gravely 
embarrassed. However, a falsely-accused State would have nothing to 
fear from this procedure, for by inviting an inspection it could prove 
its innocence.

On the details of the suggested complaints procedure, therefore, we 
have little to criticize. However, I hope that my Japanese colleague 
will understand me when I say that, whereas his draft comprehensive 
convention tackles constructively the problem of what the interna
tional community should do once a breach of the convention has been 
detected, it does not, as it stands, show how the early detection of any 
suspected breach would take place.

This brings us back to the problem of the verification of a compre
hensive prohibition, which has caused such difficulties in the past. I do 
not think that my Japanese colleague will be disheartened by what I 
have said. We all noted his wise words at the meeting of the Committee 
on 18 April that it is essential in negotiations on disarmament to 
seek measures to assure the fulfillment of agreements.** Our aim is the 
same. But it would be wrong to underestimate the very real difficulties 
involved or to believe that they can somehow be smoothed over or 
talked away. They are difficulties of substance based not only on an 
assessment of State interest, but also on a judgment of what is the best 
way to ensure peace and stability.

We hope that discussions of the Japanese draft convention," and of

'» CCD/PV. 628, p. 8.
" A nte, pp. 99-106.
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the ideas which the United States and the Soviet Union may be putting 
forward, will enable us to find common ground; we intend to approach 
it in that spirit. A British expert will be present at the meeting next 
week which will discuss the technical aspects of the Japanese draft. I 
hope that that meeting will be useful.

Before I conclude, I should like to comment briefly on one or two 
other subjects which have attracted the attention of this Committee. 
If I have dwelt so far on nuclear and chemical weapons, this does not 
mean that my country regards the continuing spread of other weap
ons with equanimity. A recent report from the Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute has suggested that, although during the last 
five years total world expenditure on arms has probably remained 
constant, the expenditure of some countries has risen.NATO ex
penditure, according to the report, has dropped by 17 per cent since 
1968, and Warsaw Pact spending has remained roughly constant.

But the expenditure of some countries in the developing world has 
risen, especially in the Middle East, where it is said to have doubled 
between 1970 and 1973 and to account now for 14 per cent of the gross 
dom^tic product of some States. This is a disturbing picture. We hope 
that it will be possible for all States, not just the major military 
powers, to reduce the amounts they now spend on armaments and 
devote more resources to peaceful purposes. My Government is at pres
ent conducting a review of defence commitments and capabilities with 
a view to substantial cuts in defense expenditure.

The United Kingdom Government attaches importance to the forth
coming Conference of Government Experts to be held in Lucerne, 
which will discuss “Weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering 
or have indiscriminate effects”. We hope that this Conference will 
further the humanitarian aims which we all hold in common. We have 
agreed to support it and intend to send a strong team of experts. The 
legal, military and medical problems involved will be complex, but it 
will be our intention to submit positive proposals for consideration.

One of the functions of arms limitation and disarmament in general, 
and of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in particular, 
is to create an atmosphere of trust among the nations. The Swedish 
representative, Mrs. Thorsson, made a notable contribution to the 
discussion of this topic in introducing on 14 May ** the Swedish work
ing paper CCD/421 —an approach which the representative of the 
United States, Mr. Martin, endorsed at the opening meeting of this 
session.*® Openness is a vital quality across the whole field of disarma
ment; for reductions can only take place against a known base, and 
States can only agree to general prohibitions if they are confident that

World Armaments and Disarmament: SIPRI Yearbook, 1973 (Stockholm and New 
York, 1973), pp. 205-224.

Ante, pp. 136-139.
Ante, pp. 123-135.
Ante, p. 215.
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they will know that other States are abiding by them. We therefore 
attach importance to the concept of openness on military expenditure, 
which was the subject of the Swedish working paper. Details of the 
United Kingdom defence budget are of course published each year and 
are available to all. We hope that other States which do not already 
do so will now make details of then* spending public.

The suggestion that States should make proportionate reductions in 
their military expenditure as a means of disarmament is also being 
studied under the auspices of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations. I am very pleased that the Secretary-General has appointed 
a distinguished Briton, Professor John Erickson of Edinburgh Univer
sity, to his panel of experts on this subject. We look forward to seeing 
their report. It is possible that these discussions about military expend
iture might eventually help us to develop new techniques of disarma
ment, leading to the reduction of the great sums now spent for military 
purposes throughout the world.

I have already spoken of some of the frustrations that face the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and of my Govern
ment’s belief that we should not allow the Conference to falter. Rather, 
we hope to see the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
develop further. We shall be happy to see a modest enlargement, if 
that is the desire of other member States, and in particular to welcome 
the Governments of the Federal Republic of Germany and the German 
Democratic Republic, which I understand have now made formal ap
plication to the co-Chairmen to be admitted to the Conference.

However, it would be a mistake if, in the course of enlargement, we 
were radically to alter the structure of the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament. The present balance of membership has, I know, 
been the subject of criticism in the past, but in general it reflects 
political realities. This is one of its most important characteristics, 
which make it a useful forum for negotiation and, as Mr. Naik said in 
his statement of 25 April, we must ensure that the negotiating role of 
the Committee is effectively preserved and strengthened.*®

I very much hope that it will not be too long before France decides 
that it will be in her interests to take up her place in this Committee, 
and that China will decide to find a more effective way of associating 
herself with this vitally important task of disarmament and arms 
control. Even without their participation the British Government 
believe that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is a 
worthwhile body, a realistic and practical forum in which negotiations 
on disarmament can take place. We want to sustain it and to ensure 
that in the future it has an important psirt to play on the international 
stage.

We shall therefore look for positive initiatives to strengthen the 
Committee’s work. We shall give early and full consideration to all

CCD/PV.630.P. 16.
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constructive proposals put forward. We shall approach these matters 
with a sense of urgency, for We believe that the context of the Com
mittee’s work has changed. There are now serious and urgent dangers 
which were not so apparent a matter of weeks ago. All those engaged in 
the field of disarmament and arms control now face a challenge of great 
gravity. Governments have a continuing obligation to the peoples of 
the world to make that world a safer place. We now need to redouble 
our efforts, for there is a prospect that our environment will become 
not safer but more dangerous in the months and years ahead. This 
Committee has an important role to play in eliminating that danger.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Subcommittees on 
International Organizations and Movements and on the Near 
East and South Asia of the House Foreign Affairs Committee: 
Export of Nuclear Technology to the Middle East, July 9, 
19741

I welcome this opportunity to address the arms control implications 
of the export of nuclear technology to the Middle East.

I believe I understand the concerns behind these hearings. Let me 
get to the heart of the matter at the outset: U.S. policy on the export 
of nuclear technology is definitely subordinated to our longstanding 
policy against the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to our con
tinue support for the Nonproliferation Treaty.

When President Nixon signed the instrument of ratification of the 
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons in 1969,̂  he noted 
that “the negotiation and ratification of this treaty spans the adminis
trations of three Presidents and reflects our country’s dedication to the 
cause of peace.”*

American policy against the spread of nuclear weapons goes back to 
the very beginning of the nuclear era. And from this beginning, the 
question of peaceful use has been intertwined with our efforts to con
trol the spread of nuclear weapons. The Baruch plan, the Atoms for 
Peace program, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and 
the Nonproliferation Treaty are the landmarks on this road. Every one 
of these efforts has been the result of American initiative—the suc
cessful ones, such as the International Atomic Energy Agency, as well 
as the failures, such as the Baruch plan.'* In each of these, the U.S. 
concern with the spread of nuclear weapons was the driving force.

This concern has not been only ours. One hundred and six nations 
throughout the world have signed the Nonproliferation Treaty, and 83

* Department o f State Bulletin, Aug. 5,1974, pp. 248-250. 
 ̂Docniments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

3 IlM., 1969, pp. 576-577.
‘  Ibid., m s-1 9 5 9 , voL I, pp. 7-16.
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of these are parties to it. Many nations have been willing to forgo hav
ing their own nuclear weapons because they recognize this serves their 
own security interests. They do not wish to threaten their neighbors 
with a nuclear arms program lest they plant the seeds of nuclear arms 
competition at their doorstep. But these are sovereign, proud nations, 
and they do not. want to be left behind in having the potential benefits 
of nuclear science and nuclear energy—whether real or imagined.

Hence, every American effort to control the spread of nuclear arms 
had to deal with the desire of many nations to participate in peaceful 
nuclear technology. Any realistic policy on proliferation has to cope 
both with the atoms for peace and the atoms for war, bound together 
like Yin and Yang.

The prospective sale of American reactors to Egypt and Israel has to 
be evaluated in this context.

Speaking personally, I welcome the keen congressional interest in 
this evaluation. Those of you who have heard me testify before may re
call my saying the participation of Congress is essential to shape our 
arms control policy because this policy must build into the future, far 
beyond the tenure of a particular administration. This is especially 
true for nonproliferation. Fortunately, Congress continues to play an 
active role in this area.

My involvement with the export of nuclear technology to the Middle 
East (the subject of these hearings) is confined to the arms control 
implications; that is to say, the impact of such technology transfer on 
the spread of nuclear arms and the risk of nuclear violence. I believe 
that this is largely your concern, too. Hence, the criteria developed 
in my Agency for evaluating the prospective transfer of technology 
may be helpful to you. We can distinguish three such criteria:

1. Will the country that is to receive nuclear technology from the 
United States be likely to acquire such technology from other sup
plier nations? Since other supplier nations have been less stringent 
with their safeguards than we, our provision would represent at least 
the lesser of “two evils.” This first criterion of other potential sup
pliers, it seemed to us, was met by Egypt and probably also by Israel.

2. Will the prospective technology transfer permit us to add addi
tional protective measures to the safeguards ordinarily applied and 
thus permit us to take a step forward in separating the peaceful atom 
from the atom for war? We are determined to see to it that this crite
rion will be met.

3. Is the region to which nuclear technology is exported free of latent 
or actual hostilities? This criterion of course, is not met by the 
Middle East, and this has been precisely the reason for the concern by 
Members of Congress. But there is a countervailing consideration: The 
transfer of these power reactors can help strengthen U.S. influence in 
the area and thus help this administration and future administrations 
continue efforts to bring peace to the area.
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On balance, therefore, arms control considerations weigh in favor of 
these projects. But we cannot, we must not, relax; otherwise this bal
ance of pros and cons can tip the other way.

In particular, we must see that the second criterion will be met—that 
additional protective measures will be added over and above the 
normal IAEA safeguards. Here we get into the specific aspects of 
technology.

First, the most important of these aspects is already decided. The 
reactors will be so-called light-water reactors, which use slightly en
riched uranium that is not suitable for weapons purposes. The uranium 
would be fabricated in the United States into a relatively small number 
of identifiable fuel assemblies. These would then be shipped abroad 
for installation in the reactor. The reactor would be sealed to insure 
that no fuel is removed except at known times when IAEA inspectors 
can be present.

It so happens that American suppliers of reactors for export special
ize in these light-water reactors. Contrast this with the German reactor 
in Argentina or the Canadian reactor in India, which cannot be sealed, 
and which use large numbers of small, nonidentifiable fuel assemblies 
that are removed from the reactor daily. These reactors produce more 
plutonium than light-water reactors and can be more readily operated 
to produce weapons-grade plutonium. The small French reactor in Is
rael poses similar problems.

The irradiated fuel, when it is removed from any of these types of 
reactors, is highly radioactive and must be handled remotely. The 
plutonium contained in the fuel cannot be extracted without a chemical 
separation plant.

Second, as has been suggested in these hearings, the agreements for 
cooperation with Egypt and Israel can provide that the fabrication of 
the fuel and the reprocessing of spent fuel must be done in the United 
States or in other mutually agreed facilities, for example in Western 
Europe. And a requirement could also be added so that all the proc
essed plutonium would be stored outside the Middle East and returned 
only under effective restrictions, if at all.

Third, as has also been suggested, the agreements could contain 
additional provisions for the physical security of the reactor and the 
fuel to protect them against sabotage or other terrorist misuse.

Fourth, the agreements will clearly prohibit use of the material 
provided by the United States for any nuclear explosive device— 
whether labeled “peaceful” oi; not.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I wanted to address this 
serious and important problem by starting out with the broad general 
context and then presenting you with these concrete technical ques
tions. The broad context gives us in the administration and you in 
Congress the needed sense of direction; the concrete detail gives us 
and you the opportunity for implementing decisions.
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Statement by Director of the Bureau of International Scientific 
and Technological Affairs of the State Department (Pollack) 
to the Subcommittees on International Organizations and 
Movements and on the Near East and South Asia of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee: Export of Nuclear Technology to 
the Middle East, July 9, 1974 '

Within the past several weeks, expert testimony was given to this 
committee by Ted Taylor, Herbert Scoville, and Abe Friedman on the 
proposed agreements to supply nuclear materials and technology to 
Egypt and Israel. We have also seen and heard a great deal of com
mentary in other public forums as well, speculating on the wisdom of 
selling nuclear power reactors to Egypt and Israel. My office has 
received a number of inquiries from Members of the Congress and from 
the press. I, for one, welcome this expanding attention to questions 
that policymakers have wrestled with for a number of years and hope 
that, as a result, public understanding of the nuclear age we have 
entered will be advanced.

Much of the recent discussion on the proposed sale of nuclear reac
tors to Egypt and Israel has been permeated by a general sense of 
unease and marked by an almost instinctive reflex to withdraw from 
this latest application of this imperfectly understood global technology. 
Public and congressional concern has focused generally on three basic 
issues: the use of power reactors for weapons manufacture, physical 
security of the power stations themselves, and the extent to which we 
can place reliance over the long term on agreements between govern
ments. It is these three points I would like to address briefly today. In 
doing so, I shall try to avoid repetition of previous testimony to the ex
tent possible.

Nuclear power plants of the types in which Egypt and Israel are 
interested employ slightly enriched uranium as fuel. Although this 
enriched uranium undergoes nuclear fission in the reactor, it cannot be 
used directly to make a nuclear explosive. During the time that it is in 
the reactor, part of it is converted to plutonium, which, if chemically 
separated from the remainder of the fuel after its discharge from the 
reactor, is usable as the explosive ingredient of a nuclear weapon. For 
this reason, extensive precautions are taken to insure that all of the 
fuel elements entering and leaving the reactor are accounted for and 
that no others are inserted surreptitiously. This is a relatively straight
forward technical operation since U.S.-type nuclear power plants are 
refueled only every six months to a year and the fuel elements are com
pletely inaccessible while they are in an operating reactor.

Fuel elements discharged from a reactor after use are enormously 
radioactive, far too much to permit their direct handling by humans.

‘ D epartm en t o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Aug. 5,1974, pp. 250-252.
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They must be stored at the site of the utility usually for a year under 
several feet of water and can be transported only in heavily shielded 
containers weighing many tons. Consequently the plutonium while 
still in the fuel element is not accessible to casual removal.

Chemical separation of the plutonium can be undertaken only in 
highly specialized expensive facilities which are also massively shielded 
and operated by remote control. It is absolutely necessary to have a re
processing capability to recover plutonium. And, of course, it would 
appear necessary to retain at least some of the spent fuel elements.

Taking these points together, I am of the belief that:

1. The safeguarding of U.S.-type nuclear power plants is straight
forward;

2. Neither the fresh fuel or spent fuel is directly usable in weapons; and
3. Possession of a nuclear reactor does not, in and of itself, provide 

the capability of producing material for nuclear weapons—a fuel- 
reprocessing capability is also necessary.

A weapons capability would require not only one or more reactors 
but also a stockpiling of the produced plutonium, a chemical reproces
sing plant to separate the plutonium, and a weapons-manufacturing 
capability.

As Secretary Kissinger has indicated, special bilateral conditions 
regarding the storing and processing of the reactor’s end product have 
been added to the draft agreements with Egypt and Israel to foreclose 
the possibility that U.S. material could be so used. Thus, the United 
States is seeking agreement to have reprocessing of material utilized 
in the Israel or Egypt reactors take place outside those countries. Ad
ditionally, of course, the safeguards to be administered by the IAEA 
would reveal diversion of material from stated purposes.

Turning to physical security, it is significant to bear in mind that the 
plutonium byproduct of a reactor is highly radioactive and bulky and 
can be transported only under the most difficult conditions. Thus, the 
very nature of the reactor byproduct reduces the possibility that it 
could be readily or surreptitiously removed. Furthermore, in recognition 
of the special security considerations associated with the Middle East, the 
United States will retain rights under the agreement permitting it tO' 
insure that satisfactory physical security arrangements are developed 
and applied by each state to protect the reactors and nuclear material 
supplied under th  ̂agreement from theft, diversion, or sabotage,

Let me turn lastly to the question of violation or abrogation of the 
agreement, presumably for the purpose of building nuclear weapons. I 
do not dispute that it might happen. Of course, the country that does so 
will have taken into account the need for a new source of fuel, for he 
will anticipate that we will exercise our right to suspend or terminate 
the agreement and that we will require the return of any materials 
supplied under the agreement. I imagine he will have difficulty in those 
circumstances in finding a new source. If he can do so, it will probably 
be because world events have taken a turn which will create far more
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serious problems for us than the violation of an agreement by a minor 
consumer of enriched uranium.

Furthermore, as previous witnesses have testified, the IAEA would 
report the noncompliance to all members and to the Security Council 
and General Assembly of the United Nations. It might also curtail or 
suspend assistance provided by the Agency or a member and also call 
for the return of materials provided by any member.

In addition to the above, we could bring to bear a variety of meas
ures—diplomatic, economic, political, and others even more severe. 
The actual sanction employed would depend upon the circumstances 
existing at the time of violation.

In all likelihood, however, should Egypt or Israel decide to develop a 
nuclear weapon, the prospects are that they would not do so by viola
ting the agreement with us. First of all, the likelihood of disclosure is 
too great. Secondly, they would be advertising their purpose to pro
spective adversaries.

I have been speaking to the specific question of selling U.S. nuclear 
power reactors to Egypt and Israel. It is very important, however, that 
this proposal be examined not in isolation but in the broader perspec
tive of recent initiatives in the Middle East. The growing momentum 
with which nuclear power generation has been taking hold throughout 
the world community has been accelerated by the recent dramatic in
crease in oil prices. Both Egypt and Israel and other developing coun
tries are faced with rapidly expanding energy requirements which it is 
now logical to meet in part with nuclear power. The question now facing 
us is not if we are to turn to nuclear power but if we can turn to nuclear 
power under terms that will insure world peace and security. We be
lieve that nuclear power plants can play a major role, for countries like 
Egypt and Israel, in their peaceful economic development.

The promise which nuclear power holds out as a way of meeting grow
ing world energy demands is well known in all countries. We do not uni
laterally have the power to deny nuclear power to any country since 
we are but one of a growing number of suppliers. If a country like Egypt 
or Israel is to move into the era of nuclear power generation, we believe 
it is in our own interest that it do so in cooperation with the United 
States rather than with some other country whose long-range objectives 
in the Middle East might not necessarily be compatible with our own.

Statement by Assistant Secretary of State Sober to the Subcom
mittees on international Organizations and Movements and 
on the Near East and South Asia of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee: Export of Nuclear Technology to the Middle East, 
July 9, 19741

In coming before you today, I want first to congratulate the sub

 ̂D epartm en t o f  S ta te  B ulh tin , Aug. 5,1974, pp. 252-254.
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committees for their initiative in calling for hearings on our proposal 
to cooperate with Israel and Egypt in the supply of nuclear fuel and 
reactors for the production of electrical energy. This is an important 
matter which deserves a clear understanding by both the Congress 
and the American people. Your hearings should help significantly to 
clear up some apparent misunderstandings which have been reflected 
in recent comments—not, I hasten to add, by members of your sub
committees. And second, I want to thank you for this opportunity to 
appear before you.

It is well known that the U.S. Government is now engaged in a 
historic effort to help bring peace to the Middle East—a just and 
lasting peace in an area which has suffered deeply in the past quarter 
century from unreconciled disputes and a succession of wars. The re
cent travel to the Middle East by President Nixon and his very warm 
reception there, on the heels of a series of visits and dramatic achieve
ments by Secretary Kissinger, underlined the change in atmosphere 
which is taking place. Most difficult problems remain to be resolved. 
And yet there has never been a better opportunity to help Israel and 
the Arab states to find a way to resolve the most critical problems be
tween them and to reduce sharply the chance that the area could 
again become an urgent threat to world peace.

In this context it is important to note that leaders on both sides of 
the regional dispute discern an opening toward a settlement at the 
negotiating table and they view the U.S. role as crucial. We have a 
very special obligation at this juncture to conduct our policy on a 
broad political and economic front in a way that will reinforce the 
confidence and trust of all the parties in our fairness and sincerity 
of purpose and that will be supportive of their desire to move from war 
to the benefits of peaceful economic development.

The administration’s offer to provide a source of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes to Israel and to Egypt must be seen against this 
background. This offer is contingent on the successful conclusion of 
agreements for cooperation with each of these countries. It is our 
intention to submit these agreements to the Congress before they 
become effective, in accordance with existing law. The agreements will 
lay down the terms under which our cooperation would be carried out. 
I will come back to this point in a few moments.

I submit that the building of confidence must underlie the effort to 
bring peace to the Middle East, confidence among the parties in the 
region and between them and countries outside the region which have a 
stake in peace. We see our offer of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses as part of a fabric of cooperation which helps to build such 
confidence. Cooperation in this particular field, among others, will be 
seen as a sign of our interest in developing broad and constructive 
relations on an equitable basis. It will tend to increase the stake each of 
the parties in the region feels in maintaining a long-term relationship 
of confidence with the United States. In this regard I want to point out 
that the power plants we are discussing with both Israel and Egypt
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would not become operational until the early 1980's.
Beyond that, we are convinced of the desirability of our being 

associated with the parties of the region in their own programs of 
economic development and modernization. Energy in ever-increasing 
quantity will be an essential ingredient to the success of that endeavor. 
Even the major oil-producing countries are beginning to look to new 
sources of energy, including nuclear power, for the future as the finite 
supply and alternative uses of petroleum (as well as its increased price) 
are brought home. As for both Israel and Egypt, I believe it should also 
be noted here that the idea of nuclear power to generate electricity is 
not brand new; they have had an interest in it for some years and 
have requested our cooperation in this field to meet their perceived 
economic requirements. That is where our offer to provide one reactor 
each to Israel and Egypt, capable of generating some 600 megawatts of 
electrical power, fits in.

Having decided there is a sound basis for cooperation with Israel 
and Egypt in this field, we are not unmindful of the sensitivities of 
introducing nuclear energy to the Middle East. We have given this 
matter careful study. We intend to provide for every reasonable 
and feasible assurance that our cooperation is used for the purpose that 
is intended. Consistent with the Atomic Energy Act and our obliga
tions under the Non-proliferation T reatythe proposed agreements 
with Israel and Egypt call for safeguards administered by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. Other witnesses have testified or will 
testify regarding the IAEA safeguards which are in extensive use and 
which, it is my understanding, have an excellent record in practice.

Because of the sensitivity of the Middle East area, we intend to 
seek to buttress the IAEA safeguards with certain special bilateral 
provisions. It is our intent, for example, that all nuclear fuel to be 
supplied for, or to be generated in, the power reactors will be processed 
outside Israel or Egypt. According to Dr. Scoville, a previous witness 
at these hearings, this will constitute the best guarantee that no plu
tonium is secretly extracted from the reactor fuel.  ̂ Another special 
provision will give the United States a controlling voice on where any 
special nuclear material may be stored. Still another will relate to the 
development of satisfactory physical security arrangements to protect 
nuclear material against sabotage, diversion, or theft. And another will 
entail specific confirmation that the facilities or materials provided 
by the United States will not be used to develop any nuclear explosive 
device (whether intended for peaceful or other purposes).

Concern has been voiced over the fact that neither Israel nor Egypt 
is a party to the Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT). It is our policy to en
courage the widest adherence to the NPT. That policy applies to Israel

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968  ̂pp. 461-465.
 ̂ U.S. Foreign Policy and the Export o f Nuclear Technology to the Middle East: Hedr- 

ings Before the Subcommittees on International Organizations and Movements and on 
the Near East and South Asia o f the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House o f Represent
atives, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, V- 22.
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and Egypt, and we would strongly welcome their becoming parties to 
the treaty. There is a historical background as to their reluctance to do 
so. The most hopeful development in this regard is the recent willing
ness of both these countries to enter into a process of negotiation to 
settle the longstanding conflict between them.

It is our hope that as time goes on they will see their interests well 
served by adherence to the NPT. We intend to make these points on a 
continuing basis. That would come in the framework of continuing 
fundamental improvement in the overall security situation in the 
region, to which our own policy and actions are contributing signif
icantly. Pending the time when formal adherence may take place, we 
intend to seek at this stage a confirmed understanding from both gov
ernments that they support the basic objectives of the NPT. We intend 
this understanding to be a part of the overall agreements we are 
negotiating with each of them.

Thus, Mr. Chairman, we see our offer of nuclear cooperation with 
Israel and Egypt to generate electrical power as contributing to the 
momentum toward peace already underway in the Middle East. We 
see it as strengthening the fabric of collaborative relationships in a 
technology that the countries concerned are in any event determined to 
pursue, with or without our participation. And we see it as a construc
tive response in one field of the region’s requirements for sound eco
nomic development. It is our intention that our cooperation in this field 
will serve only the positive purposes for which it was conceived, and 
we shall do everything we can toward that end.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 11, 1974^

I would like first of all to extend a warm welcome to our new col
leagues, Ambassador Maciel of Brazil and Ambassador Lalovi6 of 
Yugoslavia. I look forward to close association and co-operation with 
them in the work of the Committee. I also see in the seat of the delega
tion of Czechoslovakia Minister Vejvoda. I cordially welcome him to 
Geneva. We are sure that he will make a great contribution as usual to 
our work during his stay in Geneva.

The recent major development of the international situation, 
among others, is a series of nuclear tests conducted one after another 
in many corners of the world. These tests run counter to the earnest 
international opinion calling for their cessation, and this Committee 
should not be idle and overlook the serious situation created by them.

On 18 May, just before the closing of this Committee’s spring ses
sion, a new nuclear Power came into being. Concerning the term 
“nuclear Power”, this Committee was presented on 21 May with a new

' CCD/PV.642,pp.6-9.
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definition that all countries developing uses of nuclear energy are 
nuclear Powers. In order to avoid misunderstanding or confusion, 
therefore, I might as well state that a new “nuclear explosion Power” 
or a “nuclear test Power” came into being.

During the recess of this Committee, moreover, atmospheric nuclear- 
weapon tests were conducted in succession in Asia and in the Pacific 
Ocean, and also an underground test was undertaken after nine years’ 
recess by a country which has been playing a major part in the field of 
disarmament. In addition, the two major Powers assuming the great
est responsibility in disarmament are reported to be continuing under
ground nuclear-weapon tests. Under these circumstances I must 
reiterate that the basic position of the Government of Japan is to 
oppose any nuclear test by any country and to aspire to the earliest 
possible realization of nuclear disarmament, and particularly of a 
comprehensive test ban as an important step towards nuclear disarma
ment. Accordingly I adjure the countries conducting these tests to 
realize then* responsibility in the international community and to 
make every possible effort for bringing about, as soon as possible, the 
cessation of all nuclear tests.

One of the reasons for Japan’s opposition to nuclear tests lies in their 
detrimental effects on the human environment. As for atmospheric 
tests, particularly, almost all the scientists of the world agree that 
these tests contaminate the atmosphere. As for underground nuclear 
tests, even if we admit that dangerous radioactive substances do not 
leak to the surface of the earth, it is possible that they leave beneath 
the earth dangerous radioactive substances detrimental to the human 
body and that they contaminate underwater.

It is in part for this reason that I am requesting the cessation of 
all nuclear tests. As a first step towards such a cessation, we earnestly 
desire that the countries which are not parties to the Partial Test- 
Ban Treaty,  ̂ particularly those two countries still conducting atmos
pheric tests, will accede to that Treaty without delay. In the context 
of what I have said now, the various data related to nuclear tests for 
studying peaceful uses, especially those related to the contamination 
of the environment or to safety, should be officially disclosed. I may 
add at this opportunity, therefore, that Japanese scientists are 
strongly hoping that these data will be disclosed.

In my statement on 21 May at this Committee I pointed out the 
difficulty in distinguishing nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
from those for military purposes.* I wish to amplify these views fur
ther today. I do not deny the inherent right of all States to all research 
and development for the peaceful application of nuclear energy and to 
sharing the benefit deriving therefrom. It is only natural that many 
countries of the world strive, in fact, to promote the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy as one of their most important policies. The possibility

2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963y pp. 291-293.
 ̂A nte, p. 151.
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of peaceful applications of nuclear explosions is well known. If and 
when a peaceful explosion becomes distinguishable from nuclear weap
ons through some future technical innovation unpredictable at present, 
then all States should of course have access to its production and use, 
in the same manner as to other forms of peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy.

However, so long as the purposes of the peaceful application of a 
nuclear explosion lie in engineering works, or extracting oil or natural 
gas buried deep among strata, it is the very momentary energy of a 
nuclear explosion that is used. In this sense it is easy to understand 
that the peaceful uses of a nuclear explosion involve enormous prob
lems, at least at present. These problems are not found in such things 
as nuclear power generation, nuclear ships, nuclear steel production, 
and desalting of sea water by use of nuclear energy. The characteristics 
of a peaceful nuclear explosion, which releases an enormous amount of 
energy in a matter of moments, are precisely the same as those of a 
nuclear weapon and different from those of nuclear reactors, which 
derive energy from nuclear reactions in a controlled manner. In other 
words, a peaceful nuclear explosive device which can carve out a canal 
could just as well destroy cities and kill or harm the inhabitants.

Therefore, regardless of the intent of its producer or possessor, a 
“peaceful” nuclear explosive device cannot avoid having a “military” 
implication. In this sense the birth of a “nuclear test Power” con
stitutes the proliferation of the centre of independent decision
making concerning the use of nuclear explosive devices and is nothing 
but the birth of a new “nuclear Power”, in the usual sense of the 
words. Apart from the subjective views of the States concerned, would 
it not be incumbent upon us to recognize this to be an objective fact?

Under these circumstances it is important that we seize this oppor
tunity of the b?rth of a “nuclear Power” to pay serious attention to the 
question of international control of the peaceful application of nuclear 
explosions. It is said that there are many difficulties yet to be over
come to put to practical use the peaceful application of such nuclear 
explosions as mentioned earlier, such as the question of ensuring 
safety; but the time is already ripe for examining international ar
rangements concerning the implementation of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes. As long as these peaceful applications take on any 
military implication, any nuclear explosion for peaceful purposes 
should be conducted under some international control. Examinations 
are well under way in the International Atomic Energy Agency with 
regard to international arrangements by which non-nuclear-weapon 
States would enjoy the benefits of the peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions. I hope that these examinations will be further promoted 
and that concrete measures based on their results will be taken as soon 
as possible.

It is also important that on the occasion of a nuclear test for peaceful 
purposes conducted by a new “nuclear Power” we redouble our inter-
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national efforts so as to prevent the proliferation of centres of inde
pendent decision-making which detonate a nuclear explosive device. In 
this regard I cannot help but point out the special responsibility to be 
taken by nuclear-weapon States, especially the United States and the 
Soviet Union, in making these efforts. Nothing would be easier for 
nuclear-weapon States than just to call upon other States to join the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty.  ̂As many delegates in this Committee have 
pointed out, there remain a number of matters that nuclear-weapon 
States should carry out to maintain “the status quo in the number of 
nuclear-weapon States” which is an objective of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

Without early realization of a comprehensive test ban and other 
nuclear disarmament measures, and without efforts to obtain con
crete results for the maintenance of international security and stability 
through these disarmament measures, we may have to tremble with 
fear in a world of formidable instability and danger, just as the late 
President Kennedy was troubled by his well-known nightmare that 
Presidents of the United States in the 1970s might be confronted by 
a world of fifteen, twenty or twenty-five nuclear-weapon States.

In this connexion I wish to note with interest the agreements on 
disarmament between the United States and the Soviet Union an
nounced on the occasion of their recent summit meeting. I strongly 
hope that they will become an important milestone towards the 
balanced reduction of strategic arms and eventually towards general 
and complete disarmament. With regard to an underground nuclear- 
test ban, the Japanese delegation has long reiterated the position 
that, starting from what is possible, we should go forward step by step 
towards a comprehensive test ban by a threshold formula. We are 
pleased to see that the i^eement reached between the United States 
and the Soviet Union has adopted this formula.®

According to the agreement, however, nuclear tests exceeding a 
given threshold are to be prohibited after a date in the fairly remote 
future. This point, among others, is not fully satisfactory to us. Yet 
these agreed restrictions, though very modest, are one step forward 
towards a comprehensive test ban, and we should like to assess them 
as such. On 2 July Mr. Martin, of the United States, said in his state
ment made at the very beginning of the summer session of this Com
mittee that he hoped to be able to report to the Committee on this 
subject at an early date.® We therefore expect that further clarifica
tions will soon be provided by the statements of the parties to this 
agreement, the United States and the Soviet Union.

A question of how this bilateral agreement is to be developed into a 
broader, multilateral agreement will be one of the important points 
which need to be clarified further. According to the Daily Bulletin of

 ̂D ocum ents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
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the United States Mission, number 134, dated 4 July, the American 
Secretary of State, Dr. Kissinger, said at the press conference held in 
Moscow on 3 July that the United States and the Soviet Union had 
agreed in the form of an unwritten understanding that the means for 
ascertaining that peaceful nuclear explosions above 150 kilotons do not 
hide military testing will include the presence of observers.’ If this 
agreement, now in the form of an unwritten understanding, takes con
crete form, it would undoubtedly make the results of the summit meet
ing even more constructive. Nevertheless, rather than letting ourselves 
be satisfied with this modest step forward, we should endeavour to 
gather further momentum for nuclear disarmament.

I have stated above the basic views of the Japanese delegation on 
nuclear disarmament. The Japanese delegation hopes that the United 
States and the Soviet Union, the co-chairmen of this Committee, and 
other members will express positive and constructive views on this 
question.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 11,1974^

The Soviet delegation associates itself with the words of welcome 
addressed by Mr. Vejvoda, the Czechoslovak Vice-Minister, who is 
attending this Committee meeting. His participation in the Commit
tee’s work is proof of his country’s steady and unfailing interest in 
the problems of disarmament, and in the activities of the Committee 
in which negotiations on this problem are held.

Last week saw the completion of the third Soviet-United States 
summit meeting, which has become a major landmark in the history 
of relations between the USSR and the United States and has resulted 
in agreement in principle on many important problems of today. The 
meeting has aroused great interest throughout the world. Today in our 
statement we want to inform the representatives of the States mem
bers of the Committee of the results of the meeting pertaining to the 
field of disarmament and arms limitation.

Those questions were given top priority at the meeting. Taking due 
account of the fundamental documents concluded at the previous 
summits in the field of reducing military danger and limiting strategic 
armanients,* the sides agreed to limit the anti-ballistic missile systems 
of both countries,* to place agreed constraints on underground nuclear 
tests,  ̂ to make further efforts aimed at the limitation of strategic

’ Ante, p. 259.
^CCD/PV. 642, pp. 13-16.
 ̂Do<mments (M Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207; 197S, pp. 271-273,283-285.
 ̂Ante, pp. 229-231.
Ante, pp. 225-227.
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offensive arms,® and to take measures designed to exclude chemical 
weapons from the arsenals of States.® All this represents essential 
progress in strengthening peace and mutual trust, and consolidates and 
deepens the relaxation of international tensions.

Of fundamental significance is the determination of the USSR and 
the United States recorded in the documents to apply their joint efforts 
to removing the danger of war, including particularly war involving 
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, to limiting and even
tually ending the arms race, especially of strategic arms, and to 
strengthening and extending the process of relaxation of tensions 
throughout the world. The fulfilment by both sides of their obligations 
will effectively ensure international security.

The sides concluded that the Interim Agreement on offensive 
strategic weapons  ̂should be followed by a new agreement between the 
USSR and the United States on the limitation of strategic arms. They 
agreed that such an agreement should cover the period until 1985 and 
deal with both quantitative and qualitative limitations. They stipulated 
that such an agreement should be completed at the earliest possible 
date before the expiration of the Interim Agreement. In accordance 
with this agreement the delegations of the USSR and the United 
States will reconvene jn Geneva in the immediate future.

Taking into consideration the interrelationship between the develop
ment of offensive and defensive types of strategic arms, and noting 
the successful implementation of the Treaty on the limitation of anti- 
ballistic missile systems concluded between the USSR and the United 
States in May 1972,* the sides considered it desirable to adopt addi
tional limitations on the deployment of such systems. To that end they 
concluded a protocol to the Treaty of 1972 providing for the limitation 
of each side to a single deployment area for anti-ballistic missile 
systems instead of two such areas as permitted to each side by the 
Treaty.® Accordingly the USSR will npt deploy an anti-ballistic missile 
system in the deployment area of intercontinental ballistic missile silo 
launchers permitted by the Treaty of 1972.

The joint! Soviet-United States communique emphasizes the serious 
importance which the USSR and the United States attach to the reali
zation of other possible measures, both bilateral and multilateral, in 
the field of arms limitation and disarmament.***

One of the important questions discussed in the Committee on Dis
armament is the problem of the cessation everywhere and by all of 
nuclear tests, including underground explosions. Having noted the 
historic significance of the Moscow Treaty of 1963 on the partial

® Ante, p. 234.
'  Ante, p. 236.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
* Ibid., pp. 197-201.
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banning of nuclear-weapon tests," the joint Soviet-United States 
communique emphasizes the necessity of making the cessation of 
nuclear-weapon tests comprehensive. As a result of the Soviet-United 
States meeting an important contribution has been made to solution 
of the problem of the comprehensive prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests. This contribution has been made by the conclusion of a Treaty 
on the limitation of underground nuclear-weapon tests providing for 
the complete cessation, starting from 31 March 1976, of the tests 
of such weapons above a yield of 150 kilotons.*  ̂ The participants in 
the Treaty also agreed to confine their other underground nuclear- 
weapon tests to a minimum and to continue negotiations with a 
view to solving the problem of the cessation of all underground nuclear 
tests.

Verification of compliance with the Treaty will be carried out by 
national technical means. In order to ensure such verification, a special 
Protocol to the Treaty was concluded. The Protocol provides for an 
exchange of data on the geographic co-ordinates of the boundaries of 
test sites and testing areas therein, information on the geology of 
such testing areas, the geographic co-ordinates of underground nuclear- 
weapon tests after they have been conducted, and a range of data for 
calibration of the tests.**

The provisions of the Soviet-United States Treaty do not extend to 
underground nuclear explosions carried out for peaceful purposes. 
Such explosions will be governed by an agreement which is to be ne
gotiated and concluded by the parties as early as possible.

In considering at the Soviet-United States summit meeting questions 
bearing on removal of the danger of nuclear war, the sides paid consid
erable attention to the task of further increasing the effectiveness of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.*  ̂ They re
affirmed their mutual intention to observe the obligations under the 
Treaty, including its Article VI committing its participants to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation 
of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, 
and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and 
effective international control.

Over a number of years the Committee on Disarmament has been 
discussing the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons. It is 
common knowledge that in 1972 the socialist States took an important 
initiative by putting forward a draft convention providing for a com
plete prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and on the destruction of their stockpiles.*® How
ever, a number of countries raised objections to the complete prohibi-

" Documents (m Disarmament, 1963  ̂pp. 291-293. 
Ante, pp. 225-227. 

p. 228-229.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
Ibid., 1972, w^l20-12i.
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tion of chemical weapons. Whatever the motives of those countries’ 
disagreement with our approach to the prohibition of chemical weap
ons, we understand that it is possible to conclude an international 
agreement only if the opinions of all parties concerned have been taken 
into account. The “all or nothing” approach cannot lead to success in 
international politics. Therefore, in an effort to conclude an effective 
international agreement which would exclude from the arsenals of 
States such dangerous weapons of mass destruction as chemical weap
ons, we agreed to consider with the United States a joint initiative in 
the Committee on Disarmament with respect to the conclusion, as a 
first step, of an international convention dealing with the most dan
gerous lethal means of chemical warfare.** We hope that the informal 
sessions of the Committee which are to take place in the near future 
with the participation of technical experts will help significantly in 
the understanding of many technical aspects linked with the drafting 
of an agreement prohibiting chemical weapons.

To solve disarmament problems is extremely complex, since they 
directly affect the interests of security of States—in other words, 
their most sensitive interests. The disarmament negotiations show 
that it is much simpler to prevent the development of new military 
technology or to prohibit the deployment of weapons in those areas 
where they have not yet been deployed. Evidently a number of dele
gations have taken that fact into account and have already raised 
here in the Committee the question of the prohibition of such means of 
warfare as modification of environment for military purposes. We 
think that the question has been raised rightly. At the same time it 
should be noted that modification techniques may be used for military 
purposes with respect not only to weather but also to other components 
of the human environment. Of course, this is a new question requiring 
careful study. Having taken into account these considerations, the 
Soviet Union and the United States made a joint statement in favour 
of the most effective measures possible to overcome the dangers of the 
use for military purposes of environmental modification techniques.*  ̂
To achieve this goal they decided to hold this year a meeting of Soviet 
and United States representatives to study this problem.

The USSR and the United States reaffirmed that a world disarma
ment conference at an appropriate time can play a positive role in the 
process of strengthening international security.

Those important steps which have been or are intended to be taken 
in the field of arms limitation as a result of the Soviet-United States 
summit negotiations, as well as further efforts toward disarmament, 
will facilitate the relaxation of international tensions and make a 
tangible contribution to fulfilment of the historic task of excluding 
war from the life of human society and thereby of ensuring world

p.236.
"  Ante, pp. 231-232.
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peace. The measures that have been or are intended to be taken, which 
we have set out, confirm in international relations, the principle of 
peaceful co-existence of States with different social systems, which 
meets the interests of the peoples of the USSR and the United States 
and the interests of strengthening peace in the whole world.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Views of Japanese Experts on
the Scope of Prohibition and on the Verification for Organo-
phosphorus Compounds, July 12, 1974'

I. The scope of prohibition.

Annex I, deriving from Article IV of the “Draft Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chem
ical Weapons and on Their Destruction” which was submitted by the 
delegation of Japan on April 30,1974 (CCD/420),  ̂is expected to list, in 
the schedule, chemical agents provisionally suspended from the prohi
bition (Alternative A) or chemical agents to be prohibited from the be
ginning (Alternative B). Therefore, the content of the schedule will 
cause the scope of prohibition to vary at the first stage; however the 
scope should be determined by the adequacy of applied verification. In 
this connexion, in view of the present feasibility of effective verifica
tion measures, which is to be discussed in part II of this working paper, 
it will be realistic to list super-toxic organophosphorus compounds, 
among others, as chemical agents to be prohibited from the beginning, 
whether or not we adopt I (A) or I (B). Our views on the schedule of 
Annex I are as follows:

1. Annex 1(A) will list chemical agents provisionally suspended from 
the prohibition, namely, chemical agents other than the super-toxic 
organophosphorus compounds which are not used for peaceful pur
poses. One way of selecting these chemical agents may be to adopt 
the toxicity level of chlorine as a lower threshold, as suggested in the 
Canadian working paper (CCD/414) * and in the Swedish working 
paper (CCD/427) * and to list dual purpose chemical agents, placing 
organophosphorus compounds having the equivalent toxicity level of 
Lctso = 20,000 mg. min/m® on a lower threshold. However it must be 
noted that there is a difficulty in adopting this way in that few data 
have been disclosed concerning the inhalent toxicity value of organo
phosphorus compounds. This difficulty will be eliminated if more 
data are disclosed in some way or another or if it is agreed to replace

‘ CCD/430, July 12,1974.
2 Ante, pp. 99-106.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 524-529.

* Ante, pp. 222-225.
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it with the toxicity value determined by some other administration 
route such as the toxicity value determined by intraperitoneal ad
ministration, about which many data have already been published.

2. Annex I (B) is to list the chemical agents to be published from 
the beginning, i.e., certain super-toxic organophosphorus compounds. 
In listing these, it is necessary to take into consideration three criteria: 
(i) a toxicity level (LD5q = 0.62 mg/kg i.p., LD^q= 0.50 mg/kg S.0.) that 
Japan has suggested as an objective criterion; (ii) chemical formulae; 
(iii) whether or not chemical agents have no peaceful use. Mainly by 
the first two criteria, we have chosen, from published data, super
toxic organophosphorus compounds to be prohibited from the beginning 
and listed some of them as an example in Table L

Ta ble  1

Some Su per -toxic Organophosphorus Compounds To Be Listed  
IN THE Schedule  to  An n e x  I (B)

No. Chemical Name (Code Name) 
Chemical Formula

1. Isopropyl methyl phosphonofluoridate (Sarin, GB)

P
/  \  

CH. F

2. Isopropyl ethyl phosphonofluoridate (Ethyl Sarin, GE)

P

3. 3,3-Dimethylbutyl methyl phosphonofluoridate

(CH3)sCCH f̂CH20 0

F
(Continued on following page)
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T a b le  I—continued

^  Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

4. Pinacolyl methyl phosphonofluoridate (Soman)

(CHa), C C(CH3)H0 ^  ^ 0  

P

CH, F

5. Cyclohexyl methyl phosphonofluoridate (GF)

P

6. Ethyl N, N-dimethyl phosphoramidocyanidate (Tabun)

(CH3)2N^ ^ 0  

P

CjHsO CN

7. Isopropyl N,N-dimethyl phosphoramidocyanidate

(CH3)2N^ ^ 0

P

i-CjH,0 ^  CN

8 . 2-Trimethylammoniumethyl methyl phosphonofluoridate iodide

(CH,)3N(CH2)20  ̂ ^ 0

P 1 “
/  \

CH, ^  F

(Continued on following page)
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^  Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

9. 3-Trimethylammonium propyl methyl phosphonofluoridate iodide

(CH3)3N(CH2)30 0

I

CH,'^

10. 2-Trimethylammonium-l-methylethyl methyl phosphonofluoridate iodide

+
(CHj), N CHjCH(CHj)0 ,  0

CH,

11. Dimethyl l-methyl-2~carbomethoxyvinyl phosphate ( or-phosdrin)

CH3O ^ . 0

CH^O ^  0-C = CHCOOCH3

12. Diethyl 4-nitrophenyl phosphate (Paraoxon, E-600, Mintacol)

C2H5O ^  ^ 0

P

C2H5O 0 -

13. Ethyl 4-nitrophenyl ethylphosphonate (Armin)

C A O .^ ^ 0  

p

(Continued on following page)
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T a b le  I—continued

Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

14. Isopropyl 4-nitrophenyl methylphosphonate

(CH3)2CH0  ^  ^ 0

P

CH3 0 - ( /~ ~ ^ - N 03

15. 0,0-DiethylS-ethylthiomethyl phosphorothioate

CjHsO. ,  0

C2H5O SCH2SC2H5

16. 0,0-Diethyl S-ethylsulphinylmethyl phosphorothioate

C2H5O. 0

0

17. 0,0-Diethyl S-ethylsulfonylmethyl phosphorothioate

C^O 0

P

X  \  ?\
C2H5O SCH2-S-C2Hg

18. 0,0-Diethyl S-(2-dimethylaminoethyl) phosphorothioate (217 AO)

C2H, 0  . 0

p ^

C2H5O S(CH,)2N(CH3)2

19. 0,0-Diethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) phosphorothioate (Tetram, DSDP)

C2H5O  ̂ 0

ĈHsO ^  ^  S(CHjVN(C2H,)j
(Continued on following page)
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XT Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

20. 0-Ethyl S-(2-dimethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate (33 SN)

21. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate (Edemo, VM)

0

p.

CH, ^  S(CH,),N(C^5)j

22. 0-Ethyl S-(2-dimethylaminoethyl) ethylphosphonothiolate

CjHsO. ^ 0

P

23. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) ethylphosphonothiolate (VE)

C^O. , 0

24. 0-Ethyl S-(2-methylphenylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate (GT 23)

C A O ^ ^  0

CH, ^ S(C H j)i,N

C,Hs

(Continued on following page)
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T a b le  I—continued

Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

25. 0-Ethyl S-(2-piperidylaminoethyl) ethylphosphonothiolate

p

S(CHj),NH-[-H N

26. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) i-propylphosphonothiolate

S(CHj)2N(C2H6),

27. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) n-propylphosphonothiolate

0

P

n-CaH, S(CHj)jN(C:^5)j

28. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) n-butylphosphonothiolate

C2H5O 0

P ^

11-C4H, ^  ^  S(CH,)2N(C2H5),

29. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) n-hexylphosphonothiolate

C-HgO 0

p

n-C.H„ ^  S(CH,), N(CjH5),

30. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) cyclohexylphosphonothiolate

C,H,0 0

S(CH,)2N(C2H5)j
(Continued on following page)
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Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

31. 0-Hydrogen S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate (S 27)

CH, ^  S(CHj),N(C^s),

32. 0-Methyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate

CHaO^ O

P

CH, ^  ^  S(CHj),N(CjH5),

33. 0-Isopropyl S-(2-diethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate (37 SN)

i-CoH-O ,  0

CH, S(CH2),N(CA)j

34. 0-Isopropyl S-(2-dimethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate

i-CsH^O  ̂ 0

CH, ^  STOsNCCHa)^

35. 0-Cyclopentyl S-(2-dimethylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate

CH, S(CHJ.N(CHJ,

36. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diisopropylaminoethyl) methylphosphonothiolate

Ĉ Ĥ Ô  ^ 0  

P

CH, S(CH,), N(i-C,H,),

(Continued on following page)
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T a b le  I— c(mtirmed

^  Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

37. 0-Ethyl S-(2-diisopropylaminoethyl) ethylphosphonothiolate (VS)

C2H5O ^  ^ 0

C,H( S<CH,)iN(i-Cyi,),

38. 2-Diethylaminoethylthio diethyl phosphine oxide

C2H5 . 0

/ <
C2H5 S(CHi)2N(C2H5)2

39. 0-Ethyl S-(2-trimethylammoniumethyl) methylphosphonothiolate iodide

C2H5O. . 0

/  \
CH3 S(CH2)2N(CH3)3l"

40. 0,0-Diethyl S-(2-trimethylammoniumethyl) phosphorothioate iodide (Echothio- 
phate, Phospholin)

C zH sO ^  ^ 0

C2H5O S(CH2)2N(CH3) s I“

41. 0,0-Diethyl S-(2-triethylammoniumethyl) phosphorothioate iodide

C2H s O ^  ^ 0

P
/  \  +

C2H5O S(CH2)2N(C2H5)s I '

42. 0-Isopropyl S-(2-trimethylammoniumethyl) methylphosphonothiolate iodide

(CH3)2CH0  ^  ^ 0

P

CH3 S(CH2)2N(CH3)3l"
(Continued on following page)
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yr Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

43. 0,0-Dimethyl S-(4-oxo-3-H-l,2,3-benzotriazine-3-methyl) phosphorothioate
(Guthion)

CH3 0 . 0 0
\  ^  11

P

CH50 SCH2— I

44. 0,0-Diethyl S-ethylsulphinylmethyl phosphorodithioate

C2H5O ^ S

X  \  I'CjHsO"^ SCH2SC2H6

45. 0,0-Diethyl S-ethylsulfonylmethyl phosphorodithioate

\
CsHiO SCH2SO2C4H6

46. 0-Ethyl S-(ethylthiomethyl) ethylphosphonodithioate

CjjH'sO . S

y
C2H6 SCH2SC2H5

47. 0,0-Diethyl S-ethyl phosphorothioate

C2H5O , 0

C2H5O ^  SC2H5

48. 0-Ethyl S-(2-ethylthioethyl) methylphosphonothioate

C2H5O . 0

■ CH, ^  S{CHi),SCJI,
(Continued on following page)
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T a b le  I—continued

U Chemical Name (Code Name)
Chemical Formula

49, 0 ,0 -Dimethyl S-[2-(S-methyl-S-ethylsulfonium) ethyl] phosphorothioate

CHaO^ ^ 0

P . /C 2H6

CHjÔ  S(CH2)2 S\CHa

50. 0,0-Diethyl S-[2-(S^-methyl-S'-ethylsulfonium) ethyl] phosphorothioate

C2H5O 0

P ^  ^C,Hs

CiHgÔ  S(CH2)iS

CHs

51. 0,0-Diethyl S-[2-(S''-diethylsulfonium) ethyl] phosphorothioate

C2H5O ^ 0

/  \  +
C2H5O S(CH2)sS(C2Hs)a

52. 0-(2-N-methyl-N-phenylamino) ethyl methyl phosphonofluoridate

CH3 ^  0

P \  CH3

F 0(CH2)2N>^

C«H5

53. Tetraethyl pyrophosphate (TEPP)

C2H5 0 ^ 0  0  OC2H5

P —0 —P 
/  \

CjHsO OC2H5

54. Tetraethyl monothionopyrophosphate
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In selecting the agents falling in these criteria, questions may arise 
concerning the ways of dealing with high toxic chemical agents used 
for peaceful purposes and not known to be used at present for military 
purposes, but which could potentially be used for the latter (e.g., Echo- 
thiophate used for medicine). It may seem illogical to list chemical 
agents for peaceful purposes in the schedule insofar as Article I adopts 
purpose criteria, but, on the other hand, it may also be argued that they 
should be listed as dual purpose chemical agents in view of their 
potentiality of being used for military purposes. In any case, whether 
or not we list them under the category of the prohibited chemical 
agents depends upon our judgement concerning the degree of their 
potentiality of being used for military purposes.

With regard to the toxicity level, the problem of international stand
ardization concerning procedures of estimating lethal dose has yet to be 
solved. However, it will be made possible to make a list of chemical 
agents to be prohibited by selecting the lowest LD50 value, measured 
under the condition that the same species and the same administration 
routes are employed, out of LDso values which have been reported and 
may be reported in the future.

II. Verification of super-toxic organophosphorus compounds.

1. Various methods of verification which have so far been su^ested 
in working papers and other forms by many countries can be classified 
and summarized in Table 2 .

2. By choosing a good combination of the verification measures 
shown in Table 2  or by taking certain steps which would supplement 
one verification measure, the most effective results in checking viola
tions will be obtained. This has been recognized by a SIPRI publication 
as well as by the working papers of Japan (CCD/301),® the United 
States (CCD/311,« CCD/368),’ Italy (CCD/373),* Yugoslavia 
(CCD/377),* Sweden (CCD/395)*® and the Socialist countries 
(CCD/403).“

However, the crux of the matter lies in the need to satisfy two 
conflicting requirements: to obtain verification results reliable enough 
to be able to deter the non-compliance of the Convention and at the 
same time to minimize the burden of States Parties to the Convention. 
From this point of view the Japanese draft convention (CCD/420) 
places its major emphasis upon verifications other than inspection, 
considering non-intrusive verifications as supplementary measures. 
As for “Remote Observation (sensors)” in “Verification methods other

® Dommentsm Disarmament, 1970, pp. 379-382.
* Ibid., pp. 455-459. 
nbid., pp. 343-347.
*/bid., pp. 432-437.
’ /bid., pp.485-488.
“̂Ibid., 1975, pp. 33-38.

" Ibid., pp. 344-346.
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than on-site inspection”, in Table 2  (p. 319), it depends much upon 
further technological development. Therefore, of the “verification 
methods other than on-site inspection”, (2 ) to (6 ) are expected to play a 
major role for the time being. An example of verification measures 
which the Japanese draft convention foresees can be depicted in the 
following chart (p. 321).

3. As shown in the chart, the reporting system of statistical data 
constitutes the keystone of the draft convention (CCD/420). However, 
as pointed out in the United States working paper (CCD/311, CCD/368), 
this reporting system involves the following problems:

(1 ) Errors of statistical data are unavoidable;
(2 ) Statistical data vary irregularly in the course of years;
(3) Methods of collecting data differ depending upon countries;
(4) There exists time lag in data collected.

In addition, there is the more important problem of ensuring the 
credibility of data.

(1 ) and (2 ) above are essentially unavoidable and accordingly, have 
to be left aside tentatively. (3) and (4) can be solved to some extent 
through the unification by the International Verification Agency (IVA) 
of the methods of collecting and reporting data. As for the credibility of 
data, in the field of statistics, the credibility of data is obtained through 
the method of random check, and hence, it would be necessary to adopt 
this method in banning chemical weapons. In this sense, it would be 
necessary to ensure the right of free access by the IVA to various data 
possessed by the national organ.

In order that the reporting system may be adopted as one of the 
verification measures, study on its concrete contents must first be 
made. (For instance, a SIPRI Monograph entitled ‘‘Chemical Disarma
ment: Some Problems of Verification” provides excellent guidance as 
a concrete example of useful verification measures. By the same token, 
working papers of the socialist countries (CCD/403), the United States 
(CCD/311) and Italy (CCD/373), etc., contain useful suggestions). 
Generally speaking, among activities involving chemical Weapons— 
development, production, stockpiling, destruction, etc., production is 
considered to be the most susceptible to verification measures. This is 
because production covers considerably wide areas, normally from the 
unloading of raw materials or intermediate products to the loading of 
the end products, and also because production contains many aspects 
which become the objects of verification such as administration of 
production, safety, and labour and such as measures for preventing 
environmental contamination. In other words, production contains a 
variety of elements which can be used for verification. Accordingly, 
in studying the reporting system on organophosphorus compounds, 
emphasis should be placed on production. (This assertion is also made 
in working papers and in suggestions concerning verification so far 
put forward to the CCD by many countries. Outside the CCD, likewise.
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detailed study was made regarding the possibility of verifying the 
production of organophosphorus compounds at the symposium held by 
SIPRI in 1971).

Based on these considerations, the report to be submitted from 
each State Party to the IVA must grasp the movement from the un
loading of raw material or intermediates to the loading of end products 
—of the following 7 substances, which are thought to be closely related 
to the production of organophosphorus chemical warfare agents (this 
is also suggested in Japan’s working paper (CCD/301 of 1970, which 
proposed verification measures including the establishment of the 
reporting system); (1) Yellow phosphorus; (2) phosphorus trichloride;
(3) phosphorus oxychloride; (4) phosphorus pentachloride; (5) phospho
rus pentasulfide; (6 ) dimethyl phosphite; (7) methyl phosphoryl 
dichloride.

At the CCD in the summer of 1971, Japan tabled a working paper 
(CCD/344) introducing statistical data which indicated the amounts 
of final respective uses of phosphorus trichloride and phosphorus oxy
chloride as well as their proportions to the whole amount. According to 
this working paper, the amounts of respective uses of phosphorus 
trichloride were: agricultural and sterilizing chemicals 2714t; vinyl 
chloride stabilizer 1229t; dyestuffs 642t; medicine 99t; others 353t. 
They totaled 5037t. Furthermore, the latest rough figures obtained 
unofficially and from disclosures at academic symposiums have led to 
the analysis of the “others” mentioned above as fire-resistent chem
icals, antioxidant, catalyzer, agent for chlorination, etc., which 
amounted to 316-356t, thus identifying more than 90 per cent of the 
“others”.

In view of the above, the Japanese experts propose the formulation 
of the Figure: “Differential amounts of consumption based on the use 
of raw material and intermediates” and Table 3 “Statistical data of 
production, imports, consumption and shipment of raw materials and 
intermediates”. The aforementioned Figure would be useful immedi
ately in checking the amounts of raw material and intermediates; how 
the raw material and intermediates are used is not entirely known. 
Likewise, Table 3 would be useful in checking the balance between the 
input and output of raw material and intermediates. Logically, this 
Figure and Table 3 are mutually related and the overall evaluation of 
them is expected to strengthen the credibility of the economic data 
and could serve as an effective means of verification. In order to fur
ther increase the credibility, the economic data to be reported from 
each State Party to the IVA should include, in addition to the items 
indicated in the Figure and in Table 3, the list of facilities producing 
the aforementioned 7 types of raw material and intermediates and the 
production capabilities of States. Priority consideration should be 
given to the inclusion of this list.

Admittedly, more careful study should be made concerning the 
contents of the report, mainly with a view to increasing the credibility
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of statistical data. At the same time, the data to be possessed by the 
national organ in formulating the report must be those which are ten
able as the basis of data or items reported to the IVA and which can 
render the report convincing. Accordingly, the national organ would 
be required to receive a monthly report containing considerably de
tailed data from the facilities dealing with the above-mentioned 7 
types of raw material and intermediates. The minimum content of 
such a monthly report would be as follows:

(1 ) Importers; amounts imported.
(2) Producers; amounts produced, amounts loaded, amounts in
stock and production capabilities.
(3) Wholesalers; amounts purchased, amounts sold.
(4) Users; amounts purchased.
(5) Exporters; amounts shipped.

The IVA must be given the right of free access to the national organ 
so that it may check the above-mentioned records and data.

In order to enhance the verification effects as much as possible, 
studies should be made as to how these data can be made as detailed 
and timely as possible and also as to the use of some parameters for 
the purpose of cross-checking in the fields of software, such as en
vironmental protection, labour administration, etc.

Letter From the Iranian Charge (Pishva) to Secretary- 
General Waldheim: Middle Eastern Nuclear-free Zone, 
July 15, 19741

On instruction from my Government, I have the honour to request 
the inclusion of an item in. the provisional agenda of the twenty-ninth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly entitled “Establish
ment of a nuclear-free zone in the region of the Middle East”, in ac
cordance with rule 2 0  of the rules of procedure of the General As
sembly. An explanatory memorandum pertaining to this request is 
herewith attached.

(Signed) Ma n o u c h e r  P ish v a  

Charge d’Affaires a.i

Establishment of a nuclear-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East

The strengthening of international peace and security has always 
been the focal point of Iran’s foreign policy. In pursuit of this policy 
Iran has taken every opportunity to contribute to the building of solid

‘ A/9693, July 15,1974.
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structures for peace both at regional and global levels. It was within 
this policy framework that as early as 1968, His Imperial Majesty the 
Shahanshah of Iran introduced the idea of the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in the region of the Middle East.

Developments since then have imparted a particular sense of urgency 
to this proposal. While prospects for implementation of an all-encom
passing denuclearization scheme in the region of the Middle East ap
pear now to be more promising, greater access by States to nuclear 
technology has rendered the danger of nuclear weapons proliferation 
and a concomitant collapse of the non-proliferation structure, a more 
acute problem.

The above considerations have prompted His Imperial Majesty re
cently to renew his proposal on the establishment of a nuclear-free zone 
in the region of the Middle East.

The Government of Iran has concluded that the General Assembly of 
the United Nations is the most appropriate organ in which a proposal of 
this nature could be brought up and has therefore requested the inclu
sion of an item on the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in the area, 
in the agenda of the twenty-^ninth session of the General Assembly.

Decision on the precise limit of the denuclearized zone should, in the 
view of the Iranian Government, be left to the General Assembly. Such 
delimitation by the Assembly is appropriate not only because of the 
ambiguity inherent in the geographical designation of the region but 
also because the security interests of the entire region must be taken 
into consideration. The Government of Iran therefore believes that the 
zone should encompass as wide an area as possible.

It is the earnest hope of the Iranian Government that the United 
Nations General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session would commend 
this proposal to the attention of the States of the region and make a 
recommendation to these States to take as soon as possible all neces
sary steps to achieve this objective and report back to the General As
sembly. It is the considered opinion of the Iranian Government that the 
implementation of this proposal would constitute a major feat in pur
suit of security and lasting peace.

Canadian Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament: Problem of Defining Compounds Having 
Military Significance as Irritating and Incapacitating Agents, 
July 16, 1974’

Introduction

1 . This paper is to be considered as a supplement to CCD/414  ̂ in

' CCD/433, July 16,1974.
 ̂Do(M7n£nts (m IH sarmam ent, 1973, pp. 524-529.
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that the same scheme of definition has been applied to those chemical 
substances that depend primarily on their irritating or incapacitating 
effect for their possible military utility.

Non-lethal Agents

2 . Attention is drawn to the meaning of some of the terms used in 
this paper:

harassing or irritating means having a physiological effect which 
will render individuals incapable of normal concerted physical effort 
during exposure and only for a very short period of time (minutes) 
after exposure ceases. These are generally known as riot control 
agents;
incapacitating means having physiological or mental effects which 
will render individuals incapable of normal concerted physical 
or mental effort or both for a significant period of time after expo
sure. Such agents resemble riot control agents in that the effects 
are temporary and without permanent damage but are different in 
that the effect may last for hours or in extreme cases for days.
3. It is necessary to stress the difference in agents that cause the 

above effects: the first are those that are immediately and physically 
irritating (e.g. tear gas), and whose effects last only for a short period 
afteî  exposure. The second type are those that are mentally or phys
ically incapacitating for a significant period of time after exposure 
ceases. Because of the lack of perceptible signs of the presence of such 
agents, the effects of these agents may not be observed until after an 
incapacitating dose has assimilated,

4. Some agents generally categorized as harassing agents have a 
toxicity which would place them above the lower threshold of toxicity 
set out in Table 1. The military utility of harassing and incapacitating 
agents is related, however, not to their possible lethal effects, but to 
their irritating and incapacitating effect. It remains to determine, 
therefore, a threshold of irritating or incapacitating effectiveness 
above which these chemical substances can be considered as having 
military utilify.®

5. Annex B of the Report of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons (Document A/7575 
or S/9292) tabulates the effectiveness of the irritating agents in terms 
of a tolerance limit. For the purpose of this paper, a different quantita
tive unit is used, the effective median dosage, in order to be consistent 
with the dosage used for lethal agents. The dosage of those that are 
known is shown in Table 2 . From this it can be seen that a threshold 
can be drawn at a value of about 2 0 0  mg.min/m* for the median dosage. 
Because those at present available are relatively cheap and simple to

’ Non-lethal agents are discussed in the Report of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons (Document A/7575 or S/9292) where 
they are described in the broad category of incapacitating agents. (This working paper 
restricts the meaning to that pven m the mtroducfion in which the qualification,^or 
a significant period of time”, is important.) [footnote in original].
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Table  I

Classification  of Some Chemical Compounds and  Elem ents Ba sed  on 
Toxicity Including  Su b -Groups Ba sed  on P urpose

Lethal Agents

Supertoxic 
(single purpose)

Lct50 mg.min/m^
VX 10-50
Sarin 100
Soman 50-100
Tabun 400

UPPER THRESHOLD

Toxic
Arsine 5,000

(Adamsite 15,000)

/

(CN 11,000)

/

Mustard 1,500 
Lewisite 1,500

y
/

/
/

3,200 Phosgene Toxic 
/  5,000 HCN

11,000 Cyanogen Chloride

19,000 Chlorine

LOWER THRESHOLD

All other chemicals that have no 
significant military value

manufacture, the incentive to produce new non-lethal agents may not 
be great. It cannot be ruled out, however, that new agents might be 
discovered that would not be as efficient as those at present known. To 
allow for this, it is proposed to lower this threshold to a value of 
500 mg.min/m^, the same level as for the upper threshold of the lethal 
agents. Since all these agents are single purpose, this suggests that 
these substances could then be described as a class of “super effective” 
single purpose non-lethal agents. It is difficult to say whether this 
threshold value should be lowered even further. However, it is perhaps 
instructive to note that 80 proof whisky has an equivalent median 
incapacitating dosage of about 1,500 mg.min/m^. Since alcohol is not 
an efficient weapon of war, it seems reasonable to state that the thresh
old for non-lethal agents is probably somewhere between the values of

 ̂Dosage vapour concentration multiplied by time of exposure lethal to 50 per cent of 
exposed personnel.

® Chemicals having both military and civil use.
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T a b l e  II

Cl a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  S o m e  Ch e m i c a l  Co m p o u n d s  B a s e d  o n  
I r r it a t in g  a n d  In c a p a c it a t i n g  D o s a g e s

Non-lethal Agents

' Irritating CT50 mg.min/m® ° Incapacitating Ct50

CS 10-20

Arsine Derivatives 10-30

CN 80

BZ>200

THRESHOLD

Effectiveness of chemicals in this range 
not of military interest

1,500 and 500 and is probably close to 500 mg.min/m® for practical 
purposes.

6 . Therefore, as a suggested definition, it is possible to state that: 
a chemical compound or element can be considered as a potential agent 
of war if it has a median incapacitating or irritating dosage of less 
than 500 mg.min/m*

Use of agent definitions in establishing scope of prohibition

7. Thresholds have been suggested which separate those chemical 
substances which have military potential based on their effectiveness 
to incapacitate or irritate 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.)

8 . The non-lethal agents can be defined, according to the duration 
of their effects on exposed personnel, as being either irritating or 
incapacitating.

9. In the case of harassing or irritating agents which are widely 
recognized as essential for civil riot control because of their quick 
reaction and short duration without injury, it is unlikely that gov
ernments would be prepared to ban their continued development, 
production and stockpiling. It might on the other hand be generally 
accepted that the development, production and stockpiling of incapaci
tating agents could be prohibited. This acceptance would stem from 
the unreliability and unpredictable effects of incapacitating agents,

® Dosage vapour concentration multiplied by time of exposure Irritating or Incapacita
ting to 50 per cent of exposed personnel.
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particularly the psychochemicals. It would seem unlikely that govern
ments would wish to retain such agents for civil police use. In the 
event of there being a disposition to prohibit incapacitating agents but 
to allow irritating agents for civil use, an expert review committee 
could determine into which category fell those chemicals above the 
agreed threshold of effectiveness.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Toxicity of Chemical Warfare 
Agents, July 16, 1974^

Modern lethal chemical warfare agents are exceedingly toxic sub
stances, much more toxic for the most part than the chemicals in 
common industrial use. Because of this difference, it has been sug
gested that the degree of toxicity is a logical choice as one possible 
criterion for defining chemical warfare agents for the purpose of an 
arms control agreement.

As noted in the work programme presented by the United States 
delegation (CCD/360),  ̂ there are several different approaches to the 
question of definition, each with its own advantages and disadvantages. 
A criterion based on a toxicity limit would have the advantage of being 
directly related to the potential danger from a particular substance. 
It would be applicable to known super-toxic substances or any super
toxic substance discovered in the future. However, compounds which 
are less toxic might still have utility either as chemical warfare agents 
or agent precursors. Among these are mustard-type compounds, dual- 
purpose agents such as phosgene (carbonyl chloride), hydrogen cyanide, 
and cyanogen chloride, and binary precursors. If a prohibition is to 
cover all lethal agents it might be rtecessary to adopt a general-purpose 
criterion and perhaps other criteria in addition to a toxicity criterion.

Considerable progress has already been made in working out the 
technical aspects of a practical toxicity criterion. Concrete proposals 
for a toxicity criterion have already been presented by the delegations 
of Japan (CCD/301,» CCD/374) and Canada (CCD/387," CCD/414).’ 
Both delegations adopted a similar approach by proposing a criterion 
based on the toxicity of a particular agent. Soman was suggested as a 
“boundary agent” by the Japanese delegation and tabun by the 
Canadian delegation.

As our delegation and others have noted, a toxicity value for a 
compound is meaningful only if the experimental conditions under 
which it was measured are specified in detail. For this reason, in order

■ CCD/435, July 16,1974.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 98-109.
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to establish a practical toxicity criterion, it would be necessary to 
define not only the toxicity level, but also the animal to be used for 
measurement and the route by which the chemical is administered.

Experimental Animal

The military utility of CW agents is related to toxicity to humans. 
Theoretically a toxicity criterion would be based on human reactions 
to chemical agents. Obviously, however, experimental animals must be 
used instead to measure the toxicity values. In general, the assumption 
that a compound that is super-toxic to experimental animals will also 
be very dangerous to humans is a sound one. In toxicological studies, 
a variety of different animals are commonly used. As noted in Table 1, 
toxicity values vary somewhat from one species to another. Therefore, 
a toxicity threshold must be tied to a specific animal.

T a b l e  1

Toxicity ofTabun to Experimental Animals ®

Animal '  LDto (mg/kg)
Mouse 0.35*0.40
Rat 0.16
Guinea Pig 0.13-0.3
Rabbit 0.3-0.5
Cat 0.10
Goat 0.3

Route of Administration

The toxicity of an agent may vary depending on the route by whiĉ h 
it is administered to the test animal. Chemicals are commonly ad
ministered orally or by inhalation or introduced directly by injection 
(“parenteral” administration). The most common parenteral routes of 
administration are into a blood vein (intravenous), into the abdominal 
fluid (intraperitoneal), into a muscle (intramuscular) or beneath the 
skin (subcutaneous). Percutaneous administration involves application 
on the skin. The variation in toxicity with route of administration is 
illustrated for tabun in Table 2.

Unfortunately, it is not possible to convert the value obtained by 
one route of administration to an equivalent value for a different route. 
As shown in Table 3, the relative values for different routes of ad
ministration vary from compound to compound.

Since the military potential of super-toxic compounds is often 
closely related to their inhalation toxicity, it would seem logical to 
establish a criterion based on inhalation toxicity as proposed in

* Subcutaneous administration: United States Army data. [Footnote in original.]
’ The LDso is the dose which is lethal to 50 percent of a group of animals (median lethal 

dose). [Footnote in original.]
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T a b l e  2

Influence o f Route o f Administration on Toxicity ofTahun *

Route of Administration LDgo /(mg/kg)

Intravenous 0 .1 0 -0 .1 5
Intraperitoneal 0 .6 6 -0 .9
Subcutaneous 0 .3 5 -0 .4 0
Percutaneous 1 .0 -2 .8

T a b l e  3

Relative Toxicity Values for Several Results o f Administration ®

Procaine Isoniazid DFP Pentobarbital

Route of 
Administration

LDsji
(mg/lqg)

Relative
Value

L%
(mg/kg)

Relative
Value ( m ^ ^ )

Relative
Value ( m ^ i )

Relative
Value

(Mouse) (Mouse) (Rabbit) (Mouse)

Intravenous 45 1 153 1.0 0.34 1.0 80 1.0
Intraperitoneal 230 5 132 0.9 1.00 2.9 130 1.6
Intramuscular 630 14 140 0.9 0.85 2.5 124 1.5
Subcutaneous 800 18 160 1.0 1.00 2.9 130 1.6
Oral 500 11 142 0.9 4 11.7 280 3.5

to 9 26.5

CCD/414. Some chemicals, however, are not super-toxic when inhaled, 
but would be extraordinarily toxic if they were carried into the body by 
a projectile which penetrated the skin. Included in this category are 
super-toxic carbamates. For this reason a criterion based on inhalation 
toxicity would not be sufficient.

The toxicity criteria proposed in CCD/374 are based on subcutaneous 
or intraperitoneal injection. These routes of administration are gen
erally applicable to any compound and are less difficult from a tech
nical standpoint than administration by the respiratory route.

It would be possible to supplement a criterion based on inhalation 
toxicity with one derived from parenteral toxicity. However, it would 
be simpler to rely on parenteral toxicity alone, since any compound 
that is super-toxic on inhalation will also be super-toxic by a 
parenteral route.

To some extent the selection of a particular experimental animal and 
a given parenteral route of administration in defining the criterion is 
arbitrary. The choice might best be made simply according to the 
relative amount of data available for the different situations. It ap
pears that more data, particularly on known CW agents, are available

* Taking a mouse as the experimental animal. United States Army data. [Footnote in 
original.]

® From T. A. Loomis, Essentials o f Toxicology, Lea and Febiger, Philadelphia, 1968. 
[Footnote in original.]

•0 DFP = diisopropylfluorophosphate. [Footnote in original.]



UNITED STATES WORKING PAPER, JULY 16 333

for the mouse (subcutaneous administration) than for other animals 
and other routes of administration listed in Table 4.

Judging from the data in Table 4, there appears to be little overlap 
between single-purpose super-toxic CW agents and dual-purpose chem-

T a b l e  4

Mouse Toxicity Data (Subcutaneom Administration)

(Compound “ Toxicity (LDgp, mg/kg) Source

3152 CT (carbamate)

VX
VE
VM (edemo)
VS
GB (sarin)
GB (sarin)
GD (soman)
GP
GD (soman)
GB (sarin)
VG (amiton, tetram)
GB (sarin)
GB (sarin)
GB (sarin)
GB (sarin)
GE (ethyl sarin)
GA
neostigmine (prostigmine)
echothioi)hate
neostigmine methylsulfate
neostigmine iodide
paraoxon
paraoxon

neostigmine (prostigmine) 
TEPP

(tetraethylpyrophosphate)
HN-1
physostigmine salicylate 
paraoxon-ME^2HN-3'2
colchicine
metasystox (methyldemeton) 
potassium cyanide
6 ppi2

DFP12 

HN-212

methyl fluorcacetic acid
sulfotepp *2
parathion
parathion
mustard gas (H)
methylparatnion
cyanogen chloride (CK)

0.005 (i.v., dog) Funke, Depierre and Krucker, 
1952 

U.S. Army0.022
0.025 U.S. Army
0.035 U.S. Army
0.035 U.S. Army
0.04 CCD/374
0.06-0.15 CCD/374
0.1 CCD/374
0.11-0.20 U.S. Army
0.125 U.S. Army
0.15 U.S. Army
0.155 (male) U.S. Army
0.173 CCD/374
0.2 CCD/374
0.214 Askew, 1957
0.22 CCD/374
0.301 U.S. Army
0.35-0.40 U.S. Army
0.42 U.S. Army
0.50 Schaumann, 1960
0.51 Brown et al 1950
0.55 Brown et cU, 1950
0.6-0.8 CCD/374
0.7 Augustinsson, 1953; 

^haumann, 1960
0.8 Toxic Substances List, 1973
0.85 U.S. Army

1.1-2.05 U.S. Army
1.24 Brown et al, 1950
1.4 CCD/374
2.01 (HCl) U.S. Army
2.3-3.S U.S. Army
2.9-3.3 CCD/374
2.9-6.0 U.S. Army
3.2-4.7 U.S. Army

Toxic Substances List, U.S. 
Dept, of HEW, 1973

4

4.5 U.S. Army
5-19 U.S. Army
8 CCD/374
10-12 CCD/374
10-12 Holmstedt, 1963
20-30 U.S. Army
30 Helmstedt, 1963
39 U.S. Army

The structures of military CW agents listed here are given in CCD/365 [footnote in 
original]. For CCD/365, seQ Documents on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 331-342.

Commercial chemicals [footnote in original].
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icals. Ideally, the toxicity criterion should be defined so as to separate 
the two groups cleanly. It probably will be impossible to do so. How
ever, establishing an LD50 value of 0.50 mg/kg (mouse; subcutaneous 
administration) as the limit, as suggested in CCD/301, or a value close 
to 0.50 mg/kg, may be the optimal solution to the problem of selecting 
a suitable level.

Experimental Variability

In order for toxicity measurements from different laboratories to be 
consistent with each other, the detailed experimental procedures must 
be standardized. Some of the conditions which would have to be 
established are listed in CCD/374. If general agreement were reached 
to adopt a prohibition based on a specific toxicity threshold, the precise 
experimental procedures could undoubtedly be worked out by experts 
in toxicology.

However, even if procedures are standardized, there will be a certain 
amount of variability in the measurements. It is to be expected that 
two laboratories using identical samples of chemical will still obtain 
slightly different toxicity values. This is because it is difficult to 
control precisely all the variables involved in making toxicity tests 
on animals.

In making toxicity measurements, a range of 20 per cent on either 
side of the average value is usually considered good. Studies on the 
reproducibility of oral toxicity values have demonstrated that a broader 
range should normally be expected. The ratio of the highest to lowest 
value is likely to be between 1.5 and 3 for oral toxicity values and 
may be as high as 10. (For parenteral toxicity values, the range may 
be somewhat smaller). Usually, the LD50 value reported is the average 
of a range of values.

The variability of toxicity values could pose a problem in applying 
a treaty prohibition in certain cases. Normally only one or two inde
pendent values will be available, and it is quite possible that these 
values will differ greatly from the average value that would be ob
tained from a large number of independent determinations. For a 
particular compound, one laboratory might report the compound to 
be more toxic than the limit while a different laboratory might con
clude that it is less toxic.

This difficulty may be illustrated by assuming that the toxicity 
criterion has been defined to be an LD50 of .050 mg/kg (mouse; sub
cutaneous administration) and that a standardized experimental 
procedure has been adopted. For a compound with an average LD50 

value of 0.36 mg/kg, which is below the limit, the possible results 
from different laboratories range approximately from 0.18 mg/kg to 
0.54 mg/kg. If the value reported is greater than 0.50 mg/kg, it might 
be argued that the compound should not be prohibited. Analogously, 
for a compound which would have an average LD50 value of 0.80 mg/kg, 
which is well above the 0.50 mg/kg limit, a single laboratory might
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report a value as low as 0.40 mg/kg. In this case, prohibition might well 
be advocated.

Obviously, some differences may arise about application of the pro
hibition to a specific compound even if a toxicity criterion is estab
lished. One possible way to help resolve such differences would be to 
have an appropriate independent laboratory measure the toxicity.

Super-Toocic Ducd-Purpose Compounds

As noted above, it is unlikely that a toxicity  ̂criterion can be found 
that will cleanly separate single-purpose super-toxic CW agents from 
dual-purpose chemicals. A few dual-purpose compounds are likely to 
be more toxic than the limit established by the toxicity criterion. 
The data in Table 4 indicate that most of these compounds will be 
drugs. Strict application of the toxicity criterion would lead to a ban 
on these super-toxic dual-purpose compounds. However, super-toxic 
drugs are produced in very small quantities and are not well suited as 
chemical warfare agepts. It might be useful to consider application of 
the criterion in such a way that super-toxic drugs would not be prohib
ited. This might be accomplished by allowing super-toxic chemicals to 
be produced in quantitites necessary for legitimate use as a drug if the 
use as a drug had been demonstrated beforehand.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Agent Destruction, 
July 16, 1974’

In a previous working paper (CCD/367) the United States delegation. 
described the environmental protection and safety procedures in
volved in current United States operations for demilitarizing limited 
quantities of chemical weapons.  ̂ The example discussed was the 
planned demilitarization and disposal of nerve agent cluster bombs.

This paper describes in detail the actual procedures employed in 
disposal of mustard gas at Rocky Mountain Arsenal near Denver, 
Colorado, an operation that was completed in March 1974. Possible 
methods of verification of the disposal operation are also discussed. 
We hope that this information on the characteristics of actual disposal 
operations will be useful to the Committee in its consideration of veri
fication of chemical agent destruction.

Background

In the fall of 1968 the Department of the Army decided to dispose of 
certain chemical agents and munition stocks, including the mustard 
agent stored at Rocky Mountain Arsenal near Denver, Colorado. These

‘ CCD/436, July 16,1974.
2 Docmments on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 352-361.
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mustard stocks amounted to 3701 tons and were stored as bulk in 
containers which hold approximately 0.9 ton of agent.

In response to an Army request a proposed plan for disposal at sea 
was reviewed in the Summer of 1969 by a panel of experts under the 
auspices of the National Academy of Sciences. These experts, drawn 
primarily from leading industrial, educational and research insti
tutions, recommended that the bulk mustard agent at Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal be destroyed by incineration.

This recommendation was adopted by the Army. A plan for disposal 
by incineration was prepared and made public. It was reviewed by 
interested agencies, as required under the National Environmental 
Protection Act, and revised. A filial statement of the plan was made 
public in early July 1971.

Small-scale disposal operations were initiated shortly after the 
final statement was filed. During this stage of the operations, the 
disposal equipment was tested and minor changes in the disposal plan 
were made in order to resolve the few difficulties encountered. Full- 
scale disposal operations began in September 1972.

Outline of Disposal Plan

Mustard gas decomposes rapidly at about 425“C to produce three 
gases—sulphur dioxide, carbon dioxide and hydrogen chloride. In 
the disposal operation, the mustard [gas] was destroyed by incinera
tion. The incineration products were removed from the exhaust stream 
and converted to harmless salts.

Steps of the Disposal Plan

(1) Transfer of Agent Containers. The agent containers were stored 
in the toxic agent area at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. This area was 
under continuous security guard surveillance and the mustard con
tainers were visually inspected for leakage by depot personnel (daily 
during warm weather and every three days during cool weather). 
Prior to removal from the area, the containers were checked for any 
possible liquid leakage by using a standard detection paper that 
changes color when exposed to mustard. They were then loaded on a 
flat bed truck and were transported under security guard escort to the 
mustard plant area for disposal. As a safety precaution a decontamina
tion truck followed the loaded truck.

(2 ) Unloading and Thavnng. Upon arrival at the mustard disposal 
facility, the containers were unloaded and placed in a thaw room where 
they remained for at least 48 hours at a temperature between 40® C and 
60°C. The thaw room, as well as other areas of the facility where a 
potential hazard from mustard vapor existed, were maintained under 
a negative pressure. Since mustard gas freezes between 5® and 15“C, 
it was heated in the thaw room to get as much as possible of the solid 
residue from the bottom of the container into solution. The rare 
liquid leaks that occurred during this 2 -day period were trapped in a
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sump where they were decontaminated with a standard military de
contaminant that reacts rapidly with mustard and achieves complete 
decontamination in about five minutes. These liquids were subse
quently checked to ensure absence of mustard, added to the spent 
scrubber brine, and spray dried.

Any vapors which were generated were vented through the duct in 
the floor of the thaw room and removed from the air by an absolute 
filter system with essentially 1 0 0  per cent efficiency.

(3) Draining of Containers. From this thaw room the containers 
were taken to the unloading booths by overhead crane, placed inside 
the booths and remotely attached to an evacuating hose. The mustard 
then was drawn off under vacuum. Determination of the quantity of 
mustard removed from the container was accomplished by weighing 
the container before and after the operation.

(4) Incineration of Agent. The mustard which had been removed 
from the container was pumped into a holding tank from which it 
was later pumped to the incinerator. It arrived at the incinerator 
through double-walled piping and was sprayed into the incinerator 
where it was heated to temperatures of 750° to 875°C for 0.3 second, 
thus thermally decomposing it completely. At peak efficiency the dis
posal rate was over 7 litres per minute.

(5) Scrubbing of Effluent Gases. In the incineration process sulphur 
dioxide and hydrogen chloride are generated. To wash these pollutants 
out of the effluent gases, the gases were passed through a scrubber 
system where they were brought into contact with a solution of sodium 
hydroxide, a strong caustic. This resulted in a brine solution of in
organic salts: sodium sulphate, sodium sulphite, sodium chloride, and 
sodium carbonate. This salt solution was then evaporated to drjmess 
and the residue of salts compacted. A test was performed periodically 
to verify that the salts contained no mustard.

The effluent gases were then passed through an electrostatic precip
itator to remove particulate matter (mostly ferric oxide resulting 
from corrosion of the steel containers) before being exhausted from 
the stack.

(6 ) Disposal of Salts. The compacted salts were transported in 
lined 55-gallon i*ums to a warehouse where they remain in storage 
pending final disposition. No decision has yet been made on the best 
method for disposal of the salts. Approximately 4,000 tons of salt 
were generated during the operation.

(7) Decontamination and Disposal of Containers. Prior to removal 
from the booth where it was emptied, each container was inspected 
and externally decontaminated if required. It was then moved to a 
temporary storage area. During the incineration of the bulk agent a 
separate incinerator furnace was used to decontaminate the containers.

In this process a container was removed from the storage area. Upon 
arrival at the furnace area, two holes were remotely punched in the 
container to provide ventilation and release of combustion gases in 
lieu of removing valves and plugs. Following this operation, the con
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tainers were placed in the furnace, where any residual mustard and 
impurities were incinerated. The amount of time that each container 
refnained in the furnace depended on the amount of residue it con
tained initially; however, the average was about 2  hours at temper
atures in excess of 425°C. The effluent from the incinerator operation 
was passed through a scrubber (sodium hydroxide solution) to remove 
the combustion products sulphur dioxide and hydrogen chloride.

Following cooling, quality control personnel checked the container 
with standard detection material to assure that all traces of mustard 
had been removed before it was transported to the holding area. The 
containers will be recycled as scrap metal.

Verification of Agent Destruction

In the disposal process described in the preceding sections, oppor
tunities for verification appear to exist at several points. It must be 
kept in mind, however, that the characteristics of the disposal process 
may Vary according to the type of agent being destroyed, whether the 
^ent is stored in bulk or in munitions, and the safety and environ
mental regulations which must be followed.

Verification of disposal might be conducted in a variety of ways, 
depending upon the degree of access accorded verification personnel. 
At one extreme, verification might be limited to remote observation 
via closed-circuit television with no access to the facilities themselves. 
At the other extreme, unrestricted inspection of the disposal site might 
be permitted, including unrestricted access to all buildings and records 
and analysis of chemical samples.

In the paragraphs that follow, verification of disposal will be dis
cussed using the United States procedure for disposal of bulk mustard 
agent as an illustration.

(a) Steps 1 and 2: Transfer of argent containers; unloading and 
thamng. In these steps there may be several indicators that toxic 
chemical agents are being handled. A few of the most recognizable 
indicators are:

a. Decontamination equipment readily available.
b. Workers in protective clothing and equipped with protective 

masks.
c. Toxic agent warning sign attached to vehicle.
d. Security measures, including a security escort front and rear 

when travelling.

By their nature these indicators would be easily observed. However, 
they could also easily be staged and their value for verification is there
fore questionable.

(b) Step 3: Draining of Containers. This step provides the first 
opportunity for positive assurance that a toxic chemical agent is 
present. This assurance can be achieved, however, only if full access to 
the facility is allowed. During the draining phase of the process, it
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would be feasible to tap the drain line to the storage tank. A small 
(10 ml) sample of liquid could be withdrawn and analysed to determine 
the type and concentration of agent. This would provide positive 
verification that agent was being drained from the container.

(c) Step U: Incineration of Agent. Verification at this step could 
provide the best assurance that toxic chemical agent is actually being 
destroyed. In the destruction of the mustard agent, the agent is trans
ferred from the storage tank to the furnace through a single pipe. A 
tap valve could be installed in this pipe at the point just before the 
mustard is injected into the furnace for burning. As in the previous 
step, a sample could be withdrawn and analysed as to the type of agent 
and its concentration. Data over a period of time could be compared 
with data from the previous step to ensure the agent had not been 
diluted (part diverted and another liquid substituted).

Analysis of the salts could provide another method of verification. 
This might be considered less intrusive than sampling and analysis of 
the agent itself. A mustard gas molecule contains one sulphur atom 
and two chlorine atoms. No other chlorine or sulphur compounds are, 
involved in the disposal process. As a result, there should be a 2 : 1 
ratio between chlorine and sulphur atoms in the salts. The salts result
ing from mustard disposal at Rocky Mountain Arsenal have been 
analysed and found to have the approximately expected ratio.

A third method of verification might be to try to obtain a materials 
balance. Records would be needed for the quantity of agent to be de
stroyed, amount of caustic being added, and total weight of the end 
product salts. It is possible to calculate the amounts of salts which 
should be produced from disposal of a given quantity of a specific 
agent. For this method to work, there would have to be no loss of 
gases, liquid or solids, from the system. In other words, the system 
would have to be totally contained. This was not the case at Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal. As is typical of incineration, minor losses of gases 
were anticipated and did occur in the process (mostly sulphur dioxide 
being exhausted from the stack), which altered somewhat the total 
weight of salts produced as well as the relative quantities of the dif
ferent compounds.

To assist in the materials balance procedure it would be useful to 
have a flowmeter in the line transferring agent from the holding tanks 
to the furnace.

(d) Steps 5-7: Scrubbing of Effluent Gases; Disposal of Salts; De
contamination and Disposal of Containers. In the case of mustard 
disposal, these steps did not appear to provide any important additional 
opportunities for verification of destruction.

Preliminary Comments and Conclusions

(1) There are several indicators which could provide some assurance 
to observers that disposal operations were being carried out.

(2) A number of means for misleading observers exist, including



340 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

the staging of indicators and substitution of an industrial chemical for 
agent.

(Si) A high degree of assurance that no evasion is taking place during 
the disposal process could be obtained through technical methods of 
inspection.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Diversion of Commercial
Chemicals for Weapons, July 16, 1974^

As many delegations, including our own, have noted, there are three 
major categories bf substances related to chemical warfare:

(1) Single-purpose agents. These agents have no large-scale use for 
prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes. This category 
includes the super-toxic organophosphorus nerve agents, as well as 
some less toxic agents which have no important peaceful applications.

(2) Dual-purpose agents. Chemicals in this category have important 
civilian applications, but might also be used as CW agents. Many of the 
CW agents used in World War I are in this group, including phosgene 
(carbonyl chloride), chlorine and hydrogen cyanide.

(3) Precursors. Chemical compounds used as intermediates in the 
production of super-toxic agents may or may not have civilian applica
tion. For example, phosphorus trichloride, a key precursor in the 
production of organophosphorus nerve agents, is widely used as an 
intermediate in the manufacture of pesticides and plasticisers. On the 
other hand, another important precursor, methylphosphonic dichlo
ride, is not currently used in producing commercial organophosphorus 
chemicals (but could be in the future).

This suggests that verification of a ban on production of CW agents 
has two major aspects: (a) ensuring that single-purpose CW agents and 
single-purpose precursors are not being produced and (b) making 
certain that dual-purpose agents and dual-purpose precursors are not 
being diverted to non-peaceful purposes.

Several delegations have suggested that statistical monitoring of 
chemical production could play an important role in deterring diversion 
of dual-purpose chemicals to prohibited military uses. Under this 
approach, data on the production and consumption of raw materials 
and intermediates would be analysed to ensure that no diversion 
occurred. The United States delegation presented some preliminary 
conclusions and comments on this approach in a previous working 
paper (CCD/311, 25 August, 1970).̂  At that time we noted that there 
were certain problems and disadvantages to be overcome, particularly 
in regard to identifying deliberate attempts at deception.

■ CCD/437, July 16,1974.
2 Do(m7n£nts m  Disarmam enty 1970, pp. 455-459.
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The United States has continued its research on economic data 
monitoring in an effort to overcome some of the shortcomings identi
fied in CCD/311. This paper is based on a study sponsored by the US 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, entitled “The Role of Phos
phorus Control in Verification of a Ban on Nerve Agent Production: 
An Economic and Technical Analysis,” carried out by Midwest Re
search Institute (Kansas City, Missouri).

Control System for Phosphorus

Among the potential CW agents, super-toxic organophosphorus com
pounds are generally considered to pose the greatest danger. The struc
ture of these agents and possible processes for producing them may 
vary widely; however, phosphorus is the one substance which is a key 
input for manufacture of any organophosphorus agent. This su^ests 
that production of such agents might be prevented by establishing con
trols over elemental phosphorus and any phosphorus compounds which 
could serve as precursors (“divertible” phosphorus compounds). Con
trols would not cover “non-divertible” compounds.

A control system might be established to monitor the production, 
storage, transportation and use of all phosphorus compounds which 
can be used in the production of a nerve agent. The objective would be 
to ensure that all consumption of divertible phosphorus compounds 
could be traced to legitimate activities. To accomplish this task, the 
industrial enterprises which handle these materials would be required 
to maintain detailed internal records and to prepare periodic reports on 
all relevant activities. In addition, all transfers between plants of this 
kind would have to be documented by records prepared by the shipper, 
the carrier and the consignee. To ensure the accuracy of these industry- 
level reports, several types of checks would be incorporated into the 
system.

The administration and operation of the control system could be 
divided among several levels—industry, national control agencies and 
an international control agency. Industrial enterprises would be 
required to follow authorized material handling procedures, maintain 
adequate accounting records and report to the national control agency. 
The national body would have primary responsibility for applying the 
controls to enterprises which are within the territory of the state 
involved, or are under its jurisdiction or under its control anywhere. 
Verification that all industrial establishments have complied with all 
provisions of the control system would be provided by the national 
body to the international control agency. The international agency 
would oversee the entire system, analyse and audit reports from each 
national agency and monitor the international trade of controlled 
materials.

Verification

In order to provide a reasonable degree of assurance that no diver
sion is occurring, such a control system would need to be designed so
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that the accuracy of reports from industrial establishments and from 
the national control agencies could be verified. There appear to be three 
basic verification techniques which could be used by the control agen
cies to determine the accuracy of reports: (1) analysis of statistical 
information presented in the reports, (2) examination and analysis of 
records, and (3) technical inspection. In this paper the discussion will 
focus on the verification activities of the international control agency.

The first step taken by the international control agency to verify the 
system’s reporting accuracy would be analysis of the reports submitted 
by the national control agencies and perhaps by certain industrial 
enterprises. This would include review of the statistical data to ensure 
that all quantities balanced and that they were in line with those 
expected.

Periodically the international control agency would audit relevant 
records of national control agencies. In addition they would have the 
authority to conduct audits of national control agencies and individual 
industrial enterprises at any time to resolve discrepancies. While the 
procedures which would be followed are very similar to those employed 
in conducting a financial audit, they would, of course, be concerned 
with quantities of phosphorus and their disposition.

It would be necessary to develop a reliable system based on technical 
inspection for detecting false records. The types of technical inspection 
which could be employed are: (1) visits to certain chemical plants, (2) 
technical analysis of plant operating data, (3) analysis of samples of 
phosphorus-containing chemicals which are in interplant transit, and
(4) monitoring of metering devices which provide independent informa
tion on plant production rates.

Evasion

There are two principal ways in which evasion could occur. Either 
the phosphorus material would be diverted from within the system or 
it would be obtained from sources outside the system’s control. For 
evasion techniques which operate within the system, records and 
reports at the industry and national level would be changed to avoid 
detection from discrepancies, or imbalances, in the reports. By defini
tion, evasions outside the system have no effect on the records and 
would have to be detected by other means.

Possible Methods of Evasion Within The Control System

The possible means of evasion within the control system which have 
been identified in our studies are summarized below:

1. An elemental phosphorus plant understates the production of 
phosphorus and diverts the excess to an agent plant.

2. A multi-product plant reports an incorrect production mix be
tween divertible and non-divertible phosphorus compounds.

3. A plant overstates the production of a non-divertible item and 
diverts an equivalent amount of input material.
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4. The amount of phosphorus in a product is overstated by a plant.
5. An establishment reports high loss rates of divertible material or 

low efficiencies in production processes which use divertible materials.
6. A plant uses wet process phosphoric acid (not produced from ele

mental phosphorus) to produce material and reports the production as 
using “furnace acid” (phosphoric acid produced from elemental 
phosphorus).

7. A country diverts small amounts of phosphorus from a large 
number of plants.

8. A plant fails to register its phosphorus recovery process.
9. A nerve agent plant registers as a legitimate industrial phospho

rus user.

A detailed examination of the United States phosphorus industry 
has revealed the following concerning potential evasions within the 
control system:

1. The greatest potential for obtaining phosphorus for CW agent 
prodtiction appears to be diversion of elemental phosphorus. Diversion 
from the phosphorus production plant would require less record modi
fication and would be more difficult to detect than other diversion 
methods.

2. Exports of elemental phosphorus and production of white phos
phorus munitions, the only major end uses of phosphorus in the ele
mental (white) form, are also potentially major points for diversion.

3. Recovering significant quantities of phosphorus for agent produc
tion by reprocessing chemical end products appears to be the least 
feasible of the evasion procedures considered.

Evasions Outside of the Control System

Evasion might occur outside the control system in several ways:

1. An elemental phosphorus plant does not register with the control 
agency.

2. Nerve agent precursors are produced directly from phosphate 
rock, rather than from elemental phosphorus.

3. Phosphorus material for agent is recovered from an end use 
product.

4. Phosphorus material is imported from a country which is outside 
of the control system.

5. Phosphorus or phosphorus-containing precursors are stockpiled 
prior to agreement.

6. Demilitarization of obsolete chemical munitions or agents which 
are not entered into the system.

Preliminary Evaluation of Effectiveness

The verification technique discussed in this paper differs signifi
cantly from the economic data monitoring technique discussed previ
ously (CCD/311) in that provisions for technical inspection have been
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incorporated. In the new approach, statistical data provide the back
ground for combined use of audit and technical inspection procedures. 
This technique increases the utility of economic data monitoring since 
the audit and technical inspection procedures complement one another.

While conventional on*site inspections would be useful in some 
circumstances, they would not be highly effective in detecting some 
very important kinds of evasion within the system. For example, diver
sion of phosphorus from an elemental phosphorus plant is unlikely to 
be detected by observation of plant activities. At the time of the inspec
tion the plant authorities most probably would not try to divert any 
phosphorus.

However, an unconventional kind of technical inspection might be 
effective in detecting certain kinds of diversion, including that illus
trated in the previous example. This technique would combine a 
technical analysis of plant operating records with conventional records 
auditing procedures. The technical analysis would consist of a correla
tion of reported production figures with such dat  ̂as (a) consumption 
of starting materials, (b) production of by-products, and (c) electrical 
power consumption. This type of audit would not necessarily be per
formed on-site; however, access to complete plant records would be 
required.

Two other kinds of technical inspection could also be very useful: (a) 
the analysis of samples obtained from inter-plant shipments, and (b) 
the metering of the production of elemental phosphorus and phosphoric 
acid. These techniques might help detect certain kinds of diversion that 
could not be detected any other way. For example, production metering 
would be the best way to prevent an attempt to divert phosphorus at an 
elemental phosphorus plant by understating actual production. Chemi
cal analysis of samples of phosphoric acid would help forestall efforts 
to substitute “wet process” acid (produced from phosphate rock) for 
“furnace” acid (produced from elemental phosphorus) and then divert 
the unused'phosphorus to agent production. “Wet process” acid con
tains relatively large amounts of impurities, which are not present in 
“furnace” acid.

For the control system to provide any deterrent to the diversion of 
phosphorus to nerve agent production, three specific measures should 
be provided in the operation of the system. First, the international 
control agency should have access to reports from individual enter
prises. This is important because the statistical analysis of the reports 
submitted by an individual plant is one of the principal methods of 
detecting the diversion of phosphorus material. National reports would 
not contain sufficient detail to enable the international agency to detect 
statistically the material diverted by several of the possible evasion 
methods.

Second, the international control agency should be allowed to con
duct an investigation of a plant’s records. Unless an independent inves
tigation is possible, evasion of the system would not be difficult. The 
risk of detection by an investigation could substantially increase the
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deterrent effectiveness of the system.
Third, technical inspection should be an integral part of the data 

validation procedure. A standard records audit would not be sufficient 
to verify the accuracy of the records.

A phosphorus control system, with the verification provisions dis
cussed in this paper, could probably ensure that large quantities of 
phosphorus-containing chemicals were not being diverted from com
mercial channels to weapons purposes. In itself this capability would 
not be sufficient to provide adequate assurance of compliance. Diver
sion of some significant quantities could still be accomplished by a 
determined evader. In all likelihood, however, phosphorus would not be 
diverted from commercial channels but rather obtained from sources 
not subject to the control system.

Phosphorus monitoring could play a useful role in verifying compli
ance with a production ban, although further verification measures 
would also be needed.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Nisibori) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, July 16, 1974’

In my statement today I would like to present the views of the Japa
nese delegation on the question of banning chemical weapons, one of 
the main items pending in this Committee.

On 30 April my delegation submitted to this Committee a draft con
vention on this question.* Since then many representatives have shown 
interest in this draft convention, for which I would express my sincere 
appreciation. While I will welcome listening to further concrete com
ments which may be forthcoming, I would like to offer today some 
clarifications on the draft convention with a view to further expediting 
the discussions. On 2 July Sweden submitted to this Committee a work
ing paper containing observations on our draft convention; * and on the 
same day Mr. Eckerberg stated that the working paper would be intro
duced at the meetings with participation of experts.'* Accordingly, we 
intend to answer at these meetings the analysis and questions con
tained in the working paper.

With reference to the scope of the substances which are to be pro
hibited first according to our draft convention, Mr. Roshchin of the 
Soviet Union pointed out on 7 May that our draft convention did not 
give a definite answer to the exception from the ban, and added:

. . .  the scope of prohibition is a basic and major question of the proposed convention,

> CCD/PV.643.PP.8-12.
 ̂Ante, pp. 99-106.

’ Ante, pp. 222-225.
* CCD/PV.639, pp. 15-16.
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and.. . unless there is agreement on it the problem of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons cannot be solved.®

Further, on 2 July, Mr. Roshchin asked again what will be exempted 
from the ban under Article IV of our draft convention.® Likewise Mr. 
Wyzner of Poland said on 14 May that:

. . .  it is of paramount importance to establish beyond any reasonable doubt what, 
according to tne Japanese draft convention, is to be the subject of the first stage of 
prohibition of chemical weapons,^

and further showed concern about how to deal with binary weapons.
I associate myself with these remarks, which emphasize the extreme 

importance of deciding the scope of the substances to be prohibited 
from the beginning. At the same time I would point out that the scope 
of those to be prohibited from the beginning is to be decided upon 
depending on whether effective verification measures can be found for 
the substances which are about to be prohibited. On this point I would 
recall the statement made on 16 May by Mr. Di Bernardo of Italy, in 
which he rightly observed:

Obviously, the scope of the treaty will not depend solely on an abstract political will of 
States. It will depend in fact on the treaty provisions for effective controls.® ,

Thus discovering for which substances effective verification meas
ures can be found for prohibition under the present circumstances is 
the key to deciding the scope of substances which are to be prohibited 
first; and this is the point on which I hope the meetings with the 
participation of experts to be held from tomorrow will produce useful 
results. Based on the opinion of our experts, I suggested on 30 April 
that super-toxic organophosphorous compounds and also, depending on 
agreement among us, mustard-type agents should be included among 
those to be prohibited from the outset. However, we did not specify 
these agents in our draft convention, as we thought that we might 
include in the ban further agents on which experts from various coun
tries may find effective verification measures.

Next, Mrs. Thorsson of Sweden pointed out on 14 May that the 
“chemical agents” mentioned in Article I of our draft “could perhaps 
be interpreted as covering also other chemical agents than potential 
chemical warfare agents, like powder, propellants, smoke, napalm, 
etc.” ® Our intention on this point was that the “chemical agents” men
tioned in Article I should be interpreted to mean “asphyxiating, poison
ous or other gases, and . . .  all analogous liquids, materials or devices” 
as specified in the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and accordingly powder, 
propellants, smoke, napalm, etc. were not intended to become the 
object of prohibition.

Now, Mr. Wyzner of Poland pointed out on 14 May that, according to

® Ante, p. 115.
® Ante, p. 218.
7 CCD/PV.635, p. 16. 
«CCD/PV.636, p. 15. 
® Ante, pp. 138-139.
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the Japanese draft, the destruction of the existing stocks is to take 
place at the first stage ''despite and irrespective of the lack of an effec
tive verification system'' whereas “other partial steps depend on the 
availability of such an effective verijwation system^'' and asked ‘‘what 
is to be the subject of agreement or a^eements to be concluded at the 
later stage or stages? This question is closely related to the statemient 
made on 23 May by Mr. Martin of the United States in which he said:

We will be interested in learning, when the representative of Japan returns to this 
subject in the future, whether the draft treaty envisages negotiation of further agree
ments, including those on effective verification measures, for the destruction of 
stockpiles as well as for the reduction of the list of exempted agents.^^

The answer to Mr. Martin's question is yes; and while I feel that with 
this answer I have also replied to Mr. Wyzner’s question, I would like to 
offer some supplementary explanations.

Confirmation of the destruction of stockpiles logically requires effec
tive verification measures, and there has been no change in our position 
of placing importance on this subject. Nevertheless, we have taken into 
consideration the strong assertion, as shown in the working paper sub
mitted by the non-aligned countries,^  ̂ that stockpiling should be 
prohibited from the outset, and we have subsequently included the 
provisions on the destruction of stockpiles. Furthermore, the possible 
danger of violation would be reduced considerably if an agreement 
could be reached requiring the States Parties to submit a report con
cerning information on the prohibited chemical agents which they 
possess and concerning programmes on the destruction or diversion to 
peaceful purposes of such agents, and also if, on the basis of this report, 
the destruction or diversion to peaceful purposes is to take place under 
international observation as provided for in Article II.

However, I recognize that, in taking further steps for a comprehen
sive ban, it will become increasingly important to ensure effective 
verification measures for confirming the destruction of stockpiles 
while endeavouring at the same time to reduce the scope of chemical 
agents exempted from the ban, and that the solution of this question 
would assume ever greater importance as the scope of prohibition is 
expanded.

I wish now to touch upon the items to be discussed at the experts’ 
meetings to be held from 17 July, and also upon their significance. In 
our efforts to ban chemical weapons, it is essential to obtain agreement 
on an effective verification system which would prevent violation of 
the obligation. In his statement on 9 July the Right Honourable David 
Ennals, Minister of State of the United Kingdom, referred to our draft 
in a sympathetic manner but pointed out that, whereas the draft 
convention. . .

tackles constructively the problem of what the international community should do

10 CCD/PV.635, p. 15.
Ante, p. 162.
Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 206-209.
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once a breach of the convention has been detected, it does not, as it stands, show how the 
early detection of any suspected breach would take place.*®

Certainly, if a mechanism can be devised so that it may detect at an 
early stage violations of the obligations of the convention with consid
erable certainty, then it would logically deter violations of obligations.

The question, then, lies in such a mechanism, or the content of the 
verification system. Accordingly I would suggest that we discuss at the 
meetings the degree of the effectiveness of various verification meas
ures and, based on the results obtained, examine the scope of agents 
which can be prohibited. I am convinced that, if agreement is reached 
among experts on these points, we shall have passed an important 
milestone toward a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

In concluding my statement, I wish to note with special attention the 
part of the joint communique announced in Moscow on 3 July in which 
the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to consider a joint 
initiative in this Committee with respect to the conclusion of an inter
national convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of 
chemical warfare.*  ̂ There is no doubt that the deliberations of this 
question in this Committee would be greatly expedited if joint action 
were taken by the United States and the Soviet Union, which assume 
particular responsibility in matters of world disarmament.

Lastly, I wish to express the hope that the summer session of this 
Committee, including the meetings with participation of experts, will 
bear fruit on this question.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 16, 1974’

In my statement at the opening meeting of this session I referred to 
the negotiations then in progress between leaders of the United States 
and of the Soviet Union.* I said that I hoped to be able to report to the 
Committee on developments in those negotiations. I would like to 
return to that subject today and review briefly the three principal 
documents in the arms-control area signed at the Moscow summit: the 
Protocol to the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Treaty on Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys
tems placing further limitations on ABM deployment;’ the Joint State
ment on Environmental Warfare; ̂  and The Treaty and Protocol on the 
Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapons Tests.® These documents 
have been tabled today as joint U.S.-Soviet conference documents.

Secretary of State Kissinger has noted that one of the main objec

CCD/PV.641, p. 12.
Ante, p. ^6 .

■CCD/PV.643, pp. 13-17.
* Ante, p. 214.
’ The protocol appears ante, pp. 229-231. For the 1972 treaty, see Documents on Dis

armament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
*Ante, pp. 231-232.
'  Ante, pp. 225-2^.
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tives of the summit was to deal with what he called “the most complex 
and in many respects the most serious problem of the modern period, 
which is the control of the nuclear arms race.” The Secretary pointed 
out the critical role played by technological developments in driving the 
nuclear arms race, and emphasized the importance of maintaining firm 
control over these developments. He deplored arms competition not 
only because of its military consequences but

. . .  also because the justifications that would have to be made on either side to sustain 
such an effort might, in time, become incompatible with a policy of relaxation of tensions 
and might, in themselves, be a factor introducing confrontation.^

Accordingly one task at the Moscow summit was to search for effective 
means of controlling the direction of rapid technological change in the 
strategic area and to ensure that these technological developments 
would not adversely affect international security. While the arms- 
control agreements signed in Moscow are the product of discussions 
between two States, they are also a contribution to the broad interna
tional effort in which we are all engaged, and they are directed at 
widely-shared goals: the strengthening of peace, the further relaxation 
of international tensions, and the cessation of the nuclear arms race.

The first of these agreements, the Protocol to the Treaty on the Limi
tation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, restrict the deployment of 
ABM systems to a single site. This does away with the possibility of 
two separate deployment areas—one defending an ICBM field and the 
other defending the capital city—as was permitted in the 1972 Treaty. 
In order to provide for some flexibility with respect to the single area 
which can now be defended, the Protocol gives each side an opportunity 
once, under conditions specified in the Protocol, to change its original 
decision regarding its deployment area.

With respect to environmental warfare, the two sides have jointly 
decliared their support for the most effective measures possible to over
come the dangers of the use of environment modification techniques 
for military purposes. Accordingly, Soviet and United States repre
sentatives will meet this year for the purpose of exploring the problem 
and discussing what steps might be taken to remove the threat of the 
hostile use of these techniques.

The third arms-control agreement, the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Underground Nuclear Weapons Tests above a threshold of 150 kilotons, 
is, I am sure, the one in which members of this Committee have the 
greatest interest. In the absence of any prospect of early resolution of 
the problems of verifying a comprehensive test ban, the leaders of the 
United States and of the Soviet Union decided to take this significant 
step toward the objective of a CTB.

Several members of this Committee have recommended such a 
partial and intermediate approach to the question of further restraints 
on nuclear testing, and a United Nations resolution in 1971 called on 
underground nuclear testing countries

'  A nte, pp. 184-185.
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. . .  to undertake unilateral or negotiated measures of restraint that would suspend 
nuclear weapon testing or limit or reduce the size and number of nuclear weapon tests, 
pending the early entry into force of a comprehensive ban on all nuclear weapon tests in 
all environments by all States.^

Most recently, in 1972, the delegation of Japan proposed a threshold 
test ban which initially would have had the effect of prohibiting testing 
in hard rock above approximately 150 kilotons.*

The Treaty signed at Moscow prohibits underground testing above a 
threshold yield of 150 kilotons, effective 31 March 1976. We believe that 
this limitation will have a significant moderating effect on the United 
States-Soviet nuclear arms competition. It will help to preclude the 
development by both sides of new generations of high-yield warhead 
designs compatible with modern delivery systems. Because of the 
complex technology involved, such warheads cannot with confidence be 
put into weapons stockpiles without testing. The effective date of the 
limitation will permit further detailed discussions with respect to the 
requirements for verifying compliance with the Treaty, and it will also 
permit negotiation of an agreement to regulate nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes, subjects I will discuss in more detail in a moment.

The Treaty also declares the intention of both Parties to negotiate 
with a view toward achieving a solution to the problem of the cessation 
of all underground nuclear weapons tests. This provision, together with 
the preambular paragraph recalling the commitment undertaken by 
Parties to the limited test-ban Treaty of 1963, reaffirms our commit
ment to an adequately verified comprehensive test ban.

The Treaty and its Protocol provide for verification by national tech
nical means, supplemented by the reciprocal exchange of data regard
ing the location and detailed geological characteristics of weapons test 
areas. For calibration purposes, the exchange of data on the yields of 
two tests conducted in each geophysically distinct test area is provided 
for. This will give each Party sufficient confidence in its ability to 
verify compliance by the other, and, by so doing, will further build 
mutual confidence and trust.

The Treaty provides that nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
will be covered by a separate agreement, to be negotiated and con
cluded by the Parties as soon as possible. Conclusion of this Agreement 
is integrally related to the purpose of the Treaty, namely to prevent 
military testing at yields greater than 150 kilotons. The treatment of 
peaceful nuclear explosions in the Treaty and its Protocol is, of course, 
fully consistent with the provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Both Parties recognize the importance of verifying that any nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes do not serve weapons development. 
They have already reached an understanding in principle on some of 
the requirements for adequately verifying that any PNEs are not 
weapon tests, including prior notification, precise definition of time 
and place, and the presence of observers. It will, of course, be necessary

 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, p. 897.
* See ibid., 1972, pp. 129-133.
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to work out additional verification measures. It should be emphasized 
that the PNE Agreement referred to in the present Treaty and Protocol 
between two nuclear-weapon States would not be applicable to the 
problem posed by the development of nuclear explosive capability by a 
non-nuclear weapon State. It is clearly impossible for a non-nuclear 
weapon State to develop a capability to conduct nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes without, in the process, acquiring a device which 
could be used as a nuclear weapon.

The duration of the Treaty is set at five years, subject to automatic 
renewal unless an agreement further implementing the objective of 
complete cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests has been 
achieved, or unless either Party notifies the other of its decision to 
terminate the Treaty. The Treaty also provides for consultation, pos
sible amendment, withdrawal, and registration of the Treaty pursuant 
to Article 102 of the United Nations Charter.

Finally, I wish to direct the attention of the Committee to two addi
tional aspects of the Joint United States-Soviet Communique.* The 
United States and the USSR emphasized the fundamental importance 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,*® reaffirmed their intention to observe 
their obligations under that Treaty, including Article VI, and stated 
that they favoured increasing the Treaty’s effectiveness.

With respect to chemical weapons, the United States and the USSR 
reaffirmed their interest in an international agreement which would 
exclude such weapons of mass destruction as CW from the arsenals of 
States. Desiring to contribute to early progress in that direction, they 
agreed to consider a joint initiative in this Committee with respect to 
the conclusion, as a first step, of an international convention dealing 
with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare. For its 
part, the United States will work seriously to fulfil this statement of 
joint purpose.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my report on arms control develop
ments at the summit.

I should now like to turn to our informal meeting on CW which 
begins tomorrow. The United States delegation is looking forward to 
this meeting and welcomes the participation of so many distinguished 
experts. Past meetings such as this have established a solid record of 
accomplishment in clarifying some technical aspects of arms-control 
questions. I am confident that this meeting will help move us closer to 
our objective of effective limitations on lethal chemical weapons, and 
will, in particular, shed further light on the closely-related and difficult 
questions of scope and verification.

The United States delegation is today submitting three working 
papers on CW. The first of these discusses the suggestion that a toxicity 
criterion might help to define the agents to be prohibited." Our second 
paper deals with the question of establishing a control system to pre

 ̂Ante, pp. 232-243.
D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
A nte, pp. 330-335.
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vent diversion of phosphorus to nerve agent production.*  ̂ The third 
paper is on the subject of chemical agent destruction, and discusses 
possible methods of verification of the destruction process based on 
actual disposal procedures utilized by the United States Army.**

At the experts’ meeting the United States delegation will try to 
provide a more detailed explanation and to answer questions related to 
the papers. We hope that in this way we will be able to assist the Com
mittee in arriving at sound judgments about effective limitations on 
chemical weapons.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Rowe) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
July 16, 1974’

My authorities have carefully studied the draft chemical weapons 
convention submitted by our Japanese colleagues.* I would like to make 
a few general observations on that paper and offer a suggestion.

The Japanese proposal seeks to reinforce and further codify existing 
international law prohibiting the use of CW, as established by the 1925 
Geneva Protocol * and the precedent documents, through the negotia
tion of a treaty reaffirming the Protocol and providing for a compre
hensive prohibition of the production, development and stockpiling of 
CW, at least to the extent possible among States and over time.

The unique feature of this draft is that it contains an article (Arti
cle rV) whereby parties may opt to suspend the application of the 
Treaty to certain agents; conditions under which this may be done are 
set out in Annex I. The agents to which these exceptions apply would be 
listed as a schedule to Annex I. In order not to jeopardize the principal 
objective of a comprehensive prohibition, the draft provides that 
parties must continue to negotiate in good faith to delete any excep
tions made under this Article. This general approach could be termed a 
“phased comprehensive agreement.” It is this concept in particular to 
which I wish to address myself.

In earlier interventions I have spoken with favour of this general 
approach, which strikes the Canadian delegation to have much to com
mend it. It has been noted that in the Japanese draft the basis of the 
phased approach would be by CW agents. What my delegation would 
suggest, and I emphasize that it is a suggestion for exploration, is that 
we consider an alternative to the concept in the Japanese draft apply
ing to Annex I—which now allows States to opt to implement the 
provisions of Articles I and II by phases—so that the phasing of the

■Mwie, pp. 340-345.
‘Mwte. pp. 335-340.
‘ CCD/PV.643, pp. 18-21.
‘ Ante, pp. 99-106.
® D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.



ROWE STATEMENT, JULY 16 353

prohibition would not be on the basis of excluded agents, but rather on 
the basis of excluded activities. That is, initially, all governments 
would be expected to agree to prohibit the production and development 
of agents, munitions and delivery systems; while those States having 
CW stocks would agree to the destruction of an agreed quantity of their 
stocks within a fixed period. The suggestion contained in Article XVII 
of the Japanese draft that a review conference should be held at a time 
after the treaty comes into force would provide a built-in mechanism 
for negotiation of further phases, involving, in one or more steps, the 
destruction of all remaining stocks and the implementation of a com
prehensive ban.

My delegation would view the scope of such a treaty as encompassing 
all chemical-warfare agents, excepting in so far as allowance must be 
made for agents used in civil riot control or having legitimate peaceful 
uses. A definition of CW agent, and the agents so designated, could 
appear in the convention, possibly as a schedule to the new Annex I. 
We doubt, on the other hand, that the destruction of stocks in the 
initial phase could be confined to any one type or class of agent. We 
anticipate that States engaged in the destruction of stocks would 
choose, in consultation, the nature and the quantities of agent (or per
centage of total stocks) to be destroyed. It is of course understood here 
that States would be able to produce and retain sufficient stocks of 
so-called dual agents to meet legitimate domestic peaceful needs.

Article II, paragraph 3 of the Japanese draft calls for international 
inspection of the destruction of declared stocks. This would be an 
essential element in verifying adherence to the first phase of an agree
ment of this sort, and further research will be required to ensure that 
it can be satisfactorily done. Members of this committee are well aware 
that the Canadian delegation has not yet been convinced that a compre
hensive prohibition of CW could be adequately verified through a 
challenge system such as is proposed in CCD/420.‘ Nevertheless, we 
are of the view that an interim ban which would halt the spread 
of CW and the development of new technology in the field for a certain 
period could in fact be adequately verified in this manner, bearing in 
mind that the CW States would retain sufficient stocks to maintain a 
deterrent capability and thus satisfy their security requirements in 
that period when mutual confidence could be promoted. There could 
be no expectation that States would automatically proceed to a further 
stage of destruction of stocks unless that mutual confidence was felt. 
The degree to which progress had been made in verification techniques 
in respect of the agreement or in arms control generally would no doubt 
contribute to that mutual confidence.

Some States having limited chemical capacity may question whether 
such a phased prohibition, which allows for the retention of stocks in 
diminishing amounts by a few States, would be beneficial when the 
objective has been a comprehensive treaty. My delegation would sug

‘‘ A nte, pp. 99-106.
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gest that it would be, for the simple reason that a phased agreement 
may well have a greater chance of early universal acceptance than a 
comprehensive treaty which fails to provide for effective verification. 
In other words, w6 should at this point negotiate on the basis of what 
seems attainable now, while still working toward our ultimate goal. 
We would have required the CW States to halt the production and 
development of CW and to dispose progressively of their stocks, while 
at the same time giving encouragement to non-CW States to refrain 
from acquiring such weapons. At the end of the first phase of destruc
tion of stocks, there would be a general review of the treaty and its 
implementation. This review would have as its primary objective the 
confu’mation of the destruction of stocks and the negotiation of the 
next phase of this process. Should a State conclude at that time that 
the obligation on the CW States progressively to destroy stocks was not 
being adequately met and that its supreme interests were thus placed 
in jeopardy, it might then decide to withdraw from the treaty under the 
provisions of Article XVIII, paragraph 2. Such an action would be one 
of last resort, and would only be taken after the'considerations of the 
security interests of all parties and after all avenues of negotiation had 
been e^austed.

I #6uld not now wish to consider in a detailed manner all aspects of 
the proposals made in CCD/420 with regard to verification procedures. 
The paper sets out most of the fundamental elements of a system of 
“verification by challenge,” but is substantially lacking in the sort of 
detail that would permit such a system to be Applied, even if it were 
found by States to be acceptable in verifying a comprehensive treaty. 
However, as the naming of some international verification body would 
be required to implement even the first phase of a phased agreement 
such as I have suggested, it seems to my delegation essential that any 
treaty spell out the nature of that body and the financial arrangements 
being made for it.

Under the provisions of the Japanese draft, negotiation of a second 
international agreement creating an international verification author
ity would likely be required to provide the inspection element of the 
basic treaty. Governments may wish to ask whether this is the wisest 
course or whether the CW convention should deal with this matter 
itself. Governments may also wish to consider whether the interna
tional community wants to encourage the proliferation of international 
bodies or whether some existing agency could satisfactorily assume 
these responsibilities. These matters must be dealt with as we move 
toward a treaty.

A separate point, and one to which the Canadian delegation will wish 
to address itself later, is the definition of chemical agents of war. 
Canada has tabled, a working paper on this subject and hopes to see it 
discussed further. The definitions problem is not a simple one, and thus 
is probably not amenable to solution by one simple system of defini
tions. It may well be that, to be effective, a comprehensive treaty will
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require the use of both toxicity/lethality criteria and the less precisely 
defined general-purpose criteria which the draft treaties now before us 
l^gely assume to have been accepted. We hope that experts may 
engage this discussion soon.

These are brief and for the most part general remarks, which leave 
aside a number of substantive issues and drafting matters which might 
be raised concerning document CCD/420. My delegation puts them 
forward, not as our final word on the matter, but as a means of contin
uing substantive discussion of the text. In discussing the Japanese 
draft treaty earlier this year, our distinguished Italian colleague spoke 
of a “conceptual breakthrough.” ® He did not exaggerate. I have sug
gested an alternative means of turning that breakthrough to our ad- 
vantajge. I hope others around this table will do likewise. In this way we 
may be able to use this breakthrough, coming as it has at a time of 
deepening frustration with the work of this Committee, as a way to 
move ahead into concrete negotiation of a CW agreement in the imme
diate future. It will not be an easy task, as we all know too well, but 
let us begin.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], July 25, 1974’

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is there any chance that the Strategic Arms Limi
tation Talks may result in the dismantling or the phasing out of the 
antiballistic missile (ABM) base in North Dakota?

Secretary Kissinger: I consider it extremely unlikely that the Strate
gic Arms Limitation Talks would lead to a further reduction of anti
ballistic missile defenses. And I do not think that this is going to 
happen.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, does your trip here today have any significance in 
connection with next month’s meeting in Geneva with the Russians on 
arms limitations?

Secretary Kissinger: You know, for many months I have been deal
ing with Minuteman and SAC and antiballistic missile defense, and it 
has always been an abstraction to me. And I have wanted to see what 
these installations look like and get a feel for what they can do. So I 
took the occasion of going to the west coast to introduce the Foreign 
Minister to the President to stop at Grand Forks. It has no direct con
nection. But it is certainly helping my thinking to have a visual impres
sion of what the typical sites look like.

» CCD/PV.636,p.l4.
' Department o f State Bulletin, Aug. 19,1974, pp. 282-283. The news conference was 

held at Grand Forks, N.D.
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Q. Dr. Kissingerllnaudible].

Secretary Kissinger: I have always believed that I would not ex
change our strat^c forces for the Soviet forces. We are ahead in every 
significant category. And what I have seen today reinforces that 
conviction.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, vnll the ABM sites be on any part of the program 
during next month’s armaments meeting?

Secretary Kissinger: We will maintain the present ABM sites, and 
we will continue to complete the numbers of missiles to which we are 
entitled under the ABM agreement. And I must say I was very im
pressed by what I saw this afternoon at the ABM site.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 30, 
1974’

It was not long ago—it seems to me—that in my first major state
ment in the Committee I noted that there were possibilities for real 
progress in the disarmament work this year. Different aspects of the 
imperative need for such progress were discussed, including, obviously, 
the need to curtail nuclear weapons. I said, as has been said many times 
by many delegations, that the most important immediate step which 
can be taken to halt the nuclear arms race is a comprehensive test ban. 
I also referred to the increased proliferation risks emanating from 
continued tests of nuclear weapons.

Much has happened since then, but not very much which can be wel
comed from a disarmer’s point of view. Nuclear testing has not been 
suspended. On the contrary, six countries have exploded nuclear 
devices during the last two months. That means that more countries 
have carried out nuclear explosions during this short period than ever 
before. The two super-Powers have regrettably continued their test
ing in the traditional manner, thereby violating the spirit of article VI 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).  ̂An agreement between the two 
to stop their testing completely would obviously improve the prospects 
considerably for a global cessation of all nuclear tests within not too 
distant a future. It is our considered opinion that the risks that the 
super-Powers run by continuing testing are greater than the risks 
connected with a prohibition of all tests.

It is also disappointing to find that we have again three testing 
nuclear-weapon Powers in this Committee. As announced by the Brit

■ CCD/PV.647,pp.6-14.
* Docum ents on U isarnM m ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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ish Prime Minister in the House of Commons in late June, the United 
Kingdom Government has carried out a nuclear-weapons test, stating 
at the same time that it shares the concern of other parties to the NPT 
about the urgent need to strengthen the Treaty. The weapons testing of 
the three depositary countries does not strengthen the NPT. I think we 
can agree on that.

Again this summer two nuclear-weapon States are testing in the 
atmosphere. The Swedish Government deplores the continuation of 
these atmospheric tests in defiance of the purpose of the Moscow 
Treaty.® We direct a new appeal to these two countries to adhere in 
effect to the treaty and thereby make it universal. Those who still 
remain outside take upon themselves a heavy burden of responsibility.

It can be said that from a purely environmental point of view atmos
pheric tests are more harmful than underground explosions. The fact 
that most test explosions at present take place underground obviously 
reduces the health hazards from radioactive fall-out. However, this in 
no way makes underground tests acceptable. For the development of 
nuclear weapons there is nowadays little difference between the two 
kinds of tests.

Recently a sixth nuclear-explosion Power has emerged in the world 
arena. The Swedish Government has expressed its deep concern about 
the fact that India has decided to enter upon a nuclear-explosions pro
gramme, even though we have taken note of its assurances that this is 
for peaceful purposes only. Just as the testing of the five nuclear- 
weapon Powers endangers the NPT, any nuclear explosion by a new 
country obviously sharply increases the risk of further nuclear- 
weapons proliferation. The NPT is by nature discriminatory, but its 
purpose is such that it has been supported by the majority, and needs 
to be supported by the entirety, of the world community. It is in the 
interest of every single country in the world that this purpose be 
fulfilled.

In this context I should like to refer to certain press reports on the 
potential danger of India’s example being followed by other so called 
threshold States. I feel compelled to state that, as far as Sweden is 
concerned, there is no such temptation. My country’s adherence to the 
NPT is fu-m.

One particular aspect of the recent development of nuclear weaponry 
which has caused concern to my Government is the interest shown in 
making and deploying nuclear mini-weapons, i.e., nuclear weapons 

ovith very small yields, close to or even overlaping the yield range of 
conventional weapons. Last year my predecessor Mrs. Myrdal posed a 
number of questions to the nuclear-weapons Powers in the CCD about 
the situation as regards those weapons.  ̂ I am indeed very pleased to 
note that two of the delegations concerned have now replied to those 
questions.

’ Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
• Ibid., 1973, pp. 496-498.
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I first wish to thank the representative of the United Kingdom, Mr. 
Hainworth, for his statement last year that the United Kingdom has 
taken no decision “to develop, test, or deploy a new generation of small 
yield tactical nuclear weapons,” and that

. . .  in the view of the British Government, Security Council resolution 255 refers to 
nuclear aggression of any type whatsoever, and the statement made by the United King
dom representative at the 1430th meeting of the Security Council is to be read in that 
sense.®

I also want to thank the representative of the United States, Mr. 
Martin, for the comprehensive replies he gave on 23 May. We are 
particularly happy to note his explicit statement

. . . that the United States Government has no intention whatsoever to treat such 
tactical systems as interchangeable with conventional arms. We fully appreciate that the 
distinction, or “firebreak,” between nuclear and non-nuclear arms is a major factor in 
preventing nuclear warfare, and we will not act to erode this distinction.®

My delegation also attaches the utmost importance to Mr. Martin's 
unequivocal “yes” to our questions whether the agreement between the 
United States and the USSR on the prevention of nuclear war would 
apply to wars in which only “mini-nukes” were used, and also whether 
the United States interprets Security Council resolution 255 (1968) 
concerning security assurances as applying to nuclear aggression in 
which only “mini-nukes” were used. We think that the position taken 
on the issue of nuclear mini-weapons by the Governments of the United 
Kingdom and the United States is reassuring. It should remove one of 
the potential dangers to the NPT regime, something which is badly 
needed in these days. We hope that a similar statement will soon be 
forthconiing from the representative of the USSR. This would enable 
the CCD to close the issue.

For several years now we have all with keen interest been following 
what we could discern about the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and 
the results achieved there by the two super-Powers. Sometimes the 
reports have been reassuring, sometimes disappointing, and some
times outright disquieting. We welcome the agreement at the recent 
Moscow summit meeting to abstain mutually from a second ABM site, 
which reinforces the important ABM Treaty of 1972.̂  However, the 
continuing stalemate and pessimistic undertones regarding the central 
issue of curbing offensive strategic nuclear weapons give rise to mis
giving as to the possibilities of containing the still accelerated arms 
race in this field.

In order to enable parties—and non-parties—to the NPT to take 
stock of the efforts undertaken by the two main nuclear-weapon 
Powers in pursuit of article VI of the Treaty, it is desirable for them to 
have official access to all the texts of agreements and protocols in this 
field. It should be in the interest of those two Powers to make available

® Ibid., pp. 569-571. For the Security Council resolution, see ibid., 1968, p. 444.
® Ante, pp. 162-164.
 ̂The Moscow agreement appears ante, pp. 228-229. For the 1972 treaty, see Docu

ments on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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any material which could speak in their favour. We therefore fail to 
understand the decision to keep secret the text of the Protocol regard
ing offensive weapons signed in Moscow on 3 July. The results of SALT 
are of great interest and importance to the whole world community. 
Public opinion can well understand why the negotiations must be kept 
swret, but reacts with suspicion when information is withheld concern
ing the agreements reach^. Such an attitude does not contribute to the 
indispensable process of confidence-building between the two super- 
Powers and the rest of the world.

Now, I should like to exaniine in some detail the test-ban issue, start
ing with the threshold test ban signed at the recent summit meeting in 
Moscow.* The first question to consider is obviously the threshold test 
ban’s effect on nuclear test explosions. After 31 March 1976 nuclear- 
weapons testing by the two Powers will be limited to yields below 150 
kilotons and confined to a number of designated military test sites. 
From an andysis which our scientists have made on available observa
tions and publications, I have learned that in recent years the nuclear 
explosions tests above 150 kilotons have constituted not even ten per 
cent of the United States and not even twenty per cent of the Soviet 
testing. We therefore foresee, at most, a moderate decrease of the fre
quency of United States and Soviet tests after the coming into force of 
the threshold test ban. Before that cut-off date we unfortunately must 
count on an increase in the number of tests above the 150-kiloton 
threshold. This has already been foreshadowed by reports from the 
United States about requests fo^ew  funds for this purpose.

The only advantage I can find in this particular aspect of the thresh
old test ban is that the eventual disappearance of the most powerful 
tests will perhaps allay some of the fears always felt by the general 
public. I can only hope that this will not develop into a false feeling of 
security and thereby lessen the vigilance of the general public against 
all nuclear testing. The administrations directly responsible for the 
testing under the bilateral threshold test ban will, I fear, be led into the 
mistaken feeling that testing below the 150-kiloton threshold has now 
been legitimized. They may well become even less inclined than before 
to strive for a comprehensive test ban. It is perhaps significant— 
thou^ I hope not—that on the very day that we could read in the joint 
communique from Moscow that both sides were in favour of a com
prehensive test bâ i and that the threshold test ban was an important 
step in this direction *^on that very day Secretary of Defense Schles- 
inger said in Washington that those who wait for a comprehensive test- 
ban agreement might “wait eternally.” A bilateral agreement cannot 
legitiniize activities to which the United Nations General Assembly has 
called for an end for so many years.

As we assess the capabilities of seismology, the threshold could from 
the identification point of view have been put considerably lower than

Mwte, pp. 225-227. 
’ Ante, p. 235.
Ante, p. 265.
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150, indeed below ten kilotons. That would have been a very different— 
quite significant—threshold treaty. As it is, there must be some other 
explanation than the verification issue of the selection of the very high 
threshold of 150 kilotons. What influence will in fact the bilateral 
threshold test ban have on the future of nuclear weaponry?

We can expect that eventually the United States and the Soviet 
Union will not deploy any new nuclear-weapons systems with warhead 
yields in the awesome megaton range. With the long lead-times needed 
for the development of weapons systems we cannot, however, expect 
this effect for five or ten years from now. During the neixt few years, 
we may, on the contrary, expect deployment of some new high-yield 
nuclear weapons systems.

In other words, nuclear disarmament has not begun. Recent develop
ments in the technique of finding and hitting targets, such as using 
satellites and what has been called “smart” bombs which look for and 
run towards the target, will increase the precision of missiles to the 
extent that the demand for the most powerful nuclear weapons will be 
diminishing. Instead of near misses with powerful nuclear explosions, 
it will be possible to achieve direct hits with weaker nuclear explosions. 
This appears to be the simple technical reason behind the threshold 
test ban.

The disappearance of the strongest nuclear weapons would reduce 
the horrible damage to be expected in the event of strategic nuclear 
weapons ever being used. This gain, however, would be partly offset 
by the acquisition by both super-Powers of the much-debated MIRV 
missiles, which would permit them to shower each other and any part 
of our planet with a several times increased number of weaker nuclear 
explosions, where “weaker” still means several times stronger than the 
Hiroshima bomb. Must this be our perspective of the future?

Furthermore, the appearance of a large number of less powerful but 
more accurate missiles in the strange world of deterrence has been 
considered by some to increase the likelihood of an outbreak of nuclear 
war. That is another case of the classical dialectic problem in matters 
of war and peace, where often a decrease of the consequences of war is 
compensated by an increase of its likelihood, and vice versa.

The threshold test ban is a bilateral treaty between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. Its bilateral nature, in combination with the 
international concern about the tools of deterrence and nuclear war, 
must generate a feeling of being ruled over by the Big Two. The rest of 
the world cannot accept to be left outside the course of events. We in 
the CCD, to which the United Nations General Assembly has delegated 
the task of negotiating world-wide disarmament, must continuously 
study how this bilateral Treaty affects all other States.

The comprehensive test ban remains the priority item on the agenda 
of our Committee. Will, then, the threshold test ban make the compre
hensive test ban easier to attain? We hope so, but we can see arguments 
both for and against. It can be feared that the parties will regard this 
as a convenient closure of the test-ban issue, despite the undertaking to
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treat the threshold test ban as a first step towards a comprehensive 
test ban. On the other hand, the detailed control co-operation foreseen 
in the threshold test ban could well generate so much understanding 
and trust that at least the control issue in connexion with a compre
hensive test ban could be set aside by the super-Powers. Sweden will 
continue to contribute political, scientific and technical efforts to this 
end.

The control arrangements foreseen in the threshold test ban itself 
and the Protocol to it are, in other words, an important aspect of the 
agreement. The first task for the parties will be to identify explosions, 
the next to monitor the location and strength of the explosions, in order 
to verify that they are inside the test sites and below the 150-kiloton 
threshold. The two Powers have agreed to assist each other in solving 
the special problems in regard to the threshold by exchanging informa
tion on the location and geof^ysical characteristics of the military test 
sites and the explosions, including explosions for calibration.

Other States would also be interested in monitoring the explosions 
and the adherence to the yield threshold. They would probably wish to 
contribute their measurements to the observations made by the two 
parties. Contributions from many widespread observatories would 
indeed assist this task materially. On the other hand, access to the 
particulars about the test sites and the shot data will be essential for 
their proper interpretation of the (events. It would therefore be both 
politically and technically appropriate to make data on test sites and 
explosion data available to other governments and to pool all observa
tions on the events. It is not clear from the threshold test ban and its 
Protocol whether this is intended or not. The Swedish delegation would 
welcome a statement by .the co-Chairman on this point.

The two Powers will also have to distinguish between earthquakes 
and explosions on each other’s territory. Under the threshold test ban 
the identification problems are somewhat modified by the confinement 
of military tests to designated test sites, whereas explosions for peace
ful purposes are to be conducted outside these sites. If the test sites are 
placed in non-seismic areas the identification problem there will be 
quite small; but outside these areas it will remain necessary to dis
tinguish between earthquakes and explosions. In particular the parties 
will have to deal with the many earthquakes in seismic areas.

All this should be another good reason for them to take advantage of 
an international pooling of seismometric observations. This is indeed 
the occasion to institute the international data exchange advocated 
for many years by the Swedish delegation, for the first time in 1965." 
The idea has been supported by a number of States; we have also noted 
that the representative of the Soviet Union has repeatedly declared 
that his Government would be ready to join in and contribute to such a 
data exchange in the event of an underground test ban.

The parties will also have to find out whether explosions outside the

D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1965, pp. 390-393.
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test sites are non-nuclear or nuclear and, in the latter case, whether 
they are for peaceful purposes or not. The solution of these problems 
will depend on an agreement about peaceful nuclear explosions which 
remains to be concluded between the two Powers. We have understood 
that there is an agreement in principle that observers will be present at 
such explosions. I hope indeed that this will mean not merely bilateral 
but international observation. The International Atomic Energy 
Agency has, in co-operation with the two Powers andi other States, 
already formulated and agreed on procedures for the international 
observation of peaceful nuclear explosions under the NPT. These pro
cedures could be considered a suitable starting-point for the working- 
out of procedures for the international obsei*vation of such explosions 
also in the territories of the two super-Powers.

Apart from the technicalities of identification under the threshold 
test ban of military nuclear explosions and peacefiil nuclear explosions, 
particular political importance must be attached tb the achievement of 
international observation of peaceful nuclear explosions.. By this I 
mean not only such explosions under the NPT—that is when the NPT 
nuclear Powers perform peaceful nuclear explosions by way of assist
ance under article V—but also when the nuclear-weapons Powers 
carry out peaceful nuclear explosions for their own purposes anywhere. 
Such an undertaking would constitute a good example and would 
considerably ease the task of arranging international observations of 
peaceful nuclear explosions made by countries still outside the NPT.

The threshold test ban gives peaceful nuclear explosions a new and 
rather distinct place. Together with the attention already given to them 
under the NPT, and the recent carrying-out of a peac^^ul nucleso’ 
explosion by India—an event which has adversely affected the efforts 
to stop the spread of nuclear-explosion capability—peaceful nuclear 
explosions have obtained a political importance which compels me to 
take up some more general aspects.*

Peaceful nuclear explosions give rise to a number of international 
problems. Under the NPT they were offered as a compensation for the 
undertaking by the non-nuclew weapon States not to develop nuclear 
devices. This provision of the NPT has so far not been implemented. 
The United States development of peaceful nuclear explosions has 
slowed down, perhaps for purely domestic reasons but enough to 
generate doubts about the general usefulness of such explosions. The 
Soviet programme appears more vigorous and contains a few applica-' 
tions which could be quite successful.

In order to implement the NPT fully in regard to peaceful nuclear 
explosions, an international agreement on such explosions must be 
concluded. The stipulation in Article V of the Treaty oh this matter 
provides us with a base for negotiation. This would of course be a politi
cal matter and therefore a proper task for the CCD to undertake. The 
special international agreement must state explicitly that the jpbtential 
benefits of peaceful explosions shall be made available on a non- 
discriminatory basis to those countries that forego production of
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nuclear devices. The technical feasibility of a particular project, its 
economic, health and safety alspects, should be evaluated by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. The overall advisability of the project 
should in our view be determined by a political international body. This 
body should also have the authority to license such a project. When it 
comes to the execution of the project, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency again would have an important role to play in arranging for 
and controlling the actual explosion.

This is, of course, only one aspect of the general desideratum, or 
rather imperative that the use of nuclear energy in general should be 
under the control of an international regime. This is a matter which I 
should like to elaborate in some general terms.

The initial success Achieved in stopping the spread of nuclear weap
ons may turn into a frightening failure. We must request all parties to 
the NPT to take further action to implement articles IV, V and VI, and 
appeal to States not yet parties to adhere to the treaty. But new vigo
rous efforts are also necessary to guide the course of events into a posi
tive direction. We must ask ourselves whether a new approach might 
not be necessary to tackle the problem of control, a more powerful 
and effective approach than the one now prescribed in article III. In 
view of all the recent events, it is necessary to streil^hen the barrier 
which must be kept between the peaceful uses of the atom and its use 
in nuclear weapons. The present safeguards system can detect but not 
prevent the diversion of nuclear materials. It is, in other words, only an 
inspection and accounting system. Most important, it lacks, so far, 
application to all facilities in all countries.

A country which exports nuclear material and equipment for exclu
sively peaceful use cannot feel safe that its exported material or equip
ment will not in some future be used for bombs or other explosive 
devices. In addition to this danger of proliferation, the accelerating 
world production of plutonium as a by-product of peaceful nuclear 
energy constitutes a formidable problem in the handling of large quan
tities of this highly radioactive and supertoxic material. It is obvious 
that the free utilization of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, as 
foreseen in article IV of the NPT, will not be possible if the barrier is 
not secure.

Facing these grave prospects, I wish to recall that, when the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency was established, the aim was to provide 
such a barrier. I wish to suggest for the consideration of the Commit
tee that these aims now be realized. In considering this I have been 
inspired by certain elements in the proposals discussed during the 
1940s in the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, and also by 
elements of the Euratom Treaty and the IAEA Statute itself.*® It 
might be necessary to extend the present safeguards system, which can 
detect but not prevent any misuse of nuclear material, to include a sys
tem for physical protection of all stockpiles of nuclear material, for

American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915 ff. 
'Ubid., 1957, pp. 518-573.
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Stockpiling by the Agency of all excess nuclear material. One could also 
consider International Atomic Energy Agency ownership of all nuclear 
material in the same way as the Euratom Supply Agency is supposed 
to “own” all nuclear material within the Community. However, what I 
primarily have in mind is an internationalization of the management 
of nuclear material, the key task being not only to watch but also to 
protect all the material in order to prevent nuclear-weapons prolifera
tion and guarantee the safest possible management of nuclear-energy 
production. The matter is indeed complex, but it is our conviction that 
the Committee cannot avoid facing it one way or another.

We believe that establishing sufficiently strong international meas
ures for the effective control of the use of nuclear energy must be part 
of an indispensable process of creating internationally designed and 
accepted policies in areas of crucial importance to the future of man
kind. The Swedish delegation will continue to give serious thought and 
consideration to the ideas which we have presented in a very prelimi
nary form today. We know that many other delegations share the fears 
which underlie these ideas. We hope that an exchange of views will 
take place in the forum of this Committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
July 30, 19741

The prohibition of chemical weapons is a major problem to which the 
Committee on Disarmament has been giving much attention for several 
years. This problem has also been considered for decades in various 
international forums with the aim of removing the danger of chemical 
warfare. The - Geneva Protocol of 1925 was a major international act 
concluded for that purpose.  ̂ Although this important international 
instrument prohibits the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, 
it does not prohibit their development, production or stockpiling or 
provide for their destruction. But so long as chemical means of warfare 
are being developed, produced and stockpiled, the danger of their use in 
war will never be fully eliminated. The task, therefore, is to go further 
than the Geneva Protocol in removing the danger of chemical warfare.

The discussion in the Committee on Disarmament of the problem of 
banning chemical weapons has not so far produced any solution to the 
problem. The Western States are not yet ready to proceed to practical 
consideration of the proposal for the complete prohibition of such 
weapons. The state of the negotiations on banning chemical weapons 
was reviewed at the third Soviet-United States summit meeting held 
recently. With a view to making progress towards the solution of this 
problem and reaching an effective international agreement which

‘ CCD/PV.647, pp. 15-19.
2 Docum ents on Di&cxrma'ment, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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would exclude such dangerous instruments of mass destruction from 
the arsenals of States, the USSR and the United States agreed to con
sider a joint initiative in the Committee on Disarmament with respect 
to the conclusion, as a first step, of an international convention dealing 
with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare. This 
agreement was embodied in the joint Soviet-United States communi
que signed in Moscow on 3 July.*

The intention of the USSR and the United States to achieve progress 
in the solution of the problem of banning chemical weapons is a signifi
cant development in this field, which in our opinion is bound to give an 
impetus to the Committee’s work on all aspects of this problem.

The Committee has before it two documents containing concrete 
proposals on the problem: the draft convention on the complete prohibi
tion of chemical means of warfare submitted by the socialist coun
tries,  ̂ and the draft convention on the phasing-out of these means 
submitted by Japan.® The socialist countries, as the sponsors of the 
draft convention providing for the complete prohibition of chemical 
means of warfare, have for years been pressing for the prohibition of 
all types of chemical weapons and for the destruction of stockpiles of 
such Weapons. Accordingly, the draft convention of the socialist coun
tries, as regards the scope of the prohibition, is based on the “purpose 
criterion”; in other words, it provides for prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling, and for the destruction, of all types 
of chemical agents intended to be used as means of warfare and not for 
peaceful purposes.

The Japanese draft convention on the prohibition of chemical wea
pons (CCD/420), as regards its scope, contains a provision similar to 
that of the socialist countries. The Japanese draft provides for the 
parties to the convention to undertake never in any circumstances to 
develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain chemical 
weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents 
for hostile purposes. On the key question of the scope of the ban, the 
draft conventions of the socialist countries and of Japan thus coincide.

Unlike the draft convention of the socialist countries, however, the 
Japanese draft states in its article IV that the Parties to the convention 
may take provisional measures providing for exceptions to the prohibi
tions concerning chemical weapons. What are those exceptions going 
to be? The Japanese draft convention gives no answer to this question. 
The States whose views have been taken into account in article IV of 
the Japanese draft, allowing limitations and exceptions to the prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, have not yet disclosed their attitude towards 
the essence of the scope of the prohibition of such weapons. That is why 
it is not clear to what extent and in what direction these States intend 
to make use of the provision contained in article IV.

As we see it, article IV of the Japanese text has been drafted to clear

3 Ante, p. 236.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124. 
® Ante, pp. 99-106.
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the way to an agreement and to the participation in this agreement of 
Japan’s Western partners, who, as is well known, are not ready to agree 
to the complete prohibition of chemical means of warfare but are sup
posed to be willing to consider the question of such prohibition with 
certain exceptions.

No agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons can be reached 
unless the Western countries take the necessary political decision con
cerning the scope of the prohibition—a decision which would have to 
be acceptable to other States. Needless to say, a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons must contain equal provisions for all 
its parties. There cannot be different obligations for States parties 
concerning the scope of the prohibition; in other words, complete 
prohibition for some parties and a prohibition with exceptions for 
others. Such an unequal approach to solution of the problem of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons would not be justified, since it would 
contradict the principle of equal security for all sides.

Until the position of the militarily significant Western States on the 
scope of the ban on chemical weapons has been clearly determined, it 
will hardly be possible in practice to make progress in the negotiations 
on the problem of the prohibition of such weapons within the frame
work of the Committee on Disarmament.

Verification of the fulfilment by the States parties to the convention 
of their obligations is another important problem pertaining to a con
vention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The draft conventions 
submitted to the Committee by the socialist countries and by Japan 
offer different approaches to the problem of control. The draft of the 
socialist countries is based on national means of observation and con
trol by the use of certain international procedures. The Japanese draft 
provides for the establishment of an international verification agency 
entitled to conduct international on-site inspections. However impor
tant the problem of organizing control over the prohibition of chemical 
weapons may be, it is a secondary one. The way it is handled in all its 
concrete aspects might be made to depend on the measure of ^eem ent 
reached regarding the scope of the prohibition and regarding the prob
lem of banning chemical weapons altogether.

We note with satisfaction the work accomplished at informal meet
ings of the Committee with the participation of experts from 17 to 
22 July on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Twenty-two experts 
from thirteen States members of the Committee took part in those 
meetings. The meetings gave evidence of the great interest of States in 
the solution of the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons, as 
well of their concern at the present regrettable stagnation of the nego
tiations on this problem in the Committee. The active participation of 
experts from many countries of the world in the discussion of technical 
aspects of the prohibition of chemical weapons has attracted much 
attention to these issues and has stimulated their discussion both in 
the Committee and in other international forums.

The question of the scope of the prohibition o f chem ical w eapons.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JULY 30 367

loomed large in the statements made by the experts. In the choice of a 
criterion for defining the scope of the prohibition, it is necessary to 
bear in mind that the ban must cover all types of chemical weapons. In 
this connexion we should like to note that the “purpose criterion” for 
defining the scope of the prohibition has been widely recognized as the 
most appropriate and realistic approach. The main advantage of this 
criterion is its universality, which ensures the comprehensive prohibi
tion of chemical means of warfare. The acceptance of this criterion 
makes it possible to prohibit not only known substances but also any 
other toxic substances whose properties may be studied in the future. 
Another argument in favour of the “purpose criterion” is that it also 
covers binaries, which turn into chemical weapons qt the moment of 
application, and substances used for destroying useful plants. Conse
quently the “purpose criterion” would guarantee the complete prohibi
tion of chemical weapons, which is the eventual goal of any solution to 
this problem. However, in view of the possibility of solving the problem 
of prohibiting chemical weapons by stages, it becomes necessary to 
supplement the “purpose criterion” by some other criteria.

In the discussion of the technical aspects by the experts, considerable 
attention was devoted to the problems of supervising the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Many aspects of these problems were broached, in 
particular that of the basis of supervision—national or international 
means of observation and supervision. At the meetings of experts data 
were produced on the difficulties that would arise from international 
supervision of the production of chemical agents—:especially of dual- 
purpose agents—and, of course, from supervision of research. In such 
supervision the questions arise of protecting the rights of industrial and 
intellectual property, in view of the need for patenting new chemical 
substances, processes and production technology. Many chemical 
firms, especially those producing dual-purpose agents, and research 
institutes and laboratories will not agree to acquaint foreign specialists 
with their activities. Visits by such specialists to industrial enterprises 
and research institutes could reveal industrial secrets and nullify the 
protection of industrial property. The conclusion, therefore, is that 
international supervision of cessation of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons is impracticable.

Moreover, the very presence of foreign observers during the conver
sion to peaceful purposes or the destruction of stocks of chemical 
weapons could in certain circumstances lead to the revelation of indus
trial secrets. In this connexion we should like to point out that their 
presence might also lead to the revelation of secrets regarding the 
nature and character of the chemical agents to be destroyed. This could, 
in the event of abuse by an observer of his rights, lead to proliferation 
of lethal chemical means of warfare. In addition, methods can be 
developed for chemical conversion of war-oriented chemical agents to 
peaceful purposes. Here, too, the question arises of protecting indus
trial property. This idea was confirmed in the discussions of the experts 
at the informal meetings.
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In view of the difficulties involved in the organization of interna
tional supervision of prohibition of chemical weapons and, indeed, of 
its impractability, we believe that a solution to the problem of supervis
ing such prohibition should be sought in the use of national means of 
supervision, supplemented by certain international procedures. In this 
connexion the Soviet expert expressed the view that international 
supervisory bodies could act in accordance with an international pro
gramme containing the necessary rules and standards. This pro
gramme could be elaborated and adopted at an international conference 
of experts. A standardized programme would make it possible to elimi
nate any shortcomings in the day-to-day work of national supervision 
committees. ^

In a system of national supervision of prohibition of chemical weap
ons, the representatives of national supervisory committees could 
acquaint themselves with the work of the chemical undertakings of the 
country, and visit plants and research institutes. The national super
visory committees could be empowered by law to visit any undertaking 
whose work they thought they should see. Divulgation of industrial 
secrets by national inspectors would be prevented by State legislation. 
The national supervisory system could also be supplemented by inter
national co-operation such as an exchange of information between 
States on the production of chemicals and so on.

In building up a system for national supervision of prohibition of 
chemical weapons, use could be made of the experience of organizations 
engaged in the protection of the environment, in the campaign against 
illicit traffic in drugs, and in supervision of the production of goods 
subject to special State regulations concerning their sale and 
consumption.

The exchange of expert opinion at the informal meetings should 
contribute to the elaboration of an agreed approach to these problems, 
as well as to progress in the talks on prohibition of chemical weapons.

In order to stop the production of chemical means of warfare, it 
would be effective to introduce changes in the patent law of countries 
signing an agreement on prohibition of chemical weapons, with a view 
to banning the patenting of chemical agents designed for military pur
poses, and to cancelling all existing chemical-weapon patents and 
destroying all means of using them for military purposes.

In conclusion, we should like to stress the positive contribution which 
the experts taking part in the discussions on the question of prohibit
ing chemical weapons made to the consideration of this problem. The 
exchange of views with their participation will throw a clearer light on 
the situation and on the difficulties arising in the talks on prohibiting 
chemical means of warfare. At the same time we would also point out 
that, for real progress in prohibiting chemical weapons. States should 
above all be prepared to ban chemical weapons and to make appropriate 
political decisions. Without political decisions by States in the matter 
of chemical weapons, the ideas and conclusions of the experts will not 
advance the talte on this problem, whatever the intentions or aspira
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tions of the scientists who have tried here, at the informal meetings of 
the Committee, to enrich our knowledge of the highly complex field of 
chemical weapons.

Report by the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Ratification 
of the Geneva Protocol, August 2, 1974'>

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the resolu
tion (H. Res. 1258) expressing the sense of the House of Representatives 
concerning ratification of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and a compre
hensive review of this Nation’s national security and international 
policies, regarding chemical warfare, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that the 
resolution do pass.*

COMMITTEE ACTION

The first of several resolutions dealing with the problem of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and other related matters. House Resolution 
679, was introduced by Rep. Wayne Owens of Utaih on November 1,
1973. It and four subsequent resolutions were referred to the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee. Among these proposals were:

House Resolution 710—Dellenback.
House Resolution 712—Owens, Reuss, Abzug, Ashley, Bingham, 

Brown of California, Chisholm, Conyers, Dellums, deLugo (Virgin 
Islands), Edwards of California, Green of Pennsylvania, Harrington, 
Hechler of West Virginia, Helstoski, Holtzman, Leggett, McCloskey, 
McDade, McKay, Mezvinsky, Moakley, Mosher, Moss, Obey.

House Resolution 713—Owens, Reuss, Aspin, Podell, Rees, Riegle, 
Rosenthal, Roybal, Seiberling, Stark, Studds, Thompson of New 
Jersey, Tiernan, Udall, Ullman.

House Resolution 752—Owens, Burke of California, Corman, 
Hamilton, Hechler of West Virginia, Koch, Kyros, Rangel, Fraser.

These resolutions were subsequently referred to the Subcommittee 
on National Security Policy and Scientific Developments of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee. Five days of hearings (May 1, 2, 7, 9,14, 
1974) were held by the subcommittee on these resolutions.

Corresponding to the provisions of the pending measures, the sub
committee directed the hearings toward three related issues:

1. The status of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 1972 Conven
tion on Biological Warfare,® both of which remain pending in the 
Senate.

* H. rept. 93-1257,93d Cong., 2d sess.
 ̂The resolution appears irijra. For the protocol, seeDocuments on Disarmament, 1969, 

P P .7 6 4 t765.

’ The convention appears ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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2. The status of the current negotiations of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament (CCD) at Geneva aimed at achieving a 
comprehensive chemical weapons agreement, particularly as those 
talks relate to the technical problem of verification.

3. A reevaluation of current U.S. chemical warfare policy and a 
determination of the need to retain a retaliatory CW capability, 
including the issue of the proposed new binary nerve gas weapons.

Testifying were four Members of Congress, spokesmen for the De
partment of State, Department of Defense and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and five private experts. In addition, four Mem
bers of Congress submitted written testimony.

By unanimous vote the subcommittee favorably reported H. Res. 679, 
with amendments, on July 18, 1974. A resolution embodying the sub
committee amendments was introduced on July 24 by Representative 
Owens for himself, six members of the subcommittee and Mr. 
Dellenback.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs considered House Resolution 1258 
in open session on July 31 and unanimously ordered it favorably re
ported without amendments.

BACKGROUND

Throughout history no form of warfare has been more universally 
condemned than that involving the use of chemical and biological 
agents. Long regarded as a violation of the rules of war, chemical and 
biological weapons are regarded with horror and revulsion by the 
world.

As a major power among the civilized nations, the United States has 
often taken a leadership role in attempts to restrict or ban the use of 
such weapons through meaningful international agreements. Chief 
among those agreements is the Geneva Protocol of 1925, a treaty which 
has failed to gain Senate ratification since first submitted in 1927. 
However, the Senate has delayed ratification of the Protocol for a 
variety of complex reasons.

I. The Status of the Geneva Protocol of 1925

One of the most promising attempts to outlaw chemical warfare was 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925. The Protocol is a treaty prohibiting the 
use in war of ‘'asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases,” or “all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices” or “bacteriological methods of warfare.” 

More than 100 nations have ratified the Protocol, many with a condi
tion reserving the right to use chemical and/or biological weapons in 
response if first attacked with such weapons. Although the U.S. was 
active in negotiating the Protocol it has failed to ratify it. The varied 
reasons for this failure are rooted in historical circumstances and polit
ical personalities. Despite the lack of formal U.S. ratification of the 
Protocol this country has continuously pledged support for the basic 
principles and objectives it expresses. Nonetheless, failure to ratify the
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Protocol has been a source of embarrassment to the United States, the 
only major world power not to do so. In addition, U.S. ratification of 
the Protocol could serve as a stimulus to reaching even more compre
hensive CW international agreements at the CCD in Geneva.

Most recently. President Nixon resubmitted the Protocol to the 
Senate in August, 1970.̂  Because of the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee’s disagreement with the Executive Branch’s accompanying 
understanding to exclude herbicide and riot control agents (tear gas) 
from the provisions of the Protocol, however, the issue of ratification 
has remained stalemated.

Compounding the consequences of failure to ratify the 1925 Protocol 
is the fact that the Committee has also delayed ratification of a 1972 
Convention on Biological Weapons until the Protocol question is settled. 
Particularly significant in connection with the Biological Convention, 
negotiated at the CCD in Geneva, is the fact that it will not go into 
effect until ratified by the major parties, including the United States.

Thus, two significant treaties aimed at limiting chemical and biolog
ical warfare remain unendorsed by the United States.

What all this points up is the disparity between often-repeated U.S. 
policy objectives as measured against the reality of U.S. practices on 
CW. It was this inconsistency—the gap between promise and action— 
which concerned the Subcommittee.

Encouraging generally to the subcommittee was the assurance con
veyed by Executive Branch witnesses during the hearing regarding an 
Administration review of the Administration’s proposed exclusions to 
the Protocol as well as overall U.S. CW policy. It is anticipated that this 
review will be completed in the very near future and will hopefully 
provide new policy directions which will lead to prompt ratification of 
the Protocol.

On the basis of detailed testimony received during its hearings, the 
subcommittee has come to a clearer understanding of the issues—as 
well as possible solutions to pertinent problems. Thus, after having 
given careful consideration to the infdrmation, expert opinion, and 
informed judgments provided during the hearings, the subcommittee 
arrived at a number of findings and conclusions.

Findings and Conclusions

First, it is apparent that one reason for the Executive Branch’s now 
perhaps dated desire to exclude herbicides and tear gas from the Proto
col related to U.S. use of these agents in Vietnam. Now that the U.S. 
military role in that conflict has passed and related emotional overtones 
have lessened, the time for a reconsideration of the exclusions is 
optimum.

Second, agreements to exclude herbicides and tear gas from the 
meaning of the Protocol have been based in part on the belief that the 
use of these agents would thereby be precluded for certain limited “in

* See ibid., 1970, pp. 445-446.
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war” activities or for domestic purposes. On careful reflection, how
ever, it can be concluded that these concerns are unfounded. For exam
ple, nothing in the Protocol or any relevant interpretation of it appears 
to preclude the possibility of using herbicides for domestic agricultural 
purposes nor for the clearing of vegetation around perimeters of fixed 
or semipermanent installations in war zones. In addition, the Protocol 
does not appear to preclude the use of tear gas for riot control either 
domestically or in a POW compound to maintain order.

Third, a careful examination of the drafting of the Geneva Protocol, 
the ordinary meaning of the instrument, and subsequent practice leads 
to the conclusion that irritant gases do indeed fall within the prohibi
tion of the Protocol. While the case is somewhat weaker, the same 
appears to be true of chemical herbicides.

Reinforcing this “broad” interpretation is U.N. General Assembly 
Resolution 2603A of December 1969. This resolution, offering the 
best contemporary evidence of the Protocol’s meaning to include herbi
cides and riot control agents, was passed by a vote of 80 to 3 with only 
Australia and Portugal joining the U.S. in opposition.®

Fourth, the military effectiveness of herbicides is becoming increas
ingly doubtful. The continuing concern over the potential ecological 
hazard they represent must also be taken into account. For example, 
the recent report of the National Academy of Sciences, contracted by 
the Department of Defense, revealed that herbicides had extensively 
damaged inland tropical forests and mangrdves important to Vietnam’s 
economy. The Academy report indicates that additional studies are 
needed to determine the ultimate effects on humans and animal and 
fish life resulting from the extensive use of herbicides in Vietnam.® 
Keeping in mind that its use is not discriminate, there is little if any 
compelling evidence to support the contention that herbicides are a 
useful military weapon.

Recommendations

On the basis of its findings and conclusions the subcommittee made 
these recommendations.

1. Recognizing that it is not within its prerogative for a subcommit
tee of the House to direct a certain course of Senate action, the subcom
mittee nevertheless respectfully recommends that the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee review the question of ratifying the Geneva Pro
tocol of 1925 by taking into account that under Article II, Section 2 of 
the Constitution the Senate’s role in the ratification of treaties is 
explicitly acknowledged to be that of advising and consenting. Thus, in 
exercising its right and responsibility to advise the Senate would 
appear to have the prerogative of ratifying the 1925 Geneva Protocol

‘ Ibid., 1969, pp. 116-m .
^  U.S. Chemical Warfare Policy: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National Secu

rity Policy and Scientific Developments o f the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House o f 
Representatives, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, pp. 277-293.
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without the exceptions on herbicides and tear gas as interpreted by the 
Administration.

The legal propriety of such a course of action is well established in 
precedent. More than that, it would also serve to fulfill the intent of 
the Founding Fathers and Drafters of the Constitution, an intent dis
torted by the practice of time.

At the very least such action would have the effect of breaking the 
current stalemate by stimulating and expediting an Administration 
review of its position on the question, open the way for ratification of 
the 1972 Biological Convention, and also focus much-needed Congres
sional and public attention on the entire CW question.

2. The current Administration review relative to the proposed exclu
sions to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and related aspects of overall U.S. 
CW policy should be expedited and released at the earliest possible 
date.

n. Status of current negotiations at CCD in Geneva

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) which 
meets at Geneva was organized in 1962 as the Eighteen-Nation Disarm
ament Conference. Its membership increased to 26 natiohs in 1969, at 
which time it was given its current name.

During the 12 years of its history the CCD has played a major role in 
producing such arms control agreements as the limited test ban treaty,  ̂
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty,® the seabeds treaty,® and most 
recently, the 1972 convention banning biological and toxic weapons.*®

Given these accomplishments, the CCD should be respected and its 
continued existence regarded as an important adjunct of U.S. foreign 
policy.

In the area of chemical and biological warfare, the CCD originally 
considered a single convention for both weapons systems. The two 
issues were eventually separated for consideration, however, and a 
convention on biological weapons was successfully negotiated in 1972. 
As noted earlier, the 1972 Convention also awaits action in the Senate 
pending resolution of the 1925 Geneva Protocol ratification question.

Thus, the problem of chemical weapons has been considered sepa
rately at Geneva since 1972. The issue is regarded as more difficult to 
negotiate for two key reasons. First, there is a history of successful use 
of these weapons. Second, chemical weapons exist in the inventories of 
major world powers and therefore there is a reluctance to abandon their 
availability without stronger assurances of inspection for compliance 
with any treaty. The latter relates to the so-called verification problem, 
a complex issue involving technical as well as political-military 
considerations.

 ̂D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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It is this issue of verification and the failure of the United States to 
table a draft treaty over which the CCD negotiations on CW have 
been stalled since 1972.

Findings and Conclusions

After careful review of the testimony received in hearings on the 
status of current negotiations at CCD the Subcommittee made the 
following findings and conclusions.

First, a resolution of the verification issue is critical to the successful 
completion of a comprehensive CW treaty at the CCD. Clearly, there 
are legitimate and complex technical problems which compound the 
challenge of reaching an agreement. At the same time, it would appear 
that there is a political-military dimension to the issue, which, with 
proper motives and initiative, could offer a key to solving the problem.

The Problem of Verification.—The approaches to verification of 
compliance with any treaty depend to a great extent on the degree 
which exists among the nations involved. Where trust exists, the level 
of threat is low, and less stringent requirements for verification are 
acceptable. Where trust is not present, the requirements for verifica
tion tend to be rigid—to the point that high probabilities or confidence 
levels in determining compliance become mandatory requirements.

The estimate of the military effectiveness of a weapon also affects 
the position which may be taken with regard to verification of compli
ance with a treaty. In the case of biological warfare, for example, the 
United States unilaterally disarmed and posed no opposition to a treaty 
.proposal which contained only national controls and a complaint 
procedure.

Technically, the problems of verification tend to be somewhat dif
ferent for the various stages of CW weapons development. Research 
and development of toxic agents does not require a vast and complex 
array of manufacturing plant or physical facilities. This makes it diffi
cult to detect such activities. On the other hand, testing of CW weapons 
may involve large land areas for test ranges. It may be possible to 
detect such ranges by technical means. Even in this stage of CW devel
opment, however  ̂it might be possible to reduce the chances of detec
tion by using stimulants over water ranges or using temporary sites 
outside the national limits.

The manufacture of CW munitions, particularly binary CW muni
tions, cannot be readily identified by non-intrusive means of investiga
tion. Even the construction of facilities to manufacture sufficient 
quantities of CW agent to support large scale military requirements 
could be achieved in such a way that technical aerial reconnaissance 
could not differentiate such plants from commercial chemical plants.

The proposals examined most extensively thus far at Geneva during 
the negotiations for a CW treaty have placed a primary emphasis on 
'national means of verification. Under this method of verification, each 
nation sets up its own internal mechanism to police its own compliance.
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In the absence of trust, however, the burden is placed on other nations 
to initiate their own monitoring system. Should evidence indicate a 
nation’s non-compliance a complaint could be registered with the 
United Nations requesting an international on-site inspection. The sus
pected nation might either reject such a request to [or] refuse to provide 
additional information to refute such a claim. Unfortunately, such a 
method of verification has obvious limitations.

On-site inspection proposals also have limitations. Until a level of 
mutual trust is fully established, it is doubtful that any nation would 
permit an international inspection team full access to all sites. Compe
tition for commercial secrets in the chemical industry is one legitimate 
barrier to such inspections. Inspection teams would be required to have 
the capability to infer compliance, or treaty violation, on the basis of 
evidence made available at the sites inspected.

Other means of verification are available. These include: literature 
surveillance, photographic reconnaissance (including the use of satel
lites), studies of economic indicators, surveillance of troop training and 
equipment, exchange of data between scientific and engineering per
sonnel, and the use of covert intelligence techniques. However, all of 
these methods also have limitations.

As the problems of CW verification are studied, it becomes obvious 
that a controlled government which desires to retain or develop stock
piles could probably do so without detection. National methods of veri
fication in this instance would serve little purpose. Only an intrusive 
method of verification, such as on-site inspection, would provide a high 
level of confidence of treatty compliance.

A major factor in the current stalemate at the Geneva negotiations 
for a CW treaty is this difficulty of finding a verification system which 
is acceptable to all nations. However, there may be alternate methods 
of reducing the significance of the verification issue. If the threat of a 
successful chemical attack could be reduced, then the significance of 
the verification issue might be lessened. For example, through troop 
repositioning, further refinement of the nuclear deterrence posture, 
improvements in chemical defense techniques, or improved political 
relationships it might be possible to reduce the dependence on a chemi
cal retaliatory capability. Reducing the military need for chemical 
weapons might simplify the verification problem and make possible a 
phased reduction of CW arms. In the absence of any of these trends, it 
is unlikely that any of the known methods of verification—short of 
on-site inspection—will provide the currently required high degree of 
confidence of compliance with any proposed CW treaty.

Second, another conclusion reached by the subcommittee relative to 
the current status of negotiations on a CW treaty stems from the as yet 
unresolved verification problem. Because of that stalemate and the 
failure by the United States to table a draft treaty, there is a view 
which sees the further existence of CCD threatened. While the subcom
mittee did not entirely share that appraisal, it is a fact that the positive 
momentum of the negotiations has deteriorated. In other words, the
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opportunity to move toward a comprehensive CW treaty and thereby 
lessen a threat to U.S. national security and world peace could be lost 
unless action is taken soon. This concern is especially acute in the face 
of an ever-rising level of CW technology which, if allowed to go un
heeded, could put a CW treaty out of reach in a reasonable period of 
time.

Recommendations

Thus, on the basis of its findings and conclusions, the subcommittee 
made the following recommendations.

1. The question of finding a solution to the verification problem 
must be assigned an urgent priority in the highest levels of the Execu
tive Branch. That effort must continue equally in the technical area as 
well as the political-military arena. The subcommittee was therefore 
encouraged by the inclusion in the June 3 Moscow Communique of a 
commitment by both the United States and Soviet Union to consider at 
the CCD a joint initiative for dealing with the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare.

With a resolution of the verification issue, the United States would 
then be in a position to offer a draft treaty thereby breaking the current 
stalemate and hopefully resultirig in a comprehensive CW treaty.

III. A Reevaluation of Current U.S. Chemical Warfare Policy, the 
Need to Retain a CW Capability, and the Binary Proposal

United States chemical warfare policy is based on the fundamental, 
long-standing principle of “no-first-use.” In 1969 President Nixon 
amplified that policy when he renounced all biological warfare. At the 
same time the President reaffirmed our commitment of no-first-use of 
lethal weapons and extended it to incapacitating chemical weapons. 
Further, it is the policy of the United States to seek effective interna
tional arms control agreements in this area. _

An inherent corollary to the no-first-use policy, as expounded by the 
military, is that of retaining a CW capability in order to deter chemical 
warfare by a potential enemy through the threat of “retaliation in 
kind.” In short, while this nation will not initiate the use of such weap
ons, it reserves the right to retaliate in kind if such an attack should 
be made on U.S. Forces. To provide credibility to the policy of retalia
tion in kind stockpiles of chemical weapons are maintained by the 
United States.

The makeup, storage, and tactical availability of these CW stockpiles 
are vital dimensions to U.S. policy. Thus, an Army proposal to supple
ment the stockpile with a new binary nerve gas chemical weapon, on the 
basis of increased safety in storage and transportation, involves impor
tant implications, particularly in terms of its possible destabilizing 
effect and potential proliferation danger.

The binary chemical weapon is a relatively new design concept. Uti
lizing an artillery shell or other munition, it is loaded initially with one
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of two relatively harmless ingredients. Immediately before firing or 
prior to shipment to the battlefield, the second ingredient of the toxic 
agent would be inserted into the munition. Firing of the shell causes 
the two ingredients to be mixed producing the toxic agent. Upon impact 
a small explosive charge in the nose disseminates the nerve gas cloud.

Under its mandate of concern with the national security and foreign 
policy effects of all these related issues, the subcommittee’s hearings 
attempted to examine them in detail. Taking into full account the vari
ous judgments expressed by witnesses and after careful analysis, the 
subcommittee arrived at the following findings and conclusions:

Findings and Conclusions 

U.S. Policy of No-First-Use

1. Essentially embodying the basic principle of the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol, the “No-First-Use” policy effectively serves the national secu
rity and foreign policy interests of the United States. Considering the 
sensitivity of CW weapons generally, a policy of no-first-use reflects a 
fundamentally moral position pragmatic in effect and complementary 
to overall U.S. national security policy.

U.S. Policy of Retaliation in Kind and the Need to Retain a CW 
Capability through Stockpiles

1. This policy is based on the determination that a potential enemy, 
most notably the Soviet Union, has the capability to initiate a CW 
attack in a confrontation with the United States. While the potential of 
such a threat is real, any balanced appraisal of the tactical and strategic 
implications of CW weapons should be based on their overall value of 
our national security. In other words, research and development of 
chemical weapons must be based on how such weapons fit into a broad 
U.S. national security framework, not merely within the context of an 
isolated tactical problem. Simply stated, do CW weapons represent a 
positive and necessary part of our national arsenal?

2. The United States maintains a CW capability through stockpiles 
designed primarily as a deterrent. However, it must be noted that the 
U.S. policy of no-first-use minimizes the inherent tactical advantage of 
that capability since that advantage necessarily rests with any nation 
initiating a surprise first-use attack.

3. An adequate and effective defensive posture against CW attack is 
a primary factor in deterrence. However, such a defensive posture is 
too often overlooked or undervalued. The ability of a target nation to 
defend itself well against such a CW attack may in fact be more impor
tant than the possession of a CW capability.

There is ample evidence that the United States is carrying out an 
adequate program of research in CW defense. However, the CW defen
sive posture of this country may be seriously lacking at the level of 
troop training.

4. The suggestion of looking to U.S. nuclear capability as a deterrent
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to any CW first strike is an extreme alternative that would require full 
and careful review.

5. It is possible that the U.S. deterrent CW stockpile could be inter
preted by a suspicious potential enemy as a means of achieving a pre
emptive first strike. Thus, the potential enemy would engage in similar 
stockpiling resulting in an arms race.

The Binary Proposal

1. The estimated $5.8 million requested for procurement of the 
binary in the fiscal year 1975 budget represents only a first step phase. 
It is clear that the actual ultimate cost will more likely total $2 billion: 
$1 billion for full procurement and an additional $1 billion for disposal 
gf existing stockpiles.

2. It is apparent that there is no firm position within the Executive 
Branch regarding the desirability of or need for the binary system. It is 
likely that if the $5.8 million for initial procurement is approved by 
Congress, that action would in effect be interpreted as Congressional 
approval of the system both within the Department of Defense and by 
other nations.

3. There is no evidence to indicate that the binary system has had 
adequate open-air testing. While simulant testing has been conducted 
it does not offer the same measure of proven worth and military effec
tiveness. Further, the lack of such adequate open-air testing is contrary 
to established weapons standardization procedures prior to appropriat
ing funds for procurement.

4. Some specialists in this field maintain that the binary will not be 
as effective a chemical weapon as the current system it is designed to 
replace. Further, the proposed justification of the binary as a matter 
of “modernization” was not substantiated since present stockpiles in 
the artillery area are both secure in stor^e and ample in quantity.

5. The chief rationale for the binary is increased safety in storage 
and transportation. However, there is every reason to believe that our 
current stockpiles are adequate. As a matter of fact, in terms of higher 
lethality our current stockpiles of nerve agents have been calculated as 
providing a total battlefield target area capability four times greater 
than that possible in 1945 with older types of chemical weapons.

6. Implementation of the binary will probably prove highly destabi
lizing to negotiations at the CCD in Geneva aimed at reaching a 
comprehensive international agreement to limit or ban chemical war
fare. Further, if the program is started, the likelihood of halting or 
limiting it in the future is greatly diminished. Thus, implementation of 
the binary raises the risk of locking U.S. security more deeply, and 
perhaps irrevocably, into what could easily become a dangerous policy 
of deterrence.

7. U.S. implementation of the binary could trigger a process of pro
liferation. The adoption of the binary carries with it the increased risk 
of lowering inhibitions against chemical warfare and correspondingly 
accelerating CW assimilation. Because of the relatively cheap produc
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tion costs and simple and safer technology, small countries in particu
lar could be led to regard the binary as having military significance.

8. The binary would ultimately make verification more difficult for 
a variety of reasons. For example, precise definition of at least one of 
the relatively harmless chemical agents which individually make up 
the binary would be a problem since in and of itself would have benign 
nonmilitary value. Thus, the difficult and already evasive solution to 
verification would become even more unattainable through a vicious 
circle of selfTfulfilling prophecy.

9. There is doubt regarding the willingness of our NATO allies (West 
Germany in particular) to accept supplies of binary weapons as replace
ments for current U.S. stocks in Europe, thereby jeopardizing the 
necessary advantage of forward-based deployment.

Recommendations

On the basis of these findings and conclusions the subcommittee 
made the following recommendations.

1. Adhering to its basic CW policy of no-first-use, the United States 
should reassert its position of moral leadership in the CW area by 
actively seeking a comprehensive international agreement to limit such 
weapons and ultimately eliminate existing CW stockpiles.

2. The policy of deterrence of chemical warfare based on the idea of 
retaliation in kind should be reviewed and reevaluated to guarantee 
that it is the only effective method of achieving the broad national 
security interests of the United States.

3. A new initiative should be exerted within the Department of De
fense and the Armed Services to strengthen our CW defensive capa
bility and apply it at the troop training level.

4. Because of the obvious dangers to America’s strategic position in 
the proliferation of chemical weapons, it may be in the national security 
interests of the United States to postpone the $5.8 million binary pro
curement request. This postponement should be accompanied by an 
intensive effort of negotiation within the CCD to seek a comprehensive 
international agreement to ban the development, production and stock
piling of CW weapons.

House Resolution 1258: Ratification of the Geneva Protocol, 
August 5, 1974’

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives that 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925,̂  banning the first use of gas and bacterio
logical warfare, should be ratified; and be it further

 ̂H. res. 1258, 93d Cong., 2d sess. The resolution was approved by a vote of 315 to 70, 
with 49 not voting.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives that 
both the President and the Congress should resolve the position of the 
United States on the future status of herbicides and tear gas so that the 
Senate may move forward toward ratification of the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925; and be it further 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives that 
reconsideration of the protocol would provide an opportunity for a 
comprehensive review of United States policies in the field of chemical 
warfare.

Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Secretary-General 
Waldheim: Prohibition of Action To Influence the Environ
ment and Climate for Military and Other Purposes Incompat
ible With the Maintenance of International Security, Human 
Well-Being, and Health, August 7, 1974'

The Soviet Government proposes the inclusion in the agenda of the 
twenty-ninth session of the United Nations General Assembly of the 
following item as an important and urgent matter: “Prohibition of 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health.”

The twenty-ninth session of the United Nations General Assembly is 
opening at a time when, as a result of the efforts of all progressive and 
peace-loving forces, considerable progress is being made on the interna
tional scene towards improving the political climate, and the policy of 
detente is receiving increasing support. In the practice of international 
relations between States with different social systems such basic 
norms of inter-State relations as respect for independence and sover
eignty, equality, territorial integrity, abstention from the use or threat 
of force, and non-interference in domestic affairs are becoming ever 
more widely and firmly established. D6tente has played a decisive part 
in the trend towards the political settlement of conflict situations in 
many parts of the world. Active negotiations are being held on a num
ber of complex international problems.

Recent years have seen the conclusion and entry into force of such 
major international agreements limiting the scale of the arms race as 
the Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmos
phere, in Outer Space and Under Waterthe  Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,* and others. Wide international 
recognition has been accorded to the Convention on Prohibition of the 
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biologi

'  A/9702, Aug. 7,1974.
* D ocum ents m  Disarniarnent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
> Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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cal) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, signed by more than 
100 States.^

The agreements between the Soviet Union and the United States on 
the prevention of nuclear war,® strategic arms limitation ® and the 
limitation of underground nuclear tests ’’ constitute an important con
tribution to the strengthening of peace and control of the arms race.

Other concrete measures for the limitation of armaments, including 
measures for the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe, are being actively discussed.

However it has not yet proved possible to stop the arms race com
pletely. States are still spending vast sums on the improvement of 
weapons and on stocking their military arsenals. There is a real danger 
that the achievements of science and technology will be used to create 
new types of weapons of mass destruction and to devise new means of 
waging war.

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, present-day conditions 
require that the activities of the United Nations should concentrate on 
the study of ways and means to consolidate and expand the positive 
processes taking place in the world of today, to back up political detente 
by military detente and achieve new concrete results in the field of the 
limitation of the arms race and disarmament.

The Soviet Union believes that an important step in this direction 
would be the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other purposes incompatible with the mainte
nance of international security, human well-being and health.

For many centuries mankind has been seeking to discover how to 
influence natural elements in a positive way, and mitigate the deleteri
ous effects of natural disaster. At present, with this end in view, many 
States are carrying out scientific research and practical work in an 
attempt, for example, to create artificial rain, disperse clouds, etc. 
Activities in this field, pursuing peaceful and constructive ends, should, 
of course, be encouraged and welcomed in every way. However, the 
results of this research could also be used for destructive military 
purposes, and thus present an extreme danger to world peace, and to 
human well-being and health.

It is urgently necessary to draw up and conclude an international 
convention to outlaw action to influence the environment for military 
purposes. Compliance with the provisions of such a convention could be 
ensured by the adoption by each State, in accordance with its constitu
tional procedures, of measures to prohibit activities contrary to the 
convention and also by means of consultations and co-operation be
tween States, inter alia, within the framework of the United Nations. 
The conclusion of such a Convention would be not only a measure to 
limit the scope of the arms race but also an important means of pre

* Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
'  Ibid., 1973, pp. 283-285.
‘ Ibid., 1972, pp. 197ff.;ante, pp. 229-331.
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serving the environment. All States of the world without exception, 
and all peoples, would stand to gain from the implementation of this 
measure.

Needless to say, such an agreement should on no account restrict 
scientific research and practical work on the alteration of natural 
conditions to meet the peaceful needs of States for the benefit of 
mankind.

The adoption by the General Assembly of a resolution approving the 
idea of concluding a broad agreement on the prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes 
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health, and the preparation of a draft international 
agreement on the subject, would certainly be in the interests of 
strengthening peace and make a substantial contribution to the cause 
of preserving mankind from the danger of the use of new means of 
waging war, and also serve the interests of limiting the arms race and 
of disarmament.

I should be grateful. Sir, if you would consider this letter an explana
tory memorandum pursuant to rule 20 of the rules of procedure of the 
United Nations General Assembly and issue it as an official document 
of the United Nations General Assembly.

A. Gromyko

Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 8, 1974'

We should like to devote our statement today to the problem of avert
ing the threat of nuclear war and to the related problem of preventing 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and to dwell on some important 
aspects of this problem.

The great scientific discoveries in nuclear physics which ushered in 
the atomic age in the development of mankind have opened up great 
opportunities for the use of a new type of energy for man’s benefit. 
Those discoveries, however, have led to the emergence of the most 
destructive and deadly means of warfare. Those means, if ever used, 
would destroy a vast number of human lives and annihilate whole 
States. Therefore one of today’s most vital tasks is to plan and execute 
measures to avert the danger of nuclear war. Important factors in such 
measures are the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the institution 
of a strict regime to prevent their proliferation, and steps to ensure 
that it operates effectively. To achieve that supremely important aim a 
Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was concluded in

>CCD/PV.650,pp.6-13.
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1968 * and made an effective international instrument in March 1970. 
That international instrument has become an outstanding document of 
the nuclear age, its aim being to limit the threat posed by the emer
gence of the most destructive means of warfare. The Non-Proliferation 
Treaty is intended to stop the spread of nuclear weapons, to prevent 
their acquisition by an increasing number of States. The parties to the 
Treaty undertake not to receive, manufacture or otherwise acquire 
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, and not to transfer 
such weapons or explosive devices or control over them. By restricting 
opportunities for the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Treaty 
reduces the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war. Implementation of 
the Treaty’s provisions is in the interests of world security and the 
further relaxation of international tension. We note with satisfaction 
that the provisions of the Treaty are being fulfilled by all its partici
pants. Since the Non-Proliferation Treaty came into force more than 
four years ago, no cases have arisen of deliberate or involuntary failure 
by a Party to fulfil its obligation not to transfer or to acquire nuclear 
weapons.

Nevertheless, the Non-Proliferation Treaty has obviously not yet 
become the kind of international instrument that woul<ji ensure strict 
observance by all States of the regime for the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. The danger of the proliferation of such weapons has 
not yet been eliminated The prediction that a number of States will 
acquire nuclear weapons in the next ten years is not unrealistic and 
cannot be described as unfounded.

The main cause of this situation is that a number of “near-nuclear” 
countries having a considerable industrial potential and consequently 
able to produce nuclear weapons are still not parties to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and are not bound by the terms of that important 
international instrument. Therein lies the fundamental inadequacy of 
the present non-proliferation regime. The main task therefore is to 
make every effort to ensure the full participation of all near-nuclear 
States in the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The near-nuclear States them
selves must realize how important it is to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons throughout the world, and be aware of the consequences of 
their proliferation. The only way of avoiding that situation is for all 
States to co-operate fully in ensuring the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. It is necessary to use all political and practical means to 
ensure that all States strictly observe the non-proliferation regime, and 
thereby to avert the real danger of wide-spread possession of such 
weapons.

We have heard much criticism of the Non-Proliferation Treaty since 
it came into force. We have heard such criticism here in the Committee 
on Disarmament, and indeed at the present session. I therefore wish to 
stress that the Non-Proliferation Treaty at present offers the best real 
possibility of checking the process of nuclear-weapons proliferation, of

2 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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preventing a chain reaction in the spread of such weapons. Of course, 
from the point of view of individual States the Treaty could have been 
better, but from the point of view of the entire community of States it 
is at present a common denominator for any solution to the problenl of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. We therefore cannot agree 
with the adverse opinions expressed about the Treaty, or with its quali
fication as a “discriminatory” international instrument. Far from 
sharing such an opinion of this outstanding international document, 
which reflects the realities of the present-day world, we believe that a 
negative attitude to and deprecation of the Treaty are detrimental to 
the non-proliferation regime provided in it. Whatever the motives and 
reasons behind the attacks on the Treaty by States and their represent
atives, such a course of action is clearly intended to erode and weaken 
rather than strengthen the non-proliferation regime. The harm done by 
such a course may riot at first glance be apparent now, but in the longer 
term it may prove irreversible.

The system of safeguards ensuring the fulfilment by States of their 
obligations is a very important element of the Treaty. It is defined in 
Article III and is being implemented through the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA). It has been worked out by a large number of 
States and is effective, serves the purposes for which it was established, 
and conforms with present world possibilities. It is therefore univer
sally recognized and supported.

Nearly all the States Parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty which 
are substantially engaged in nuclear activities have concluded control 
agreements with IAEA as provided by the Treaty. It is essentialj how
ever, for other States Parties to the Treaty which have not yet done so 
to speed up the conclusion of such agreements. It is equally important 
to speed up agreenient on the practical implementation of the Treaty 
provision requiring fissionable material and special equipment to be 
exported to non-nuclear countries solely under IAEA control.

In her statement on 30 July Mrs. Thorsson, the representative of 
Sweden, suggested that the present safeguards system should be 
extended to permit, riot only detection, but also prevention of the mis
use of nuclear material, by providing a system for the “physical protec
tion of all stockpiles of nuclear material.” She put forward the idea of 
“ownership” of nuclear material by an international body, and of 
“internationalization of the management of nuclear material.” She 
thus proposed a very substantial revision of the present safeguard 
system for verifying the fulfilment of obligations under the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, whereby the principle of observation of the use of 
fissionable material would be replaced by the principle of “internation
alization” of its ownership and management.®

The idea of “internationalization” of the ownership and management 
of fissionable material advanced by Mrs. Thorsson is not new. At the 
very outset of the nuclear age the principle of “internationalization” of

* A nte, pp. 363-364.
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the ownership and management of nuclear material and nuclear facili
ties was strongly advocated by the United States Government. It was 
embodied in the Acheson-Lilienthal Plan * and was formally moved in 
the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission in June 1946 as the 
“Baruch Plan,” named after the United States representative in that 
Commission.® The plan provided for a control system based on “inter
nationalization” of the ownership and management of atomic raw- 
material sources and of enterprises processing and using such raw 
material. Its main purpose was to give the United States a monopoly of 
the military and peaceful uses of atomic energy. It was aimed at 
ensuring advantages for some countries at the expense of others, and 
disregarded States’ sovereign rights. Subsequent developments demon
strated that it was completely unrealistic and unviable.

The idea proposed by Sweden, although with different motives and 
objectives, like the “Baruch Plan” runs counter to the sovereign rights 
of States, thus ignoring an important reality of our time. Such an 
approach can only divert efforts away from the task of generally 
strengthening the present safeguards system by extending it to cover 
the maximum number of States and improving observation methods to 
prevent violations of the non-proliferation regime established by the 
Treaty. As I have already stated, the primary task is to ensure that all 
States, particularly the industrially and technologically advanced ones, 
conclude control agreements with the IAEA without delay. We hope 
that Sweden, which has advanced far in the peaceful use of nuclear 
energy, will conclude such an agreement as soon as possible.

Peaceful nuclear explosions are an important problem directly linked 
with that of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This problem is 
reflected in Article V of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which provides 
measures to make the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions available to all States. Work in that direction is being done 
in the IAEA, and we understand that details of it will be given in 
documents prepared by the Agency for the conference on review of the 
operation of the Treaty. We hope that due efforts will be made to solve 
the problem of peaceful nuclear explosions.

On the question of peaceful nuclear explosions, Mrs. Thorsson, the 
representative of Sweden, said that the Treaty’s provisions with 
respect to such explosions had so far not been implemented. We should 
like to point out in this connexion that at present, when peaceful 
nuclear explosions still have no practical application because of inade
quate technology, there are no grounds for speaking of failure to imple
ment that part of the Treaty. It would be more accurate to say that the 
Treaty’s provisions with regard to such explosions have not so far been 
implemented, since there has been no practical need for such explo-

■* A Report on the International Control o f A tomic Energy, Mar. 16,19i6 (Dept, of State 
pub. 2498; 1946).

® D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1H 5-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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sions. Nevertheless, the preparatory work for the implementation of 
Article V of the Treaty is already being done in the IAEA.

Article VI, containing an undertaking by the Parties to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty to negotiate measures on the cessation of the 
nuclear and non-nuclear arms race, is an important element of the 
Treaty. Like many other Parties to the Treaty, we have repeatedly 
expressed our dissatisfaction with the cours.e and results of the disarm
ament negotiations. At the same time it cannot be denied that a num
ber of important agreements have been concluded in that field in 
pursuance of Article VI since the signature of the Treaty. Of great 
significance in this respect are the agreements concluded between the 
USSR and the United States in 1972 and 1973 on the prevention of 
nuclear war,® on the limitation of anti-ballistic-missile systems,^ and 
on certain measures concerning the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms.* The third Soviet-United States summit meeting held this year 
produced another series of important agreements. A Protocol was 
signed providing for a new substantial limitation of the anti-ballistic- 
missile systems of both countries.® At the talks further steps in the 
limitation of strategic offensive armaments were outlined. The two 
sides agreed to restrict their under^ound nuclear tests considerably 
over an agreed period, and to stop high-yield test explosions alto
gether.*® This agreement is a step towards the eventual complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. Agreement has been 
reached to outlaw the use of highly dangerous, lethal means of chemi
cal warfare,” as well as environmental modification techniques for 
military purposes.*^

Speaking of the Soviet-United States arms-reduction agreements, 
Mr. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, stated at Warsaw on 21 July;

We think that this whole series of practical measures, which is a good example of the 
limitation by the Powers of their military preparations, is in the interests of all who 
want more secure world peace.

. . .  I can say that we should like to go still further and were prepared to go further. 
The Soviet Union, for instance, is ready to conclude an agreement on the complete cessa
tion of all underground nuclear-weapons tests. We also consider it desirable to ap*ee on 
the withdrawal from the Mediterranean Sea of all Soviet and United States warships and 
submarines carrying nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, we have not yet managed to agree 
on this matter. We are convinced, however, that the implementation of our proposals 
would make a new and real contribution to the consolidation of peace and would be 
warmly welcomed by the peoples of many countries. Let us hope that agreements on 
those questions will one day become possible.*^

6 Ibid., 1973, pp. 283-285.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 197-201.

8/6id.,pp.202ff.
® Ante, pp. 229-231.

pp. 225-229.
" Ante, p. 236. 
iMw^e,p.23L

PravdoL, July 22, pp. 1-3, Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, no. 29 
(Aug. 14,1974), p. 7 (variant translation).
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Thus the Soviet-United States summit talks and the important 
agreements resulting from them have contributed considerably to the 
fulfilment of obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, to the 
cessation of the arms race, and to the elimination of the threat of 
nuclear war and war in general.

In this connexion we should like to state that our opinion of the sig
nificance of the Soviet-United States agreement on the limitation of 
underground nuclear-weapons tests differs substantially from that 
expressed by Mrs. Thorsson in her statement on 30 July. She said that 
the limitation provided by the agreement affected only 10 per cent of 
United States and 20 per cent of Soviet nuclear tests. Without ques
tioning the accuracy of the proportions mentioned by the representa
tive of Sweden, we should like to point out that even 10 and 20 per cent 
are substantial figures in arms limitation and that their importance 
should not be ignored or belittled. Of still greater significance, how
ever, than the statistics is the fundamental aspect, the limitation of 
underground nuclear-weapons tests.

In our opinion the agreement, with that essentially new element, is 
an important step towards the complete cessation of all nuclear- 
weapons tests. For the first time limits have been imposed on under
ground tests. By prohibiting explosions with a yield of over 150 kt., the 
agreement limits the possibility of developing and perfecting the most 
powerful and consequently the most dangerous types of weapons. It is 
helping to foster international confidence and improve the interna
tional climate. Therefore we cannot accept Mrs. Thorsson’s opinion of 
that Soviet-United States agreement.

Today we have dwelt only briefly on some aspects of the non-prolifer
ation regime and the Treaty. All facets of this problem will be con
sidered more closely at the conference on the review of the operation of 
the Treaty to be held here at Geneva next May. In mentioning some 
aspects of the Treaty’s operation we should like to stress the imperative 
need for seeking all means and exerting all efforts in order to 
strengthen in every possible way—politically, legally and technically— 
the non-proliferation regime and the Treaty providing for it. The 
participation of a large number of States in the international disarma
ment agreements already concluded would play an important part in 
strengthening the non-proliferation regime. We must therefore con
tinue our efforts to ensure the participation in such agreements of all 
nuclear, near-nuclear and other militarily-significant States. Primar
ily, this would mean participation in the Treaties on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, on the Prohibition of Nuclear Tests in the 
three environments—in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water—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,*  ̂and others. Universal accession to 
these international instruments would greatly help to limit the nuclear

Do<mments on D isarm am ent, 1971, pp. 7-11.
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arms race and the arms race as a whole, to strengthen the non-prolifer- 
ation regime, and consequently to promote international security and 
peace. This is an important task for the Committee on Disarmament 
and all other international forums dealing with various aspects of arms 
control and disarmament.

Disarmament affects all States without exception, nuclear and non
nuclear. However, it is an undeniable fact that the fundamental dis
armament problems, and especially those of nuclear disarmament, can 
only be solved with the participation of militarily-significant States on 
the basis of the principle of equal security for all countries. These coun
tries bear special responsibility for the solution of arms-control and 
disarmament issues. This applies in the first place to all the nuclear 
Powers, since they possess huge military potentials including a nuclear 
capability. It is a matter for regret that at present not all nuclear 
Powers are participating in the current disarmament negotiations. 
Consequently we must intensify our efforts to draw all militarily- 
significant States, including all the nuclear and near-nuclear countries, 
into the disarmament talks.

I should like to take this opportunity to touch on the question of 
"mini-nukes,” that is miniature nuclear weapons, raised last August by 
Mrs. Myrdal, the representative of Sweden,̂ ® and again in the state
ment by Mrs. Thorsson.̂ ® In the last few decades nuclear weapons have 
received special treatment in a number of international instruments. 
So far there has been no need for distinctions among individual types 
of tactical nuclear weapons. We consider that they are still unneces
sary. It seems to us that the attempts to equate certain types of these 
weapons with conventional armaments are dangerous in that they may 
conceal a search for loopholes to circumvent the prohibitions on nuclear 
weapons imposed by a number of international treaties and agree
ments, such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty. We believe that there is 
no justification for distinguishing among individual types of tactical 
nuclear weapons, or for trying to equate some types of those weapons 
with conventional armaments.

In accordance with this position, I should like to state that the Soviet 
Union’s obligations under resolution 255 (1968) of June 1968 adopted by 
the United Nations Security Council in connexion with the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty,̂  ̂ and under the Soviet-United States agreement 
of 22 June 1973 on the prevention of nuclear war, cover all types of 
nuclear weapons whatever their power.

In conclusion, I should like to quote from the statement made by 
Mr. Brezhnev on 21 July concerning the Soviet Union's position on arms 
control and disarmament:

The Soviet Union, like other socialist countries, has repeatedly stated that it is pre
pared to agree to drastic measures to limit the arms race and subsequently to reduce 
armaments. We repeat that we are ready, for instance, to agree on a reduction of armed

Ibid,, 1973, pp. 496-498.
Ante, pp. 357-358.
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, p. 444.
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forces and armaments in Europe. The need for more effective and universal application 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty is more urgent than ever before. We are prepared—and 
have long been prepared—to sit down to a World Disarmament Conference. We are also 
ready to come to an agreement on measures to reduce the confrontation between the 
present blocs, and eventually on their complete elimination. In other words, it will not be 
our fault if there is no progress.^*

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
August 8, 1974 ’

At the opening of the 1974 session of the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament on 16 April of this year, I ventured an assessment 
of the Committee’s twelve years of work. In my view, the survey which 
I made on that occasion demonstrated conclusively the gap which has 
existed and continues to exist between words and deeds, and brought 
out the many formal promises and solemn commitments of the nuclear 
Powers which from the outset have been a dead letter.

There has been no basic change since that time. The four modest 
multflateral instruments which, directly or indirectly, have produced 
this negotiating organ remain truncated and mutilated. This has not 
been, of course, through a lack of accessions—as one of the representa
tives who spoke on 25 April put it, giving free rein to his imagination*— 
but merely, as I quite clearly stated on the previous occasion; through 
failure to comply with a number of the basic provisions of those instru
ments, such as those contained in the preamble and article I of the 
Moscow Treaty® and in articles VI and V of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.^

In view of my preceding remarks and in order to avoid superfluity, I 
shall refrain from commenting further on the matter at today’s meet
ing. I should not, however, like to leave the subject of the CCD before 
adding that one of the few positive contributions to its current session 
has been the “Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruc
tion,” submitted to the Committee by the representative of Japan on
30 April.® How fortunate it would be if only this imaginative and 
commendable effort stimulated negotiations and induced a positive 
reaction in the two super-Powers in particular, who have failed so far 
to submit any draft treaty or convention on the subject.

I should also like to place on record our hope that the enlargement of 
the Committee on Disarmament, which is virtually sure to be approved

Pravda, July 22,1974, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, no. 29 
(Aug. 14,1974), p. 8 (variant translation).

» CCD/PV.650, pp. 14-19.
2CCD/PV.630,p. 23.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂im ., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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by the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth regular session, will make 
the Committee more effective. For that aim to be achieved it is, in our 
view, necessary not only to enlarge the Committee but at the same time 
to reorganize it. The delegation of Mexico has been advocating this 
since 1969 and has suggested a number of specific reforms. It will be 
recalled that, on the proposal of our delegation, the Committee devoted 
on 16 August 1972 a whole informal meeting to that question, which 
was the subject of many statements during that year. This is proved by 
the two working documents which we submitted on 8 and 28 August
1972 under the symbols CCD/395 and CCD/390.

Having said that, I believe it is not [now?] appropriate to set out briefly 
our position with regard to the latest results of the bilateral negotia
tions between the United States and the Soviet Union, known as SALT.

First of all, I should like to say that we have requested that General 
Assembly document A/9293 of 8 November 1973 be reproduced as a 
document of the Committee—it has in fact already been circulated 
under the symbol CCD/439—not only because the two texts in it are 
unquestionably of direct interest to the Committee itself but also, and 
more particularly, because the second of those texts—signed on 21 June
1973 and bearing the title “Basic Principles of Negotiations on the 
Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms” ®—contains provi
sions regarding the implementation of which the representatives of the 
two signatory States, who happen to be the co-Chairmen of the CCD, 
might give us some relevant explanations.

The first of the “basic principles,” after affirming that “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,” in accordance 
with the five-year Interim Agreement of 26 May 1972,̂  states unequiv
ocally that:

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.

Despite this, neither document CCD/431, co-sponsored by the United 
States and the Soviet Union, nor the statement of the United States 
representative in introducing that document on 16 July 1974, told us 
anything about the fate which has befallen the basic principle of 1973 
to which I have just referred. Its vital importance is, I am sure, clear to 
all, particularly when it is recalled that the General Assembly, in its 
resolution 3184 A (XXVIII) of 18 December 1973, after reiterating its 
appeal of the previous year, once again drew the attention of the two 
super-Powers to “the necessity and urgency of reaching agreement on 
important qualitative limitations and substantial reductions of their

® The basic principles appear in Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 271-273. The 
other paper (the agreenient on the prevention of nuclear war) may be found ibid., 
pp. 283-285.

7 Ibid., 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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strategic nuclear-weapon systems as a positive step towards nuclear 
disarmament.” *

The Treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union on the 
limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests, signed at Moscow on 
3 July 1974,® is reproduced in pages 1 to 3 of document CCD/431, to 
which I referred a few moments ago. My first comment is that, much to 
our regret, we feel obliged to take a rather sceptical view of the promise 
in paragraph 3 of article I that the Parties “shall continue their negoti
ations with a view toward achieving a solution to the problem of the 
cessation of all underground nuclear weapon tests.”

The reasons for our scepticism should be obvious to anyone who 
recalls that, for eleven years, we have waited in vain for translation 
into acts of the “determination,” so solemnly proclaimed in the pre
amble to the 1963 Treaty, to achieve “the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time.” This is reinforced by the 
fact brought out last week in the excellent statement of the representa
tive of Sweden, Mrs. Thorsson, that, on the same day on which that 
new Moscow Treaty was concluded, no less an authority than the 
Secretary of Defence of one of the two super-Powers signatories of this 
Treaty stated in Washington that those who were waiting for a compre
hensive test-ban agreement might “wait eternally.”

This unavoidable scepticism will not, however, prevent us from 
assessing, in all objectivity, the possible impact of the recent bilateral 
instrument on disarmament. In order to attain the balanced and real
istic perspective required for such an assessment, it is in our view 
necessary to bear clearly in mind some fundamental factors such as the 
following.

In the past twenty years the General Assembly of the United Nations 
has adopted more than twenty-five resolutions urging the nuclear 
Powers to put an end to all nuclear-weapon tests. In four or five of 
those resolutions the Assembly has—using a word which it employs 
only TdiTeXy—condemned most strongly all tests of nuclear weapons, 
without exception and regardless of their e t̂plosive force. Undoubtedly 
the Assembly's main objective is to avoid what in its latest resolu
tions it calls “the harmful consequences of nuclear weapon tests for the 
acceleration of the arms race.” In other words, it wishes to prevent any 
improvement or increase in the destructive power—already terrify
ing—of the stockpile of weapons in nuclear arsenals.

Careful and reliable investigations, such as those reported on in the 
working paper submitted by the delegation of Sweden on 1 August
1974,̂ * show that in the past few years the vast majority of nuclear 
explosions carried out by the two super-Powers have been below the 
150 kt. threshold, which limit will continue to be permitted without any 
hindrance whatsoever by the new Treaty and which, incidentally, is the

»Ibid., 1973, pp. 901-902. 
® Ante, pp. 225-229. 

^^Ante, p. 265.
" CCD/438.
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equivalent of 150,000 tons of dynamite and some eight nuclear bombs 
of the kind which, exactly twenty-nine years ago the day before yester
day, reduced Hiroshima to ashes.

TTie bilateral instrument in question will not enter into force until
31 March 1976, which leaves a period of twenty months in which, as 
experience in similar cases has shown, it is to be feared that the two 
super-Powers will engage in an all-out race to test nuclear weapons, 
especially, if they deem it necessary, weapons of more than 150 kt.

In the view of the best qualified experts in this field, made public 
after 3 July, the United States and the Soviet Union will have no diffi
culty at all in completing, before the Treaty enters into force, all the 
new types of nuclea;r warheads which they had planned. There is also 
general agreement among the experts that, in view of the absolute 
freedom those countries will enjoy till 31 March 1976 and, as I have 
already stated, in view of the little use they have made of tests of more 
than 150 kt, the limitation which will become effective on that date will 
not have any moderating effect at all on the nuclear arms race between 
those two States.

Thus the conclusions reached from an analysis of the recent Moscow 
bilateral agreements are as discouraging as those which I described at 
length in my statement of 16 April in connexion with the CCD and 
which today I have ventured to recall very briefly.

These meagre results and the purely meretricious nature of the 
measures proposed lend increasing gravity to the alarming situation 
created by the existence of huge arsenals of nuclear weapons, whose 
destructive power is enough and more than enough to wipe out every 
sign of life on our planet. In the last few years my delegation has drawn 
attention on numerous occasions, both in this Committee and in the 
General Assembly, to the fateful menace presented by those arsenals.

We have repeatedly quoted Toynbee’s words that “the threat to man
kind’s survival has become much greater since 1945 than it ever was in 
the first million years of history.”

We have dwelt on the need to bear constantly in mind the statement 
made by the Committee of Experts appointed by the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations in 1967 to prepare a report on the effects of the 
possible use of nuclear weapons:

There is one inescapable and basic fact. It is that the nuclear armouries which are in 
being already contain large megaton weapons, every one of which has a destructive 
power greater than that of all the conventional explosive that has ever been used in 
warfare since the day gunpowder was discovered.'^

We have said that we share the view 6f Dr. Ikle, Director of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, who has 
pointed out that merely “wising to put out of our minds the thought 
that nuclear war may be as inevitable as death” will not suffice to 
eliminate the causes which may “put an end to our days and

** Docum ents cm D isarm am ent, 1967, p. 478.



BRITISH WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 13 393

our society, in this generation or the next.” **
Starting from such unassailable premises as these, my delegation 

affirmed and repeated more than five years ago, both in New York and 
at Geneva, that

We refuse to believe that the so-called deterrent power—a formula that has regret
tably been much abused—of such weapons can be regarded as a positive factor justifying 
their existence . . . .  We cannot understand why today international peace and security 
should have to depend on weapons such as the nuclear weapons, the very existence of 
which entails the danger of universal suicide.

I should like to conclude my statement today by quoting two very 
recent opinions which seem to us to confirm the validity of our belief. 
The first was expressed last month by someone who could certainly 
not be accused of a tendency to dramatize situations, namely the 
United States Secretary of State, who, according to information pub
lished in the New York Times of 4 July last, after emphasizing that 
only eighteen to twenty-four months remained in which to avoid an 
“explosion of technology and numbers” and to gain a grip on the prob
lem of multiple warheads, added that if this problem is not solved well 
before 1977,

. . .  we will be living in a world which will be extraordinarily complex, in which the 
opportunities for nuclear warfare exist that were unimaginable fifteen years ago at the 
beginning of the nuclei age.̂ ®

The second opinion emanates from what I consider the most serious 
and renowned non-governmental institution on disarmament ques
tions, namely the International Institute of Peace and Conflict Re
search, with its headquarters at Stockholm, the preface to whose 
Yearbook for 1974, just published, includes the following unequivocal 
statement:

There is an ever-present risk that’any major conflict, even a limited, non-nuclear war, 
will escalate to a general nuclear war. Moreover, the possibility of nuclear war by 
accident or .miscalculation is always with us. The dangers of this situation are increased 
by advances in nuclear-weapon technology. . . .  The catastrophic, consequences of a 
general nuclear war demand either that the probability of any war be reduced to an 
acceptable level (most reasonable men would say that this would have to be zero), or that 
nuclear weapons be abolished as part of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. 
Even though we do not underestimate the difficulties of the latter, we believe its achieve
ment to be a simpler task than the former. For all the reasons outlined above, we believe 
that the need for positive action in disarmament has never before been greater.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: A Development in Discriminating
Between Seismic Sources, August 13, 1974 ^

Introduction
1. In the United Kingdom’s Working Papers, CCD/401  ̂ and CCD/-

“Can Nuclear Deterrence Last Out the Century?” in Foreign Affairs, Jan. 1973, 
pp. 267-287.

ENDC/PV. 395, p. 23.
Ante, p. 261. ,

1 CCD/440, Aug. 13,1974.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 339-344.
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402, tabled on 28 June, 1973, reference was made to the possibility of 
reducing the number of seismic disturbances which cannot be identi
fied—or which may be wrongly identified—by the niethod of compar
ing the seismic magnitudes of the body wave and surface wave signals, 
the mb: Ms.criterion. This criterion has been effective in discriminating 
between earthquakes and explosions but, in a large sample, there are a 
number of earthquake signals with mb: Ms characteristics more akin to 
those of explosions and this raises doubts as to the true nature of their 
sources. There is also the possibility of detonating a carefully planned 
sequence of explosions so as to produce seismic signals with earth
quake-like mb-and Mg values.

2. In an attempt to improve discrimination in these instances, the 
United Kingdom initiated research programmes on seismogram 
modelling and on improving methods of depth estimation, and in this 
Working Paper the progress which has been made is reported.

Seismogram Modelling

3. The nature of a seismic disturbance would be determined if it 
were possible to demonstrate that the waveforms recorded at a number 
of widely spaced stations could be matched by waveforms computed 
from an assumed source mechanism. Seismograms are relatively 
complex and, if it were possible to achieve a good match for a set of 
them from widely spaced stations, the likelihood of there being an 
alternative source mechanism solution giving as good a match is very 
small. Only in recent years have digital computers and automatic 
methods of presenting results in ^aphical form become fast enough to 
make attempts at modelling seismographs a practical proposition.

4. In the early days, of seismogram modelling, the observed seismo
grams were matched by using a computer to generate sets of seismo
grams derived from a wide range of source models and then selecting 
that model which gave the best fit. This procedure was, however, very 
wasteful in computer time. With experience, it is now found that a 
rough model can be deduced from visual examination of the seismo
grams and an interpretation of them in terms of an earthquake or 
explosive source combined with geological and geophysical information 
on the source region. This initial model can then be refined by introduc
ing minor adjustments.

An Example of Seismogram Modelling

5. The value of seismogram modelling can best be illustrated by an 
example. The one chosen is a seismic event where the application of 
other criteria led to some uncertainty as to the nature of the source. 
On 1 May, 1969, a seismic event occurred in E Kazakhstan for which 
the measured body wave magnitude, mb, was 4.9 and the measured 
surface wave magnitude, Mg, was 2.5, giving an mb—Mg difference of 
2.5. For earthquakes, mb—Mg is usually less than one magnitude unit 
and hence on the mb: Mg criterion the event would appear to be an 
explosion.



BRITISH WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 13 395

YKA 
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Azimuth = 6.0' 
mb= 4.8

WRA 
A = 81.6° 
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0 6 12 s

6. The above figure shows the seismograms observed for the 
event at Yellowknife, Canada (YKA), seismogram b; Warramunga, 
Australia (WRA), seismogram e; and Gauribidanur, India (GBA), 
seismogram h. TTie YKA and WRA seismograms show two arrivals 
separated by 7.5 seconds, but whereas at WRA the second pulse ap
pears to have reversed polarity relative to the first, at YKA no such 
reversal is obvious. However, if the effects of anelastic attenuation and 
of the recording system characteristics are removed by calculation, i.e., 
by “spiking”, as in (a) and (d) in the figure, the reversal of the second 
arrival relative to the first is clearly observed. Consequently the second 
arrival is probably the surface reflection, pP, of the first direct P-wave 
as described in CCD/402, (the time interval of 7.5 seconds corresponds 
to a depth of focus of 25 Kms) rather than the result of two explosions 
separated by 7.5 seconds in time.



396 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

7. The seismogram (h) at GBA also shows, despite the relatively high 
background noise, two arrivals, but these are separated by about 10 
seconds. If the second arrivals at YKA and WRA have been correctly 
identified as pP waves, the second arrival at GBA cannot be the pP 
signal; pP at GBA is either absent or, at least very small. Because of 
noise, the “spiked” GBA record, as in (g) in the figure, is difficult to 
interpret but there is a suggestion that the second arrival is reversed 
relative to the first.

8. The reversed polarity of the second arrivals in the seismograms 
indicating a deep focus for the source led to the tentative conclusion 
that the event was an explosion despite the contrary indications from 
the mb: MjCriterion, and this was confirmed by the subsequent model
ling of the seismograms. The seismograms calculated from a conven
tional earthquake model with a source depth at 25 Km and suitably 
oriented with respect to the three recording stations are shown at (c), 
(f) and (i) in the figure. The agreement between the observed and calcu
lated seismograms is clearly good. In particular, the model produces a 
large pP signal at YKA and WRA and a small pP signal at GBA. The 
model also produces a large arrival at GBA some 10 seconds after the 
arrival of the P-wave and this is evidently an sP wave (a surface reflec
tion of an initial shear wave).

9. The shapes of the P and pP pulses at YKA (see (a) in the figure) 
are different; for the P pulse the leading edge is steeper than the trail
ing edge whereas for the pP pulse the reverse is true. The earthquake 
model used to model the seismogram at (c) reproduces this observed 
characteristic. An explosive source in the model would have produced 
P and pP pulses of similar shapes.

10. The correlation between the relative amplitudes and the polari
ties of the P, pP and sP pulses at YKA, WRA and GBA and between the 
pulse shapes of the P and pP pulses at YKA in the observed and 
modelled seismograms therefore reinforces the conclusion that the 
event of 1 May 1969 was an earthquake rather than an explosion or two 
explosions.

11. In two respects the modelled seismograms fail to reproduce 
characteristics in the observed signals. The signal labelled PcP in 
seismogram (e) at WRA is not reproduced in the modelled seismogram. 
In fact a PcP pulse is to be expected at WRA whatever the nature of the 
source and it could have been included in the model. It was not so 
included in this case and hence its presence should be ignored in 
comparing the observed and derived seismograms. Second, the differ
ences in pulse shapes at YKA should be seen in reverse at GBA which, 
being on an opposite azimuth from the source, should have trailing 
edge of the P pulse sharper than the leading edge and vice versa for the 
sP pulse. The simple source model on which the calculated seismo
grams are based fails to reproduce this particular feature; however 
this minor discrepancy certainly does not invalidate the conclusion that 
the event was of earthquake origin.
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Some Implications

12. A number of events, some more complex than the example de
scribed, have been modelled with satisfactory results. The analysis 
effort is much greater than that for reading arrival times, polarities, 
periods and maximum amplitudes which are the factors required for 
applying the currently accepted criteria for identifying seismic events. 
However, for the relatively few events which cannot be identified with 
adequate certainty by the application of current criteria, there appears 
to be no alternative but to make use of all the information available in 
the observed seismograms. It is considered that the modelling tech
nique has now been developed to the stage where it can be included in 
the list of discrimination criteria. It has an advantage that it can be 
applied to events of smaller magnitude than those which can be reliably 
identified with the m^: Mg criterion,

13. As indicated in the example which has been described, an aid to 
arriving at a starting model is the application of the “spiking filter” 
technique to eliminate transmission and instrumental effects from the 
observed waveforms; this technique was described in CCD/402 in con
nexion with the identification of the depth estimator, pP. In effect, the 
application of this technique broadens the response of the seismograph 
so that information about the source may be more readily deduced. 
Plans for a wider study, using a specially designed array of broad-band 
seismographs, were announced in CCD/401. The application of known 
techniques for predicting and then decreasing the high level of back
ground microseismic noise common to these seismographs, has pro
duced results which will be reported when a substantial body of data 
has been accumulated.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Accuracy of Locating Seismic 
Events, August 13, 1974’

1. Introduction

Two basic factors in detecting and discriminating underground 
explosions are (1) the lowest threshold of the magnitude of seismic 
events that can be detected and (2) the accuracy with which the events 
can be located (epicentre and depth). This study considers the latter. If 
an event was located with a depth of more th ^  several tens of kilome
tres with a sufficient accuracy, it cannot be regarded as an explosion. 
Or, if an event was located near populated areas or under the sea, it can 
be excluded from the discrimination process. The number of events 
that must be processed will, therefore, considerably be decreased.

In Japan, the location accuracy for local seismic events is very high

' CCD/442, Aug. 13,1974.
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on account of a dense network of seismic stations and also because of 
the adopting of the special travel times which have been constructed in 
accordance with the crustal structure in and near Japan. Especially, 
the Matsushiro Earthquake Swarm was located with very high accu
racy as natural events because of the many temporary stations in the 
region. In this study, using these earthquakes of Ms larger than 5 as 
master events, the comparison was made between Japanese locations, 
which depend only on local data, and those by the International Seis- 
mological Centre (ISC) and the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS), which employ global data. Furthermore, in considering the 
detection and discrimination procedure for underground explosions, 
which probably cannot use local data, the teleseismic location accuracy 
is examined when only data at more than 2,000 kilometres in epicentral 
distance are used.

2. Locating Method

To locate the Matsushiro Swarm Earthquakes by local data, the 
method called “Geigar” or “Hodgson” was employed, and the travel 
times were constructed so as to fit the data obtained from many explo
sion experiments in and near Japan at near distances and to tend to 
those of Jeffreys-Bullen at epicentral distances of more than 2,000 
kilometres.

3. Master Events

Earthquakes of Ms larger than 5.0 among the Matsushiro Earth
quake Swarm of 1966 and 1967 (Table 1) were employed as master

T a b l e  1

Date Time
M.T.) Lat. Long. Depth Ms

1966 Apr 5 08h 5F 17.3« 36“34' 13S^2V 00 km 5.4
May 6 10 08 14.7 36 33 138 16 00 5.0
May 28 05 21 22.1 36 34 138 13 00 5.2
Jun 12 00 43 07.3 36 32 138 19 00 5.0
Jun 26 07 34 52.6 36 34 138 18 00 5.0
Aug 2 18 48 35.3 36 30 138 14 00 5.3
Aug 8 00 37 18.2 36 33 138 18 00 5.0
Aug 28 04 09 22.4 36 30 138 10 00 5.3
Aug 28 15 36 16.6 36 33 138 16 00 5.1
Sep 14 01 14 17.7 36 34 138 13 00 5.0
Oct 25 18 04 09.3 36 36 138 20 00 5.3

1967 Jan 16 03 32 08.7 36 28 138 05 00 5.2
Feb 3 08 17 03.4 36 26 138 05 00 5.4
Mar 1 18 39 55.8 36 31 138 19 00 5.1
Oct 13 19 48 46.3 36 32 138 12 00 5.3

events. The accuracy of epicentre determination is ± 1 km. Figure 1 
shows differences between epicentres given by ISC and by JMA (Japan 
Meteorological Agency) for the master events. Most of them are within 
± 10 kilometres. ISC uses global data including local data given by JMA,
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FAR-FIELD DATA ONLY AND JMA.
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and this may seemingly mean that the accuracy of ISC location for 
these master events is higher than that of JMA. In fact, however, if 
ISC locations are adopted, the serious unreasonableness arises that ob
servations in the near field deviate largely from the standard travel 
time curve. For instance, ISC origin times are later than Matsushiro 
arrival times. This is due to the fact that the far-field data subject to 
the heterogeneity in the crust and mantle of the earth distort the loca
tion and origin time when the least squares method is applied for a 
single standard travel-time curve.

Figure 2 shows differences between epicentres given by USGS and 
by JMA. The location accuracy of USGS is much lower than that of 
ISC. This is because USGS uses data from fewer stations, and the 
global coverage is also not very good. Especially for the Matsushiro 
Swarm, the near-field data are much less than in the ISC location.

To examine the accuracy of location only by far-field data, such data 
from stations at more than 2,000 km from the epicentral region, which 
are shown in Figure 4, are selected from the ISC Bulletin, and epi
centres are recomputed. Figure 3 shows differences in this case and the 
result is the worst of all. This corresponds to the detection procedure 
for underground explosions, in which near-field data may not be 
available.

To compute the origin elements with better accuracy, (1) improve
ment of the standard travel-time curve, and (2) determination of sta
tion corrections, which compensate irregularities near stations and 
along the seismic path, are considered. In this working paper, method 
(2) is examined to see how much the accuracy can be improved. First, 
the mean deviation at each station from the standard travel-time curve 
of P waves was calculated and shown in Figure 5, using the origin 
elements of master events obtained by very local data alone. Solid 
circles indicate the mean value with smaller standard deviations, and 
small open circles, those with comparatively larger standard devia
tions. Depending on the epicentral distances, stations correction from 
—1 sec to as large as —5 sec were obtained. These station corrections 
are added to the observation data at corresponding stations, and the 
origin elements are re-computed again using only data at stations with 
more than 2,000 km in epicentral distance. The result is shown in Fig
ure 6. When Figures 3 and 6 are compared, it is noticed that the result 
is much improved, 40-60 km of location error being reduced to less than 
20 km.

4. Conclusion

This working paper indicates that the master event method is very 
useful in improving location accuracy. It must be understood, however, 
that a set of station corrections obtained from a master event is appli
cable only to that particular region. If other unknown regions are to be 
considered, a new set of corrections will have to be obtained, for the
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FIG. 4. DISTRIBUTION OF STATIONS AT MORE THAN 
2 ,0 0 0  km FROM THE EPICENTER REGION.

effect of the irregularities in the earth is different depending on dif
ferent seismic paths. It was, accordingly, an important decision to 
mention in the Protocol to the Treaty between the United States and 
the Soviet Union on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests  ̂ that explosion data be exchanged for calibration purposes and 
that all nuclear weapon tests be conducted solely within the testing 
areas for the purpose of ensuring verification.

A nte, pp. 228-229.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 13, 
19741

In my statement two weeks ago I discussed the test ban issue at some 
length and stressed that the achievement of a comprehensive test ban 
must remain the priority item on the agenda of our Committee. The 
Swedish Government will continue to contribute political, scientific 
and technical efforts to this end.

The Japanese-Swedish working paper tabled today  ̂is the result of a 
joint research project carried out within the framework of a co-opera
tion agreement in the field of detect;ion seismology betw;een institutes 
in our two countries. It illustrates the benefits of using seismological 
data from more than one station in the identification of explosions and 
earthquakes. I hope that the results of this study, and those of a similar 
Canadian-Swedish study presented last year,  ̂ will give impetus to a 
joint utilization of the highly sensitive stations operating today, not 
only for event detection and location but also—which is important for 
the purpose of controlling a test ban—for event identification.

A substantial part of the station network needed for monitoring not 
only the threshold Treaty  ̂but also a comprehensive test ban seems to 
exist today. I am priniarily referring to the short and long period array- 
stations, the so-called very long period stations, and the extensive 
national station networks operating in certain countries, such as the 
Soviet Union. The seismological research observatories now being 
installed by the United States in different countries may also play an 
important role in a global seismic "̂ station network, although’ thdr 
capabilities still have to be assessed. There seems, however, to be a 
definite need for further highly sensitive stations in Africa and South 
America.

The main effort in order to obtain adequate data for test ban moni
toring would thus not be the installations of new stations, but rather 
the full use of the capabilities of already existing stations and an 
exchange of the obtained data on a routine and globally accessible 
basis. The American so-called ARPA computer network which is now 
being implemented may be one important communication link in such 
a global data exchange system, if the net is accessible in a non- 
discriminatory way. I thus think that the time has come to increase 
further the use of collected seismological data for identification pur
poses through an international data exchange, not only for monitoring 
the recent threshold Treaty but above all in ord r̂ to achieve a generally 
acceptable monitoring capability for a comprehensive test ban.

1 CCD/PV.651, pp. 6-11.
2 Not printed here.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 542-546. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 225-227.
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Having introduced today’s Working Paper, I wish to avail myself of 
this opportunity to comment on some of the views presented by you as 
representative of the Soviet Union in your comprehensive and interest
ing statement at our last meeting.® In that statement Mr. Roshchin 
turned against several ideas which I had introduced in a Swedish state
ment on 30 July.®

May I start by discussing the character and the effects of the criti
cism which I directed towards the NPT? ’’ The Swedish delegation is 
certainly not the first nor the only delegation which has labelled it a 
“discriminatory” treaty. We have said that it is “discriminatory by 
nature”, but—and this I again wish to underline—we have also said 
that its purpose is such that it should still be supported by the entirety 
of the world community.

Mr. Roshchin said at our last meeting:
Whatever the motives and reasons behind the attacks on the Treaty by States and their 

representatives, such a course of action is clearly intended to erode and weaken rather 
than strengthen the non-proliferation regime.

I cannot as representative of Sweden, a country which firmly—yes, 
cate^rically—supports the NPT, agree with this assessment. In our 
view it is not the fact that a non-nuclear State party to the Treaty 
directs attention to its discriminatory character which weakens the 
Treaty. This is known to all, but it is necessary to point it out repeat
edly. What weakens the Treaty is rather the lack of implementation of 
Article VI by the nuclear Powers, thereby preserving its discriminatory 
char^ter.

Mr. Roshchin said in his statement that “Implementation of the 
Treaty’s provisions is in the interests of world security and the further 
relaxation of international tension.” We agree that the implementation 
of all the provisions of the NPT, including the crucial Article VI, would 
indeed make the treaty, less discriminatory and further the cause of 
detente and peace. We £^ain urge the responsible parties to proceed as 
rapidly as possible towards the full implementation of Article VI, thus 
removing what we consider the main obstacle to strengthening the 
NPT regime and enabling it to become truly universal.

Mr. Roshchin also referred to my suggestion of 30 July of a possible 
“internationalization of the management of nuclear material, the key 
task being not only to watch but also to protect all the material in order 
to prevent nuclear-weapons proliferation and guarantee the safest 
possible management of nuclear energy production.” In his opinion 
this would be a measure that “runs counter to the sovereign rights of 
States, thus ignoring an important reality of our time.”

I, in my turn, want to express strong opposition to this interpreta
tion. As I see it, what Member States of this Committee and the United 
Nations have been doing over all these years in their own enlightened

® A nte, pp. 382-389.
® A nte, pp. 356-364.
 ̂Docum ents m  D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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self-interest is to exercise their sovereign right to forgo, in co-operation 
with other States, certain privileges in the arms field in order to 
achieve more and more disarmament, thereby restricting certain such 
sovereign rights. The Soviet Union itself has here within and outside 
this Committee in the past negotiated and later acceded to a number of 
international treaties. This in my view reflects the important reality of 
our time, which forces us to proceed further along the road of building 
a safe and just international community by an increasingly stronger 
network of international agreements.

As to the idea of international management of nuclear material it
self, my suggestion was, as I pointed out, preliminary. However, the 
frightening prospects of growing stockpiles of plutonium, the serious 
dangers for man himsdf and his environment that are involved and the 
related risk for proliferation of nuclear weapons, are far from prelimi
nary. Therefore the time has come, it is in fact overdue, to do something 
to curb this threat. As we were searching for a solution, we looked into 
what has been done before and also, as Mr. Roshchin pointed out, 
studied the proposals tabled in the United Nations by Mr. Baruch * as 
well as by Mr. Gromyko in June 1946.* At that time there was a real 
possibility of containing the “genie in the bottle.” For well-known 
reasons those proposals led to nothing. We have also had in mind the 
Euratom system. I have no illusion that it will be easy to find an 
acceptable and practical solution to the problem. As I said in my state
ment; we intend to study it further and come back to it. Meanwhile I 
feel it necessary, however, to say that some of the fears expressed by 
Mr. Roshchin seem exaggerated.

There is also another aspect of the problem to which I would like to 
draw your attention. The big Powers have always taken the NPT aspect 
into consideration when exporting nuclear material. Smaller countries 
have not the same possibilities and do need an effective international 
management which can ensure that its exported material and equip
ment will not in some future be used for bombs or other explosive 
devices. Recent experience shows that this concern is well founded in 
reality. Whatever will be the final legal term to be used in an agree
ment—be it ownership, or management, or stockpiling by the IAEA, 
or pet’haps somethiiig else—we must always bear in mind the principle 
affirmed in the preamble to the NPT that “the benefits of peacehil 
applications of nuclear technology . . .  should be available for peaceful 
purposes to all Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non- 
nuclear-weapon States.” What we suggest is not intended to limit the 
sovereign right of any country to develop its nuclear industry, in so far 
as it complies with the provisions of the NPT. What we surest is 
aimed at ensuring to all States, big and small, the greatest possible 
amount of safety and security in developing and managing 
theu* nuclear-energy industry through the strongest possible

* Ibid., 1H5-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
® IlM ., pp. 17 ff.
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international arrangements that are politically acceptable.
Mr. Roshchin also in his statement last week discussed the so-called 

threshold Treaty, which was recently agreed upon between the Soviet 
Union and the United States.̂ ® He said that his assessment of the sig
nificance of this Treaty substantially differed from the one given by 
me a week earlier. I regret that our views now differ on this issue. I 
wish to recall that three years ago, on 7 September 1971, Mr. Roshchin 
expressed views which my delegation can fully subscribe to. Speaking 
of establishing a certain threshold of magnitude for underground 
nuclear tests, Mr. Roshchin then said that:

. . .  it must be admitted that such an approach would not provide a solution of the 
problem of banning underground nuclear-weapon tests, nor would it create more favour
able prospects for. progress towards its solution. We share the doubts of a number of 
delegations—Sweden, the United Arab Republic, Ethiopia and the Netherlands—about 
the effectiveness of the “threshold” approach as such. In particular we recognize the 
cogency of the arguments advanced by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, 
against the proposal to establish a “threshold.” She said:

There are two sets of reasons, of which one may be called political and one technical, 
why the Sjivedish Government has all along hesitated to support the threshold pro- 
pfosal. It would, in our view, be another half-measure, perhaps limiting arms develop
ment in some directions but leaving other directions open for so-called improvements 
of nuclear weapons.”

In fact it can hardly be doubted that establishing a “threshold of magnitude,” while 
at the same time authorizing nuclear explosions below the established “threshold,” 
would have the result of stimulating the conduct of nuclear explosions of lower yield, 
which would thus become, as it were, legalized. Such a solution would entail the devel
opment of nuclei weapons of small capacities or, as the representative of Japan, Mr. 
Tanaka, described it, a “miniaturization” of nuclear wea pons .Thus  the establish
ment 01 a “threshold of magnitude” would not put a stop to the building up of nuclear 
arsenals, nor would it contribute towards nuclear disarmament, which many coun
tries, including the Soviet Union, are striving to achieve. On the contrary, it would 
encourage, new efforts to devise improved types of warheads and thus would promote 
the development of nuclear weapons as a whole. It goes without saying that that is not 
the path along which we would wish to direct efforts towards disarmament and arms 
limitation.*®

This is what Mr. Roshchin said in his statement on 7 September 1971. 
His assessment at that time of the value of threshold agreements is 
practically identical with the one which I presented on behalf of the 
Swedish delegation on 30 July this year,̂  ̂and which he criticized last 
week.

Let me add a few more words about the threshold and about “strong” 
and “weak” tests. The information on test activities presented in our 
recent working paper is based on so far available data. We would be 
happy to review these figures when calibration data are released by 
the testing Powers. The significance of weak tests was discussed at an 
informal expert meeting in this Committee a year ago, when a distin
guished expert from the United States told us that tests at small yields

Ante, pp. 225-227.
” Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 264. 
12 CCD/PV. 518, p. 10.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 550. 
Ante, pp. 359 ff.
CCD/438.
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do not pertain only to weapons of small yields, but that it is entirely 
feasible to use tests at a lower yield which would relate to devices of 
larger yields, and that this is not an uncommon procedure at present. 
It is the considered opinion of the Swedish delegation that the thresh
old of 150 kilotons agreed upon in Moscow neither reflects the capabil
ity of present verification methods nor constitutes any serious limita
tion of the development of nuclear weapons for either tactical or 
strategical purposes.

Before concluding my remarks on the threshold question, I should 
like to recall that in my statement of 30 July I put a question to the co- 
Chairmen. I expressed the hope that the control co-operation foreseen 
in the recent Moscow Agreement would lead to better understanding 
and trust, so that at least the control issue in connexion with a compre
hensive test ban could be settled by the two Powers. I suggested that 
measurements from observatories in other countries could contribute 
to this end, and that therefore it would be politically and technically 
appropriate if data on test sites and explosion data were made available 
to other governments. As it was not clear from the threshold test ban 
Treaty and its Protocol whether this was intended or not, I said that 
the Swedish delegation would welcome a statement on this point.

I think that the kind of dialogue that the representative of the Soviet 
Union and I are now engaged in is useful for our work in the Commit
tee, and I shall therefore with great interest look forward to hearing 
more from the co-Chairmen on this particular question.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to express the thanks of the Swedish 
delegation to you in your capacity of representative of the Soviet 
Union, for your reply to Mrs. MyrdaFs question on nuclear mini
weapons at our last meeting. We are particularly happy to note your 
statements that ‘There has been no need for distinctions among indi
vidual types of tactical nuclear weapons . . . .  The attempts to equate 
certain types of these weapons with conventional armaments”; and 
that the Soviet Union's obligations under Security Council resolution 
255 (1968),'® and under the Soviet-United States Agreement on the 
Prevention of Nuclear War,'  ̂“cover all types of nuclear weapons what
ever their power.” I share your view that equating nuclear mini
weapons with conventional arms would, among other things, provide 
a danger to the NPT. Your statement and the previous statements of 
the representatives of the United Kingdom and the United States on 
this issue are, taken together, reassuring. The Swedish delegation 
welcomes the fact that, although the issue of nuclear mini-weapons 
obviously will remain under constant review, it can under the present 
circumstances be considered closed in this Committee.

D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, p. 444.
i^75,pp. 283-285.

A nte, p. 388.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (AAishra) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions, August 13, 1974’

Since India’s peaceful nuclear explosion on 18 May this year, several 
delegations have expressed views on its implications and consequences 
as they see them. In the process, statements have been made which are 
at variance with our thinking and our intentions. In the previous meet
ings of the Committee I have stated India’s position several times, but 
only piecemeal. Now that we have decided to end the 1974 session of the 
Committee in about ten days’ time, it is opportune for me to reiterate 
those views all together, and also to touch on one or two other points 
which merit attention.

Some delegates have asserted directly or indirectly that at present 
there are hardly any peaceful applications of nuclear explosion tech
nology. The announcement of the Indian Atomic Energy Commission 
which I read out in this Committee on 21 and 23 May had this sentence 
in it:

As part of the programme of study of peaceful uses of nuclear explosion, the Govern
ment of India had undertaken a pro^amme to keep itself abreast of developments of 
this technology, particularly with reference to its use in the field of mining and earth- 
moving operations.*

It is clear that the Government of India is not alone in this respect. 
Peaceful nuclear explosions carried out underground over a period of 
several years by other Member States have confirmed the feasibility of 
this technology, although many problems still remain to be solved. 
Their experiments have been oriented towards gas and oil stimulation, 
have shown promising results, and are even reported to have increased 
oil production by 30 to 60 per cent. A former Chairman of the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. Glenn Seaborg, stated:

The technology and understanding of peaceful nuclear explosions has advanced to the 
state where they can be safely, efficiently and beneficially used for earth moving, for 
recovering natural resources and as research tools for man’s understanding of his 
environment.

It should not, therefore, be a matter of surprise or regret if India, with
out contravening any treaty it has entered into, were to experiment and 
try to develop this technology for exploiting the natural resources 
within its own territory. We have a right to develop our own natural 
resources in accordance with well-established principles of interna
tional law. We are not prepared to wait for others to perfect nuclear- 
explosion technology and thereby lag behind by a decade or more in its 
development in India.

I should also like to quote the “Declaration on Disarmament” adopted

‘ CCD/PV.651, pp. 23-26.
 ̂A nte, p. 146.
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at Lusaka on 10 September 1970 by the Third Non-Aligned Summit 
Conference, which had this to say:

The Conference is aware of the tremendous contribution which the technolopr of the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, including peaceful nuclear explosions, can make to the 
economy of the developing world. It is of the opinion that the benefits of this technology 
should be available to all States without any discrimination.^

Recently the Soviet Union and the United States have given fresh 
indications of the trust they put in the usefulness of this technology 
by excluding underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
from the proposed limited ban on underground tests of nuclear 
weapons.

Another point which we have heard rather frequently here is that, if 
India's intentions are peaceful, it should place all its nuclear activities 
under international safeguards. Our policies on safeguards for nuclear 
energy are well known. The late Dr. Bhabha was one of the so-called 
Washington Group of Twelve which did preparatory work on the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency in 1956.̂  Dr. 
Bhabha expressed his views clearly during those meetings as well as 
subsequently; and these were that India advocated safeguards on a 
completely non-discriminatory basis so that they do not operate mainly 
against the developing countries, and secondly that they should be 
devised on functional criteria. TTiese views have been consistently 
expressed by Indian leaders and representatives in India and abroad. 
Dr. Bhabha had also spoken of safeguards in the context of peaceful 
nuclear explosions and had said that, if these are to be subject to obser
vation by an international body, it should be on a non-discriminatory 
basis and in the general framework of non-discriminatory safeguards 
to be applied to everyone. On 13 June 1974 the Indian representative 
stated in the IAEA Board of Governors meeting:

Somd Governors enquired whether India would place all its nuclear activities under 
IAEA safeguards. Well, Mr. Chairman, we shall certainly consider this possibility when 
all the Member States of the Agency, and indeed others too outside the Agency, volun
tarily place all their nuclear activities, civil and military, under the Agency’s safeguards.®

Is it not strange that, while the nuclear activities of nuclear-weapon 
States are allowed to operate in a completely unrestrained manner, 
some delegations seem more concerned with controlling the peaceful 
activities of non-nuclear-weapon countries? We believe that we should 
have a proper sense of priorities and proportion in disarmament 
matters. Part of the problem of nuclear proliferation stems from the 
resigned acceptance of the belief that certain countries cannot be 
stopped from having or developing their nuclear arsenals, and that 
therefore the others should meekly acquiesce in this situation. We have

® Zambian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, L%saA;a Declaration on Peace, Independence, 
Development, Cooperation and Democratisation (^International Relations and Resolu
tions o f the Third Conference o f Heads o f State or Government o f Non-Aligned Countries, 
8th to 10th September 1970, Lusaka, Zambia (NAC/CONF. 3/Res. 10), p. 7.

 ̂American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915 ff.
5 GOV/OR.469, Sept. 10,1974, p. 10.
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stated this before and we shall state it again, that we have no intention 
to campaign against the NPT.® Even if we do not agree with the ap
proach adopted therein, we feel that our aim is the same—which is to 
ensure non-proliferation, but both horizontal and vertical. We respect 
the views of the parties to the NPT and have no intention to impose our 
views on them. At the same time we feel we are entitled to our own 
views.

Another question which has been raised by some delegations con
cerns security guarantees against nuclear threat. This question is of 
vital importance to all non-nuclear-weapon States, whether or not they 
are parties to the NPT. It is not justifiable to consider it merely in the 
context of that Treaty.

One of the strangest arguments that I have heard in this Committee 
is that India, by exploding a peaceful nuclear device, has broken some 
kind of a barrier to non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, that India 
has set a bad example. We have solemnly declared for the last twenty 
years that we intend to use nuclear energy solely for peaceful purposes. 
Even after exploding a nuclear device we have, unlike others, reaf
firmed our solemn declaration. Thus only in this respect have we 
broken a barrier. And all to the good. If other non-nuclear-weapon 
States follow us in reaffirming their resolve to use nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes only, is it to the benefit or to the detriment of man
kind? If, on the other hand, one or more non-nuclear-weapon States 
proceed to acquire nuclear weapons, they will certainly not be follow
ing India’s example.

It is also quite wrong to imagine that the Indian explosion for peace
ful purposes has somehow damaged the NPT. As I have already said, 
India has not and does not intend to campaign against that Treaty. The 
Treaty stands or falls by its own merits or demerits. Even after India’s 
peaceful nuclear explosion we are not aware that any so-called near- 
nuclear State which had intended to become a party to the NPT had 
decided not now to do so. The others in the same category who from the 
beginning had refused to accept the obligations of the NPT did so for 
their own reasons.

There are no reasons for any doubt regarding India’s views on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. For years India’s policy has been 
stated and re-stated in this Committee. India is opposed to all prolifer
ation, vertical or horizontal, of nuclear weapons. It is also our hope that 
all States—nuclear-weapon States as well as non-nuclear-weapon 
States—will, like India, commit themselves to use nuclear energy 
for peacefur purposes only. The nuclear-weapon States have a special 
responsibility in this matter.

Before I conclude, I should like to thank the preceding speaker, Mr. 
Lalovid of Yugoslavia, for his very understanding reference to India’s 
peaceful nuclear explosion.

* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 15, 
1974’

My statement today will be mainly devoted to the question of chem
ical weapons, particularly to comments on the informal meetings in 
July with chemical experts and on the importance of the Japanese draft 
convention.^

I agree with those of my colleagues who have already expressed the 
opinion that the recent informal expert meetings on the question of 
chemical warfare provided much useful information. Although it is 
impossible for the experts to arrive at definite conclusions as long as 
political decisions have not been taken, I think we could observe certain 
trends in their discussions on different matters. I shall try to sum
marize how the Swedish delegation has understood these trends.

As regards the definition of chemical warfare agents, we found that 
there exist suitable definitions in United Nations publications. It also 
seems possible to change or amend such definitions to cover also 
explicitly components for binary chemical weapons. I will return in 
some detail to this question, since the problem how to include binary 
weapons in a coming convention is most important.

It was also most enlightening to listen to the discussion on the prob
lem of how to describe chemical-warfare agents in case any type of 
partial ban were negotiated. Agreement seemed to prevail among the 
experts that a toxicity criterion could be used. It is obvious that the 
actual toxicity limits will depend on the political decisions as to which 
agents shall be banned. However, even so it seems that the limits are 
more or less given for different alternatives. It also seems that the 
experts do agree on the possibilities of performing such toxicity deter
minations. It may be that special work still has to be done on this mat
ter; but confidence seemed to prevail about the technical possibilities.

The experts also discussed the use of different types of chemical 
formulae to cover different categories of chemical-warfare agents. The 
value of this certainly depends on the scope of the prohibition. How
ever, it seems obvious that there do exist chemical means of character
izing different substances either as such or as groups of substances.

Little was said about control in spite of the interest expressed on this 
important matter. Nevertheless I think it was encouraging to find the 
statement in the United States working paper CCD/437 that produc
tion statistics might be a useful means for an international verification 
organization, albeit in connexion with other verification methods.® It is 
our hope that as soon as the question of scope has been more clarified it 
will be possible to initiate, on national and international levels, special

‘ CCD/PV.652,pp.6-ll.
* A nte, pp. 99-̂ 106.
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investigations to find out to what degree different verification methods 
are applicable.

The Swedish delegation feels that much of the credit for the effec
tiveness of the last expert meetings must be given to the existence of 
the Japanese draft convention. For the experts it was most helpful to 
be able to direct their attention to specific questions arising in connex
ion with the Japanese draft. Furthermore, the draft as such permits 
several distinct alternatives to be discussed in detail without neces
sarily considering them as final.

I stressed already when introducing the Swedish experts that their 
taking part in technical discussions of the Japanese draft treaty did not 
imply that the Swedish Government had taken any position in regard 
to this draft convention. Our experts made their contrbution to the 
discussions only to elucidate possible alternatives and their conse
quences as we felt they emerged from the Japanese draft. The Swedish 
Government maintains its basic position that we should have a compre
hensive ban on the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons. Such a convention should also provide for an international 
verification of the treaty.

We find it satisfying that the Japanese draft has introduced provi
sions for such verification, thus forming an interesting basis for negoti
ations. From a realistic point of view a convention without provisions 
for international verification cannot be regarded as having greater 
value than would equivalent unilateral declarations. Only when the 
principle of international verification has been established and when 
binding obligations to continue work towards a comprehensive ban 
exist, is it possible to discuss in any detail the scope of a partial ban and 
how to construct it. On the other hand, the scope must be agreed upon 
before the control question can be treated in detail.

There has been some discussion in this Committee about the neces
sity to keep the size and the costs of an international verification 
agency as low as possible. I am certainly ready to agree to such 
demands. However, I would also like to point out that several interna
tional activities now exist—some of them already mentioned in the 
CCD—which would be of interest for the work of an international 
verification agency. I am thinking in particular of the Codex Alimen- 
tarius, which recommends toxicity levels of additives in food and drugs. 
We also have international as well as national regulations on toxicities 
and acceptable doses of different chemical agents in ordinary chemical 
industrial work. Under the United Nations Environment Programme a 
project is now under way to list dangerous toxic chemicals and to make 
the data accessible by computer. The Swedish delegation has urged 
before that such international activities be scanned with respect to the 
need for the verification of a chemical production ban, and that the 
application of such activities be prepared for verification purposes. 
These are tasks which might be entrusted to experts or special repre
sentatives of the CCD as a pre-IVA undertaking, which would facilitate 
our further deliberations considerably.

Irrespectively of the scope of a ban, it is obvious that the question of
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binary chemical weapons must be treated with great care. It was our 
clear impression from the expert meetings that it would be possible to 
deal in an adequate way with this problem in the following manner, 
within the framework of the Japanese proposal.

If we assume that the treaty explicitly prohibits chemical-warfare 
agents, it should be possible to define also components for binary 
chemical weapons as chemical-warfare agents. As long as the compo
nents do not have any peaceful use, they would obviously fall under a 
general-purpose criterion. Furthermore, even if some components had 
peaceful uses they would fall under this same criterion, which pro
hibits production of unwarranted quantities of dual-purpose agents. 
It thus seems that components of binary weapons would be covered by 
a prohibition. In view of the importance of the problem, however, we 
think that it would be valuable if internationally well-known jurists 
and patent experts in member countries could give this proposition 
some further thought.

A valuable feature of the Japanese draft convention is its purpose to 
achieve a comprehensive ban. We are willing to participate in serious 
negotiations on that basis, aiming at making the convention as compre
hensive as possible but at the same time considering possibilities of 
allowing for some suspensions from the ban for a shorter, limited time. 
A realistic way to handle this might be, as was suggested by the 
Swedish experts, to combine the two alternatives now proposed in the 
Japanese draft convention: to have the two different lists provided for 
in the proposed alternative annexes put together in one annex. Such an 
annex would thus include one list of agents suspended from the ban. 
The other list would cover substances, or preferably categories of 
substances, obligatorily banned by the terms of the Japanese draft, 
substances which could therefore never be suspended from the ban.

By this construction, development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical warfare agents not suspended would be forbidden by the 
annex, and not only those obligatorily banned. All other chemical- 
warfare agents, more or less known or perhaps not yet developed, 
would consequently be prohibited as long as no steps were taken to 
move them into the list of suspended agents. Such agents, on the other 
hand, might of course also be taken into the list of obligatorily banned 
substances as soon as an agreement could be reached. This list would 
then be increased, and accordingly the number of substances available 
for chemical warfare would continuously be reduced. With this 
arrangement not only the basic convention but also the annex would 
cover all chemical-warfare agents, which would be of great advantage 
on principle, and also necessary, the reasons for which I shall return to 
in a minute.

Another advantage would be that only suspended chemical-warfare 
agents would formally constitute a threat and this only for retaliatory 
purposes. No newly developed or discovered substances could be pro
duced as chemical-warfare agents until explicitly suspended from the 
ban. This arrangement should also be of particular value with respect
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to the verification possibilities on the following grounds:

Firstj according to the thoughts expressed by the Japanese delega
tion, verification should be attached to obligatorily banned substances, 
because they would be banned explicitly with regard to the possibility 
of verifying their known production.

Secondly, it would be possible to extend verification methods to cover 
other agents which would be banned even if they were not explicitly 
listed in an annex. By increasing the amount of verification methods one 
would also amplify the verification efficiency, as has been discussed 
before in this forum.

Thirdly, one could even, if desirable, extend verification methods to 
be n(^otiated exactly with regard to agents temporarily suspended 
from the ban for retaliation purposes or destruction difficulties. This 
would be psychologically possible, since a party would presumably on 
the one hand like its retaliatory capacity to be broadly known, but 
would on the other hand not itself want to be suspected of having an 
offensive capacity.

This broad spectrum for verification has two important aspects. I 
have mentioned before that it is to be preferred that verification be 
extended to many agents and activities. In this way the verification 
would be easier to perform than if only a few agents or activities were 
being watched. In the latter case it would be necessary to go deeply into 
the conditions to be sure that no efforts were made to avoid verification 
measures. Also, from the point of view of international law, a limita
tion of the verification to only a few substances could have a negative 
effect, as only those substances which were controlled might come to 
be r^arded as chemical-warfare agents. This would have disastrous 
effects both on the Geneva Protocol,  ̂the legal instrument which we are 
now striving to strengthen, and also on the value of a prohibition of 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical-warfare agents. 
A similar risk is run if one accepts the idea of having only a list of 
suspended agents in an annex, as proposed by the Japanese delegation. 
The effect then might be that only those substances which were sus
pended from the ban would be regarded as chemical-warfare agents.

Before summing up, I would like to make some remarks on verifica
tion of the destruction of stockpiles. The Swedish delegation has on 
several occasions recommended that the destruction of chemical- 
weapon stockpiles should be subject to international inspection, and 
that this would have no connexion with production of chemicals for 
peaceful purposes and would not lead to the disclosure of industrial 
secrets. The negative Soviet position regarding international inspec
tions generally could not therefore, as we understood it one year ago, be 
interpreted as alluding to inspection of destruction of stocks. The other 
day the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchin, commented 
on this matter and stated that:

* Do<mments on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.



THORSSON STATEMENT, AUGUST 15 415

. . .  the very presence of foreign observers . . .  could in certain circumstances lead to 
the revelation of industrial secrets . . .  regarding the nature and character of the chemical 
agents to be destroyed. This could, in the event of abuse by an observer of his rights, lead 
to proliferation of lethal chemical means of warfare.®

My delegation finds these fears unfounded. In our view the most 
important and the overwhelming majority of inspection events would 
concern destruction of stockpiles of known chemical-warfare agents, 
where such dangers as are foreseen by the Soviet delegation would not 
exist.

To summarize, I think that our work in the CCD this year with 
regard to chemical weapons has shown considerable progress, and this 
mainly thanks to the Japanese draft convention. As the representative 
of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, stated on 8 August, this draft is one of 
the rare positive elements of the current session of our Committee. 
Without this Japanese initiative, what should we really have to report 
this year to the United Nations General Assembly? The expert meet
ings further illustrated the value of this draft, and views have been 
expressed by several delegations which make it useful to continue with 
more detailed discussions and real negotiations. With perhaps some 
amendments and additions resulting from our recent discussions, the 
Japanese draft will form the best possible basis for our work from the 
beginning of the next session of the CCD.

Perhaps we shall then also know more about the joint United States- 
USSR initiative.® Whether this initiative will really turn out to be “a 
significant development”, as Mr. Roshchin expressed himself on 
30 July,  ̂on our road to a comprehensive CW ban remains to be seen. I 
think that the ability of our Committee to appraise the value of a 
chemical-weapons draft convention is now quite outstanding, thanks 
to the knowledge on these matters we have collected during our deliber
ations and expert meetings these last few years.

To conclude my statement I should like to say a few words to remind 
delegates of the Swedish working paper CCD/421, aimed at greater 
openness between States regarding defence expenditures.® This idea 
was supported by the representative of the United States, Mr. Martin, 
on 2 July  ̂ and by Mr. David Ennals, leader of the United Kingdom 
delegation, who on 9 July stated that “Openness is a vital quality across 
the whole field of disarmament; for reductions can only take place 
against a known base.”

I should like to announce the intention of the Swedish delegation in 
due time to return to our proposal in this Committee and to bring the 
matter up also in other forums. In this connexion we are looking 
forward with great interest to the report from the group of experts on 
military budgets, working in pursuance of General Assembly resolu

® Ante, p. 367.
® Ante, p. 236.
 ̂Ante, p. 365.
* Ante, pp. 123-125. 
Ante, p. 215.
Ante, p. 288.
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tion 3093 B (XXVIII)," which has recently completed its second meet
ing here in Geneva. Our insistence on this matter is based on the con
viction, surely shared by many, that in a world where suspicions and 
mistrust still form to such an alarming extent the basis for judgments 
and actions, we should promote all measures aimed at increased 
confidence and trust and thereby contribute to ensuring security and 
peace.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 15, 
1974’

I should like to make a few comments on the statement made by 
Mrs. Thorsson, the representative of Sweden, on 13 August.^

Mrs. Thorsson made the point that Sweden wholeheartedly sup
ported the non-proliferation regime and the Treaty on the Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,* which was intended to buttress that 
regime. However, her adverse comments on and derogatory description 
of those Treaties of 30 July  ̂ and 13 August are not, in our opinion, 
conducive to the attainment of that objective. We do not share Mrs. 
Thorsson’s view that derogatory comments about the international 
Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to which Sweden 
is also a party, will help to strengthen it. We consider that the descrip
tion of the Treaty as “discriminatory” misrepresents the true situation 
and is inconsistent with the need to strengthen the non-proliferation 
regime. The Treaty reflects the real situation in the world and is 
intended to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in many 
countries. Unfavourable comments on the Treaty stren^hen the posi
tion of certain circles in countries not party to the Treaty which are 
opposing their country’s accession to the Treaty and consequently any 
efforts to strengthen the non-proliferation regime.

We noted Mrs. Thorsson’s explanation that her proposal regarding 
the principle of “internationalization of the use of nuclear materials” 
was tentative. However, as I said before, that principle was embodied 
in the Baruch Plan proposed 28 years ago.® I should like to point out 
that another system of control, based on International Atomic Energy 
Association safeguards and enjoying universal recognition and sup
port, emerged as the counterpart of the unrealistic and ephemeral 
Baruch Plan. Nearly all the States parties to the Non-proliferation 
Treaty and substantially engaged in the nuclear field have concluded 
control agreements with IAEA. As I have already said, the task before

" Domments on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 877-878.
■ CCD/PV.652, pp. 17-20.
 ̂Ante, pp. 403-407.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
'  Ante, pp. 356-364.
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 19^5-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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us is to reinforce the existing control system provided in the Treaty 
through the full participation in it of all States, and especially of those 
which have signed and ratified the Treaty. An attempt has been made 
to push us back to what has been rejected by history. We believe that 
such an approach can only lead away from the objective of strengthen
ing the existing, well-tried system of safeguards worked out and 
adopted by States to prevent violations of the non-proliferation regime.

Mrs. Thorsson observed that any State concluding an agreement on 
disarmament was in some degree limiting its sovereign rights. I should 
like to point out that the idea of “international ownership and control 
of fissionable materials” involves a different kind of principle. In this 
case it is proposed to establish an international authority which would 
own and manage all stocks of fissionable materials and would have the 
means of protecting them physically against misuse. This would 
involve the creation of an intergovernmental authority with wide 
powers over the use of fissionable materials.

Then the question arises: does this plan offer any real basis for its 
practical application? Our answer is that it does not. In our opinion, 
this plan has no practical value for strengthening the non-proliferation 
regime, and its consideration would divert us from the practical prob
lems of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons throughout the 
world.

I should like to say a few words about the establishment of a yield 
threshold as a first step towards the cessation of all underground 
nuclear-weapon tests.

Speaking of the establishment of a yield threshold for nuclear explo
sions in the Soviet-United States Agreement of 3 July,® Mrs. Thorsson 
quoted from our statement of 7 September 1971 in which we argued 
against a threshold approach to the problem of the cessation of nuclear- 
weapon tests.’ I should like to point out that there was a time when a 
threshold ban on nuclear weapons carried a certain political risk. How
ever, changes in the international situation in recent years have made 

ssible to conclude an agreement limiting underground nuclear 
’d threshold basis as the first step towards their complete 

it also proved possible to adopt a step-by-step 
er problem—the prohibition of 

such an approach to
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year, at an informal meeting on the prohibition of underground nuclear 
tests, the Committee heard information which supported the argument 
that a threshold should in fact be fixed for the explosion yield. A control 
system which has just been developed will verify observance of the 
Soviet-United States Agreement on the limitation of underground 
nuclear tests based on explosion yield.

Any approach to the solution of present-day problems of disarma
ment must be based on present-day reality, as revealed in the search 
for promising avenues likely to lead to progress. In the search for 
promising solutions, it is essential in our opinion to look ahead and not 
back.

While I have the floor, I should also like to comment on the points 
made by Mrs. Thorsson at today’s meeting about the Soviet Union’s 
position on the presence of foreign observers at the destruction of 
chemical agents. I should like to remind you that in my statement of 
30 July I said that the presence of foreign observers at the destruction 
of chemical agents might lead to the revelation of secrets regarding the 
nature and character of the chemical agents to be destroyed.® I pointed 
out that revelation of secrets regarding the nature of the chemical 
agents being destroyed might lead to proliferation of lethal and de
structive chemical means of warfare. Such a view was entirely justi
fied. Moreover, as I mentioned, methods can be developed for the 
chemical conversion of war-oriented chemical agents to peaceful 
purposes. Our attitude in this matter is still valid. If chemical agents 
are converted to peaceful purposes, the question arises of proprietary 
rights over industrial inventions, that is industrial property.

Mrs. Thorsson said that our apprehensions on that point were unjus
tified, since in the overwhelming majority of cases the stocks subject to 
inspection would be those of well-known chemical agents. I should like 
to ask her a question. Are only stocks of well-known chemical agents to 
be destroyed, and could not little-known chemical agents also be de
stroyed? We think they could. Such destruction of secret chemical 
agents raises the possibility of disclosure of the secrets of their 
tion, and consequently the possibility of the pr 
agents in countries not bound by a 
destruction of stocks of c 
arise.
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to peaceful purposes. I drew the Committee’s attention to that on 
30 July. I should like to state now that we do not share the view that the 
arguments I have just advanced are unfounded.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 22, 
1974’

Today the Committee on Disarmament is concluding its summer 
session of 1974. During the session, there were positive shifts towards 
an improvement in the international political climate, and increasing 
support for detente. In the development of international relationships 
between States with different social systems, standards making for 
peaceful collaboration are gaining more and more ground. The prob
lems of disarmament continue to hold an important place in the inter
national life of States and to attract the attention of wide circles in 
many countries. The beginning of this session of the Committee coin
cided with the signature in Moscow of several important Soviet-United 
States agreements, expressing the aspiration of both sides to pave the 
way for the curtailment and cessation of the arms race. These agree
ments, a continuation of the Soviet-United States collaboration already 
manifested in previous years in the field of limitation of armaments, 
found a marked response in the work of the session of our Committee 
which is closing today.

Together with the positive phenomena of recent international life, 
events have occurred which run counter to the aim of an orderly world. 
I refer to the war in Cyprus, the unsettled situation in the Near East, 
the tension in certain other regions and, finally, the resistance of 
certain circles in a number of countries to detente. All this is reflected 
in the approach of States to the problems of arms and disarmament.

During our summer session we touched on a wide range of questions 
tuning to the arms race and disarmament. Delegations expressed 

about the continuing arms race, which is an obstacle
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are becoming increasingly acute, calling for great efforts on the part 
of States to establish a sound basis for the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

In May next year, here in Geneva, there will be a conference to review 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

We hope that the conference will make a substantial contribution to 
the solution of the most important present-day problem of strengthen
ing the regime, based on the Non-Proliferation Treaty, of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Our Committee’s discussions on the 
strengthening of that regime will provide the coming conference with a 
valuable source on which to draw for understanding the aspirations of 
the States which have expressed their concern about the situation.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and to the strengthening of the Treaty whose 
function it is to bring non-proliferation about. The Soviet Union is 
making great efforts to carry out its obligations under that Treaty, 
including its article VI. The Soviet Union has launched numerous 
initiatives both for multilateral talks on disarmament and for the 
development of Soviet-United States contacts in that field.

At the beginning of this month, the Soviet Union submitted a 
proposal for the consideration, at the coming twenty-ninth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly, of the item: “Prohibition of 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health.” This question is submitted to an out
standingly important international forum for consideration, since 
there is a real danger that scientific and technical advances will be used 
to create new types of weapons of mass destruction and new means of 
waging war.

“It is urgently necessary,” says the letter from Mr. A. A. Gromyko, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, to Mr. K. Waldheim, 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, “to draw up and conclude an 
appropriate international convention to outlaw action to influen
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war/ limitation of strategic weapons ® and limitation of underground 
nuclear-weapon tests.® These agreements are regarded by many delega
tions as a significant contribution towards strengthening world peace 
and restraining the arms race.

While drawing attention to the wide range of measures in the field of 
disarmament initiated and carried out by the Soviet Union in collabo
ration with other countries, we would also state our dissatisfaction 
with the progress made in solving this problem. We, in common with 
many other delegations, see that it has not yet proved possible to halt 
the arms race. States are continuing to spend vast sums on perfecting 
their weapons and on building up their military arsenals.

We would point out that the problem of disarmament concerns all 
countries. It will be solved only if a willingness to help in its solution is 
displayed by all the big military Powers, especially the nuclear Powers. 
In any case, it cannot be solved by undermining the security of some 
States and creating privileges for others. It must be admitted that not 
all the big military Powers, nor all the nuclear Powers, are taking part 
in the disarmament talks or displaying willingness to take part in 
them. But the problem of the security of States will not be solved 
through the efforts and aspirations of individual States, but only by 
seeking common denominators for a wide circle of countries.

In order to widen the basis of the disarmament talks, the Soviet 
Union proposed that a World Disarmament Conference be convened. 
We would express the hope that this proposal will be implemented in 
the very near future.

Of the specific problems discussed during the session, the greatest 
attention was devoted to a ban on chemical weapons, cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests, and widening the membership of the Committee 
on Disarmament.

We note with satisfaction that the question of a ban on chemical 
weapons was given its rightful place in the work of our Committee’s 
present session, now coming to a close. The experts of thirteen coun
tries took part in the informal meetings of the Committee, clarifying 
for delegations the technical aspects of this problem, without consider
ing, which it is impossible by the very nature of things, to make prog
ress in solving the problem of a ban on chemical means of warfare. 
During the discussion many constructive ideas were put forward, 
which should be taken into account in the search for a solution.

The Soviet Union has always shown great interest in a total ban on 
chemical means of warfare. It was the co-author, in company with the 
other socialist countries, of concrete proposals for such a ban.̂  In view 
of the difficulties standing in the path of a full solution to this problem, 
the Soviet Union believes that a step-by-step approach would be feasi
ble. The desire to pave the way to an agreement banning such weapons

* Documents on Disarmament, 197S, pp. 283-285. 
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.; ante, pp. 229-231.
* Ante, pp. 2&-22T.
’ Docv,mentsonDiscernw/ment, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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from the arsenals of States was reflected in the Soviet-United States 
agreement on joint initiatives to ban the most dangerous and lethal 
chemical means of warfare, as a first step to a complete ban.

We are pleased to note that the Soviet-United States agreement on 
chemical weapons found favourable echoes in the speeches of many 
delegates in this Committee. We hope that the subsequent considera
tion of this problem in our Committee, in the session of the General 
Assembly and in other forums will—given appropriate initiatives and 
the will to find a solution on the part of the States—finally deliver 
mankind from the grave dangers of mass destruction inherent in 
chemical weapons.

The discussion, at this session of the Committee, of the question of 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests did not, unfortunately, lead to 
progress in the talks. Consequently, a valuable and substantial contri
bution to a solution was provided by the Soviet-United States treaty of 
3 July, limiting underground nuclear weapon tests, establishing a 
specific threshold for such explosions, and providing for further steps 
to bring about a total ban on such tests. An important feature of this 
treaty is its new approach to control. The Soviet-United States protocol 
to the treaty provides for the use of national means of controlling 
compliance by the parties with the treaty threshold for underground 
nuclear explosions.*

Whatever one’s views about this treaty, it nevertheless represents 
real progress towards limitation and cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests. This treaty has shifted the problem from the impasse in which it 
has been for several years. It opens up prospects of progress towards a 
complete solution.

Although the consideration of disarmament problems at this session 
of the Committee did not yield concrete results, the session was by no 
means a waste of time, for it was a manifestation of the interest of 
States in many aspects of the problem. It also brought forth new ap
proaches to a solution of the most pressing problems of limiting and 
halting the arms race. Finally, it revealed in full clarity the nature of 
the obstacles to a solution of disarmament problems and possible ways 
and means of overcoming them.

One sign of the interest of many countries in the activities of our 
Committee is the declarations by several States of their intention to 
become participants. We express our satisfaction at the agreement to 
expand the membership of the Committee, and we hope that the partic
ipation in its work of the new members—the German Democratic 
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Peru, Zaire and Iran—will 
contribute to a solution of the problems before the Committee.

In conclusion, we should like to thank the Special Representative of 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Pastinen; the Alter
nate Special Representative, Mr. Bjornerstedt; and all the Secretariat 
staff for the great help they have given the Committee in its work. We

• A nte, pp. 228-229.
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should like to express our special appreciation of the big contribution 
made by the interpreters and translators in enabling delegations to 
understand each other in matters of great importance and complexity.

We tender our good wishes to all our colleagues in the Committee. 
Since Ambassador Hainworth is departing from his post as representa
tive of the United Kingdom in our Committee, we wish him all success 
and good fortune in his new activities. We also tender our best wishes 
to Ambassador Eckerberg, who is leaving his post as representative of 
Sweden in the Committee.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 22, 
1974’

As we conclude our 1974 session, it may be useful to recall some 
important developments affecting the Committee’s work on its two 
principal areas of concern: chemical weapons and a nuclear test ban.

In our 1974 session, the Japanese delegation advanced our work in 
CW by submitting its draft treaty on chemical weapons, a document 
which has provided us all with substance for further thought on 
restraints on chemical weapons, and which is an important contribu
tion to the work of the Committee on this subject.  ̂The further inform
ation on this draft submitted to the Committee by the delegation of 
Japan ® and the comments on it by members of the Committee have 
been of great interest to my Government and will be carefully 
considered.

Many of these comments came in the informal meetings with chemi
cal experts held in this Committee between 17 and 22 July. My delega
tion was favourably impressed by the fact that twenty-two experts 
from thirteen countries attended the sessions, and also by the technical 
competence and constructive spirit they brought to these meetings. 
Members of the Committee will recall that the principal topics dis
cussed during the four days of informal meetings were: the defining of 
chemical warfare agents, determining the scope of CW limitations, 
finding useful criteria for defining the scope of prohibitions, and devis
ing an effective CW verification system. We believe these informal 
meetings advanced the Committee’s collective technical understanding 
of each of these important issues. Previously expressed points of view 
were further refined at the sessions. Some novel and potentially 
promising approaches were introduced. In some areas, such as the 
question of finding suitable means of expressing the scope of limita
tions, there was an encouraging degree of similarity in the views put 
forward by experts. My delegation feels that these technical discus-

‘ CCD/PV.654.PP. 10-13. 
Ante, pp. 99-106.
 ̂Ante, pp. 306-325.
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sions should provide a better basis for all our Governments to make 
informed judgements on CW questions.

There is another important value in holding these meetings. It is 
related to the view, expressed from time to time in this Committee, 
that the only serious obstacle to progress in arms control and disarma
ment is the lack of sufficient political will. According to this view, once 
there exists the necessary political will, all remaining technical impedi
ments to a solution will quickly dissolve and agreement will soon be 
reached. Implicit in this characterization of the problem is the notion 
that technical issues do not, and should not, have a major influence on 
political judgements. My delegation does not share this view. It is clear 
the resolution of some types of technical issues obviously amounts to 
little more than filling in the fine details of an agreement whose out
lines are already clear. Yet a satisfactory solution of more fundamental 
technical problems is usually a prerequisite to determining that a 
particular proposal is politically acceptable, or to defining what the 
agreement concerns. This is true in the case of possible limitations on 
chemical weapons, where effective verification remains important in 
determining the scope of a possible CW measure and in evaluating the 
political and military effects of an agreement. This is why my delega
tion believes that serious technical discussions such as those which 
took place at the informal CW meetings make a necessary contribution 
to the work of the Committee.

In this connexion, I would like to note the particular difficulty of 
verifying the destruction of CW stockpiles. There are two aspects to 
this problem. The more difficult one is the possible retention of unde
clared or hidden stockpiles. This seems to us to be the primary obstacle 
in considering an agreement which calls for the complete elimination of 
CW stockpiles. The second aspect of this problem is to ensure that 
declared stockpiles are in fact destroyed. This is an easier problem to 
solve, provided there is good will on all sides.

We have noted with interest the provision in the draft CW convention 
submitted by the Japanese delegation which envisages observation of 
stockpile destruction. We hope that the paper submitted by the United 
States delegation on agent destruction,  ̂which suggests that technical 
inspections at the disposal site could help to deter non-compliance in 
the destruction stage, will be seriously considered by all parties. We 
know of no way to verify the destruction of declared stockpiles except 
by the observation of destruction. Observation of destruction could be 
carried out at a site selected by the State destroying the agents which, 
as the United States paper suggests, could be well removed from any 
other military or civilian installations. Destruction could be accom
plished by known chemical and physical processes. We therefore are 
convinced that it would be possible to devise procedures for CW 
destruction so that neither industrial nor military secrets would be 
revealed.

* A nte, pp. 335-340.
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I realize that the prolonged and hard work of this Committee on the 
question of chemical weapons has demanded from all of us a great deal 
of dedication and perseverance. It lies in the nature of chemical war
fare agents that their production is similar in many respects to normal, 
peaceful operations in the chemical industry and that CW stockpiles are 
particularly easy to conceal. Given these enormous obstacles, it seems 
reasonable for us to proceed with our discussions of verifiable prohibi
tions of chemical weapons by dealing with each aspect seriously and 
converging on solutions of those aspects for which solutions can most 
readily be found. As I mentioned earlier, it is much easier to envisage 
a solution for the verification of destruction of declared CW stockpiles 
than it is to solve the problem of verifying that the declaration of stock
piles is in fact complete.

In reviewing the events of this session, I wish to refer again briefly 
to the Treaty and Protocol on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, concluded by the United States and the USSR on 3 July 
1974.® Since the conclusion of this Treaty, there has been some specula
tion that, because it provides for a separate agreement on underground 
explosions for peaceful purposes, the Treaty recognizes some distinc
tion in the technology for weapons tests and explosions for peaceful 
purposes. This is not the case. As Secretary of State Kissinger pointed 
out on 24 July before the United States Senate,

It is unrealistic to make a distinction at the early stages of nuclear development 
between peaceful uses and potential military applications because any capacity to 
produce an explosion has obvious military application, no matter what purpose the 
country concerned asserts it is attempting to serve.®

The purpose of this separate bilateral agreement on nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes would be to make sure that further advances in 
weapons development or other military testing is not being carried out 
in the course of or under the guise of explosions for peaceful purposes. 
The procedures of the proposed PNE agreement would not be appli
cable to States in the early stages of the development of nuclear 
technology.

The Secretary of State made the statement I quoted to indicate why 
we take the problem of nuclear proliferation so seriously. My Govern
ment has undertaken a wide-ranging review of this problem. In this 
review, the necessity of vigorous international effort to defend and 
strengthen non-proliferation and the Non-Proliferation Treaty  ̂ was 
perfectly clear. The close of our session will shortly be followed by the 
second meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the 1975 Review 
Conference of the NPT. In that meeting, and in the months ahead, we 
intend to work to strengthen non-proliferation and the NPT. We con
tinue to believe that the overwhelming endorsement of the NPT by the 
General Assembly, and the subsequent adherence to the Treaty by

® Ante, pp. 225-227.
® F orei^ Assistance and Related Programs Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1975: Hear

ings Before A Subcommittee o f the Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Ninety-third Congress, Second Session onH.R___________[sic], p. 1335.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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more than eighty countries, represents the collective judgement that it 
is in the best interest of the entire world community to limit the spread 
of nuclear explosive devices and technology. We, therefore, earnestly 
hope that all States, particularly those in this Committee, will join us 
in working toward that goal.

Let me now turn to the question of membership in this Committee. 
As we end our 1974 meetings, it gives me great satisfaction that, as the 
result of consultation between the Co-Chairmen and other members of 
the Committee, a consensus has been reached to enlarge the Committee 
by the admission of five more States: the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the German Democratic Republic, Iran, Peru and Zaire. We believe 
these new members will make a significant contribution to the work of 
the Committee, continuing its tradition of careful and serious study of 
the complex issues of arms control and disarmament. My delegation 
looks forward, as I am sure do all of you, to welcoming our new col
leagues at our next session.

In concluding, Mr. Chairman, I should like to express my apprecia
tion to Mr. Pastinen, Mr. Bjornerstedt, Mrs. Gill and all the members 
of the Secretariat for the superb assistance and support that they have 
again given us this year.

Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission,
August 22, 19741

INTRODUCTION

1. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament submits to 
the United Nations General Assembly and to the United Nations Dis
armament Commission a progress report on the Committee’s delibera
tions on all questions before it for the period 16 April 1974 to 22 August 
1974, together with the pertinent documents and records.

2. This report includes accounts of the Committee’s work during 
1974 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 disarm
ament under strict and effective international control.

3. A special report on the question of a treaty banning underground 
nuclear weapons tests is set forth in Part III of this document.

I. ORGANIZATION OP THE CONFERENCE

A. Procedural Arrangements

4. Two sessions were held. The first, from 16 April to 23 May 1974, 
and the second, from 2 July to 22 August 1974. During this period, the

* CCD/455, Aug. 22,1974. The documentary annexes are not printed here.
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Committee held 28 formal plenary meetings during which members set 
forth their governments’ views and recommendations for progress on 
the questions before the Committee. The Committee also held seven 
informal meetings without records.

5. In addition to the plenary meetings described above, members of 
the Committee met frequently for informal multilateral consultations 
on disarmament questions of common interest.

B. Participants in the Conference

6. Representatives of the following States continue their participa
tion in the work of the Committee: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, 
Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Italy, 
Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Poland, Romania, Soviet Union, Sweden, United Kingdom, United 
States and Yugoslavia.

7. The Co-Chairmen and the other Members of the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament have agreed to invite the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic, Iran, Peru 
and Zaire to become Members of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament beginning 1 January 1975. Bearing in mind General 
Assembly Resolution 2602 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,* the Com
mittee is reporting this agreement to the General Assembly for its 
endorsement.

8. In letters dated 6 August 1974 to the Co-Chairmen, Australia 
confirmed its interest in securing membership of the Committee. This 
request was noted and, with the concurrence of Australia, considera
tion of it by the Committee has been deferred to a later date.

II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE DURING 1974

9. In a letter dated 1 April 1974, the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations transmitted to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament the resolutions adopted at the 28th session of the Gen
eral Assembly on Disarmament Questions.

10. Members of the Committee were assisted in their examination 
and analysis of possible disarmament measures by working papers and 
other documents that were submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament (Annexes A and B) and the plenary statements 
of Committee members (Annex C).

11. At the opening plenary meeting of the 1974 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 noted some 
of the significant achievements of the Committee. He also referred to 
negotiations, at the regional level, underway in Vienna on Mutual 
Reduction of Forces and Armaments in Central Europe and at the 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. The Secretary-

* Docum ents on EHsannaTnent, 1969, pp. 711-712.
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General emphasized that the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Confer
ence to be held in 1975 would offer an opportunity to strengthen the 
Treaty.* He expressed the view that, at the bilateral level, the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks between the Soviet Union and the United 
States have produced important agreements, and that they provide 
encouraging indications of the direction in which the international 
community wishes to move. The Secretary-General stated that these 
developments, important though they are, represent only initial steps 
and that increased efforts will be required for success in halting the 
arms race. The Secretary-General observed that the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament continues to be most directly concerned 
with two questions, namely, the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. He reiterated his view that the 
stage has now been reached where it would be of evident usefulness to 
all concerned to move on to concrete negotiations in working towards 
the complete realization of the objective of effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons. He also reaffirmed his view that a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban is an indispensable step in the efforts to halt the 
nuclear arms race, and that he shared the grave concern voiced by the 
General Assembly over the lack of progress towards such a ban. The 
Secretary-General stated that the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament has proved through the years that it is an effective organ for 
multilateral disarmament negotiations, and he expressed confidence 
that the Committee will once again spare no effort to achieve further 
progress in the disarmament field.^

12. The Committee continued work in accordance with its provi
sional agenda on the following measures in the field of disarmament:

(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 effective 

international control.

A. Further Effective Measures Relating to the Cessation of the Nu
clear Arms Race at an Early Date and to Nuclear Disarmament

13. Members of the Committee continued their work in 1974 on 
questions relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race.

14. In accordance with General Assembly Resolution 3078 B 
(XXVIII),® a special report on the results of the Committee’s delibera
tions on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests has been 
prepared and is set forth as Part III of this document.

15. The delegation of the USSR stated that of great importance for 
diminishing and eliminating the danger of nuclear war would be the

® Do<mments (M Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465,
^CCD/PV.627, pp. 7-10.
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 850-852.
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implementation of the solemn declaration of the twenty-seventh 
session of the General Assembly on behalf of the States Members of the 
United Nations concerning their renunciation of the use or threat of 
force, and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. It 
called upon the Security Council to take as soon as possible appropriate 
measures to implement that solemn declaration in full, and expressed 
the view that strict observance by States of the solemn declaration of 
the United Nations on the matter would substantially contribute to the 
consolidation of peace. The delegation of the Soviet Union declared the 
readiness of the USSR to come to agreement with any nuclear power 
and to formalize in an appropriate way mutual obligations with regard 
to the non-use of force, including simultaneous prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.627, 639).® Similar views were expressed 
by the delegations of Bulgaria, Hungary and Mongolia (CCD/PV.630, 
632,634).

16. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that a genuine 
detente cannot be built on force and on the instruments of force-arms 
and that new democratic relationships between States should be 
introduced based on confidence, equal rights, respect for national 
independence and sovereignty and the renunciation of the use of force 
or the threat of such use in international intercourse (CCD/PV.637).

17. The delegation of the United States of America stated that the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) between the United States 
and USSR continue in an effort to place additional controls on strategic 
offensive weapons systems and eventually to reduce the number of 
these systems deployed by the United States and USSR. It noted that 
the Standing Consultative Commission on SALT has also begun to 
meet to promote the objectives and implementation of that agreement 
and of the Interim Agreement on certain measures with respect to the 
limitation of sjtrategic offensive arms,  ̂ and said that this Commission 
is a reflection of the importance of the initial SALT agreements and of 
the strong desire of the parties to implement those agreements effec
tively (CCD/PV.627).*

18. The delegation of Japan emphasized that efforts must be made to 
stop an arms race, which is sometimes called “armament for the sake 
of disarmament,” and to reduce as soon as possible the balance of 
military power to a lower level. It said that if such efforts are not made, 
any attempt at disarmament will eventually be offset by “armament 
for the sake of disarmament” with no hope for strengthening world 
peace and security. The delegation expressed the hope that both the 
United States and the USSR will pay heed to this point and make 
efforts to substantiate detente (CCD/PV.628).

19. The delegation of Pakistan expressed the view that, despite the 
spirit of detente, the SALT talks, and other channels available to super 
Powers, there has been no reversal in the alarming trend of the spiral

* Ante, pp. 79,220-221.
'  Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
* A nte, p. 81.
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ling nuclear arms race between them. It stated that the imperatives of 
peace and prosperity demand the highest degree of statesmanship from 
those who are in a position to influence and perhaps mold the forces of 
current history, and called on the United States and USSR to reach 
concrete solutions to problems that had hitherto remained unresolved 
(CCD/PV.630).

20. The delegation of Czechoslovakia stated that the process of the 
lessening of international tension in the political sphere should be 
supplemented by military detente. The delegation indicated that social
ist States are in this respect prepared to adopt far-reaching measures, 
considerably helping gradually to solve the main problem which the 
delegation continues to believe to be general and complete disarma
ment (CCD/PV.635).

21. The delegation of India expressed the view that, from the quali
tative point of view, the nuclear arms race has assumed frightening 
proportions, and that research and development in the field of nuclear 
weapons have become even more intense. It expressed the view that the 
best way of checking the qualitative development of nuclear weapons is 
to agree on a comprehensive test ban (CCD/PV.636).®

22. The delegation of Egypt pointed out that since the adjournment 
of the meetings of the CCD in August 1973, a number of international 
events and developments have taken place which have their impact or 
bearing on its work. It stated that the continuing trend towards detente 
has given hope to the possibility of easing international tension in the 
interest of international peace and security. It noted that the Confer
ence on Security and Co-operation in Europe entered its delicate and 
important stage of preparing “drafts of declarations, recommenda
tions, resolutions or other final documents”. It pointed out that the 
October war in the Middle East was a disturbing reminder of the 
possibility that the continuous threat to peace in the Middle East could 
give rise to a world conflagration of much wider dimensions (CCD/ 
PV.636).

23. The delegation of Romania stressed the fact that despite the 
existence of the CCD and the negotiations in other forums, the arms 
race, particularly in the nuclear field, has followed its ascending curve 
totally unimpeded thus placing its grim stamp on the economic and 
social life of the nations and on their peace and security. It said that the 
failure to achieve concrete understandings on nuclear disarmament 
will induce other States to seek ways and means of developing their 
arsenals, including nuclear weapons. For that reason Romania is 
firmly in favour of hastening the negotiations in the CCD, concentrat
ing as a matter of priority on nuclear disarmament. It reiterated con
crete issues which it had proposed for negotiation in the nuclear field, 
namely a ban of the use of nuclear weapons; guarantees of security to 
States not possessing nuclear weapons; cessation of the production and 
development of nuclear weapons; and reduction and total elimination

’ A nte, pp. 143-144.
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of arsenals of nuclear weapons and their vectors (CCD/PV.637 and 
648).

24. The delegation of the Soviet Union said it advocates real changes 
in the field of disarmament and considers it necessary to develop broad 
co-operation in this field based on the principles of equal security for 
all States with no unilateral actions for some countries to the detriment 
of the interest of other parties to the agreement (CCD/PV.639).*®

25. The delegation of the Soviet Union, referring to the third Soviet- 
United States Summit meeting, said that of fundamental significance 
is the determination of the USSR and United States, recorded in the 
Summit documents, to apply their joint efforts to removing the danger 
of war, including particularly war involving nuclear and other weapons 
of mass destruction, to limiting and eventually ending the arms race, 
especially of strategic arms, and to strengthening and extending the 
process of relaxation of tensions throughout the world (CCD/PV.642).**

26. The delegation of the United States said that while the arms 
control agreements signed in Moscow are the product of discussions 
between two States, they are also a contribution to the broad interna
tional effort in which we are engaged and are directed at widely shared 
goals: the strengthening of peace, the further relaxation of interna
tional tensions, and the cessation of the nuclear arms race (CCD/ 
PV.643).*='

27. The delegation of Sweden said that it welcomed the agreement at 
the recent Moscow Summit meeting to abstain mutually from a second 
ABM site, which reinforces the important ABM Treaty of 1972.*® It 
expressed the view, however, that the continuing stalemate and pessi
mistic undertones regarding the central issue of curbing offensive 
strategic nuclear weapons give rise to misgiving as to the possibilities 
of containing this still accelerated arms race in this field (CCD/ 
PV.647).'"

28. The delegation of Mexico tabled a document (CCD/439) contain
ing the texts of the bilateral SALT agreements of 1973 since it con
sidered them of direct interest to the Committee and because one of 
them contains the following provision regarding the implementation of 
which it would be useful to have some relevant explanation from the 
two signatory States: “Over the course of the next year the two Sides 
will make serious efforts to wwk out the provisions of the permament 
agreement on more complete measures on the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms with the objective of signing it in 1974.” (CCD/PV. 
650).

29. The delegation of Italy, quoting from a recent speech of the Ital-

p.221.
" Ante, p. 303.

Ante, p. 349.
” The 1974 agreement appears ante, pp. 229-231. For the 1972 treaty, see Documents 

on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
'* Ante, p. 358.

Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 271-273.
'* Ante, p. 390.
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ian Minister for Foreign Affairs, said that the signing in Moscow of a 
Protocol to the 1972 ABM Treaty looks positive because the two major 
powers have voluntarily divested themselves of a defense potential. It 
also said that technological progress in the nuclear field will entail 
ever bigger risks of mass destruction and expressed the hope that 
agreements for curbing offensive strategic nuclear weapons be reached 
before it is too late. (CCD/PV.652).

30. The Canadian delegation welcomed the recent agreement to limit 
further United States and Soviet anti-ballistic missile systems and 
expressed the hope that this decision will give new impetus to the 
SALT talks (CCD/PV.653).

31. The delegation of Mexico announced that it had submitted to the 
secretariat a “Working paper on the implementation which Article VI 
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons has had in 
practice” (CCD/444) (CCD/PV.654).

32. A number of delegations commented on the question of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

33. The delegation of the United States reported on the establish
ment by United Nations members party to the NPT of a Preparatory 
Committee to make arrangements for the 1975 NPT Review Confer
ence, and on completion of the first meeting of the Committee and 
plans for two further preparatory meetings in August 1974 and Febru
ary 1975. It is proposed that the Review Conference begin on 5 May 
1975. The delegation also reported completion by the Federal Republic 
of Germany of its parliamentary procedures for NPT ratification, and 
noted that Japan had indicated that such procedures would be initiated. 
It expressed the hope that other nations would also adhere to the NPT 
in time to participate in the Review Conference, and expressed pleasure 
at the adherence of Sudan and Gabon, both of which will so participate 
(CCD/PV.627).*^

34. The delegation of Mexico stated that the NPT was another patent 
example of a partial disarmament measure urgently awaiting comple
tion. The delegation expressed the view that, although the Treaty was 
proclaimed by the two superpowers and originally accepted by the non
nuclear weapon States as a balanced treaty designed to ban both 
vertical and horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, in practice the 
NPT had been used by those Powers to consolidate their privileged 
position and at the same time continue, heedlessly and relentlessly, the 
nuclear arms race through increased nuclear-weapon testing (CCD/ 
PV.627).

35. The delegation of Mexico reiterated its view that the Non-Prolif
eration Treaty was a partial instrument which remained truncated and 
mutilated not because of a lack of accessions, but rather as a result of 
the failure of the nuclear super Powers to comply with the basic 
provisions contained in its Articles VI and V (CCD/PV.627 and 650).**

Ante, p. 82.
Ante, p. 389.
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36. The delegation of Japan expressed the view that, in order to 
stabilize and make durable the NPT system, it must be supplemented 
and complemented by the limitation of strategic weapons and the 
prohibition of all kinds of nuclear-weapon tests and that, pending NPT 
Review Conference scheduled for next year, this is the very point that 
we should now have clearly in mind (CCD/PV.628).

37. The delegation of the United Kingdom stressed that if the NPT 
was partial it was because not all countries were as yet prepared to 
accede to it. Citing the protracted negotiations and extensive compro
mise that led to the treaty, the delegation reaffirmed the importance of 
preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons, and observed that 
over two-thirds of the membership of the United Nations had acceded 
to or signed the treaty. The delegation suggested that the Committee 
might profitably consider how to increase the incentives to adhere to 
theNPT(CCD/PV.630).

38. The delegation of Mongolia emphasized the special importance of 
strengthening the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
which was rightly regarded as one of the most important instruments 
aimed at protecting mankind from the horrors of nuclear catastrophe. 
The delegation of Mongolia, having expressed the hope that the forth
coming Review Conference of the NPT would make a valuable contribu
tion to the strengthening of that Treaty, considered it necessary that 
appropriate measures be taken in that direction without waiting for 
the Conference (CCD/634).

39. The delegation of Poland cited the NPT as the most important 
multilateral agreement in the nuclear field; as living testimony to the 
negotiating ability of the CCD. It expressed the view that the objective 
of the Review Conference must be consolidation and strengthening the 
Treaty and enlarging its scope by encouraging the widest participation 
in and strict observance of its provisions. The delegation expressed the 
further hope that all CCD participants could take part in the Review 
Conference in 1975 (CCD/PV.635).

40. The delegation of India noted continuance of vertical prolifera
tion despite the NPT, and suggested that in such circumstances the 
danger of nuclear war may not be reduced just by more non-nuclear- 
weapons States becoming parties to the NPT. It cited MIRV and MARV 
developments in the strategic, and “mini-nuke” developments in the 
tactical field as examples of vertical proliferation (CCD/PV.636).‘*

41. The delegation of Italy said that any advance in nuclear arms 
limitation and nuclear disarmament would greatly contribute to rein
force the NPT. The Review Conference, planned for May 1975, should 
aim at an improvement of the existing Convention and have the objec
tive of offering more incentives to States which have not yet done so to 
adhere fully to the Treaty (CCD/PV.636).

42. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that the NPT Re
view Conference has the task of carrying out with the equal participa

Antey pp. 143-144.
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tion of all States parties to the Treaty a multilateral and serious 
analysis of the practical results of the implementation of the Treaty 
and of defining political, legal and material measures to ensure total 
implementation of the Treaty (CCD/PV.637, CCD/PV.648).

43. The delegation of Romania underlined that the NPT was con
ceived and considered by many countries as a step to disarmament and 
strengthening international security. In its view the Treaty should 
have been followed, in accordance with its provisions, by new efforts 
and concrete measures in the disarmament field. Since the results of 
the work of the CCD are far from meeting that expectation, the non
nuclear States have the duty to consistently ask for resolute steps to be 
taken towards disarmament and guarantees for their security. It 
reiterated the need for the States possessing nuclear weapons to 
assume a solemn obligation not to use these weapons or threaten their 
use against anyone in any circumstances (CCD/PV.637 and CCD/ 
PV.652).

44. The delegation of India read the following official announcement 
regarding an underground peaceful nuclear explosion conducted by 
India on 18 May 1974:

[The announcement appears ante, p. 146.]

45. The delegation repeated India’s affirmation of the right to use 
nuclear explosion technology for peaceful purposes, and declared its 
intention to pursue experiments in that direction. India, it stated, is 
committed to use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, and to the 
study of all meaningful applications of economic significance; develop
ment of peaceful nuclear explosion technology is part of that policy. It 
stated that all countries developing uses of nuclear energy are nuclear 
powers; those which develop or possess nuclear weapons are nuclear 
weapon powers and reaffirmed that India had no intention of becoming 
a nuclear weapon power (CCD/PV.637).^®

46. The delegation of Japan expressed regret over the test conducted 
by India, repeating the long-standing opposition of the Japanese Gov
ernment to all nuclear tests by all countries, and noting that there is no 
distinguishing between a nuclear test for peaceful purposes and a 
nuclear weapon test (CCD/PV.637).^‘

47. The delegation of Canada stated its Government’s concern at 
India’s decision to explode a nuclear device, calling it a severe setback 
to efforts by the CCD to halt all testing and check proliferation. Citing 
Canada’s long-standing co-operation with India in the nuclear energy 
field, for peaceful purposes, the delegation noted that as a party to the 
NPT Canada sees no difference between development of explosives for 
peaceful and for military purposes (CCD/PV.637).“

48. The delegation of Sweden reiterated its Government’s opposition 
to all nuclear tests and concern at their continuation. It quoted the

2® AntBy p. 150.
21 Ante, pp. 150-151.
22 Ante, p. 151.
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statement of the Swedish Prime Minister, in which he observed, inter 
alia, that the Indian explosion breaks the development of detente and 
normal neighbourly relations on the Indian subcontinent; thus, the test 
and planned series of new explosions causes concern. The Prime Min
ister called for intensified efforts to make the NPT embrace all States, 
and to achieve a comprehensive ban against nuclear tests generally 
(CCD/PV.637).«

49. The delegation of the United States reaffirmed the opposition of 
the United States to nuclear proliferation, because of its adverse im
pact on world stability (CCD/PV.637).^‘

50. The delegation of Canada described the Indian explosion as a 
severe and major setback to efforts to halt proliferation and testing, 
but reaffirmed its Government’s view that the NPT is the most impor
tant of the multilateral agreements achieved by the CCD. Describing 
the NPT as the only commitment among nations against the spread of 
nuclear weapons, the delegation expressed the hope for adherence by 
more parties, and expressed confidence that the significance of support 
of the NPT by an increasing majority of U.N. Members will not be lost 
on those Governments currently reluctant to accede to the Treaty 
(CCD/PV.638).

51. The delegation of the Netherlands stated that its Government 
views the Indian action (nuclear explosion) with utmost concern, and 
that it has taken note of the Indian announcement that it had no inten
tion of becoming a nuclear-weapon Power and remains committed to 
using nuclear energy only for peaceful purposes. Nevertheless, the 
Netherlands Government is of the opinion that it is difficult to distin
guish between a nuclear test for peaceful purposes, as carried out by 
India, and a nuclear test for weapon purposes. It believes that the 
Indian nuclear test undoubtedly represents a serious setback to non
proliferation efforts and efforts to han tests everywhere and by every
one; a psychological dam has been breached The Netherlands 
Government remains committed to a policy of non-proliferation and 
favours the widest possible adherence to the NPT; the delegation noted 
that the Review Conference offers an opportunity to enhance the 
viability of the treaty in all its aspects, and conyeyed the appeal of its 
Government for renewed efforts by all members of the Committee 
toward nuclear arms control and disarmament, first by a cessation of 
all tests (CCD/PV.638).

52. The delegation of Nigeria stated its Government’s belief in the 
NPT, and that the acquisition of nuclear weapons by a few States 
increases insecurity of all States. It cited inequalities of rights and 
obligations under the NPT, but had hoped that the development of new 
nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear weapons States would be 
arrested, as well as acquisition by non-nuclear-weapon States. The 
delegation noted the lack of benefits under Articles IV and V of the 
NPT, as well as under the eleventh and ninth preambular paragraphs

A nte, p. 152.
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and Article VI, and asserted that under these conditions the Indian 
test was expected. This did not make the shock easier to bear, and 
Nigeria is opposed to all nuclear tests, calls for a comprehensive test 
ban, and hopes that India will refrain from further testing now that 
its point is made. The delegation stated that it was glad to note India’s 
intentions to use its newly acquired nuclear capability solely and 
exclusively for peaceful purposes (CCD/429) (CCD/PV.638).

53. The delegation of the United Kingdom stated that its Govern
ment, as a depository power of the Limited Test Ban Treaty ^ and the 
NPT, is particularly concerned that these treaties should be accepted 
by as many countries as possible and should be generally respected. It 
believes that nuclear explosions for whatever purpose should be carried 
out within the context of these treaties, and notes that particular care 
was taken in the drafting of the NPT to ensure that potential benefits 
of peaceful nuclear explosions should be accessible to all countries 
(CCD/PV.638).“

54. The delegation of the Soviet Union stressed the importance of 
increased participation in the Limited Test Ban Treaty and the NPT. 
It suggested that practical steps should be devised to encourage acces
sion, that the Review Conference should be used to review the operation 
of the NPT, and that the most important task of that Conference will 
be to devise steps for strengthening the NPT in every possible way 
(CCD/PV.638).=*̂

55. The delegation of Pakistan, represented by the Foreign Secretary 
of the Government of Pakistan, voiced the deep concern of the Govern
ment and the people of Pakistan over the emergence of a sixth nuclear 
weapon Power. Describing a situation of menace to the immediate 
neighbours of India, the delegation asserted that the barrier to nuclear 
proliferation interposed by the NPT had been demolished. It cited 
increased dangers of nuclear war described by the delegation of the 
Soviet Union in the First Committee of the General Assembly (A/C.l/ 
PV.1624, para. 17),̂ ® and the immediate reaction of the Government of 
Pakistan (CCD/423 and CCD/422). *̂ It noted that there is no technical 
difference between nuclear weapons and nuclear explosives manufac
tured for peaceful purposes, a fact agreed to by the many authorities 
cited. Thus, all States that explode nuclear devices are ipso facto 
nuclear-weapons Powers. The delegation further recalled warnings by 
the Government of Pakistan that an Indian test would be conducted 
ostensibly for peaceful purposes, and it expressed concern about the 
uninspected CIR reactor, citing assurances that had been given that the 
reactor would be used for peaceful purposes only, although this reactor 
must have been the source of material for the Indian test. It pointed out 
the adverse effects of the test on detente in the South Asian sub-

Docummts on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
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continent, outlining the political implications of the potential threat to 
Pakistan’s security and its unique position in regard to this threat 
(CCD/PV.638).*®

56. The delegation cited a statement by the Prime Minister of Paki
stan wherein he had emphasized to all concerned Powers that Paki
stan’s anxiety in this respect cannot but be unparalleled. No two among 
the five great nuclear weapon Powers—the United States, the Soviet 
Union, China, France and Britain—have had a history of confrontation 
and wars between them in contemporary times or in the past remotely 
comparable to the relations between India and Pakistan. In barely a 
quarter century, between 1947 and 1971, India has gone to war three 
times against Pakistan. Throughout this period, India has spurned all 
possible methods of peaceful settlement of its disputes with Pakistan. 
The last war was the result of India’s armed intervention in order to 
bring about the disintegration of Pakistan. The delegation thus main
tained that Pakistan’s situation is unparalleled because the potential 
nuclear threat to its security is unlike that faced by any other State, 
nuclear or non-nuclear. Nevertheless the delegation declared that the 
Government of Pakistan had firmly elected for a political option to 
Pakistan’s problem of security against nuclear threat or blackmail. It 
cited a statement by Prime Minister Bhutto calling for credible security 
assurances for non-nuclear weapons States in the form of a joint under
taking in the nature of an obligation by all permanent members of the 
Security Council to act collectively or individually on behalf of threat
ened States (CCD/PV.638).**

57. The delegation of India repeated the announcement of the Indian 
peaceful nuclear explosion read earlier (CCD/PV.637). It also read a 
statement by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of India reiterating inter 
alia India’s intent not to develop nuclear weapons, that no obligations 
had been violated by conduct of the test, and that apprehensions 
aroused in Pakistan are unfounded (presented as working papers 
CCD/424 and CCD/425 respectively).®  ̂The delegation noted with grati
tude the statement by Nigeria recognizing the Indian declaration of the 
peaceful purpose of its explosion (CCD/PV.638). It stressed that neither 
international obligations nor any bilateral agreement had been vio
lated, and suggested that opposition to all nuclear testing, particularly 
by NPT parties, is inconsistent with provision for peaceful explosions 
to be carried out by nuclear-weapon Powers. The delegation of India 
emphasized that international opinion as reflected in the various 
United Nations resolutions clearly speaks of nuclear weapon testing. It 
would not, therefore, be correct to say that India had acted, or has 
acted, in contravention of international opinion. It asked further as to 
how the distinguished delegates could now say that they are opposed 
to all nuclear testing after having supported these very United Nations 
resolutions which make a clear distinction between peaceful nuclear

Ante, pp. 164-166.
A nte, pp. 166-170.

3Mwie,pp. 146,149-150.



438 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

expltfeions and weapon tests by adopting the terminology nuclear 
weapon tests. It also stated that the test did not constitute proliferation 
of nuclear weapons because the experiment carried out was for peace
ful purposes. Referring to the objection that peaceful nuclear explo
sions involve the same technology as nuclear weapons explosions and 
therefore should not be carried out, the Indian delegation disagreed 
with this concept and gave the example of dual-purpose chemical 
agents which nobody in the CCD had thought of prohibiting as far as 
their peaceful uses were concerned. The delegation cited a letter from 
the Prime Minister of India to the Prime Minister of Pakistan wherein 
she had stated that India remained fully committed to her traditional 
policy of developing nuclear energy resources entirely for peaceful 
purposes and that the recent underground nuclear experiment con
ducted by the Indian scientists in no way has altered this policy. The 
Prime Minister of India also assured the Prime Minister of Pakistan 
that India remained committed to settle all its differences with Paki
stan peacefully through bilateral negotiations in accordance with the 
Simla Agreement under which both countries have resolved to break 
away from the past history of confrontation and conflict and work to 
develop normal relations and establish durable peace. The Indian 
Prime Minister had stated further that there was no reason whatsoever 
to give up this healthy trend on the part of either country merely 
because India had conducted a test for the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy. It stated that the security protection granted to non-nuclear 
weapon countries should not be confined to certain limited groups or 
parties, such as the parties to the NPT, but should encompass all the 
countries which did not have the means to defend themselves against 
nuclear weapons. The delegation of India drew the attention of the 
Committee to the double standards adopted by Pakistan while com
menting on the Indian nuclear explosion. The Indian delegation noted 
that Pakistan was not a party to the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The 
Indian delegation quoted various official statements made by Pakistani 
leaders wherein they had welcomed and congratulated China for its 
weapons tests in the atmosphere (CCD/PV.638).**

58. The delegation of Pakistan asserted that intentions were not 
enough to assure peace and security. It cited once again the indistin- 
guishability of peaceful and military nuclear explosives and recogniton 
by the Security Council that acquisition of a peaceful nuclear explosion 
capability created a new situation in which security measures would 
require strengthening. The delegation pointed out that it is now neces
sary in its view to go beyond the assurances of Security Council 
resolution 255 (1968) (CCD/PV.638).**

59. The delegation of the United States reaffirmed the policy of its 
Government against the proliferation of nuclear weapons and its sup
port of the NPT as one of the most significant contributions to disar
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mament and world peace. It urged States that had not adhered to the 
treaty to do so. It restated the view of the United States that the tech
nology of making nuclear-explosive devices for peaceful purposes is 
indistinguishable from the technology of making nuclear weapons. The 
delegation cited its understanding, on record in the IAEA, that in all 
United States bilateral agreements for co-operation in the nuclear field 
the use of any material or equipment supplied by the United States 
under such agreements for any nuclear-explosive device is precluded, 
and that the IAEA would verify that the safeguarded material was not 
used for any nuclear explosive device; continued co-operation with 
other countries is dependent on the assurance that these understand
ings will continue to be respected in the future (CCD/PV.639).*®

60. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted with regret that a num
ber of important so-called near-nuclear States have not yet become 
parties to the NPT, and suggested that the Review Conference should 
consider measures to ensure greater participation (CCD/PV.639).*’̂

61. The delegation of the United Kingdom recalled that the purpose 
of the NPT was, and still is, to control the spread of nuclear weapons 
and nuclear explosive technology; in order to facilitate further NPT 
ratifications, the United Kingdom Government had voluntarily offered 
to place its peaceful nuclear programme under IAEA safeguards. The 
NPT made provision for non-nuclear weapon States party to the Treaty 
to enjoy the potential benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions. The 
delegation went on to say that the United Kingdom had hoped that the 
success of the NPT would be confirmed at the forthcoming Review Con
ference, but Her Majesty’s Government could not hide its deep concern 
over the Indian nuclear test. The assurances by the Indian Government 
of peaceful intent were noted, but India’s decision had increased the 
danger that others may decide to follow suit. The delegation suggested 
that it may prove necessary to consider whether there are ways to 
strengthen the guarantees and safeguards contained in the Treaty to 
give greater assurance and confidence to those countries still, by failure 
to adhere to the treaty, indicating a desire to keep open their nuclear 
option. It endorsed the Soviet view (CCD/PV.638) that it will be the 
most important task of the Review Conference to devise ways of 
strengthening the NPT, in order to achieve a positive extension of the 
international anti-proliferation regime (CCD/PV.641).*®

62. The delegation of India repeated the position of the Government 
of India that the NPT is not an equal legal instrument. It was a dis
criminatory instrument and India would not become a party to it as 
long as its discriminatory character remains as it is today. The delega
tion of India wondered whether the Review Conference might take a 
look at this character of the NPT and try to change it so as to make 
possible for it to be accepted universally (CCD/PV.641).

Ante, pp. 216-217. 
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63. The delegation of India stressed that India, with the third largest 
Muslim population in the world, had not been represented at the Fifth 
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers at Kuala Lumpur and could 
not, therefore, regard the views expressed by the Conference as being 
in the proper perspective (CCD/PV.642).

64. The delegation of Japan recognized the inherent right of all 
States to all research and development for the peaceful application of 
nuclear energy and to sharing the benefit deriving therefrom and 
stated that, if and when a peaceful explosion becomes distinguishable 
from nuclear weapons through some future technical innovation un
predictable at present, then all States should of course have access to 
its production and use, in the same manner as to other forms of peace
ful uses of nuclear energy (CCD/PV.642).^®

65. The delegation pointed out, however, that so long as it is the 
very momentary energy of a nuclear explosion that is used for the 
Durpose of its peaceful application, the characteristics of a peaceful 
nuclear explosion, which releases an enormous amount of energy in a 
matter of moments, are precisely the same as those of a nuclear wea
pon and different from those of nuclear reactors which derive energy 
from nuclear reactions in a controlled manner. It maintained, there
fore, that, regardless of the intent of its producer or possessor, a 
“peaceful” nuclear explosive device cannot avoid having a “military” 
implication and that the birth of a “nuclear test Power” constitutes the 
proliferation of the centre of independent decision-making concerning 
the use of nuclear explosive devices and is nothing but the birth of a 
new “nuclear Power.” Under these circumstances, it emphasized that 
the time is already ripe for examining international arrangements con
cerning the implication of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes so 
that any nuclear explosion for peaceful purposes be conducted under 
some international control. It equally emphasized that the nuclear- 
weapon States, especially the United States and the Soviet Union, bear 
special responsibility in making international efforts so as to prevent 
the proliferation of centres of independent decision-making which 
detonate a nuclear explosive device and that there remain a number of 
matters that nuclear-weapon States should carry out for that purpose 
(CCD/PV.642).«

66. The delegation of Pakistan endorsed the suggestion by the delega
tion of the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.641) that it may prove neces
sary for guarantees and safeguards under the NPT to be strengthened, 
citing the resolution adopted at the Fifth Islamic Conference of Foreign 
Ministers at Kuala Lumpur (June 1974) (CCD/PV.642).

67. The delegation pointed out that the resolution represented the 
unanimous views on the thirty-seven member States of the Islamic 
Conference attending the Kuala Lumpur meeting. It thus demonstrated

Ante, pp. 299-300.
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that the concern for credible and binding guarantees against the threat 
or use of nuclear weapons is not felt only by India’s immediate neigh
bours but also by a significant proportion of the non-nuclear States of 
the Third World. The basic aim of the resolution is to promote a con
structive reference to the danger of nuclear proliferation arising from 
the Indian nuclear test. The formula concerning the security guarantee 
was deliberately left as flexible as possible in the resolution in order 
to allow other process!es] of consultation to evolve generally acceptable 
recommendations (CCD/PV.642).

68. Referring to the repeated arguments that the Government of 
Pakistan should take account of India’s assurances that its nuclear 
programme is for peaceful purposes, the delegation of Pakistan cited 
Prime Minister Bhutto’s letter dated 5 June 1974, addressed to the 
Prime Minister of India wherein he had stated that it was well estab
lished that the testing of a nuclear device is no different from the 
detonation of a nuclear weapon. Given this indisputable fact, the Prime 
Minister of Pakistan had asked as to how it was possible for our (Pakis
tan’s) fears to be assuaged by mere assurances, assurances which may 
in any case be ignored in subsequent years. The Governments change as 
do national attitudes. But the acquisition of a capability which has 
strict and immediate military consequences becomes a permanent 
factor to be reckoned with. The Prime Minister had stated further that 
he need hardly recall that no non-nuclear weapon State, including 
India, has considered mere declarations of intent as sufficient to ensure 
their security in the nuclear age (CCD/PV.642).

69. The delegation suggested that India could give concrete manifes
tation that its programme was for peaceful purposes by placing it 
entirely under the IAEA Safeguard System (CCD/PV.642).

70. In reply to a question posed by the delegation of India (CCD/ 
PV.642), the delegation of Pakistan stated that Pakistan was and 
remains committed to the goal of general and complete disarmament. 
It appreciated that the objective of the Partial Test Ban Treaty was to 
promote this goal. Pakistan had therefore voted in favour of the Treaty 
and had signed it. Pakistan similarly voted in favour of the resolution 
of the General Assembly which commended for adoption the NPT. 
However, since the Partial Test Ban Treaty prohibited nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outerspace and under-water only, it did not 
prevent the nuclear powers parties to the Treaty from further develop
ing and sophisticating their nuclear arsenals. Also, by enabling India to 
explode a nuclear weapon device underground, the Treaty had failed to 
prevent further nuclear proliferation (CCD/PV.643).

71. The delegation stated further that Pakistan’s willingness to 
accede to the Partial Test Ban Treaty and to other international agree
ments on nuclear disarmament has obviously been affected by the 
knowledge that India had embarked on a course of nuclear armament. 
Pakistan had tried to inform the international community of this on 
several occasions. In these circumstances, the delegation added that 
Pakistan could not be expected legally to foreclose its option (CCD/ 
PV.643).
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72. The delegation of Pakistan noted that Pakistan has placed its 
nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards, and suggested India should 
do likewise. It described Pakistan's response to the Indian test as 
political, rather than nuclear, and reiterated Pakistan’s desire for 
adequate security assurances (CCD/PV.643).

73. The delegation of Pakistan announced that the recent nuclear 
explosion by India had resulted in the spread of radioactive fallout to 
and over the territory of Pakistan. This conclusion had been reached 
after a careful investigation by the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commis
sion. It added that the Government of Pakistan has conveyed this 
information to the Depository Governments of the Partial Test Ban 
Treaty and requested them to circulate it to all the signatories of the 
Treaty for such action as they may deem appropriate in order to en
force the provisions of the Treaty and to secure compliance therewith 
by the Government of India which is a party to the Treaty. The delega
tion stated further that India had thus violated Article I of the Partial 
Test Ban Treaty (CCD/PV.643).

74. The delegation of the United States directed attention of the 
Committee to language in the Joint United States-Soviet Communique 
in which both the United States and the USSR emphasize the funda
mental importance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and reaffirm their 
obligations under the Treaty including Article VI, and state that they 
favoured increasing the Treaty's effectiveness (CCD/PV.643). f̂

75. The delegation of India noted that Pakistan itself had declared 
that it could not be expected legally to foreclose its nuclear option. It 
had not fully answered the question as to why Pakistan was concerned 
only about India's nuclear explosion and not about nuclear testing in 
general. Replying to the question as to why India does not place all its 
nuclear facilities under international safeguards, the Indian delegation 
stated that the Indian Government was for safeguards which were 
applicable universally and on a non-discriminatory basis. The Indian 
delegation also pointed out that the CCD was a multi-national negotia
ting body for disarmament. The tradition in the CCD, to avoid discus
sion of problems of bilateral nature in whatever garb they might be 
brought up, should be respected. If Pakistan's concern was of a bilateral 
nature, then the Simla Agreement provided an adequate framework 
(CCD/PV.643).

76. The delegation of India rejected as a figment of imagination, 
Pakistan's allegation that there was radioactive fall-out over the 
territory of Pakistan as a result of the nuclear explosion by India and 
added that this was an effort to falsify India's categorical declaration 
that in conducting the experiment India had not violated any interna
tional agreement to which it is a party. The delegation of India added 
that it could not understand as to how a country which was not a party 
to the PTB was trying to take advantage of the treaty (CCD/PV.643).

77. The delegation of Czechoslovakia stressed Czechoslovakia's 
endeavours, in conjunction with other States, to bar all access to

^ A nte, p. 351.
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nuclear weapons for all countries not possessing such weapons. The 
delegation expressed the hope that the preparation of the Review Con
ference, as well as the Conference itself, would further strengthen the 
Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and add to its 
Parties (CCD/PV.644).

78. The delegation of Bulgaria expressed the hope that Governments 
would make all possible efforts to contribute to the reaffirmation of the 
basic aims of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and that States which had 
not yet adhered to the Treaty, and in particular the near-nuclear 
States, would join the other participants (CCD/PV.649).

79. The Yugoslav delegation expressed itself in favour of measures 
which it thought should be taken in order to remove the growing doubts 
about the credibility of the NPT, to strengthen the confidence in it and 
make it universally acceptable. It su^ested the undertaking of a 
solemn obligation by the nuclear-weapon States never to use in any 
circumstances nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States or 
to threaten those States with the use of such weapons, and to withdraw 
nuclear weapons from the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States. It 
also stated that a comprehensive test ban is one of the most urgent and 
important measures to be taken in order to strengthen the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty and a prerequisite for the creation of an interna
tionally agreed regime governing nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes for which, according to Article V of the NPT, an international 
conference should be convened. It also urged that a wider and more 
intensive application of nuclear energy technology for peaceful pur
poses should be made available to the developing non-nuclear-weapon 
States and that new ways and means should be found for financing 
such activities, especially for the supply of energy needs and accessibil
ity to nuclear fuels (CCD/PV.651).

80. The delegation of India stated that it should not be a matter of 
surprise or regret if India, without contravening any treaty it has 
entered into, were to experiment and try to develop nuclear explosion 
technology for exploiting natural resources within its own territory. 
The Indian delegation made it clear that India was not prepared to wait 
for others to perfect nuclear explosion technology and thereby lag 
behind them by a decade or more in its development. The Indian delega
tion quoted yarious sources and authorities to demonstrate that peace
ful explosions were a legitimate activity for a country’s economic 
development and that India was not alone in holding such a view. The 
Indian delegation replied to the suggestion that it should place its 
nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards by drawing attention to the 
Indian statement made before the IAEA Board of Governors wherein 
it had been said that India would certainly consider this possibility 
when all the member States of the Agency and indeed others too out
side the Agency, voluntarily place all their nuclear activities, civil or 
military, under the Agency’s safeguards.̂ ® The Indian delegation also

*5 GOV./OR.469, Sept. 10,1974, p. 10.
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indicated that it had consistently advocated safeguards on a completely 
non-discriminatory basis so that they do not operate mainly against 
the developing countries and that they should be devised on functional 
criteria. It expressed surprise that while the nuclear activities of 
nuclear-weapon States were allowed to operate in a completely unre
strained manner, some delegations seemed more concerned with con
trolling the peaceful activities of non-nuclear-weapon countries. The 
delegation also refuted the criticism that the Indian explosion for 
peaceful purposes had somehow damaged the NPT. There was no 
question of other countries going in for nuclear weapons because of 
India’s example, since India had solemnly declared, even after the explo
sion, its intention to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes only. 
The Indian delegation made it clear that it had no desire to campaign 
against the NPT although it disagreed with its approach. India was 
opposed to all proliferation, vertical or horizontal, of nuclear weapons. 
The Indian delegation expressed the hope that all nuclear-weapon 
States, as well as non-nuclear weapon States, like India, would commit 
themselves to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes only. It added 
that the nuclear-weapon States had a special responsibility in this 
matter (CGD/PV.651).«

81. The delegation of Sweden said that in order to implement the 
NPT fully in regard to peaceful nuclear explosions, an agreement on 
such explosions must be concluded and that this agreement must state 
explicitly that the potential benefits should be made available on a non- 
discriminatory basis to those countries that forego production of 
nuclear devices. The technical feasibility of a particular project, its 
economic, health and safety aspects should be evaluated by the IAEA. 
The over-all advisability of the project should be determined by a 
political international body which should also have the authority to 
license such a project. As to the execution of the project, the IAEA 
would have an important role to play in arranging for and controlling 
the actual explosion. This was only one aspect of the imperative that 
the use of nuclear energy in general should be under the control of an 
international regime, which would protect all nuclear material in order 
to prevent nuclear-weapons proliferation and guarantee the safest 
possible management of nuclear-energy production (CCD/PV.647).^’

82. The delegation of the USSR stated that it could not share criti
cism of the Non-Proliferation Treaty and of its safeguards system by 
some delegations in the Committee. It noted that the system of safe
guards that had been elaborated by a large number of States was suffi
ciently effective and served the purposes for which it had been 
established. The USSR delegation called upon States Parties to the 
NPT, which had not yet done so, to speed the conclusion of safeguards 
agreements and the finalization of relevant understandings on the 
practical implementation of the Treaty’s provision prescribing that 
exports of fissionable material and special equipment to non-nuclear
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countries should be carried out solely under control of the IAEA. The 
Soviet delegation noted that the revision of the present safeguards 
system proposed by Sweden could only lead the Committee away from 
the task of an all-round strengthening of the said system. It pointed 
out that peaceful nuclear explosions had so far no practical application 
because of inadequate technology and that therefore there were no 
grounds for speaking of failure to implement the relevant provisions of 
the Treaty. The USSR delegation drew attention to the agreements 
concluded during the third Soviet-United States Summit meeting, 
notably, to the Protocol on the limitation of the ABM systems,^* the 
Treaty on the limitation of underground nuclear te s ts ,th e  under
standings to undertake joint Soviet-United States initiative to outlaw 
the most dangerous lethal means of chemical warfare and to prohibit 
the use of environmental modification techniques for military pur
poses,®* and emphasized that those agreements contributed largely to 
the implementation of the obligations of the two Powers under the 
NPT. The Soviet delegation did not accept the assessment of some of 
the Soviet-United States ^eem ents given by the Swedish delegation 
(CCD/PV.650).s2

83. The delegation of Canada reviewed some of the major short
comings of the Non-Proliferation Treaty in order to illustrate the 
magnitude of the task of making Governments face up to the cata
strophic consequences of nuclear proliferation and acknowledge and 
adopt the hard decisions involved in a change of course. The delegation 
said it remains of the view that until a better instrument can be per
fected that will find at least as wide acceptability, the NPT must serve 
as the basis of a structure upon which to build. It warned that the 
dangers posed by the weapons race between the super-Powers and the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons to countries not now possessing them 
are closely linked. The delegation indicated that Canada would be con
sidering what further steps it might take to strengthen and to promote 
wider adherence to the non-proliferation structure. One area it sug
gested for exploration was whether or not the international community 
should provide more clearly defined and safeguarded arrangements for 
nuclear explosions to be applied for peaceful economic purposes, with a 
view to implementing Article 5 of the NPT. The Canadian delegation 
also called for stronger support of the application of IAEA safeguards 
in order that international commerce could be promoted in a manner 
in which States could be assured that their co-operation would not be 
inimical to their mutual security. It further reminded the Committee 
that for the same reason that Canada challenges the behaviour of the 
nuclear powers it also disputes the thesis that because these powers 
will not see the error of their ways the remaining countries are fully 
justified in refusing to organize to prevent further spread on the
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grounds that this would be discriminatory. The Canadian delegation 
supported the view that non-nuclear weapons [states] would be best 
served by following the procedures outlined in Article 5 since it was so 
difficult to separate weapons technology from nuclear explosive tech
nology. Canada fully holds to the position that all peaceful nuclear tests 
should be carried out under international supervision and only after a 
careful study of the necessity and utility of each such test. The delega
tion also emphasized the collective responsibility of all nations, espe
cially those represented in the CCD, to press on each Government the 
critical importance of the need to ratify the treaty (CCD/PV.653).

84. The delegation of the United States referred to speculation tl\at 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, concluded by the United States and the 
USSR on 3 July 1974,®̂  recognizes some distinction in the technology 
for weapons tests and explosions for peaceful purposes. The delegation 
stated that this is not the case, and pointed out that Secretary of State 
Kissinger had stated that “It is unrealistic to make a distinction at the 
early stages of nuclear development between peaceful uses and poten
tial military applications because any capacity to produce an explosion 
has obvious military application no matter what purpose the country 
concerned asserts it is attempting to serve.” The delegation added 
that the purpose of the separate bilateral agreement on nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes would be to make sure that further ad
vances in weapons development or other military testing is not being 
carried out in the course of, or under the guise of, explosions for peace
ful purposes, and that the procedures of the proposed PNE agreement 
would not be applicable to States in the early stages of the development 
of nuclear technology (CCD/PV.654).^^

85. The delegation of the United States, answering questions raised 
by the delegation of Sweden at the 633rd Plenary Meeting,̂ ® stated that 
the United States Government has no intention whatever to treat low- 
yield tactical nuclear weapons systems as interchangeable with con
ventional arms, that it fully appreciates the distinction or “firebreak'' 
between nuclear and non-nuclear arms as an important factor in pre
venting nuclear warfare, and that it will not act to erode this distinc
tion. The delegation also stated that the United States interprets 
Security Council Resolution 255 of 1968, concerning security assur
ances as applying to nuclear aggression in which only “mini-nukes’' 
were used, and that the agreement between the United States and the 
USSR on the prevention of nuclear war would apply to wars in which 
only “mini-nukes” were used (CCD/PV.638).^^
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86. Referring to the question of the so-called “mini-nukes,” that is of 
nuclear mini-weapons, the USSR delegation stated that the USSR’s 
obligations under the Security Council Resolution 255 and the Soviet- 
United States Agreement on the prevention of nuclear war covered all 
types of nuclear weapons, whatever their power (CCD/PV.650).®®

87. The delegation of Sweden expressed its satisfaction over the 
statements made by the representative of the United Kingdom (CCD/ 
PV.625),®̂  the representative of the United States (CCD/PV.638) and 
the representative of the USSR (CCD/PV.650) on the subject of “mini
nukes” and said that the position taken by these Governments should 
remove one of the potential dangers to the NPT regime. The issue of 
nuclear mini-weapons could under the present circumstances be con
sidered closed in the CCD (CCD/PV.647,651).®̂

88. The delegation of Yugoslavia expressed its concern at the contin
uance of the arms race, the increase of nuclear stockpiles, and the 
improvement of nuclear-weapon systems. It said that its. attention was 
particularly drawn to the constant increase of different types and 
stockpiles of so-called tactical nuclear weapons, and to the possibility 
of being used also in “local” wars. While noting the good intention 
expressed at the time of the conclusion of some of the recent arms- 
control agreements, it stated that these have been immediately fol
lowed by nuclear-weapon tests and the announcement of a new series 
of tests aimed at further improvement of nuclear weapons. It urged the 
nuclear-weapon States to proceed more quickly along the road of 
nuclear disarmament, otherwise it may be expected that a certain 
number of non-nuclear weapon States will try to solve their defence 
problems by developing and producing their own nuclear weapons 
(CCD/PV.651).

89. The question of nuclear-free zones was also discussed.
90. The delegation of Poland expressed the view that the Committee 

may consider certain aspects of nuclear-free zones essential to gain the 
widest support for and respect of such zones (CCD/PV.635).

91. The delegation of Romania stated that the Romanian Govern
ment has consistently pressed for proposals for the transformation of 
the region in which Romania is situated into a nuclear-free zone, con
vinced that the attainment of this objective fully corresponds to the 
interests of all the peoples of the Balkans and fits into the wider 
concern for security and co-operation in Europe and for a climate of 
peace and security in the world (CCD/PV.637).

92. The delegation of Nigeria referred to the declaration adopted by 
the OAU in July 1964 aimed at making Africa a nuclear-free zone, 
and said that in the light of recent developments, and the increasingly 
intense collaboration between some nuclear powers and South Africa 
in the development of nuclear science and technology, particularly in
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the field of enriched uranium and plutonium, the possible military use 
of which must be expected, it intended to take a second look at this 
declaration (CCD/PV.638).®^

93. The delegation of the United States of America expressed the 
view that it would be a constructive development if African nations 
decided to re-examine the question of an African nuclear-free zone. The 
delegation stated that the United States had supported the United 
Nations General Assembly Resolution which had endorsed the proposal 
for such a zone. The delegation also pointed out that in 1965 the United 
States delegation had suggested four criteria for the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone and refined these the following year; namely, that 
the initiative should be taken by the States in the region concerned, 
that the zone should preferably include all States in the area whose 
participation is deemed important, that the creation of a zone should 
not disturb necessary security arrangements, and that provision should 
be made for adequate verification.®  ̂The delegation said that the United 
States Government would be interested in further expressions of views 
on this subject (CCD/PV.639).®®

94. The delegation of Romania, dealing with the need for the CCD to 
encourage the efforts of States in various regions of the world to estab
lish nuclear-free zones, the delegation of Romania reiterated its pro
posal that the CCD should formulate a framework agreement on 
regional denuclearization which could serve as a guide for negotiation 
of regional legal instruments in the field of denuclearization. It men
tioned a number of possible basic elements of such a framework agree
ment [among which were]: (1) the agreement shoulc^be considered as an 
integral part of a system of measures to lead to th'e complete elimina
tion of the nuclear arms; (2) it should provide mutual obligations for all 
parties; (3) it should offer guarantees for equal security to all parties, 
with the States possessing nuclear weapons assuming the solemn com
mitment not to use those weapons against the States parties to such 
zones and not to threaten them with their use, and also observing the 
status agreed upon among the States of the region; (4) it should not 
limit in any way the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes; (5) it 
should establish a system of clear and equitable control based on the 
principle of full equality of States. The delegation of Romania also 
suggested that the United Nations Secretariat should prepare a com
pendium of the various ideas relevant for such a framework agreement 
on regional denuclearization which have been put forward by delega
tions in the CCD, United Nations General Assembly and in other 
forums (CCD/PV.652).

95. The delegation of Mexico, as representative of the depository 
Government of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),®̂  and in keeping with its long-
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standing tradition of maintaining CCD members informed of all new 
developments concerning that Treaty, took special pleasure in record
ing that France and the People’s Republic of China had deposited their 
instruments of ratification of the Treaty’s Additional Protocol II on 
22 March and 12 June 1974, respectively. The delegation noted that this 
brought to four the number of nuclear-weapon Powers which are 
Parties to that instrument, thus leaving the Soviet Union as the only 
nuclear-weapon State to which the Secretary-General has been trans
mitting the repeated appeals of the General Assembly concerning 
Additional Protocol II which has yet to lend its support to the Treaty 
(CCD/PV.652).

96. The delegation of Pakistan supported the idea of the establish
ment of nuclear-free zones in various geographical regions of the world 
and announced that Pakistan had requested the inscription of a supple
mentary item on the agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly entitled; “Declaration and Establishment 
of a Nuclear-Free Zone in South Asia.” Noting that all the countries of 
South Asia had already proclaimed their opposition to the acquisition 
of nuclear weapons or to the introduction of such weapons into the 
region, it stated that the recent events made the time ripe for declaring 
South Asia as a nuclear free zone. It said that the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
could be a model for a similar agreement among the countries of South 
Asia(CCD/PV.653).

97. The delegation of Egypt stated that its government had con
stantly given its active support to the principle of nuclear-free zones. 
He pointed out the contribution of Egypt to the adoption by the OAU 
of the 1964 Declaration regarding a nuclear-free zone for Africa and its 
support of the initiative and efforts of the States of Latin America for a 
nuclear-free status for this region which led to the negotiation of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco. The delegation of E^pt informed the CCD that 
the delegation of Egypt to the United Nations informed the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations (Document A/9693/Add.l) that it has 
decided to co-sponsor the request of Iran for inclusion in the agenda of 
the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly of the item entitled: 
“Establishment of a nuclear-free zone in the region of the Middle East” 
(CCD/PV.653).««

B. Non-nuclear Measures

Questions of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

98. Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly 
Resolution 3077 (XXVIII),®® 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.

The Iranian item appears ante, pp. 325-326.
Docum ents m  Disarm am ent, 1973, pp. 847-848.
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99. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that, in spite of the 
thorough consideration by the Committee of the problem of the prohi
bition of chemical weapons, there was still no substantial progress 
toward its solution. It held that the USSR was in favour of the com
plete prohibition of all types of chemical weapons—the prohibition of 
their development, production and stockpiling, and the destruction of 
their stockpiles. In connexion with the signing of the Convention of the 
Prohibition of Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons by more than one 
hundred States,^* the delegation said that the task was to make the 
Convention another operative international instrument as soon as 
possible (CCD/PV.627).’*

100. The delegation of the United States asserted that the United 
States remained firmly committed to the objective of achieving effec
tive international restraints on chemical weapons. It understood and 
shared the desire to make rapid progress in controlling chemical weap
ons, but continued to believe that genuine progress could only be made 
by a careful study of all the complex issues involved (CCD/PV.627).^*

101. The delegation of Mexico noted that, although two years had 
passed since the Biological Weapons Convention was opened for sig
nature and although the General Assembly had since adopted three 
resolutions reaffirming the objective of effective prohibition and 
elimination of chemical weapons, it had not yet been possible to con
duct the “negotiations in good faith” intended to lead to the “early 
agreement” referred to in Article IX of that Convention. The delegation 
also stated that, according to well-informed opinion, the production of 
“binary weapons” would mean that “the prohibition of chemical 
weapons would become virtually impossible” (CCD/PV.627).

102. The delegation of the Netherlands stated that the advantage of 
the approach contained in the Japanese working paper on chemical 
weapons (CCD/413) was that it made possible the adoption of partial 
measures in the broader context of a comprehensive ultimate goal. It 
pointed out, however, that there might be some reluctance to accept a 
treaty with a mixture of obligations—that is, obligations which became 
binding on the acceptance of the treaty and obligations which became 
effective only if and when supplementary agreements are concluded. It 
said that there should be a reasonable measure of certainty that such 
supplementary agreements are forthcoming. The delegation also 
asserted that national control systems could not by themselves provide 
assurance to other parties and therefore could not form the cornerstone 
of a chemical weapons control system (CCD/PV.630).

103. The delegation of Pakistan said that the General Assembly 
statements by the United States (A/C. 1/PV. 1934),̂  ̂the Soviet Union

™ Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
” Ante, pp. 77-78.

Ante, pp. 82-83.
Do(mments on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 520-524. 
Ibid., p. 678.
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(A/C.1/PV.1938) and the United Kingdom (A/C.1/PV.1941) re
garding Japanese working paper CCD/413 were positive indications 
that the representatives see in the Japanese proposal sufficient merit 
to take the step from discussion to negotiation (CCD/PV.630).

104. The delegation of the United Kingdom said that its aim re
mained the achievement of an effective, adequately verified, and com
prehensive ban on the development, production, and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons. It also informed the Committee that in February 
the United Kingdom Government had completed the necessary legis
lative processes to enable it to ratify the Biological Weapons Conven
tion, and it urged early ratification by other signatory States so that 
the Convention could enter into force as soon as possible (CCD/PV.630).

105. The delegation of Bulgaria believed that after two years of 
deliberations of a general nature the time had come for detailed sub
stantive negotiations (CCD/PV.630).

106. The delegation of Japan tabled a “draft convention on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction” (CCD/420).̂  ̂The draft convention, 
the delegation said, was based on two principles: first, that the agree
ment should prescribe a comprehensive ban; and second, that, since it 
would not be realistic to expect a comprehensive ban to be achieved 
from the outset, a comprehensive prohibition should be achieved in 
stages. Accordingly, while Article I of the draft convention adopts 
purpose criteria in prohibiting all chemical agents and related activities 
intended for hostile purposes. Article IV provides that States may, in 
accordance with Annex I, take provisional measures until further 
agreements, including those on effective verification measures, are 
reached. Annex I of the draft convention enables States to exclude 
temporarily certain chemical agents from the scope of the prohibition. 
The delegation of Japan pointed out that the scope of agents excluded 
in this manner would be narrowed gradually through review confer
ences as provided for in Article XVII. The draft convention also calls 
for a combination of national and international verification measures. 
It contains provisions for the destruction or diversion to peaceful pur
poses of chemical agents in the presence of observers from an inter
national verification agency, for the preparation and submission of 
periodic reports by national control organs, for the establishment and 
functions of an international verification agency, for procedures to 
request explanations regarding compliance with treaty obligations and 
for the initiation of international inspections on the territories of 
parties requestisd to provide such explanations (CCD/PV.631).’*

107. The delegation of Hungary welcomed the submission of the 
draft convention by the delegation of Japan and expressed the view 
that this initiative would give new impetus to the work of seeking a

Ibid.y p. 695.
8̂ Ibid., p. 708.

Ante, pp. 99-106.
Ante, pp. 106-113.



452 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

solution for the prohibition of all chemical weapons (CCD/PV.632).
108. The delegation of Sweden expressed appreciation for the effort 

of the Japanese delegation and hoped that it would open the way for a 
final negotiation. It held that the structure of the draft convention was 
interesting. It maintained that the choice between alternatives A and B 
for Annex I would largely be decided on the basis of technical consider
ations regarding scope and verification and that therefore it would be 
desirable to hold informal meetings with chemical weapons experts in 
order to hear views of other delegations on these matters (CCD/ 
PV.633).

109. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted with satisfaction the 
initiative taken by the delegation of Japan. It emphasized that the 
scope of prohibition was a basic question to which all other provisions 
of a convention should be subordinate. It pointed out that this draft, 
which represents a positive contribution by Japan to the consideration 
of the problem, will be studied by the Soviet side with due attention. It 
recalled that the socialist countries, in their draft convention,̂ ® had 
proposed the prohibition of all types of chemical weapons and all re
lated activities and indicated that the authors of the socialist draft 
expected a specific answer regarding scope from the Western countries. 
The delegation also indicated that it was prepared to consider favour
ably the question of participating in the informal meetings with 
experts (CCD/PV.633).**

110. The delegation of Mongolia indicated its appreciation to the Jap
anese delegation for elaborating and submitting its draft convention, 
and expressed the view that much had been done in the draft to find a 
compromise between differing viewpoints. The delegation wished to 
know whether it would be possible for the Secretariat to prepare a com
parative table of the views of various delegations or groups of delega
tions on the main provisions of a future chemical weapons convention 
(CCD/PV.634).

111. The delegation of Czechoslovakia recalled that in approximately 
one year mankind would mark the fiftieth anniversary of the signing of 
the Geneva Protocol on the prohibition of the use of chemical and bac
teriological weapons of war.** The delegation expressed the hope that 
on the date of the fiftieth anniversary of the existence of the Protocol 
other States would join it which would secure its further universality 
and reaffirm its international significance (CCD/PV.635).

112. The delegation of Poland expressed the view that a convention 
limited to the prohibition of the development and production of chemi
cal weapons, failing to provide for the destruction of existing stocks, 
would be of little practical consequence until after those stocks had 
deteriorated and lost their military value. In this regard, the dele
gation noted with satisfaction that the Japanese approach to the des
truction or conversion to peaceful uses of stockpiles had remarkably

Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124. 
Ante, pp. 114-116.
Documents on Disarmam ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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evolved since last year. It stated, however, that the draft convention 
seemed to exclude binary weapons from the scope of measures envis
aged for the first stage and that the Polish delegation had definite 
doubts about this matter (CCD/PV.635).

113. The delegation of Czechoslovakia expressed appreciation to the 
delegation of Japan for looking for compromise solutions satisfying all 
delegations as to existing stocks of chemical weapons. It said that, un
like working paper CCD/413, the draft convention called for the des
truction of existing stocks of the prohibited chemical weapons and 
therefore was a considerable improvement (CCD/PV.635).

14. The delegation of Japan welcomed the formal proposal of the 
delegation of Sweden for informal meetings with experts. These meet
ings, the delegation said, would help in clarifying a number of issues 
left open in the Japanese draft convention (CCD/PV.635).

115. The delegation of Italy held that the initial scope of a treaty will 
not depend solely on an abstract political will of States, but on the 
treaty provisions for effective controls. It stated that the broader and 
more effective the system of controls written into the treaty, the 
greater will be the readiness of States adhering to such a treaty to ac
cept increasingly wider measures of limitation and prohibition. In par
ticular, the delegation said that the obligation to destroy stocks raised 
the requirement of adequate verification. It expressed the hope that the 
opportunity afforded by the Japanese initiative would be seized by all 
in order to reach positive conclusions in the shortest possible time 
(CCD/PV.636).

116. The delegation of Nigeria said it would like a comprehensive 
study to be made on the status and scope of application of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925. It indicated that it would like to see the scope of the 
Protocol expanded to cover warfare against crops and animals and all 
contingencies of armed conflict. Nigeria believed that any Convention 
banning chemical warfare should aim, inter alia, at re-affirming and 
strengthening the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in 
War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases signed at Geneva on 17 
June 1925. Consequently, it appealed to all the States that have not 
done so to accede to the Protocol so that it might be universally binding 
(CCD/PV.636).

117. The delegation of Egypt stated that its position on the question 
of chemical weapons has been constantly defined on previous occa
sions. It pointed out that its approach to this problem has been defined 
in the working paper which it, together with non-aligned delegations, 
has submitted (CCD/400).“ The delegation of Egypt stated that the 
Japanese draft convention, together with the draft convention pre
sented by the socialist delegations (CCD/361), and the working paper 
submitted by the 10 non-aligned States’ delegations (CCD/400), consti
tuted an adequate basis for meaningful negotiations towards an agreed 
text(CCD/PV.637).

Ibid., 1973, pp. 206-209.
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118. The delegation of Canada stated that the draft convention put 
forward by the socialist countries and the paper submitted by the non- 
aligned States have not resolved the question of how to achieve an ade
quately verified comprehensive ban. With respect to the verification 
provisions contained in the Japanese draft treaty, the delegation held 
that the international on-site verification of destruction of declared 
stocks was technically feasible and would involve the most minimal 
political or commercial intrusion. It recognized that the general ap
proach of verification by challenge was designed to meet, the difficult 
political restrictions imposed on the Committee, but that the approach 
nevertheless had the demerit of placing the onus on the challenger. The 
delegation doubted that such an approach, even combined with the ver
ification of the destruction of stocks, would provide sufficient assur
ances at this time for States perceiving a CW threat to adhere to a com
prehensive ban. It added that for this reason it was appropriate that 
the Japanese draft treaty put forward these verification proposals in 
the context of a phased approach (CCD/PV.638).

119. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that the difficulties 
impeding the solution to the problem were due not to questions of ver
ification but to the unwillingness of some States to take a political de
cision renouncing chemical warfare agents (CCD/PV.638).

120. The delegation of the United States welcomed the Japanese 
draft treaty as a constructive step forward toward our common objec
tive of achieving effective restraints on chemical weapons. It believed 
that the provisions of the draft treaty dealing with verification could 
point the Committee’s consideration of verification issues in a promis
ing direction. The delegation also said that the gradual approach 
adopted in the draft treaty was consistent with the principle that the 
scope of chemical weapons limitations should be related to the possi
bilities for effective verification (CCD/PV.638). **

121. The delegation of the United States indicated that during the 
recess the United States Government had continued its studies of 
chemical weapons and that it planned to submit three working papers 
based on United States studies (CCD/PV.639).*'*

122. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that when the posi
tions of Western countries are known with respect to the initial scope 
of chemical weapons prohibitions, it will be possible to judge if there 
exist favourable prospects for progress in the negotiations. The dele
gation also informed the Committee that the Soviet Union intended to 
ratify the Biological Weapons Convention this year. The Soviet dele
gation stressed that to put that measure into effect at an early date, 
the States depositaries of the Convention on bacteriological weapons 
must speed the process of their ratification (CCD/PV.639).*®

123. The delegation of the United Kingdom welcomed the announce
ment at the Moscow summit that the United States and Soviet Union

Ante, pp. 161-162.
Ante, p. 216.
Ante, pp. 218-219.
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have agreed to consider a joint initiative in the CCD with respect to 
chemical weapons.*® It stated that the United Kingdom was commit
ted to seek effective measures for a comprehensive prohibition of 
chemical weapons and for the destruction of existing stockpiles. It had 
also said that it was prepared to consider partial measures. It asserted 
that a comprehensive prohibition which did not cater to the need of 
signatories to be assured of other States’ compliance would create 
risks of military instability. The delegation added that, while the 
Japanese draft convention tackles constructively the problem of what 
the international community should do once a breach of the convention 
has been detected, it does not, as it stands, show how the early detec
tion of a suspected breach would take place (CCD/PV.641).®’

124. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted that a number of coun
tries had raised objections to the complete prohibition of chemical 
weapons. It expressed the view that it was possible to conclude an in
ternational agreement only if the opinions of all parties concerned had 
been taken into account and that the “all or nothing” approach could 
not lead to success. Therefore, the delegation continued, in an effort to 
conclude an effective international agreement which would exclude 
chemical weapons from the arsenals of States, the Soviet Union had 
agreed to consider with the United States a joint initiative in the CCD 
with respect to the conclusion, as a first step, of an international con
vention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical 
warfare (CCD/PV.642).**

125. The delegation of Japan stated that discovering for which sub
stances effective verification measures could be found under the pres
ent circumstances was the key to deciding the scope of substances 
which were to be prohibited first. It also answered questions posed ear
lier by representatives of Sweden (CCD/PV.635),*® Poland (CCD/PV. 
635), and the United States (CCD/PV.638).®® The delegation noted with 
special attention the part of the joint United States-Soviet Union 
communique in which the United States and Soviet Union agreed to 
consider a joint initiative on chemical weapons ** and maintained that 
the CCD’s deliberations would be greatly expedited if such an initiative 
were taken (CCD/PV.643).*^

126. The delegation of the United States noted that at the Moscow 
summit the United States and Soviet Union, desiring to contribute to 
early progress toward an international agreement which would ex
clude chemical weapons from the arsenals of States, had agreed to 
consider a joint initiative in the CCD with respect to the conclusion, 
as a first step, of an international convention dealing with the most 
dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare. The delegation stated

Ante, p. 236.
87 Ante, pp. 286-287.
** Ante, pp. 304-305. 
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that the United States, for its part, will work seriously to fulfill that 
statement of joint purpose (CCD/PV.643).*®

127. The delegation of Canada su^ested that the Committee con
sider an alternative to the concept in the Japanese draft convention ap
plying to Annex I whereby the phasing of the prohibition would not be 
on the basis of excluded agents, but rather on the basis of excluded ac
tivities. Under this approach, the delegation explained, all governments 
would be expected to agree to prohibit the production and development 
of agents, munitions and delivery systems, while those States having 
CW stocks would agree to the destruction of an agreed quantity of their 
stocks within a fixed period. It further stated that the Review Confer
ence procedure would provide a mechanism for negotiation of further 
phases involving, in one or more steps, the destruction of all remain
ing stocks and the implementation of a comprehensive ban (CCD/PV. 
643).®̂

128. On 17,18,19 and 22 July 1974, informal meetings took place at 
the request of the delegation of Sweden, supported by a number of 
other delegations, with the participation of technical experts from thir
teen member States. A discussion of questions pertaining to the scope 
and verification of the prohibition of chemical weapons took place at 
those meetings. Members of the Committee found these informal meet
ings of value in promoting their work on the question of the effective 
prohibition of chemical weapons. The following documents were pre
sented for discussion at the informal meetings:

CCD/427; Sweden: Some observations on the draft convention on 
the prohibition of the development, production, and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and on their destruction presented by the dele
gation of Japan on 30 April 1974 (CCD/420).*®

CCD/430; Japan: Working paper containing views of Japanese 
experts on the scope of prohibition and on the verification of organo- 
phosphorus compounds for the informal meetings with participation 
of experts of the CCD in 1974.**

CCD/432; Finland: Methodology for chemical analysis and identi
fication of CW agents.

CCD/433; Canada: The problem of defining compounds having 
military significance as irritating and incapacitating agents.*’ 

CCD/434; Canada: Destruction and disposal of Canadian stocks of 
World War II mustard agent.

CCD/435; United States: Working paper on toxicity of chemical 
warfare agents.**

CCD/436; United States: Working paper on chemical agent 
destruction.**

Ante, p. 351.
** Ante, pp. 352-353. 
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CCD/437; United States: Working paper on diversion of commer
cial chemicals for weapons.*
129. The delegation of Czechoslovakia welcomed the statement on 

chemical weapons in the United States-Soviet Union joint commu
nique as proving the good will of both sides to tackle the question of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons in a businesslike manner. While the 
delegation believed that the Committee should continue to aim at a 
complete ban, if a majority of members desired a step-by-step ap
proach to that goal through partial measures, Czechoslovakia would 
not stand in their way (CCD/PV.644).

130. The delegation of India informed the Committee that on 15 July 
1974 India had deposited its instrument of ratification of the Conven
tion on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpil
ing of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their De
struction in the capitals of the three depositary governments. The 
delegation indicated that India supported the Convention because it 
was the first measure of actual disarmament and because it required 
that all parties assume equal obligations (CCD/PV.644).

131. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted the positive contribu
tion made by the experts in the informal meetings, but asserted that, 
without political decisions by States, the ideas and conclusions of the 
experts will not advance the discussions on the problem of the prohi
bition of chemical weapons. The delegation also reiterated its view 
that, because of the difficulties and impracticability of international 
supervision of prohibitions of chemical weapons, a solution to the prob
lem should be sought in the use of national means of supervision sup
plemented by certain international procedures. The Soviet delegation 
pointed out that however important the problem of organizing control 
over the prohibition of chemical weapons may be, it is a secondary one 
and that it depends on the scope of the prohibition (CCD/PV.647).^

132. The delegation of Romania reiterated its stand in favour of the 
elimination of chemical weapons as an integral part of the process of 
the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction, in particular of 
the nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.648).

133. The delegation of Bulgaria stated that it continued to favour the 
concept of a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, but, tak
ing into account that at present the only realistic approach to solve the 
problem was the gradual one, it gave its full support to the statement 
on chemical weapons in the USSR-United States joint communique. 
The Bulgarian delegation expressed the view that the difficulties in
herent in the present situation where some States are and some others 
are not parties to the 1925 Geneva Protocol were even further com
pounded in the Japanese draft convention (CCD/420) in that it allowed 
for some States to submit to a total ban from the very beginning 
whereas others might opt for the gradual alternative (CCD/PV.649).
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134. The delegation of Mexico noted that the draft convention on the 
prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons submitted by Japan 
had been one of the few positive contributions to the Committee’s 1974 
session. The delegation expressed the hope that this imaginative and 
commendable effort would stimulate negotiations and draw a construc
tive response from the two superpowers, especially from the one which 
until now has refrained from submitting a draft treaty or convention 
of its own (CCD/PV.650).*

135. The delegation of Yugoslavia reiterated its Government’s posi
tion in favour of a comprehensive agreement on measures for prohibit
ing the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons 
and for their destruction (CCD/PV.651).

136. The delegation of Mongolia favourably assessed the declaration 
made by the USSR and the United States of America on their agree
ment to consider a joint initiative in the CCD with respect to the con
clusion, as a first step, of an international convention dealing with the 
most dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare. The delegation in 
that connexion stressed that if a so called phasing-out method were to 
be applied, the first step should encompass the widest possible cate
gories of the means of chemical warfare, and suggested that such a 
method would have more relevance in the case of certain dual-purpose 
agents and substances that could be discovered in the future (CCD/ 
PV.652).

137. The delegation of Italy noted that the tendency and practica
bility of an “instalment agreement”, based on the principle of a global 
prohibition of CW, have gradually emerged from the discussion within 
the CCD and from contact between experts. It said that the problem of 
reaching a precise definition of CW and a clear determination of the in
itial sphere of application of the treaty will most likely be solved by 
experts. The Italian delegation also said that the problem of control is 
not a secondary one and that verification should be carried out through 
the adoption of appropriate national and international systems of con
trol. In particular, the delegation said that a positive approach on the 
subject of control will test the real political will of Governments repre
sented in the CCD to achieve effective measures for banning CW (CCD/ 
PV.652).

138. The delegation of Sweden stated that a valuable feature of the 
Japanese draft convention was its purpose to achieve a comprehensive 
ban. The delegation was willing to participate in serious negotiations 
on that basis, aiming at making the convention as comprehensive as 
possible but at the same time considering possibilities to allow for some 
suspensions from the ban for a shorter, limited time. A realistic way 
to handle this might be to combine the two alternatives now proposed 
in the Japanese draft convention, i.e., to have the two different lists 
provided for in the proposed alternative annexes put together in one 
annex. With this arrangement not only the basic convention but also

® A nte, p. 389.
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the annex would cover all chemical warfare agents. The delegation con
sidered that the ability of the CCD to appraise the value of a chemical 
weapons draft convention was now quite outstanding, thanks to the 
knowledge on these matters that has been collected during the deliber
ations and expert meetings these last few years (CCD/PV.652)/

139. The delegation of Canada recalled the useful exchange of views 
which had taken place at the CW Experts meeting which it hoped 
would serve to compensate the Japanese delegation for their endeav
ours and as encouragement to developing further their welcome initia
tive. The delegation noted that in the course of discussing the Japanese 
draft, one significant point had arisen which Canada believed to be im
portant, namely, that there now appears to be a general if not yet com
pletely unanimous acceptance of the idea of a treaty which, at least 
at the beginning, would involve agreement to partial measures. The 
Canadian delegation added that it demonstrated a growing willingness 
to negotiate seriously on that which is obtainable now, while not losing 
sight of the ultimate goal. The Canadian delegation also expressed the 
hope that even first steps could include some destruction of CW stocks 
and noted that an important requirement for this would of course be 
agreement on satisfactory verification (CCD/PV.653).

140. The Canadian delegation joined with other delegations in wel
coming the “joint initiative” to be taken by the USA and the USSR with 
regard to certain means of chemical warfare and expressed the hope 
that the co-chairmen will be able not only to keep the Committee in
formed but, if possible, to bring this Committee into their negotiations 
in the near future (CCD/PV.653).

141. The delegation of Poland stated that the announcement of the 
Moscow summit meeting that the USSR and USA had agreed to con
sider a joint initiative with a view to conclusion, as a first step, of an 
international convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare was an important development and a 
potential breakthrough in the efforts to elaborate an agreement on the 
prohibition of “C” weapons that was acceptable to all parties. Its par̂  
ticular merit was that a convention of such nature would eliminate the 
types of weapons which are the most effective from the military point 
of view (CCD/PV.653).

142. The delegation of the United States expressed the view that the 
informal meetings with chemical experts had advanced the CCD’s col
lective understanding of the important issues of defining chemical war
fare agents, determining the scope of CW limitations, finding useful 
criteria for defining the scope of prohibitions and devising an effective 
verification system. The delegation also commented on the particular 
difficulty of verifying the destruction of CW stockpiles. It stated that 
it knew of no way to verify the destruction of declared stockpiles except 
by the observation of destruction and said that it was convinced that it 
would be possible to devise procedures for CW destruction so that nei

* A nte, pp. 413-415.
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ther industrial or military secrets would be revealed. The delegation 
commented that it is much easier to envisage a solution for the veri
fication of destruction of declared CW stockpiles than it is to solve the 
problem of verifying that the declaration of stockpiles is in fact com
plete (CCD/PV.654).®

C. Other Collateral Measures

143. The delegation of the Soviet Union pointed out that the USSR 
has repeatedly submitted proposals for reducing military expenditures 
and expressed the view that the Soviet proposal for the reduction of the 
military budgets of the Security Council’s permanent members is con
crete and realistic and based on the principle of the equal responsi
bility of those five Powers for the state of affairs in the world (CCD/ 
PV.627,638,639).«

144. The delegations of Bulgaria (CCD/PV.630) and Czechoslovakia 
and Poland (CCD/PV.635) expressed their support for the Soviet 
proposal.

145. The delegation of Sweden proposed that the CCD examine the 
possibilities of bringing about an inquiry among States about their 
willingness to account in general, but comparable, terms for their de
fence expenditures and how these expenditures have been assigned to 
different purposes. The delegation of Sweden expressed the view that 
such a measure would promote confidence between States and pave the 
way for real disarmament (CCD/PV.635).^

146. The delegation of India spoke about the world economic situa
tion lending a greater urgency to the task of disarmament. In this con
text the delegation welcomed the initiative of the Soviet Union which 
had resulted in the adoption by the United Nations General Assembly 
of Resolution 3093 (XXVIII) regarding 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 as
sistance to developing countries” * which constitutes a step in the 
right direction. It urged all the permanent members of the Security 
Council to accept the principle and act in accordance with the General 
Assembly’s recommendation (CCD/PV.636).*

147. The delegation of Nigeria stressed the imperative need of the 
rich great Powers to help build a more equitable and just world order 
by reducing their military expenditures deliberately and through some 
co-ordinated arrangements, like the one proposed by the Soviet delega
tion and adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations as 
resolution 3093 (XXVIII) to reduce military budgets of States perma
nent members of the Security Council by 10 percent. Nigeria was proud

Mmte, pp. 423-424.
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to serve on the Experts Committee that met to consider the imple
mentation of the resolution.

148. The delegation of the United States welcomed the Swedish sug
gestion for more openness in defence expenditures and expressed the 
view that greater knowledge about these expenditures could promote 
confidence among States and also be useful in approaching the ques
tion of restraints on conventional weapons. The delegation observed 
that there is a problem in establishing the comparability of budget 
information which might be provided, and expressed the hope that the 
study by an expert group convened by the Secretary-General pursuant 
to General Assembly Resolution 3093B will arrive at a generally ac
cepted definition of what is to be understood by military budgets 
(CCD/PV.639).”

149. The delegation of the United Kingdom stated that it attached 
importance to the concept of openness on military expenditure and, 
pointing out that details of the United Kingdom defence budget are 
available to all, expressed the hope that other States which do not al
ready do so will make details of their spending public (CCD/PV.641).**

150. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that one step that 
could be taken towards the cessation of the arms race and especially of 
the nuclear arms race would be to freeze and reduce military budgets 
in accordance with a concrete programme beginning with the budgets 
of the heavily armed countries. In this connexion it referred to the 
resolution 3075 (XXVIII) of the General Assembly (CCD/PV.637, 
CCD/PV.648).

151. The delegation of Mexico expressed the view that the negotia
tions called for in the Seabeds Treaty concerning further measures in 
the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race oft the sea
bed have been conspicuous by their absence (CCD/PV.627).

152. The delegation of Sweden said that the fact that the CCD has 
not devoted any work to negotiations concerning further measures in 
the field of disarmament regarding the seabed may partly be due to the 
fact that it has focused on other disarmament matters, and partly, 
perhaps, because it has been felt that the Law of the Sea Conference 
should first yield some guidance for future work. The delegation ex
pressed the view, however, that the Committee must soon start serious 
negotiations on the admittedly difficult task of obtaining complete de
militarization of the seabed (CCD/PV.633).

153. The delegation of Poland stated that the consideration by the 
CCD of the question of the total demilitarization of the seabed was 
pressing in view of the commitments contracted in the Seabed Treaty
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as well as the 1977 review conference provided for in its Article VII 
(CCD/PV.635).

154. The delegation of the USSR stressed the need for practical ne
gotiations on further steps to demilitarize the seabed in accordance 
with the obligations, taken by the parties to the Seabed Treaty, which 
entered into force in 1972. The USSR delegation stressed that the So
viet position on the seabed was set out in the draft Treaty on Prohi
bition of the Use for Military Purposes of the Seabed and the Ocean 
Floor and the Subsoil Thereof, submitted to the Committee in 1969,*® 
and this position is still in force. The USSR delegation said that it 
awaits concrete observations and su^estions on this topic from other 
members of the Committee which it will examine with due attention 
(CCD/PV.638, 639).*«

155. The delegation of Bulgaria expressed its support for measures 
aimed at the further demilitarization of the seabed. It also noted with 
interest the recent new proposal of the USSR aimed at the withdrawal 
from the Mediterranean of all Soviet and American ships and subma
rines carrying nuclear weapons.*  ̂ It was the Bulgarian delegation’s 
belief that measures of that kind would serve the interests of all coun
tries in the area and would contribute to the strengthening of peace 
and security throughout the world (CCD/PV.649).

156. The delegation of Sweden stated that the meteorological field 
requires closer attention by the Committee to see what measures can 
be taken to prevent the development of methods for meteorological 
warfare (CCD/PV.633).

157. The delegation of Poland said there was merit in the Swedish 
delegation’s contention that the Committee should pay close attention 
to the area of meteorological warfare. It expressed the view, however, 
that before the Committee looks into this matter in greater detail, it 
should perhaps try to obtain expert opinion about the various implica
tions of developments in these and related areas in order to be in a posi
tion to pursue an educated discussion (CCD/PV.635).

158. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that a number of dele
gations have rightly raised the question of the prohibition of such 
means of warfare as the modification of the environment for military 
purposes. The delegation expressed the view that modification tech
niques may be used for military purposes with respect not only to 
weather, but also to other components of human environment, and that 
this is another question requiring careful study. It noted that, having 
taken into account these considerations, the United States and the 
USSR had made a joint statement in Moscow in favour of the most ef
fective measures possible in order to overcome the dangers of the use 
for military purposes of environmental modifications techniques, and

‘5 Ibid., 1969, pp. 112-113.
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that to achieve this goal they decided to hold this year a meeting of 
Soviet and United States representatives to study this problem (CCD/ 
PV.642).‘«

159. The delegation of the United States, referring to the joint com
munique at the conclusion of the Moscow Summit Conference, noted 
that the two sides jointly declared their support for the most effective 
measures possible to overcome the dangers of the use of environment 
modification techniques for military purposes,*® and that United States 
and Soviet representatives will meet this year to explore the problem 
and discuss what steps might be taken to remove the threat of the 
hostile use of these techniques (CCD/PV. 643).̂ ®

160. The delegation of Poland expressed its gratification over the 
joint Soviet-American Statement on Environmental Warfare. It be
lieved that an agreement on the question of preventing any military 
application of weather modification techniques would be of major im
portance not only as an arms control measure in its own right but also
as a gain for those who held environmental protection as a special re- * 
sponsibility for the sake of future generations (CCD/PV. 653).

161. The Canadian delegation welcomed the agreement to hold talks 
between the USA and USSR on the most effective measures possible to 
overcome the dangers of the use of environmental modification tech
niques for military purposes. It suggested that this might be an appro
priate subject for discussion in the CCD once the interested countries 
had an opportunity to define technically the scope of the problem. 
(CCD/PV. 653).

162. The delegation of the United States of America stressed the 
desirability of considering the question of effective restraints on con
ventional weapons. It stated that it had in the past submitted for the 
consideration of the Committee a number of principles and guidelines 
related to such restraints, and that it would welcome the comments and 
views of others on this subject (CCD/PV. 627).̂ *

163. The delegation of the United Kingdom said it would be beneficial 
if countries were to discuss seriously the prospect of reaching regional 
agreements to control the evergrowing volume of conventional weapons.
The delegation referred to the fact that European States are engaged in 
a regional negotiation in Vienna and said it would be a welcome devel
opment if, within the context of the CCD, the representatives of other 
regions were to turn their attention to these difficult problems. The 
delegation also stated that the United Kingdom intends to play an ac
tive part in the projected conference of government experts at Lucerne 
concerning conventional weapons which may cause unnecessary suffer
ing or have indiscriminate effects. It expressed the hope that the con
ference will provide a firm foundation for further progress on this sub-
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ject. When actual measures of constraint came to be considered, it 
would be no surprise if they were found to be appropriate for discussion 
intheCCD(CCD/PV.630).

164. The delegation of Sweden stated that the limitation and reduc
tion of conventional weapons and weapons systems is an extremely 
important problem which merits serious international debate, and 
which should, at an appropriate time, be discussed in the CCD. At 
present, however, it believed that realistic negotiations to this end can 
only be conducted in regional forums. The delegation expressed the 
view, however, that the question of prohibiting the use of weapons 
which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects 
should not be referred to the CCD at this stage (CCD/PV. 633).

165. The delegation of India expressed the view that at present the 
non-nuclear weapon States should not be asked to forego even the 
meagre defence provided by conventional weapons. It also expressed 
the view that, when thought is ultimately given to disarmament in the 
conventional weapons field, it will be necessary to avoid any type of 
discriminatory treaty as an objective (CCD/PV. 636).̂ ^

166. The delegation of Italy referred to the experts’ meeting on cer
tain conventional weapons to be convened at Lucerne and expressed the 
hope that it will serve to clarify many difficult aspects of the problem. 
The delegation raised the question of whether the discussion of the 
weapons under consideration might not be better and more adequately 
conducted at the CCD. It expressed the view that the CCD might prove 
to be a more appropriate forum than any other for the elaboration, 
whenever this is found possible and necessary, of international instru
ments concerning the use of any particular type of conventional weapon 
(CCD/PV.636).

167. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that the CCD 
must move towards the practical consideration and application of mili
tary disengagement and disarmament measures. It reiterated a set of 
measures which it proposed in the past and it said that Romania also 
supports such measures to be taken at the Conference on Security and 
Co-operation in Europe as an integral element of the disarmament 
process on a world scale (CCD/PV.637).

168. The delegation of Canada expressed support for the meeting of 
experts on the question of use of conventional weapons which may 
cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects. It stated 
that through this meeting a modest beginning may be made towards 
the control of conventional weapons which it said was a subject which 
could usefully be pursued by the CCD (CCD/PV.638).

169. The delegation of the United Kingdom said it attached impor
tance to the forthcoming meeting of experts in Lucerne, and that it 
intends to submit positive proposals for consideration concerning the 
complex legal, military, and medical problems involved (CCD/PV.641).

AniBy p. 143.
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D. Question of general and complete disarmament

170. The delegation of Mexico stated that in regard to the “negotia
tions in good faith” on “a treaty on general and complete disarmament” 
under strict and effective international control, envisaged in Article VI 
of the NPT, anyone who commented on these negotiations would neces
sarily have to employ a large dose of sarcasm (CCD/PV.627).

171. The delegation of the Netherlands touched upon the problem of 
qualitative weapons development as the most destabilizing factor on 
the road towards general and complete disarmament. The delegation 
warned that it would be far better to aim at preventing development of 
new armaments than to let things slide in the hope of coming to agreed 
limitations at a later stage. It referred to estimates in a recent SIPRI 
study concerning annual levels of military research and development 
expenditure by the United States, USSR, the United Kingdom, France, 
China, and the Federal Republic of Germany. The delegation argued 
that the allocation of funds to military research and development 
should be decided upon by the political authorities in the light of long
term prospects of international co-operation. Countries usually will 
only then be ready to give up military options if they are reasonably 
assured that potential adversaries are doing the same. The heartening 
aspect of the talks in Vienna and in Geneva was that they are based on 
the realization that an unlimited arms race is in nobody’s interest 
(CCD/PV.630).

172. The delegation of Italy expressed the view that the following pre
conditions are, and remain, valid for the whole field of disarmament: 
(1) any international disarmament measure should define equal rights 
and obligations for all parties, (2) any measure must be sufficiently 
clear as to its scope, as well as to the rights and obligations it entails, 
(3) all activities and exercises undertaken in this field should be infused 
with a broader vision of the complex problems of disarmament, and (4) 
verification is an essential key to, and a fundamental component of, 
any international instrument concerning disarmament (CCD/PV.636).

173. The delegation of Egypt expressed the view that there can be 
little difference among members of the CCD on the urgent character of 
disarmament and the central position it occupies in contemporary in
ternational problems and present day international institutions. This 
central position of disarmament derives from its organic relationships 
with, and reciprocal influence on, the maintenance of international 
peace and security (CCD/PV.637).

174. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that disarmament 
has now become the consideration of all States and of all peoples, and 
that all actively participate in bringing it about. The delegation ex
pressed its concern at the lack of progress in the Committee on Dis
armament and said that increased vigour and a fresh impetus are 
needed in its activities. The delegation stated that the CCD must 
address itself to the global issues of disarmament as set forth in its 
agenda, and, above all, to the questions of priority and of substance, 
namely, a halt to the arms race and disarmament (CCD/PV.637).



466 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

175. The delegation of Poland stressed that despite certain slowdown 
in the elaboration of new partial measures of disarmament in the CCD, 
there was sustained confidence in the role which the Committee had to 
play in the process of multilateral disarma,ment negotiations and in its 
ability to play the role successfully. This was confirmed by the officially 
expressed interest and desire of a number of States to actively partici
pate in the Committee’s endeavours (CCD/PV.653).

176. A number of delegations commented on the question of the or
ganizational forms of disarmament negotiation and expressed views 
regarding the desirability of the participation of all nuclear weapon 
States in disarmament efforts.

177. The delegation of the Soviet Union said the implementation of 
substantial disarmament measures requires the participation of mili
tarily significant States, including first of all the nuclear-weapon 
Powers, and that it is necessary to continue efforts to enlist the partici
pation of all nuclear, near-nuclear, and other militarily significant 
States in the negotiations on disarmament and in the international dis
armament agreements already concluded (CCD/PV.627).^*

178. The delegation of Mexico, after reviewing the four multilateral 
measures that the CCD has produced in 12 years of labour, expressed 
the view that these measures have been truncated and mutilated de
spite the ardent desire of all the peoples of the world. It stated its view 
that if the CCD should disappear after what is now its third year of 
sterility, its epitaph might be that the road to its tomb has been paved 
with formal promises and solemn undertakings that the nuclear super 
Powers have totally ignored and which mankind has so far longed in 
vain to see fulfilled (CCD/PV.627).

179. The delegation of Pakistan said it would not oppose considering 
the advisability of introducing appropriate reforms in the method of 
work and membership of the Committee, but that the objective must be 
to ensure that the geographic and political balance are maintained and 
that the negotiating role of the Committee is effectively preserved and 
strengthened (CCD/PV.630).

180. The delegation of Hungary stated that the present organiza
tional and procedural set-up of the CCD has never prevented it from 
carrying out constructive negotiations leading to mutually acceptable 
agreements (CCD/PV.632).

181. The delegation of Sweden said that it is prepared to do every
thing in its power to strengthen multilateral negotiation machinery. It 
said that the CCD can put on record some major achievements in the 
field of disarmament, but, that despite the patient efforts of so many 
members of the Committee, the many initiatives taken to solve tech
nical problems involved have been unfruitful (CCD/PV.633).

182. The delegation of Poland said that the major accomplishments 
of the CCD are only too well known and that, granted political will, it

2* A nte, p. 79.
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is fully capable of putting to good use its negotiating potential. The 
delegation also said it was odd that the Committee’s record on the sig
nificance of the ^eem ents, painstakingly elaborated under its aus
pices, should be belittled, or that the body should be denigrated for the 
lean years that the Committee has regrettably seen in its time (CCD/ 
PV.635).

183. The delegation of India said that if the Committee is to remain 
a negotiating body and not become a forum for mere debate, its size 
must be kept within reasonable limits and its political balance should 
remain unchanged. It said that it had no fundamental objections to a 
change in the procedure of the Committee, but that any change must 
result in the improvement of the negotiating function and not otherwise 
(CCD/PV.636).2<

184. The delegation of Egypt expressed the view that the state of 
progress in the CCD, while being a reason for concern, should not be a 
cause for despair, and expressed the hope that the CCD will produce 
further milestones on the road towards disarmament comparable to its 
previous achievements. The delegation also said that it favoured an 
enlargement of the CCD which, while making the CCD more fully rep
resentative, would preserve its basic character as a negotiating organ 
(CCD/PV.637).

185. The delegation of Romania said that a body responsible for 
multilateral negotiations cannot function effectively unless there is 
genuine dialogue, the views of all members are taken into consideration, 
and the participation of all is assured on the basis of the principle of 
equality of the participating States. It also said that the Committee is 
in a critical situation because it is being kept away from the most ur
gent disarmament problems [by] concentrating on a single isolated 
topic, which leads to a loss of its perspective and ultimately to deadlock 
(CCD/PV.637).

186; The delegation of Canada said that it shared the disappointment 
of other delegations that the CCD has not made the progress expected 
of it. The delegation added, however, that it has no illusions that 
changes related to the organization of the CCD will add appreciably to 
its effectiveness. It expressed the view that a cause of weakness in the 
Committee is the fact that all major military Powers, and in particular 
all nuclear Powers, do not yet participate in its deliberations (CCD/ 
PV.638).

187. The delegation of the Soviet Union said that it is not satisfied 
with the present state of affairs in the Committee’s negotiations on 
disarmament, but that this state of affairs does not depend on the 
structure of the Committee. It said it fully shared the concern of States 
regarding the absence from the Committee of several militarily sig
nificant and important countries (CCD/PV.638).^®

188. The delegation of the United Kingdom said that the steady, 
patient work of the CCD is itself a contribution towards improved in
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ternational relations. It said that while one cannot expect spectacular 
progress here or in any other conceivable forum which we can hope to 
devise, without progress in the political climate, it has no doubt that 
by perseverance the Committee may contribute towards the develop
ment of trust between nations. The delegation expressed the view that 
the CCD has the experience and dedication to treat the obstinate prob
lems of disarmament with the respect and stubbornness they demand, 
and that one should not throw away this well-proven and practical body 
in a fit of exasperation at a check in momentum which all hope will be 
temporary. The delegation also cautioned against radically altering the 
structure of the CCD in the course of enlargement (CCD/PV.641).^®

189. The delegation of Mexico placed on record its hope that the en
largement of the Committee would enhance its effectiveness. In order 
to achieve that aim, the delegation expressed the view that it would be 
necessary not only to enlarge the Committee but at the same time to 
reorganize it. The delegation recalled that it had been advocating this 
since 1969 and had suggested a number of specific reforms (CCD/ 
PV.650).2^

190. The delegation of Yugoslavia regretted that the Committee will 
not be able again to submit to the United Nations General Assembly 
any concrete results. It said that it would appreciate the creation of 
conditions conducive to the participation in multilateral disarmament 
negotiation of all nuclear-weapon and other militarily significant States 
whose contribution would add to the achievement of concrete results 
(CCD/PV.651).

191. The Argentine delegation stated that it welcomed the Australian 
application. The delegation noted with satisfaction that Australia had 
concurred with postponing its consideration, since Argentina could not 
have accepted any wording in the report which did not have Australian 
consent.

192. The delegation of Brazil expressed its deep appreciation for the 
enlargement of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, and 
for the agreed invitation to the Federal Republic of Germany, the Ger
man Democratic Republic, Iran, Peru and ZaYre to join the organism, 
which, it trusted, would bring forth a relevant contribution to the work 
of the CCD in particular and to the cause of universal disarmament. 
The delegation also expressed its sympathy for the interest expressed 
by Australia to become a member of the Committee. It hoped that the 
question could be considered in the near future.

193. The Canadian delegation welcomed all the applications for mem
bership in the CCD. In particular, the Canadian delegation indicated 
that it was strongly sympathetic to the Australian application and ex
pressed the hope that in the future, taking into consideration the need 
to maintain an equitable balance, it will be possible for Australia to 
join the Committee.

194. The delegation of India said that it was in sympathy with Aus
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tralia’s desire to join the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.
195. The delegation of Japan stated that it favours the admittance of 

Australia to the CCD because she is so enthusiastic about matters of 
disarmament and arms control that she would make great contribu
tions to the joint work of the CCD. It believes that Australia is one of 
the best qualified countries as a member of the CCD. The delegation of 
Japan also expressed itself in favour of Australian admittance from the 
viewpoint of rectifying the under-representation of the South Pacific 
region in the CCD. The delegation of Japan hopes that the day will come 
soon when Australia is admitted to the CCD with the blessings of all its 
members.

196. The delegation of Mexico expressed its satisfaction that the 
agreement had been reached among all CCD members, including the 
two Co-Chairmen, to invite the Federal Republic of Germany, the Ger
man Democratic Republic, Iran, Peru and Zaire to become members 
of the Conference as of 1 January 1975. The delegation added that it 
trusted that they would make a valuable contribution to the urgent task 
of remedying the discouraging situation in which the CCD finds itself.

197. The delegation of Mexico expressed its support for the candidacy 
of Australia, adding that if it proved necessary to include yet another 
member in order that the Co-Chairmen may reach agreement on that 
candidacy, this should not be an obstack.

198. The Netherlands delegation stated that it would not have any 
objection to Australia’s joining the CCD if this could be effected with
out consequences for further enlargement.

199. The delegation of Romania expressed the view that disarmament 
being a matter of deep concern to all States, 6ach of them has the right 
to participate in the disarmament negotiations. Romania welcomes and 
supports all the applications for membership to the CCD, including the 
request made by Australia. It stated that any decision on the enlarge
ment of the CCD was to become final.

200. The USSR delegation expressed its satisfaction with the agree
ment reached on the enlargement of the Committee and hoped that the 
participation in the Committee’s work of its new members—the Ger
man Democratic Reipublic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Peru, 
Zaire and Iran—would contribute to the fulfilment of the tasks be
fore the Committee.

201. The United Kingdom delegation said that it would welcome 
Australia in any international forum, and expressing the view that 
Australia would be able to make a particularly valuable contribution to 
the T̂ ork of the Committee, hoped that it would be possible to arrange 
Australia’s admission at a future date in a way which did not entail so 
further enlarging the Committee as to prejudice its efficiency.

202. The Yugoslav delegation wished to state that it bowed with sym
pathy to the Australian application for membership of the CCD and 
that it would support a consensus in the CCD in this regard.

203. Some delegations also devoted attention to the question of a



470 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

world disarmament conference. The delegations of the USSR, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Bulgaria, Poland and Romania expressed support for the 
convening of a world disarmament conference with the participation of 
all the States of the world. They expressed the view that discussion at 
such a forum of urgent matters of disarmament would contribute to 
further normalization of international relations, as well as to progress 
in curbing the arras race and implementing disarmament measures 
(CCD/PV.627,2* 630,632,634,635,639).2»

204. The delegation of India expressed the view that a world disarma
ment conference, held after adequate preparation and with the partici
pation of all States, will promote the cause of general and complete dis
armament. It said that India will exert the utmost effort to facilitate 
the convening of a world disarmament conference (CCD/PV.636),*'’

205. The delegation of Czechoslovakia noted with satisfaction that 
the United Kingdom and France were taking part in the work of the 
Ad hoc Committee in New York̂ —a good example to the other two 
nuclear Powers (CCD/PV.644).

206. The delegation of Yugoslavia reiterated that Yugoslavia will 
make all necessary efforts in the future for an urgent convening of the 
world disarmament conference (CCD/PV.651).

207. The delegation of Poland stated that the amount and scope of 
progress made with respect to the convening of a world disarmament 
conference was impressive enough to justify the speeding up of the on
going efforts by the transformation of the Ad hoc Committee into a 
Preparatory Committee at the twenty-ninth session of the General 
Assembly (CCD/PV.653).

III. SPECIAL REPORT ON THE QUESTION OF A TREATY 
BANNING UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS

208. In its resolutions 3078A and B (XXVIII),** the General Assembly 
asked the Conference to continue, as a matter of highest priority, its 
deliberations on a treaty designed to achieve the objective of a compre
hensive test ban. With this in mind, members of the Committee during 
1974 continued to address the question of a treaty banning underground 
nuclear weapons tests. Many delegations spoke in favour of the early 
achievement of a comprehensive treaty prohibiting the testing of nu
clear weapons underground, some urged that all nations subscribe to 
the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963/  ̂ and some observed that to be 
truly comprehensive, a test ban treaty must prohibit tests in any en
vironment by all nations.

209. The delegation of the Soviet Union insisted on the cessation of 
all nuclear weapon tests, everywhere and by all, including underground 
tests. A corresponding agreement should be verified by national means
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supported by international co-operation of the parties in the exchange 
of seismic data. The Soviet Union is prepared to participate in such co
operation on certain conditions provided that it would form part of the 
agreement (CCD/PV.627).”

210. The delegation of the United States reaffirmed its commitment 
to the objective of a Comprehensive Test Ban with adequate verifica
tion, and its belief that adequate verification required some on-site 
inspection. Progress in the continuing seismic research programme 
relating to verification was described (CCD/PV.627).®^

211. The delegation of Mexico noted that the General Assembly had 
already adopted some thirty resolutions on the question of the cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests, that in four of these resolutions it had 
condemned with the utmost vigour all such tests and that in three 
resolutions it had specially emphasized that “whatever may be the dif
ferences on the question of verification, there is no valid reason for 
delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban”. The delegation 
also noted that this statement agreed in essence with what the Secre
tary-General had affirmed in 1972, that is, that “No other question in 
the field of disarmament has been the subject of so much study and 
discussion as the question of stopping nuclear-weapon tests. I believe 
that all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem have been 
so fully explored that only a political decision is now necessary in order 
to achieve final agreement”.*® The delegation asserted that the yearly 
average number of nuclear-weapon tests in the decade after the 1963 
Moscow Treaty was 60 per cent higher than the 1945-1963 annual 
average (CCD/PV.627).

212. The delegation of Japan affirmed its opposition to all nuclear 
weapon tests by any country, its request that tests in the atmosphere 
be stopped, and its desire that the nations involved in atmospheric 
testing participate in disarmament negotiations. It stressed that the 
absence of those nations should not be permitted to obstruct the dis
cussions of a comprehensive test ban. It noted the relationship between 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and the comprehensive test ban. 
It stated that a major obstacle to progress is not a view in favour of 
effective verification, but rather apathy or rejection concerning the 
necessity of effective verification measures. It referred, in this connex
ion, to the safeguard measures, including on-site inspection, accepted 
by States parties possessing no nuclear weapons under NPT and ex
pressed the opinion that this implies that by so doing each of these non
nuclear States completely fulfils its obligations under the Treaty, 
leaving no room for doubt to others, and thereby also expresses its 
desire to see confidence among nations increased. Accordingly, it held 
that elimination of the view that international verification measures 
impinge on national sovereignty is a prerequisite for real progress in 
disarmament negotiations. On the other hand, the delegation urged
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that verification be dealt with in full recognition of the necessity for 
practicality; that it be recognized that “effective verification” and 
“complete verification” are not synonymous (CCD/PV.628).

213. The Netherlands delegation endorsed the views expressed by the 
delegation of Japan, and questioned arguments that on-site inspection 
is unacceptable as a matter of principle. It observed, however, that even 
with on-site inspection there would be room for some clandestine test
ing. The choice is whether to accept this risk or the risk posed by con
tinued unrestricted testing. The Netherlands Government, it said, is 
deeply convinced that cessation of testing is a prerequisite to halting 
the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.630).

214. The delegation of Pakistan noted that in spite of extensive de
bates following a long series of resolutions by the General Assembly, a 
treaty for a comprehensive test ban is not in sight because of disagree
ment on verification. The delegation of Pakistan believes that on-site 
inspections no longer are essential for a viable verification system; it 
expressed the view that all tests above ten, and, with development, five 
kilotons, could be detected by national means. The delegation believes 
than an agreement would be an indispensable factor in slowing down 
the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.630).

215. The delegation of the United Kingdom agreed with the views of 
the delegation of Japan (CCD/PV.628, p.9) on verification. It defined 
adequate verification as that which satisfies all parties concerned, and 
stated the United Kingdom objective of an adequately verified com
prehensive test ban treaty and the cessation of all nuclear test explo
sions for weapons purposes in all environments and by all countries. 
The United Kingdom hoped to furnish the Committee with a further 
technical contribution in the course of the summer (CCD/PV.630).

216. The delegation of Bulgaria reaffirmed its support for a compre
hensive ban on all nuclear weapons tests everywhere and by all States, 
and asserted its belief that national means of control are adequate to 
provide verification, but that these can be supplemented by the inter
national exchange of seismic data. It cited insistence on on-site inspec
tion as an example of how unjustified verification requirements can 
become an obstacle to solution of disarmament problems; verification 
measures should not go beyond their purpose of offering reasonable 
guarantees of compliance. The delegation stated that a comprehensive 
ban on nuclear weapons tests is not possible without participation of all 
nuclear-weapons powers (CCD/PV.630).

217. The delegation of Hungary, noting that for more than ten years 
no real progress has been made toward a comprehensive test ban treaty, 
stated its opinion that the means are at hand to detect and verify nu
clear weapons tests, and called for participation by all nuclear powers 
(CCD/PV.632).

218. The delegation of Sweden noted that in spite of exceptional ef
forts, no concrete result has been reached on a comprehensive test ban, 
which it regards as the most important immediate step that can be 
taken to halt the nuclear arms race. It suggested that lack of political
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will, emanating from supposed military advantages of continued test
ing, has often been cited as the only obstacle to a treaty. It proposed 
that the cessation of underground tests by the two main testing powers 
would improve prospects for cessation of all nuclear tests. The delega
tion cited the dangers inherent in “mini-nukes” as an additional reason 
for cessation of testing (CCD/PV.633).

219. The Mongolian delegation, noting that some representatives of 
the Western powers tended to confuse the concept of effective control 
with on-site inspection, stated that effective verification was not equi
valent to on-site inspection (CCD/634).

220. The delegation of Czechoslovakia cited opinions that the Com
mittee should proceed to discussions leading to a concrete agreement 
banning nuclear tests, but observed that this requires acceptance by 
the nuclear powers of a political decision. It concurred in the view that 
national means of verification are sufficient, supplemented by the ex
change of seismic data and by consultation, and suggested that the con
tinued insistence on on-site inspection by some delegations hides an 
unwillingness to accede to a ban on all nuclear tests. The delegation 
stated that participation by all nuclear weapon States in both the Mos
cow Agreement of 1963 and in a “comprehensive test ban”, without 
exception, is essental according to the meaning of the term. The term 
“comprehensive” has two aspects: banning all tests in all environments, 
and equal application of the ban to all States. Two nuclear powers alone 
cannot attain a “comprehensive test ban” (CCD/PV.635).

221. The delegation of India stressed the importance of the Compre
hensive Test Ban in checking the qualitative development of nuclear 
weapons and the nuclear arms race. It added that the provisions of the 
Partial Test Ban Treaty should be fully observed and those nuclear 
weapon States which have not yet subscribed to that treaty should do 
so without further delay (CCD/PV.636).®®

222. The delegation of Italy noted the relation of the testing issue to 
the NPT review, and observed that agreement on a comprehensive test 
ban cannot be reached until such an agreement contains provisions for 
verification satisfactory to all parties to the treaty. It suggested, there
fore, that efforts to agree on a solution might include the adoption of 
temporary or partial measures (CCD/PV.636).

223. The delegation of Egypt stated that its position on the question 
of a comprehensive test ban has been constantly defined on previous 
occasions. It drew attention to the fact that the General Assembly re
iterated in resolution 3078A its conviction that, whatever may be the 
differences on the question of verification, there is no valid reason for 
delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban (CCD/PV.637).

224. The delegation of the Soviet Union expressed disagreement with 
the claim that international on-site inspection was required for ade
quate control over cessation of underground tests (CCD/PV.639).®’

225. The delegation of the United Kingdom welcomed the bilateral
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United States/USSR threshold treaty as another step on the path 
toward a comprehensive test ban agreement, and recalled that the 
United Kingdom Government had committed themselves to abide by 
its provisions. The delegation reaffirmed the aim of the United King
dom to pursue the goal of a CTB stated in the preamble to the thresh
old treaty, and stated that a working paper to that end would shortly 
be tabled dealing with the problem of discriminating between earth
quakes and explosions (CCD/PV.641).^® This working paper was subse
quently tabled as Document CCD/440.̂ ®

226. The delegation of Japan noted recent atmospheric tests in the 
Pacific Ocean and Asia, and other underground tests by the nuclear 
weapons powers, and reiterated the opposition of the Government of 
Japan to any test by any country, and its desire for the earliest possible 
realization of nuclear disarmament. It adjured the testing countries to 
bring about the cessation of all tests, citing the environmental effects 
of atmospheric tests and possibly of underground tests. It urged partici
pation in the Limited Test Ban Treaty, particularly by the countries 
now testing in the atmosphere. The delegation expressed dissatisfaction 
with the effective date of the bilateral Threshold Treaty, but assessed 
the Threshold agreement as a step forward toward a comprehensive 
ban, and it raised the question of how the bilateral agreement is to be 
developed into a broader, multilateral agreement. It noted the un
written understanding that peaceful nuclear explosions above 150 kilo- 
tons will be monitored by observers, and observed that if this under
standing takes concrete form it will make the results of the summit 
meeting even more constructive (CCD/PV.642).^^

227. The delegation of the Soviet Union drew attention to the impor
tant contribution of the Soviet-United States summit meeting to solu
tion of the problem of the comprehensive prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests, and described the provisions of the new Threshold Treaty and the 
accompanying Protocol ( C C D / P V .6 4 2 ) .^ 2

228. The delegation of the United States reported that in the absence 
of any prospect of early resolution of the problems of verifying a com
prehensive test ban, leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union 
had agreed to take a partial but significant step toward the objective of 
a CTB by signing the Threshold Treaty. It noted that such partial meas
ures had been recommended by several members of the Committee, 
and expressed the belief that the Treaty would have significant mod
erating effect on nuclear arms competition between the parties, by 
helping to preclude development of new generations of high-yield war
heads compatible with modern delivery systems. The effective date will 
permit further detailed discussions of the requirements for verification, 
time for the exchange of verification-related data, and for negotiation 
of the integrally related agreement covering nuclear explosions for

3Mnte,pp. 225-227.
Ante, p. 286.
Ante, pp. 393-397.
Ante, pp. 299-302.
Ante, pp. 302-306.
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peaceful purposes. The delegation noted the declared intention of the 
Parties to negotiate with a view toward achieving a solution to the 
problem of the cessation of all underground nuclear weapons tests, re
affirming the United States commitment to an adequately verified 
comprehensive test ban. The delegation described the requirements for 
verifying that peaceful explosions do not serve weapons development, 
and noted that this has been the subject of an understanding in prin
ciple, including the presence of observers (CCD/PV. 643).‘*

229. The delegation of Czechoslovakia acknowledged with gratitude 
the circulation of the Threshold Treaty documents in the Committee, 
and expressed hope that the agreement marks the beginning of a new 
phase in negotiation on test prohibition and nuclear disarmament. It 
stated that the Treaty represented a first major step in the direction of 
complete prohibition, and that its importance lies in limitation of fur
ther development of strategic weapons, reducing the danger of a new 
cycle in the strategic arms race. The delegation noted the undertaking 
by the Parties to limit tests to a minimum, and observed that control 
will be by national means, supplemented by consultation and the ex
change of information. It cited the Treaty as an example of the opera
tion of political will, rather than removal of technical difficulties 
(CCD/PV. 644).

230. The delegation of Sweden observed that six countries had con
ducted tests of nuclear devices in recent months, more than ever before, 
and stated its opinion that continued testing by the two major nuclear 
weapons nations involved greater risks than prohibition of all tests. It 
suggested that continued testing did not strengthen the NPT, but noted 
that from the environmental point of view atmospheric tests were more 
harmful than those conducted underground. Commenting that in recent 
years a majority of United States and Soviet tests have been below the 
150-kiloton threshold established in the new treaty, the delegation fore
saw only a moderate decrease in tlie frequency of tests under the treaty, 
and an increase in the number of tests above the threshold before the 
treaty becomes effective. The delegation expressed the hope that the 
threshold treaty would not lead to a false sense of security; would not 
be seen as legitimizing testing below 150 kilotons. Development of pre
cision guidance is seen as the technical reason behind the Threshold 
Test Treaty. The advantage of reduced destruction in war, the delega
tion said, may be offset by its increased likelihood. The delegation noted 
the bilateral nature of the Threshold Treaty, expressed a desire for 
multilateral access to the data exchanged to facilitate control, as well 
as for multilateral observation of PNEs, and proposed existing IAEA 
procedures for such observation as a starting point. It called for inter
national inspection when the nuclear weapons powers conduct PNEs 
anywhere for any purpose, and stated that the Threshold Treaty might 
or might not make a comprehensive ban easier to obtain. It might be re
garded as closing the testing issue; but, on the other hand, the detailed

A nte, pp. 349-350.
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control co-operation arrangements under the Threshold Treaty could 
facilitate agreement on the control issues in a comprehensive ban 
(CCD/PV. 647)/"

231. The delegation of Mexico took a rather sceptical view of the Mos
cow Treaty of 3 July 1974 between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on the limitation of underground nuclear weapon tests. The dde- 
gation’s scepticism was based on the following considerations: first, the 
promise contained in the Treaty’s article 1(3) that the Parties “shall 
continue their negotiations with a view toward achieving a solution to 
the problem of the cessation of all underground nuclear weapon tests” 
comes after (1) eleven years of waiting in vain for the translation into 
acts of the “determination” so solemnly proclaimed in the preamble to 
the 1963 PTB Treaty, to achieve “the discontinuance of all test explo
sions of nuclear weapons for all time” and (2) some thu*ty resolutions 
by the General Assembly urging the nuclear Powers to put an end to all 
nuclear-weapon tests; second, reliable studies show that in the past few 
years the vast majority of nuclear explosions carried out by the two 
superpowers have been below the 150-kiloton threshold; third, the 
agreement will not enter into force until 31 March 1976, leaving a 
twenty-month period in whichy as experience in similar cases has 
shown, the two superpowers will engage in an all-out race to test nu
clear weapons, even those over 150 kts; and fourth, according to the 
best-qualified experts, the superpowers will have no difficulty at all in 
completing, before the Treaty enters into force, all the new generations 
of nuclear warheads which they had planned (CCD/PV. 650).''®

232. The delegation of Yugoslavia reiterated its Government’s oppo
sition to all nuclear-weapon tests, in all environments and by all States 
(CCD/PV. 651).

233. The Canadian delegation recalled that its Government recently 
had expressed publicly its concern and regret that a number of coun
tries had exploded nuclear devices this year notwithstanding the long
standing objective of a CTB. It noted the responsibility falling upon the 
USA and the USSR to take the lead in moving towards a CTB. In light 
of these concerns the Delegation said it joined in the expressions of dis
appointment about the scope of the partial nuclear test ban recently 
concluded between the USA and the USSR, and expressed the hope that 
at least the Treaty will have the merit of inhibiting the development of 
future generations of large-yield weapons. In addition it noted in partic
ular the commitment in the Treaty to continue negotiations with a view 
to a cessation of all underground tests. The delegation urged that the 
parties pursue negotiations to this objective without awaiting imple
mentation of the agreement. In addition it welcomed the provisions in 
the agreement for the exchange of scientific data between the two 
parties and urged it commence as soon as possible in order to increase 
confidence between the two countries in the ability to detect under
ground nuclear tests (CCD/PV. 653).

pp. 357,359-362.
A nte, pp. 391-392.
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234. The Committee agreed to reconvene on a day to be established by 
the co-Chairman in consultation with all members of the Committee.

235. This report is transmitted by the co-Chairman on behalf of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics United States of America

Letter From Acting Secretary of State Ingersoli to President Ford 
on the Protocol to the American-Soviet Treaty on the Limita
tion of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, August 30, 1974 ’

Th e  P r e s id e n t : I have the honor to submit to you the Protocol to 
the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems (ABM Treaty).  ̂This Protocol was signed in Moscow on July 3, 
1974. It is my recommendation that it be transmitted to the Senate for 
its advice and consent to ratification.

The ABM Treaty prohibits the deployment of operational ABM sys
tems or their components except at two deployment areas, one centered 
on a Party’s national capital area and the other in a separate area con
taining ICBM silo launchers, at least 1,300 kilometers distant. However, 
neither Party has yet deployed ABM systems or components in the 
second of the two ABM deployment areas permitted to it.

In the Protocol, which would amend the ABM Treaty, the Parties 
have agreed that they will further limit their ABM deployments to one 
site and will not deploy an ABM system or components thereof in a 
second deployment area as now permitted by Article III of the ABM 
Treaty. Upon its entry into force, the Protocol will become an integral 
part of the ABM Treaty.

The Protocol consists of four preambular paragraphs and four ar
ticles. The preamble sets forth the common premises and objectives of 
the United States and the Soviet Union in concluding this Protocol. In 
the first and second paragraphs the Parties indicate the significance 
of the Basic Principles and Relations Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, signed on May 29, 
1972,® in the negotiation of this Protocol, and express their desire to 
further the objectives of the ABM Treaty. In the third and fourth para
graphs, the Parties set forth their view that further limitation of stra
tegic arms would contribute to international peace and security, and 
that further limitations of anti-ballistic missile systems will create 
more favorable conditions for the conclusion of a permanent agree

' S. Ex. 1,93d Cong., 2d sess.
* The protocol appears ante, pp. 229-231. For the ABM treaty, see Documents on Dis

armament, 1972, pp. 197-201.
»Ibid., pp. 237-240.
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ment on more complete measures for the limitation of strategic offen
sive arms.

Article I provides that each Party to the ABM Treaty shall be limited 
to a single ABM deployment area at any one time and shall not exercise 
its right to deploy ABM systems or their components in a second area 
as permitted by Article III of the Treaty, except as an exchange of one 
deployment area for the other in accordance with Article II of the Pro
tocol. As a result the United States would not be entitled to deploy 
ABM systems or their components for defense of its national capital 
area and the Soviet Union would not be entitled to deploy ABM systems 
or their components to defend a separate area containing interconti
nental ballistic missile silo launchers, except as perrnitted by Article II.

Article II of the Protocol provides that each Party may dismantle or 
destroy the ABM system and its components in the area in which they 
are currently deployed and deploy an ABM system or its components in 
the alternative area permitted by Article III of the ABM Treaty. As a 
result, the United States could transfer its ABM deployment to an area 
centered on its national capital and the Soviet Union could transfer its 
ABM deployment to a separate area, located at least 1,300 kilometers 
from Moscow, containing intercontinental ballistic missile silo launch
ers. The right of each Party to such a change in deployment areas may 
be exercised only once.

Notification of the exercise of this option must be given, prior to 
initiation of construction of the new ABM complex, in accord with a 
procedure to be agreed upon in the Standing Consultative Commission 
(SCC) established by the Parties pursuant to Article XIII of the ABM 
Treaty. Such notification may only be given during the year beginning 
Octoter 3, 1977, and ending October 2, 1978, or any year which com
mences at five-year intervals after October 3,1977. These years are the 
years prescribed for periodic review of the ABM Treaty.

Should either Party give notice and exercise its right to exchange 
deployment areas, dismantling or destruction of its existing ABM de
ployment and notification thereof must be carried out in accordance 
with Article VIII of the ABM Treaty in the shortest possible agreed 
period of time under agreed procedures to be negotiated in the SCC. 
New ABM deployment and notification thereof must also be carried out 
pursuant to procedures agreed to in the SCC.

Article III provides that the obligations of the ABM Treaty shall re
main in force except as modified by the Protocol, and that, in particular, 
the ABM deployments in the area selected by each Party shall remain 
limited by the numerical levels and other requirements established by 
the Treaty.

Article IV provides that the Protocol is subject to ratification in 
accordance with the constitutional procedures of each Party and shall 
upon its entry into force be considered an integral part of the ABM 
Treaty.

The ABM Treaty constitutes a major achievement in arms limitation 
and enhancement of strategic stability in that it limits the ABM capa-
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bilities of the United States and the Soviet Union to a low level. By 
means of this Protocol the permitted level and potential extent of ABM 
deployments will be further limited to one site for each Party, thereby 
reinforcing the ABM Treaty provision that neither side will establish 
a nationwide ABM defense or a base for such a defense.

This Protocol should further strengthen the strategic relationship, 
established by the ABM Treaty and I hope that it can be brought into 
force as soon as practicable.

Respectfully submitted.

R o b e r t  S. In g e r s o l l ,
The Acting Secretary of State.

Address by ACDA Director Ikle to the Council on Foreign 
Relations, September 5, 1974 '

How, in the nuclear era, can we insure the survival of our country 
with its freedoms? We need courage and candor to cope with this most 
painful question of our time.

We all sense the uncertain danger of nuclear war, but we have im
posed on ourselves an inner secrecy. We have ceased asking the ques
tions that would stir up our quiet anxiety: What are the human 
implications of nuclear weapons? What can they do to people—to a 
country? The potential for grief and suffering that lies hidden in the 
nuclear arsenals has long grown so immense that it has outstripped our 
capacity for fear.

Those of us who are old enough to remember 1945 still carry a vivid 
picture in our minds. We recall from Hiroshima and Nagasaki the acres 
of cities turned into a desolation of twisted steel and shattered concrete. 
We recall the eyewitness reports, the photographs, the detailed medical 
studies and scientific evaluations. We thought we would never forget 
the flesh burns, the mangled children, the fearsome radiation sickness.

To provide a measure for the destructiveness of the atom bomb, we 
referred to the explosives used in World War II in the strategic bomb
ing of cities, With those ruined cities still painfully visible, “tons of 
TNT” had some meaning. The “blockbuster,” the largest prenuclear 
bomb of the war that could destroy a whole city block, contained 10 
tons. The atom bomb of Hiroshima had the explosive power of 15 thou
sand tons of TNT.

Thus we strove to give a human scale to the threat of a third world 
war in which kiloton bombs would be used in dozens of places. I say 
“dozens,” for such were the numbers of atom bombs available in the 
late 1940’s.

Then in the early 1950’s a qualitative leap in technology brought the 
megaton. Now reality could no longer be encompassed by our imagina
tion. We could not comprehend in human terms a blockbuster multi-

‘ D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Sept. 30,1974, pp. 454-458.
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plied by a hundred thousand. But we thought we could still comprehend 
scientifically. A “megaton” is scientific language without appropriate 
emotive content, like the distance of the stars expressed in light-years.

Yet the fundamental truth about megatons is that they are not out 
there in a distant galaxy; megatons are aimed today at people, you and 
me, the people in the United States and in Russia, men, women, and 
children in many cities of many countries. It is the human meaning, 
therefore, that is the essence of nuclear weapons—the very meaning 
that our scientific jargon cannot convey.

Thus, over 20 years ago we lost comprehension—in emotive and 
human terms—of the reality of nuclear weapons. And yet reality re
ceded even further beyond the horizon of our understanding. For after 
this qualitative leap from kilotons to megatons, in the following decades 
the quantity of weapons also increased a thousandfold. Instead of the 
dozens of atomic bombs that frightened us so much in the late 1940’s we 
are now confronted with many thousands of nuclear weapons.

This story, I am sure, you were all aware of. But for those of you who 
have not followed this macabre branch of science closely, I have im
portant news: We are not only unable to express the human meaning 
of nuclear war—the only meaning that matters—we are also unable to 
express the full range of physical effects of nuclear warfare, let alone 
to calculate these effects.

Why is this so? Because the damage from nuclear explosions to the 
fabric of nature and the sphere of living things cascades from one effect 
to another in ways too complex for our scientists to predict. Indeed, the 
more we know, the more we know how little we know. Several accidents 
and chance discoveries permitted us to catch a new glimpse of this 
nether world over the past 20 years. At least half a dozen such discover
ies seem worth recalling:

The first reminds us of the unpredictability of nuclear fallout.
In 1954, the United States exploded an “experimental thermonuclear 

device” on a coral reef in the Marshall Islands. It was expected to have 
the power of about 8 million tons of TNT. But actually it exploded with 
about double the yield predicted—15 million tons of TNT. And it pro
duced much more fallout than expected. An area of more than 7,000 
square miles was seriously contaminated. Radioactive debris showered 
down on a Japanese fishing boat 40 miles outside the preannounced test 
area. About 100 miles downwind from the explosion, Rongelap Atoll 
unexpectedly received serious fallout, so that inhabitants there had to 
be evacuated. One section of the atoll received about six times the lethal 
dose. And the U.S. Government promptly issued a notice expanding the 
danger area to about 400,000 square miles, or roughly eight times the 
area previously designated as the danger zone. This experience fur
nished a dramatic lesson in the difficulty of predicting fallout.

The second: The same thermonuclear test unexpectedly drove home 
to us some of the human meaning of fallout, largely an abstraction to 
most of the world at the time.
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Soon after the explosion, a sandy ash showered down on crewmem- 
bers of the Japanese fishing boat I mentioned, settled in their hair and 
on their skin. The crew, having no idea about the nature of this strange 
substance from the sky, kept working. But before long, the awful symp
toms of radiation sickness began to be felt.

At Rongelap Atoll it was two days before people on the island were 
evacuated. By that time they had received about one-fourth the lethal 
dose of radiation. Fortunately, they had not been at the northern end of 
the island, where the fallout would have brought quick death. But chil
dren were later found to have serious permanent thyroid injury, which 
would retard their growth. Just recently, a young man who was ex
posed in that test while still in his mother’s womb underwent surgery 
at Cleveland Metropolitan General Hospital. Growths were removed 
from his thyroid gland. This brought to 28 the number of residents of 
Rongelap who have had such surgery.

The third unexpected discovery made us aware how nuclear explo
sions can bring about massive disruptions in worldwide communica
tions. This type of disruption could have seriously impaired the ability 
of governments and military commanders to receive attack warning 
and maintain control.

In 1958, the United States exploded two nuclear devices high above 
Johnson Island in the Pacific. High-frequency radio communications 
which crossed the sky 600 miles from the detonation point were unex- 

• pectedly lost. Some interruptions lasted minutes, others many hours. 
The disruption resulted from complex interactions among effects pro
duced by the explosion: the shock wave’s disruption of the ionosphere 
which normally reflects radio signals back to earth, radiations from 
debris, and ionization of the atmosphere. The reasons for the unex
pected disruption were explained—but only well after the event.

The fourth chance discovery made our experts focus on the distant 
damage to electronic equipment and computers that nuclear detona
tions can cause. Given that our engineers, happily, had never seen a 
nuclear war, they were used to worrying primarily about heat and blast 
damage, familiar to them from Hiroshima and Nagasaki and from sub
sequent weapons tests. But meanwhile, the British had discovered that 
the electromagnetic pulse produced by nuclear explosion could destroy 
critical command and control links and computer memories beyond the 
range of blast damage. The British, having a much smaller test program 
than our own, assumed we must be aware of this vulnerability. We 
weren’t. Only through coincidence was knowledge of this effect relayed 
to our own experts.

The fifth  discovery alters our assessment of the vulnerability of 
missile forces that are protected in underground silos, such as our 
Minuteman. As you know, there is continuing concern that our Minute- 
man missile force might become vulnerable to a sudden attack, hence 
lose its deterrent value.

For years, simplistic calculations have been used—the kind of 
calculations that a teacher can put on half a blackboard—to show that
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accurately aimed multiple warheads, so-called MIRV's [multiple inde
pendently targeted reentry vehicles], would inevitably increase this 
vulnerability. Then the complexity of the real world was rediscovered.
It was found that through a phenomenon dubbed ‘‘fratricide” some of 
these warheads might destroy or divert each other before they could 
destroy the intended target.

In this case, the discovery suggests something reassuring: Our simple 
calculations may have exaggerated the vulnerability of our missiles.

The sixth and last example concerns a new uncertainty about what 
nuclear war might do to people and to the very environment on which 
life depends—an uncertainty that has gone unnoticed for 25 years. 
This is the possibility that a large number of nuclear explosions might 
bring about the destruction, or partial destruction, of the ozone layer 
in the stratosphere that helps protect all living things from ultraviolet 
radiation.

I want to stress the accidental nature of this discovery. Not studies 
about thermonuclear war but totally unrelated investigations of the 
supersonic transport aircraft surfaced the ozone problem.

A few years ago, the public controversy surrounding supersonic air
craft led to inquiries into their possible effect on the stratosphere. This 
in turn led to a reexamination of measurements taken after a series of 
atmospheric nuclear weapons tests in the early 1960's. Based on this 
evidence, a few articles have started to appear in scientific journals, 
beginning to unfold the story.

We do know that nuclear explosions in the earth's atmosphere would 
generate vast quantities of nitrogen oxides and other pollutants which 
might deplete the ozone that surrounds the earth. But we do not know 
how much ozone depletion would occur from a large number of nuclear 
explosions—it might be imperceptible, but it also might be almost to
tal. We do not know how long such depletion would last—less than one 
year or over ten years. And above all, we do not know what this deple
tion would do to plants, animals, and people. Perhaps it would merely 
increase the hazard of sunburn. Or perhaps it would destroy critical 
links of the intricate food chain of plants and animals and thus shatter 
the ecological structure that permits man to remain alive on this planet. 
All we know is that we do not know.

To find out more about this new potential danger from nuclear war, 
my Agency, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, has enlisted 
the help of the National Academy of Science as part of the Agency's 
statutory obligation to provide the scientific information upon which 
arms control policy must be based.

The six examples I mentioned show how the accidents of scientific 
discovery continue to add fragments to our knowledge of nuclear war- ’ 
fare. Each of these discoveries tore a hole in the facile assumptions that 
screened the reality of nuclear war. Each brought a new glimpse into j  

the caldron of horrors. What unexpected discovery will be next? What 
will surprise number seven be? Number eight?

Unfortunately, when man can no longer confront his fears and can no
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longa* comprehend reality, he takes refuge in superstitions. As substi
tutes for the incomprehensible reality, we create an imaginary order. 
We count megatons, missiles, and MIRV’s; we classify weapons as 
“tactical” or “strategic”; we use computers to calculate “unacceptable 
damage”; we elaborate theories of “first strike,” “second strike,” and 
“mutual deterrence.” All these concerns are important. But we must 
not mistake uncertain notions for knowledge based on solid experience.

This lack of real knowledge applies not only to the effects of nuclear 
weapons but to the armaments themselves. Their steel and aluminum 
and concrete seem solid enough. However, lest we place too much con
fidence in these so-called weapons systems we should remember this: 
These complex “systems” had to be designed and developed in a world 
of theory. They could never be tested in that cataclysmic world where 
they would have to function if they ever had to function at all. Modern 
nuclear armaments are the product of a long succession of research and 
engineering projects, fortunately without full-scale tests—a develop
ment process unique in the history of technology.

It is as if we had been building airplanes of more and more advanced 
design ever since the Wright brothers without ever flying a single one, 
testing only components while basing the design of the plane as a whole 
entirely on theory. Would you trust your family to fly in the latest 
model of an aircraft thus developed?

The fact is, since World War II, layers and layers of nuclear weaponry 
have accumulated, based on paper studies, laboratory experiments, and 
partial tests. We do not know —and of course never want to find out— 
the full implications if ever those entire weapons systems were to be 
used. Yet we, as well as other nations, keep adding new layers of such 
armaments in thehope that they will ward off an enemy attack.

Fortunately, in our country the tradition of openness and the adver
sary system practiced by the Congress and the press maintain a healthy, 
sense of concern and skepticism. New weapons systems are subjected 
to scrutiny. But in closed societies, where the practice of secrecy is so 
deeply rooted, the military and their technicians can tunnel along in 
complete seclusion with their untested “systems” and their unverified 
hypotheses about how they would fight a nuclear war, none aware of 
the disaster that is being prepared. In an open society, foolishness and 
falsity in the long run come up against wise and honest men.

I reminded you of the accident 20 years ago that forced our tech
nicians to recognize the implications of nuclear fallout. For a short 
while, the bureaucratic instinct among some of our officials was to con
ceal. A few days after the Marshall Island explosion, the information 
made available seemed to imply that the Japanese vessel may have 
trespassed, that the fishermen were not seriously injured, that the 
fishing area was not contaminated, and that nature was somehow to 
blame—“The wind failed to follow the predictions . . . . ” was given as 
an excuse. But our free press and Congress demanded the facts.

As you know, the temper of the American people, the energies of our 
free press, and the constitutional structure of our government are not
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a hospitable environment for secrecy. In this lies a real stren^h and a 
real hope. We have access to the facts that are known and, equally im
portant, to the larger truth: That a great deal remains unknown. Of 
course, it is not enough for the facts to be open to the citizens; the citi
zens must be responsive to the facts.

The world seems to have become habituated to nuclear weapons. We 
were warned that this might happen by Bernard Baruch almost 30 
years ago, when he represented the United States on nuclear arms con
trol issues in the United Nations. In December 1946, six months after 
making the famous proposal which bears his name, Baruch said;

Time is two-edged. It not only forces us nearer to our doom if we do not save ourselves, 
but, even more horrendous, it habituates us to existing conditions which, by familiarity, 
seem less and less threatening.^

What can be done to combat this habituation, this fatalistic lethargy? 
Part of the answer lies in our ability as Americans to communicate 
with other governments and people. I do not offer this as rhetoric; I 
mean it quite literally. It would be the greatest mistake to underesti
mate the intellectual and moral ifnpact which we can have on world 
affairs.

Since the beginning of the nuclear era, the intellectual foundation 
of arms control and disarmament efforts has stemmed largely from 
American contributions, the product of our scholars and diplomats, our 
military and our scientists. The fact that the U.S. Government was the 
first to create an agency devoted to arms control and disarmament is 
in itself a reflection of a profoundly American quality—a practical 
optimism about the manageability of human affairs.

Because the United States is both an open society and also the fore
most nuclear nation, we alone can communicate these realities to the 
world at large. It is now the fate of every country to remain imprisoned 
in a world made small and terribly fragile by modern instruments of 
destruction. If we ourselves openly address the implications of nuclear 
war and the requirements of disarmament, we will then be able to 
speak to the citizens of all nations.

We are likely to be greatly tested. We must not show weakness of 
character by choosing to rely only on the strength of our armaments 
rather than endure the frustrations of negotiating for mutual reduc
tions of armaments. And we must not show weakness by departing 
from our standards for sound arms control measures. I am confident 
we shall pass these tests. As President Ford has said:

Just as America will maintain its nuclear deterrent strength, we will never fall behind 
in negotiations to control—and hopefully reduce—this threat to mankind.^

For the United States, as for every nation, self-interest and the 
human interest are one: to protect the earth, our only source of life. 
Halting the increase and spread of nuclear armaments thus can be
come the common cause of the international community. We must

2 D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Dec. 15,1946, p. 1089.
W eekly Compilation o f  Presiden tial Documents, Aug. 26,1974, p. 1049.
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mount a great effort to insure that America's candor and confidence 
and energy in seeking to control nuclear weapons will find the neces
sary response among leaders and citizens throughout the world.

Report of \\xeAd A/ocCommittee on the World Disarmament 
Conference, September 13, 1974^

I. INTRODUCTION

1. By resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of 18 December 1973,  ̂ the General 
Assembly decided 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 realiza
tion of such a conference, and to submit, on the basis of consensus, a 
report to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session.

2. The General Assembly also decided that the Ad Hoc Committee 
should consist of the following 40 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, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire and Zambia.

3. The General Assembly invited the States possessing nuclear 
weapons to co-operate or maintain contact with the Ad Hoc Commit
tee, it being understood that they would enjoy the same rights as the 
appointed members of the Committee.

4. It further invited all States to communicate as soon as possible 
to the Secretary-General, for transmission to the Ad Hoc Committee, 
any views and suggestions they deemed pertinent to submit for the 
purpose defined in paragraph 1 above. The replies received are con
tained in documents A/AC.167/L.2 and Add. 1-6, A/9590 and A/9636.

II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE

5. The Committee held 16 meetings at United Nations Headquarters 
between 7 and 10 May, 24 and 27 June and 9 and 13 September 1974. 
The 1st meeting of the Committee was opened by the Secretary- 
General, who made a statement.

 ̂General Assembly Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 28
(A/9628), pp. 1-7. The annex is not printed here.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 899-901.
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6. The Committee elected the following officers:

Chairman: Mr. Fereydoun Hoveyda (Iran)
Vice Chairmen: Mr. Eugeniusz Kulaga (Poland)

Mr. Patrice Mikanagu (Burundi)
Mr. Javier Perez de Cuellar (Peru)

Rapporteur: Mr. Antonio Elias (Spain)

7. In addition to States appointed to serve on the Ad Hoc Committee 
as members, France, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics participated in 
the work of the Committee by virtue of paragraph 3 of General As
sembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII). Under the same paragraph, China 
and the United States of America maintained contact with the .Ad Hoc 
Committee through its Chairman.

8. In examining the views of States, as requested by the General 
Assembly in resolution 3183 (XXVIII), the Committee had before it, 
at its request, a summary prepared by the Secretariat quoting, under 
headings proposed by the bureau and accepted by the Committee, 
views and suggestions expressed by Governments  ̂ The draft of the 
summary was circulated to all States Members of the United Nations 
for additional comments and suggestions. The Secretary-General 
sent communications to the Member States, inviting them to present 
in writing any new suggestions they desired to offer.

9. At its 8th meeting, on 26 June 1974, the Committee established 
an open-ended Working Group, composed of Burundi, Egypt, Hungary, 
India, Iran, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Poland and Spain, with the task of 
preparing a draft report, to be examined by the Committee for submis
sion to the General Assembly. Representatives of Argentina and 
Yugoslavia, members of the Ad Hoc Committee, participated in the 
deliberations of the Working Group. In addition, representatives of 
Brazil, Czechoslovakia, Indonesia, Pakistan, Romania, Sweden, 
Turkey and Zambia attended meetings of the Working Group.

10. The Working Group held 37 meetings between 27 June and 6 
September 1974, under the chairmanship of the Rapporteur of the 
Committee.

11. On 9 September, the Chairman of the Working Group, in an oral 
report (issued under the symbol A/AC.167/L.6), introduced to the 
Ad Hoc Committee the draft report prepared by the Working Group 
(A/AC.167/L.5).

12. The Ad Hoc Committee, on the proposal of its Chairman, took 
note of a suggestion that there should be continued application of 
methods and means used until now for helping to clear the way to
wards the initiation of the preparation for convening a world disarma
ment conference, particularly the contacts by the Chairman and mem
bers of the Ad Hoc Committee on a personal basis with the nuclear 
Powers, in order to explore the possibility of reaching agreement on 
the solution of at least some of the disarmament problems most 
frequently mentioned in the debates, and with a view to reaching
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agreement on the question of convening a world disarmament 
conference.

13. The final version of the “Summary of views and suggestions ex
pressed by Governments on the convening of a world disarmament con
ference and related problems, including conditions for the realization 
of such a conference” (A/AC.167/L.4), incorporating the views received 
as at 5 August 1974, was examined by the Working Group and the Ad 
Hoc Committee and found to be an adequate reflection of the positions 
maintained by Governments. Various delegations expressed their ap
preciation to the Secretariat for the preparation of such a document.

14. It was decided that the summary should be annexed to the report 
of the Committee (see below).

III. EXAMINATION OF VIEWS AND SUGGESTIONS 
EXPRESSED BY GOVERNMENTS

15. From the range of views expressed by Governments as sum
marized in the annex below, the following approaches are discernible:

(a) A large group of States strongly urges that a world disarmament 
conference be convened as soon as possible after due preparation. 
While stress is laid on the participation of all States on an equal foot
ing, the participation of nuclear-weapon States is, nevertheless, 
deemed essential.

(b) Other States maintain that active participation of all nuclear- 
weapon States is a condition sine qua non for the success of the con
ference, which would also require thorough preparation. If all 
nuclear-weapon States take an active interest in the preparation and 
convening of a world disarmament conference, it could produce positive 
results.

(c) Another group of States is convinced that political conditions for 
the convening of a world disarmament conference, being especially 
promoted by detente and the ever increasing importance of disarma
ment, have become ripe. The conference should be convened as soon as 
possible, with preparatory steps to be taken without delay. All coun
tries of the world should participate in the conference on an equal 
footing. The participation of all nuclear-weapon States is of great 
importance.

(d) According to another approach, a world disarmament conference 
can only be convened if certain prerequisites for the creation of neces
sary conditions conducive to genuine disarmament are met. The con
vening of a world disarmament conference could only be acceptable if 
there were a clear obligation on the part of the nuclear-weapon States 
(i) not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, particularly against 
non-nuclear-weapon States, and (ii) to end all forms of military pres
ence on the territory of other countries by those concerned.

(e) According to another line of thinking, a world disarmament 
conference cannot contribute at this time to the achievement of 
concrete arms control agreements. Such agreements could only be
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obtained through a step-by-step approach by careful, patient and 
businesslike negotiations in an atmosphere relatively free of polemics. 
The General Assembly could note, by consensus, the possible useful
ness of a world disarmament conference convened at an appropriate 
time.

(f) Finally, several States agree and support in principle the conven
ing of a world disarmament conference; however, they consider of 
crucial importance the need to eliminate the difficulties with regard to 
its convening. Therefore, they call upon all parties to overcome the 
difficulties which separate them in order that a world disarmament 
conference, so long awaited by peace-loving peoples, could be realized.

16. The views and suggestions expressed by Governments on the 
convening of a world disarmament conference can be generally sum
marized as follows:

(a) A world disarmament conference could provide a new universal 
forum to make multilateral disarmament negotiations effective and 
to give meaning and substance to the Disarmament Decade and to the 
efforts to reach general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control.

(b) A world disarmament conference could give new impetus or 
become a turning point in the disarmament efforts. It could fulfil 
the need for a universal forum for disarmament discussions; ideas and 
principles emanating from a world disarmament conference could 
stren^hen negotiating bodies in arriving at concrete agreements.

(c) The holding of a world disarmament conference should neither 
impair nor result in slowing down or interfering with the efforts 
already under way through existing channels of negotiation in the field 
of disarmament and arms control.

(d) A world disarmament conference should approach disarmament 
within the context of international collective security, global and 
regional, and the economic development, particularly of developing 
countries.

(e) The universalization of the disarmament talks could spur 
disarmament negotiations and facilitate the adoption of disarmament 
measures.

(f) A world disarmament conference could ensure the openness of 
diplomacy, equality of participation and exposure to public account
ability that might stimulate effective action.

(g) The premature convening of a world disarmament conference 
or of a preparatory commission would be more likely to produce harm
ful rhetoric, rather than purposeful, businesslike negotiations, which 
would be needed to produce specific results.

(h) The First Committee of the General Assembly, where all nuclear- 
weapon States were represented, was performing the task of estab
lishing broad objectives for disarmament negotiations and there 
would be no need, at this time, for duplication of this activity in 
another forum.
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17. The following views were expressed about the conditions for the 
realization of a world disarmament conference;

(a) A world disarmament conference should be adequately prepared. 
(For more precise information, seethe views expressed by Afghanistan, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cyprus, Denmark, Ec
uador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Germany, the 
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,, India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, 
Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, the Philip
pines, Sierra Leone, Tunisia, Turkey, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United Republic of Tanz
ania and Venezuela as contained in the annex below.)

(b) The participation in a world disarmament conference should be 
universal. All States should be assured of equal participation in the 
conference. (For more precise information, see the views expressed by 
Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bhutan, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, Colombia, 
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Finland, 
the German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Pakistan, Peru, the Philippines, Poland, 
Romania, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, the 
Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Republic of Cameroon, the United Republic of Tanzania, Uru
guay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zambia, as contained in the annex 
below.)

(c) The participation of all nuclear-weapon States and major mili
tary States in a world disarmament conference must be assured; the 
nuclear-weapon States should display a readiness to go along with the 
widely held views that disarmament issues should be tackled on an 
urgent basis and with the participation of all States, big and small. 
(For more precise information, see the views expressed by Afghani
stan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Finland, France, the 
German Democratic Republic, Germany, the Federal Republic of, 
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Ireland, Italy, the Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Nepal, the Netherlands, Norway, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, the 
Philippines, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, the Sudan, Sweden, the Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great
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Britain and Northern Ireland, the United Republic of Cameroon, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and 
Zambia, as contained in the annex below.)

(d) The developing process of detente in international relations 
provides one of the basic conditions for the successful convening of a 
world disarmament conference. (For more precise information, see the 
views expressed by Finland, the German Democratic Republic, Hun
gary, New Zealand, Mongolia, Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as contained in the annex below.)

(e) A world disarmament conference could be successful only in an 
atmosphere of detente, international co-operation and mutual trust. 
(For more precise information, see the views expressed by Austria, 
Norway and Sierra Leone, as contained in the annex below.)

(f) A world disarmament conference would have to be able to 
offer real prospects of agreement on significant arms control measures. 
(For more precise information, see the views expressed by the United 
States of America, as contained in the annex below.)

(g) All countries should have the right to equal participation in the 
decisions and control over their implementation. (For more precise 
information, see the views expressed by Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, the German 
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Hungary, Nepal, Romania, Tunisia, 
Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia and Zambia, 
as contained in the annex below.)

(h) All nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America, 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; they must withdraw from abroad all their armed forces, in
cluding nuclear missile forces, and dismantle all their military bases, 
including nuclear bases, on the territories of other countries. (For 
more information, see the views expressed by China as contained in 
the annex below.)

(i) It was indispensable to ensure in advance general support for the 
convening of a world disarmament conference. (For more precise in
formation, see the views expressed by Algeria, Australia, Austria, 
Belgium, Ecuador, Ghana, Italy, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, 
Pakistan, Tunisia, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the United States of America as contained in the annex 
below.)

18. Suggestions have also been offered by Governments on the main 
objectives of a world disarmament conference, which can be generally 
summarized as follows:

(a) A world disarmament conference should have clear objectives, 
namely, to discuss the total prohibition and thorough destruction of
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nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction;
(b) A world disarmament conference could help States to determine 

and agree upon the most urgent aspects of the disarmament problems 
and to point out practical and mutually acceptable and agreed ways 
and means of limiting and putting an end to the arms race;

(c) A world disarmament conference could evaluate and encourage 
disarmament efforts, formulating guidelines and priorities with a view 
to the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under ef
fective international control, giving primary consideration to nuclear 
disarmament; it could also point out practical and mutually acceptable 
measures of disarmament;

(d) A world disarmament conference, by bringing together all 
States of the world and especially all the nuclear-weapon States and 
militarily significant countries, could tackle the question of disarma
ment globally and seek ways and means of solving disarmament 
problems;

(e) A world disarmament conference could review and make rec
ommendations on the political, economic and military aspects of 
disarmament;

(f) A world disarmament conference should give prominent place 
to the question of the negative economic and social consequences of 
the arms race for the world community and, in particular, for the 
developing countries;

(g) A world disarmament conference could strengthen the link 
between disarmament and economic development, suggesting ways 
and means of channelling the funds saved from measures of disarma
ment for accelerating economic and social development in general and 
in the developing countries, in particular;

(h) A world disarmament conference could make an assessment of 
the results achieved in the field of disarmament negotiations, and 
evaluate the significance and implementation of international agree
ments concluded so far;

(i) A world disarmament conference could draw the attention of 
the international community to the magnitude and gravity of the 
arms race and to determine a general line of action to halt and reverse 
it.

19. Views and suggestions have also been offered by Governments 
on the preparation, agenda and organizational aspects of a world 
disarmament conference:

(a) Adequate preparation
The preparation necessary for a world disarmament conference 

could be undertaken in stages, through bilateral and multilateral con
sultations, by either existing organs dealing with disarmament or 
eventually by a preparatory body, designated in advance (with timing, 
size, composition and terms of reference to be determined and agreed 
upon). The participation of all the nuclear-weapon States and 
militarily significant Powers in the preparation for a world disarma-
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ment conference was considered by some Governments as useful, by 
others as extremely desirable and by still others as indispensable.

(b) Agenda

(i) The agenda of a World Disarmament Conference should be com
prehensive with a view to arriving at agreement on guidelines for 
general and complete disarmament, under effective international 
control;

(ii) Priority should be given in a world disarmament conference 
agenda to specific measures of disarmament, especially nuclear dis
armament and the elimination of other weapons of mass destruction;

(iii) The agreement on the agenda should be reached in the prepara
tory stage.

(c) Timing, duration, and possible site
A world disarmament conference should be convened at an early 

date, preferably within the next two years or as soon as possible; it 
should be convened at an appropriate time; the time should be decided 
in light of the preparatory work. The conference could last for one to 
three months or as necessary for the fulfilment of its task, and it could 
be convened at Geneva, New York, Vienna or any other site assuring 
participation of all States;

(d) The view was also expressed that, under present circumstances, 
it is inadvisable to convene, set a date for, or start preparations for a 
world disarmament conference.

20. Views were also expressed on procedural aspects of a world dis
armament conference (level of representation, character of decisions 
and methods of their adoption), its follow-up and its relationship to the 
United Nations.

Message from Shahinshah Mohamad Reza Pahlavi to Secretary- 
General Waldheim: Middle East Nuclear-free Zone, Septem
ber 16, 1974>

As the United Nations sits in plenary again to discuss world prob
lems, it can draw upon the experience of almost three decades of peace
making effort.

What we unhappily learn from that experience is that world prob
lems are often too complex to be managed by pre-ordained rules and 
principles no matter how noble and well-conceived these ideas and 
principles may be. Charter principles must be translated into solid 
structures that together and in combination could provide a safeguard 
for peace.

In a world still gripped by the legacy of past rancour and adversities, 
a rapid diffusion of nuclear technology—with all its potential for

> A/9693/Add.3, Sept. 17,1974.
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military application—may have dire portents. Atomic science rep
resents man’s best hopes for survival and his worst fears of doom. If 
coming generations are to enjoy the blessing of that technology and be 
free of its burdens, if we want to open new doorways to peace, we must 
be as bold and as imaginative in curbing the spread of nuclear arms 
as we have been in creating them.

The world of today is precariously poised on the threshold of a new 
age in which countries will increasingly move from the use of the more 
traditional sources of energy to that of nuclear energy source. New and 
less costly methods of processing the fissile material, matched by a 
wider dissemination of scientific knowledge, would make acquisition 
of nuclear weapons a far less burdensome undertaking for an increas
ing number of States. Within the political setting of our region this 
might mean more than a mere involvement of adversaries in a sense
less and wasteful nuclear arms race.

It was in this spirit—with such concerns, hopes and expectations— 
that Iran called for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the region of the Middle East. The support we have received from 
many Governments, both within and outside our region, suggests that 
the concerns that underlie our proposal are justified and are widely 
shared.

While encouraged by this support, and by the success of a similar 
undertaking in Latin America, we nevertheless have not been oblivious 
of the difficulties that make realization of the scheme in our region 
problematic. With resolve and patience, and with the support an,d 
assistance of the United Nations, however, I am confident we sh^l 
finally succeed.

Allow me to convey through you my best wishes for the success qf 
the work of the Assembly.

M o ham ad  R eza  P a h l a v i

Address by ACDA Director Ikle to the Duke University Law
Forum: Control of Nuclear Technology, September 18, 1974>

The U.S. Congress and successive administrations have had to grap
ple with the control of nuclear technology for almost three decades. 
The essence of the difficulty lies in the dual nature of this technology. 
From the very beginning there have been high expectations concerning 
peaceful uses of the atom. If nuclear power served only destructive 
purposes, we would, not have had the ambivalence that has bedeviled 
all our attempts to control the spread of nuclear technology.

It is as if mankind had been burdened with a Biblical curse. The 
fruit of the tree of knowledge—the great accomplishment of our

* Department o f State Bulletiuy Oct. 21, 1974, pp. 543-547. The address was delivered 
at Durham, N.C.
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nuclear scientists—holds both promise and threat; it can help keep 
alive our civilization and it can destroy it.

It is hardly surprising that, historically, our ways of dealing with the 
nuclear presence on earth have pulled in two inconsistent directions. 
We have tried by one means and then another to reconcile the dichot
omy of nuclear power.

In November 1945, some three months after Hiroshima and Naga
saki, President Harry Truman set a policy for the United States when 
he joined the Prime Ministers of Great Britain and Canada in signing 
a declaration among the three powers whose nuclear scientists and re
sources had been united during the war to build the first atomic 
bombs. The declaration argued against the disclosure of information 
even about “the practical industrial application of atomic energy'' 
before an international system of control was set up.̂

The following year Bernard Baruch, President Truman's represent
ative, made the American proposal to the United Nations for which he 
is still remembered. It called for placing the nuclear resources of the 
world under the ownership and control of an independent international 
authority.  ̂That is to say, the Baruch plan provided for strict interna
tional control of all nuclear technology that might be diverted to de
structive purposes. You doubtless know the rest of the story: The 
Soviet Union did not find this proposal acceptable, and it was subse
quently learned that the Soviets had in fact been working on the 
development of an atomic bomb since the middle of World War II.

The first legislation passed by Congress to control the atom was in 
the spirit of the 1945 three-power declaration in that it placed major 
emphasis on maintaining nuclear secrecy.  ̂Ironically, it went so far in 
this direction as to terminate nuclear collaboration with the other two 
signers of the declaration, Canada and Great Britain.

The promotion of peaceful uses was thus relegated to a distinctly 
secondary position, while full attention was given to preventing the 
spread of nuclear-weapons technology. In 1951 the Atomic Energy Act 
was amended but not with a view to promoting peaceful uses. It was 
amended so that military nuclear information could be shared to 
strengthen the North Atlantic alliance.  ̂In practical terms this meant 
nuclear assistance to Great Britain.

The ''Atoms for Peace''Program

Meanwhile, however, the potentialities for peaceful uses of atomic 
energy became increasingly evident, particularly the use of re
actors for generating electric power. And as these new possibilities 
opened up, a new American policy began to take shape. In part it was 
a policy of exploiting the inevitable—or so it must have been viewed 
by its proponents—but it was clothed in very appealing language:

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1H5-1959, vol. I, pp. 1-3.
3 Ibid., pp. 7-16.
^eOStat. 755.
5 65 Stat. 692.
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The program was called “Atoms for Peace.”
More importantly, the. promotion of peaceful commercial uses had 

now come to be regarded as a means of actually exorcising the evil 
side of nuclear energy, of reversing the trend toward acquisition of 
nuclear weapons. In addition, we had a commercial interest in reactor 
exports. Possibly, too, we were eager to demonstrate to the world that 
the United States had let loose a benevolent genie, not an evil one.

In the hearings on this new program, held by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy in 1954, Secretary Dulles said that knowledge in this 
field was developing in so much of the world that we could not hope 
to set up an effective “dam against the flow of information, and if we 
try to do it we will only dam our own influence and others will move 
into the field with the bargaining that that involves.”® In general, these 
crucial hearings showed a tolerant attitude toward the proliferation 
of nuclear technology, or so it would seem to us today. The resultant 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 called for making available to cooperating 
nations the benefits of peaceful applications of atomic energy “as 
widely as expanding technology and considerations of the common 
defense and security” would permit.  ̂ The act authorized the Atomic 
Energy Commission to negotiate cooperation agreements without 
Senate approval.

Based on this act, the U.S. Government facilitated the participation 
of American industry in atomic power activities abroad. Eventually, 
26 American research reactors were installed in other countries. We 
organized large conferences to transmit technical know-how. We 
licensed foreign firms to produce and sell our reactors. And we shipped 
materials abroad to help other countries move ahead in nuclear tech
nology. For example, in 1955, with the encouragement of Congress, we 
sold 10 tons of heavy water to India for her research reactor. All told, 
we spent hundreds of millions of dollars on spreading nuclear technol
ogy abroad (exclusive of weapons assistance to our allies but including 
the interest subsidy on Export-Import Bank loans).

The Eisenhower administration also took practical steps to build 
an international institution that could facilitate cooperation in peace
ful nuclear technology with safeguards against diversion for military 
purposes. In his “Atoms for Peace” address at the United Nations, 
President Eisenhower had proposed the creation of an international 
atomic energy organization; ® and not withstanding early Soviet ob
jections to this idea, it finally was carried out. In 1957, the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, with headquarters in Vienna, was es
tablished, and the U.S. Senate aodopted a resolution approving its 
statute.® Today, this Agency is a viable organization making a sub-

® S. 3323 and H.R. 8862, To Amend the Atomic Ehtergy Act o f 1H6: Hearings Before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress o f the United States, Eighty-third Con
gress, Second Session, pt II (June 2,3,4,5 ,8,17/and 18,1954), pp. 701-702.

 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 2863.
® Documents on Disarmament, 191̂ 5-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
® American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, pp. 915 ff.
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stantial contribution toward the separation of peaceful from military 
uses of nuclear technology.

From hindsight, we might regard this Agency and the network of 
international agreements supporting it as the quid pro quo that the 
United States obtained in exchange for its very generous—perhaps 
overly generous—assistance in nuclear technology to a great many 
countries throughout the world.

The Problem of Peaceful Nuclear Explosives

In the 1960’s Congress maintained its interest in the peaceful ap
plication of nuclear technology. But now it showed renewed concern 
with the risk of spreading weapons technology. It took initiatives of 
its own to pave the way for the Nonproliferation Treaty of 1968.̂ ® 
Particularly important was the Pastore resolution in 1966, urging the 
government to negotiate a nonproliferation agreement.^^

As for the Nonproliferation Treaty itself, although there have been, 
and continue to be, some important holdout countries, the fact remains 
that it has been a successful arms control measure. Eighty-three coun
tries have ratified it, another 23 have signed it, and there are pros
pects for additional adherences in the not too distant future.

This treaty obligates all parties not to facilitate the acquisition of 
nuclear explosives^—whether called bombs or peaceful devices—by 
countries not possessing nuclear weapons. This obligation implies that 
the transfer of materials and know-how ought to be controlled or cur
tailed. At the same time, the treaty obligates the nuclear-weapons 
States that are party to it to provide assistance to all other parties 
on peaceful nuclear technology, including explosives for peaceful pur
poses. Thus this legal instrument incorporates the very dilemma that 
has troubled international control of nuclear technology from the first 
day.

The idea of using nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes has been 
around for some time. As early as 1949, after the first Soviet nuclear 
test, Andrei Vyshinsky told the United Nations that the Soviet purpose 
in developing nuclear explosives was to “blow up mountains and 
change the course of rivers.”̂  ̂Little was heard of this idea until the 
mid-1950's, when American scientists promoted the Plowshare pro
gram—the use of nuclear devices for excavation. Thereafter the United 
States stressed the possible benefits of this technology, while the 
Soviet Union had turned skeptical. The program found considerable 
support in Congress in the 1960’s. But the American interest in peace
ful nuclear explosives has since declined, and this year Congress explic
itly prohibited the use of energy R&D funds for field testing such 
explosives. Now, in the meantime, some nuclear experts in the Soviet 
Union have become eager about exploring this technology. Hence it was

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
" Ibid., 1966, pp. 306-307.

General Assembly Official Records: Fourth Session, Ad Hoc Political Committee, 
Thirty-third Meeting, November 10,19Ĵ 9, p. 188.
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at Soviet insistence that the recent Threshold Test Ban Treaty left 
open the question of peaceful explosives for subsequent negotiations.^^

How can one distinguish “peaceful” from “military” explosives? 
The U.S. Government has gone on record many times to insist that the 
technology of making nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes is in
distinguishable from the technology of making nuclear weapons.

The Indian explosion dramatized this dilemma. In the wake of the 
Indian explosion and the subsequent U.S. offer to sell nuclear reac
tors to Egypt and Israel, there has been very intense congressional 
interest in the problem of nonproliferation, as is evidenced by the 
number of bills and resolutions which have been generated. Of two bills 
providing for more stringent requirements in nuclear cooperation 
agreements and increased control by Congress, one has already been 
signed into law this yearand the other has been through conference; 
and a series of other bills, in somewhat similar vein, has been under 
consideration.

Avoidance of Further Proliferation

Turning now to the future prospects, I would stress to this audience 
that the avoidance of further nuclear proliferation is increasingly 
a matter of political restraint, which has to be reinforced by laws. The 
technical barriers to nuclear proliferation are gradually crumbling; 
and while export controls are now helpful and even essential, we have 
to assume that their effectiveness will diminish in the years ahead. 
Hence, the only dike to hold back the flood is the political self-interest 
of sovereign countries. And the political inhibitions can be greatly re
inforced through international legal instruments—treaties and agree
ments—that will spell out and codify the mutual obligations.

Whether or not a country turns to nuclear weapons depends, of 
course, on a combination of capability and intent. Capability is gov
erned by two factors: access to nuclear explosion technology, the 
principles of which are widely known, and access to nuclear materials 
such as plutonium or enriched uranium, over which there are some 
controls.

In the matter of nuclear fuels, it has been widely assumed that a 
country wishing to take the nuclear-weapons road would use pluto
nium, which is produced as a byproduct in electric power reactors and 
can then be reprocessed into plutonium usable for nuclear explosives. 
There is, however, another possibility—that of enriching uranium. 
A relatively new technique, using centrifuges, may make this a more 
feasible route. The centrifuge process has proven to be effective, 
although the economics are not yet proven. A centrifuge plant is much 
smaller and less visible than the huge gaseous diffusion plant that we 
have used to enrich uranium in large quantities. Finally, we hear about 
a new possibility, involving the use of lasers to enrich uranium.

A nte, pp. 225-227.
86Stat. 1460.
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It is apparent that several of the industrial countries, like West 
Germany, Italy, Japan, and Canada, could produce nuclear arsenals 
of great power within a relatively short time. These countries with 
the greatest capabilities have taken clear political action, however, to 
indicate that they do not intend to pursue that course, by signing or 
ratifying the Nonproliferation Treaty and in other statements of their 
policies.

What is the United States doing to prevent the further spread of 
nuclear weapons? First of all, we are strong supporters of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency in the application of its safeguards 
inspection program, which seeks to prevent the diversion of nuclear 
fuels from peaceful uses to weapons manufacture. We give them tech
nical advice and help them in devising instrumentation to make their 
safeguards more effective. We also use our influence in the Agency to 
make its agreements with other countries as effective as possible.

On the diplomatic front, we are naturally talking to some countries 
which have not ratified the Nonproliferation Treaty, pointing out the 
advantages of their doing so.

We are also preparing for the Nonproliferation Treaty Review Con
ference called for by the treaty, to be held by the parties in May 1975. 
The outcome of this conference could be important for the future of 
the treaty. It is very much to be hoped—and it seems possible—that 
by the time the review conference is held, a substantial portion of 
the key industrial states will be parties to the treaty. If this indeed 
happens and if the review conference evokes an impressive degree of 
solidarity among them in support of preferential treatment for treaty 
parties, then the Nonproliferation Treaty will be given a new lease 
on life. Like any international treaty, this one has to accord with the 
self-interest of the parties. For the countries that decided to forgo 
nuclear weapons, it is, in essence, a mutual pledge among many neigh
bors in many regions. It expresses the national self-interest of these 
countries not to initiate a nuclear arms competition at their doorstep.

There are a few lines of policy and emphasis which I would like to 
suggest:

—We should provide more money for the safeguards regime of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. I think Congress would now be 
receptive to this idea.

—More emphasis should also be placed on measures of physical 
security against theft and sabotage. We have already briefed Con
gress on this subject, in connection with our nuclear assistance agree
ments with Egypt and Israel. While physical security is inherently a 
national problem, the International Atomic Energy Agency can help 
in this respect by drawing up guidelines and insisting that agree
ments take physical security into account.

—There is an obvious relationship between what the United States 
and the Soviet Union do in restraining their “vertical proliferation'' 
and the willingness of other countries to give up their own nuclear
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option. It is clearly important that the United States and the Soviet 
Union be able to demonstrate to these other countries that they can 
accomplish effective limitations and reductions in their massive 
nuclear arsenals.

—Many countries are now keenly interested in nuclear reactors, 
particularly since the increase in the cost of oil. In responding to this 
interest, we can seek to encourage multinational cooperation so as to 
strengthen the acceptability and reliability of safeguards. Particularly, 
the processing of nuclear fuel can best be done in cooperative 
arrangements.

For the longer run, new efforts will be needed to cope with the 
worldwide diffusion of nuclear technology. We can slow down the 
spread of nuclear materials suitable for destructive purposes, but we 
cannot stop it. We can rely on international safeguards to help us de
tect diversion of material from peaceful uses to destructive ones, but 
we cannot rely on these safeguards to prevent such diversion alto
gether. We can give full support to the Nonproliferation Treaty, but we 
cannot expect this treaty to cover all countries or all the risks inherent 
in the spread of nuclear technology.

Thus, within a decade or two, nuclear explosives might be acquired 
by a much larger number of governments than today—even by sub
national groups. Our strategic forces, on which we now rely to deter 
deliberate attack from a major nuclear power, are not designed to pro
tect the security of the United States in such a world. A more diffused 
availability of nuclear explosives could lead to terrifying threats 
against the American people or disastrous destruction in our country. 
At such a time, the pressures on Congress and the administration for 
the most drastic action would be enormous.

Preventing a new dark age of unprecedented violence will depend on 
the determination and foresight we show today. We must not become 
disheartened. Our government had the courage to propose the Baruch 
plan; it had the vision to create the International Atomic Energy 
Agency; it had the farsightedness to promote the Nonproliferation 
Treaty. There seems no reason why we should not be able to create the 
additional Tnternational institutions and to adyance the necessary 
arms control measures which will enable us to live in a world of wide
spread nuclear technology.

Statement by Secretary of State Kissinger to the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee [Extracts], September 19, 1974’

We cannot expect to relax international tensions or achieve a more

 ̂D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Oct. 14,1974, pp. 512-516,518-519.
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stable international system should the two strongest nuclear powers 
conduct an unrestrained strategic arms race. Thus, perhaps the single 
most important component of our policy toward the Soviet Union is 
the effort to limit strategic weapons competition.

The competition in which we now find ourselves is historically 
unique:

—Each side has the capacity to destroy civilization as we know it.
—Failure to maintain equivalence could jeopardize not only our free

dom but our very survival.
—The lead time for technological innovation is so long, yet the pace 

of change so relentless, that the arms race and strategic policy itself 
are in danger of being driven by technological necessity.

—When nuclear arsenals reach levels involving thousands of 
launchers and over 10,000 warheads, and when the characteristics of 
the weapons of the two sides are so incommensurable, it becomes dif
ficult to determine what combination of numbers of strategic weapons 
and performance capabilities would give one side a militarily and 
politically useful superiority. At a minimum, clear changes in the stra
tegic balance can be achieved only by efforts so enormous and by incre
ments so large that the very attempt would be highly destabilizing.

—The prospect of a decisive military advantage, even if theoreti
cally possible, is politically intolerable; neither side will passively per
mit a massive shift in the nuclear balance. Therefore the probable 
outcome of each succeeding round of competition is the restoration of a 
strategic equilibrium, but at increasingly higher levels of forces.

—The arms race is driven by political as well as military factors. 
While a decisive advantage is hard to calculate, the appearance of 
inferiority—whatever its actual significance—can have serious 
political consequences. With weapons that are unlikely to be used and 
for which there is no operational experience, the psychological impact 
can be crucial. Thus each side has a high incentive to achieve not only 
the reality but the appearance of equality. In a very real sense each side 
shapes the military establishment of the other.

If we are driven to it, the United States will sustain amarms race. 
Indeed, it is likely that the United States would emerge from such a 
competition with an edge over the Soviet Union in most significant cate
gories of strategic arms. But the political or military benefit which 
would flow from such a situation would remain elusive. Indeed, after 
such an evolution it might well be that both sides would be worse off 
than before the race began. The enormous destructiveness of weapons 
and the uncertainties regarding their effects combine to make the mas
sive use of such weapons increasingly incredible.

The Soviet Union must realize that the overall relationship with the 
United States will be less stable if strategic balance is sought through 
unrestrained competitive programs. Sustaining the buildup requires 
exhortations by both sides that in time may prove incompatible with 
restrained international conduct. The very fact of a strategic arms
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race has a high potential for feeding attitudes of hostility and suspi
cion on both sides, transforming the fears of those who demand more 
weapons into self-fulfilling prophecies.

The American people can be asked to bear the cost and political 
instability of a race which is doomed to stalemate only if it is clear that 
every effort has been made to prevent it. That is why every President 
since Eisenhower has pursued negotiations for the limitation of strate
gic arms while maintaining the military programs essential to strate
gic balance.

There are more subtle strategic reasons for our interest in SALT. 
Our supreme strategic purpose is the prevention of nuclear conflict 
through the maintenance of sufficient political and strategic power. 
Estimates of what constitutes “sufficiency” have been contentious. 
Our judgments have changed with our experience in deploying these 
weapons and as the Soviets expanded their own nuclear forces. When 
in the late 1960’s it became apparent that the Soviet Union, for prac
tical purposes, had achieved a kind of rough parity with the United 
States, we adopted the current strategic doctrine.

We determined that stability required strategic forces invulnerable 
to attack, thus removing the incentive on either side to strike first. 
Reality reinforced doctrine. As technology advanced, it became appar
ent that neither side could realistically expect to develop a credible 
disarming capability against the other except through efforts so 
gigantic as to represent a major threat to political stability.

One result of our doctrine was basing our strategic planning on the 
assumption that in the unlikely event of nuclear attack, the President 
should have a wide range of options available in deciding at what level 
and against what targets to respond. We designed our strategic forces 
with a substantial measure of flexibility, so that the U.S. response 
need not include an attack on the aggressor’s cities—thus inviting the 
destruction of our own—but could instead hit other targets. Translat
ing this capability into a coherent system of planning became a novel, 
and as yet uncompleted, task of great complexity; but progress has 
been made. In our view such flexibility enhances the certainty of re
taliation and thereby makes an attack less likely. Above all, it pre
serves the capability for human decision even in the ultimate crisis.

Another, at first seemingly paradoxical, result was a growing com
mitment to negotiated agreements on strategic arms. SALT became 
one means by which we and the Soviet Union could enhance stability by 
setting mutual constraints on our respective forces and by gradually 
reaching an understanding of the doctrinal considerations that under
lie the deployment of nuclear weapons. Through SALT the two sides 
can reduce the suspicions and fears which fuel strategic competition. 
SALT, in the American conception, is a means to achieve strategic 
stability by methods other than the arms race.

Our specific objectives have been:

1. To break the momentum of ever-increasing levels of armaments;
2. To control certain qualitative aspects—particularly MIRV’s;
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3. To moderate the pace of new deployments; and
4. Ultimately, to achieve reductions in force levels.

The SALT agreements already si^ed represent a major contribu
tion to strategic stability and a significant first step toward a longer 
term and possibly broader agreement.

When the first agreements in 1972 were signed, the future strategic 
picture was not bright;

—The Soviet Union was engaged in a dynamic program that had 
closed the numerical gap in ballistic missiles; they were deploying 
three types of ICBM’s, at a rate of over 200 annually, and launching on 
the average eight submarines a year with l6 ballistic missiles each.

—The United States had ended its numerical buildup in the late 
1960’s at a level of 1,054 ICBM’s and 656 SLBM’s. We were emphasiz
ing technological improvements, particularly in MIRV’s for the 
Poseidon and Minuteman missiles. Our replacement systems were in
tended for the late 1970’s and early 1980’s.

—By most reasonable measurements of strategic power, we held 
an important advantage, which still continues. But it was also clear 
that if existing trends were maintained the Soviet Union would, first, 
exceed our numerical levels by a considerable margin and then develop 
the same technologies we had already mastered.

The agreements signed in 1972 which limited antiballistic missile 
defenses and froze the level of ballistic missile forces on both sides 
represented the essential first step toward a less volatile strategic 
environment.^

—By limiting antiballistic missiles to very low levels of deployment, 
the United States and the Soviet Union removed a potential source of 
instability; for one side to build an extensive defense for its cities would 
inevitably be interpreted by the other as a step toward a first-strike 
capability. Before seeking a disarming capability, a potential aggressor 
would want to protect his population centers from incoming nuclear 
weapons.

—Some have alleged that the interim agreement, which expires in 
October 1977, penalizes the United States by permitting the Soviet 
Union to deploy more strategic missile launchers, both land based and 
sea based, than the United States. Such a view is misleading. When 
the agreement was signed in May 1972, the Soviet Union already 
possessed more land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles than the 
United States, and given the pace of its submarine construction pro
gram, over the next few years it could have built virtually twice as 
many nuclear ballistic missile submarines.

The interim agreement confined a dynamic Soviet ICBM program to 
the then-existing level; it put a ceiling on the heaviest Soviet ICBM’s, 
the weapons that most concern us; and it set an upper limit on the 
Soviet submarine-launched ballistic missile program. No American

2 D om m ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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program was abandoned or curtailed. We remained free to deploy 
multiple warheads. No restraints were placed on bombers—a weapons 
system in which we have a large advantage. Indeed, the U.S. lead in 
missile warheads is likely to be somewhat greater at the end of this 
agreement than at the time of its signature.

The SALT One agreements were the first deliberate attempt by the 
nuclear superpowers to bring about strategic stability through nego
tiation. This very process is conducive to further restraint. For 
example, in the first round of SALT negotiations in 1970-72, both sides 
bitterly contested the number of ABM sites permitted by the agree
ment; two years later both sides gave up the right to build more than 
one site. In sum, we believed when we signed these agreements—and 
we believe now—that they had reduced the danger of nuclear war, that 
both sides had acquired some greater interest in restraint, and that the 
basis had been created for the present effort to reach a broader 
agreement.

The goal of the current negotiations is an agreement for a 10-year 
period. We had aimed at extending the interim agreement with ad
justments in the numbers and new provisions aimed at dealing with 
the problem of MIRV’s. We found, however, that our negotiation for a 
two- or three-year extension was constantly threatened with irrele
vance by the ongoing programs of both sides that were due to be de
ployed at the end of or just after the period. This distorted the 
negotiation and, indeed, devalued its significance. We shifted to the 
10-year approach because the period is long enough to cover all current 
and planned forces but not so long as to invite hedges that would defeat 
the purpose of an arms control agreement. In fact, it invites a slowing 
down of planned deployments; further, a period of this length will 
allow us to set realistic ceilings, that represent more than a tempo
rary plateau from which to launch a new cycle in the arms race. Future 
reductions thus become a realistic objective.

With respect to ceilings on strategic forces, we have defined our 
goal as essential equivalence in strategic capabilities. What constitutes 
equivalence involves subjective judgment. Because U.S. and Soviet 
forces are different from each other—in number and size of weapons, 
in technological refinement, in performance characteristics—they are 
difficult to compare.

Yet in the negotiations we shall, for example, have to compare heavy 
bombers, in which the United States is ahead, with heavy missiles, 
which the U.S.S.R. has emphasized. We shall have to decide whether to 
insist on equivalence in every category or whether to permit trade-offs 
in which an advantage in one category compensates for a disadvantage 
in another. The equation does not remain static. We shall have to relate 
present advantages to potential development, existing disparities to 
future trends. This is a difficult process, but we are confident that it 
can be solved.

Numerical balance is no longer enough. To achieve stability, it will 
be necessary to consider as well the impact of technological change in 
such areas as missile throw weight, multiple reentry vehicles, and mis
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sile accuracy. The difficulty is that we are dealing not only with dis
parate levels of forces but with disparate capabilities, MIRV technology 
being a conspicuous example. The rate of increase of warheads is surg
ing far ahead of the increase in delivery vehicles. This is why the 
United States considers MIRV limitation an essential component of the 
next phase of the SALT negotiations. If we fail, the rate of technology 
will outstrip our capacity to design effective limitations; constantly 
proliferating warheads of increasing accuracy will overwhelm fixed 
launchers. An arms race will be virtually inevitable.

The third area for negotiations is the pace of deployments of new 
or more modern systems. Neither side will remain in its present po
sition without change for another decade. The Soviets are already em
barked on testing an initial deployment of a third generation of ICBM’s 
and on a third modification of submarine-launched missiles—though 
the rate of deployment so far has been far short of the maximum pace 
of the late sixties.

For our part, we are planning to introduce the Trident system and 
to replace the B-52 force with the B-1; we also have the capability of 
improving our Minuteman ICBM system, adding to the number as 
well as capability of MIRV missiles, and if we choose, of deploying 
mobile systems, land based or airborne. Thus our task is to see whether 
the two sides can agree to slow the pace of deployment so that modern
ization is less likely to threaten the overall balance or trigger an ex
cessive reaction.

Finally, a 10-year program gives us a chance to negotiate reductions. 
Reductions have occasionally been proposed as an alternative to ceil
ings; they are often seen as more desirable or at least easier to nego
tiate. In fact, it is a far more complicated problem. Reductions in 
launchers, for example, if not accompanied by restrictions on the num
ber of warheads, will only magnify vulnerability. The fewer the aim 
points, the simpler it would be to calculate an attack. At the same 
time, reductions will have to proceed from some baseline and must 
therefore be preceded by agreed ceilings—if only of an interim nature. 
But a 10-year program should permit the negotiation of stable ceilings 
resulting from the start of a process of reductions.

Detente is admittedly far from a modern equivalent to the kind of 
stable peace that characterized most of the 19th century. But it is a 
long step away from the bitter and aggressive spirit that has charac
terized so much of the postwar period. When linked to such broad and 
unprecedented projects as SALT, detente takes on added meaning and 
opens prospects of a more stable peace. SALT agreements should be 
seen as steps in a process leading to progressively greater stability. 
It is in that light that SALT and related projects will be judged by 
history.

Detente is a process, not a permanent achievement. The agenda is 
full and continuing. Obviously the main concern must be to reduce the
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sources of potential conflict. This requires efforts in several inter
related areas:

—The military competition in all its aspects must be subject to 
increasingly firm restraints by both sides.

—Political competition, especially in moments of crisis, must be 
guided by the principles of restraint set forth in the documents de
scribed earlier. Crisis there will be, but the United States and the 
Soviet Union have a special obligation deriving from the unimaginable 
military power that they wield and represent. Exploitation of crisis 
situations for unilateral gain is not acceptable.

—Restraint in crises must be augmented by cooperation in removing 
the causes of crises. There have been too many instances, notably in 
the Middle East, which demonstrate that policies of unilateral 
advantage sooner or later run out of control and lead to the brink of 
war, if not beyond.

—The process of negotiations and consultation must be continuous 
and intense. But no agreement between the nuclear superpowers can 
be durable if made over the heads of other nations which have a stake 
in the outcome. We should not seek to impose peace; we can, however, 
see that our own actions and conduct are conducive to peace.

In the coming months we shall strive:

—To complete the negotiations for comprehensive and equitable 
limitations on strategic arms until at least 1985;

—To complete the multilateral negotiations on mutual force re
ductions in Central Europe, so that security will be enhanced for all 
the countries of Europe;

—To conclude the conference on European security and cooperation 
in a manner that promotes both security and human aspirations;

—To continue the efforts to limit the spread of nuclear weapons 
to additional countries without depriving those countries of the 
peaceful benefits of atomic energy;

—To complete ratification of the recently negotiated treaty banning 
underground nuclear testing by the United States and U.S.S.R. above 
a certain threshold; *

—To begin negotiations on the recently agreed effort to overcome 
the possible dangers of environmental modification techniques for 
military purposes; and

—To resolve the longstanding attempts to cope with the dangers of 
chemical weaponry.

We must never forget that the process of detente depends ultimately 
on habits and modes of conduct that extend beyond the letter of agree
ments to the spirit of relations as a whole. This is why the whole proc
ess must be carefully nurtured.

In cataloging the desirable, we must take care not to jeopardize what

 ̂A nte, pp. 225-227.
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is attainable. We must consider what alternative policies are available 
and what their consequences would be. And the implications of alter
natives must be examined not just in terms of a single issue but for 
how they might affect the entire range of Soviet-American relations 
and the prospects for world peace.

We must assess not only individual challenges to detente but also 
their cumulative impact:

If we justify each agreement with Moscow only when we can show 
unilateral gain,

If we strive for an elusive strategic “superiority,”
If we systematically block benefits to the Soviet Union,
If we try to transform the Soviet system by pressure,
If in short, we look for final results before we agree to any results, 

then we would be reviving the doctrines of liberation and massive 
retaliation of the 1950̂ s. And we would do so at a time when Soviet 
physical power and influence on the world are greater than a quarter 
century ago when those policies were devised and failed. The futility of 
such a course is as certain as its danger.

Let there be no question, however, that Soviet actions could destroy 
detente as well:

If the Soviet Union uses detente to strengthen its military capacity 
in all fields,

If in crises it acts to sharpen tension.
If it does not contribute to progress toward stability.
If it seeks to undermine our alliances,
If it is deaf to the urgent needs of the least developed and the 

emerging issues of interdependence, then it in turn tempts a return 
to the tensions and conflicts we have made such efforts to overcome. 
The policy of confrontation has worked for neither of the superpowers.

We have insisted toward the Soviet Union that we cannot have the 
atmosphere of detente without the substance. It is equally clear that 
the substance of detente will disappear in an atmosphere of hostility.

We have profound differences with the Soviet Union—in our values, 
our methods, our vision of the future. But it is these very differences 
which compel any responsible administration to make a major effort to 
create a more constructive relationship.

We face an opportunity that was not possible 25 years, or even a 
decade, ago. If that opportunity is lost, its moment will not quickly 
come again. Indeed, it may not come at all.

As President Kennedy pointed out: “For in the final analysis our 
most basic common link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all 
breathe the same air. We all cherish our children's future. And we are 
all mortal.” ^

* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963, p. 218.
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Message From President Ford to the Senate: Protocol to the 
American-Soviet Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Systems, September 19, 1974’

To the Senate of the United States:

I transmit herewith the Protocol to the Treaty between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. This Protocol was signed 
in Moscow on July 3, 1974.̂  I ask the Senate’s advice and consent to 
its ratification.

The provisions of the Protocol are explained in detail in the report of 
the Department of State which I enclose.® The main effect of the 
Protocol is to limit further the level and potential extent of ABM de
ployment permitted by the 1972 ABM Treaty.'* The Protocol furthers 
fundamental United States objectives set forth in President Nixon’s 
message to the Senate of June 13, 1972 transmitting the Agreements 
reached at SALT ONE.®

The ABM Treaty prohibits the deployment of operational ABM sys
tems or their components except at two deployment areas, one centered 
on a Party’s national capital area and the other in a separate area 
containing ICBM silo launchers. The Protocol would amend the 
Treaty to limit each Party to a single ABM deployment area at any 
one time, which level is consistent with the current level of deploy
ment. However, each side would retaip the right to remove its ABM 
system and the components thereof from their present deployment 
area and to deploy an ABM system or its components in the alternative 
deployment area permitted by the ABM Treaty. This right may be ex- 
ercis^ only once.

This Protocol represents a further advance in the stabilization of the 
strategic relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
It reinforces the ABM Treaty provision that neither Party will estab
lish a nationwide ABM defense or a base for such a defense.

I believe that this Protocol strengthens the ABM Treaty and will, 
as an integral part of the Treaty, contribute to the reduction of inter
national tension and a more secure and peaceful world in which the se
curity of the United States is fully protected. I strongly recommend 
that the Senate give it prompt and favorable attention.

Ge r a l d  R. F o r d .

 ̂S. Ex. 1,93d Cong., 2d sess.
2 Ante, pp. 229-231.
® Ante, pp. 477-479.
* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197-201.
5 Ibid., pp. 288-289.
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Address by Secretary of State Kissinger to the General Assembly 
[Extracts], September 23, 1974’

Last year, in my first address as Secretary of State, I spoke to this 
Assembly about American purposes.  ̂ I said that the United States 
seeks a comprehensive, institutionalized peace, not an armistice. I 
asked other nations to join us in moving the world from detente to co
operation, from coexistence to community.

In the year that has passed, some progress has been made in dealing 
with particular crises. But many fundamental issues persist, and new 
issues threaten the very structure of world stability.

Our deepest problem—going far beyond the items on our agenda— 
is whether our vision can keep pace with our challenges. Will history 
recall the 20th century as a time of mounting global conflict or as the 
beginning of a global conception? Will our age of interdependence 
spur joint progress or common disaster?

The answer is not yet clear. New realities have not yet overcome old 
patterns of thought and action. Traditional concepts—of national 
sovereignty, social struggle, and the relation between the old and the 
new nations—too often guide our course. And so we have managed but 
not advanced; we have endured but not prospered; and we have con
tinued the luxury of political contention.

This condition has been dramatized in the brief period since last 
fall’s regular session. War has ravaged the Middle East and Cyprus. 
The technology of nuclear explosives has resumed its dangerous 
spread. Inflation and the threat of global decline hang over the 
economies of rich and poor alike.

We cannot permit this trend to continue. Conflict between nations 
once devastated continents; the stru^le between blocs may destroy 
humanity. Ideologies and doctrines drawn from the last century do not 
even address, l t̂ alone solve, the unprecedented problems of today. 
As a result, events challenge habits; a gulf grows between rhetoric 
and reality.

The world has dealt unth local conflicts as if  they were perpetually 
manageable. We have permitted too many of the underlying causes to 
fester unattended until the parties believed that their only recourse was 
war. And because each crisis ultimately has been contained we have 
remained complacent. But tolerance of local conflict tempts world 
holocaust. We have no guarantee that some local crisis—perhaps the 
next—will not explode beyond control.

The world has dealt with nuclear weapons as if  restraint were 
automatic. Their very awesomeness has chained these weapons for 
almost three decades; their sophistication and expense have helped 
to keep constant for a decade the number of states who possess them. 
Now, as was quite foreseeable, political inhibitions are in danger of

‘ D epartm en t o f  S ta te  BuUetin, Oct. 14,1974, pp. 498-499,501-502.
^ im . ,  Oct. 15,1973, pp. 469-473.
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crumbling. Nuclear catastrophe looms more plausible—whether 
through design or miscalculation; accident, theft, or blackmail.

The world has dealt with the economy as if  its constant advance 
were inexorable. While postwar growth has been uneven and some 
parts of the world have lagged, our attention was focused on how to 
increase participation in a general advance. We continue to deal with 
economic issues on a national, regional, or bloc basis at the precise 
moment that our interdependence is multiplying. Strains on the fabric 
and institutions of the world economy threaten to engulf us all in a 
general depression.

The delicate structure of international cooperation so laboriously 
constructed over the last quarter century can hardly survive—and 
certainly cannot be strengthened—if it is continually subjected to 
the shocks of political conflict, war, and economic crisis.

The time has come, then, for the nations assembled here to act 
together on the recognition that continued reliance on old slogans and 
traditional rivalries will lead us toward:

—A world ever more torn between rich and poor, East and West, 
producer and consumer.

—A world where local crises threaten global confrontation and 
where the spreading atom threatens global peril.

—A world of rising costs and dwindling supplies, of growing popu
lations and declining production.

There is another course. Last week before this Assembly, President 
Ford dedicated our country to a cooperative, open approach to build a 
more secure and more prosperous world.* The United States will as
sume the obligations that our values and strength impose upon us.

But the building of a cooperative world is beyond the grasp of any one 
nation. An interdependent world requires not merely the resources but 
the vision and creativity of us all. Nations cannot simultaneously con
front and cooperate with one another.

We must recognize that the common interest is the only valid test of 
the national interest. It is in the common interest, and thus in the 
interest of each nation:

—That local conflicts be resolved short of force and their root causes 
removed by political means.

—That the spread of nuclear technology be achieved without the 
spread of nuclear weapons.

—That growing economic interdependence lift all nations and not 
drag them down together.

We will not solve these problems during this session, or any one 
session, of the General Assembly.

But we must at least begin to remedy problems, not just manage

»Ibid., Oct. 7,1974, pp. 465-468.



510 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

them; to shape events, rather than endure them; to confront our chal
lenges instead of one another.

The second new dimension on our agenda concerns the problem of 
nuclear proliferation.

The world has grown so accustomed to the existence of nuclear weap
ons that it assumes they will never be used. But today, technology is 
rapidly expanding the number of nuclear weapons in the hands of 
major powers and threatens to put nuclear-explosive technology at 
the disposal of an increasing number of other countries.

In a world where many nations possess nuclear weapons, dangers 
would be vastly compounded. It would be infinitely more difficult, if 
not impossible, to maintain stability among a large number of nuclear 
powers. Local wars would take on a new dimension. Nuclear weapons 
would be introduced into regions where political conflict remains in
tense and the parties consider their vital interests overwhelmingly in
volved. There would, as well, be a vastly heightened risk of direct 
involvement of the major nuclear powers.

This problem does not concern one country, one region, or one bloc 
alone. No nation can be indifferent to the spread of nuclear technology; 
every nation’s security is directly affected.

The challenge before the world is to realize the peaceful benefits of 
nuclear technology without contributing to the growth of nuclear 
weapons or to the number of states possessing them.

As a major nuclear power, the United States recognizes its special 
responsibility. We realize that we cannot expect others to show re
straint if we do not ourselves practice restraint. Together with the 
Soviet Union we are seeking to negotiate new quantitative and qualita
tive limitations on strategic arms. Last week our delegations recon
vened in Geneva, and we intend to pursue these negotiations with the 
seriousness of purpose they deserve. The United States has no higher 
priority than controlling and reducing the levels of nuclear arms.

Beyond the relations of the nuclear powers to each other lies the 
need to curb the spread of nuclear explosives. We must take into ac
count that plutonium is an essential ingredient of nuclear explosives 
and that in the immediate future the amount of plutonium generated 
by peaceful nuclear reactors will be multiplied many times. Heretofore 
the United States and a number of other countries have widely sup
plied nuclear fuels and other nuclear materials in order to promote the 
use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. This policy cannot con
tinue if it leads to the proliferation of nuclear explosives. Sales of these 
materials can no longer be treated by anyone as a purely commercial 
competitive enterprise.

The world community therefore must work urgently toward a sys
tem of effective international safeguards against the diversion of plu
tonium or its byproducts. The United States is prepared to join with 
others in a comprehensive effort.

Let us together agree on the practical steps which must be taken to
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assure the benefits of nuclear energy free of its terrors:

—The United States will shortly offer specific proposals to 
strengthen safeguards to the other principal supplier countries.

—We shall intensify our efforts to gain the broadest possible ac
ceptance of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards, 
to establish practical controls on the transfer of nuclear materials, and 
to insure the effectiveness of these procedures.

— T̂he United States will urge the IAEA to draft an international 
convention for enhancing physical security against theft or diversion 
of nuclear material. Such a convention should set forth specific stand
ards and techniques for protecting materials while in use, storage, 
and transfer.

—The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,  ̂which 
this Assembly has endorsed, warrants continuing support. The treaty 
contains not only a broad commitment to limit the spread of nuclear 
explosives but specific obligations to accept and implement IAEA safe
guards and to control the transfer of nuclear materials.

Mr. President, whatever advantages seem to accrue from the acqui
sition of nuclear-explosive technology will prove to be ephemeral. 
When Pandora’s box has been opened, no country will be the benefi
ciary and all mankind will have lost. This is not inevitable. If we 
act decisively now, we can still control the future.

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General Assembly 
[Extract], September 24, 1974’

If we analyse the reasons which have so often caused acute tensions 
in the world, and which even now frequently lead to dangerous situa
tions, we shall easily see that in many cases this was the result of the 
armaments race. It is indeed a fact that immediately after the Second 
World War some States embarked upon a course of building up arma
ments and setting up military bases on foreign territories, thus making 
the creation of tensions and sabre-rattling their policy. It is a secret 
to no one that it was precisely that policy of theirs which at times 
brought the world to a very dangerous brink.

How many speeches have been made on disarmament and the ces
sation of the arms race in the last 25 years. Probably no other problem 
has absorbed the attention of statesmen and public figures to such an 
extent in the post-war period. And this is understandable. Stable and

 ̂D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘ A/PV.2240 (prov.), pp. 63-75.
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lasting peace is incompatible with the arms race. They are antipodes. 
One cannot seriously think of eliminating the threat of war, while 
at the same time increasing military budgets and endlessly building 
up armaments.

Facts must be faced. So far it has not proved possible to stop the arms 
race. Furthermore, today the arms race absorbs more money than 
ten or twenty years ago. It has been estimated that the world annually 
burns in the furnace of armaments over $250,000 million. This is more 
than the entire national income of the developing States of Asia and 
Africa. One can only imagine what benefits these resources could 
yield if they were used for peaceful purposes, for development, to 
combat hunger, poverty and disease.

No Government—at least openly—declares that it favours the 
arms race. Nevertheless, arms are accumulating. For three months 
every year appeals to end the arms race are heard at the session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations. But the arms race continues. 
Ever more and newer papers and resolutions on disarmament are fill
ing the archives of the United Nations. But disarmament still does not 
manage to overcome its inertia. Conveyor belts keep on moving inexo
rably, turning out new consignments of destructive weapons.

And so a paradoxical situation develops. The peace movement has 
never had such momentum as it enjoys today, and never has the world 
produced such quantities of arms as it does today. On the one hand, 
there is the longing for peace on the part of hundreds of millions of 
people who realize the grim danger of the arms race, but, on the other 
hand, there is the increasing avalanche of armaments.

What is the matter? Maybe some forces which have got out of human 
control are at work? Certainly not. The reason is policy. And if it is pol
icy, well, one may ask, whose policy?

If it all depended on the socialist countries, the arms race would 
have been eliminated long ago. No one has tabled more concrete pro
posals on disarmament than they. Ever since the non-aligned countries 
moved into the forefront of international affairs they too have been 
actively working in favour of disarmament. Voices of reason are to be 
heard in other countries too, and they resound with ever greater confi
dence both in parliaments and in broad public circles.

Military-industrial circles that profit from the arms race oppose its 
cessation. Those politicians who are linked with these circles have 
long since placed their narrow interests above the aspirations of the 
peoples. The influence of these circles has had a telling effect on all 
disarmament negotiations, including those in the General Assembly 
and the Security Council.

The arms race affects all States, even those not directly involved in 
it. All the peoples of the world live under one and the same roof. The 
risks posed by the unrestrained build-up of armaments are a danger to 
all. On the other hand, is there any country in the world whose econ
omy is not affected, one way or another, by the burden of armaments? 
Everyone here could adduce numerous examples in confirmation of the 
correctness of this argument.
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Furthermore, recently economic upheavals, which have been affect
ing many States, have increased in intensity and increasingly affect 
the material situation of people. Statesmen and economists are racking 
their brains over the causes underlying all this. But there is one un
deniable conclusion that is borne out every day and every hour: the 
aggravation of economic problems is largely connected with the rising 
scale of the arms race and with soaring military expenditures.

But if the disarmament problem affects everyone, then the solution 
to the problem should be sought jointly by all States.

The main thing here is not just to mark time, hiding behind argu
ments about the complexity of the problem. If right now it cannot be 
solved at one stroke, solutions should be sought for individual aspects 
so that this should lead at least step by step to the ultimate goal of 
disarmament, and in effect, such an approach has already been tried 
out in recent years and has justified itself.

As positive changes make their way in the world, so objective pre
requisites for finding real agreements in the sphere of disarmament 
improve. It is noteworthy that the largest number of agreements of 
this kind have been reached in the last few years. Although they do not 
reverse the arms race, they do curb it in a whole series of ways.

In one case, this takes the form of limiting further perfection of 
nuclear weapons and the creation of their new destructive models. The 
Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water has been serving this end well for over a 
decade now.

The same objective is served by the recent Treaty between the 
Soviet Union and the United States whereby both countries have 
undertaken to stop, as of 31 March 1976, underground testing of 
nuclear weapons with the most powerful nuclear charges and also to 
limit underground nuclear test explosions in general.  ̂ The Soviet 
Union will strive to see to it that the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests eventually becomes comprehensive and universal.

In another case, it takes the form of a limit on the territorial spread 
of armaments. Such is the purport of the Treaty on the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons,® which has proved its effectiveness. We are 
in favour of making full use of the possibilities inherent in that Treaty 
and of increasing the number of States parties to it. The objective is to 
make this Treaty universal.

A number of agreements exclude the sea-bed and the ocean floor 
outer space and celestial bodies ® from the sphere of possible emplace
ment of nuclear weapons. In accordance with an international agree
ment, bacteriological weapons have been prohibited and eliminated 
from military arsenals,® and prospects are emerging for the outlawing

 ̂Ante, pp. 225-227.
’ Documents <m Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
•Ibid., pp.7-11.
5 Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
'  lUd., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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of another deadly means of warfare, namely, chemical weapons.
And what about the agreements on the limitation of strategic arms 

between the Soviet Union and the United States? I feel that there is 
no need to explain their unprecedented significance since they are 
designed to narrow the actual material basis of the nuclear-missile 
arms race. Quite recently these agreements have been supplemented by 
new important agreements. Last July, the Soviet Union and the United 
States decided further to limit their anti-ballistic missile systems  ̂
and mapped out ways of achieving further limitation of strategic of
fensive arms in terms of both quality and quantity. The Soviet 
delegation in Geneva^where talks on these questions were resumed the 
other day, has firm instructions to seek their solution.

The supreme interests not only of the peoples of the Soviet Union 
and the United States, but also of the peoples of the whole world, re
quire that the Soviet Union and the United States, possessing the colos
sal might of nuclear weapons, should make every effort to achieve 
appropriate understandings and agreements. We should like to express 
our gratification at the fact that this idea was clearly stated too from 
the rostrum of the General Assembly of the United Nations by Presi
dent Ford of the United States.®

When two Powers voluntarily limit their military preparations, 
when they establish a ceiling above which they will not increase nuclear 
missile armaments, their actions, apart from anything else, must set 
a good example for others.

The Soviet Union will continue to work tirelessly to further the 
cause of disarmament in areas where this is possible; it will look for 
new fields where concrete results can be achieved through the joint'* 
efforts of States.

The Soviet Union took the initiative in the inscription on the agenda 
of the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly as an important 
and urgent item of the question of the prohibition of action to influence 
the environment and climate for military and other purposes incompat
ible with the maintenance of international security, human well-being 
and health.^

What is the motive for this? The achievements of scientific and 
technological progress have expanded the possibilities of influencing 
nature and the climate of the globe and, in a certain sense, of control
ling the complex and powerful processes involved. Unfortunately, the 
latest discoveries can be used not only for creative, but also for mili
tary, purposes with extremely destructive consequences for mankind. 
These are not the conjectures of science fiction writers, but an actual 
threat that is assuming an ever-more realistic shape. It is in the inter
ests of all peoples to nip this threat in the bud.

The Soviet Union proposes that an international convention should 
be concluded which will outlaw the military use of the environment.

 ̂Ante, pp. 229-231.
* See Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 7,1974, pp. 465-468. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 231-232.



GROMYKO ADDRESS, SEPTEMBER 24 515

Compliance with the provisions of such a convention, a draft of which 
we are submitting to the Assembly,’® could be secured through the 
adoption by each State, in accordance with its constitutional processes, 
of appropriate measures to prohibit activities contrary to the conven
tion and through consultations and co-operation among States, notably 
within the framework of the United Nations.

The conclusion of such a convention would prevent the emergence of 
new means of warfare and, at the same time, would facilitate the solu
tion of a problem common to all mankind—the protection of the en
vironment. We trust that all the participants in the Assembly will fully 
appreciate the universal significance of this important initiative and 
treat this proposal accordingly. The Soviet Union and the socialist 
countries as a whole seek to gain nothing from this. We have made this 
proposal because it is in the interests of all States, all peoples and the 
whole world.

In its attitude in the United Nations, the Soviet Union proceeds on the 
assumption that the Organization can and must play an important part 
in developing and consolidating the positive processes characteristic of 
the present day world situation. We have quite a number of useful 
resolutions to our credit aimed at strengthening international peace. 
Now, everything depends on their being consistently implemented.

In this regard, I should like to refer especially to some resolutions 
adopted by the United Nations over the last two or three years by a 
large majority of votes. In the first place, I have in mind the prohibition 
of the use of force in international relations, coupled with the perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons." This is an Assembly 
decision of fundamental importance. It must acquire binding force for 
all States and, in this regard, the Security Council has an important 
role.

One cannot say that the United Nations resolution on the World 
Disarmament Conference has not been followed up. A special com
mittee for its convening has even been set up in which, among other 
States, three nuclear Powers are participating. However, in fact, the 
question is not really being dealt with. It is time for the Committee to 
proceed, in close co-operation with the nuclear Powers, to prepare 
concrete recommendations on the practical aspects of the convocation 
of that conference. The boycotting of this important measure by sev
eral States is contrary to the clearly expressed desire of the over
whelming majority of Member countries of the United Nations, We 
regard it as a challenge to the world Organization.

Through no fault of the Soviet Union, there is delay in the imple
mentation of such a commonly useful enterprise as that of reducing by 
10 per cent the military budgets of the States permanent members of 
the Security Council and the use of a part of the funds thus saved for 
providing assistance to developing countries. This example belongs in

Infra.
D ocum m ts m  Disarm am ent, 1972, pp. 848-849.

12 Ibid., pp. 835-836; ibid., 1973, pp. 899-901.
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the same category. This action would have a double effect: it would pro
mote the limitation of the arms race, and at the same time, provide 
additional assistance to States that need it most. The attitudes towards 
this proposal act as a kind of litmus paper revealing the intentions of 
States regarding acute present-day problems.

Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Prohibition of Action To Influence the 
Environment and Climate for Military and Other Purposes 
Incompatible With the Maintenance of International Security, 
Human Well-Being, and Health, September 24, 1974^

The General Assembly,
Noting the concern of peoples to consolidate peace and to pursue ef

forts designed to save mankind from the danger of using new means of 
warfare, to limit the arms race and to bring about disarmanient. 

Bearing in mind that, under conditions of continuous scientific and 
technological progress, new possibilities arise for using the results of 
this progress not only for peaceful but also for military purposes. 

Convinced that the prohibition of action to influence the environ
ment and climate for military and other purposes incompatible with 
the maintenance of international security, human well-being and 
health would serve the cause of strengthening peace and averting the 
threat of war,

Taking into account the profound interest of States and peoples in 
the adoption of measures to preserve and improve the environment 
for the benefit of present and future generations,

1. Considers it necessary to adopt, through the conclusion of an 
appropriate international convention, effective measures to prohibit 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health;

2. Takes into account the draft international “Convention on the 
prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for 
military and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of 
international security, well-being and health” submitted to the General 
Assembly by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,  ̂as well as other 
points of view and suggestions put forward during the discussion of 
this question;

3. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as 
possible to achieving agreement on the text of such a convention and 
to submit a report on the results achieved for consideration by the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

 ̂A/C.1/L.675, Sept. 24, 1974. A revised version of the resolution was adopted by the 
General Assembly on Dec. 9,1974 (post, pp. 814-816).

2 Infra,
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4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on 
Disarmament all documents relating to the discussion by the General 
Assembly at its twenty-ninth session of the item entitled “Prohibition 
of action to influence the environment and climate for military and 
other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international 
security, human well-being and health”;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Prohibition of action to influence the environment 
and climate for military and other purposes incompatible with the 
maintenance of international security, human well-being and health”.

Soviet Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Action To 
Influence the Environment and Climate for Military and 
Other Purposes Incompatible With the Maintenance of Inter
national Security, Human Well-Being, and Health, 
September 24, 1974 ’

States Parties to this Convention,
Guided by the interests of consolidating peace and wishing to con

tribute to the cause of saving mankind from the danger of using new 
means of warfare, limiting the arms race and bringing about 
disarmament.

Taking into account that, under conditions of continuous scientific 
and technological progress, new possibilities arise for using the result 
of this progress not only for peaceful but also for military purposes. 

Considering that action to influence the environment and climate for 
military purposes may represent an exceptional danger to universal 
peace and security as well as to human well-being and health, 

Expressing the profound interest of States and peoples in the adop
tion of measures to preserve and improve the environment for the 
benefit of present and future generations.

Desiring to contribute to the deepening of confidence among peoples 
and to the further improvement of the international situation,

Striving to co-operate in implementing the purposes and principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations,

Have agreed on the following:

A r t ic l e  I

Each of the parties to the Convention undertakes not to use meteoro
logical, geophysical or any other scientific or technological means of 
influencing the environment, including the weather and climate, for 
military and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of 
international security, human well-being and health, and, furthermore,

‘ A/C.1/L.675, Sept. 24, 1974. The draft convention was attached to the Soviet draft 
resolution of Sept. 24 and to the revised Soviet resolution of Nov. 20, which was approved 
by the General Assembly as resolution 3264 (XXIX), post^ pp. 814-816.
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never under any circumstances to resort to such means of influencing 
the environment and climate or to carry out preparations for their use.

A r t ic l e  II

1. For the purposes of this Convention, the activities referred to in 
Article I of this Convention consist of those active influences on the 
surface of the land, the sea-bed and the ocean floor, the depths of the 
earth, the marine environment, the atmosphere or on any other ele
ments of the environment that may cause damage by the following 
means:

(a) introduction into the cloud systems (air masses) of chemical re
agents for the purpose of causing precipitation (formation of clouds) 
and other means of bringing about a redistribution of water resources;

(b) modification of the elements of the weather, climate and the 
hydrological system on land in any part of the surface of the earth;

(c) direct or indirect action to influence the electrical processes in the 
atmosphere;

(d) direct or indirect disturbance of the elements of the energy and 
water balance of meteorological phenomena (cyclones, anticyclones, 
cloud front systems);

(e) direct or indirect modifications of the physical and chemical 
parameters of the seas and oceans, the seashore, sea-bed and ocean 
floor that may lead to a change in the hydrological system, water inter
change process and the ecology of the biological resources of the seas 
and oceans;

(f) direct or indirect stimulation of seismic waves by any methods or 
means that may produce earthquakes and accompanying processes and 
phenomena, or destructive ocean waves, including tsunami;

(g) direct or indirect action on the surface of an area of water that 
may lead to a disturbance of the thermal and gaseous interchange 
between the hydrosphere and the atmosphere;

(h) the creation of artificial continuous electromagnetic and acoustic 
fields in the oceans and seas;

(i) modification of the natural state of the rivers, lakes, swamps and 
other aqueous elements of the land by any methods or means, leading 
to reduction in the water-level, drying up, flooding, inundation, de
struction of hydrotechnical installations or having other harmful 
consequences;

(j) disturbance of the natural state of the lithosphere, including the 
land surface, by mechanical, physical or other means, causing erosion, 
a change in the mechanical structure, desiccation or flooding of the soil, 
or interference with irrigation or land improvement systems;

(k) the burning of vegetation and other actions leading to a disturb
ance of the ecology of the vegetable and animal kingdom;

(1) direct or indirect action to influence the ionized or ozone layers 
in the atmosphere, the introduction of heat and radiant energy 
absorbing agents in the atmosphere and the contiguous layer, or other 
action that might lead to disturbances of the thermal and radiation
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equilibrium of the earth-atmosphere-sun system.

2. Subsequently, in accordance with the provisions of this Conven
tion, the list of actions enumerated in paragraph 1 of this article may 
be supplemented or amended depending upon the progress of scientific 
and technological research.

A r tic le  III

Each of the parties to the Convention undertakes to refrain from 
assisting, encouraging or inducing any State, group of States or inter
national organizations whatsoever to carry out activities that violate 
the provisions of this Convention, as well as to refrain from participat
ing either directly or indirectly in such activities carried out by other 
States or international organizations.

A rticle  IV

Each party to this Convention undertakes, in accordance with its 
own constitutional procedures, to adopt the necessary measures to 
prohibit and prevent any activity carried out in violation of the pro
visions of this Convention anywhere whatsoever within its jurisdic
tion or under its control.

A r tic le  V

Nothing in this Convention shall impede the economic or scientific 
and technological development of the parties to the Convention or 
international and scientific co-operation in the utilization, preservation 
and improvement of the environment for peaceful purposes.

A rticle  VI

Any party to this Convention that learns that any other party to the 
Convention is acting in violation of the obligations flowing from the 
provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint shall contain all pos
sible evidence to support the grounds for the complaint, together with a 
request that it be considered by the Security Council.

Each party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying 
out any investigations that the Security Council may undertake in ac
cordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations on 
the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The Security Coun
cil shall inform the States parties to the Convention of the results of 
such investigations.

A r tic le  VII

Each party to this Convention undertakes to furnish or support as
sistance provided in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations 
to any party to the Convention that may make such a request, in the 
event that the Security Council adopts a decision to the effect that
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that party has been subjected to danger as a result of the violation of 
the Convention.

A r tic le  VIII

Any party may propose an amendment to this Convention. Each 
proposed amendment shall be submitted to the depositary Govern
ments and shall be transmitted by them to all parties to the Conven
tion, which shall inform the depositary Governments of the adoption 
or rejection of the amendment at the earliest possible date after re
ceiving it.

The amendment shall enter into force for each party accepting it 
after its adoption by the majority of parties to the Convention, includ
ing the depositary Governments, and subsequently for each remaining 
party on the day on which it adopts that amendment.

A r tic le  IX

Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or before 
that date, if the majority of parties to the Convention so request by 
submitting a proposal for that purpose to the depositary Governments, 
a conference of States parties to the Convention shall be convened in
 for the purposes of considering the operation of the Convention, in
order to ensure that its provisions are being implemented. During such 
consideration, account shall be taken of all new scientific and techno
logical achievements that may relate to the Convention.

A r ticle  X

This Convention shall be of a permanent nature.
Each party to this Convention shall have the right, within the con

text of the realization of its own State sovereignty, to secede from the 
Convention, if it decides that exceptional circumstances connected with 
the content of the Convention have threatened the supreme interests 
of its country. It shall notify all other States parties to the Convention 
and the Security Council of the United Nations three months prior to 
its secession. The notification shall contain an account of the excep
tional circumstances which, in the view of that party, have threatened 
its supreme interests.

A rticle  XI

1. This Convention shall be open for signature by all States. Any 
State that does not sign the Convention before its entry into force in 
accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any 
time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by the signatory 
States. The instruments of ratification and the documents of accession 
shall be deposited with the Governments o f ........................................... ,



KISSINGER REMARKS, OCTOBER 7 521

which are hereby designated the depositary Governments.
3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of the in

struments of ratification by .......... Governments, including Govern
ments designated the depositary Governments of the Convention.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or documents 
of accession are deposited after the entry into force of this Convention, 
it shall enter into force on the day of deposit of their instruments of 
ratification or documents of accession.

5. The depositary Governments shall forthwith notify all States 
that sign or accede to this Convention of the date of each signature, the 
date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or document of ac
cession, the date of the entry into force of the Convention, and the re
ceipt by them of other information.

This Convention shall be registered by the depositary Governments 
in accordance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r ticle  XII

This Convention, of which the Chinese, English, French, Russian 
and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the 
archives of the depositary Governments. Certified copies of the Con
vention shall duly be forwarded by the depositary Governments to 
the Governments of States signing the Convention or acceding to it.

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly furnished with full powers, 
have signed this Convention.

Done i n ....................  copies in the town o f ...................... on the
...................... day o f......................, .....................

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger: 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions[Extract], October 7, 1974'

Peaceful and Military Nuclear Explosions

Q. Mr. Secretary, there have been published reports this morning, 
sir, that the agreement reached last summer, I  believe, by President 
Nixon m th the Soviets to limit underground testing,^ may be broad
ened to include peaceful nuclear tests. Are these stories accurate?

Secretary Kissinger: I am reaching the point now where before I 
read my cables I read the newspapers, because they have a better 
selection. [Laughter.]

’ D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Oct. 28,1974, pp. SeS-SGff.
Mw<e, pp. 225-227.
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This one is not correct in all respects. There was an agreement at the 
time of the negotiation of the threshold test ban that the threshold test 
ban would not be ratified unless there was also an agreement for the 
handling of peaceful nuclear explosions.

This had two aspects: peaceful nuclear explosions below the thresh
old and peaceful nuclear explosions above the threshold. “Below the 
threshold” presented no particular problem because explosions were 
permitted anyway, and it was primarily an issue of the site at which 
the explosion would take place. “Above the threshold” required special 
negotiations for the development of criteria to distinguish a peaceful 
explosion from a military explosion and also to determine the compat
ibility of the explosion with a limited test ban.

These negotiations are now starting in Moscow, and the outcome will 
depend on how we can proceed with the ratification issue. But this has 
always been understood, so there is no new decision involved. What is 
involved is a clearer specification of the criteria by which these dis
tinctions might be established.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, if  I may follow that up. When India exploded a 
peaceful nuclear device last May, I think the U.S. position was that 
there was no distinction between a peaceful device and a military one. 
The technology is the same. Is there now a distinction being dravm in 
this country?

Secretary Kissinger: I think one has to make a distinction between 
countries that have not previously had access to nuclear explosive 
technology and those countries that have elaborated nuclear explosive 
technology.

In the case of a new nuclear country, the mere fact of an explosion is 
of significance because that is what enters it into the club of those 
who have set off nuclear explosions. And therefore in the early stages 
of nuclear development, the distinction between military uses and civil
ian uses may be in the mind of those that set off the explosion, but it 
is very difficult—in fact it is impossible—to establish a distinction.

In the case of elaborated nuclear technology, there are at least some 
cases in which criteria can be defined by which the explosion is either 
of a more rudimentary technology than has already been tested for 
military purposes or is of a nature that can be clearly demonstrated as 
not useful for military purposes.

So the distinction can be made only in cases of advanced nuclear 
countries. It cannot be made with respect to countries entering the 
nuclear club.
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Members of the Security Council by Ten Percent and Utiliza
tion of Part of the Funds Thus Saved To Provide Assistance to 
Developing Countries, October 14, 1974^

INTRODUCTORY NOTE

1. The General Assembly, at its 2194th plenary meeting on 7 De
cember 1973, adopted resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) under the item en
titled “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”, 
the operative paragraphs of which read as follows:

The General Assembly,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance 
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 international 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.^

2. In pursuance of the resolution, after consultations with the 
regional groups, consultant experts from 11 countries were appointed, 
who, in the period between April and September, held three sessions 
in Geneva. The list of experts is contained in the letter of transmittal 
of the report.

3. The Secretary-General hereby submits the unanimous report of 
the experts for the consideration of the General Assembly. The 
members of the Group acted in their personal capacities and their 
observations and recommendations in the report are their own 
responsibility.

4. In this connexion, the Secretary-General wishes to draw at
tention to some aspects of a general nature regarding the preparation 
of reports in the disarmament field, such as the one submitted in ac
cordance with General Assembly resolution 3093 B (XXVIII). This and

 ̂A/9770, Oct. 14,1974. The annexes are not printed here.
2 D om m ents on Disarm am ent, 1973, pp. 877-878.



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

similar reports deal with highly complex questions. For that reason, 
the General Assembly often seeks the expertise of qualified special
ists and consultants in the preparation of such reports. In these cases, 
the Secretary-General has offered all possible assistance in order to 
recruit the expert counsel called for and to provide the necessary 
services to help the experts in their work.

5. At the same time, however, the Secretary-General must point out 
that in many instances he is not in a position to pass judgement on all 
aspects of the work accomplished by experts. This situation should 
therefore be taken into account by the General Assembly when con
sidering these reports and also when the Assembly in the future formu
lates requests for expert assistance.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

13 September 1974

Sir,

I have the honour to submit herewith the report of the Group of 
Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, appointed 
by you, which was requested by the General Assembly in paragraph 1 
of its resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973.

The Consultant Experts appointed in accordance with the General 
Assembly resolution were the following:

Colonel F. A. Aisida
Defence and Armed Forces Attache
Nigerian Embassy in Washington, D.C.

Mr. A. S. Becker
Senior Staff Member, Department of Economics,

RAND Corporation 
Santa Monica (California, United States of America)

Mr. A. P. Bukin
Head of Section, Finance Research Institute
Ministry of Finance of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
Moscow (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

Mr. J. A. Encinas
Chairman, Department of Economics 
University of Lima (Peru)

Mr. J. Erickson
Department of Politics, University of Edinburgh 
(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland)

Mr. M. Filipovich
Head of Disarmament Group, Department for International 

Organizations 
Federal Secretariat for Foreign Affairs 
Belgrade (Yugoslavia)
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Mr. Pl^cido Garcia Reynoso
Former Professor of Economics, Universidad Nacional Autonoma 

de Mexico 
Mexico City (Mexico)
His Excellency Mr. Kurt Waldheim 
Secretary-General of the United Nations 
New York
Mr. L. Matejka
Deputy Director, Research Institute for Planning and Management 

of National Economy 
Senior Economic Adviser of the State Planning Commission 
Prague (Czechoslovakia)

Mr. A. S. Mehta
Ambassador of India in Austria

Mr. B.C. Ysander 
Institute of Economics 
University of Stockholm 
Stockholm (Sweden)
Mr. A. Zelleke
Deputy Commissioner for Planning, Planning Commission Office 
Addis Ababa (Ethiopia)

The report was prepared between April and September 1974, during 
which period the Group held three sessions, from 15 to 25 April, 
from 5 to 16 August and from 9 to 13 September, 1974, at Geneva.

Colonel F. A. Aisida of Nigeria was unable to participate in the sec
ond session, while Mr. J. Erickson of the United Kingdom could only 
attend the second session. Mr. A. Zelleke was unable to participate in 
the third session.

The Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military 
Budgets wishes to acknowledge with appreciation the assistance it re
ceived from members of the Disarmament Affairs Division, Depart
ment of Political and Security Council Affairs, of the Centre for 
Development Planning, Projections and Policies, Department of Eco
nomic and Social Affairs, of the United Nations Secretariat in New 
York and from members of the United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Development at Geneva, as well as the contribution of Mr. F. T. 
Blackaby, Deputy Director of the National Institute of Economic and 
Social Research (London), who served in his personal capacity as 
consultant to the Secretariat.

I have been requested by the Group of Consultant Experts, as its 
Chairman, to submit its report to you on its behalf.

Respectfully yours,

(Signed) P. K. Ba n e r je e  
Chairman 

Group of Consultant Experts
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. The history of proposals to freeze or reduce military budgets goes 
back a long way. As far back as 1899, at The Hague Peace Conference, 
the Soviet Union proposed ceilings on army and navy expenditures 
with the aim of preventing an arms race.* In the years between the 
First and Second World Wars, there was a great deal of discussion, for 
example at the Preparatory Commission of the Conference on Disarma
ment, about budgetary control and standardized military budgets. 
Since the Second World War, at various times and in various forums, a 
large number of countries have made formal proposals for military 
budget reductions. This has been a special concern of the United Na
tions General Assembly.

2. None of these formal proposals has as yet resulted in action; the 
conditions for success were not there. We would stress two such condi
tions. First, there has to be a sufficient degree of trust between nations; 
this was clearly lacking in the 1930s. Secondly, there has to be a suf
ficient supply of information to maintain the participants’ confidence 
that any agreements are being observed. In both these respects the 
conditions now are, in our view, more propitious than they were. We 
have had over a fairly long period a process of increasing detente 
among the major Powers. Furthermore, the means available to nations 
for collecting and evaluating information have also become more 
sophisticated year by year.

3. The origin of this particular study is to be found in an initiative of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics specifically linking disarma
ment and development. On 25 September 1973, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics proposed to the General Assembly, at its twenty- 
eighth session, that it should include in its agenda, as an important 
and urgent question, an item entitled “Reduction of the military budg
ets of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per 
cent and utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide assist
ance to developing countries” and it included in the proposal a draft 
resolution. In the course of the debate certain differences of opinion 
emerged concerning the Soviet proposal. In order to preserve the im
petus provided by this proposal, the representative of Mexico proposed 
a second resolution of a procedural nature. The General Assembly, at 
its 2194th plenary meeting, on 7 December 1973, adopted simulta
neously resolutions 3093 A and B (XXVIII) initiated by the USSR and 
Mexico, respectively, and bearing the same title as the item.

4. By resolution 3093 A (XXVIII), the General Assembly recom
mended 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; appealed to those States to allot 10 
per cent of the funds so released for the provision of assistance to de
veloping countries; expressed the desire that other States, particularly

® Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Proceedings o f the Hague Peace 
Conference o f1899 (New York, 1920), vol. I, pp. 89-90,305.



MILITARY BUDGETS REPORT, OCTOBER 14 527

those with a major economic and military potential, should act simi
larly; and established the Special Committee on the Distribution of the 
Fun^ Released as a Result of the Reduction of Military Budgets to 
distribute the funds released, for the provision of assistance to de
veloping countries.

5. By resolution 3093 B (XXVIII), the General Assembly, “conscious 
that the United Nations has been unable to study this important ques
tion with the required depth and care”, requested the Secretary- 
General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts 
appointed by him, a report on the reduction of the military budgets of 
the permanent members of the Security Council, which should cover 
also other States with a major economic and military potential, and on 
the utilization of a part of the funds thus saved to provide interna
tional assistance to developing countries; called upon all Governments 
to extend their full co-operation to the Secretary-General to ensure 
that the study was carried out in the most effective way; and invited 
the Secretary-General to transmit the report to the General Assembly 
for its consideration at the twenty-ninth session.

6. Pursuant to this resolution, the Secretary-General appointed the 
Group of Experts listed on page 6 [pp. 524-525] of this report. We have 
considered the mandate for our work as that set forth in resolution 
3093 B (XXVIII); at the same time we have taken into special considera
tion the specific recommendations made in resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) 
and have also taken into account the discussions of the General As
sembly at its twenty-eighth session.

7. Accordingly, we have proceeded in the following way. In the 
chapter which follows, we consider the basic figures concerning the 
levels of military expenditure and of development aid, and briefly 
describe recent trends. In chapter III, we turn to the subject of the 
reduction in military budgets. We consider the objectives of such 
reductions and note briefly the advantages which could be gained, if 
military budgets could be reduced, for the flow of aid, for the econo
mies of the donor countries, and for international security. Then we 
examine the specific proposal made by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the other options that are open. In chapter IV, we con
sider the meaning and measurement of military budgets and, in 
chapter V, we look at the consequences for disarmament and security 
of some of the alternatives. Finally, in chapter VI, we consider how 
best a portion of the funds released by a reduction of military budgets 
could be transferred to aid the economic development of developing 
countries.

8. We have tried to keep the report within the ambit of our pro
fessional knowledge. We have also attempted to keep the report 
concise and specific; detailed studies of some of the subjects covered 
are annexed to the report (see part II). Annex I gives further back
ground to the statistical section of the report on military expend
iture and development aid. Annex II elaborates in more detail on 
some of the technical problems connected with agreements on reduc
tions in military expenditure. Annex III gives more background to
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the problems of the use of resources for aid.
9. Throughout, we have tried to avoid any repetition of material 

covered by previous reports of this kind in the field of disarmament or 
development.*

II. MILITARY EXPENDITURE AND DEVELOPMENT AID '«

10. This chapter concerns military expenditure and development aid 
and we set out, at the beginning, a limited set of basic data about both 
these totals. We are concerned to comment in particular on the course 
of military expenditure since the last report of the Secretary-General, 
Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race and of Military 
Expenditures, which discussed this subject.^

11. The only figures of total world military expenditure that are 
available are unofficial estimates, and we have followed the practice 
of previous reports in using the figures collected by the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) and the Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI). In the previous re
ports, the estimate given for the year 1970, at 1970 prices, was 
around $200 thousand million.* From 1970 to 1973, there has been a 
further small rise in real terms; one source shows this as a 5 per cent 
rise in volume, the other as a 1 per cent rise. In addition, however, 
there has been a very substantial rise in prices, particularly in the 
market economies. As a consequence, the latest available estimate of 
world military expenditure, for 1973, is $205-$235 thousand million 
at constant (1970) prices, and it is $240-$275 thousand million at 
current (1973) prices. This figure is larger than the combined estimated 
product of the developing countries of South Asia, the Far East and 
Africa combined, and much larger than that of Latin America.

12. The basic pattern of world military expenditure in the post-war 
period is shown (in constant prices) in Figure I. It is dominated by the 
expenditure of the major military powers; and it has tended to rise 
strongly in periods of crisis and war, as at the time of the Korean

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 42-48; ibid., 1971, pp. 644-686; Disarmor 
ment and Development: Report o f the Group o f Experts on the Economic and Social 
Consequences o f Disarmament (U.N. pub. sales no. E.73.IX.1).

5 In the time allotted to us, it has not been possible to make any deep critical study of 
the various estimates of world military expenditure or of those for international aid. We 
are fully aware of the difficulties of making estimates of this kind; paragraphs 35-41 
(chap. IV) are relevant here. The general propositions which we make in this chapter do 
not depend for their veracity on the precise accuracy of the estimates we give [footnote in 
original].

® This chapter is concerned with military expenditure, rather than military budgets, 
since there are no aggregate figures for world military budgets. The distinction between 
military budgets and military expenditure and its significance is discussed in annex II, 
paragraphs 4-30 [footnote in original].

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 644-686.
* In Economic and Social Consequences o f the Arms Race and o f Military Expend

itures . , the estimate was $203 thousand million. In Disarmament and Develop
ment . . . , it was $208 thousand million. Since then, one of the sources—United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament -^ency—has raised its 1970 estimate (at 1970 
prices) to $219 thousand million. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
estimate for that year remains at $206 thousand million [footnote in original].
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War or the Viet-Nam war. It has then levelled off for a number of 
years, but without falling much. There appears to be something of a 
ratchet effect; once a new and higher level of military expenditure has 
been established it tends to be maintained. We have taken as the long
term trend the average rise from 1961 to 1973. This shows a volume 
rise of 3 per cent a year. At present day prices, this is equivalent to an 
annual addition of the order of $7-$8 thousand million to the world 
total.

13. The NATO and Warsaw Pact countries in the early 1960s ac
counted for some 90 per cent of the total; now the figure is nearer 80 
per cent. The developing countries, whose share of the total of world 
military expenditure was 5V2 per cent in the early 1960s, now account 
for about 11 per cent.

14. The dynamics behind this long-term rising trend in world mili
tary expenditure are complex: there is not a simple, single “world arms 
race", but rather, different forces are at work in different areas. 
Among the major military Powers, for example, the form it takes is 
primarily technological. The share of the major military budgets de
voted to research and development (R and D) reached 10-15 per cent 
in the early 1950s, and has stayed at that level since. World spending 
on military research and development is now of the order of $20 thou
sand million annually, and it occupies the time of some 400,000 scien
tists and engineers around the world.® The results of their work can be 
seen in the immense elaboration and complexity of weapon systems. To 
take just one example: the projected cost of a fighter aircraft in 1975 is 
about 130 times that of the fighters used at the end of the Second World 
War.io

15. This technological arms race in the developed world has con
tinued in spite of a marked relaxation in tension in recent years. 
Among these countries there has been a growing trend to mutual 
understanding between States and peoples, and towards the further 
expansion of international trade and economic, scientific, technological 
and cultural co-operation.

16. The forces behind the intense development and exploitation of 
technology for military purposes cannot then simply be explained as an 
‘‘action/reaction” process in a world of increasing tension. One expla
nation is that modern weapons have now a very long gestation period 
or lead-time. It may take 10 years from the initial design to the final 
deployment of a new fighter. Consequently, military authorities tend 
to focus their attention, not on what the other side has already 
produced, but on possible future developments. Then again, technical

® SIPRI Yearbook o f World Armaments and Disarmament, 197  ̂(Stockholm, Almquist 
and Wicksell, 1974), p. 141; and Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 
Resources Devoted to Military Research and Development: An International Comparison 
(Stockholm, Almquist and Wicksell, 1972).

This is a comparison betwen the cost, as estimated in 1974, of the United States 
F-15 fighter aircraft with the cost at the end of the Second World War of the P-47 
fighter (SIPi?/ Yearbook o f World Armaments and Disarmament, 197Jt, p. 138). Over this 
period, the wholesale price for machinery and equipment in the United States only 
trebled [footnote in original].
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and industrial teams are built up to design and develop types of mili
tary equipment; these teams are regarded as national assets which, 
once established, should not be allowed to disintegrate. So, when one 
project is completed, another project is found for them. There are also 
economic and bureaucratic forces at work. Firms who derive a major 
portion of their sales from the manufacture of armaments are ob
viously concerned to maintain the size of their total sales. In much the 
same way, bureaucracies are concerned to maintain their position. In 
many countries it is to be expected that a military establishment will 
attempt to preserve its relative share in the government programmes 
as a whole.

17. In the developing countries, where the rise in military spending 
in recent years has been relatively rapid, the forces are of a rather dif
ferent kind. Some new States are building up their armed forces from a 
low base. In other cases, there are active conflicts. Countries in the 
developing world are, in general, dependent on the industrialized 
nations for the more advanced and complex weapons; and they are ac
quiring them, by gift or purchase, to an increasing extent. Some coun
tries within this group are beginning to establish their own military 
production facilities.

18. There are thus strong world-wide forces behind the long-term 
upward trend in world budgetary expenditures for military purposes. 
The same, unfortunately, cannot be said for aid to developing countries. 
There is a marked contrast, both in the size and in the trend of these 
two budgetary items. In total, the developed countries’ appropriations 
for military purposes are some 20 times their appropriations for de
velopment aid. There are many reasons why the level of resources 
devoted to development assistance is so low; the high level of resources 
devoted to military expenditure may be one explanation.

19. Perhaps the best way to present the contrast is by setting out 
the share of national product devoted to these two purposes by the 
developed countries of the world. Comparing the present day with the 
early 1960s, the share of output which these countries devote to 
military purposes has fallen a little (see Table 1 below in this chapter). 
Unfortunately, the share going to aid—apart from being so much 
smaller—has also fallen, even more rapidly.

ni. THE REDUCTION OF MILITARY BUDGETS

A. The objectives: the economic and social consequences of military 
budget reductions

20. The objectives of a reduction in military budgets are clear. The 
first is that, as a measure of arms control and disarmament, it should 
be a step along the road to a more peaceful world. The second objective 
is to release resources for economic and social welfare; and these re
leased resources should be used both for the benefit of the State mak
ing the reduction and, through international assistance, for the benefit
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of developing countries—a view which the Group emphatically 
endorses.

TABLE 1

Estim ates of the  Share of Gross  National P roduct D evoted 
(a) TO Military Ex pen d itu r e; (b) to Official D evelopm ent Assist a n c e ,

By Th e  D eveloped  Countries “

Percentage of GNP

1962-1964 1965-1967 1968-1970 1971-1973

(a) To military purposes:
United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency (ACDA) estimate . . . 8.7 7.9 7.7 6.6
Stockholm International Peace Re
search Institute (SIPRI) estimate......... 7.8 7.2 7.2 5.9

(b) To official development assistance....... 0.40 0.35 0.29 0.26

21. Few people would deny that international security could be 
maintained with far lower general levels of world military expenditure 
than at the present; equally, few would deny that, as a general rule, 
if the major Powers were to reduce their arsenals and force levels 
substantially, this would decrease the likelihood of military conflict 
between them.** We do not argue that the levels of military force are 
the only factor determining peaceful relations between States; but 
they are a major factor.

22. If military budgets were reduced, this would help to improve the 
general international climate. The arms limitation agreements so far 
reached are evidence of this.*® They have been important, not only in 
their own right, but also because they have helped to strengthen inter
national confidence. Reductions of military budgets, as a further 
measure of partial disarmament, would lead to greater mutual under
standing between States and peoples. Each step taken towards dis
armament may help to make the next step easier.

23. The economic benefits which could be derived from military 
budget reductions are equally indisputable. The burden which military 
expenditure imposes on the economy was the subject of another re-

“ Source: (a) To military purposes: SIPRI Yearbook o f World Armaments and Dis
armament, 197Ĵ \ United States, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military 
Expenditure and Arms Trade, 1973 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing 
Office, September 1974) (forthcoming);

(b) To official development assistance: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, Development Co-operation, 1973 Review (November 1973); and United 
Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) estimates [footnote in 
original].

This is not to say that all reductions of military expenditure of all kinds will increase 
national security; the problems of reallocations of expenditure which might lead to the 
opposite result are discussed in paragraphs 48-50 below [footnote in original].

Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293; ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43; ibid., pp. 69 ff.; 
ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465; ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11; ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.; ante, pp. 225-231.
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port, and we do not propose to go over the same ground again.H ow
ever, we would like to single out from that report one point whose 
saliency has increased in the last three years. During these years, there 
has been a marked increase in world-wide concern about the longer 
term adequacy of the world’s natural resources; there is a greater 
recognition that some resources are indeed finite, and less easy as
surance that adequate substitutes will be developed and produced in 
time. There is less easy assurance, for example, about solutions to 
the world food problem—a problem which is not for the future, but 
is here now. We are not suggesting that there is any generally agreed 
view about the quantification of the long-term adequacy of resources, 
but simply that many more serious-minded people are concerned about 
the matter than was the case three years ago. To take one example: it 
is widely argued that by the end of this century, formidable new civil 
technological advances will be needed if the world is to provide a toler
able standard of living for its inhabitants; in this light, the employ
ment of nearly half a million scientists and technologists on developing 
weapons of war seems even more of a waste than it did before.

24. The alternative potential uses of the resources freed from mili
tary expenditure are myriad. Certainly there would be transition 
problems—and the larger the scale of reduction, the larger these 
problems would be. We also recognize that some countries may fieel less 
confident than they did a decade ago of their ability to manage their 
economies precisely as they wish. None the less, we are still prepared 
generally to endorse the conclusions of the report on the economics of 
disarmament that the problems of transition can be met.

25. Developed countries reducing military budgets would under
standably employ a substantial part of the resources released for their 
own use—by raising investment or public or private consumption. 
There is indeed a danger in the present world climate of opinion that 
countries would pre-empt the whole of the released resources for their 
own use. If this were to happen, the consequence would be that the 
relative gap in the standard of living between the developed and devel
oping world would widen even further. Hence the importance of the 
provision in the resolution which provides our mandate—that a por
tion of the funds and resources saved should be devoted to interna
tional assistance to developing countries.

26. The problems and possibilities of this transfer of resources were 
thoroughly examined in 1972 [1971].*® We can perhaps usefully add an 
illustration quantification appropriate to our own report. If the major 
military Powers were to channel approximately 1 per cent of the re
sources currently devoted to military expenditure to development aid, 
the addition to the flow of aid would probably be of the order of $2 
thousand million, at 1973 prices. This would increase that flow by no 
less than 20 percent.

Ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 42-48.

Ibid., 1971, pp. 644-646.
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B. Reduction of military budgets in dccordance with General
Assembly resolution S09S A (XXVIII)

27. It is against this background—recognizing the waste of re
sources in the current levels of world military expenditure and the 
urgent need for resources for development aid—that we turn to the 
examination of the specific proposal contained in resolution 3093 A 
(XXVIII). The terms of this resolution have already been set out in 
paragraph 4 above.

28. The proposal for reductions in military budgets was addressed in 
the first instance to the permanent members of the Security Council; 
it seemed reasonable that the first steps should be taken by those 
countries—all nuclear Powers whose military expenditure was highest. 
However, the resolution expressed the desire that other States—partic
ularly those with a “major economic and military potential”—should 
also join in. This would have the advantage that cuts in the military 
budget of permanent members of the Security Council would not be 
offset by increases in the budgets of their allies in military blocs.

29. The proposed reduction in military budgets is a single-stage 
measure—a cut of 10 per cent in the published military budget for the 
1973 financial year. The measure was envisaged by the sponsor as five 
concurrent unilateral reductions; in this way it was hoped to avoid 
the complex problems that would arise with a formal agreement.

30. The resolution also proposed a quantitative link between the 
reduction in the use of resources for military purposes and the increase 
in aid; that 10 per cent of the cut should be devoted to international as
sistance for developing countries. The specific proposals about adminis
tration and the distribution of these development funds are discussed 
in chapter VI (paras. 72-76 below).

31. Resolution 3093 (XXVIII) found widespread support in the 
General Assembly and was welcomed by a large majority of the devel
oping countries. However, there were differences of opinion about the 
ease with which the resolution could be implemented. The Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics (the sponsor of the resolution) has made it 
clear that, in its view, it is an indispensable condition that all perma
nent Security Council members should implement the reductions. We 
note that China declared its opposition to the measure,and that the 
United States of America,̂ ® the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and France abstained on the vote in the 
Assembly.

32. However, the idea of the general approach of military budgets 
reductions was a seed which fell on fertile soil. For the reasons set out 
in paragraphs 42-43 below, there is growing interest in an examina
tion of the possibilities of this approach. It was for this and other

Ibid., 1973, pp. 867-870. 
Ibid., pp. 863-867.
Ibid., pp. 870-873.
Ibid., pp. 873-874.
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reasons that the General Assembly, through its resolution 3093 B 
(XXVIII), requested the Secretary-General to appoint a group of 
experts, with the mandate already described in paragraphs 4-6 above.

C. Military budget reductions: consideration of alternative options

33. The Soviet proposal is one way to reduce military budgets; it 
concerns the totals only, for a single year, and involves a reduction 
by a specific percentage. Here we also consider certain other options. 
(At this stage we are simply setting them out, without discussing 
implications, problems and difficulties.) Such options could, for ex
ample, cover some particular component of the total—such as research 
and development (R and D). Then again the form of the limitation pro
posed can be a percentage, as resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) suggests; it 
could also be a ceiling, or the reduction might be prescribed in 
absolute terms. The reductions proposed can obviously be large or 
small, and can be for a single year or for longer periods. One of the 
interesting variations examined is an expenditure cut which is linked 
with a limitation on some component of military force; it might be 
linked, for example, with some limit on the number of men under arms. 
The mode of agreement can vary—from mutual example to formal 
agreement. Resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) proposes as participants per
manent members of the Security Council and other States with major 
economic and military potential. Other groups could be considered; 
for example, there could be agreements among groups of States in 
particular regions to reduce military budgets; such agreements would 
also be most constructive and a number have already been proposed.

34. All these different forms have different requirements, different 
possible effects on security and, indeed, different consequences for the 
release of resources for development aid. These questions are discussed 
in the next two chapters.

IV. THE MEANING AND MEASUREMENT OF MILITARY EXPENDITURE

A. Scope and content of military budgets

35. A prerequisite for negotiating the reduction of military budgets 
in two or more countries is agreement on what is and what is not to 
be included in military budgets. The problem of defining the scope 
and content of a complex aggregate is encountered in many interna
tional comparisons—e.g., of health or education—but it is critical 
where a State’s decision on allocations to national security and inter
national development assistance will depend directly on the measure of 
comparative military budget levels. Unfortunately, there is no ac
cepted conceptual standard of the definition and coverage of the mili
tary sector. Moreover, the great variation in the range of activities 
included in military ^udgets prevents reliable quantitative compari
sons without extensive adjustment of the basic data. To name but three 
examples of such divergences, some countries include the payment of 
military pensions in their military budget and others do not. Civil
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defence is sometimes included and sometimes excluded; indeed, in 
some countries private citizens are required to incur expenditure 
under this heading. In some countries, the cost of the development of 
atomic weapons has been borne by agencies other than the Ministry 
of Defence. (For a detailed exposition, see annex II, paras. 4-21.) There
fore, in the hope of providing a more precise yardstick with which 
military budgets can be compared, the following analysis focuses on 
States’ expenditure for military purposes—in brief, military expendi
ture irrespective of either classification in State financial accounts or 
method of financing, within or without the government budget. The 
Group notes that there seems to be general agreement that military 
expenditure customarily includes outlays on the following; pay and 
allowances of military personnel; pay of civilian personnel; operations 
and maintenance; procurement of weapon systems; military research 
and development; military construction; military aspects of atomic 
energy and space; and stockpiles of military equipment and materials. 
There are also other expenditures which, under certain circumstances, 
could be treated as military expenditure—for example, outlays on 
civil defence, para-military forces and military aid. In annex II, 
military expenditure is defined by an attempt to rigorously delimit the 
military sector with respect to both resource use and services provided.

36. For most agreements to reduce military expenditure, it may be 
necessary not only to delimit the totals but also to define component 
categories. Military expenditure may be classified by type of 
“input” (military wage costs, operations and maintenance, procure
ment of weapons, etc.) and also by functions (for example, strategic 
forces, general purpose forces, communications, command, etc.). As a 
concrete expression of these attempts at definition and delimitation, 
annex II (paras. 46-50) suggests some possible forms of a standardized 
military budget. These forms may be new, but the idea itself is not. 
In the interwar years, a standardized accounting system was developed 
under the auspices of the League of Nations, and a large number of 
countries did in fact submit their military budgets to the League of 
Nations in standardized form (see annex II, para. 46).

B. Valuation of resources in the military sector

37. Negotiators attempting to agree on equivalent reductions in 
military budgets will be concerned to ensure, as far as possible, that 
these cuts do represent equivalent reductions in military power. It 
cannot be automatically assumed that this will be so. First of all, the 
military power of a country does not, of course, depend on the military 
expenditure of just one year; it depends on the total stock of military 
“capital” (weapons, bases, accumulated technical knowledge, and so 
on). Military expenditure in any particular year just maintains and 
adds to the pre-existing stock. So negotiators will have to have con
fidence, first in the reliability of the estimates and then, in the accept
ability of the initial levels of military capital.

38. Another reason why it would be difficult to forecast the effect
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on military power of a given cut is the difficulty of developing a set of 
relative prices for military goods and services which reflects their 
comparative usefulness in producing military power as perceived by 
national decision-makers. This problem is exacerbated by the rapidity 
of technological change which makes it even more difficult to define 
the unit of military output. Even where the authorities are using 
military resources efficiently, there can only be a rough correspond
ence between changes in military expenditure and changes in military 
power.

39. Alternatively, expenditure in the military sector may be valued 
in terms of resource cost and the appropriate criterion of valuation 
would be “opportunity cost”—in this case the value of civil goods 
and services that could be obtained if resources were shifted from the 
military to the civil sector. This valuation concept is particularly rele
vant for measurements of the “burden of defence” and of the resources 
that might be released through a disarmament agreement. However, 
while prices in fact always diverge from opportunity costs within the 
civil sector in all economies—to an extent that in turn varies widely 
between countries—the gap between opportunity costs and prices used 
in military budgeting in many countries is even wider. The net effect 
of the divergence may well be an underestimate of opportunity cost 
in the military sector, to the extent that military authorities may be 
able to command resources at low or even zero cost. However, there 
also exist prominent examples of overvaluation of resources used in 
the military sector.

40. Especially for agreements extending beyond a single year, there 
is the problem that rates of price increase differ considerably from 
country to country—particularly in recent years. Allowance would 
have to be made for differential price change to avoid inequitable 
effects on an agreement to reduce military expenditures. The construc
tion of price indices to “deflate” military expenditure encounters not 
only the standard “index-number problems” but also the difficulties 
of defining the output whose price change is to be measured. Rapid 
technological change makes the problem of separating price and quality 
changes more formidable for military than for civil goods. For example, 
it is difficult to disentangle that part of the sharply increased cost of 
a fighter aircraft which is due to pure price change from that part 
which reflects an increase in performance. When opportunity cost is 
the appropriate criterion, this difficulty is eased by using price indices 
from pertinent civil sectors.

41. The comparisons of military expenditure among countries are 
analogous to comparisons within one country over time. For interna
tional comparisons, special rates for translating the military 
expenditure of different countries into a common currency—corre-

The “index-number” problem refers to the awkward situation that the measurement 
of the average price change between two periods produces two possible answers depend
ing on whether one uses quantities of the first or second period as weights in developing 
an aggregate average. Both solutions are equally valid [footnote in original].
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spending conceptually to the price indices used within one country— 
should be calculated, and multiple answers are again unavoidable.^^

V. REDUCTION OF MILITARY EXPENDITURE AS A DISARMAMENT MEASURE

A. Some special features of agreements to reduce military expenditure

42. The interest in the reduction of military expenditure as a 
disarmament measure is connected with certain characteristic dif
ferences between such reductions and agreements limiting specific 
forces in physical units. Because they are couched in terms of money, 
agreements to reduce military expenditure can cover the whole spec
trum of military activities, including such activities as research and 
development. As indicated in chapter II above, rapid technological 
change is one of the main factors behind the rise of military expendi
ture in the developed countries. Research and development is at the 
same time one of the most difficult of military activities to control in 
physical terms alone.

43. Agreements to reduce total military expenditure allow very 
considerable latitude to reallocate expenditure within the constrained 
total, thus putting fewer restrictions on the internal decision-making 
of the participant States. The flexibility of measurement in money 
terms also allows a broad spectrum of restrictions to be added to 
limitation of total military expenditure if that should prove desirable. 
The possible effects, negative as well as positive, of such reallocations 
and of the possible additional restrictions are examined in paragraphs 
46-50 below.

44. Among the problems that often in the past have hindered the 
conclusion of formal agreements to reduce military expenditure has 
been the problem of verification, since such an agreement deals with 
economic aggregates rather than observable physical entities. Some of 
the major issues are summarized in section C below, but it is of interest 
here that over the past half century there has been a very considerable 
change in the amount and quality of economic information available 
in many countries. To the extent that this change has taken place 
among States which might be participant to such an agreement, this 
factor may have helped to increase contemporary interest in the use 
of expenditure-reduction agreements.

45. In this general overview of the requirements for successful 
agreements to reduce military expenditure, we do not separately ex
amine every type of agreement and set out what we consider the re
quirements for that particular agreement would be. Therefore the 
following material is intended to introduce the reader to the kinds of

“  For example, in comparing the output of two countries, A and B, the procedure is to 
value all the items in each country, first at A-s prices—giving figures which, say [,Jshow 
A’s total as 5 per cent higher than that of B. Then the whole operation should done 
again, valuing each item at B’s prices, to derive figures which might show A’s total as 
5 per cent lower than that of B. The procedure becomes very complicated for a number of 
countries, and it'will be necessary to draw up multilateral agreements in such a way as 
to avoid the necessity for extensive international value comparisons [footnote in original].
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considerations which would have to be examined in setting up agree
ments to reduce military expenditure.

B. The effects of military expenditure reductions on international 
security

46. We turn to the question of the effect of cuts in military expend
iture on security—a matter which negotiators would obviously have 
very much in mind. This will clearly vary with different types of re
duction. Here we consider three; first, an agreement to cut military 
expenditure in total only; secondly, such an ^eem ent together with 
a subsidiary agreement to limit some particular expenditure compo
nent, such as outlays on strategic forces; and thirdly, a reduction of 
total military expenditure together with some limitations in physical 
terms—say, on the number of men under arms.

47. If the limitation were on the total of military expenditure alone, 
countries, in distributing the cuts among different categories of ex
penditure, would presumably try to maximize their security position 
and would assume that other signatories to the agreement would do the 
same. They might favour strategic forces rather than general purpose 
forces, for example; or they might, as it were, favour the future as 
against the present, by avoiding any cuts in research and development 
expenditures or any contraction of military production facilities.

48. Reallocations of expenditure under constrained totals might be 
stabilizing or destabilizing. An example of the former; a country 
might reduce spending on strategic forces and increase it on communi
cations and intelligence which enabled it to discriminate between a 
potential enemy’s offensive preparations and his routine operations. 
An example of the latter would be an effort to save on command and 
control, which might reduce permissible reaction time and thus in
crease the probability of hasty response to suspicious developments.

49. A country’s ability to reallocate expenditure in a destabilizing 
way could be limited—but certainly not wholly prevented—if to 
the general cut in expenditure there were added some other limitations, 
as in the second or third example in paragraph 46 above—for example, 
an additional limitation on spending on strategic forces. However, 
there is a clear dilemma; the more extensive the limitations, the less 
likely any disruption in the military balance—but the more onerous 
the limitations would be.

50. An increase in the flow of information might be a substitute for 
these additional limitations. If countries knew how others were real
locating their expenditure and were free to react themselves, the 
changes on the various sides would probably cancel out.

C. Verification of a formal agreement to reduce military expenditure

51. The fourth and final question to be considered in this chapter is 
that of verification. Verification of an agreement is simply a pro
cedure for obtaining and evaluating information about changes in a
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participating State’s military expenditure. After an agreement to 
reduce military budgets, it would be natural for the participant States 
—since the agreement will have restricted their ability to react—to 
want more information than before, in order to be confident that the 
agreement was not being broken.

52. In the first paragraph of this report, in commenting on past 
attempts at “military budget” approaches to disarmament, we pointed 
out that the success of any disarmament proposal depends, amongst 
other things, on the degree of trust between the parties and a suffi
ciency of timely information so that if any State breaks the provisions 
of the agreement, this can be observed. This may or may not require 
an exchange of information. If there were complete and absolute trust 
among States—so that each State were convinced that under no 
circumstances whatever, now or in the future, would other States 
attack it—then little if any information would be needed to support 
an agreement. Conversely, if two States totally and completely distrust 
one another, then even an enormous amount of information might not 
be sufficient for any agreement to be reached. Because information re
quirements vary with the degree of trust among States, it would ob
viously be wrong to attempt to lay down, as some eternal law, that 
certain types of agreement must, under all circumstances, need certain 
types of information.

53. For verifying an agreement to reduce military expenditure, it 
would be mainly economic and financial data which would be needed; 
some have already been described—such as the data necessary to 
compare budgets prepared on different accounting systems, and ap
propriate domestic price indices (see paras. 38-39 above). In addition, 
material would be needed to enable a check to be kept on a number of 
financial and physical flows in the economic system (annex II, paras. 
128-133).

54. Effective verification seriously conflicts with a country’s desire 
to keep the nature of its military preparations secret. Satellite inspec
tions would certainly help in verifying the physical counterparts of 
particular types of expenditure; but only two States have such satel
lites. Further, there are many categories of military expenditure— 
research and development, for example—which cannot be observed in 
this way.

55. We can envisage a kind of information-disclosure ladder. Among 
the lower rungs in the phase of confidence building, military accounts 
might be published in expanded form with explanatory material. 
Successive rungs could be reached with increasing amounts and dif
ferent types of economic and financial information, possibly up to 
and including the auditing of unit records through sample inspection.

56. The various technical issues involved in an agreement to reduce 
military expenditures are sufficiently complex to suggest that it might 
be reasonable to make a step-by-step approach. The stringency of 
agreements could be gradually tightened as confidence grew and 
information exchange increased.
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VI. THE USE OF RELEASED RESOURCES 
FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

A. Scope and background

57. The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the main points which 
concern the flow of aid resulting from the reduction in military budg
ets. This necessarily means that some of the comments we make will 
have some relevance to aid problems in general; but it is, of course, not 
part of our mandate to cover the whole question of international as
sistance to the developing countries.

58. For purposes of our report, we do not need to establish a link 
between disarmament and development; our mandate does this for us. 
None the less, we note the wider background: the General Assembly 
has declared this decade to be both the Disarmament Decade (resolu
tion 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969) and the Second United 
Nations Development Decade (resolution 2626 (XXV) of 24 October 
1970) and the Strategy of the Second United Nations Development 
Decade is to aim for a 6 per cent rate of growth for the developing 
countries. For the majority of developing countries, the achievement of 
this objective will call both for the full mobilization of domestic 
resources and for the enlisting of substantially increased foreign aid, 
and it will need the efficient use of both of these for social and eco
nomic development.

59. In this report, we are concerned with transfers of resources from 
Government military budgets; clearly, therefore, these transfers would 
be used to supplement official development assistance. Consequently, 
in this chapter we concentrate on the data from this total—official 
development assistance—rather than on data on flows from private 
sources. The mid-Decade target for this official flow of aid—a target 
which not all donor countries have accepted—has been set at a mini
mum net amount of 0.7 per cent of the gross national product at 
market prices of economically advanced countries.̂ ® In the table in 
chapter II above, we have shown estimates for this flow of aid; these 
estimates are for all donor countries. We have noted that the share of 
national product devoted to aid has been moving away from the target, 
instead of towards it—falling from around 0.4 per cent of national 
product in the early 1960s to 0.26 per cent in the early 1970s, so that 
it is now much less than half what would be required to meet the target 
figure. We have to recognize that there is a certain disillusion with 
development aid, on the part of both donor and recipient countries.

B. TTie transfer of resources to aid
60. The proposals which we are discussing here could be a very

“  Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
“  General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 

(A/8028), pp. 39-49.
“  International Development Strategy: Action Programme o f the General Assembly 

for the Second United Nations Development Decade (U.N. pub., sales no. E.71.II.A.2), 
par. is  [footnote in original].



MILITARY BUDGETS REPORT, OCTOBER 14 543

important move towards arresting and reversing this downward move
ment in the share of aid in national product. One possible option—in 
which, as indicated earlier, the main military Powers transfer 1 per 
cent of their military budgets to aid—would produce a figure of the 
order of $2 thousand million, which would be a 20 per cent addition to 
the world’s official aid flow.

61. Different options for military budget cuts would, of course, re
lease different amounts and categories of resources—for example, one 
option might specifically release research and development resources. 
There would in all cases be problems of conversion. We have com
mented already on the general problem (para. 24); and the specific 
problems of the conversion of resources to development purposes were 
extensively discussed in the experts' report on disarmament and 
development.

62. For reasons indicated in paragraph 68, it is clearly important 
that the new flow discussed here should be a net addition to aid and 
that donor countries which give some undertaking to transfer military 
resources to aid should not reduce their other aid programmes.^®

63. It is generally agreed that aid is very much less effective if it is 
sporadic than if it is continuous—though, of course, recipient countries 
recognize that even short-term aid is better than none at all. However, 
because it responds to short-term needs, sporadic aid is not suitable 
for the implementation of long-term or even medium-term plans. Most 
development projects—such as dams, or road or railway construc
tion—take a long time to complete. Therefore it is those reductions in 
military expenditure giving rise to a continuing flow of aid which best 
serve the interests of developing countries.

64. It is generally true that the very rapid rate of inflation at the 
moment is tending so to erode the sums set aside for official develop
ment assistance that there is very little rise in real terms. It is im
portant, therefore, to ensure that the addition to aid under any of the 
proposals we have considered here is a real addition. The proposals 
in General Assembly resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) clearly recommend a 
reduction in the real quantity of resources devoted to military pur
poses, and should also therefore imply real additions to the flow of 
aid. The aid commitment for the future which might be made as a 
consequence of these proposals should be drawn up with provisions for 
appropriate adjustments to compensate for the rise in prices in donor 
countries. This would be a radical change in present practice.

C. The nature and characteristics of the additional aid flows
65. In the past, the general arrangements under which aid has been 

given have been far from ideal; there is considerable room for improve-

In the present state of statistics about flows of aid, it might be quite difficult to 
discover whether an offsetting reduction had already taken place. This, therefore, would 
be an argument to add to those which already exist for improving aid statistics. To take 
an example, it is difficult to establish exactly what proportion of aid is now tied [footnote 
in original].
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merit. It would be essential therefore that so far as possible, this 
additional flow of aid could avoid the pitfalls of the past; and in the 
following paragraphs we propose some ways in which this could be 
done.

66. First of all, in the past, aid has on occasions been used for the 
objectives of the donor country—political, military, or commercial— 
and as a consequence it has often not been deployed in the most effec
tive way for the economic welfare of the recipient countries. We 
consider it, therefore, most important that donor countries should not 
be in a position to impose conditions on this flow of aid. This is not 
to say that the aid should be absolutely without conditions: certainly 
there should be conditions and criteria, some of which we suggest 
later. But they should be reached by international agreement, not 
imposed unilaterally by individual donor countries.

67. Secondly, there should be a high and growing concessionary 
element in this new flow of aid—that is, a high proportion of it 
should consist of grants or loans at low interest rates and easy repay
ment terms. The concessionary content of aid has not been rising; it 
is estimated to have remained practically the same for donor countries 
in the market economies, between 1969 and 1972.̂  ̂ We particularly 
stress the need for a high concessionary element because of the alarm
ing debt problem of developing countries. A high concessionary ele
ment means that aid flows will be effectively “net”, and will not have 
substantial delayed effects in reverse flows of interest and debt 
repayments.

68. The cost of servicing external debt in developing countries has 
been growing fast. The reverse flow of interest and capital repayments 
has been offsetting an increasing proportion of the gross inflow of pub
lic and private financial resources. If we take the figures for 81 develop
ing countries, debt service was equal to 40 per cent of the gross inflow 
from developed countries in 1965; by 1971 the figure was 52 per cent.̂ ® 
It has been calculated that if flows of aid continue along present lines, 
by 1981 65 per cent of the gross inflow will be offset by debt servicing 
(see annex III, table 2). The rising cost of debt means that net transfers 
—that is, the gross inflow minus capital amortization and interest 
payments—has been going up very slowly. Indeed, in real terms, net 
transfers to these 81 countries hardly rose at all from 1965 to 1971.

69. We turn now to certain other considerations and discuss some of 
the characteristics of the international aid flow.

70. We do not know the exact proportion of official development as
sistance which is tied (that is, tied to purchases from the donor coun
try). We know, however, that 80 per cent of official development 
assistance in Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countries is

The concept of concessionality is a difficult and complex one. The point is discussed 
in annex III, paragraphs 10-17 [footnote in original].

2* The figures cover inflows from countries which are members of the Development 
Assistance Committee. If they were extended to cover all donor countries, the conclusion 
would probably be reinforced I footnote in original].
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bilateral (see annex 1̂ table 3)—although this percentage has fallen a 
little in recent years—and there are reasons to assume that virtually 
all of this bilateral aid is tied. Tied aid has all the potential inefficien
cies of bilateral trade, and it makes it easier for the donor country to 
impose political or military conditions. It would be desirable for the 
new flow of aid which we envisage to be untied as far as possible—or 
at least to be granted in the framework of a policy designed to untie it 
gradually and completely.

71. Further, this new aid should be used to reinforce the trend 
towards channeling aid through multilateral institutions. The General 
Assembly, in resolution 3093 A (XXVIII), recognized the principle of 
multilateralism, in suggesting a special committee for the distribution 
of the funds which would be released if the military budget reductions 
were implemented. Again, it would be desirable that contributions be 
made as far as possible in convertible currencies. Some countries would 
find it more difficult than others to ensure that the whole of a sub
stantial increase in aid was untied, or made in convertible currencies. 
This results from, amongst other things, the balance of payments 
structure, the relative size and competitiveness of national export 
industries, the long-term agreements for mutual co-operation between 
developed and developing countries, and the existing patterns and 
agreements in world trade.

D. Criteria
72. The General Assembly, in resolution 3093 A (XXVIII), also laid 

down that the distribution of the development funds envisaged under 
that resolution should be carried out with due regard to the follow
ing three principles; an equitable basis; with consideration being taken 
of the most urgent needs and requirements of the recipient countries, 
without discrimination of any kind.

73. The sponsor of the resolution (the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics) suggested that such assistance should in the first instance 
be rendered to those countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America 
which have suffered most from drought, floods, crop failure and other 
recent national disasters.

74. It was at about the time that this resolution was passed that the 
situation of those developing countries which possess no substantial 
mineral resources began to worsen considerably with the rise in com
modity prices—particularly that of oil. This problem was discussed 
at the sixth special session of the General Assembly; in paragraph 2 of 
section X of resolution 3202 (S-VI) of 1 May 1974, the General Assembly 
requested the Secretary-General to “launch an emergency operation to 
provide timely relief to the most seriously affected developing coun
tries”. If resources from reductions in military budgets were to be 
forthcoming in time, they could usefully supplement the funds which 
have been made available for this purpose.

^  General Assembly Official Records: Sixth Special Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/9559), pp. 5-12.
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75. The problem of the criteria for aid is not an easy one. We note 
that three criteria have been canvassed in the literature on this sub
ject: that aid should be given to the neediest; or to those countries 
which obtain the best returns; or to those countries which make the 
greatest national effort. In addition, from time to time regional and 
country analyses of aid flows have been made showing patterns for 
which it is difficult to find justification. All these criteria have 
something to be said for them; we consider that once the new flow of 
aid is established, the General Assembly should give guidance to the 
organ responsible for the distribution on the principles to be adopted. 
To the extent that the additional aid under discussion is distributed for 
development rather than for the relief of natural disasters, it will be 
important for recipients to make up, in so far as possible, effective 
programmes for the absorption of the new assistance.

76. We consider that we should add one more criterion—or con
dition—for this particular flow of aid. Measures should be taken to 
ensure, as far as possible, that this aid—coming as it does from 
reductions in military budgets by donor countries—should not be used 
by the recipient countries to increase their own military expenditure.

77. In view of the urgent needs of the developing countries, the 
greatest effort should be made to convert into international assistance 
without delay a proportion of the resources obtained from any future 
agreement on the reduction of military expenditure.

78. Disarmament and development are two of the great require
ments of our time. We consider that the proposals discussed in this 
report mark a great opportunity for advancing on both fronts at the 
same time.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 21, 1974’

Mr. Chairman, since I am speaking for the first time in the First 
Committee, permit me to depart from an earlier decision for a minute 
or two and sincerely congratulate you upon your unanimous election 
to the Chairmanship of the First Committee, and wish you great suc
cess in the conduct of the Committee's proceedings. Beginning with the 
discussion today of the question of disarmament, I should particularly 
like to point out the valuable contribution, known to us all, that you 
have made, Mr. Chairman, and are still making, to the consideration of 
the question of disarmament, both in the Geneva Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, where you were the representative of 
Argentina, and in the United Nations. This gives us grounds for 
hoping and believing that your knowledge of the problem of disarma
ment will help the First Committee, under your leadership, to find 
ways of achieving agreed, positive solutions to the questions of

' A/C.1/PV.1998 (prov.), pp. 4-22.
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disarmament before the First Committee, and thus to take a new step 
forward towards a curtailment of the arms race and disarmament 
itself which, as we are all aware, is one of the most important tasks 
of the day.

The twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations is characterized by the fact that remarkable positive changes 
are taking place in  the international arena. In recent years some 
important international problems of concern to mankind have been 
successfully resolved and others are nearing solution. The first per
ceptible steps have been taken towards the easing of the threat of a 
nuclear war, and the principle of the peaceful coexistence of States 
with different social systems is becoming of increasingly wide ap
plication in practice.

Many delegations referred to these positive changes during the 
general debate in the Assembly. They all appealed for an extension of 
the influence and impact of these positive changes by the relaxation of 
international tension and detente to all parts of the globe. They spoke 
in favour of consolidating and promoting these positive processes in 
the world politics of today.

The improvement in the international situation is taking place as a 
result of the persistent efforts of the Soviet Union, together with other 
socialist countries and all peace-loving States. The many-faceted work 
of our country in the field of foreign policy is aimed at strengthening 
international peace and security and promoting co-operation among 
peoples.

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Soviet Govern
ment are steadily pursuing a policy of maintaining peace and security, 
establishing principles of peaceful coexistence and relaxing tension 
in international relations. The USSR is seeking further progress in the 
improvement of its relations with all countries, big, medium-sized or 
small. The process of detente and of the normalization of relations 
among States, including Soviet-United States relations, is an objective 
necessity. There is no other alternative. We are duly appreciative of 
the statements made and the steps taken by President Ford indicating 
the intention of the United States Government to follow the path of 
developing relations with the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union is ac
tively promoting detente and the normalization of relations with all 
States, including China, if China so wishes.

At the same time, our country is waging a resolute struggle based on 
fundamental principles against the intrigues of imperialist reaction 
and other advocates of a return to the dark period of the hated cold 
war who are opposing detente, the relaxation of international tension 
and the improvement of relations among States and particularly of 
relations between the USSR and the United States.

The peace-loving character of the foreign policy activities of our 
Party and the Soviet State is determined by the very nature of the 
socialist system and is in accordance with the interests of the peoples 
of the whole world. The bonds of friendship and all-round co-operation
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between the Soviet Union and the socialist countries grow stronger 
year by year. The top-level meetings held recently are another vivid 
proof of the consolidation of relations among the States of the socialist 
community. We should like also to express our great satisfaction with 
the development of stable relations of friendship, co-operation and 
mutual understanding between the Soviet Union and the overwhelm
ing majority of the countries of the third world. Strong bonds unite us 
in our common struggle for peace and the security of the peoples and 
in unfailing support for national liberation movements.

One of the most important orientations of the foreign policy of the 
Soviet Union is the struggle for the cessation of the arms race and 
for disarmament. The land of the Soviets aspired to that very objective 
as long ago as the years when it was the one and only socialist State in 
the whole world, facing a united and strong world of capitalism. The 
Soviet Union and all its peoples still aspire to that goal now in 
conditions of a radical change in the balance of forces in the inter
national arena in favour of socialism, national freedom and inde
pendence. The situation evolving in the world, the process of relaxation 
of tension and the normalization of relations among States belonging 
to different socio-political systems are creating favourable conditions 
for progress towards this end. In their turn, the steps undertaken in 
recent years in the sphere of limiting armaments and in disarmament 
—such as the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 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, the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction, the Soviet-United 
States agreements on the prevention of nuclear war and on the limita
tion of strategic arms—contribute to the deepening and widening of 
international detente.

The objectives in the field of disarmament set out in the peace 
programme adopted by the XXIVth Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union have been embodied in recent years in concrete 
proposals put forward by the Soviet Union in the international arena.

In this connexion reference should be made first of all to the proposal 
by the USSR to convene a World Disarmament Conference—a pro
posal supported by an absolute majority of the States of the world and 
by the United Nations itself in resolutions of the General Assembly 
A Special Committee was established which studied the views, sug
gestions and considerations of States in this matter. Along with 
socialist States and States of the third world, three nuclear Powers 
took part in the work of the Committee. It is our firm belief that 
the clearly expressed desire of the majority of United Nations Mem
bers with respect to convening the Conference must be put into 
effect in the course of the consideration of the question of the World

2 Documents on Disarmam ent, 1971, pp. 909-910; ibid., 1972, pp. 835-836; ibid., 1973,
pp. 899-901.
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Disarmament Conference during the current session of the General 
Assembly.

I should like to recall another initiative of the Soviet Union which 
received the approval of the twenty-seventh session of the General 
Assembly, that is, the prohibition of the use of force in international 
relations coupled with the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons.® This decision of the Assembly, which is of fundamental im
portance and which aims at strengthening international peace and se
curity and the basic protection of mankind, through international law, 
from the threat of a nuclear war, must become binding on all States. 
The Security Council should adopt an appropriate resolution on this 
matter. The Soviet delegation believes that positive action on this 
question by the Security Council would make a serious contribution to 
the settlement of existing conflicts, consolidate the relaxation of ten
sion and strengthen peace, international security and confidence 
among the peoples.

At the twenty-eighth session of the Assembly the Soviet Union 
proposed that the military budgets of the permanent member States 
of the Security Council be reduced by 10 per cent and that part of the 
funds thus saved be used to provide assistance to developing countries.  ̂
In so doing, the Soviet Union proceeded—as it continues to proceed— 
from the assumption that such action would not only facilitate the 
limitation of the arms race but also provide additional assistance to 
States in need of it. This is of particular importance in view of the 
difficulties encountered in the efforts to implement the decisions of 
the sixth special Session of the General Assembly on the establishment 
of a special fund for assistance to developing countries.

The attitude toward these very important proposals designed to 
achieve disarmament, to supplement political detente with military 
detente and to channel the means released by the reduction of military 
expenditures for developmental purposes is at the same time a kind of 
touchstone of the real intentions of States with regard to the particu
larly urgent and important problems of the day.

The USSR delegation reserves its right to explain in further detail 
the USSR position on the abovementioned as well as other questions of 
disarmament at one of the regular meetings of the Committee.

At the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly the Soviet 
Government made a new important initiative. It submitted for con
sideration by the Assembly as an important and urgent item the ques
tion of the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other purposes incompatible with the main
tenance of international security, human well-being and health.® That 
proposal on the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military purposes has a number of special features. First 
of all, it involves a field of activity and certain processes, meteorological

»im ., i m ,  pp. 848-849.
‘ Ibid., 1973, p. 653.
® A nte, pp. 380-382,516-521.
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and geophysical, which have never before been the sphere or subject 
of international negotiations on disarmament. It opens up a new di
rection in the field of disarmament and the prevention of a new poten
tial threat to mankind.

We are aware that geophysical and meteorological processes greatly 
influence the life and productive activity of man. Mankind has long 
been seeking to uncover the origins of elemental atmospheric processes 
and to influence them so as to minimize the pernicious consequences 
of formidable natural phenomena and to utilize them for the benefit 
of man. Recent years have been marked by success in the development 
of a number of methods actively to influence weather conditions and 
climate. Various experiments and practical projects are being carried 
out in this field in many States. Thus, in our own country and abroad, 
precipitation is being artificially induced with considerable success by 
seeding with crystals of iodargyrite, which cause condensation of 
moisture in cumuli, resulting in rain. That method is of great promise 
in drought control and the irrigation of arid and desert areas.

Work in the field of hurricane control is also going on with some 
success. A broad programme of action to influence hurricanes is being 
carried out in the United States and in other countries. By introducing 
from aircraft a crystallizing agent into the upper part of the cloud 
fronts of hurricanes, scientists of a number of countries are trying to 
induce redistribution of their energy and influence the processes oc
curring in them. As a result, they have succeeded in considerably 
reducing wind velocity and the destructiveness of hurricanes.

That is real testimony of today's scientific excellence, showing what 
enormous, in fact boundless, possibilities for mankind are being 
opened up by the peaceful creative use of scientific discoveries to 
influence the environment and climate in the interests of mankind and 
in order to improve its well-being. However, the techniques of influenc
ing weather and geophysical processes can also be used for destructive 
military purposes to the detriment of human well-being and health, 
and there are serious grounds for such anxieties.

It is generally well known, for example—and this has been widely 
reported in both the American press and the world press—that for a 
number of years special operations were carried out over the territories 
of countries of Indo-China to artificially induce or intensify rains by 
seeding clouds. That brought about excessive precipitation resulting in 
the inundation of certain sections of terrain, in landslides, in the 
destruction of roads, dikes, bridges and so on. According to official 
estimates of the Pentagon, as a result of those operations the rainfall 
in some areas increased by 30 per cent over the normal levels for those 
areas. Attempts were also made to cause fire storms. A fire storm is 
a kind of atmospheric fiery cyclone.

Recently, an increasing number of articles have been appearing in 
the press devoted to practical steps to influence the environment and 
climate for military purposes. Some of them at first glance seem to 
be absolutely incredible and fantastic. However, there are real possibil
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ities of putting into practice certain methods mentioned in those 
articles.

It is well known, for example, that there is an ozone layer in the 
upper reaches of the atmosphere which is important for the protection 
of life on earth from the ultra-violet radiation of the Sun. Scientists 
have concluded that by properly influencing that layer one can create 
windows in the ozone shield of the earth in order to allow increased 
penetration of the hard ultra-violet radiation to selected parts of our 
planet. As a result, all form[s] of life in those areas would be destroyed, 
and all that territory would be converted into barren desert.

Another example can be cited. It is possible to create extensive 
ultra- and infra-acoustic fields. Infra-sound, its frequency lying below 
human audibility, can cause complete mental derangement, and some 
research workers assert that it is possible, for example, to create 
acoustic fields on the sea and the ocean surface to combat individual 
ships or whole flotillas.

Research has also revealed that there exists even such a possibility 
as melting the ice caps of the Arctic and the Antarctic for the purpose 
of delivering a total annihilating blow against a potential enemy. It is 
believed that for that purpose it would be necessary to explode nuclear 
devices of small yield in a mine sunk in the thickness of the ice cap. The 
explosion would result in the formation of a water-cushion between the 
ice cap and the bedrocks, and a considerable portion of the ice cover 
would slide off into the ocean. That in turn would cause tidal waves 
capable of wiping off the face of the earth many coastal cities and 
whole areas. Such waves, of course, would not distinguish between 
enemy territory and the territory of an ally.

It also appears possible artificially to cause destructive ocean 
tsunami waves, which can be disastrous for any coastal State. One of 
the methods of producing tsunamis consists of dumping vast blocks of 
bedrock from the continental shelf into the deeper parts of the ocean. 
Tsunximis can result from man-made underwater earthquakes. Cynics 
may say these are all fancies from the science fiction of Jules Verne. 
But scientific research workers have reliably proved that there is no 
guarantee that these possibilities will not become actual realities 
harmful to man.

Influencing the environment, particularly the geophysical en
vironment, for military purposes constitutes a serious threat to life 
on earth. A particular danger of geophysical warfare consists in the 
fact that an aggressor can secretly, without declaring war, for many 
years use some of the abovementioned methods against its intended 
victim.

The possibility of employing the forces of nature for purposes incom
patible with the maintenance of international security, human well
being and health is arousing concern among political, scientific and 
public figures in many countries. Calls for prohibiting action to 
influence the geophysical environment for military purposes are being 
voiced with increasing urgency.
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All these problems long ago attracted the attention of scientists and 
the public. Thus, for example, the military aspects of action to in
fluence the environment and climate were discussed at the seventh 
Dartmouth meeting of representatives of the Soviet and American pub
lic and scientific circles as far back as December 1972. In their joint 
communique, the participants in the meeting stated that they:

... rejected the attempts to use the artificial modification of the environment as a 
weapon of war and called for a speedy conclusion of an international agreement prohibit
ing the development and use of such weapons.

Such a prohibition has in recent years been supported also by repre
sentatives of a number of States in the Geneva Disarmament 
Committee.

An important special feature of the Soviet Union’s proposal, which 
is on the General Assembly’s agenda, for the prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes 
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health is that the implementation of such a proposal 
would contribute not only to the limitation of the arms race but to 
the preservation of the environment for the benefit and in the interest 
of the whole of mankind.

As we already know, the wide use of, for example, herbicides, 
defoliants and fire storms results in the destruction of large tracts of 
forest and the modification of climatic and natural conditions over 
vast areas. Geophysical warfare can, even after its cessation, have 
after-effects which will long adversely affect human well-being and 
health.

It is well known, for example, that even given substantial invest
ments and huge amounts of labour the process of rehabilitating the 
areas affected by herbicides in South Viet-Nam will take no less than 
20 years.

The policy of the Soviet Union in favour of the prohibition of action 
to influence the environment and climate for military purposes is firm, 
resolute and consistent. An important step toward? saving mankind 
from the threat of meteorological war was the signing of a joint official 
Soviet-American statement at the summit meeting on 3 July 1974. 
It says that the Soviet Union and the United States, desiring to limit 
the potential danger to mankind from possible new means of warfare 
and recognizing that action to influence the environment and climate 
“could have widespread, long-lasting and severe effects harmful to 
human welfare advocated the most effective measures possible de
signed to overcome the dangers of the use of environmental modifica
tion techniques for military purposes”. The parties at the same time 
agreed to hold a meeting of Soviet and United States representatives 
in 1974 for the purpose of exploring this problem.®

A further step by the Soviet Union toward preventing the “weather

'  A nte, pp. 231-232.
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war” was its proposal to include in the agenda of the twenty-ninth 
session of the General Assembly, as an important and urgent item, 
the question of the prohibition of action to influence the environment 
and climate for military purposes. Submitting this proposal in the 
General Assembly, the head of the Soviet delegation, the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, stated:

The Soviet Union proposes that an international convention should be concluded which 
will outlaw the military use of the environment. Compliance with the provisions of such 
a convention, a draft of which we are submitting to the Assembly, could be secured 
through the adoption by each State, in accordance with its constitutional processes, of 
appropriate measures to prohibit activities contrary to the convention and through 
consultations and co-operation among States, notably within the framework of the 
United Nations.^

The draft convention submitted by the Soviet Union contains 
detailed provisions to the effect that the States parties to the conven
tion shall undertake not to develop meteorological, geophysical or any 
other scientific or technological means of influencing the environment 
for military purposes and also never in any circumstances to resort to 
such means of influencing the environment and climate or to carry out 
preparations for their use.

The draft convention provides for a definition of the forms of active 
influence on the surface of the land, the sea-bed and the ocean floor, 
the depths of the earth, the marine environment or on any other 
elements of the environment, that, if used for military purposes, might 
cause damage to international peace and security, human well-being 
and health. Such activities may comprise: modification of the weather, 
climate and the hydrological system on land; action to influence the 
electrical processes in the atmosphere; disturbance of the energy and 
water balance of meteorological phenomena, of the physical and chem
ical parameters of the seas and oceans, the seashore, sea-bed and ocean 
floor. Here belong also: stimulation of seismic waves by any methods 
or means that may produce earthquakes or destructive ocean waves; 
action on the surface of an area of water that may lead to a disturbance 
of the thermal and gaseous interchange; the creation of artificial con
tinuous electromagnetic and acoustic fields in the oceans and seas. The 
draft convention prohibits the modification for military purposes of 
the natural state of the rivers, lakes, swamps and other aqueous 
elements of the land; the disturbance of the natural state of the litho
sphere, that is, the external hard crust of the globe; the burning of 
vegetation and other actions leading to a disturbance of the ecology of 
the vegetable and animal kingdom; action to influence the ionized and 
ozone layers in the atmosphere; the introduction of heat and radiant 
absorbing agents in the atmosphere.

At the same time the draft notes that an international agreement on 
the prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for 
military and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of 
international security, human well-being and health, should naturally 
in no way restrict scientific research or projects which aim at trans

 ̂A nte, pp. 514-515.
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forming the environment for peaceful purposes and the benefit of 
mankind.*

As the Foreign Minister of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
declared in his speech:

The conclusion of such a convention would prevent the emergence of new means of 
warfare and. at the same time, would facilitate the solution of a problem common to all 
mankind—the protection of the environment. We trust that all the participants in the As
sembly will fully appreciate the universal significance of this important initiative . . . . 
The Soviet Union and the socialist countries as a whole seek to gain no political dividends 
from this. We have submitted this proposal because it is in the interests of all States, all 
peoples of the world.®

A draft resolution (A/C. 1/L. 675) on the question of the prohibition 
of action to influence the environment and climate for military purposes 
has also been submitted for consideration by the First Commit
tee. The preamble of that draft notes the concern of peoples to consoli
date peace and to pursue efforts designed to save mankind from 
the danger of using new means of warfare, to limit the arms race and to 
bring about disarmament; it stresses that, under conditions of continu
ous scientific and technological progress, new possibilities arise for 
using the results of this progress not only for peaceful but also for 
military purposes; it expresses the conviction that the prohibition of 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health would serve the cause of the strengthen
ing of peace and averting the threat of war; it takes into account the 
profound interest of States and peoples in the adoption of measures 
to preserve and improve the environment for the benefit of present and 
future generations.

Operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution (A/C.1/L.675) stresses 
the need to adopt, through the conclusion of an appropriate inter
national convention, effective measures to prohibit action to influence 
the environment for military purposes. Operative paragraph 2 takes 
into account the draft international convention on this question sub
mitted by the Soviet Union, as well as other points of view and sug
gestions put forward during the discussion of this question in the 
Assembly. Operative paragraph 3 requests the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as possible to achieving 
agreement on the text of an international convention on this question 
and to submit a report on the results achieved for consideration by the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session. Operative paragraph 4 
requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Committee on Dis
armament all documents relating to the discussion of this item by the 
General Assembly. Finally, operative paragraph 5 decides to include 
this item in the provisional agenda of the thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly.^®.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that this draft resolution

pp. 517-521.
® AntBy p. 515 (variant translation), 

pp. 516-517.
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will enjoy a wide degree of support in the First Committee and in the 
General Assembly. The examination of this question and the adoption 
of a relevant resolution on it will be an important positive step 
towards the preparation of an international convention on the prohibi
tion of action to influence the environment for military purposes.

The response to the new Soviet proposal is evidence of the fact that it 
has aroused great interest and approval in many countries. We take 
note of this with great satisfaction. Many delegations in the General 
Assembly supported the Soviet Union’s initiative and appreciated it 
very highly.

In the course of the general debate in thft-A.ssembly the heads of a 
number of delegations welcomed the proposal submitted by the Soviet 
Government to prohibit the use of the environment and climate for 
military purposes. It is with great satisfaction that the delegation of 
the Soviet Union informs the First Committee that the delegations of 
the following countries have expressed a desire to co-sponsor the 
aforementioned draft resolution: Afghanistan, Poland, Kenya, the 
German Democratic Republic, Iraq, Czechoslovakia, Syria, Mongolia, 
Barbados and Bulgaria. The delegation of the Soviet Union would like 
to express its appreciation for the understanding and support mani
fested regarding this proposal, which is so important to the whole of 
mankind.

The Soviet delegation is constantly being approached by representa
tives of many countries that display considerable interest in various 
aspects of the proposal. All this shows that the new Soviet initiative 
has been timely and topical.

Speaking at a function in Berlin on the occasion of the twenty-fifth 
anniversary of the German Democratic Republic on 6 October, the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union, Leonid I. Brezhnev, stressed that:

All States of the Socialist community carry on an indefatigable struggle for lessening 
the danger of war, for relaxing military confrontation, for curbing the arms race, for 
reducing the ensuing burden of expenditures for disarmament. This policy of ours enjoys 
the reco'gnition and support of all honest people on earth."

The implementation of the new proposal of the Soviet Union on the 
prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for 
military and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of 
international-security, human well-being and health would be a sub
stantial step towards controlling the arms race and towards disarma
ment. The adoption of this proposal by the General Assembly and the 
eventual preparation of a draft international convention on this ques
tion would undeniably perform the task of limiting the arms race and 
consolidating peace and would contribute to averting a potentially ter
rible threat to mankind.

Such are the more detailed explanations and views which the Soviet

'* Pravda, Oct. 7,1974, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, no. 40 
(Oct. 30,1974), p. 4 (variant translation).
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delegation deemed it necesisary to put forward in the First Committee 
in introducing the item on the prohibition of action to influence the 
environment and climate for military purposes submitted at the initia
tive of the Soviet Union for consideration by the twenty-ninth session 
of the General Assembly.

Statement by the United States Representative (Symington) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, October 21, 
19741

Mr. Chairman, may I first congratulate you on your election and 
wish you the best of luck in your vital new wofk.

I should also respectfully commend the representative of the Soviet 
Union, my friend Ambassador Malik, for his superb statement.^ I 
would hope that the press of the United States and of the world give 
full consideration to the proposals and the thoughts behind them which 
he has given us today.

I speak representing my country on nuclear issues. As we start our 
annual arms control disarmament debate, mf Government believes it 
appropriate to devote its initial statement on disarmament questions 
exclusively to one of the most critical matters before the twenty-ninth 
session of the General Assembly—the objective of limiting the growth 
and spread of nuclear weapons.

Since the advent of the nuclear age, we have been forced to live with 
the dilemma of the dual nature of nuclear energy. We have held high 
expectations concerning the contribution that nuclear energy could 
make to hiiman welfare; but we have always been painfully aware that 
tied to these expected benefits is a growing potential for mankind’s 
destruction. The rapidly expanding use of nuclear reactors to generate 
electric power in recent years has made this dilemma one of the most 
urgent issues of our time.

I would at this point deviate to name some personal observations. 
I do this as a former Assistant Secretary of War, a former Secretary of 
the Air Force, the ranking member of the Armed Services Committee, 
a member of the Foreign Relations Committee and Chairman of the 
Military Applications Sub-Committee of the Joint Atomic Energy 
Committee. The proliferation of nuclear weapons could be the most 
critical problem facing the world today, and unless we handle that 
problem, it is becoming increasingly clear that the problem will handle 
us. By “us” I mean all the people on earth. One miscalculation, one sud
den terrorist activity, one paranoid leader could set the spark to a 
world-wide nuclear holocaust.

There are now six members of the nuclear club—six scorpions in the 
bottle instead of the original two, as once described by a great nuclear

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1998 (prov.), pp. 22-36. 
2 Supra.
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scientist. And as each month passes it becomes ever more probable 
that soon there may well be 20 scorpions in the said bottle. At that 
point what a few of those scorpions decide could make little difference.

As Chairman of the Military Applications Sub-Committee of the 
Joint Atomic Energy Committee of the United States Congress, I can 
report to you today that the United States stockpile of strategic and 
tactical nuclear weapons is equivalent to 615,385 Hiroshima bombs, 
that one Hiroshima A-bomb killed some 100,000 people. With respect 
to the proliferation of nuclear weapons around the world, it is no 
longer a secret that they are placed in Europe, in the Middle East and 
in the Far East. In addition, it is no secret that many types of ships can 
and do carry nuclear weapons. Moreover, since the signing of the 
SALT agreements] in 1972,* it should be pointed out that the two so- 
called super-Powers have been adding nuclear weapons to their stock
piles each day of the year. Compounding this dilemma of increasing 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons and the addition of members to the 
nuclear club is the recently rapidly expanding use of nuclear reactors 
to generate electric power in many areas of the world, as mentioned.

An inevitable result of the massive growth of nuclear-generated 
power would be the tremendous increase in worldwide production of 
plutonium. Estimates are that by 1980 close to one million pounds of 
plutonium will have been produced worldwide in electric power reac
tors, enough to manufacture over 50,000 nuclear explosive devices.

In addition, rising demands for enriched uranium as a nuclear reac
tor fuel will require a marked expansion of uranium enrichment 
capacity.

Widespread development of enrichment facilities, perhaps involving 
new enrichment techniques, could create a capability for producing 
weapons-grade uranium at many locations throughout the world.

This increasing availability of nuclear fuels and materials, as well 
as the continuing dissemination of nuclear technology, threaten to 
place a nuclear explosive capability, and the accompanying capability 
to produce nuclear weapons, within the reach of the ever-widening 
group of States. As perilous as the situation was when there were only 
two States with a nuclear weapons capability—and is now with six— 
stability would be vastly more precarious in a world of many nuclear 
Powers.

Such a world is not to be feared more by one group of States than 
by another. All nations would stand to lose. States fortunate enough to 
be located in regions now free of nuclear weapons would suddenly 
find themselves faced with nuclear-armed neighbours. This would 
bring them under strong pressures to acquire nuclear weapons them
selves. Even minor conflicts would then involve the risk of escalation 
to nuclear war. The probability of the use of nuclear weapons, whether 
by design, miscalculation or accident, would increase sharply. Pros
pects for significant arms control and disarmament measures would

’ DocuTnents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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deteriorate, as all States felt the need to prepare for a larger and more 
disparate range of contingencies.

Many have assumed that time was on our side, that every year 
without the use of nuclear weapons, every year without an additional 
nuclear Power, every step in East-West detente, and every measure 
to curb the arms race—that all of these have been part of a steady 
progression to where we would no longer fear the possibility of nuclear 
war. But it is obvious, in the light of the worldwide energy crisis and 
the emergence after a ten-year hiatus of an additional State with a 
nuclear explosive capability, that we cannot afford to be complacent.

It is to be hoped that these developments will at least have the 
positive effect of making us fully alert to the dangers of the further 
spread of nuclear explosives and of encouraging a determined interna
tional effort to avert that possibility.

We are now at an important juncture, perhaps a decisive one. The 
challenge, as Secretary Kissinger well described it to the General 
Assembly on 23 September, is:

. . .  to realize the peaceful benefits of nuclear technology without contributing to the 
growth of nuclear weapons or to the number of States possessing them.'

The United States does not believe that a world of many nuclear 
Powers is inevitable. Nor does it believe that the peaceful uses of nu
clear energy must necessarily be cut back because of the risk that 
nuclear technology will be diverted to military purposes. However, we 
cannot expect to take full advantage of the expanding use of nuclear 
energy unless we are willing to strengthen the system for assuring 
one another that there is nothing to fear in the continued diffusion of 
nuclear materials and technology. While working towards a more uni
versal and effective system of assurances, or safeguards, we must 
also strengthen the political and economic incentives for resisting the 
temptation to acquire nuclear explosive capabilities. Those capabilities 
would inevitably be perceived as a threat to others and therefore trig
ger a competition in the destructive potential of nuclear devices.

No State or group of States can meet the challenge alone. What is 
required in the months and years ahead is a sustained and concerted 
international effort, involving nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear- 
weapon States, nuclear suppliers and importers, parties to the non
proliferation Treaty ® and States which have not yet seen it in their 
interest to adhere to the Treaty. My Government would like to surest 
several tasks which members of the world community, individually 
and collectively, should undertake in meeting this challenge.

First, co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be 
continued. It could be argued that the most appropriate response to 
the increasing risk of diversion of nuclear technology to hostile pur
poses would simply be to cut back on international co-operation in the

 ̂A nte, p. 510.
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nuclear energy field. The United States does not believe such a course 
of action would serve non-proliferation objectives, nor would it be re
sponsive to the pressing need throughout the world to receive the bene
fits of this important new source of energy. The United States 
recognizes fully that the vast potential benefits of nuclear energy can
not be monopolized by a handful of advanced industrial States. This is 
especially true at a time when many of the world’s developing countries 
are among the hardest hit by global economic difficulties.

As a member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy of the United 
States Congress, I have been privileged to participate in United States 
efforts to make the peaceful applications of atomic energy widely 
available. The United States Government has facilitated the participa
tion of United States industry in atomic power activities abroad. It has 
sponsored large international conferences to share our technical know
how. It has shipped materials abroad to help others move ahead in 
nuclear technology. And it has given strong support to the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency and to that Agency’s programmes in the 
nuclear field. All told, it has spent hundreds of millions of dollars to 
promote peaceful uses worldwide. We intend to continue this effort, 
both through our bilateral co-operative arrangements and through 
our support for the work of the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
which could be just about the most important agency in the world 
today.

Second, we should intensify our search for effective measures to 
curb the competition in nuclear arms. We are mindful that serious 
risks are involved in the further accumulation of nuclear weapons by 
States now possessing them, as well as in the spread of weapons capa
bilities to additional States. Moreover, we know that we cannot expect 
non-nuclear-weapon States to show restraint unless nuclear Powers 
also practise restraint.

As one of the principal nuclear Powers, the United States recognizes 
its special responsibility in this area. We are aware of the concerns 
expressed by a number of countries about the pace of progress in nu
clear disarmament. Although proud of what has already been achieved, 
we would agree that progress has been disappointingly slow. We 
understand the impatience of others, and are ourselves anxious to 
proceed faster. But it must be recognized that these complicated issues, 
touching upon the vital interests of all States, are rarely susceptible 
to quick and easy solutions.

United States and Soviet Union negotiators recently reconvened 
their talks in Geneva on strategic arms limitations. We attach the 
utmost importance to these negotiations, in which members of this 
body have also expressed much interest.

The talks are currently aimed at concluding an equitable agreement 
placing quantitative and qualitative limitations on offensive strategic 
weapons. We will make every effort to reach such an agreement at the 
earliest possible date. In addition, the United States remains firmly 
committed to seeking an adequately verified comprehensive test ban.
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The threshold test ban Treaty, negotiated in Moscow last summer,® 
has significance not only for its restraining effect on United States- 
Soviet nuclear arms competition, but also as a step towards our ulti
mate goal of a comprehensive ban. Indeed, in the first article of that 
Treaty we reaffirm our commitment to pursue further negotiations to
wards that goal.

Third, steps should be taken to ensure the widest possible adherence 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It is noteworthy that while Treaty 
parties have sometimes urged faster implementation of provisions of 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty, there is virtual unanimity among them 
that the Treaty’s basic concepts and structure are sound and that the 
Treaty continues to provide a valuable legal framework for dealing 
with both the peaceful and the military applications of nuclear energy. 
My Government continues to regard the Non-Proliferation Treaty as 
one of the most significant international agreements of the post-Second 
World War era. Recently, President Ford called the Treaty “one of the 
pillars of United States foreign policy”.̂

The Non-Proliferation Treaty has been criticized as discriminatory 
in that it divides the world into two categories of States—those with 
nuclear explosive devices and those without. But the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty did not create that distinction, nor is it intended to condone it. 
The negotiators of that Treaty recognized that the only promising and 
realistic approach was to start with the world the way it was. Accord
ingly, the Treaty calls for a halt to the further spread of explosive 
capabilities and obligates existing nuclear Powers to speed limitations 
and reductions of their own stockpiles.

If there had been no effort, such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty, to 
halt the spread of nuclear weapons, or if the effort had been postponed 
until nuclear weapon States had abolished their arsenals, we would 
have found ourselves in a world of so many nuclear Powers that fur
ther attempts to stop ‘Vertical proliferation”—that is, to limit and 
reduce nuclear arms—would be futile.

The leader of the Swedish disarmament delegation, Mrs. Thorsson, 
put this matter in the proper perspective at the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament on 30 July of this year, when she said:

The NPT is by nature discriminatory, but its purpose is such that it has been supported 
by the majority, and needs to be supported by the entirety, of the world community. It is 
in the interest of every single country in the world that this purpose be fulfilled.®

As we approach the May 1975 Review Conference of the Non-Prolif- 
eration Treaty, we should consider ways of making the Treaty more 
attractive to existing and prospective parties. Last summer my Gov
ernment announced that parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty will 
be given preferential consideration in the donation by the United States 
of special nuclear materials—primarily enriched uranium for use in 
IAEA medical research projects. We have also decided to give prefer

® Ante, pp. 225-227.
 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 21,1974, p. 552.
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ence to Non-Proliferation Treaty parties in allocating training and 
equipment grants for IAEA technical assistance programmes, and we 
encourage others to adopt similar policies.

We would welcome further suggestions for increasing incentives for 
Non-Proliferation Treaty membership.

Fourth, thorough international consideration should be given to the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions. The dilemma of the dual 
nature of nuclear energy is nowhere more evident than in the problem 
of peaceful nuclear explosions. Indeed, because the technologies of 
peaceful nuclear explosions and nuclear weapons are indistinguishable, 
it is impossible for a non-nuclear weapon State to develop a capability 
to conduct nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes without, in the 
process, acquiring a device which could be used as a nuclear weapon. 
For this reason alone, the objective of preventing the spread of nu
clear weapons is incompatible with the development or acquisition of 
peaceful nuclear explosives by non-nuclear weapon States.

Article V of the Non-Proliferation Treaty was developed to assure 
the States that give up the option of developing nuclear explosives that 
they will receive any benefits of peaceful nucleju* explosions that 
eventually might materialize. To date, however, the commercial utility 
of peaceful nuclear explosions has not been proved, and moreover, the 
use of peaceful nuclear explosions is a highly complicated matter 
politically and legally, which has ramifications for the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty * in the case of excavation projects and which would pose 
problems in relation to any test ban treaty.

The United States stands ready to honour its Article V obligation to 
make the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions available on a non- 
discriminatory basis when and if their feasibility and practicability 
are established. In the meantime, we support the steps already taken in 
the IAEA context to implement Article V, including the development of 
guidelines for peaceful nuclear explosion observation, the adoption of 
procedures for responding to requests for peaceful nuclear explosion 
services, and the approval of a United States sponsored resolution 
authorizing the Director General to establish, at an appropriate time, 
an office in the IAEA Secretariat to deal with peaceful nuclear explo
sion requests.

We are willing to consider other suggestions concerning organiza
tional arrangements for an international service.

Fifth, we should work urgently toward strengthening the system of 
international safeguards against the diversion of nuclear materials and 
technology to the manufacture of nuclear explosives. May I say that to 
me, based on my experience, there is no more important subject for the 
people of the world to consider today. The interests of nuclear export
ers and importers alike would be served by a system which provided 
confidence that nuclear technology was not being misused. Actions 
designed to inhibit the abuses of nuclear technology should not im

® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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pede the full exploitation of its peaceful potential. The realization of 
peaceful benefits should be facilitated by a broad international com
mitment to curb the spread of nuclear explosive capabilities.

We should step up our efforts to improve the effectiveness, and 
achieve the broadest possible acceptance, of IAEA safeguards. In this 
connexion, let us note that in his message to the recent IAEA General 
Conference President Ford reaffirmed the United States offer to permit 
the application of IAEA safeguards to any United States nuclear ac
tivity except those of direct national security significance.*® We have 
offered to permit such safeguards to demonstrate our belief that there 
is no threat to proprietary information and no risk of suffering com
mercial disadvantage under Non-Proliferation Treaty safeguards.

Nuclear exporters should make special efforts to ensure that their 
transfers of nuclear materials and equipment do not contribute to the 
acquisition of nuclear explosive capabilities. The United States will 
shortly approach the principal supplier countries with specific pro
posals for making safeguards more effective.

One of the problems to be faced in the years ahead is the challenge of 
meeting rapidly increasing demands for uranium enrichment and 
chemical reprocessing services without undermining safeguards. An 
alternative to developing national facilities for these services—one 
which would be both economical and conducive to effective safeguards 
—might be the establishment of multinational plants capable of 
satisfying world demands.

Sixth, steps should be taken to ensure the physical security of nu
clear facilities and materials. As the civil nuclear industry expands 
throughout the world, nuclear materials will become an increasing fac
tor in international commerce, and the threat of theft or diversion 
could become acute. While physical security must be the primary re
sponsibility of national governments, we believe the world community 
can play an important role. Accordingly, Secretary Kissinger also 
stated on 23 September that the United States will urge the IAEA to 
develop an international convention for enhancing physical security 
against theft or diversion of nuclear material."

Such a convention should outline specific standards and techniques 
for protecting materials while in use, storage, and transfer. The 
United States, moreover, agrees with Director-General Eklund’s 
recommendation that the IAEA should prepare itself to be a source of 
advice and assistance to nations that wish to improve their physical 
security practices.

Seventh, and finally, we should support and encourage the develop
ment of regional arrangements which contribute to non-proliferation 
objectives. While the Non-Proliferation Treaty has played a central 
role in efforts to curb nuclear proliferation, the United States be
lieves that complementary tools should also be used to serve that

'0 The Ford message appears in the Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 21,1974, p. 552; 
for the U.S. offer, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 613-615.

"Awte, p.511.
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objective. Accordingly, we support the Treaty establishing a nuclear- 
free zone in Latin America,*  ̂so far the only densely populated region 
in the world to set up a formal regime to ban nuclear weapons.

We also welcome the interest shown in nuclear-free zones at this 
General Assembly, in particular in the proposals for creating nuclear- 
free zones in the Middle East and South Asia.

On several occasions my Government has put forward four criteria 
for the establishment of nuclear free zones; First, the initiative should 
be taken by the States in the region concerned. Secondly, the zone 
should preferably include all States in the area whose participation is 
deemed important. Thirdly, the creation of the zone should not dis
turb necessary security arrangements; and fourthly, provision should 
be made for adequate verification. We would take these criteria into 
account in assessing any specific regional arrangement.

Another factor my Government would take into account would be the 
treatment of peaceful nuclear explosions in any nuclear free zone 
proposal. When the United States adhered to Additional Protocol II of 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, 
it was with the understanding that the treaty does not permit non
nuclear States party to the treaty to develop peaceful nuclear explosive 
devices.*® We accordingly regard the Latin American nuclear-free zone 
as consistent with our objective of curbing the spread of independent 
nuclear explosive capabilities.

We have suggested the principal tasks which we think should be 
undertaken in dealing with the vital issues of nuclear arms control, 
and look forward to hearing the views of other delegations on these 
suggestions. A broadly based collective effort should be made by all— 
nuclear and non-nuclear, Non-Proliferation Treaty parties and non- 
parties, industrially advanced and developing States alike—if we are 
to save our own and future generations from a world of many nuclear 
Powers and unrestrained nuclear arms competition.

In closing I would say that I have been connected directly or in
directly with this problem ever since the days of the Manhattan 
Project, the first effort to create nuclear arms, and I repeat that either 
we are going to handle this problem together or this problem is going 
to handle us.

Statement by the Iranian Representative (Hoveyda) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, October 21, 1974’

Mr. Chairman, the Iranian delegation has already had occasion to 
extend to you its felicitations on your assumption of the chairmanship

Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
Ibid., p. 83; ibid., 1971, pp. 311-313.
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of this Committee. Nevertheless, as a personal friend and an admirer of 
yours I cannot let this opportunity pass without saying how pleased I 
feel to speak while you are in the Chair.

After the two very important statements we have heard this morn
ing,* mine would appear somehow undramatic because the purpose of 
my intervention today is to make some brief remarks on the report of 
the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference in my 
capacity as former chairman of that former committee. I use the 
word “former” because I am happy to announce here that the Commit
tee was able to discharge its mandate.

For the last four sessions the General Assembly has dealt with the 
proposal to convene a world disarmament conference, a proposal which 
was put forward for the first time by the Heads of State of the Non- 
Aligned Countries meeting in Belgrade in 1961,® and which was 
brou^t before the General Assembly again at the initiative of the 
USSR.  ̂ The discussions held over this period of time proved to be 
useful as they helped to identify and clarify the issues involved, and on 
that basis to enlarge the sphere of agreement.

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee ® is basically a summation 
of the current state of thinking on the idea of convening a world dis
armament conference.

Still, remembering that one year ago, in this very Committee and in a 
private capacity, I summed up the exchange of informal views relating 
to a world disarmament conference from what I called an unprece
dented position of a non-chairman of a non-committee entrusted with 
submitting a non-report on what perhaps had not happened,® I wish to 
stress that the very fact that this report has been submitted to the 
General Assembly should be considered in itself a positive development.

The Committee held 16 meetings at United Nations Headquarters 
during three sessions in May, June and September.

In its work the Committee was guided by the mandate entrusted to 
it by the General Assembly in resolution 3183 (XXVIII), that is, to 
examine all the views and suggestions expressed by Governments on 
the convening of such a conference, and related problems including 
conditions for the realization of the conference.’

In examining the views of States, the Committee had before it a sum
mary prepared by the Secretariat quoting, under headings proposed by 
the Bureau and accepted by the Committee, the views and suggestions 
expressed by Governments within the United Nations and at the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament since 1971. The summary 
was requested by the Committee at its first session, and it was submit
ted by the Secretariat as a draft before the convening of the second ses
sion. The draft was circulated to all States Members of the United Na

* Supra.
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 381.
* Ibid., 1971, pp. 595-596.
* Ante, pp. 485-492.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 680-684. 
’’ Ibid, pp. 899-901.
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tions for additional comments and suggestions, and the Secretary- 
General also sent communications to the Member States, inviting them 
to present in writing any new suggestions they desired to offer.

The final version of this document incorporates the views received 
as of 5 August 1974 by Member States. It is attached to the report of 
the Committee and constitutes the basic reference material describing 
the positions of States.

At its 8th meeting on 26 June 1974, the Committee established an 
open ended working group with the task of preparing the draft report 
of the Committee. The Working Group held 37 meetings between 27 
June and 6 September under the chairmanship of the Rapporteur of the 
Committee, Mr. Antonio Elias of Spain. On this occasion I wish to 
acknowledge gratefully the invaluable contribution made by Mr. 
Elias and his colleagues in the Working Group by overcoming many 
obstacles in an undertaking that proved to fall just short of impossible.

As a result of such extensive work, it is really gratifying to be able 
to present this report as one of consensus in line with the mandate 
given to us in resolution 3183 (XXVIII). The report has the support 
both of the 40 non-nuclear-weapon States appointed to serve in the 
Ad Hoc Committee and of States mentioned in operative paragraph 3 
of the resolution.

I would like to mention in this connexion that by virtue of the above- 
mentioned resolution, France, the United Kingdom, and the USSR 
actually participated in the work of the Committee, and China and the 
United States maintained contacts with the Committee through its 
Chairman.

In view of the importance attached to the participation of nuclear- 
weapon States in disarmament debates as well in arms control agree
ments, it was the feeling of many members of the Committee that 
there should be a continued application of methods and means used 
until now for making progress towards the convening of a world dis
armament conference. Contacts by the Chairman and members of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on a personal basis with the nuclear Powers were 
particularly deemed useful in any future work in this direction.

The report also attempts to discern from a wide spectrum of opinion 
the main approaches adopted by Governments towards the idea of a 
world disarmament conference. Chapter III of the report, summarizing 
these major trends, identifies areas of divergence as well as conver
gence in the positions of almost 100 countries which have made their 
views known. It throws light on different shades of opinion and under
lines varying degrees of emphasis which countries have laid on differ
ent aspects of the question.

In a more specific form, the subsequent chapter of the report pro
vides samples of opinions most frequently stated by Governments on 
the convening of a conference as well as on conditions for its realization.

Some Governments, particularly those that advocated the convening 
of the conference, presented views on the main objectives, the agenda, 
and organizational and procedural aspects, and on its follow-up and its
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relation to the United Nations, and these are also summarized in the 
report.

With the examination of the views and their presentation both in a 
generalized manner and in more detailed form, and with the submis
sion of the consensus report, it is my privilege to state that the Ad Hoc 
Committee has effectively discharged its mandate.

Though the report of the Committee might appear meagre, the effort 
that has gone into its making has been tremendous. In this connexion, 
I should not fail to mention the important share of the Disarmament 
Division of the Secretariat, which, under the able leadership of Dr. 
Bjornerstedt, has done everything needed to help us.

It is customary for the report of a Committee to contain conclusions 
and recommendations. In spite of the intensive consultations that took 
place, particularly during the last round of meetings of the Ad Hoc 
Committee, it was not possible to agree on a formulation that would 
command the required unanimity. It was, moreover, felt that since the 
mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee had not specifically required sub
mission of conclusions and recommendations, this task might more 
profitably be passed on to the General Assembly, where States Mem
bers are in a better position to chart the future course of action.

Nevertheless, by producing the present report, the Ad Hoc Commit
tee has, in a quiet and perhaps undramatic fashion, accomplished a 
great deal.

It is my conviction, based on the Committee’s experience and past 
work, that progress in such a difficult field can be made only step by 
step. We should nourish the idea gradually and let it take its slow 
course to maturity and ripeness. Any haste, any pressure, could have 
only negative repercussions affecting the fragile progress so far 
achieved.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 25, 1974 '

This year the First Committee meets at a time when the need for 
substantial progress in arms regulation and disarmament is perhaps 
more compelling than it has ever been. Are then the prospects for 
such progress rising or declining? Let me, at the outset, express sincere 
hope that they are rising and that responsible people everywhere will 
make full use of any opportunity that is offered them to promote prog
ress. The continuing movement away from the cold war is an exception
ally important international development which must be translated 
into a lasting and universal detente through meaningful arms-limita- 
tion agreements and disarmament. The current detente has survived 
several international crises, but only disarmament can secure the peace 
for years to come.

‘ A/C.l/PV.2000(prov.),pp.3-15.
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The First Committee is not a negotiating forum, but the debates here 
and the General Assembly resolutions to which they give rise should 
guide the negotiators in the various important talks, bilateral as well 
as multilateral, that are currently taking place.

I must emphasize this point, because the variety of activities under 
way in the disarmament field might be considered more encouraging if 
the results had only been more commensurate with the number of 
sessions and the number of statements of good intentions. The main 
multilateral negotiations in the Geneva Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament have not produced any concrete results since 1971. 
The bilateral talks between the United States and the Soviet Union on 
limiting strategic armaments have led to certain agreements, some of 
which, admittedly, do indeed have substantive importance. However, 
although formal commitments have been made to follow up partial 
arms-limitation agreements already reached with more comprehensive 
agreements, the nuclear arms race between the two parties just con
tinues, unhampered by any such “in good faith” commitment. The 
scepticism about the readiness of the super-Powers to curb their own 
bilateral competition is undiminished. The alleged need for “bargaining 
chips” in SALT rather seems to be an extra incentive for new develop
ments in the strategic field. The talks between NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact on reducing troop and arms levels in Central Europe have recently 
resumed amid deepening pessimism about the chances for an agree
ment in the foreseeable future. The European Security Conference, 
which has worked for over a year, is moving forward at a snail’s pace, 
and the efforts to achieve some confidence-building measures in the 
military field have so far resulted in only slight progress.

This gloomy picture, further darkened by the nuclear explosions 
which six countries have carried out this spring and summer, must not 
lead to despair and paralysis.

Our debate takes place at a time when the unparalleled upward 
spiral of armaments costs—and we shall never forget that 70 per cent 
of these costs, now estimated at from $240,000 million to $275,000 mil
lion at current (1973) prices, are spent in the United States, the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom and France—is put in the perspective of 
poverty, starvation, suffering and destitution among the majority of 
mankind. Our debate takes place at a time when what the self-perpetu
ating arms race represents in frightening—I would almost say dis
gusting—misuse of resources is put in the perspective of existing or 
approaching scarcities. Our debate takes place at a time when the de
sire is for the present international economic order, of which the 
armaments race is such a glaring example, to give way to a new inter
national economic order characterized by justice and equity.

Surely this is the time when every opportunity to embark with 
vigour on a more sane course than that being followed at present must 
be seized, when no effort should be spared to cause this to happen. 
Because, we seem to approach a point of no return, beyond which lies 
an unbridled arms competition that may well get out of hand and thus
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become uncontrollable for arms-regulation purposes. And let us not 
forget that, in technical and substantive terms, we have opportunities 
for disarmament which are greater today than ever before. Through 
the work in Geneva—in CCD and in SALT—the ground has been 
thoroughly prepared for more far-reaching arms-regulation and 
disarmament measures. What is needed is concerted political will and 
determination on the part of the strongest military Powers. We have 
the right to ask; Is this will, is this determination going to come 
forward?

A disturbing weakness in the disarmament negotiation efforts with 
which we have had to live through all the years in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament has been that not all of the world’s 
five nuclear-weapon States participate. This is the main reason why 
the Swedish Government has supported, and still supports, the pro
posal to hold a World Disarmament Conference with universal partici
pation. As we are soon entering the mid-term year of this decade, the 
Disarmament Decade, let me express the modest hope that such a 
conference will be successfully held before its end.

Soon CCD will have been at work for 13 years. All this time, the 
priority item on the agenda has been the comprehensive test ban. 
Continued nuclear testing is a constant reminder of the arms race. The 
threshold underground test ban which was agreed upon in Moscow this 
summer is of very uncertain value. It is most urgent to conclude im
mediately the comprehensive test ban in order to halt the nuclear arms 
race. The General Assembly has adopted innumerable resolutions 
calling for an end to nuclear-weapon tests, but the testing Powers leave 
such appeals unanswered. The two super-Powers have moved their 
tests underground, and allow them to continue as they officially main
tain that opposing positions on the verification issues are the real 
obstacles to a comprehensive test-ban. Other nuclear-weapon States 
have continued atmospheric testing in spite of vigorous protests from 
countries in the region and, again, repeated appeals from the General 
Assembly. Let me say in all seriousness that we find this state of things 
unacceptable. And by “we” I do believe I am entitled to mean the 
majority of mankind.

The serious problems of nuclear testing—whether in the atmosphere 
or underground, whether for peaceful or for military purposes—and of 
nuclear-weapon proliferation have become aggravated this year 
through the first Indian nuclear explosion and through the rapidly 
accelerating world production of plutonium in connexion with present 
and prospective civilian uses of nuclear energy.

The Swedish Government continues to support strongly the purpose 
of the non-proliferation Treaty. We have always stressed that the 
continuing testing by the five nuclear-weapon Powers seriously en
dangers the non-proliferation Treaty.  ̂Any nuclear explosion by a new 
country obviously increases this risk. The Indian Government has

2 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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therefore taken upon itself a very grave responsibility. On behalf of my 
Government, I again urge India to place all its nuclear activities under 
international safeguards. At the same time, I want again to emphasize 
that the nuclear-weapon Powers—and particularly the two super
powers—will have to take their share of responsibility for develop
ments in this field as long as they do not show convincingly their will 
to implement article VI of the non-proliferation Treaty.

My Government intends to participate actively in next year’s non
proliferation Treaty review conference and will add its voice to others 
demanding that the obligations towards nuclear disarmament under
taken by the nuclear-weapon States be fully carried out. Furthermore, 
the urgency of getting more universal adherence to the Treaty, by 
nuclear as well as non-nuclear States, should be obvious to anyone. 
Several industrially important States are moving closer to final 
acceptance of the Treaty. We welcome the announcement yesterday by 
the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany that his coun
try has now concluded ratification procedures and that his Govern
ment wants to participate in the non-proliferation Treaty review 
conference. We sincerely hope that there will be many more ratifica
tions in time for the conference.

I have referred to the nuclear explosion carried out by India on 18 
May this year. The value and practicability of peaceful nuclear explo
sions are the subject of considerable controversy. Basing itself on the 
obvious fact that there is no difference between a nuclear explosive for 
peaceful or for military purposes except the declared intent, the Swed
ish Government firmly supports the pursuance of proposals for inter
national consideration of this entire issue. All divergent views on the 
political, technical, safety and economic problems involved must be 
fully discussed. The mechanisms for such a survey already exist. The 
Swedish Government has consistently argued that if or when peaceful 
nuclear explosions are considered feasible and desirable, they should 
be carried out under international observation and, preferably, under 
an international regime. In the light of article V of the non-proliferation 
Treaty, this will be one of the important issues for the forthcoming 
non-proliferation Treaty review conference. Many of these questions 
are also being discussed and studied within the International Atomic 
Energy Agency. In the view of my Government, the General Assembly 
should at this session provide the IAEA with a new mandate to con
sider this complex issue. In view of the urgency of the problem, the 
Agency should be asked to report to the thirtieth session of the General 
Assembly in order to enable the Assembly to discuss, in the light of 
such a report, the necessary further steps, which very probably will 
have to be taken. This continuous follow-up by the General Assembly 
is of the utmost importance, as problems connected with peaceful 
nuclear explosions have become primarily a political issue.

In this connexion, it is important to remember that a comprehensive 
test ban treaty would have to deal with the problems of peaceful 
nuclear explosions. Whatever procedures are elaborated must be non-
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discriminatory and apply equally to nuclear-weapon States and non- 
nuclear-weapon States. This is the type of international agreement 
which would best fulfil the aims of article V of the non-proliferation 
Treaty and which non-nuclear-weapon States can expect as a compen
sation for their undertaking not to develop nuclear explosive devices. 
Since bilateral negotiations seem to be in the offing regarding peace
ful nuclear explosions as a follow-up to the Moscow threshold test ban, 
the two main nuclear Powers now have a good opportunity to make 
some initial progress towards this goal through providing for interna
tional observation of their peaceful nuclear explosions and, thereby, 
also taking some first steps towards eliminating the discriminatory 
elements in the present situation.

I have already referred in passing to the serious problems raised by 
the projected world-wide expansion of nuclear power generation as 
countries find themselves in the midst of a short-term energy crisis 
and facing a long-term crisis.

It is our convinced view that the international community must 
take a hard look, now, at these problems; for let us not close our eyes 
to the effects of national efforts towards energy self-sufficiency 
through, inter alia, rapidly growing nuclear power programmes. One 
such effect is, as we all know, the ensuing and awesome increase in 
plutonium production, creating nuclear explosive capabilities with the 
spread of nuclear technology, and opening possibilities for nuclear 
blackmail and nuclear violence.

We would be seriously and probably calamitously lacking in respon
sibility towards the peoples of the world, both present and future 
generations, if we did not make every effort to check and control 
nuclear explosive technology as well as to prevent the many obvious 
dangers to the environment that accompany an increase in the stocks 
of plutonium.

We are fully aware that the task is enormous. We are fully aware of 
the difficulties when it comes to devising concrete measures to deal 
with these dangers. Consequently, we must apply different time scales 
when proposing various measures. Certain types of action could and 
should be taken immediately. To this group belong, in our view, in
creased pressure on States to adhere to the non-proliferation Treaty, 
making it more effective, and the related international safeguards 
system considerably strengthened. The time for such measures is now, 
and at the review conference.

In a somewhat longer perspective, we shall have to look to agreements 
on, for instance, minimum standards for physical protection of nuclear 
plants and fissile material or research efforts concerning the future 
utilization of plutonium. In the long-term perspective, we see the 
need for some system of international management of fissile material, 
as in the future no exclusively national solutions to this manage
ment problem will be adequate and satisfactory. We do not under
estimate the difficulties in elaborating such a system and achieving 
its general acceptance by States, but the direction of our work should 
be made clear now. We face here a tremendous challenge in the task to
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capture the nuclear genie in the bottle and there to control it effectively. 
If we should ever be able to protect this and coming generations from 
nuclear holocaust, it is a challenge that we shall have to live up to by 
using our imagination and our political will power in a true expression 
of international solidarity.

I have only indicated some trends in our thinking in this regard, and 
I intend to revert to this issue in some detail at a later stage of the 
deliberations of this Committee. May I say a few additional words only 
on one important issue at this year’s Assembly in the field of nuclear 
disarmament, namely the question of nuclear-free zones. As foreseen 
in article VII of the non-proliferation Treaty, the creation of a nuclear- 
free zone would constitute a higher level of ambition on the part of the 
participating States, even though applied only to a limited region. If a 
group of States agrees to declare their joint territories as a nuclear- 
free zone, Sweden would welcome such a measure. We would stress, 
however, that the creation of such zones must not be an excuse on the 
part of the participating States to abstain from adhering to the non
proliferation Treaty. In particular, agreements on such zones should 
not permit activities that are forbidden by the non-proliferation 
Treaty—that is, the acquisition by non-nuclear weapon States of nu
clear explosives for peaceful purposes in other ways than those 
prescribed in article V of the Treaty.

I have already voiced complaints about the lack of results in the work 
of CCD in recent years. One field where results are conspicuously 
lacking is that of chemical weapons. The Conference has spent its 
main efforts in the last three years on the prohibition of the possession 
of chemical weapons, but without the commensurate progress. A num
ber of concrete proposals have been presented, but substantive negotia
tions have not started and no decision has been taken even on the type 
of agreement to be negotiated. The United States and the USSR have 
expressed the intention to consider a joint initiative in the CCD.® It is 
to be hoped that this initiative will be presented at the earliest possible 
time next ye^  so that the deadlock may come to an end.

The delegation of Japan has put forward a draft convention * which 
has been welcomed by many, including the Swedish delegation, as an 
interesting potential basis for negotiations. It sets as the goal the 
comprehensive prohibition of all chemical weapons and all activities 
connected therewith; but, in order to achieve an important first step 
now, it allows for temporary exemptions. Until we know what those 
exemptions would cover, it may be too early to assess the significance 
of such a treaty. The Conference should, however, continue its work 
along the lines of the Japanese proposal, which we believe offers good 
possibilities for results acceptable to all States.

I should like to say a few words about another item to which the 
Swedish Government attaches great importance—namely, the prohibi
tion or restriction of the use of certain conventional weapons that may

® A nte, p. 236.
* Ante, pp. 99-106.
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be deemed to be excessively cruel or to have indiscriminate effects, that 
is, napalm and other incendiary weapons. My delegation is glad to 
note that this item is beginning to receive the attention it deserves. As 
intergovernmental attention has long been focused intensively on the 
ABC-weapons, we have tended to ignore the terrifying developments in 
the sphere of conventional weapons. It is our firm conviction that just 
as the humanitarian-motivated bans on the use of the dumdum bullet, 
on poison and on chemical and bacteriological weapons have, on the 
whole, proved viable and successful, it should be feasible today to add 
to the laws of war bans on the use of certain conventional weapons 
which are excessively cruel or apt to be indiscriminate.

The diplomatic conference in Geneva on confirmation and develop
ment of the international humanitarian law applicable in armed 
conflicts has offered an opportunity to discuss proposals for such bans 
and our knowledge in this field has recently been improved by the 
four-week conference of government experts held in Lucerne under 
the auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). 
The Swedish Government, which, together with the Governments of 
Egypt, Mexico, Norway, Sudan, Switzerland and Yugoslavia, has sub
mitted a working paper to the diplomatic conference with proposals 
on the weapons issue,® is satisfied that broader co-operation is emerg
ing on the issue. There is, moreover, hope that this will eventually 
result in general agreement on important matters. We attach signal 
importance to this issue and we shall revert to it during the course of 
this Committee’s work on disarmament.

In discussing the arms race, armament costs, arms control and 
disarmament, it is, of course, not possible to refrain from giving some 
thou^ts to the consequence in monetary terms of the misuse of re
sources for armaments, that is, the military budgets. A group of 
experts appointed by the Secretary-General has produced the report 
requested by the General Assembly last year on the important ques
tion of the reduction of military budgets. It is pointed out in the report 
that the history of efforts to freeze or reduce military budgets goes a 
long way back, but that none of the numerous proposals made has been 
put into action as the conditions for success simply were not present. In 
the view of the experts, the conditions are now more propitious. They 
explain that what is needed is a sufficient degree of trust between 
nations and a sufficient supply of information.

The Swedish delegation would welcome any proposal on reductions 
of military expenditure, particularly on the part of the main spenders 
—that is. States having large military budgets. In order to contribute 
towards creating the necessary conditions for such reductions, we have 
already presented concrete proposals in CCD aimed at greater open
ness in regard to actual defence expenditure and thereby also at creat
ing greater confidence among States.* We are convinced that the

® Diplomatic Conference doc. no. CDDH/DT/2. For a summary of the main points 
of the proposals, see A/9726, p. 4.

® Ante, pp. 123-135.
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security of all States could be increased by releasing some of the infor
mation which is now being kept secret, just as international security 
could be maintained with far lower levels of world military expenditure. 
The general international climate would be improved and the likelihood 
of military conflicts would decrease, if military budgets were reduced. 
This item on our agenda is therefore of utmost importance and we 
intend to keep it under continuous observation.

I should now like to turn to the interesting and thought-provoking 
proposal of the delegation of the USSR on the “prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes 
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health”.̂  There is no doubt in our minds that the inter
national community has to deal with the issues brought up by the 
Soviet delegation. We have ourselves discussed half a year ago in CCD 
the possibility of measures against meteorological warfare. The strong 
and positive interest of the Swedish Government in these issues has 
also been demonstrated by its efforts in other international forums. 
Taking this general and firmly positive attitude of my delegation into 
account, I am sure that nobody will take amiss a few critical comments 
on the USSR proposal at this preliminary stage.

The proposed draft convention * raises several difficult problems of 
interpretation which need to be considered carefully. The distinction 
between military and civilian action seems to be one such important 
question. The intended relationship between several proposed meas
ures and on-going activities in the same general field in the United 
Nations system and elsewhere î  also somewhat unclear to my delega
tion and merits further study. It must, of course, be of fundamental 
interest for the General Assembly when dealing with the present pro
posal to avoid any negative influences on those efforts;

This is again a matter to which I intend to come back in more detail 
later. I am also looking forward to hearing, in the course of this debate, 
the views of other delegations on this highly interesting issue.

I said in the beginning that, for many obvious reasons, the need for 
substantial progress in arms regulation and disarmament seems to 
be more compelling than ever. If we do not succeed in achieving posi
tive results soon, there will be even stronger reason behind the question 
which is put increasingly often: Is there hope for man? To some of us, 
the odds against sometimes seem overwhelming.

The global problems of our age, the problems of mass poverty, 
population growth, the availability and distribution of resources, in
cluding energy, the dangers to which we expose the human environ
ment, the world monetary problems, all these global problems require 
the mobilization of every ounce of our intellectual, moral and political 
resources. The absence of real progress in the disarmament work rep
resents a tragic diversion of these resources from the pursuit of posi-
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tive and constructive ends, towards the continuation of the destructive 
use of resources for armament purposes. Mankind’s future is inextric
ably linked with drastic change in resource use. We should, therefore, 
never be allowed to forget that the 1970s are the decade of disarma
ment and development. Pressure must be brought to bear on this 
world's big and mighty to make possible soon the easing of the burdens 
of armaments and thereby to brighten the human prospect.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 28, 1974 ’

Mr. Chairman, first of all I should like to associate my delegation 
with previous speakers here in congratulating you. Your deep knowl
edge of the problems of disarmament, your tireless interest in this 
subject, your active and fruitful participation in the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament and your work in the United Nations as a 
whole have always attracted a great deal of attention on the part of 
delegations and missions. In the light of that we take particular pleas
ure in seeing you presiding over the First Committee.

We should also like to welcome the Vice-Chairmen, the Rapporteur 
and the Secretary of the First Committee.

The statements of representatives in the general debate in the 
Assembly have shown that questions of disarmament have been at
tracting great interest in the majority of countries, since they im
mediately concern the vital interests of States in the maintenance and 
strengthening of international peace and security. The Soviet Union 
has always attached great importance to these questions and is seek
ing a positive solution to them, bearing in mind that the destinies and 
welfare of the peoples of the world depend upon this.

The consideration of disarmament questions at this session is taking 
place in conditions of a relaxation of international tension which has 
found expression, particularly, in a number of important Soviet- 
American agreements on the limitation of armaments signed in the 
last two years. In September, the negotiations on the limitation of 
strategic arms between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the United States of America were resumed, and this is an important 
positive factor in international life today. The Conference on Security 
and Co-operation in Europe being held now in Geneva and the negotia
tions in Vienna on the reduction of armaments and armed forces in 
central Europe are contributing to the normalization of the interna
tional situation.

In evaluating the situation in the world in the light of the prospects 
for implementing broad measures in the field of disarmament, we 
must, of course, take into account the tense situation in certain parts 
of the world and also attempts by certain circles in a number of coun

 ̂A/C.l/PV.2002(prov.), pp. 3-23.
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tries to resist the process of the relaxation of international tension. 
These factors affect to a certain extent the approaches of individual 
States to disarmament problems.

In considering the state of affairs with respect to the solution of 
disarmament problems during the year following the twenty-eighth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, it must be noted 
that a solution has not yet been found to the fundamental disarmament 
problem—the cessation of the arms race and the reversal of that race. 
The arms race continues to absorb tremendous resources and human 
effort, diverting great material and labour resources from productive 
purposes.

Consideration of the problem has revealed different approaches. The 
majority of countries insist on a positive approach to its solution. The 
Soviet Union fully supports such an approach. However, a very small 
number of States are resisting progress in this matter. Considerable 
efforts are required if we are to succeed finally in solving the 
fundamental problems in the field of disarmament and putting an 
end to the atms race, which is hindering the positive process of the 
relaxation of international tension and the normalization of interna
tional life.

However, there has been some progress in the solution of individual 
questions related to the limitation of armaments. A number of bilateral 
agreements have been concluded between the Soviet Union and the 
United States—on the limitation of strategic arms,  ̂the limitation of 
undei^ound nuclear tests,* the adoption of measures aimed at exclud
ing chemical weapons from the arsenals of States,  ̂ and other agree
ments. Multilateral negotiations have continued this year on 
disarmament questions within the framework of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. Although those negotiations have not 
yielded concrete results, they were useful. A wide range of disarma
ment questions was considered during the talks. Consideration of those 
questions revealed different approaches on the part of States towards 
their solution. The negotiations revealed the nature of the difficulties 
involved in the solution of disarmament problems but, at the same 
time, they defined certain possible ways of overcoming such difficulties 
on a number of problems.

The General Assembly is to consider a significant number of 
important problems related to the limitation of armaments and to 
disarmament. The delegation of the USSR has already explained the 
substance of the question of the prohibition of action to influence the 
environment and the climate for military purposes, proposed by the 
Soviet Union.® Today we should like to express our views on other 
disarmament problems.

The most important and urgent problem of our time is the question

2 Docummts m  Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207; ante, pp. 225-227,229-231. 
- Ante, pp. 228-229.
’ Ante, p. 236.
 ̂Ante, pp. 549-556.
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of eliminating the threat of a nuclear war. The great scientific discover
ies of our time in the field of nuclear fission have opened up vast new 
possibilities of using them for the benefit of mankind. At the same time 
they have created the most destructive means of waging war. The 
use of those means would entail the massive annihilation of human 
life. Implementation of the international agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons is among the group of measures 
which would lead to the solution of the problem of eliminating the 
danger caused by the emergence of weapons of mass destruction. In 
the light of growing technological progress in the world and the danger 
of spreading nuclear weapons and their acquisition by many States it is 
becoming ever more urgent to make greater efforts to find a real basis 
on which the problem of the non-proliferation of such weapons could 
properly be solved.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,® which 
was approved by the General Assembly ’ and joined the ranks of 
international acts in March 1970, is designed to put an end to the 
spread of nuclear weapons among a considerable number of States and 
thus to diminish the threat of the outbreak of a nuclear war. The 
Treaty is in keeping with the vital interests of all States and peoples 
and with the cause of strengthening international peace and security. 
It is the optimum expression of existing real possibilities of halting the 

. process of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
We must note, however, that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 

of Nuclear Weapons has not yet assumed the place it merits in inter
national life. A number of so-called near-nuclear States possessing the 
capability of developing nuclear weapons have not yet become parties 
to the Treaty and have not yet assumed the obligation not to prolifer
ate such weapons. But the near-nuclear States themselves cannot but 
realize how important it is to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 
in the world. This can only be done if all States co-operate fully in 
the matter.

An important component of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons is the safeguards system, which ensures strict ob
servance by States of commitments stipulated in the Treaty. Worked 
out with the participation of a great number of States, that system 
is in keeping with the actual possibilities existing in the world. The 
overwhelming majority of States parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty have concluded control agreements with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), as envisaged in the Treaty. It is 
necessary for all other States parties to the Treaty which have not 
yet concluded such agreements to do so without delay. It is necessary 
also to halt the export, unless under IAEA control, of fissionable 
materials and special equipment to non-nuclear countries.

The commitment of the parties to the non-proliferation Treaty to 
conduct negotiations on measures designed to call a halt to the race in

** Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 431-432.
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nuclear and other types of weapons is an important provision of the 
Treaty—article VI. We share the view of a number of States parties 
to the Treaty expressing dissatisfaction with the progress of negotia
tions on the problems of disarmament and their results. But we must 
acknowledge that, following the signing of the non-proliferation 
Treaty, a number of important agreements on the limitation of arma
ments and on disarmament have been concluded. In this connexion the 
agreements I have mentioned—on the limitation of strategic arms, on 
the prevention of nuclear war, on the limitation of underground nuc
lear weapon tests, and other agreements—are of great significance. 
They constituted a definite contribution to the fulfilment of commit
ments under the non-proliferation Treaty, to the cessation of the arms 
race and to the elimination of the threat of nuclear war.

We may also recall that since the signing of the non-proliferation 
Treaty a number of multilateral agreements on questions of disarma
ment have been concluded—namely, the prohibition of the emplace
ment of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and ocean floor * 
and the complete prohibition of bacteriological and toxin weapons.®

Over the same period the Soviet Union, together with other coun
tries, has produced a number of initiatives in the field of disarmament 
which have served as a basis for negotiations on disarmament ques
tions, namely, the banning of chemical weapons, the reduction of the 
military budgets of the permanent members of the Security Council 
and so on.

Accordingly, after the signing of the non-proliferation Treaty agree
ment was reached with regard to a number of measures aimed at limit
ing armaments, and also further steps were planned in this field. An 
increase in the number of States Parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty would give a further boost to further progress towards the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race.

Efforts are also necessary to involve States in other important 
international agreements concerning the limitation of armaments: 
the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests in the three environments, 
the prohibition of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on 
the sea-bed and ocean floor, the banning of bacteriological weapons 
and so on. Wider participation of States in these international agree
ments would ensure their greater effectiveness and would fulfil the 
objectives which were defined when the above-mentioned agreements 
were concluded.

A conference of Parties to the non-proliferation Treaty will be held 
in Geneva next May. This conference, which will be an expression of 
the aspirations of States concerned about the risk of the spreading of 
nuclear weapons in the world and the threat of nuclear war, must make 
a substantial contribution to the strengthening of the regime govern
ing the non-proliferation of such weapons.

For the purpose of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons
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on a regional level, increasing attention is being focused on the idea of 
creating nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world. This idea has 
met with a positive response evinced by the statements made by sev
eral delegations in the General Assembly. The Soviet Union, in its un
swerving pursuit of the course of relaxation of international tension, 
is in favour of creating nuclear-free zones and considers this one of the 
steps leading towards a diminution of the threat of nuclear war. A final 
stand on one or other proposal on this subject can be taken in the light 
of its concrete merits.

In connexion with the task of eliminating the threat of nuclear war, 
the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapons testing is of great 
importance. Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, made the fol
lowing statement in Warsaw on 21 July: “The Soviet Union is ready, 
in particular; to conclude an agreement on the complete cessation of 
all underground nuclear-weapon tests”.’® In this the Soviet Union 
proceeds on the assumption that for the verification of the cessation 
of such tests, national means of detection and identification of viola
tions of the agreement banning test explosions of nuclear weapons are 
sufficient. Demanding that verification of the cessation of tests be 
conducted by international on-site inspection can be regarded as 
nothing but a pretext to evade a solution to this problem. Such a 
demand essentially blocks progress in its solution.

In connexion with the problem of underground nuclear tests, the 
Soviet-American Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapons Tests, signed in Moscow on 3 July," is of great importance.

For the first time in history by this Treaty limitations are imposed 
on underground tests. In banning explosions in excess of 150 
kilotons, the Treaty restricts the possibility of developing and 
perfecting the most powerful and, hence, the most dangerous types of 
nuclear weapons. The Treaty limits tests to a minimum number. An 
important feature of the Treaty is the fact that verification of imple
mentation is to be conducted by national technical means which, as 
members of the Committee are aware, fully reflects the position which 
the Soviet delegation has championed over the course of many years 
both in the General Assembly and in the Committee on Disarmament.

The above-mentioned Treaty is an advance in the accomplishment 
of the task of calling a halt to all nuclear-weapon tests. The search for 
the solution to a question which, for a number of years, has remained 
at an impasse has thereby been moved out of that dead-end and pros
pects have been opened up for a more radical solution of the problem.

By placing limitations on the development of the most destructive 
types of nuclear weapons, this Treaty contributes to the strengthening 
of international trust and to a further improvement of the interna
tional climate.

See Pravda, July 22, 1974, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, 
no. 29 (Aug. 14,1974), p. 7.

" A nte, pp. 225-227.
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Among the disarmament issues which require an immediate solu
tion, great importance must be attributed to the problem of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons. This is a problem which has been 
considered by various international forums for half a century. After 
the First World War the Geneva Protocol of 1925 was concluded, 
which prohibited the military use of chemical and bacteriological weap- 
ons.^2 However, after the Second World War there was, unfortunately, 
no progress towards the total prohibition of chemical means of waging 
war. Regrettably, the consideration of this problem in the Committee 
on Disarmament has also failed to produce any progress towards a 
solution.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries have been persistently 
striving to make progress in negotiations on this question. The draft 
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, sub
mitted to the Committee on Disarmament in 1972,*̂  is an expression 
of their position on this matter.

The Soviet side and other sponsors have given exhaustive explana
tions of this proposal in the Committee on Disarmament, but so far 
there has been no progress in negotiations on this issue. The reason 
for this situation is the unwillingness of some Western Powers which 
possess chemical weapons to give up these weapons of mass destruction 
and to agree to withdraw them from the arsenals of States.

This year Japan submitted for consideration by the Committee on 
Disarmament a draft convention on a stage-by-stage prohibition of 
chemical weapons.^  ̂ This draft provides for the possibility of tempo
rary exemptions from the prohibition of chemical means of warfare. 
Well, what are these exemptions? The Japanese draft gives no answer 
to this question. Nor have the Western Powers given an answer, though 
their approach was reflected in the Japanese draft. In order to imple
ment the prohibition of chemical weapons, it is necessary for Powers 
possessing such weapons to show willingness to take a political decision 
to agree to concrete talks on such a prohibition and actively to 
prohibit such weapons.

A new element in the consideration of the problem of prohibiting 
chemical means of warfare is the agreement between the USSR and 
the United States of America laid down in the joint communique of 
3 July this year announcing their intention to contribute to progress 
in achieving effective international agreement to exclu'de chemical 
weapons from the arsenals of States.̂ ®

To that end they agreed to consider a joint initiative in the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament with respect to the conclusion, 
as a first step, of an international convention dealing with the most 
dangerous lethal means of chemical warfare. This agreement is 
encouraging further efforts in the solution of the task of prohibiting

Dommmts m  Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765. 
Ibid., 1972, pp. 120-124.
Ante, pp. 99-106.
Ante, p. 236.
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chemical means of warfare. The consideration of this problem by the 
General Assembly and by the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament should be pressed with a view to the speedy preparation and 
conclusion of an appropriate international convention to save mankind 
from an extremely dangerous means of mass destruction, namely 
chemical weapons.

In connexion with the problem of chemical weapons, the question 
arises of making the Geneva Protocol of 1925 a truly universal 
agreement covering all States of the world. We are in favour of the 
idea of the General Assembly calling upon all States which have not 
yet done so to become parties to the Geneva Protocol and to accede to 
it as soon as possible.

In this connexion there remains the task of ensuring the speediest 
possible entry into force of the international convention on the 
prohibition of bacteriological (biological) weapons. The conclusion of 
such a convention is a concrete step towards the bringing about of a 
true measure of disarmament. For the speediest possible implementa
tion of this measure, States depositories of the bacteriological conven
tion should speed up the process of its ratification. For its part, the 
Soviet Union, as has already been stated in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, intends to ratify the bacteriological con
vention in the course of 1974.

Along with the questions of nuclear weapons and the prohibition of 
chemical means of warfare, the problems of general disarmament are 
also awaiting solution. Among these questions there is the very im
portant task of implementing the General Assembly’s recommenda
tions on the reduction of the military budgets of States permanent 
members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and using part of the 
funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing countries.** 
The implementation of this measure would be a real step towards curb
ing the arms race, primarily of the great Powers. An important feature 
of the proposal to reduce military budgets of the five Powers is that it 
opens the way to a considerable increase in economic and technical 
assistance to developing countries. At the same time, its implementa
tion entails for States reducing their military budgets vast opportuni
ties for increasing their expenditures on their economic and social 
needs in the fields of education and health, and for raising the living 
standards of their countries. There is no need to stress that the reduc
tion of the military budgets of the permanent members of the Security 
Council would have a very favourable effect on the world situation 
and would contribute to a further reilaxation of tension in the world.

We must point out, however, that implementation of this vitally 
important General Assembly recommendation is encountering 
resistance on the part of some permanent members of the Security 
Council. A number of countries, contrary to this recommendation of 
the Assembly, are creating considerable difficulties for achieving a

Do<mments on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 876-878.
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reduction of military budgets and thus ending the arms race and pro
ducing additional resources for economic development. The respon
sibility for this situation lies with those permanent members of the 
Security Council which erect obstacles to the implementation of the 
General Assembly’s recommendation on this point. It is precisely the 
permanent members of the Security Council which bear particular 
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Efforts should be made to ensure that this important resolution of 
the General Assembly is finally implemented, and to establish and 
activate a special committee for the distribution of funds allocated as 
a result of the reduction of military budgets.

The attitude of States towards this issue will be a touchstone in 
revealing their true intentions on the question of disarmament.

The Soviet proposal to convene a world disarmament conference has 
been widely supported by States. The convening of such a conference 
will undoubtedly contribute to a further normalization of international 
relations and give a considerable boost to the implementation of new 
measures in the field of disarmament, and hence to the curtailment 
and cessation of the arms race. The question of the convening of a 
world disarmament conference has aroused great interest throughout 
the world, and practically all States have approved of this idea. The 
non-aligned countries have shown particular interest in the idea of 
convening such a conference. Meetings of third world countries at the 
highest level, in Belgrade, Cairo, Lusaka, Georgetown and Algiers, 
from 1961 to 1973, all have spoken in favour of convening such a con
ference. Furthermore, the Declaration of Algiers demanded that the 
conference should be convened in the “nearest future”.*̂

As a result of the consideration of this matter at the twenty-sixth, 
twenty-seventh and twenty-eighth sessions of the General Assembly, 
positive resolutions were adopted with a view to convening the con
ference. Only some States, as was correctly stressed in the general 
debate, continue to erect obstacles to the convening of this conference 
and are thus impeding the development of broad international co
operation in the field of disarmament.

At the present time favourable conditions are being created for the 
early convening of this conference because of current positive and 
fundamental changes taking place in the international political climate.

The question arises of taking new broad multilateral action in the 
field of disarmament.

The Ad Hoc Committee established by the General Assembly to 
consider all aspects relating to the world disarmament conference has 
been functioning for the last two years. We have listened with satis
faction to the statement in this Committee, on 21 October, by the 
representative of Iran, Ambassador Hoveyda, on the extensive work 
done by the Ad Hoc Committee.** It has surmounted many obstacles
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created by those who oppose disarmament. Some organizational 
problems, which hindered the Committee’s work at the beginning, have 
been solved. The membership of the Ad Hoc Committee has been 
expanded. Third world countries, which are broadly represented in it, 
have taken a most active part in its work. Besides the USSR, two nu
clear Powers, France and Great Britain, which previously were absent 
from that body, have participated in its meetings and its activities. 
The Ad Hoc Committee, representative politically as well as geograph
ically, has prepared a report which confirms the fact that an over
whelming majority of States Members of the United Nations favour 
the holding of a world disarmament conference.'®

Thei4d Hoc Committee, however, has come up against the resistance 
of the opponents of the Conference which is in contradiction to the 
clearly expressed support of the idea of the Conference by the over
whelming majority of States. In view of this it is particularly vital that 
the Ad Hoc Committee intensify its activities in every possible way 
and begin without delay the preparation of specific recommendations 
on practical matters concerned with the convening of a world disarma
ment conference. It is the duty and obligation of all States, and primar
ily the permanent members of the Security Council, which bear the 
main responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, to maintain close contact and co-operation with the Ad Hoc 
Committee.

Finally, the hindrances and obstacles which exist must be removed 
from the path to the world disarmament conference. No further delay 
in this matter can be tolerated, since it might do direct damage to the 
cause of disarmament and the limitation of armaments. There is no 
ground or justification for any preliminary conditions for the conven
ing of the conference. Any problem which any State is interested in 
solving can be proposed for inclusion in the agenda and considered 
at the conference. The mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee should be 
extended and it should be given the task of completing the preparatory 
work for the convening of the world disarmament conference.

The Soviet Union, in co-operation with other countries, has taken 
many important initiatives on the question of disarmament. We should 
like to express our great satisfaction at the fact that these initiatives 
have met with a positive response and support from a wide range of 
States. Disarmament concerns all States without exception, nuclear 
and non-nuclear, great, medium-sized and small. The basic problems of 
disarmament, and primarily nuclear disarmament, can be solved only 
with the participation of the large military States and all nuclear 
Powers. They bear a special responsibility for solving the problem of 
limiting the arms race and of disarmament. Referring to this problem, 
L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, pointed out in his speech on 
21 July 1974 that:

•Mwee, pp. 485-492.
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The Soviet Union, in common with other socialist countries, has stated on more than 
one occasion that it is prepared for decisive measures providing for a curtailment of the 
arms race and subsequently for a reduction of armaments.*®

Naturally, disarmament problems cannot be solved in a way that 
is prejudicial to the security of some States because it creates military 
advantages for others. Security questions cannot be resolved by the 
measures or in accordance with the wishes of any one State. They can 
only be resolved by finding common denominators for a considerable 
number of countries. We believe that an approach of this kind to the 
problems of limiting armaments and of disarmament would do most to 
ensure their effectivfe solution.

Speaking of the need for more vigorous efforts to solve disarmament 
problems, A. A. Gromyko, the Foreign Minister of the USSR, in his 
statement in the General Assembly on 24 September, emphasized that:

The main thing here is not just to mark time, hiding behind arguments about the com
plexity of the problem. If right now it cannot be solved at one stroke, solutions should be 
sought for individual aspects so that this should lead at least step by step to the ultimate 
goal of disarmament, and in effect such an approach has already been tried out in recent 
years and has justified itself.**

Before concluding this statement we should like to express the satis
faction of the Soviet delegation at the interest being shown by the 
delegations of the overwhelming majority of countries in questions of 
disarmament. This interest found expression in the statements of rep
resentatives in the Assembly and in the positive response in the cur
rent session as well as in previous sessions of the General Assembly to 
Soviet proposals concerning the convening of the world disarmament 
conference, the reduction of the military budgets of the permanent 
members of the Security Council, and other matters, and in the item 
concerning the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military purposes proposed by the Soviet Union for dis
cussion during the present session of the General Assembly. We should 
like also to take this opportunity of thanking the co-sponsors of the 
draft resolution on this question which the Soviet Union has submitted 
at this session of the General Assembly.

We wish to express our satisfaction at the fact that many States 
have been showing considerable interest in the activities of the 
Committee on Disarmament, whose task it is to seek agreed solutions 
to disarmament problems, and at their readiness to make a positive 
contribution to negotiations on problems within the Committee’s terms 
of reference. In this connexion, we welcome the expansion of the 
membership of the Committee on Disarmament, which makes that 
international forum more representative. We should like to congratu
late the new members of the Committee on Disarmament—the Ger
man Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Iran, 
Peru and Zaire, which expressed their desire to join the Committee

“  See Pravda, July 22, 1973, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, 
no. 29 (Aug. 14,1974), p. 8.

Ante, p. 513.
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and will take their seats in that body at the beginning of 1975. We 
hope that the participation of the new members in the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament will be effective, useful and fruitful.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 30, 1974 '

Mr. Chairman, in my first intervention this year I want to say how 
delighted I am to see you, an old Geneva hand, in the Chair. Your 
abilities and reputation as a diplomat, and particularly as a diplomat 
who is an expert on disarmament, well merited your selection to this 
distinguished post. I know that under your wise guidance our delibera
tions cannot help but have a positive result.

In his statement to this Committee on 21 October, Senator Syming
ton discussed the tasks that we feel should be undertaken in a broad, 
international effort to curb the further spread of nuclear explosive 
technology.  ̂Today I should like to review briefly the other important 
arms control issues before the Assembly at the current session.

In spite of some disappointment that we have not progressed 
further towards our disarmament objectives, my Government con
tinues to believe that encouraging progress has been made in the past 
decade. In recent years States have worked together seriously and co
operatively on arms control and disarmament to a degree which would 
not have been thought possible ten years ago. The Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks between my country and the Soviet Union, the discus
sions on mutual reductions of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe, and the successful negotiation of the limited test ban Treaty,® 
the outer space Treaty,  ̂ the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America,® the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty,® the 
sea-bed arms control Treaty,  ̂the biological weapons Convention * and 
the threshold test ban Treaty ® are solid evidence of the progress that 
has been made.

Since our discussion of disarmament issues a year ago, encouraging 
progress has been made on the problem of chemical weapons. We were 
impressed by the submission by the delegation of Japan to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament of a draft convention on chem
ical weapons, an important contribution to the deliberations on the 
question of effective international restraints on chemical weapons.*®

‘ A/C.1/PV.2004 (prov.), pp. 47-55.
 ̂Ante, pp. 556-563.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.

® IlM,, pp. 69 n. 
s Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
" Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
8 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
® Ante, pp. 2^-227.
Ante, pp. 99-106.
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Of equal interest have been the extensive comments and suggestions 
concerning the Japanese draft which were offered by other Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament delegations. We for our part 
are taking careful note of the Japanese draft and of these comments in 
our continuing review of possible actions in the chemical weapons field.

We were also gratified that, at the initiative of Sweden, the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament this summer held a 
productive informal meeting on technical chemical weapons questions, 
in which 22 experts from 13 countries discussed the best ways of defin
ing chemical agents for purposes of international restraints, the scope 
of possible chemical weapons limitations, and the possibilities of de
vising effective means of verification. Such discussions should pro
vide a basis to make informed judgments on the question of chemical 
weapons restraints.

Furthermore, members of this Committee will recall that the United 
States and the Soviet Union agreed at the 1974 Summit to consider a 
joint initiative in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
with respect to the conclusion as a first step, of an international 
convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical 
warfare.”

At its current session this Committee will also address itself to the 
problem of the dangers of the use of environment modification tech
niques for military purposes. In recent years new scientific and tech
nical advances in the environmental sciences have given hope that man 
may be able to work purposefully to change the environment to his 
benefit. At present, although there has been promising progress in 
efforts in certain localities and under limited conditions to increase 
snowfall, lessen the severity of hail storms, affect precipitation, and 
disperse fog, the limited success of these efforts thus far demonstrates 
how little we understand the interaction of natural forces and how 
rudimentary are man’s attempts to influence those forces. However, 
techniques may be developed one day to alleviate drought, to mitigate 
the destructive power of hurricanes and typhoons, prevent floods, and 
perhaps eventually to change climate to respond to the universal de
sire for an opportunity to increase living standards.

We believe that environment modification techniques, which are as 
yet little understood and remain largely hypothetical, could have 
considerable potential for peaceful purposes. Unfortunately, the 
techniques to accomplish these goals might also be used for hostile 
purposes that could have widespread, long-lasting and severe effects 
which are harmful to human welfare. Scientists have expressed con
cern about the future possibilities of triggering earthquakes, generat
ing tidal waves and long-term climatic changes.

The United States has declared that it would not use climate modifi
cation techniques for hostile purposes even should such techniques 
come to be developed in the future. In the US-USSR Joint Statement

"  A nte, p. 236.
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on Environmental Warfare at the Summit Meeting, we expressed our 
willingness to examine with the Soviet Union what measures could 
be effective to overcome the dangers of the use of environment modifi
cation techniques for military purposes.We are prepared to study 
this question and to examine the measures that might become the sub
ject of international agreement. If it is the general view that this 
question should be referred by the Assembly to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament we could support referral, if it were ac
complished without prejudgment of the Committee’s consideration of 
the question.

In regard to international consideration of the question of napalm, 
other incendiaries and certain other conventional weapons, the con
structive and useful first step was taken by the International Commit
tee of the Red Cross when it recently convened a meeting of government 
experts on this subject at Lucerne, Switzerland. United States experts 
participated fully in that meeting. Some useful data were compiled, 
and the report of the experts’ group merits careful review.

We believe that no position on possible restrictions of these weapons 
can be developed until government experts have more extensively ex
amined the technical, legal, military, medical and humanitarian prob
lems involved. We are gratified that this process is under way. We 
would consider it unrealistic, however, to try to impose a deadline on 
the work of the experts in this complex field.

The question of a world disarmament conference is again on our 
agenda. In three separate solicitations of views by the United Nations, 
a wide diversity of views on such a conference has been revealed. Some 
Governments have suggested beginning preparations for such a con
ference soon; some others have stated their view that certain precondi
tions must be met; many have stated that the conference could prove 
useful only if all nuclear Powers were prepared to participate.

The views of the United States on this subject are unchanged. We 
recognize that a world disarmament conference could serve a useful 
function at an appropriate time, but we do not believe that such a 
conference now or in the near future would produce useful results. It is 
not the lack of a suitable forum but the lack of political agreement that 
prevents us from taking more far-reaching steps towards disarmament. 
A world conference could not in the foreseeable future solve this 
problem and thus would merely disappoint the hopes of its proponents.

Members of this Committee have received a report on the question of 
the possible reduction of military budgets prepared by a group of ex
pert consultants to the Secretary-General.^  ̂ Although my delegation 
abstained on the resolution requesting that report, for reasons we 
explained at the time, we welcomed the suggestion of such a study be
cause we recognized that the most promising path to genuine progress 
on this question of military expenditure is through a careful and 
thorough study of the issues.

pp. 231-232.
'Mwte,pp. 523-546.
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We are gratified that the experts’ report examines the whole range of 
technical questions related to the feasibility of agreed reductions of 
military budgets. It analyses the economic benefits that could result 
from allocating to social and economic development funds that might 
be saved by budget reductions. It also points out that reducing military 
budgets without diminishing the security of States would require care
ful and thorough preparation. Specifically, the preconditions for 
military budget reductions would include, first, agreement on what is 
and what is not to be included in military budgets and, secondly, the 
provision by all parties concerned of detailed data on military expendi
ture for the purpose of comparative measurement. The study also 
brings out the necessity of guarding against destabilizing shifts in 
spending and the necessity of adequate verification of compliance with 
any agreed reductions.

Finally, the experts’ study implicitly recognizes the need for greater 
openness about defence expenditure. My Government regards open
ness as a particularly important point. We welcomed the suggestion 
made by Sweden last spring that the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament should consider the possibility of ascertaining the will
ingness of States to account for their defence expenditures in compar
able terms and to explain how that expenditure is allocated.** We agree 
that greater knowledge about the defence expenditure of others could 
allay concerns that arise out of suspicion and misunderstandings and 
could thus promote confidence among States. The technical sections of 
the experts’ report provide valuable guidelines which could be the 
basis of greater openness concerning defence expenditure.

Finally, we were gratified that a consensus was reached at the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament this year to invite five 
nations—the Federal Republic of Germany, the German Democratic 
Republic, Iran, Peru and Zaire—to join the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament. On behalf of my Government I warmly welcome 
those nations to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. 
Their inclusion will make it a more representative body and will en
hance its expertise without, however, enlarging it to a point that would 
impair its effectiveness as a negotiating body. We think that with those 
additions the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament will con
tinue to be a valuable disarmament forum contributing significantly 
to the work of the United Nations and to the furtherance of our dis
armament objectives.

Statement by the French Representative (Taittinger) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, October 31 ,1974 '

Mr. Chairman, first I should like to congratulate you and to tell you

“ A nte, pp. 136-139.
> A/C.1/PV.2005 (prov.), pp. 13-27.
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again how pleased we are to see you as Chairman of our Committee. 
We admire your qualities, your competence and the firm grasp of the 
problems of disarmament which you have so often demonstrated. For 
those reasons, we are pleased to be working under your guidance. We 
are convinced that you will bring your personality to bear and will 
make a great contribution to the success of our work.

Twelve items on the agenda of the General Assembly this year are 
devoted to the problems of disarmament. We would be the first to wel
come this interest in one of the most important—if not the most im
portant—areas of our work because international security and world 
peace depend on this, if we were convinced that it involved a reasoned 
effort to solve real problems and was not just a symptom of a wild pro
liferation of useless projects happening in the area that concerns us, as 
it is happening elsewhere.

Our Organization has made disarmament one of its main goals. That 
objective, defined in article 11, paragraph 1, of the Charter and in 
innumerable resolutions, obviously means general and complete dis
armament. It requires the implementation of some strategy of 
disarmament. All strategy has its rules, one of the most basic of which 
is to bring the means and the ends into line with each other and to 
find and use forces capable of attaining the objectives. With these 
thoughts in mind, I should like to make a few preliminary comments 
which should help us better to understand the scope of the items which 
will be considered in the course of our work.

If disarmament is our aim we must first have a clear and precise idea 
of the position today in the matter of weapons and the relative danger 
being posed by weapons of various kinds to world peace and security. 
We believe that the present world situation concerning weapons is 
characterized by a number of basic trends. I do not intend here to make 
a value judgment on the policies of the Powers concerned; I do not 
intend to judge their reasons for choosing to equip themselves with one 
form of weapon or another. I shall confine myself to the facts.

The first threat to the world is that posed by nuclear weapons. Our 
Organization, reflecting a universal view on the subject, has found this 
to be a matter of primary importance. For years references have been 
made to the dangers of mankind of the uncontrolled development of 
nuclear weapons. More than 98 per cent of those weapons are in the 
possession of the two major Powers. Great hopes were placed in the 
first agreements, concluded in 1972, on the limitation of strategic 
weapons,  ̂which at times were presented as significant agreements on 
disarmament, but those hopes proved in vain. Quantitative limits were 
agreed on at levels which did not in fact lead to a decrease in existing 
weapons and there was a great change in the area of technology, lead
ing to a five- to ten-fold increase in the destructive capability of 
the arsenals of States. That led to the use of multiple warheads, then to 
independently-guided and multiple warheads and perhaps tomorrow 
we shall have devices controllable during their trajectory. One of the

* D om m en ts on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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great theoreticians of disarmament, Ambassador Garcia Robles, 
the permanent representative of Mexico, dealt this year in striking 
terms with the subject in a document intended for the Committee in 
Geneva and recently distributed in New York. He said that the nu
clear warheads with which the intercontinental projectiles of the two 
super-Powers are equipped can always be launched from the ground, 
from submarines or from long-range bombers, and that at the time of 
signature of the non-proliferation Treaty in 1968 * there were 3,700 
such warheads, a figure expected to increase by 1975 to about 15,000.^

To this quantitative increase in threats—for obviously what matters 
in the nuclear spectrum is not the number of launchers but the number 
of warheads likely to reach the target territory—must be added the 
qualitative factor: these weapons have become more and more accurate 
and sophisticated, and they may upset the fragile nuclear balance 
existing between the two major Powers. Talks between the United 
States and the Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic weapons 
have, of course, resumed, and we hope they will lead to positive results, 
at least in the area of detente. But even on this optimistic assumption, 
one which will require the solving of considerable difficulties, who can 
deny that we shall still be faced with a very grave threat to the world.

In the area of conventional weapons as well, the level of weaponry 
has been maintained at giddy heights, involving gigantic expenses at a 
time when the world is experiencing its most serious economic difficul
ties since the beginning of the industrial era. Soaring military expend
itures are, of course, partly due to a steady increase in prices brought 
about by inflation. The fact is that the budgets of the military Powers 
have hit a ceiling over the past few years. The manufacture of arma
ment seems to have reached its peak but is not slowing down, and 
weapons are now at levels entirely incompatible with the policies of 
peace those Powers intend to pursue. Furthermore, as far as con
ventional and nuclear weapons are concerned, technological progress 
continues to increase their destructive potential, and that qualitative 
acceleration seems to be unlimited. Finally, whereas in the area of 
conventional weapons the two most powerful armies alone possess two- 
thirds of all weapons, in various areas of the world new armed forces 
are emerging and are sometimes threatening each other.

Is there a third kind of threat? There has been much talk here of 
nuclear-weapons systems that have not been used. Much has been 
made of new ways of waging war that have not yet been employed but 
could be used some day. Of course, where disarmament is concerned, no 
threat should be neglected, but is it not obvious that the gravest, most 
immediate threats should be considered first as a matter of urgency?

Let us for a moment consider how this year the Organization intends 
to find answers to the problems of disarmament and face the threats 
I have dealt with briefly.

In the area of nuclear weapons, it must be agreed that there is no

® i m . ,  1968, pp. 461-465.
* CCD/444.



590 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

proposal likely to solve the problem as a whole. In making this point, 
my delegation does not wish to complain to any one party. Things are 
what they are. I would, however, in passing, like to say that for a 
number of years my country has said that it would like the nuclear 
Powers, which have special responsibilities because they possess nu
clear weapons, to hold discussions with a view to establishing the basis 
for nuclear disarmament. But what has been happening? Basically, 
two different sets of measures have been offered: a complete ban on 
nuclear tests and the creation of nuclear-free zones. Let us for a 
moment assume that those proposals meet with a favourable response. 
What will actually be the results? Will the nuclear threat be dimin
ished? Certainly not, since the Powers which, through their experi
ments, have mastered the technology of nuclear weapons can keep 
their weapons and can increase them. The only result—which I do not 
wish to underrate but is quite inadequate—would be to prohibit those 
countries having the means to develop these weapons from doing so.

As far as States in nuclear-free zones are concerned, they may very 
well have thwarted the threat of a nuclear attack from one of their 
number, but the threat from weapons in the hands of the nuclear 
Powers will continue to exist. We have seen the true value of the 
guarantees given by these Powers to non-nuclear States. I have in mind 
Security Council resolution 255 (1968).® In fact, such guarantees do not 
counter-balance the commitments entered into by the States that have 
agreed not to engage in nuclear development. Should one of those 
States accede to the non-proliferation Treaty and agree to a nuclear- 
free zone, it will not be protected because there would remain the 
exclusive nuclear club whose members alone have the right to arm and, 
indeed, over-arm themselves.

After having long awaited nuclear disarmament in vain, France has 
seen it become an unlikely eventuality, and we have decided to equip 
ourselves with our own nuclear force. Our objective was and remains 
purely defensive. Our programme falls far short of that of the major 
Powers. We wish to have not an offensive force but weapons capable 
of deterring a potential attacker. Now, in the area of nuclear weapons 
that goal can be achieved with a relatively low level of power. We shall 
in the future maintain our nuclear weapons at the minimum level 
compatible with our security. We have always been and always will be 
prepared to limit our defensive efforts and to participate in a genuine 
disarmament effort if some day such an effort is undertaken.

As far as nuclear-free zones are concerned, France is, of course, not 
at all opposed to them, taking into account the principles of sovereignty 
and the independence of States. We are not at all opposed to a situation 
in which some States may decide to set up nuclear-free zones, and we 
shall not contribute to the development of nuclear activities on the 
territory of those States, nor will we threaten others with our nuclear 
weapons. But, I repeat, we do not believe a solution to the problem of 
the nuclear threat can be sought along those lines.

® Do(mments m  D isarm am ent, 1968, p. 444



TAITTINGER STATEMENT, OCTOBER 31 591

The two sets of measures that I have just referred to are only partial 
applications of a principle which is uppermost in the minds of many 
States and which has been talked of a great deal again this year as a 
kind of panacea to all nuclear problems—I am referring to non-prolif- 
eration. My country recognizes the danger of the uncontrolled dis
semination of nuclear weapons. As our representative in the General 
Assembly stated on 12 June 1968:

We understand perfectly well that the non-nuclear States give up the atomic option 
under the conditions provided by the Treaty. But at the same time the French Govern
ment believes that the nuclear States should not in any manner, directly or indirectly, 
favour a proliferation which would be contrary to the interests of the world as a whole;

and added;
France, for its part, which will not sign the non-proliferation Treaty, will behave in the 

future in this field exactly as the States adhering to the Treaty.®

We have scrupulously kept that commitment since that time.
Having said this, our reservations concerning the method adopted 

to ensure the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons remain valid to our 
way of thinking; we feel that the non-proliferation Treaty remains a 
discriminatory, misleading, illusory and in the end, ineffective instru
ment. It is discriminatory because in the nuclear field it establishes 
two categories of States, some with exorbitant privileges, others sub
ject to strict limitations. It is misleading because it requires that 
non-nuclear Powers make renunciations in exchange for promises that 
the authors of the Treaty cannot keep (—what, for example, has hap
pened to the commitments undertaken in accordance with article VI of 
the Treaty on genuine disarmament?). It is illusory because it refers 
to vague notions and technologies that have not yet been discovered 
and to a guarantee of nuclear military assistance that is extremely 
uncertain. It is ineffective because the Treaty has not succeeded in 
convincing those States which needed to be convinced.

In opposition to this discriminatory concept of non-proliferation, 
with the intention of respecting the principle of equality among all 
States, the President of the Republic, during a press conference on the 
twenty-fourth of this month, put forward some new ideas on this 
subject.

Mr. Giscard d’Estaing explained how he understood the policy 
behind the use of the French nuclear weapon. He said:

I believe that the French nuclear deterrent can only be used against Powers that are 
themselves nuclear Powers or against Powers—and this is a scientific hypothesis that is 
very unlikely, but all the possibilities must be taken into account—which might threaten 
our own land. The purpose of our nuclear deterrent, which in such a case would indeed 
have to be used, is to confront a nuclear threat to us on the part of a nuclear Power or 
the threat of invasion of our country. On the other hand, as far as non-nuclear Powers are 
concerned, I believe that France should neither use nor even threaten to use our nuclear 
weapons.

Such an approach, if it were to become widespread, might be a solu

6 Ibid., p. 430.
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tion to the problem of proliferation. As Mr. Giscard d^Estaing went on 
to say:

One must question the motives that lead non-nuclear countries to acquire nuclear 
power, and one must do something about lessening the importance of those motives and 
perhaps even doing awav with them; and that is why the position—which naturally I 
will have occasion to explain elsewhere, for it is not at a press conference that one can go 
into detail about strategic arrangements—the position which consists in not using our 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Powers as an instrument of pressure or threat, 
may be precisely one of the means preventing the proliferation of these nuclear weapons.

The President of the Republic also suggested:
I hope that this position, little by little, will be taken bv others so that the means of 

nuclear deterrence will be means conceived and envisaged for use against nuclear threats 
and not in other forms of conflict. If this approach were more generally accepted, then 
the problems which will be discussed in 1975, in another round of negotiations on non
proliferation, would be treated in a different way because the non-nuclear States would 
not have the same concern or the same desire to become part of the nuclear group, if they 
felt that nuclear deterrents would not be used against them, if they stayed out of that 
group.^

If we turn now to the problems of disarmament in the area of con
ventional weapons, we find ourselves obliged to observe that, mutatis 
mutandis, the proposals which have been submitted for consideration 
in our Organization deal only with partial or marginal aspects of the 
subject and that the solutions do not really match the problems posed.

So as not to tax the patience of the members of the Committee and 
since we have in past years explained our position on this, I will be as 
brief as I can.

The Soviet Union has proposed a reduction of the military budgets 
of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent— 
that is item 24 on the agenda. That proposal might be interesting, if it 
did not come up against practically insurmountable difficulties with 
regard to the comparison and verification of military budgets; the con
clusions of the report submitted by the Secretary-General are hardly 
encouraging in this respect.

We understand the feelings of those countries which wish to estab
lish a zone of peace in a part of the world in which they have a particu
lar interest. But is it by partial, limited measures of this kind, contrary 
to international practice with regard to the law of the sea, and, what is 
more, discriminatory vis-a-vis certain Powers, that we can hope to 
solve the real problems of disarmament? Those problems, unfortu
nately, are of another scale altogether and the most powerful military 
forces would not be affected by those measures and would maintain 
their power to intervene if they felt that it was necessary.

Item 28 of our agenda deals with napalm and other incendiary weap
ons and all aspects of their possible use. My delegation will explain 
its position on this, as on other matters, in more detail and will make 
certain observations at the appropriate time. Today though I should 
like to confine myself to saying that the manner in which this matter 
was considered at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly

’ For a report of the news conference, see N ew  York Times, Oct. 25,1974, p. 8 .
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seemed to us an actual denial of constructive effort: while in the area 
of conventional disarmament it is acceptable to progress by partial 
and limited measures, applying to certain types of weapons, there is no 
point in assigning a task of this kind to a humanitarian organization, 
in this case an international diplomatic conference. Certainly the 
control of the use of certain weapons considered as particularly cruel 
has humanitarian aspects, but in this matter it is the political aspects 
that are decisive, because the political aspects here relate to the defence 
of States and their security. Our Organization, we believe, by referring 
this problem to another body has demonstrated a failure to recognize 
its own responsibilities and in fact has yielded to discouragement.

Item 29 of the agenda deals with chemical weapons. The Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, which had been charged by our 
Organization with the consideration of this problem as a matter of the 
utmost urgency, for the fourth consecutive year had nothing to say on 
the subject. I shall say no more, but one must conclude that here again 
we are marking time.

Finally, may I turn to the problem of measures to prevent new forms 
of conflict, to prevent the establishment of new weapon systems which 
do not yet exist but which might exist in the more or less distant future. 
That is an area where, it must be recognized, some success has been 
achieved: for example, the Convention on the Prohibition of the De
velopment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
Weapons * and the Treaty on the Antarctic.® France has become a party 
to a number of those conventions. Today we have before us a proposal 
relating to the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other purposes incompatible with the mainte
nance of international security, human well-being and health. That is 
an interesting proposal to which the French Government intends to 
give consideration. But is it not paradoxical to try to lay down rules 
and regulations in an area which remains one of hypothetical danger 
while at the same time doing nothing in the area of the immediate, 
terrifying, apocalyptic threat posed by nuclear weapons? Is this not a 
reversal of priorities? Or does it mean that our Organization is so 
keenly aware of the futility of its efforts in the primary area of nuclear 
weapons that it has resigned itself to concentrating attention on pre
venting dangers which we hope will never actually exist?

Members of the Committee may have noted that in reviewing the 
various items on our agenda I have said nothing about item 35, which 
relates to the proposed world disarmament conference. That is not a 
question which relates to specific aspects of disarmament; it has to do 
with the organization of our general strategy. Here the French Gov
ernment has not changed its position. It continues to feel that in order 
to give new momentum to work on disarmament, to make it possible 
to give proper attention to fundamental questions which our Organiza
tion has either not wanted or not been able to take up, in order to

* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 133-138.
= i m . ,  1H5-1959, vol. n , pp. 1550^1556.
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move forward from dead centre in the area covered by the Geneva 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, a special meeting of 
government representatives is necessary to consider all disarmament 
problems; and, of course, I am referring to genuine disarmament and 
the action which might be taken to solve those problems. A world dis
armament conference would meet our wishes, but for it to be success
ful not only must it be properly prepared but also the Powers having 
special responsibility in this field because they possess weapons of 
mass destruction must agree to participate and must in one way or 
another be associated in fact with the preparatory work, which in this 
particular area is of fundamental importance.

In the circumstances, the effective co-operation of the French Gov
ernment can be pledged. It is our hope that the draft resolution which 
will be submitted to us for the fourth consecutive year will represent 
further progress in the direction we should all like to take. Finally, we 
hope it will bring a ray of hope in the midst of the threats under which 
we are living, threats we should no longer resign ourselves to accepting.

Statement by the PRC Representative (An) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly, November 4, 1974 ’

In his speech during the general debate, the Chairman of the Chinese 
delegation has already stated China’s principled position on the ques
tion of disarmament. Now I would like to add a few observations on 
certain aspects of the question.

A year has elapsed since we discussed the question of disarmament 
at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly. But what is the 
actual situation now, a year later? People may see that the accumulated 
arms of the super-Powers have increased rather than decreased, as 
compared with last year. Their arms race has not abated; on the con
trary, it has been intensified. Such being the case, the danger of war 
has not been reduced in the least. Still less can there be any talk about 
“detente” in the international situation.

What is the cause of all this? The cause lies in the ever fiercer 
contention between the two super-Powers for hegemony on a global 
scale. For a long time, they have been engaged in fierce contention 
with Europe as the strategic focal point and the Middle East and the 
Mediterranean as its flank. They have also been stepping up their ri
valry in the Indian and Pacific oceans and elsewhere. In particular, that 
super-Power with a “socialist” label, beset as it is with troubles both 
at home and abroad, harbours wild ambitions and is trying to squeeze 
into the spheres of influence of the other super-Powers everywhere, so 
as to supersede the latter and thus realize its pipe dream of world 
domination. To that end, it never lags behind anyone in the speed of its

‘ A/C.1/PV.2007 (prov.), pp. 53-67.



AN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 4 595

arms expansion. How then can there be any “general and complete 
disarmament”?

Since the beginning of “Strategic Arms Limitation Talks”, the arms 
race between the super-Powers has never abated. One of them has been 
particularly energetic in this respect. In recent years, while 
strenuously developing conventional weapons, it has been developing 
its nuclear weapons on an unprecedented scale and with unparalleled 
speed. In the past decade, its ICBMs have increased almost tenfold. In 
the last two years, it has gone a step further to develop MIRVs on a 
large scale in contention for nuclear superiority. In order to seek 
hegemony over the seas and oceans, it has made tremendous efforts to 
expand its navy and nuclear submarines. The total tonnage of its war
ships of various types has multiplied. Its fleets ply every ocean of the 
world. Not to be outdone, the other super-Power has declared its in
tention never to be reduced to a “secondary power” in terms of military 
strength and is also engaged in intensified arms expansion. Recently, 
when they were conducting the resumed “SALT” talks, one super- 
Power made tremendous efforts to develop mobile ICBMs, whereupon 
the other super-Power declared the successful test launching of an 
ICBM from the plane. This marks the beginning of a new round of the 
arms race. Is this not an ample proof? Moreover, it must be pointed out 
that the super-Powers, plagued by ever more serious economic diffi
culties, are seeking, or will inevitably seek, a way out through the fur
ther militarization of their national economies. Consequently, 
whether judging from the present situation or from the trend of its 
development, the peoples of the world are facing a general and com
plete arms expansion by the super-Powers, and definitely not general 
and complete disarmament.

The foregoing is the actual situation on the disarmament question, 
which should serve as the point of departure of our discussions on this 
question.

It is impossible to cover up the facts about the intensified arms 
expansion and war preparations by the super-Powers. In his speech in 
this Committee, the United States representative, Mr. Symington, had 
to admit that since the conclusion of the SALT agreement in 1972  ̂the 
super-Powers had been “adding nuclear weapons to their stockpiles 
each day of the year”.̂  Leaving aside the rest of his speech, we may say 
that he, after all, said something true. Yet, for a long time, the Soviet 
Union has been incessantly spreading the smokescreen of “disarma
ment” and “detente” within and outside the United Nations. While 
obviously pursuing a policy of frantic arms expansion and war prepara
tions, it babbles that “a world without war has become a practical 
new historical period which has now arrived”, unabashedly boasting 
that “one of the most important orientations of the foreign policy of 
the Soviet Union is the struggle for the cessation of the arms race and 
for disarmament”. While obviously engaged everywhere in political

2 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
 ̂A nte, p. 557.
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interference and military expansion against other countries to aggra
vate international tension, it proposes to “supplement political detente 
with military detente” and alleges that “today it can be certain that the 
sparks of war have been basically extinguished.” While persistently 
trying to maintain its nuclear monopoly and carrying out nuclear 
blackmail and nuclear threat against other countries, it stubbornly 
chooses itself to masquerade as a standard-bearer of nuclear disarma
ment. A mere check of these hypocritical words against its actual deeds 
will easily lay bare its sheer hypocrisy and duplicity.

The Soviet Union has lauded to the skies the so-called disarmament 
treaties and agreements concluded in recent years. But, as pointed out 
by many representatives of third-world countries, this stuff can in no 
way be called genuine disarmament agreements. Some of them were 
designed to seek confirmation from the small and medium-sized coun
tries of the super-Powers’ nuclear monopoly; some were aimed at a 
temporary readjustment of the balance of their armaments in prepa
ration for a more intense competition on a new basis; while others were 
entirely for window-dressing to deceive the public.

China has always been in favour of genuine disarmament. At the 
same time, we have been consistently opposed to the various impudent 
tricks, played by the super-Powers, the Soviet Union in particular. The 
Soviet Union has been crying out for a speedy convocation of the world 
disarmament conference year in and year out in an effort to create a 
false impression about its concern over disarmament. Is this concern 
true? Everyone knows that over the years innumerable disarmament 
conferences have been held under various names with the participation 
of Soviet representatives. However, to date, who has ever seen the 
Soviet Union reduce its stockpiles by a single warship, a single tank or 
a single nuclear warhead? In connexion with the hypocritical propa
ganda of the Soviet representatives on the disarmament question, the 
Chinese delegation made the explicit proposal to them that the 
Soviet Union should undertake the obligation not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons, particularly against non-nuclear countries and nu- 
clear-free zones, to withdraw from abroad all its armed forces, includ
ing nuclear-missile forces, and dismantle all its military bases on 
foreign soil, including nuclear bases.'* It should not have been difficult 
to effect this just proposal of China. Yet, turning a deaf ear to it, the 
Soviet representative has thus far refused to respond. Please think it 
over: if a world disarmament conference of the type of an empty talk 
club is to be held under these circumstances with no clear aims and no 
fulfilment of the necessary prerequisites, what purpose can it possibly 
serve other than creating a false sense of security and slackening the 
vigilance of the peoples of the world?

Every year the Soviet Union comes up in the United Nations with 
some new varieties of so-called proposals under the item of disarma
ment. The proposal it made last year on the so-called reduction of

* Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, p. 719.
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military budgets by 10 per cent and the use of the funds saved for 
assisting the developing countries  ̂ is a double fraud. Since it is impos
sible for the Soviet Union either to undertake the obligation not to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons or to cancel the debts incurred by some 
developing countries for the purchase of arms to resist aggression, is 
it not evidently the commercial hoax of a speculator to talk about using 
the money saved from disarmament for assisting the developing coun
tries? After this hoax had been seen through and buried by the people of 
the world, the Soviet Union has produced this year a proposal on the so- 
called “prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate 
for military and other purposes”.® The Soviet representative asserted 
that in putting forth the proposal the Soviet Union was motivated by 
its concern for international security and human well-being. Well, is 
it not precisely the super-Powers which possess a large quantity of 
nuclear weapons that are menacing international security and human 
well-being? If the Soviet side had any real concern for the security 
and the well-being of mankind, why would it not do one or two practical 
and feasible things? Why should it talk so sensationally about such a 
remote question as the possibility of the melting of the ice caps in the 
Arctic and Antarctic, and not turn back to deal with the actual situa
tion prevailing in the Indian Ocean today? The United Nations report 
on the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace  ̂reveals that the super-Powers 
are greatly increasing their military presence in the Indian Ocean, 
threatening the peace and security of the area. People have every 
reason to ask you to announce here what measures you intend to take 
to withdraw your military presence from that area.

In order to combat nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail, a number 
of countries have put forward proposals for the establishment of 
peace zones and nuclear-weapon-free zones, calling upon the nuclear 
countries to undertake due obligations. These are entirely just pro
posals, which the Chinese Government firmly supports. The Chinese 
Government has signed and ratified Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.® 
We firmly support the efforts to make the Indian Ocean a zone of peace. 
Likewise, we now welcome the proposals made by Pakistan, Iran and 
other countries at the current session for the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in South Asia and a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East,® and we are prepared to undertake due obligations. But 
the Soviet Government, in disregard of the repeated appeals from the 
Latin American countries, has thus far refused to sign Additional Pro
tocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America. The Soviet Union has taken a negative attitude on the ques
tion of establishing peace zones and nuclear-weapon-free zones. The

5 Ibid,, 1973, pp. 653 ff. 
pp. 517-521.
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facts show that in order to realize the just proposals for the establish
ment of peace and nuclear-weapon-free zones, it is imperative to op
pose resolutely the super-Power policies of a^ession, expansion and 
contention for hegemony and persistently to demand their acceptance 
of obligations in respect of such zones.

The people of various countries who went through two world wars 
hope to prevent the imperialists from unleashing a new war. Their 
demand is entirely justified. The question is what policy should be 
adopted in order effectively to prevent the super-Powers from launch
ing a new war.

Imperialism is a source of war in modern times. So long as imperial
ism and social-imperialism exist, there exists the danger of war. And 
imperialism invariably resorts to the policy of peace deception and the 
policy of war alternately. The more it is actively engaged in expansion 
and aggression abroad and in war preparations, the more energetically 
it will sing “detente” and “disarmament”. The imperialist Powers did 
the same prior to the outbreak of both World Wars. Before the First 
World War, while engaged in frantic expansion and war preparations. 
Tsarist Russia chanted “detente” and “disarmament”. It proposed to 
convene a “world peace conference” in 1899 and then in 1907. There
after, hardly a few years passed before it went into the world war 
together with other European Powers. After the First World War, the 
European Powers concluded the Locarno Pact in 1925 allegedly to 
“guarantee peace” and “to renounce the use of force to change the 
frontiers”.'® But did it not turn into a mere scrap of paper in the 
twinkling of an eye? Thereafter, Nazi Germany also advertised its 
favourable response to “disarmament” and professed its “full readiness 
to abandon all offensive weapons”. Subsequently, Hitler concluded an 
agreement with certain countries to “ensure peace in Europe”. At the 
time, someone said that it had led to “peace for our time”. However, 
before long Nazi Germany launched the Second World War. All of a 
sudden, “peace for our time” turned into “war for our time”. Historical 
experience merits attention. Is it not necessary for us now to maintain 
a high level of vigilance against that super-Power which is chanting 
“detente” and “disarmament” while engaged in frantic arms expansion 
and war preparations?

So long as the super-Powers do not cease their policies of aggression, 
expansion and hegemony, there can be no genuine detente, nor general 
and complete disarmament in the world. In recent years, an increasing 
number of countries have come to see the essence of this question. The 
leaders of some third-world countries have rightly pointed out that so 
long as the super-Powers “do not abandon their ambition for world 
domination, there can be no genuine peace and genuine development” 
and that the two super-Powers’ “avarice for spheres of influence is a 
factor leading to new wars and conflicts”.

An African representative pointed out in his speech during the gen

‘"54LNTS289.
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eral debate: The super-Power “policy of domination and hegemony . . .  
is at the basis of the incessant arms race”.“

Another representative pointed out that:
In an atmosphere of unbridled competition, and given the mutual outbidding of those 

States, the efforts... to achieve general and complete disarmament can only be in vain.‘̂

Therefore, the small and medium-sized countries which are con
fronted with the super-Power threats of aggression and expansion 
must further strengthen their unity and their necessary defence capa
bilities if they wish to take the destiny of their independence and 
security into their own hands.

An Asian representative posed a very good question during the de
bate in this Committee:

In fact, how can we eliminate arms while the very roots of conflicts still subsist? 

His answer was:
In the world of today. States cannot rely on others for their defence and must be 

prepared for any contingency.”

The facts have taught people that if the super-Powers are allowed to 
continue peddling their empty talk about disarmament, and particu
larly if that super-Power which is hawking its quack medicine every
where is permitted to use sham disarmament and sham detente to lull 
the world’s people without being exposed and rebuffed, then the danger 
of an imperialist war will be increased, contrary to the will of the peo
ple. Conversely, one can be invincible only by mobilizing the people, 
uniting all the forces that can be united to form a broad united front 
against colonialism, imperialism and hegemony, seriously exposing the 
super-Poweys’ schemes of sham disarmament and genuine war 
preparations, and demanding their real actions on the question of dis
armament, particularly on the complete prohibition and thorough de
struction of nuclear weapons, and their real commitment not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons and to withdraw all their forces from 
abroad and dismantle their military bases on foreign soil, while mak
ing every preparation to deal head-on blows to them wherever they 
should launch a war of aggression. This is the dialectical law of history 
and the reality of life. And such is the positive policy to fight against 
wars of agression. In the final analysis, whether nuclear weapons or 
the super-Powers, they are nothing but paper tigers before the world’s 
people, who are united to wage persistent struggles. The super-Powers’ 
frantic arms expansion and war preparations by no means indicate 
their strength. On the contrary, they only serve to prove that they are 
in the plight expressed by the proverb “flowers fall off, do what one 
may”. So long as the people of the world deal with them seriously, they 
can be defeated. Together with other countries, we are ready to 
adopt this positive policy and contribute our share to opposing the

“ A/PV.2259(prov.),p.71.
pp.29-30.

■» A/C.l/PV.2000(prov.), pp. 58-60.
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super-Power policies of agression and war and to promoting the cause 
of human progress.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 4, 1974 ’

Following the example set at previous General Assembly sessions, the 
representative of China has today made a slanderous, malicious attack 
in which he attempted to distort the policy of the USSR and its position 
on disarmament questions.  ̂ The purpose of that statement was to 
attempt to hinder the development of the process of detente, the easing 
of international tension in the world, and to confuse and muddy the 
international situation and distort the role of the Soviet Union in the 
struggle for the strengthening of international peace and security and, 
at the same time, to hide from international public opinion the fact 
that in questions of the maintenance of international peace and se
curity and international co-operation in the cause of disarmament 
China is pursuing a policy of negativism and subversive activity in an 
attempt to block any measures in the field of disarmament.

China not only fails to take part in international agreements on dis
armament questions concluded since the proclamation and formation 
of the People’s Republic of China, but is also striving to undermine 
any agreements in this field by attempting to prevent their implemen
tation. Thus China is not a party to the 1963 Treaty on the prohibition 
of nuclear testing in the three environments,® and in violation t)f the 
norms established by that agreement, is conducting atmospheric 
testing and is polluting with radio-active fall-out not only its own 
country but also neighbouring States, including the Mongolian Peo
ple’s Republic, India, the USSR and Japan and, in general, all other 
countries of the world.

China is not a party to and is disregarding other agreements and 
conventions relating to disarmament and a limitation of the arms race, 
such as the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,‘ 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,® and the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biolog
ical) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction; ® and many others.

In the last few years, the Soviet Union, together with a number of 
other States, has been coming forward with important initiatives in the

' A/C.1/PV.2007 (prov.), pp. 68-71.
 ̂The Chinese statement appears supra.
 ̂Docummts on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 

" Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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disarmament field, in an attempt to diminish the threat of nuclear war: 
for example, its proposal for the renunciation by States of the use of 
force in international relations and the permanent prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons,  ̂the prohibition of the production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons,* the convening of a world disarmament con
ference,® and the curtailing of the military expenditure of Security 
Council members.*® On all these matters the General Assembly has 
adopted constructive recommendations and decisions to implement 
all these proposals.

China in all these matters has taken a sharply negative stand. It not 
only fails to come forward with a single constructive proposal on 
disarmament matters but is doing everything it can to impede the 
implementation of any proposals in this area. Now, what is the reason 
for such a negative attitude on the part of China in questions of 
disarmament and its policy of resisting all proposals in this field? The 
reason for this is the fact that the leadership of China has no interest 
whatsoever in performing the task of strengthening international 
peace and security and carrying out disarmament. Its policy is not de
signed to ease but rather to exacerbate the international situation and 
to undermine all measures intended to ensure peace and to ease tension.

The leadership of China is making tremendous efforts to hinder the 
normalization of the atmosphere in Europe, Asia and other parts of 
the world, to attempt to undermine the process, now under way, of the 
peaceful settlement of international disputes. This process is not at 
all to the liking of the Peking leaders who want to benefit from the 
disasters and sufferings of other people and to incite international con
flict and create impediments to the current process of detente in the 
world. We should like to point out and stress the danger of this policy 
on the part of China for the whole of the international community of 
nations, for developing and developed countries, for small and great 
nations, for nuclear and non-nuclear Powers.

China’s policy is involving the peoples of the world not in a perform
ance of the tasks and objectives of the United Nations Charter, but in 
violation of them; not to international peace and security, but is 
leading them to international conflict and war; not towards a solution of 
the problem of disarmament but to the undermining of such decisions.

Statement by the PRC Representative (An) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly, November 4, 1974^

The Soviet representative in his reply  ̂made a slanderous attack on

 ̂Ibid., p. 672.
* Ibid., pp. 120-124.
’ Ibid., i57i, pp. 595-596.

i97’5, pp. 653 ff.
‘ A/C.l/PV.2007(prov.), pp. 74-76. 
 ̂Supra.
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the Chinese delegation. We believe that a refutation is needed to set the 
record straight.

In our first statement we only referred to facts which are known to 
all. All these facts converge on a single point: the Soviet arms expan
sion is a reality while its talk on disarmament is a fraud. Perhaps by 
exposing the essence of the matter, we have touched the sore spot of the 
Soviet Union.

The Soviet representative always styles himself as the standard- 
bearer of disarmament, vilifying opponents of Soviet fallacies as “nega- 
tivists” in an attempt to reverse right and wrong and confound black 
and white. However, it is futile to engage in boasting and empty talk on 
the question of disarmament.

China’s attitude on the disarmament question is always serious 
and earnest. We are in favour of the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons, and as the first step towards realizing 
this goal, we have proposed that all nuclear countries declare that they 
will not be the first to use nuclear weapons. This proposal put forward 
by China is not only directly relevant to present realities in the world, 
but also pinpoints the key to the question of disarmament, particularly 
nuclear disarmament. Why is the Soviet Union afraid to face squarely 
such a fundamental question?

The Soviet representative accused China of creating international 
tension and of being against international peace and security. But who 
is really against international security and undermining international 
peace? The answer should be clear to all. The Soviet representative’s 
attempt to shift the blame onto China is completely futile. It is pre
cisely the Soviet Union which is engaged in frantic arms expansion and 
war preparations and is carrying out aggression, threats, interference 
and subversion everywhere; leaving earlier events aside, in the past 
year alone, the Soviet Union has been engaged in overt and covert 
rivalry—even with sabres drawn at times—with the other super- 
Powers in the Middle East and Cyprus. Is it not perfectly clear who is 
really creating tension? The Soviet representative’s countercharge 
against China only demonstrated that he is at the end of his wits and 
had to resort to falsehood. But who would really believe him?

Statement by the New Zealand Representative (Templeton) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, November ft, 1974 ’

Mr. Chairman, as this is the first occasion on which my delegation 
has raised its voice in this Committee this year, I should like to con
gratulate all its officers most warmly on their election.

I am grateful for the opportunity to speak very briefly at this stage.

‘ A/C.1/PV.2013 (prov.), pp. 71-73.
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in order to introduce, on behalf of the sponsors, the draft resolution in 
document A/C.l/L.683.^

I do not propose during this statement to discuss at length the 
reasons why my delegation has again this year considered it necessary 
to take part in the preparation of a draft resolution on the testing of 
nuclear weapons. I shall have an opportunity to say something more on 
this subject in the remarks which I hope to make later in the general 
debate.

At this moment I should merely like to express my great gratifica
tion at the fact that 15 countries have so far joined in sponsoring the 
draft resolution. There are three countries from Africa, three from 
Europe, three from Latin America, three from Asia and three from the 
South Pacific, namely, Australia, New Zealand and Fiji. I should men
tion that, since the draft resolution was submitted, the delegation of 
Colombia has confirmed its intention of becoming a sponsor. The 
geographical spread of this sponsorship is sufficient indiciation, I 
believe, of the fact that the problem of continued nuclear-weapon test
ing remains one of deep world-wide concern.

A second feature which gratifies my delegation very much is that 
sponsors of both of last year’s draft resolutions ’ have come together to 
discuss a single text. I should like to express my delegation’s thanks 
especially to the delegation of Mexico, which made a number of val
uable suggestions about the wording of our draft, and is one of its 
sponsors. My delegation would very much welcome further sponsors, 
when delegations have had the opportunity to study the text.

I do not think it is necessary for me to explain each paragraph in 
the draft resolution, since many of them are in fact self-explanatory. 
The preamble sets the scene, as it were, for the operative part, and 
explains the reasons why we have found it necessary to put forward a 
draft resolution in such strong terms. We believe that the world is 
gravely concerned that weapons testing continued in 1974 without any 
slackening. We believe that testing intensifies the arms race and facili
tates the development and proliferation of nuclear-weapons capacity. 
This, in turn, increases the threat of nuclear war. We are faced, more
over, with the risk that radio-active contamination from nuclear explo
sions will have consequences of an irreversible nature for the health of 
mankind, both now and in the future.

The operative part of the draft resolution begins by condemning all 
nuclear tests, wherever they may be conducted. I know that some dele
gations will feel that this is strong language to use about an activity 
engaged in by countries with which many of us have close and friendly 
relations. I wish therefore to make three points about this paragraph:

First, we are not condemning any Government. What we are con
demning is the holding of nuclear-weapon tests. Secondly, our draft 
throughout is absolutely fair and even-handed. It is directed against

2 Identical with G. A. Resolution 3257 (XXIX), post, pp. 792-793.
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 849-852.



604 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

all testing, in whatever environment it may be conducted. Thirdly, the 
Assembly adopted a resolution last year by a large majority which 
“condemned with the utmost vigour” all nuclear-weapon tests.* Some 
may feel, therefore, that the language of this paragraph in our draft 
resolution is excessively moderate.

The second operative paragraph reflects deep concern that, while 
testing continues, we must again record “no progress” towards a com
prehensive test ban. While we take note of the special report which the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has made,® we must, I 
think, record our disappointment that it has not been able to do more, 
and especially in regard to the drafting of a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty.

The third paragraph of the draft resolution therefore, as an interim 
measure, calls upon States which are not yet Parties to the partial test- 
ban Treaty ® to adhere to it. This call has been made in many previous 
Assembly resolutions. My delegation for its p^t is very conscious of 
the limitations of this Treaty. Nevertheless, the Treaty exists and is 
in force and, pending completion of a comprehensive treaty, an in
crease in the number of countries adhering to the partial test-ban 
Treaty, together with a voluntary moratorium on all testing in all 
environments, as envisaged in operative paragraph 6 of our draft res
olution, offers the best opportunity of making immediate progress 
towards our final goal of a complete and comprehensive cessation.

The core of our draft resolution is contained in operative paragraphs 
4, 5 and 7. In those paragraphs we emphasize the urgency of conclud
ing a comprehensive test-ban treaty; we remind the nuclear-weapon 
States of their special responsibility to initiate proposals for such a 
treaty; and we request the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment to give the highest priority to this task.

It is our earnest hope that 1975 will be the year in which substantial 
progress is made towards the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty. It 
is in this hope that we commend the draft resolution to the Committee, 
and ask for the widest possible support.

Statement by the Ceylonese Representative (Amerasinghe) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace 
Zone [Extract], November 11, 1974'

In the absence of Ambassador Ortiz de Rozas, the representative 
of Argentina, Chairman of this Committee, I would request you. Sir, 
to convey to him our warmest congratulations on his election as 
Chairman of the First Committee and our best wishes for success in his

‘ Ibid., pp. 849-850.
 ̂Ante, pp. 470-476.
* D o<m m entsm  D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
‘ A/C.1/PV.2015 (prov.), pp. 3-21.
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efforts to bring our work to a successful conclusion. No testimonial of 
mine is required to add lustre to his record as a diplomat of conspicuous 
ability.

I did not expect to be called upon to speak at this morning’s meeting. 
I shall not attempt to speak generally on the question of disarmament 
but shall confine myself to the item in which my delegation is princi
pally interested—namely, the Indian Ocean peace-zone concept and the 
action that has been taken during the past year in regard to the Decla
ration  ̂and its implementation.

By way of introduction, I should like briefly to trace the history of 
the Indian Ocean peace-zone concept. In seeking the inscription of this 
item on the agenda of the twenty-sixth session of the General Assem
bly, we stated that—and I must be forgiven for quoting from my own 
letter to the Secretary-General of 1 October 1971 ®—recent develop
ments had shown a noticeable trend in the development of interna
tional law and practice towards the principle that areas not assimilated 
into national jurisdiction constituted an international domain that 
should be subject to international regulation and international respon
sibility. We cited as cases in point the Agreements on outer space * 
and Antarctica,® and stated that the principle had been further elab
orated in the United Nations Declaration of Principles Governing the 
Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor, and the Subsoil Thereof, beyond the 
Limits of National Jurisdiction,® which recognized the area of the 
sea-bed and the ocean floor and subsoil thereof beyond the limits of 
national jurisdiction as the common heritage of mankind. We said that 
in seeking the inscription on the agenda of the twenty-sixth session of 
the General Assembly of the item on the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace, the purpose of the Government of Ceylon—as 
Sri Lanka was then called—was to secure United Nations approval of 
an international domain subject to international regulation and inter
national responsibility covering the entire high seas of the Indian Ocean. 
We said that the existing circumstances in the Indian Ocean, as distinct 
from those of other oceans of the world, were specially conducive to 
the application of that policy to the area, as the presence of the mili
tary and naval forces of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean had not 
yet assumed significant proportions. It is quite different today. We 
said that none of the great or medium-sized Powers were contiguous 
States. Happily, their geographical position has not changed; the major 
maritime nations are geographically remote from the Indian Ocean 
area, and the economic interests of the great Powers are not involved in 
the area to any appreciable degree. We added that the countries of the 
Indian Ocean needed conditions of peace and tranquillity in which to 
transform and modernize their economies and societies, and that it

2 Dommmts m  Disarmament^ 1971̂  pp. 901-903.
3 im ,,  pp. 641-643.
* IlM.y 1967, pp. 38-43.
® Ibid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
6 Ibid,, 1970, pp. 698-701.
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was therefore imperative to the success of those efforts that the 
Indian Ocean should be preserved as an area of peace. We considered 
immediate action necessary to arrest and reverse the trend that had 
lately become manifest, which, if allowed to continue unchecked, 
could render the progressive militarization of the Indian Ocean 
unavoidable.

On that occasion we stated that the main features of Ceylon’s pro
posals were that the entire high-seas area of the Indian Ocean should 
be declared a peace zone to be used for peaceful purposes, and that 
that would entail the exclusion of armaments, defensive or offensive, 
and military installations of the major Powers in the prescribed area, 
adding that warships and ships carrying warlike equipment would 
exercise the right of transit but might not stop other than for emer
gency reasons of a mechanical, technical or humanitarian nature. The 
use of the sea-bed area by submarines, except for reasons of a mechan
ical, technical or humanitarian nature, was to be prohibited. We added, 
in passing, that there would be a prohibition of naval manoeuvres, 
naval intelligence operations and weapon tests in the area. As regards 
naval manoeuvres and naval intelligence operations, we had in mind 
the major Powers.

The next stage was the adoption of the Declaration on the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace (General Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI)).  ̂
Once again, to refresh the memories of those present, I should like to 
state that, when we, took that step, we had already consulted others. 
There was the Declaration of the Third Conference of Heads of State 
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries held at Lusaka in 1970. 
Earlier, there had been the Cairo Declaration of the non-aligned sum
mit,® and later the item was discussed at the Commonwealth Prime 
Ministers' Conference held in Singapore.

The Declaration expresses the Assembly's conviction concerning:
. . .  the desirability of ensuring the maintenance of such conditions in the Indian Ocean 

area by means other than military alliances, as such alliances entail financial and other 
obligations that call for the diversion of the limited resources of the States of the area 
from the more compelling and productive task of economic and social reconstruction and 
could further involve them in the rivalries of power blocs in a manner prejudicial to their 
independence and freedom of action, thereby increasing international tensions.

The Declaration expresses concern:
. . .  at recent developments that portend the extension of the arms race into the Indian 

Ocean area, thereby posing a serious threat to the maintenance of such conditions”—

that is, peace and tranquillity— 
in the area.

It adds that:
. . .  the establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean would contribute towards 

arresting such developments, relaxing international tensions and strengthening interna
tional peace and security.
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We want others outside the Indian Ocean to respect those feelings and 
fears of ours and enable us to achieve our purpose.

We went on to state that the establishment of a zone of peace in an 
extensive geographical area in one region could have a beneficial influ
ence on the establishment of permanent universal peace based on 
equal rights and justice for all, in accordance with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations. Those who believe 
in the gradual approach to disarmament should not cavil at this 
proposition.

Therefore we solemnly declared the Indian Ocean, within limits to be 
determined, together with the air space above and the ocean floor sub
jacent thereto, to be designated for all time as a zone of peace, and 
called upon the great Powers, in conformity with the Declaration, to 
enter into immediate consultations with the littoral States of the In
dian Ocean with a view to halting the further escalation of their mili
tary presence in the Indian Ocean and eliminating from the Indian 
Ocean all bases, military installations and logistical supply facilities, 
the disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction 
and any manifestation of great Power military presence in the Indian 
Ocean conceived in the context of great Power rivalry.

The Declaration further stated that the General Assembly:
Calls upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent 

members of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, in 
pursuit of the objective of establishing a system of universal collective security without 
military alliances and strengthening mternational security through regional and other 
co-operation, to enter into consultations with a view to the implementation of this Decla
ration and such action as may be necessary to ensure that:

(a) Warships and military aircraft may not use the Indian Ocean for any threat or 
use of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of any littoral 
or hinterland State of the Indian Ocean in contravention of the purposes and principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations.

However, the Declaration recognizes the right to free and unimpeded 
use of the zone by the vessels of all nations, subject to the preceding 
provisions and to the norms and principles of international law, and 
added that appropriate arrangements should be made to give effect to 
any international agreement that might ultimately be reached for the 
maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace.®

At that stage the only action we took was to request the Secretary- 
General to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh ses
sion on the progress that had been made with regard to the 
implementation of the Declaration. The Secretary-General’s report 
was a skimpy one, because he had received replies from only four 
Governments: those of Bahrain, Madagascar, the Philippines and 
Yemen.*"

The next stage was the adoption of resolution 2992 (XXVII), in which 
the General Assembly called upon the littoral and hinterland States of 
the Indian Ocean, the permanent members of the Security Council and

«IlM ., 1971, pp. 901-903.
>» A/8809.
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other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean to support the concept 
that the Indian Ocean should be a zone of peace. As far as the perma
nent members of the Security Council were concerned, with one single 
exception, the appeal fell on deaf ears. The ears continue to be deaf.

The resolution stated [The General Assembly]:
. . . decides to establish an Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, consisting of no 

more than fifteen members, to study the implications of the proposal, with special ref
erence to the practical measures that may be taken in furtherance of the objectives of 
General Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI), having due regard to the security interests of 
the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and the interests of any other 
State consistent with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 
and to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session.“

The first report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean is 
contained in document A/9029. With regard to this report, I should like 
to draw attention to the working paper prepared by the delegation of 
Sri Lanka, in which we dealt with the principal aspects of our concept 
which had to be more carefully examined in order to promote its 
implementation. We stated:

The peace zone Declaration contemplates the establishment within the Indian Ocean 
area of a zone of peace free of nuclear weapons in which conditions of peace and tran
quillity would be ensured by the exclusion of great Power rivalries . . . The Declaration 
was also intended to serve as a contribution to the relaxation of general international ten
sions and the strengthening of international peace and security, as well as to ensuring 
conditions of security within the region which would render redundant and superfluous 
the need for military alliances with outside Powers and the maintenance of military 
bases and appurtenant establishments and facilities.

We indicated that it would be necessary first of all to decide on which 
States would qualify to be considered littoral and hinterland States 
for purposes of the proposal. That requirement is still very much in the 
forefront of our thinking, and it is a gap that has to be filled. We did set 
out in that working paper a list of what we considered were, geograph
ically speaking, the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, 
but we also added:

If any State that has a part of its seaboard on the Indian Ocean has been omitted from 
the list, it is because its primary concern has been deemed to be with regard to the At
lantic seaboard. It would be necessary, however, to keep even such a State informed of 
the deliberations in the Ad Hoc Committee. A suitable procedure for this purpose could 
be determined at the appropriate stage.

One other essential requirement for the purpose of the realization of 
this concept we considered to be the renunciation of the use of force. 
We stated:

The creation of a peace zone in a region must presuppose the renunciation by States of 
that region of the threat or use of force against any other State in that region and the 
affirmation of their resolve to settle their disputes with one another by peaceful means 
and without resort to force, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the 
Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co
operation among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.^^

Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 861-862.
A/9029, annex I, par. 4.
Ibid., par. 5.
Ibid., par. 6; for the Declaration of Principles, see General Assembly Official Rec

ords: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/8028), pp. 121 ff.
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We went on to add that the main danger in regard to the arms race 
in the Indian Ocean region, or anywhere else, related to the presence 
of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction, and we suggested 
that those littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean which had 
not yet done so should, as an earnest of their good faith and good in
tentions, consider acceding to or ratifying the Treaty on the Prohibition 
of thei Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof—the sea-bed arms control treaty.’® To that we would also add 
the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty.*®

In that working paper we referred to the need for defining the limits 
of the peace zone as requiring early attention—that again is something 
that is repeated in the report that I shall be introducing in this Com
mittee—and said that we regarded the definition as falling within two 
aspects, territorial and geographical.

I should like now to draw attention to certain further observations 
that we made, which I hope I can trace, in a statement made by me to 
an informal meeting of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean. This is of some topical interest, but I hope my reference to it 
will not be misconstrued or exploited in a manner contrary to our in
tentions. We said on that occasion, as I have just indicated earlier, that 
denuclearization or the prevention of nuclearization would logically 
form the first step in a gradual approach to the realization of our ob
jective. We said that countries of the region, namely, the littoral and 
hinterland States, as well as countries outside the region but militarily 
active in the region, would have to assume certain commitments if any 
stable agreement were to be reached. And we added that so far as the 
countries of the region were concerned, it would be reasonable to call 
upon them as an earnest of their good faith to commit themselves to a 
policy of denuclearization which would entail the permanent renuncia
tion by them of a nuclear-weapon option and the assumption of an 
obligation to deny the use of their territories, their territorial waters 
and their air space for the deployment of nuclear weapons belonging to 
other States. On the part of the nuclear-weapon Powers, we consider 
that their contribution should take the form of the assumption of an 
obligation not to deploy nuclear weapons in the peace zone area. These 
two requirements we considered were interrelated but not necessarily 
dependent upon each other. The first was more difficult than the sec
ond. It would be necessary, therefore, to concentrate our efforts ini
tially on securing from the nuclear-weapon Powers the commitment 
that we seek of them as their contribution towards the attainment of 
our objectives.

We added that not all the nuclear threshold countries in the Indian 
Ocean region seemed ready or willing to accede to the non-proliferation 
Treaty and that, if a new nuclear-weapon Power were to emerge in the 
Indian Ocean region, the denuclearization and also the demilitariza

Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1971, pp. 7- 11.
Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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tion of the area would be seriously jeopardized. I feel that it is time 
that the States in our region stopped looking over each other’s shoul
ders to see who was going to act first. Any action taken by them would 
be a good example which others would do well to emulate.

The next stage was reached in resolution 2992 (XXVII),*̂  adopted at 
the twenty-seventh session, which appointed an Ad Hoc Committee of 
15 members to study the implications of the proposal, with special 
reference to the practical measures that might be taken in furtherance 
of the objectives of General Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI). Fifteen 
members were appointed for that Committee and I am happy to state 
that they included, in addition to littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean, one nuclear Power, China, and one country that is a 
major maritime user but is not a littoral or hinterland State of the 
Indian Ocean, namely, Japan. We are grateful to them for their partici
pation in the work of that Committee and the efforts they have made 
to further the realization of our objectives.

After the first report of the Ad Hoc Committee was presented, the 
General Assembly adopted resolution 3080 (XXVIII), the main feature 
of which was that it requested the Secretary-General to prepare a fact
ual statement of the great Powers’ military presence, in all its aspects, 
in the Indian Ocean, with special reference to their naval deployments, 
conceived in the context of great Power rivalry, and recommended 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.

In response to this request, the Secretary-General engaged the serv
ices of three experts, Mr. Frank Barnaby of SIPRI, an institution that 
has a most enviable record in regard to disarmament matters. Admiral 
Shams Safavi of Iran, and Mr. K. Subrahmanyam of India. The first 
report prepared by this committee of experts and submitted to the 
Secretary-General was contained in document A/AC.159/1.

As the Ad Hoc Committee’s report to the Assembly at this session 
indicates, certain objections were raised to this factual statement, 
and on these representations the Secretary-General decided to have 
the bases of certain parts of the statement clarified and made arrange
ments for the statement to be reviewed by the experts with the assist
ance of a special consultant.

For my part, I must express our appreciation to the Secretary- 
General for the action he took in deference to the representations made 
to him by several countries which considered that their position had 
been perhaps misrepresented in the original report. I must also express 
my own thanks to the three experts for the diligent attention they paid 
to the representations and for the revision of their report. Not every 
report of this type is likely to satisfy everybo'dy in every respect. And 
as the report, document A/9629, indicates, there were some delegations 
that continued to have their reservations on certain aspects of it. These

"  Ibid., 1972, pp. 861-862.



AMERASINGHE STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 11 611

are mentioned in the report itself, so it is not necessary for me to 
dwell on them.

But the point was made that the factual statement would have been 
more useful if it had not been limited to the great Powers’ military 
presence, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry. According to 
that point of view, it would have been preferable if there had been a 
complete and unqualified picture of the great Powers’ military pres
ence in the Indian Ocean region.

It is sufficient for me to state that the great Powers’ military 
presence in the Indian Ocean is obviously a matter of competition, and 
whatever they do there is conceived in the context of their mutual 
rivalry. If they were friends and not competing, they would not be 
there in that manner and would not daily be trying to improve the 
sophisticated nature of their armaments in that region.

Also, the view was taken that it was not merely the great Powers’ 
military presence that should be considered, but also the question of 
military alliances. Now a military alliance need not take the form 
of a physical presence. I do not know whether it takes the form of a 
metaphysical or a spiritual presence—perhaps it does—but for our 
purposes I should think it was quite sufficient if we adhered to the 
text of our resolution and obtained a clear idea of the great Powers’ 
military presence, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry.

One of the points stressed during our deliberations this year was that 
it is important to convene at as early a date as possible a conference of 
the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean. On this there 
has been a complete consensus.

Another point that was stressed was the need at this stage for the 
definition of certain terms. We were aware of the need for a definition 
when we first presented the draft declaration to this Committee, but 
we did not think that at that moment an attempt at a legal definition 
would have helped very much or was absolutely necessary. It might 
have kept agile legal minds busy for quite a long time, without, first 
of all, creating the political atmosphere necessary to be created in 
order to proceed with attempts to realize the concept. However, there 
was ^eem ent that we should seek a clear definition of certain terms: 
first of all, the limits of the Indian Ocean in the context of the Decla
ration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace; secondly, the term “lit
toral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean”; and thirdly, the 
term “foreign military bases”. It was here that the point was raised 
that it was not sufficient to define the term “foreign military bases”, 
but that in seeking a definition we should also take into account the 
idea of foreign military alliances. I think I shall leave it to experts 
to decide how they are going to handle that thorny problem.

I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to the recom
mendations of the Ad Hoc Committee, which again were reached by 
consensus, and which appear in paragraph 35 of the report (A/9629). 
There are four recommendations.
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First is the obvious one that:
The Ad Hoc Committee should continue and intensify its efforts in accordance with its 

mandate, as stated in paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII).

Secondly, that:
The Ad Hoc Committee should proceed with its consultations with the four perma

nent members of the Security Council which are not members of the Ad Hoc Committee, 
as envisaged in paragraph 31 of this report.

With regard to the second recommendation, I must once again reiter
ate my appeal to those four permanent members of the Security Coun
cil that what we expect of them is a clear statement of the problems 
that confront them in giving effect to the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace. We do not find it profitable to proceed with 
our deliberations on premises that are unjustified, untenable or unreal
istic. We hope that the four permanent members will see their way to 
co-operating with us and to informing us of their problems so that we 
can more clearly envisage the possibilities of realizing this concept.

The third recommendation was that:
The Ad Hoc Committee should give priority attention in 1975 to the definition of terms, 

as indicated in paragraph 34 of this report.

I just referred to those terms in my statement.
Finally, the fourth recommendation is that:
Consideration should be given for the convening, as early as possible, of a conference 

of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean as envisaged in paragraph 33 
of this report.

Eleven Nation Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
November 12, 1974’

The General Assemblyy
Recalling its resolutions on the urgent need for prevention of nuclear 

proliferation,
Recalling also its resolution 2829 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,  ̂
Recognizing that the acceleration of the nuclear arms race and, the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons endangers the security of all States, 
Convinced that recent international developments have underlined 

the urgent necessity for all States, and in particular nuclear-weapon 
States, to take effective measures to reverse the momentum of the

 ̂ A/C.1/L.690, Nov. 12, 1974. The resolution was originally sponsored by Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, Ghana, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, 
Sweden and Venezuela. It was later cosponsored by Austria, Costa Rica, Finland, the 
FRG, and Ireland. On Nov. 18, Mexico proposed to add two additional paragraphs to the 
resolution {post, pp. 657-658). On Nov. 20 the First Committee approved a revised version 
of the Mexican amendments (posf, p. 673). The revised resolution was adopted by the 
General Assembly as pt. D of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 803-806.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 897-899.
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nuclear arms race and to prevent further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons,

Further convinced that the achievement of these goals would be 
advanced by an effective comprehensive test ban,

Bearing in mind that it has not yet proven possible to differentiate 
between the technology for nuclear weapons and that for nuclear explo
sive devices for peaceful purposes,

Noting with concern that in the course of this year six States have en
gaged in nuclear testing.

Recognizing that even those States which renounce the possession of 
nuclear weapons may wish to be able to enjoy any benefits which may 
materialize from nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Noting with great concern that, as a result of the wider dissemina
tion of nuclear technology and nuclear materials, the possible diversion 
of nuclear energy from peaceful to military uses would present a 
serious danger for world peace and security.

Considering therefore that the planning and conducting of peaceful 
nuclear explosions should be carried out under agreed and non- 
discriminatory international arrangements, such as those envisaged in 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, * which are 
designed to help prevent the proliferation of nuclear explosive devices 
and the intensification of the nuclear arms race.

Noting that the review conference of the Treaty on the Non-Prolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons will be held in Geneva in May 1975,

Noting further that, in the Introduction to the report on the work of 
the Organization dated 30 August 1974, the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations pointed out the possible danger of peaceful nuclear 
explosions leading to nuclear weapons proliferation, and suggested that 
the question of peaceful nuclear explosions in all its aspects should now 
be a subject for international consideration,^

1. Appeals to all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, to 
exert concerted efforts in all the appropriate international forums 
with a view to working out promptly effective measures for the cessa
tion of the nuclear arms race and for the prevention of the further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons;

2. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue its 
studies on the peaceful applications of nuclear explosions, their utility 
and feasibility, including legal, health and safety aspects, and to report 
on these questions to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

3. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in 
submitting its report to the thirtieth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on the elaboration of a treaty designed to achieve a 
comprehensive test ban, to include a section on its consideration of the 
arms control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions and in so do-

’ Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. lA  

(A/9601/Add.l),pp. 7-8.
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ing to take account of the views of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency as requested in paragraph 2 above;

4. Expresses the hope that the review conference of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to be held in Geneva in May 
1975 will also give consideration to the role of peaceful nuclear explo
sions as provided for in that Treaty and will inform the thirtieth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly of the results of its 
deliberations;

5. Invites the Secretary-General of the United Nations, should he 
deem it appropriate, to submit further comments on this matter, tak
ing into account the reports referred to in paragraphs 2,3 and 4 above.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcfa Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol
II to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1974^

It is my honour formally to submit to the Committee the draft 
resolution in document A/C.l/L.685,^ sponsored by 19 Latin American 
delegations—in other words, by the 18 member States of the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, or the 
Treaty of TIatelolco,  ̂ and an additional State which, having already 
signed and ratified the instrument, only needs to take advantage of 
the waiver provided for in article 28 to become a member—and I 
should like to begin by emphasizing the two items referred to in the 
preamble of the draft resolution.

First, the fact that since 1967 six resolutions have already been 
adopted by the Assembly in which that representative organ of the in
ternational community has ever more insistently urged the States 
possessing nuclear weapons to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty of TIatelolco —̂which, as is known, implies for the 
States doing so only three commitments which, as stated in resolu
tion 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970—and I quote the terms of that 
resolution:

. . .  are entirely in conformity with the general obligations assumed under the Charter 
of the United Nations, which every Member of the Organization has solemnly undertaken 
to fulfil in good faith, as set forth in Article 2 of the Charter.

Those commitments are as follows:
(a) To respect, in all its express aims and provisions, the statute of denuclearization 

of Latin America in respect of warlike purposes, as defined, delimited and set forth in the 
Treaty of TIatelolco,

(b) Not to contribute in any way to the performance of acts involving a violation of the 
obligations of Article 1 of the Treaty in the territories to which the Treaty applies,

(c) Not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the contracting parties of the 
Treaty.

* A/C.1/PV.2018 (prov.), pp. 5-11.
2 Identical with resolution 3258 (XXIX), post, pp. 793-795.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
 ̂Ibid., p. 83.
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Secondly, as the Assembly has constantly maintained since 1970— 
and here I quote once again the terms of the Assembly resolution:

. . .  for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and . . . such co-opera- 
tion should take the form of commitments likewise undertaken in a formal international 
instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol.®

The operative part of the joint draft resolution also has basically two 
objectives, besides that of ensuring, as is done in operative paragraph 3, 
the inclusion in the agenda of the thirtieth Assembly session of a topic 
that would permit assessment of the implementation of the resolution 
to be adopted at this present session.

The first of these two basic objectives is to enable the Assembly to 
Record its satisfaction at the fact that Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco—a Protocol which, as will be recalled, came into 
effect for the United Kingdom and for the United States in 1969 and 
1971, respectively—has come into effect in 1974 for France and for 
the People's Republic of China, the Governments of which deposited 
their respective instruments of ratification on 22 March and 12 June 
last, respectively.

The second objective is again to urge the Soviet Union—the only one 
of the five nuclear-weapon States which has yet to heed the appeals of 
the General Assembly—appeals it has been addressing to them for six 
years now—to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco.

The sponsors of the draft resolution cannot understand the refusal 
of the Soviet Union to listen to the repeated appeals of the most rep
resentative body of the United Nations—a refusal which has resulted 
in what appears to us to be a position of total isolation in this con
nexion. We find this attitude even more inexplicable and untenable 
when account is taken of the fact that, of the five so-called nuclear 
Powers to which General Assembly resolutions have been addressed, 
the Soviet Union is the State which has most frequently expressed its 
unreserved support for the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones.

Nor should it be forgotten that it was precisely the Soviet Govern
ment which, through no less a person than the President of its Council 
of Ministers, Mr. Kosygin, solemnly proclaimed in 1966—as can be 
seen on page 3 of the document of the Disarmament Committee ENDC/ 
167—its willingness to undertake not to use nuclear weapons:

. . . against non-nuclear States . . . which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.

This is a requirement which, as is well known, is with which [sic] all the 
States Parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco strictly comply.

The Soviet Government also declared itself:
. . . prepared to assume an obligation to respect the status of any denuclearized zones 

which may be established... ®

5 Ibid., 1970, pp. 689-691.
® Ibid., 1966, p. 11
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on the sole condition that “other nuclear Powers” commit themselves to 
work in the-same direction, a condition which has already been fully 
complied with, as demonstrated by operative paragraph 1 of the draft 
resolution.

The arguments adduced by the Soviet Union, whether in the Geneva 
Disarmament Committee or in this First Committee, in an attempt to 
justify its negative attitude, and those alluded to in the brief com
munication of 9 July 1974 sent by its Permanent Representative to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, circulated in document 
A/9797 of 10 October last, do not stand the test of even the most sum
mary analysis made by an impartial observer.

I am convinced that by demonstrating this in detail, and in breadth 
as well, in a statement which I made at the 1889th meeting of the First 
Committee held on 10 November 1972—which can easily be referred to 
in the official records—it is not necessary for me to repeat today the 
introvertible [sic] facts which I felt necessary to state at that time.

The delegations of Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Domini
can Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Ja
maica, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Uruguay, Venezuela and Mexico trust that the draft resolution in docû  
ment A/C.1/L.685 which I have had the honour to present, will receive, 
in view of the circumstances described in it and the meaning and scope 
of what I have tried to put forward in this statement, even more votes 
in favour than has occurred on earlier occasions with regard to similar 
draft resolutions.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Kooijmans) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, November 13, 1974’

It is a great pleasure for me to be able to introduce, on behalf of the 
co-sponsors, draft resolution A/C.l/L.690.^ The subject of the draft 
resolution is the problem of horizontal and vertical proliferation and 
the interrelationship of peaceful nuclear explosions with such 
proliferation.

Before entering into greater detail, I should like to emphasize that 
the draft resolution is the result of a collective effort by a number of 
countries. The draft resolution constitutes a combination of ideas 
developed in the course of this year in several capitals and brought 
together during intense consultations here in New York and elsewhere. 
In this respect, I should like to mention in particular the essential role 
which the delegations of Japan, Canada and Sweden, among others, 
have played in the formulation of the draft now submitted.

It is clear that the question of non-proliferation in a broad sense is

 ̂A/C.1/PV.2018 (prov.), pp. 11-17.
2 A nte, pp. 612-614.
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in the forefront of our thoughts this year. I only have to refer to the 
many items on our agenda on this subject and to the numerous state
ments we heard in the course of the debates. Several reasons can be 
indicated for this concern. The ongoing quantitative and qualitative 
nuclear arms race between the main Powers casts a shadow on our 
efforts in the field of arms control and disarmament. The coming 
Review Conference on the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons reminds us that many hopes in respect of this Treaty 
have not yet been fulfilled. How to deal with the problem of peace
ful nuclear explosions is a new challenge we have to face. Our draft 
resolution must be considered as a contribution—in the view of the 
sponsors an essential one—to the policy of the prevention of vertical 
and horizontal proliferation.

The draft resolution deals with two closely interrelated subjects. 
First of all, it addresses itself to the problem of horizontal and vertical 
proliferation in general. Secondly, it highlights the steps to be taken on 
the different aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions so as to counter the 
possible risks which such explosions can pose for the achievement of an 
effective system of control of nuclear weapons.

Perhaps this is the moment to comment on a remark made by the 
representative of India at the beginning of this week.® He said that 
some delegations took the nuclear arms race for granted and seemed 
to imagine that if restrictions on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
were placed, the fundamental problems of the nuclear arms race and 
nuclear-weapon testing would be solved. Frankly, I do not know which 
delegations Ambassador Mishra had in mind. In any case, the co
sponsors certainly do not belong to those, since they are all fully con
vinced that the ongoing nuclear arms race is a threat to mankind. This 
found its expression clearly in the text of the resolution and, inter 
alia, in other resolutions before this Committee.

Of course, there are many other aspects of proliferation. Some of 
these are dealt with in other draft resolutions under several items on 
our agenda. I may refer to the draft resolution on the cessation of all 
nuclear-weapon tests and to the proposals on denuclearized zones. In 
our draft resolution we ask in particular your attention for the prob
lems connected with nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Since the text of the draft in document A/C.1/L.690 is quite self- 
explanatory, I shall only briefly touch on certain paragraphs.

The third preambular paragraph sets out our basic considerations. 
In this paragraph it is recognized that both the acceleration of the 
arms race and the proliferation of nuclear weapons is extremely dan
gerous to mankind.

In the fifth preambular paragraph we have explicitly stated that an 
effective comprehensive test ban, although it deals with only one part 
of the problem, is an essential prerequisite to stop the vertical prolif
eration of nuclear weapons.

’ A/C.l/PV.2016(prov.), pp. 23-25.
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The sixth to tenth preambular paragraphs make it clear why inter
national arrangements have to be developed for the carrying out of 
peaceful nuclear explosions. If peaceful nuclear explosions are a worth
while goal, which we still have to find out, all people in the world have 
the right to benefit from these. Since it is, however, not yet proven 
that it is possible to differentiate between the technology for nuclear 
weapons and that for peaceful nuclear explosions, there is a need to 
devise a system that peaceful nuclear explosions cannot be misused for 
weapons development and nuclear armament.

The ninth preambular paragraph underlines that also in other as
pects the dissemination of nuclear know-how and materials is a po
tential danger for mankind, as was so eloquently described by Senator 
Symington at the beginning of our debate this year.‘

The last preambular paragraph notes the view of the Secretary- 
General that the time is ripe to consider the question of peaceful 
nuclear explosions in an international context.

The operative paragraphs of the draft resolution can be divided into 
two parts. The first operative paragraph appeals to all States, and of 
course in particular to nuclear weapon States which bear a special re
sponsibility for the security of mankind, to work hard on all possible 
steps to stop vertical and horizontal proliferation. This includes the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, negotiations in the Committee on 
Disarmament, activities in the United Nations, including the Security 
Council, and all other bodies where it is appropriate to tackle certain 
questions.

Operative paragraphs 2 and 5 deal with the different aspects of 
peaceful nuclear explosions. We think that, before the world commun
ity will be in a position to decide on the future of such explosions, 
certain questions must first be dealt with in the appropriate competent 
bodies.

First of all, in operative paragraph 2 we ask the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) to continue its technical studies on many as
pects of peaceful nuclear explosions. Members may be aware of the 
excellent work the Agency has already done in this field. I might also 
recall the recent decision of the Board of Governors of IAEA to 
establish within the secretariat a separate organizational unit for 
services related to peaceful nuclear explosions when the number and 
nature of requests for peaceful nuclear explosions indicate the need 
for this.

Secondly, in operative paragraph 3 the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament (CCD) is asked to study the arms-control implica
tions of peaceful nuclear explosions. As I pointed out at length in my 
statement on Friday of last week,. CCD should study, inter alia, the 
possible risk that peaceful nuclear explosions could be used to disguise 
nuclear-weapon tests. Especially in the context of a test ban, such a

 ̂A nte, pp. 556-563.
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risk would be detrimental to peace and security, and we must study 
carefully how this can be avoided.

In this context, I may say that I did not quite understand why the 
representative of Brazil thought it improper for CCD to study certain 
aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions.® In the view of the sponsors, 
CCD, as an arms-control and disarmament body, is the most appro
priate organ to study the arms-control implications of peaceful nuclear 
explosions.

Thirdly, in the draft resolution the General Assembly expresses the 
hope that the non-proliferation Treaty review conference will carefully 
consider the question of peaceful nuclear explosions.

All the above-mentioned bodies—IAEA, CCD and the non-prolif
eration Treaty review conference—are requested to report to the 
General Assembly at its next regular session. Thus next year all lines 
on the different aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions will come to
gether in our world Organization. In operative paragraph 5 the Secre
tary-General is invited, if he should wish to do so, to present his own 
views on the question, taking into account the reports submitted to 
the Assembly. In any case, the General Assembly at its thirtieth ses
sion will have before it reports on all the problems in this area and, it 
is hoped, many suggestions for solutions, so that it can decide in all 
freedom what should be the next steps with regard to the problem of 
peaceful nuclear explosions. This seems to us the most clear and sim
ple way of handling this problem.

On behalf of the sponsors, representing all regions of the world, I 
highly recommend this draft resolution to the Committee. I am pleased 
to announce that Costa Rica has just become a sponsor of our draft. 
Of course, other sponsors would be welcomed.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Mid-term Review of the 
Disarmament Decode, November 13, 1974^

It is a great honour and privilege for me to introduce on behalf of 
the sponsors—namely, Mr. Chairman, your great country, Argentina, 
Ghana, India, Liberia, Mexico, my own country, Nigeria, of course, 
Romania, Senegal, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Zaire—the draft resolu
tion on an item entitled “Mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade” 
in document A/C.1/L.687 of 12 November 1974.̂  It is a simple proce
dural draft resolution which calls for no additional obligation or burden 
to be assumed by Member States. It carries no financial implications 
or consequences beyond the very minimum required in routine report
ing to the General Assembly on an ongoing activity. It envisages no

5 A/C.1/PV.2016 (prov.), p. 17.
‘ A/C.l/PV.2018(prov.), pp. 17-25.
* Identical with Pt. A of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, p. 800.
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special meetings or conferences. It is not polemical. It is not di
rected at or against any Power. It only aims at strengthening our ac
ceptance of general and complete disarmament as a goal of the United 
Nations.

Mr. Chairman, when you were kind enough to call on me to speak 
during the general debate on our 12 agenda items on disarmament I 
echoed the regret of many delegations at the folly of nations spending 
human and material resources which are urgently needed for economic 
and social development on purposes that could only lead to mankind's 
own destruction, on arms they dare not use against each other. I also 
sought to draw attention to the moral bankruptcy of world Powers 
which have the responsibility under the Charter of the United Nations 
for maintaining international peace and security and which at the 
same time amass nuclear weapons which threaten that very interna
tional peace and security.

When recalling the numerous resolutions and declarations of the 
United Nations aimed at promoting “the establishment and mainte
nance of international peace and security with the least diversion 
for armaments of the world's human and economic resources”, two 
resolutions come quickly to mind. The first deals with the Development 
Decades; the other relates to the Disarmament Decade. The link be
tween the two ideas, besides being enshrined in Article 26 of our 
Charter, was stressed by our former Secretary-General, the much 
respected U Thant, when he said in his introduction to his annual re
port on the work of the United Nations for 1968-1969 that:
The diversion of enormous resources and energy, both human and physical, from peace
ful economic and social pursuits to unproductive and uneconomic military purposes was 
an important factor in the failure to make greater progress in the advancement of the 
developing countries during the First United Nations Development Decade.

The world now stands at a most critical crossroads. It can pursue the arms race at a 
terrible price to the security and progress of the people of the world, or it can move 
ahead towards the goal of general and complete disarmament, a goal that was set in 
1959 by a unanimous, decision of the General Assembly on the eve of the decade of the 
1960s.

If it should choose the latter road,

U Thant continued,
the security, the economic well-being and the progress not only of the developing coun
tries, but also of the developed countries and of the entire world, would be tremendously 
enhanced.®

Those were wise words. They were prophetic. They offer a challenge. 
They led to the adoption of General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) 
of 16 December 1969, which declared the decade of the 1970s a Dis
armament Decade.* That resolution is referred to in the first pream
bular paragraph of our draft resolution, which is before the Commit
tee, as our frame of reference. That resolution called upon Govern
ments to intensify their concerted efforts regarding effective meas
ures relating to the cessation of the nuclear-arms race at an early date,

’ A/7601/Add.l,p. 6.
• D o m m m ts on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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nuclear disarmament and the elimination of other weapons of mass 
destruction, and a treaty on general and complete disarmament under 
strict and effective international control.

Since the adoption of that resolution, we have received about five 
annual reports of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. It 
was propitious that the Disarmament Decade was proclaimed at a time 
when the membership of the Committee was enlarged from 18 to 26 by 
the well-deserved addition of Argentina—your great country, Mr. 
Chairman—and Hungary, Japan, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, 
Pakistan and Yugoslavia. The reasons for that enlargement are well 
known. By next year, the membership of the Committee will have 
again risen by the timely and necessary addition of Iran, Peru, Zaire, 
the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Repub
lic. In effect, each enlargement is an historic landmark in the life of 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in our apprecia
tion of its vitally important work. It will be helpful, therefore, to pause, 
to reflect, to take stock, to plan and to assess the achievements so far 
attained in the field of disarmament. Mid-way through the Disarma
ment Decade seems to us, the sponsors of the draft resolution, to be the 
right and proper time to do so.

Proceeding from the reports of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament referred to in the second preambular paragraph of the 
draft resolution to the third preambular paragraph, which emphasizes 
the grave dangers involved in the continuing development of new nu
clear weapons through a spiralling nuclear arms race and proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, is not only logical but equally portentous. Every 
speaker in the general debate of this Committee has unfailingly re
marked that technically there already exists an explosion of nuclear 
activity in the world, and that the hands of the doomsday clock must be 
turned back before it is too late.

The fourth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution is self- 
evident. Both developed and developing countries are haunted by the 
fear of nuclear warfare. They are overburdened by inflation. Rumours 
of recession, of mass unemployment, of great human suffering are in 
the air. Indeed, when a non-productive activity of States—I am refer
ring to armament—consumes more than $270,000 million annually at 
the same time the United Nations Food Conference is wrestling franti
cally with the crisis of hunger and malnutrition, a crisis threatening 
millions in large sectors of the globe, a crisis that can be wiped out 
by the reallocation of a small percentage, a mere 5 per cent, of the 
armaments budget, the time has come to work earnestly for a genera
tion of peace and less and less for new generations of nuclear weapons.

I have already spoken of the link between the Disarmament Decade 
and the Second United Nations Development Decade ® referred to in 
the last preambular paragraph of the draft resolution. It is our re
sponsibility and our resolve to work continuously to bring about a

® On the Second United Nations Development Decade, see General Assembly Official 
Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/80^), pp. 39 ff.
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substantial improvement in the lot of mankind. Thanks to the initiative 
of Romania, we are now more familiar with the economic and social 
consequences of the arms race and military expenditures as revealed 
in the Secretary-General's report.® There is obviously a correlation in 
the deliberate allotment of available resources between armament and 
sustained economic growth. It is no accident that the 1970s have been 
designated as both the Disarmament Decade and the Second United 
Nations Development Decade. The strategy for the latter recognized 
that the success of international development activities will depend in 
large measure on improvement in the general international situation, 
particularly on concrete progress towards general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control. My delegation's 
conviction, which is shared by others, that there is a shocking discrep
ancy—a fact highlighted by the Alva Myrdal report —̂between 
international expenditure on armaments and international expendi
ture on aid to the developing countries enabled us to support the Soviet 
initiative on 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.  ̂
I am, of course, referring to item 24 of our agenda.

The four operative paragraphs of our draft resolution need no 
explanation. They are clear and specific. The purposes and objectives of 
the Disarmament Decade are to secure peace and security in the world 
—peace and security which, like development, are indivisible. Oper
ative paragraph 7 of General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 
December 1969 envisaged that the United Nations and its Member 
States would mobilize world public opinion against the nuclear arms 
race by reiterating the dangers to all mankind of nuclear weapons, by 
stressing that general and complete disarmament would benefit pres
ent and future generations economically, socially and culturally. Need
less to say, public outcries against atmospheric nuclear tests contrib
uted more to the partial test ban Treaty  ̂than a conviction on the part 
of the super-Powers that the Treaty was a necessary step towards nu
clear disarmament. If public opinion can be aroused in favour of both 
disarmament and development, we may move some way towards 
achievement of the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Dec
ade. Hence operative paragraph 2 of our draft resolution.

Operative paragraph 3 is only of a reportorial nature. Since we are 
all for disarmament, just as we are all for love and weight-watching, 
let us inform ourselves more clearly on what progress each and every 
one of us is making or has made in the field of disarmament.

Operative paragraph 4 must be seen in the context of the calendar 
of the United Nations for next year. Coming, as we do, from a develop
ing country, the age of 30 is of immense significance to us. It is almost

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 644-686.
 ̂Disarmament and Development: R e j^ t  o f the Group o f Experts on the Economic and 

Social Consequences o f Disarmament (ST/ECA/174), p. 22.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, p. 653.
9 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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a lifetime. And so, as we approach the celebration of the thirtieth an
niversary of the founding of the United Nations next year, we see the 
proposed mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade in the light of 
the projected special session of the General Assembly to be devoted to 
development and international economic co-operation. We see it in the 
light of the mid-term review of the International Development Stra
tegy for the Second Development Decade. By having on the agenda of 
the thirtieth session of the General Assembly an item entitled “Mid- 
Term Review of the Disarmament Decade”, we shall be able to focus 
closer attention on the twin problems of disarmament and develop
ment and thereby forge a common rubric to cover them both.

Before I end, it is my honour and great privilege to announce that 
Brazil has joined the sponsors of the draft resolution.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Proto
col I to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1974'

If I venture to request to speak a second time, I am doing so because 
I thought the Chair would consider this request as a demonstration of 
co-operation to expedite the work of the Committee.

I have the honour to act on this occasion as spokesman of the 19 Latin 
American delegations sponsoring draft resolution A/C.l/L.686,^ 
namely, Barbados, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Nicara
gua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Vene
zuela and Mexico.

This draft is designed to assess the implementation of General 
Assembly resolution 2286 (XXII) with regard to the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of TIatelolco).

In that resolution, as will be recalled, the Assembly stated, among 
other things, that the Treaty—the complete text of which, together 
with those of its two additional protocols,* can be consulted in the First 
Committee’s document A/C.1/946, dated 3 October 1967:

. . .  constitutes an event of historic significance in the efforts to prevent the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and security . . . .

That the Assembly’s judgement was correct is proved by the fact, 
mentioned in the second preambular paragraph of the draft resolution, 
that as a result of the Treaty of TIatelolco, to which 18 sovereign States 
are already parties, there exists in Latin America a zone of increasing 
extent and population in which the total absence of nuclear weapons is 
enforced and which at present comprises some 8 million square kilo-

1 A/C.1/PV.2018 (prov.), pp. 26-32.
2 Identical with resolution 3262 (XXIX), post,p^. 809-811. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-8*3.
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metres with a population of approximately 150 million inhabitants.
Since the Treaty, as is stipulated in article 25, is only open to signa

ture by the sovereign States specified therein and that within its zone 
of application there are certain territories which are not sovereign 
political entities, it was deemed necessary that an additional protocol 
be annexed to the basic Treaty, Additional Protocol I, to which States 
which de jure or de facto have international responsibility for such 
territories, can be parties, and which the Assembly itself, in resolution 
2286 (XXII), urged:

. . .  to take all the measures within their power to ensure that the Treaty speedily 
obtains the widest possible application . . .  *

The importance of the fact that as stated in article 1 of the Protocol, 
“the status of denuclearization which is defined in articles 1, 3, 5 and 
13” of the Treaty applies to the above-mentioned territories was evident 
from the very outset to OPANAL—the initials by which the Agency 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America is known—as 
is demonstrated by the fact that its principal organ, the General Con
ference, has already approved, in this connexion, during the three 
sessions it has held since it began to function in 1969, four resolutions.

In the first of these resolutions, the Conference pointed out that:
. . .  it is universally believed that a nuclear we^on-free zone redounds to the benefit 

of the security and the economic development of States and territories within the zone, 
since it removes from them the threat of nuclear attacks and prevents their resources 
being wasted in the production of nuclear weapons.®

Both in this resolution as well as in all the later ones, the Conference 
urged States to which the Protocol was open, to take the necessary 
steps to become parties to it, so that the inhabitants of the territories 
concerned “could receive the benefits of the . . .  Treaty,” as was stated 
at the first meeting of the Conference and, as was stated at the third 
meeting, so that the Latin American zone:

. . .  might be wholly integrated and protected against the vicissitudes entailed by the 
presence of nuclear weapons.®

Since up to the present time only two of the four States to which the 
Protocol is open—United States, France, Netherlands and United 
Kingdom—have heeded the appeal of that Conference, the Council of 
OPANAL, which is one of the principal bodies of the organization, 
adopted on 8 March 1974 a resolution emphasizing the desirability of 
having the General Assembly of the United Nations consider this 
question.^

Pursuant to the recommendation to that effect made at that time, 
the 18 States parties to the Treaty of Tlatelolco requested that the 
provisional agenda of the Assembly should include an item—which has 
become item 100—under which, as I said at the outset, I have the

" i m . ,  pp. 6 2 0 -6 2 1 .
« A/7681, p p . 9-10.
6 OPANAL doc. C/RES.8, Mar. 1,1974. 

Ibid.
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honour to present the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.686.
I believe that I have sufficiently explained the contents of the pre

ambular paragraphs of the draft resolutiori.
The first operative paragraph notes with satisfaction that the United 

Kingdom deposited its instrument of ratification of Additional Proto
col I on 11 December 1969 and that the Netherlands did likewise on 
26 July 1971.

Operative paragraph 2 urges the other two States which under the 
Treaty are eligible to become parties to Additional Protocol I to sign 
and ratify it as soon as possible so that the peoples of the territories 
coming within the scope of the Treaty which are not sovereign political 
entities may “receive the benefits derived from the Treaty,” as the 
paragraph states.

Operative paragraph 3 is drafted in similar terms to those utilized by 
the Assembly in earlier years in resolutions relating to Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco. It requests the Secretary- 
General to transmit the resolution, when it is approved, to the two 
States to which paragraph 2 is addressed and to inform the Assembly 
at its thirtieth session on any measures that may have been adopted by 
those States.

Finally, the last paragraph of the draft resolution is designed to 
ensure that the Assembly will have an opportunity at its next session 
to consider the extent of compliance with the resolution, which we are 
convinced will be adopted at this session.

The co-sponsors of the draft resolution trust that, as in the case of 
Additional Protocol II, this will be generally accepted and that the 
invitation contained in it will be accepted soon by the two Powers 
which have not as yet signed and ratified Additional Protocol I of the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco. That would not only redound to the benefit of the 
inhabitants of the territories concerned, who in this connexion should 
not be placed in a position of inferiority with regard to the peoples of 
the sovereign States of Latin America, but also imply a significant 
contribution towards strengthening the encouraging trend towards the 
establishment of more nuclear-weapon-free zones. The importance of 
that trend for disarmament and for peace cannot be exaggerated. We 
believe that is why favourable references have been made so frequently 
to it in the discussions of this Assembly; why, as occurred in the case 
of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, and in the new initiatives included in our 
agenda. That is why, of the representatives participating in the general 
debate in the First Committee, those of Romania and Uruguay devoted 
entirely to this question the considered statements they made last 
week. That is also why I said in the debate in the plenary Assembly on 
8 October,* and repeated on 29 October in this Committee, that we 
should attempt to achieve a gradual broadening of the zones of the 
world from which nuclear weapons are prohibited to a point where the 
territories of Powers which possess those terrible tools of mass destruc

* A/PV.2261(prov.),p.21.
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tion will become “something like contaminated islets subjected to 
quarantine.” ®

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol I to the 
TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1974^

Since the beginning of the preparatory work which led to the draft
ing of the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America  ̂my country has made it known to those who took that initia
tive that we viewed with sympathy their efforts to establish a denu
clearized zone on the South American continent and that we would 
study the possibility, with regard to that zone, of entering into commit
ments with respect to the non-use of nuclear weapons. However, at the 
same time we did not attempt to conceal that for France such a com
mitment represented the absolute limit to which it was prepared to go. 
The TVeaty of TIatelolco which was discussed among the Powers of the 
South American continent finally became a reality. The text of the 
Treaty, as it stands, did give rise to a certain number of reservations on 
our part, and I shall refer to them later. These reservations caused us 
to hesitate a long time before signing Additional Protocol II,® a decision 
which we were invited to take by repeated resolutions of the General 
Assembly.

However, setting aside a number of political and legal considerations, 
the French Government, motivated essentially by the desire to give the 
nations and peoples of South America concrete evidence of the high 
esteem in which it holds them and its sincere friendship towards them, 
agreed to sign Additional Protocol II, thereby undertaking that—if I 
may quote the actual text of this diplomatic instrument:

The statute of denuclearization of Latin America. . .  shall be fully respected. . . .
{article 1)

and
. . .  not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Contracting Parties of 

the Treaty . . . .  (article 3)}

This undertaking became final when the constitutional formalities 
of ratification were concluded by France on 22 March 1974.

My delegation would very much have hoped that the States signa
tories of the Treaty of TIatelolco would have been satisfied with this 
and would not have called upon the French Government to enter into 
additional commitments as laid down in Additional Protocol I of 
the Treaty, which consists essentially of having those States which

9 A/C.1/PV.2003 (prov.), p. 31.
> A/C.l/PV.2018(prov.),pp. 32-41.
2 Docurnents (m Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff. 
® IM ., p. 83.
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are described as having possessions in the area:
. . .  undertake to apply the statute of denuclearization . . .  as defined in articles 1, 3, 5 

and 13 of the Treaty . . .  in territories for which, de jure or de facto^ they are interna
tionally responsible . . .  *

This invitation did cause us some difficulties and gave rise to con
siderable objections, and we informed the authors of the Treaty of 
these difficulties and objections some time ago. I shall mention some of 
therii. First of all, I should like to point out that Additional Protocol I 
imposes on the Powers which have adhered to it obligations similar to 
those which have been assumed by the Contracting Parties. These 
obligations have of course been discussed among the Parties them
selves, but the countries with possessions in the area, which are men
tioned in Additional Protocol I, were not invited to take part in these 
discussions; they are now being asked simply to assume these obliga
tions. We believe that this is by no means a proper procedure in the 
field of international relations; in principle, it is not to be conceded that 
a group of countries can, a priori, establish, without consulting the 
countries concerned, rules which they will subsequently be invited to 
accept. The French Government wants to be consulted when a study is 
made of provisions which affect three of its departements. This is the 
case because Additional Protocol I would apply to Martinique, Guade
loupe and Guiana.

This consideration seems to me also to be in keeping with the views 
of our Committee in the area of denuclearized zones. I have listened 
attentively to representatives who have explained their views on the 
creation of denuclearized zones in the Middle East or South Asia, and I 
believe that all, without exception, made it quite clear that the creation 
of such zones required prior consultations and the agreement of all the 
countries concerned. This principle, which the French Government 
fully endorses, is not respected here to the extent that we are now 
being asked to accede to a text to which we were asked to give our 
approval only after it had been finalized. Another difficulty flowed 
naturally from the first difficulty: although the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
applies to the territories of the Parties mentioned in Additional Proto
col I, it is unequal and in actual fact these Powers are badly treated 
compared with the Contracting Parties. I shall give you three examples 
of this. The first relates to the coming into force of the Additional 
Protocol. Article 3 provides that:

This Protocol shall enter into force, for the States which have ratified it, on the date 
of the deposit of their respective instruments of ratification.

However, under article 28 of the Treaty, the coming into force of this 
text for the Contracting Parties is subject to certain suspensive condi
tions, among them, the accession of all the Powers concerned to Addi
tional Protocols I and II annexed to the Treaty. I am quite aware that, 
under paragraph 2 of article 28, the signatory States have the right to 
waive these conditions. I am also aware that some Latin American

* Ibid., p. 82.
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States have in fact waived this provision. However, all have not done 
so, and, in any case, the inequality rejnains in principle.

The second example relates to the ability to denounce the Treaty, an 
ability granted to the Parties under article 30 of the Treaty, while 
Additional Protocol I, which contains no provision to this effect, cannot 
in principle be denounced by a signatory State.

The third example relates to the body set up under the Treaty— 
OPANAL, the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Arms in Latin 
America—whose task is “to ensure respect for the obligations flowing 
from this Treaty”. This agency is made up of the Contracting Parties, 
but States signing Additional Protocol I, while assuming all the obliga
tions of the Treaty, are not invited to become members of this agency.

Another consideration which deters the French Government from 
signing Additional Protocol I is that it cannot agree to certain provi
sions of the Treaty which are not in keeping with the normally accepted 
concept of international law. Here again I shall mention just one 
example: it relates to the zone of application of the Treaty as defined in 
article 4, paragraph 2. If one traces on a map of the world the lines 
defining the zone of application, one notes that it would include vast 
stretches of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. The French Government 
cannot agree to such ideas or that a State or group of States may claim 
to define a special status for territories or parts of the high seas over 
which they have no jurisdiction.

The difficulties and obstacles I have just mentioned are not only 
legal in nature, they go to the very essence of the matter, which is the 
application to territories under French sovereignty of the status of 
denuclearization. That is an issue I have no wish to evade. In matters of 
defence, the French Government has and can only have one doctrine 
applying to all of its territory. That doctrine, the essential elements of 
which were recently recalled by the President of the Republic in terms 
which the Vice-President of the Senate, Mr. Taittinger, quoted in a 
speech he made in our Committee,® implies that no distinction is drawn 
between the various parts of French territory and that, in particular, 
no part of this territory, since France is a nuclear Power, can be given a 
denuclearized status. In matters of defence which touch on the very 
fundamental principles of security and national independence, the 
French nation still follows a formula dating from the first Constitution 
of the French Republic—one and indivisible. For the reason given, 
which is of itself sufficient, the French Government is not in a position 
to sign Additional Protocol I to the Treaty and my delegation will 
abstain on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.686,® while we 
shall vote in favour of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.685 
relating to Additional Protocol II.'

 ̂Ante, pp. 590-592.
® Identical with resolution 3262 (XXIX), post, pp. 809-811. 
 ̂Identical with resolution 3258 (XXIX), post, pp. 793-795.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Proto
col I to the TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1974'

I do not wish to engage in any polemics with the representative of 
France, and I should like to consider carefully the comments he has 
just made  ̂ and, perhaps at some later meeting, comment on them if 
necessary. But since this draft resolution * may be voted on today I 
should like to refer briefly to some factual inaccuracies.

The representative of France said that there is no provision whatso
ever for denunciation of the Protocol. I believe that there are. Addi
tional Protocol I states in article 2:

The duration of this Protocol shall be the same as that of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America of which this Protocol is an annex, and the provi
sions regarding ratification and denunciation contained in the Treaty shall be applicable 
to it /

That is one point. The other is that it is quite correct that France did 
not participate as a member of the Preparatory Committee for the De
nuclearization of Latin America, but we did have the honour and 
pleasure—I do not recall whether it was in all of them but perhaps in 
the majority of the meetings held by that Preparatory Committee—of 
having an observer from France present, an observer to whom all of tl|e 
documents of the Preparatory Committee were transmitted at the 
same time as they were distributed to all of the members. When Am
bassador Vimont wished to make some comments, he did so and they 
were immediately reproduced and circulated as documents of the 
Preparatory Committee. I myself was a member together with the rep
resentatives of Ecuador, Ambassador Benites, and Brazil, Ambassador 
Sette Camara, who are members of what was called the Negotiating 
Committee. In 1965 or 1966 when the General Assembly was meeting I 
spoke frequently with the representatives of the United States as well 
as those of the ^viet Union, the United Kingdom and France. I recall 
that it was always said that the position of France was similar to that 
of the other Powers, that before assuming any responsibility with 
regard to the Treaty they would wish to see the text which would be 
approved by the Latin American republics.

Lastly, there is a third point, although this is merely a matter of 
appreciation since the sovereign decisions of each State are decisive. If 
I am not mistaken the present Secretary-General of OP ANAL, a very 
outstanding Uruguayan jurist. Dr. Hector Gross Espiell, recently pub
lished a study and cited some precedents of territories or portions of 
several metropolitan territories—not overseas territories—for which 
France had accepted not a system of military denuclearization but one

> A/C.1/PV.2018 (prov.), pp. 41-42.
2 Supra.
® Identical with resolution 3262 (XXIX), posi, pp. 809-811.
 ̂D ocum ents on Disarmament^ 1967, p. 82.
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of total demilitarization. Those are the only points I wish to make at 
this time.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol I to the 
TIatelolco Treaty, November 13, 1974^

I listened attentively to the indications given by the representative 
of Mexico * and his comments with regard to some of the points in my 
statement.® Of course I do not wish to start an argument here. This is 
neither the place nor the time. But with regard to three points, I should 
like to give some explanation.

The first concerns one of the points which I raised; namely, the 
ability to denounce the Treaty.  ̂I take note of the words and indications 
given by Mr. Garcia Robles. His interpretation, I must say, does not 
seem to be quite self-evident in that I believe that a priori the obliga
tions assumed by States signing Additional Protocol I ® are those, and 
only those, stipulated in its first article, which refers to articles 1, 3, 5 
and 13 of the Treaty, and which therefore exclude other articles as a 
wtiole. But in that connexion, opinions may be divergent.

I should also like to notify the representative of Mexico that during 
the preparatory work we were indeed kept abreast of the drafting of 
the Treaty. But it is one thing to be an observer while a diplomatic 
instrument is being drafted, and something quite different to partici
pate in the negotiations. The responsibilities arising from these two 
different types of status cannot be compared. That is what my com
ments were about.

As for the third point, I admit that I did not understand very well the 
allusion of the representative of Mexico to different systems that might 
exist in different areas of French territory with regard to defence. I am 
not sure what he is referring to. The only example that comes to mind 
is that of our overseas territories in the Antarctic continent which are 
subject to a statute of denuclearization, because we signed the Treaty 
on that subject.®

But I think that there it might be conceded that we are in quite a 
different situation. The Antarctic continent is a desert, uninhabited 
except by a few penguins; it is not a State peopled by citizens. It has no 
connexion whatsoever with what might occur in the countries of South 
America which fall under this denuclearization Treaty.

' A/C.1/PV.2018 (prov.), p. 51.
 ̂Supra.
Mwte, pp. 626-628.
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff. 
^ im .,  p. 82.
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Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace Zone, Novem
ber 14, 1974’

The Chinese delegation has carefully studied the report of the Ad 
//oc Committee on the Indian Ocean  ̂and the draft resolution contained 
in the addendum to it * and has listened attentively to the statements 
made by representatives of various countries on the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. We should like to make a few observa
tions now in this regard.

First, the Chinese Government and people have always sympathized 
deeply with and firmly supported the struggle of the people of various 
countries to safeguard State sovereignty and national independence 
and to oppose super-Power aggression and expansion. Proceeding from 
this position, we actively support the just proposal to make the Indian 
Ocean a zone of peace. In our opinion the desire of the countries in the 
Indian Ocean zone to maintain peace in the region should be respected.

Secondly, it must be pointed out that the root cause of the turbulence 
and unrest in the Indian Ocean region lies mainly in the policy of 
aggression and expansion in the region pursued by the two super- 
Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States. It is precisely these 
two super-Powers that have in recent years frantically pursued their 
“gunboat” policy, massed a large number of warships for a show of 
force and vied with each other in installing military bases there. In its 
attempt to realize its ambition for world hegemony one super-Power, 
which flaunts the banner of socialism, has in recent years set up a 
permanent fleet in the Indian Ocean and dispatched large numbers of. 
naval ships to ply in the Indian Ocean and even to carry out large-scale 
military exercises there. In the past few years its ship-days in the 
Indian Ocean have increased almost fivefold. It is seeking by all means 
to establish military bases along the coasts of the Indian Ocean and is 
engaging in interference and subversive activities. The other super- 
Power in its intensified contention has also made tremendous efforts to 
augment its military strength in the Indian Ocean and expand its 
military bases there. The facts show that it is precisely the two super- 
Powers’ activities of contention for hegemony that have seriously 
menaced peace and security in the Indian Ocean region and the inde
pendence and sovereignty of the countries in the region. This cannot 
but arouse the grave concern of the countries and peoples in the region 
and will naturally meet with their strong condemnation and resolute 
opposition.

Thirdly, the Chinese delegation maintains that in order to implement 
the just proposal to make the Indian Ocean a zone of peace it is impera
tive first of all to put an end to the two super-Powers’ military expan-

‘ A/C.1/PV.2019 (prov.), pp. 2-5.
2 A/9629.
 ̂Identical with pt. A of resolution 3259 (XXIX), post^ pp. 795-797.
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sion and contention for hegemony in the region, to withdraw all foreign 
naval fleets from the region and to dismantle all foreign military bases 
and installations there.

Furthermore, it must be pointed out that the establishment of the 
Indian Ocean peace zone also depends on the countries in the region 
basing their mutual relations on the principles of respect for sover
eignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, non-interfer
ence in each other’s internal affairs,, equality and mutual benefit and 
peaceful coexistence. However, in pursuance of the policy of expansion 
and blackmail a certain country in this region has recently openly 
annexed a small neighbour. This runs entirely counter to the purpose 
of making the Indian Ocean a zone of peace.

Finally, we shall vote in favour of the draft resolution contained in 
the addendum to the report of the Ad Hoc Committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 14, 1974^

At the last meeting, Mr. Chairman, you pointed out that today we 
would be voting on three draft resolutions: on the urgent need for 
cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty 
designed to achieve a comprehensive test ban;  ̂ on general and com
plete disarmament; * and on the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
zone of peace contained in the addendum to the report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Indian Ocean (A/9629).  ̂Since we are to vote on those 
three items today, the Soviet delegation would like to confine itself to 
explaining its vote on those three matters.

And so, I should like to ask whether it would be appropriate and 
convenient to the Chairman and the Committee if the Soviet delegation 
expressed its views simultaneously on the three draft resolutions on 
which we are to vote today? I see, Mr. Chairman, that you indicate a 
positive response to my question and therefore I shall begin with the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.683.

As we pointed out in our statement in the Committee on 28 October 
this year, the Soviet delegation attaches great importance to the ques
tion of banning the testing of nuclear weapons, and supports the 
demand for halting those tests by everyone, everywhere.® The Soviet 
Union has repeatedly expressed its readiness to become a party to an 
agreement on this problem, that would include the prohibition of 
underground testing, with the proviso that control over the observance 
of the obligations flowing from such an agreement would be carried out 
by national means of detection and identification.

> A/C.1/PV.2019 (prov.), pp. 27-37.
2 Identical with resolution 3257 (XXIX), post, pp. 792-793.
® Identical with pt. A of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, p. 800.
* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3259 (XXIX), post, pp. 795-796. 
® Ante, p. 578.
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We pointed out that an important step in connexion with the problem 
of halting nuclear weapon testing was the Soviet-American agreement 
on the limitation of underground testing of nuclear weapons of 3 July 
this year.®

In connexion with the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.683, the 
Soviet Union entirely shares the concern expressed by its sponsors with 
regard to the continuing testing of nuclear weapons, particularly in the 
atmosphere, and expresses its total solidarity with the wishes of the 
sponsors of the draft resolution to ensure accession to the Moscow 
partial test-ban Treaty ’’ on the part of all States which have not yet 
acceded to it. We also share the view of the sponsors of the draft resolu
tion that there is an urgent need for the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban agreement.

However, the draft resolution contains a number of provisions the 
existence of which amounts to an attempt to impose responsibility for 
the lack of progress in the field of prohibiting nuclear weapon testing 
on the Soviet Union, among other Powers. The Soviet Union cannot 
agree with such an approach to the question. We believe, in particular, 
that a solution to the problem of prohibiting nuclear weapon testing 
can and must be sought primarily by means of concluding appropriate 
agreements on the subject and not by means of adopting one-sided 
obligations on the part of individual nuclear States, since such an 
approach could lead only to a violation of the principle of the equal 
security of States.

Since the draft resolution which we are now considering provides 
precisely for the adoption or the assumption of unilateral obligations 
which, in our view, are incompatible with the principle of equal secu
rity of States, the Soviet delegation should like to state here that it will 
be unable to support this draft and that we will abstain when it comes 
to the vote.

Now a few words about the draft resolution in document A/C.l/ 
L.687, relating to the Disarmament Decade, confirming its purposes 
and objectives, which has just been explained by the representative of 
Romania. The Soviet delegation should like to state that it agrees with 
the provisions of this draft resolution and will therefore vote in favour 
of its adoption.

May I now state the views of the Soviet Union in connexion with the 
vote about to take place on the draft resolution on the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, contained in the Addendum to 
document A/9629. On the question of declaring the Indian Ocean a zone 
of peace, the Soviet Union proceeds from a position of principle 
designed to support proposals that would really promote the strength
ening of the peace and security of States and the reduction of interna
tional tension. Speaking at a dinner in honour of the Prime Minister of 
Sri Lanka, Mrs. Bandaranaike, on 11 November this year, the Chair

® Ante, pp. 225-227.
 ̂D o m m m ts m  D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Alexei Kosygin, stated as 
follows:

We have an attitude of respect for the political initiative of the Asian countries dictated 
by their concern for peace, including, for example, the idea of creating a zone of peace in 
the Indian Ocean and the proposal for the neutralization of South-East Asia.

It is important that all these initiatives should at the same time actually promote the 
step-by-step conversion of Asia into a continent of peace and co-operation among 
peoples.®

The Soviet position with regard to the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace has been repeatedly set forth at sessions of 
the General Assembly, including the twenty-eighth session. The Soviet 
Union is ready to take part, on an equal footing with all other interested 
States, in the search for favourable solutions to this problem, provided, 
of course, that there is observance of the generally acknowledged rules 
of international law. The USSR is ready to consider, on an equal footing 
with others, and without prejudice to the security of any of the parties, 
the question of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. 
But in resolving this problem there should be no artificial delineation 
of groups of countries that would enjoy particular rights with regard to 
the preparation and establishment of a regime governing the Indian 
Ocean.

In drafting the provisions of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace, there must be no infringement of the principle of free
dom of navigation. The Soviet Union deems unacceptable any proposal 
designed to limit freedom of navigation, particularly when it comes to 
the carrying out of scientific research by means of naval vessels, 
because the Indian Ocean is an important line of communication for 
the Soviet Union, and research is being carried out to study the world’s 
oceans and their space.

According to the 1958 Geneva Convention on the high seas,® freedom 
of navigation applies to all vessels. The Soviet Union has always given 
considerable help to the Indian Ocean countries in their national libera
tion struggle and in the struggle for economic independence against 
reactionary and aggressive forces. The Soviet Union has never had or 
created, and is not now creating, military or naval bases of any kind in 
the Indian Ocean region. Soviet vessels and ships in that area have 
never threatened anyone. In accordance with generally acknowledged 
international practice and the rules of international law, they are 
carrying out scientific voyages, including the search for Soviet space 
objects, in the Indian Ocean region. In addition, Soviet shipping also 
crosses the Indian Ocean from the European part of the Soviet Union 
to the Soviet Far East.

Since there are military bases of the imperialist States in the Indian 
Ocean region, to declare the Indian Ocean a zone of peace while allow
ing the retention of those bases would be to place the Soviet Union in 
an inferior position vis-a-vis those States, to the detriment of the inter-

* Pravda, Nov. 12,1974, p. 4. 
’ 13UST2312.
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ests of both the Soviet Union and the other countries of the Socialist 
community, as well as the countries of the area, which are struggling to 
strengthen their national independence.

Therefore, the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace 
requires primarily the elimination of all foreign bases in that area. The 
Soviet Union is guided by this standpoint in its attitude towards the 
question of United States military bases on the island of Diego Garcia.

In a statement at the last session of the General Assembly, the Soviet 
delegation pointed out that the proposal that the Secretary-General 
prepare a report on the military presence of the great Powers in the 
Indian Ocean region from the point of view of their rivalry was de
signed to complicate even further a discussion of the question of 
declaring the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace.*® This view of the Soviet 
delegation’s has been fully confirmed, since both in the first and in the 
revised versions of this report the Soviet position has not been properly 
reflected, and the actual policy of the Soviet Union in the Indian Ocean 
region has been presented in a distorted light.

In letters addressed to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
on this subject,” the Soviet Union has set forth its views on the report 
of the Group of Experts on the military presence of the great Powers in 
the Indian Ocean,and pointed out that in revised form A® it is still 
marked by lack of objectivity and by prejudice. In this regard, the 
Soviet delegation cannot agree with the provisions of the draft resolu
tion relating to that report.

Nor can the Soviet delegation agree with a number of other provi
sions in the draft on the basis of which art attempt is being made by its 
sponsors to promote a decision on the question of declaring the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace.

For all those reasons, the Soviet delegation will abstain from voting 
on the draft resolution on the Indian Ocean to which I have referred.

With your permission, Mr. Chairmart, I have some brief comments on 
the statement made today by the representative of China.We have 
occasion to regret once again that the representative of China is using 
every opporunity to distort and misrepresent the position of the Soviet 
Union on aiyr question. We think that this attempt is to be explained by 
the wish of the delegation of China to conceal its reluctance to co
operate in matters of disarmament. Indeed, if we took any attempt on 
the part of the Soviet delegation, or many other delegations, to invite 
the delegation of China to co-operate in disarmament matters, we have 
always, unfortunately, received a negative response which blocks the 
proposals. I wotild even call it a simple sabotage of the proposals which 
have been put forward by the delegations.

Documents on Disarmamenty 1973, p. 826.
A/AC.159/9, June 19,1974 and A/AC.159/10, July 24,1974.
A/AC.159/10, May 3,1974.
General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 29 

(A/9629).
Supra,
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We have proposed solving the problems of disarmament at a confer
ence of nuclear Powers, so as to come to an agreement about the prob
lem of nuclear disarmament. I should like to stress that two or three 
nuclear Powers in the present circumstances cannot resolve nuclear 
problems. Nuclear problems must be resolved by all nuclear States. 
Othewise, an unequal situation would be created. China, unfortu
nately, rejects all those proposals. We proposed convening a world 
disarmament conference. That proposal stemmed from the desire to 
bring the non-aligned and developing States into the conference.

The conferences in Cairo, Belgrade, Georgetown, Lusaka, Algiers, all 
favoured the convening of a world disarmament conference, every 
single one of them. An urgent solution of this problem was asked for. 
So why can we not resolve this problem? Because China is disregarding 
those proposals, because it is sabotaging them, because it is blocking 
them, because it is erecting obstacles to them.

Of course, we explain this position by the fact that China does not 
want to co-operate on questions of international settlement of the 
problem of reducing armament. Similarly, it does not want an easing 
of international tension, unfortunately, because the principle of 
reducing international tension is in contradiction to the principles of 
China’s foreign policy. That is the explanation of the fact as to why 
many initiatives which have been taken here by many States, including 
the Soviet Union, cannot, unfortunately, get any further, and that is 
the factor in the face of which we find ourselves today. It is useless for 
the Chinese delegation to attempt, without rhyme or reason, to cast 
aspersions on the policy of the Soviet Union in matters of disarmament. 
The Soviiet Union has always expressed its full readiness to co-operate 
internationally, on a bilateral basis, with other States with regard to 
reducing armaments, both nuclear and conventional. We have repeat
edly invited China to associate itself with this international co
operation, but, unfortunately, we have had a negative response. That is 
the position to this very day and I wanted to make that point.

Statement by the Ceylonese Representative (Amerasinghe) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace 
Zone, November 14, 1974’

I felt it to be my duty, before we proceeded to a vote on the draft res
olution  ̂ regarding the Indian Ocean peace zone concept, to reply to 
some of the observations that have been made on the draft resolution.

First of all, may I make it clear—and I should have thought it would 
not have required any assurance on my part for this to be clear—that 
the draft resolution is purely procedural in character. Support for it 
could not imply and cannot be construed as unqualified endorsement

 ̂A/C.1/PV.2019 (prov.), pp. 43-50.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3259 (XXIX), post, pp. 795-796.
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of the Declaration ® in all its aspects. On the other hand, support for the 
draft resolution would be an indication, and a clear indication, of the 
interest of a country in advancing a process which we hope will find its 
final consummation in the fulfilment of the concept of the treatment 
of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace.

Nowhere in the draft resolution is it stated that anyone voting for it 
accepts the concept of the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace, and, therefore, there is not much substance in the argument that 
by voting for it one would be supporting the Declaration. But I am 
surprised that anyone should have any hesitation about supporting the 
concept. Everyone speaks here so ardently about the cessation of the 
arms race and the reduction of tensions. There are many who want 
the arms race to be slowed down and to cease; there are many who 
express their determination to take all possible measures to relax 
tensions. But, I regret to say, their actions do not suit their words. 
Therefore, not much faith can be placed in their protestations or their 
sincerity regarding disarmament, the reduction of tensions and the 
cessation of the arms race.

It has been stated that, in translating into reality the Declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, there should not be any inter
ference with the freedom of the high seas. I have stated more than 
once—and it is in the records of this Committee—that there will not be 
any interference with the freedom of the high seas. On the contrary, we 
have stated quite clearly—even the Declaration does so—that the use 
of the commercial shipping lanes across the Indian Ocean would re
main unimpeded and unrestricted. Therefore, that argument also goes 
by the board.

It has been said that, since one major Power has no bases in the 
Indian Ocean, it would be at a disadvantage vis- l̂-vis another Power 
which is said to have such bases, if the Indian Ocean zone of peace 
became a reality. May I draw the attention of those who advance this 
argument to the last preambular paragraph of the draft resolution, 
which reads as follows:

Further believing that for the realization of the objective of the Declaration it is neces
sary that the great Powers enter into immediate consultations with the States concerned, 
with a view to adopting positive measures for the elimination of all foreign bases and of 
all manifestations of great-Power military presence in the region conceived in the context 
of great-Power rivalry.

We ask them to enter into immediate consultations in order to adopt 
positive measures for the elimination of those bases. Why are they so 
bashful about entering into such consultations? Why do they shrink 
from consulting with one another? Who is stopping them, except them
selves? They must not, therefore, use their own reluctance as an argu
ment against the draft resolution.

It has been said that the report of the experts is unsatisfactory as it 
presents a distorted picture of the presence of a certain great Power or 
certain great Powers. The objections to such distortions are clearly

® Do<mmm1^ (m Disarmarrienty 1971, pp. 901-903.
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reflected in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee. The members of the 
Ad Hoc Committee itself, and a Member of the United Nations not a 
member of that Committee, stated what their objections were to the 
report and what they considered to be inaccuracies. So it is not a 
matter of our having ignored those representations. We have stated 
them quite clearly and brought to the notice of this Committee and of 
the General Assembly the reservations that have been made.

But it is not the content of the report that is called into question in 
the draft resolution. In the draft resolution, we are only seeking to 
secure—as we have sought in vain to do these past two years—the co
operation of the great Powers. All that we ask of them is—and I have 
said this before—that they should co-operate with us by at least enter
ing into a dialogue with us to state what their problem is. But we have 
not heard anything favourable from them. In other words, they have 
shown a total indifference to this concept, which is completely incon
sistent with their professed interest in disarmament and the cessation 
of the arms race. If they could be interested in the SALT negotiations 
and in the mutual and balanced reduction of forces, then I do not see 
why they should not be interested in the proposals that are made here. 
These proposals only amount to an appeal to them to consider this 
matter and to come before this Committee. And if they do not want to 
come before this Committee, they should at least communicate to us 
what their problems are, so that we could have discussions and con
sultations with them under any conditions which they might wish to 
dictate, in order that, as I said, we may not proceed further on false 
premises and on a misunderstanding of their position.

It has been stated by one representative that his delegation accepts 
the desirability of zones of peace but does not accept the creation of 
regimes in areas that would give certain countries the right to lay down 
conditions which cannot be internationally accepted. It is precisely 
with the intention of determining conditions that are internationally 
acceptable that we have put forward this draft resolution and asked 
them for their support.

It baffles me—and I am sure that my colleagues in the Ad Hoc Com
mittee find it equally baffling—why these major Powers are so 
reluctant to co-operate with us. I hope that the rest of this Committee 
will clearly demonstrate its interest in the concept of a zone of peace as 
one of the most important and vital contributions towards the promo
tion of peace, the cessation of the arms race and the reduction of 
tensions, by voting in favour of this draft resolution, despite the resist
ance shown to it in certain quarters.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Committee
of the General Assembly: Nuclear Tests, November 14, 1974^

The position of the Chinese delegation on the question of halting

 ̂A/C.1/PV.2019 and Corr. 1 (prov.), pp. 48 ff.
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nuclear tests is known to all. We understand the desire of the numer
ous small- and medium-sized countries to oppose the super-Power 
nuclear arms race and blackmail and to see the cessation of nuclear 
tests. However, we must point out that, when the Super-Powers 
possess a huge arsenal of nuclear arms, the mere halting of nuclear 
tests can neither prevent them from continuing to possess and produce 
nuclear weapons nor forbid them from using nuclear weapons. Instead, 
it will only serve to prevent non-nuclear countries and countries with 
few nuclear weapons from developing their defence capabilities. The 
threat of a nuclear war will not be lessened in the least; on the contrary, 
it will only increase. Therefore, we consider that the proposal for an 
isolated prohibition of nuclear tests, whether partial or total, is no 
measure for genuine nuclear disarmament if it is not linked up with the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. 
Far from settling any problem, it will only play into the hands of the 
two super-Powers in their pursuance of the policies of nuclear monop
oly and threat.

Over the past decade and more, the two super-Powers have played 
one trick after another on the question of halting nuclear tests. After 
they had conducted hundreds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere and 
built up a huge nuclear arsenal, which could be used as capital for 
nuclear threat and blackmail, they concocted the partial nuclear test 
ban Treaty.  ̂ Not long ago, when they had conducted enough under
ground nuclear tests, they produced a threshold Treaty on the prohibi
tion of underground nuclear tests.® No sooner had this Treaty made its 
appearance than its fraudulent nature was seen through by many 
people. Some international personages penetratingly pointed out that 
far from restricting their nuclear race this Treaty would only prompt 
them to step up a new round of nuclear tests before the Treaty came 
into force. The facts have proven this to be true. On the question of 
halting nuclear tests, the super-Power which flaunts the banner of 
“socialism” is particularly brazen in its behaviour. On the one hand, it 
babbles that these treaties are “the first bricks laid in the foundation 
of the edifice of universal peace and security” and have made contribu
tions to the “checking of the arms race”. It also clamours that it is for 
“the complete prohibition of all nuclear tests”. But on the other hand, 
over the past decade and more, it has never stopped its nuclear tests 
but has continued to increase the number and enlarge the scale of the 
tests. Not only is the quantity of its nuclear weapons constantly on the 
rise, but their quality is also being improved with redoubled efforts. 
The facts have exploded its deceptive propaganda. People have come to 
see ever more clearly that the super-Power proposal for the so-called 
halt of nuclear tests is in essence aimed at preserving their own nuclear 
monopoly and binding the numerous small and medium countries 
under their threat hand and foot.

The Chinese delegation maintains that in order to truly eliminate the

2 Documents m  Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 Ante, pp. 225-227.
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nuclear threat and prevent a nuclear war, it is imperative to completely 
prohibit and thoroughly destroy nuclear weapons. As a first step, the 
nuclear countries, especially the two super-Powers, must undertake 
the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, particularly 
against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-weapon-free zones. China 
has been compelled to conduct nuclear tests for the sole purpose of 
self-defence and for opposing the super-Power nuclear threat and 
nuclear monopoly. The Chinese Government has solemnly declared on 
many occasions that at no time and in no circumstances will China be 
the first to use nuclear weapons. Basing itself on this position, the 
Chinese Government has undertaken obligations with regard to the 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America and is ready to undertake 
due obligations in respect of the nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Mid
dle East and the nuclear-free zone in South Asia. We are ready to stop 
our nuclear tests at any time, but this can only happen on the day when 
the super-Powers and all nuclear countries completely prohibit and 
thoroughly destroy their nuclear weapons, and definitely not before.

Based on the aforesaid position, the Chinese delegation will vote 
against the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.683.^

Now I should like to make a brief comment on the statement just 
made by the Soviet representative.®

Whether a country is truly for disarmament does not hinge on how 
many proposals it makes or [in] how many conferences it participates; 
rather this depends on what concrete disarmament measures it adopts. 
When China expressed support for the efforts of the numerous 
medium-sized and small countries for the establishment of peace-zones 
and nuclear-free zones, we undertook due obligations with regard to 
these zones. When we set forth two prerequisites for the convocation 
of a world disarmament conference—namely, that all nuclear coun
tries, especially the two super-Powers, undertake the obligation not to 
be the first to use nuclear weapons and that they dismantle all military 
bases on foreign soil and withdraw aU military forces from abroad̂ — 
China has done exactly what it advocated. We have declared that we 
will not be the first to use nuclear weapons, and we do not have a single 
soldier or a single base abroad. Facts have shown that China’s attitude 
on the disarmament questions is serious and earnest, and that its deeds 
match its words.

It is true that the Soviet Union has put forward many proposals, but 
what has it done? It has talked about disarmament for so many years, 
but who has seen it disarm a single warship, a single plane, or a single 
warhead? I would ask the representative of the Soviet Union whether 
he can answer this question: Do you dare to declare that you will with
draw all military forces from other countries and that you will no 
longer interfere in the internal affairs of others? We do not think you 
dare to do so. What the people of the world want is not empty talk but 
concrete action.

* Identical with re^lution 3257 (XXIX), post, pp. 792-793.
^Ante, pp. 632-636.
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On the question of international tension, many representatives have 
correctly pointed out in the plenary Assembly and in the First Commit
tee that the root-cause of international tension lies in the aggression, 
interference and contention of the super-Powers. Only by resolutely 
opposing the policy of aggression and war of the super-Powers can we 
effectively oppose their creation of tension under the guise of “detente”.

In this regard, together with the numerous third world countries, 
China has made its own contributions. It is utterly futile for the Soviet 
representative to distort facts and to try to shift to China the blame 
for the creation of international tension.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nu
clear Tests, November 14, 1974'

My delegation agrees with the sense of the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/L.683 * in so far as it stresses the importance of progress 
towards a comprehensive nuclear test ban. We also agree on the 
desirability of wider adherence to the Partial Test-Ban Treaty of 1963,® 
and we continue to place the highest value on that Treaty. Therefore I 
should like to explain why the United States abstained in the vote on 
the draft resolution.

As we have pointed out on many occasions, the question of a compre
hensive test ban does not lend itself to easy and immediate solutions. 
We all know that the achievement of a comprehensive test ban depends 
on the resolution of the complex and stubborn problem of verification. 
In the absence of progress towards general agreement on effective 
verification, my Government does not believe it is useful to call for the 
urgent conclusion of a comprehensive test ban. Nor can my Govern
ment accept a moratorium on nuclear testing pending conclusion of 
such an agreement, as called for in operative paragraph 6, since a 
moratorium which was not adequately verified would have many of the 
same problems as a formal agreement that did not contain adequate 
verification provisions.

Although the United States did not support this draft resolution, I 
wish to take this opportunity to i*eaffirm my country’s long-standing 
commitment to a comprehensive test ban pursuant to an adequately 
verified treaty, a commitment which, we believe, was advanced this 
year by the conclusion between my Government and that of the Soviet 
Union of the Treaty on the limitation of underground nuclear weapon 
tests.^

> A/C.l/PV.2019(prov.), pp. 59-61.
2 Identical with resolution 3257 (XXIX), pp. 792-793. 
 ̂Docummts on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, November 14, 1974’

My delegation voted against the draft resolution in document A/C.l/ 
L.683.̂  Certainly, it is not discriminatory, in contrast to some others 
that have been submitted in past years. Its very severity spares it from 
being criticized for that, since it condemns all nuclear tests equally and 
requests all Powers who carry out those tests to observe a general 
moratorium.

However, we wanted to show by our vote that the real problem is not 
stopping nuclear weapon tests but beginning genuine disarmament in 
this area and in the area of conventional weapons. Let us assume for a 
moment that all States agree to put an end to all nuclear tests. What 
would be the result? Let us not talk about atomic pollution for a mo
ment; there has been enough of a debate on that in another Committee 
under another item. Let us only consider here the consequences of a 
complete cessation of nuclear tests with regard to disarmament.

To begin with, it can be asserted that such a cessation would take 
place only when the major nuclear Powers no longer needed to carry 
out any more tests. What would happen then? Would the number of 
nuclear weapons be reduced? Would a single rocket be destroyed? That 
would certainly not happen, and nuclear arsenals would continue to 
develop, since for the major Powers it is no longer so much a question 
of making new nuclear explosive devices or of reducing the size of 
missiles. The problem is to develop the carriers—rockets, submarines 
and bombers; to improve the range and accuracy; and to increase the 
number of warheads transported by the carriers. A complete cessation 
of nuclear tests, unfortunately, would have no effect on the develop
ment of those programmes.

A complete cessation of nuclear tests is desirable and we would be 
quite in favour of it provided that it formed the culmination of a me
thodical undertaking of genuine disarmament, or that it took place 
within the framework of such an undertaking. Otherwise it would just 
turn out to be one more deception among so many. By adopting useless 
resolutions we are now hiding from ourselves the truth that we have not 
dissipated the nuclear threat which weighs more and more heavily on 
the world. But that is the real problem that needs to be confronted, one 
which needs to be tackled more vigorously than we have been doing. 
That is the problem of genuine disarmament and of effective and con
trolled destruction of weapons. The rest, unfortunately, is mere fiction.

■ A/C.1/PV.2019 (prov.), pp. 66-67.
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Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace Zone, 
November 14, 19743

My delegation fully respects the principles which we recognize to 
have inspired the resolution upon which we have just voted/ but never
theless we have felt obliged to abstain.

We understand and we share the desire of the sponsors and their sup
porters to maintain and enhance peace and stability in the region of the 
Indian Ocean. This basic objective underlies British treaty and other 
commitments and responsibilities within and beyond the area. Our 
commitments, of course, present no threat whatever to any State in the 
area.
We nevertheless consider that the resolution might have the effect of 

preventing the United Kingdom from fulfilling some of its commitments.
In the second place, we must admit to some concern lest some of the 

arrangements contemplated in the resolution might affect our lawful 
commerce and that of others upon the high seas, since it could prejudice 
the facilities which that commerce requires. Any arrangement affecting 
an area of the high seas is, of course, the legitimate concern not only of 
the littoral States and the major Powers but also of the whole interna
tional community and in this connexion we have been happy to note the 
reassurances which the representatives of Japan and Sri Lanka have 
given on this point today on behalf of the sponsors of the resolution.

In the third place, we believe that in one respect the resolution im
plies a reversal of priorities. It seems to us that the definition of the 
limits of the zone, and the question, which States are littoral to it, 
should precede rather than follow the declaration of any peace zone. I 
was interested to see that the representative of Bangladesh had raised 
this same question on 7 November.

Having said all that, I should like to repeat that we recognize with 
sympathy the wish of many of the States concerned for a greater meas
ure of security than they enjoy at present. We do not want the area to 
be the scene of rivalries or tension: we want to see international tension 
relaxed, and international peace and security strengthened; and we 
want to see the problems of the States bordering on the Indian Ocean 
resolved in conditions of peace and tranquillity.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace Zone, 
November 14, 1974’

My delegation abstained from voting on the draft resolution that was

’ A/C.1/PV.2019 (prov.), pp. 81-82.
‘ Identical with pt. A of resolution 3259 (XXIX), post, pp. 795-796.
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before us,̂  and has often had occasion to state its position on the sub
ject of declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace. We fully understand 
the anxiety of the States bordering on the Indian Ocean and their 
desire to rid that area of the seeds of conflict. However, we feel that the 
essentially praiseworthy objective of establishing a regime of peace in 
the Indian Ocean area cannot be sought by establishing arrangements 
that would lead to modifying the essential principles of international 
law—in this particular case, the principle of freedom of navigation on 
the high seas, which is one of the oldest and most unchallenged prin
ciples—by a resolution of our General Assembly.

My delegation also would like to make known its views on the consid
eration of the report of the Secretary-General, drawn up with the 
assistance of qualified experts, on the specific situation of the military 
presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean, in all its aspects. I 
refer to document A/AC.159/Rev.l. That document, in its originally 
published version, gave rise to protests, and my delegation had to send 
the Secretary-General a letter, dated 13 June 1974, in which the French 
Government expressed the most explicit reservations in regard to the 
content of that report.®

My delegation would like to state that it is fully convinced that the 
distinguished experts appointed by the Secretary-General did perform 
the task entrusted to them with all possible competence and impartial
ity and in perfect good faith. I should like to state this publicly. And if 
my Government, like other Governments, had to note that the report 
submitted to us contained “errors, inaccuracies and omissions”, it was 
because the task which our Committee saw fit to call for was obviously 
impossible to achieve. I would add that, in our view, it was not in keep
ing with either the objectives of our Organization or the resources 
available to it.

It is axiomatic that all military Powers wish to keep confidential 
facts about their armed forces in general, their chain of command and 
the movements of their land, air and sea units. This is all a matter of 
military secrecy, and States legitimately consider this to be a pre
rogative which affects their sovereignty and security. No doubt, certain 
indications are given by States themselves; no doubt, certain military 
movements are obviously noticed and become the subject of reports in 
newspapers or specialized journals; and of course, too, independent 
experts, on their own, do undertake over-all comprehensive studies 
with regard to the armaments of States or their military operations.

But everyone can see that these indications, when they are not from 
official sources, are liable to be piecemeal, inadequate, wrongly inter
preted, if indeed they are not purely and simply erroneous.

The United Nations, mercifully, has no intelligence service, and does 
not act as an espionage office for its members, and I hope it never will. 
So how in those circumstances can we ask it to gather information on 
facts which at least in part are a matter of military secrecy for States?

 ̂ Identical with pt. A of resolution 3259 (XXIX), post, pp. 795-796.
’ A/AC.159/8, June 14,1974.
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Those are the reasons that made us object to the reference to the 
report of the Secretary-General, which, together with what I have just 
said about our general position with regard to the zone of the Indian 
Ocean, prompted our delegation to abstain in the vote on the draft 
resolution before us.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Singh) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly; South Asian Nuclear-free 
Zone, November 15, 1974’

India’s general approach to disarmament, in particular to nuclear 
disarmament, is well known and had been reiterated in this Commit
tee this year. Our attitude towards the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones is governed by that approach. We see the creation of 
such zones in appropriate regions of the world on the initiative of the 
States concerned and by agreement among them as a useful collateral 
measure but not as a substitute for nuclear disarmament.

It is in that spirit that India has supported the General Assembly 
resolutions on the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in Africa 
and in Latin America. They were proposed on the initiative of the coun
tries of those regions and by agreement among them after determining 
the appropriateness of the region and the suitability of conditions. In 
both cases there were prior consultations leading to agreement among 
the countries concerned before endorsement by the General Assembly.

At the same time, India has also maintained that any proposal for 
the creation of a niiclear-weapon-free zone in a particular region has to 
be considered on its specific merits.

The Pakistani proposal seeks to create a nuclear-weapori-free zone in 
South Asia.  ̂ It jilso envisages a regime for the peaceful nuclear pro
grammes of the States of the region. It would have been better if prior 
consultations had taken place among the concerned countries of our 
part of the world, particularly since conditions vary from zone to zone 
and our different problems and perceptions should all have been taken 
into account. It would be essential to take into consideration certain 
special features of the zone proposed by Pakistan. Africa and Latin 
America are separate and distinct continental zones, geographically 
and politically. In that sense. South Asia cannot be considered a zone. 
The presence in Asia of countries belonging to military alliances and 
the existence of nuclear-weapon Powers would have a vital bearing on 
the viability of a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Pakistan has brought the question before the United Nations with
out consulting us. Nonetheless the way is still open for us to adopt the 
right procedure and to search for an understanding through mutual

‘ A/C.l/PV.2020(prov.),pp. 2-5.
* Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
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consultations. It is in that spirit that we have decided to make a posi
tive gesture. The draft resolution (A/C.1/L.681)  ̂we propose is put for
ward in that constructive spirit. We have taken this decision after 
careful consideration and in view of our continuing dialogue for im
provement in our bilateral relations.

Our draft supports the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in 
appropriate regions of the world by a process of consultation and agree
ment among the States concerned. However, it avoids any prejudge
ment concerning the concept, features and delineation of the zones. 
Those are matters best left for discussion and eventual agreement 
among the interested countries. We feel that in view of the special con
ditions prevailing in our part of the world the draft resolution proposed 
by us is more suitable.

We have carefully examined the statements made by the various 
delegations regarding the prerequisite of prior consultations and agree
ment before a nuclear-weapon-free zone could be endorsed by the Gen
eral Assembly. In particular, that feature has been emphasized by our 
neighbours. There is nothing in our draft to which exception can be 
taken by any delegation, not excepting the Pakistani delegation. We 
therefore hope that this proposal will enjoy unanimous support.

In spite of the doubt created by the manner in which Pakistan has 
put forward its proposal, I should like to strike a note of optimism and 
hope for the future. India has consistently striven for peace and co
operation among all States. In our region, I am glad to say, our rela
tions with our immediate neighbours are growing stronger and closer. 
They are based on friendship, equality and mutual respect.

With Pakistan also the process of normalization begun at Simla in 
July 1972 has steadily progressed. I myself had the privilege of visit
ing Islamabad two months ago for talks on the restoration of com
munication and travel between the two countries. I recall with 
particular gratification my fruitful discussions with the Foreign Secre
tary of Pakistan, my friend Mr. Agha Shahi. In this connexion, I may 
mention that further talks between our two delegations on the resto
ration of civil aviation links and trade are scheduled for the coming 
week. It is our sincere hope that nothing will come in the way of this 
happy trend towards a more constructive and co-operative relationship 
between our two peoples and Governments based on friendship, mutual 
trust and respect.

I should like to take this opportunity to affirm once again the de
termination of my Government earnestly to pursue those goals in con
formity with the letter and spirit of the Simla Agreement.

May I take this opportunity to reaffirm the nuclear policy of the 
Government of India, a policy which is well established and consistent 
with the principles and purposes of the United Nations Charter and the 
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency. As is well known, 
the Government of India is opposed to the manufacture and use of

* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX).
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nuclear weapons and to their proliferation. On the contrary, we are 
committed to the utilization of nuclear energy exclusively for peaceful 
purposes. We have a wide range of peaceful purposes in view, and one of 
them is the experimental use of nuclear explosive devices underground 
for earth moving, mining and the exploitation of our natural resources. 
Naturally, in the conduct of our peaceful activities, in the nuclear field 
we shall be guided by the international obligations we have freely un
dertaken. There can be no question of imposing on India’s nuclear pro
gramme any regime that is not universal and non-discriminatory and 
to which India is not a party.

Our participation or otherwise in a nuclear-weapon-free zone will 
be governed by the foregoing considerations, as well as by the charac
teristics and commitments of the proposed zone, its geographical limits 
and other relevant considerations.

With those words I should like to commend the draft resolution sub
mitted by the Indian delegation for the favourable consideration of 
the Committee.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garci'a Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Enlargement of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, November 15, 
1974’

I do not ever remember having had the great honour of introducing— 
as indeed I shall now be doing— a draft resolution which, as is true of 
A/C.l/L.684,^ has been co-sponsoted by the 25 States which have been 
participating in the work of the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament.

Also, I do not believe that I have ever made a more laconic intro
duction than I shall now be doing. I also believe that the content of the 
draft is such that extensive comments are unnecessary.

First, may I say that there was unanimous agreement among the 
present members of the Committee that five more States should be 
invited.

Secondly, the invitation will take effect only after 1 January 1975, 
which means after the United Nations General Assembly has consid
ered and adopted the resolution based on the draft.

Thirdly, the resolution will state the conviction of the Assembly that:
. . .  to effect any change in the composition of the Conference of the Committee on Dis

armament specified in this resolution, the procedure followed on this occasion should be 
observed.

We believe that the Assembly will be very pleased to accept the Ger
man Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Iran, 
Peru and Zaire as new members of CCD at the beginning of next year.

1 A/C.l/PV .2020(prov.),p. 6.
2 Identical with pt. B of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 800-801.
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Before concluding, I would just add, as representative of Mexico— 
and we are convinced that all those who are familiar with the back
ground of this question will agree with us—that the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/L.684 is a felicitous way of recognizing the su
preme authority of the General Assembly and of ensuring that the 
membership of the negotiating body on disarmament which was estab
lished in December 1961 is satisfactory both to the nuclear-weapon 
States which are members “and the rest of the world” as General As
sembly resolution 1660 (XVI) of November 1961 * quite correctly pointed 
out.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Enlargement of the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament, November 15, 
1974^

I am not sure whether the draft resolution to be submitted to us ® will 
be the subject of a consensus or a vote. In either case, my delegation 
would like to say something.

If there is to be a vote, we shall be obliged to abstain. If there is to be 
a consensus, my delegation will not object to that procedure.

I should like to say that our position should be understood to mean 
this, that we do not want to abandon France’s traditional position to
wards the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. That posi
tion has been repeatedly set forth in our Committee and relates equally 
to the composition of the Committee, its geographical and political 
balance, and the procedures it employs, particularly its system of co
chairmanship. I do not want to abuse the patience of the Committee by 
going into detail about these positions which are very well known.

I should also like to add that the reservation I have just expressed in 
no way relates to the admission of the five new members which are to 
form part of that Committee. On the contrary, we hope that the entry 
into the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic, Zaire, Peru 
and Iran will make it possible for that body successfully to conclude 
the important and constructive work it does.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Shahi) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 15, 1974’

Mr. Chairman, I have immense pleasure in participating once again

® Domments on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 677-678.
* A/C.1/PV.2020 (prov.), p. 7.
® Identical with pt. B of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 800-801.
»A/C.l/PV.2020(prov.), pp. 16-31.
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in the important deliberations of this Committee with so many old 
friends and colleagues. It is especially gratifying to witness the happy 
choice the Committee has made in electing you to preside over its pro
ceedings. On a personal note, may I say that, even among the distin
guished gathering of diplomatists and statesmen which takes place 
every year at the United Nations at this time, it would be difficult to 
find one with a deeper insight into the issues with which we are con
cerned, or with greater devotion to the achievement of the objectives of 
this world Organization, than the Chairman who has been elected for 
this year by the First Committee.

Having myself had the honour, five years ago, of serving as Chair
man of this Committee, I can fully appreciate the complexity of the 
task you face in guiding our deliberations to a constructive and mean
ingful conclusion.

Progress in the field of disarmament has been painfully slow, and 
recent developments have rightly aroused grave doubts about the polit
ical will of the world community to reverse the race towards world 
chaos. Unless a more determined effort is made by all nations, collec
tively and individually, to control vertical and horizontal proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, the world will become increasingly insecure, and 
the chances of a nuclear holocaust will grow with each passing year.

There is no disagreement that the nuclear Powers— and in partic
ular, the two which possess the largest arsenals— have a special re
sponsibility to set the example in reducing their nuclear armaments 
and ensuring gainst nuclear proliferation. At the same time, the non- 
nuclear-weapon Powers cannot be absolved of responsibility in the pro
motion of other, collateral measures to obviate the danger of the 
spread of nuclear weapons to States which as yet do not possess them.

This year Pakistan intends to concentrate on two issues in the field 
of disarmament. The first pertains to the need for strengthening the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States, and the other to averting the 
danger of horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons in the South 
Asian region. In regard to security, much was said in this Committee 
and in the Security Council in 1968 during the consideration of the non
proliferation Treaty.® I do not think it necessary to recapitulate the 
views expressed by the non-nuclear States at that time, or subse
quently in the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States.

The representatives of France, Ireland and Romania, among others, 
have reminded this Committee of the inadequacies of the security 
assurances extended to non-nuclear States under Security Council reso
lution 255 (1968) * and the need to strengthen them in order to counter
balance the commitments entered into by the States that have ^ e e d  
to renounce the nuclear option, and to inspire greater confidence in the 
dependability of these assurances.

Pakistan is deeply concerned that the three nuclear-weapon Powers

2 D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ibid., p. 444.
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which have declared their intention to act through the Security Council 
in the event of aggression accompanied by the use of nuclear weapons, 
have not shown sufficient appreciation of the security preoccupations 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States. One would have thought that on the 
question of refraining from the use or threat of use of nuclear weap
ons against such States the attitudes of the nuclear Powers would be 
more positive. Instead, we find that their main concern is with the con
sequences of extending such an assurance to doctrines of deterrence 
visualized by them under their respective security arrangements in 
Europe. My delegation, for one, is not persuaded that it would be im
possible to extend such assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States with
out prejudice to these military doctrines. We are confirmed in this view 
by the readiness of France to undertake not to threaten others with its 
nuclear weapons.

The fifth nuclear Power, China, has reiterated several times during 
the past many years that it will never be the first to use nuclear weap
ons, or to have recourse to nuclear threat against non-nuclear-weapon 
States.

The current session of the Assembly has witnessed an increasing 
consensus among the states of the various regions to free themselves 
from the dangers of the nuclear arms race by the creation of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones. It is now generally accepted that the establishment 
of such zones in various areas of the world can be an important instru
ment in enhancing the security of the States concerned, in preventing 
the spread of nuclear weapons and in promoting the objective of gen
eral and complete disarmament. The Committee has before it a number 
of proposals concerning the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

We in Pakistan have always been concerned about the danger of 
nuclear proliferation in our region. This was manifest in the proposal 
made by the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, on 
28 November 1972 that the region of South Asia could be declared a 
nuclear-free zone, and the introduction of nuclear weapons banned.** 
Recent developments have made it both imperative and urgent to act 
on this proposal.

My delegation has explained the considerations which have impelled 
my Grovernment to revive the idea of establishing a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia. At the 2002nd meeting of this Committee we 
outlined the salient features of our proposal. To recapitulate, these 
were:

First, that the Assembly proclaim South Asia as a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone;

Secondly, that consultations be held as soon as possible among the 
countries of the region and, at an appropriate stage, with the nuclear- 
weapon Powers to give practical shape to this declaration;

Thirdly, that the Secretary-General be authorized to invite countries 
of the region to begin consultations; and

* Karachi broadcast, Nov. 28, 1972; Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Middle
East & Africa: Daily Report, vol. V (Nov. 30,1972), p. Q-1.
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Fourthly, that the Assembly lay down appropriate guidelines in or
der to facilitate the process of negotiation and give it a sense of direc
tion.

Since then, the Pakistan delegation has held extensive consultations 
on its proposal. We have also listened with great attention to the views 
expressed in this debate, and have made an earnest effort to take them 
into account. Indeed, the fact that the submission of our draft resolu
tion was delayed so long is due to the efforts we have been making to 
render it as widely acceptable as possible.

The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.682,® which I now have the 
honour to introduce in this Committee, is a measure of the effort we 
have made to achieve a consensus. My delegation has given consider
able attention to the four criteria stipulated by the representative of 
the United States, Senator Symington,* and later by the representative 
of the United Kingdom, the Rt. Hon. David Ennals,  ̂ for the creation 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones. These criteria are: first, that the initia
tive should be taken “by the States of the region concerned”; secondly, 
that the zone should preferably include all the States in the area whose 
participation is deemed important; thirdly, that the creation of the 
zone should not disturb existing security arrangements; and fourthly, 
that provision should be made for adequate verification.

In principle these criteria are unexceptionable. It is obvious that all 
the major countries in the region must be willing to establish such a 
zone. It is equally clear that some of the other criteria, for example 
the system of verification, must be the subject of consultations among 
the interested countries before they can be given practical form, but we 
do not believe that consultations cannot even begin until the four cri
teria are first fulfilled.

What is relevant is that the countries of a readily identifiable geo
graphical region should be prepared to renounce the operation of ac
quiring nuclear weapons and there should be a concomitant willingness 
on the part of all the nuclear-weapon Powers to respect the nuclear- 
weapon-free status of the region. We believe that these conditions ex
ist in South Asia. The States of the South Asian region, namely 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka, have al
ready declared their opposition to the acquisition of nuclear weapons 
and to the introduction of these weapons into the region.

Nepal is a party to the non-proliferation Treaty. Sri Lanka has pro
posed the concept that “contemplates the establishment within the 
Indian Ocean of a zone of peace free of nuclear weapons”. Bangladesh 
has supported the creation of nuclear-free zones in various parts of 
the world, including South Asia, through the agreement of regional 
States. India has reiterated, both before and after its nuclear explo
sion, that it will not develop or acquire nuclear weapons. We have also 
noted the solemn reaffirmation by the Indian representative in this

® Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), jooŝ , pp. 817-819.
 ̂A nte, p. 563.

7 A/AC.1/PV.2008 (prov.), p. 26.
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Committee, on 11 November, that India intends to use nuclear energy 
solely for peaceful purposes. Indeed, as long ago as 5 March 1962, in a 
communication addressed to the Secretary-General regarding under
takings to refrain from manufacturing, acquiring or receiving nuclear 
weapons, India stated:

So far as the Government of India is concerned, it has repeatedly declared that it has no
intention of manufacturing itself or accepting nuclear weapons on its territory The
Government of India is therefore willing to enter into any general agreement or specific 
undertaking in this regard in accordance with the resolution of the United Nations.’

That was India’s stand in 1962, which I recall now. As for the nu- 
clear-weapon Powers, a noteworthy feature of this year’s debate, as the 
representative of New Zealand has pointed out,® has been that the five 
States possessing nuclear weapons have indicated their support or ac
ceptance of the concept of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones. 
They have also in principle welcomed the proposals to establish nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in the Middle East and in South Asia.

The existence of alliances and treaties of friendship with great Powers 
have not prevented the establishment or consideration of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in other areas. Nor is the proximity of nuclear- 
weapon Powers an inhibiting factor in the creation of denuclearized 
zones. This fact, that is the proximity of nuclear-weapon Powers, 
should not militate against but should be yet another reason for the 
creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones. For it is through such collateral 
measures that smaller States can ensure their survival and security.

As was pointed out by certain countries at the Conference of Non- 
Nuclear States, each region has its own political and military charac
teristics, but this does not mean that nuclear-weapon-free zones could 
be established only in certain regions and not in others. The declara
tions made by the South Asian States not to acquire nuclear weapons, 
coupled with the encouraging attitude on the part of the nuclear- 
weapon Powers, have set the stage for initiating consultations for the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in our region. Indeed, in 
this Committee, we have heard no opposition to the desirability of such 
a zone, even if certain countries may have differing views as to the best 
manner in which it can be established.

Turning now to the text of the draft resolution in document A/C.l/ 
L.682, sponsored by Pakistan, the preambular part is by and large self- 
explanatory and reflects views on which there is a wide measure of 
agreement among the members of this Committee. The seventh pre
ambular paragraph outlines some of the elements entailed in the 
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones. Subparagraph (b) of this 
paragraph refers to “an equitable and non-discriminatory system of 
verification and inspection”. This formulation is designed to meet the 
objections of those among the regional States which have criticized the 
existing system of international safeguards. By this provision, we

" Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for Jamiory 1961 to Decem
ber 1962, p. 70.

® A/C.1/PV.2016 (prov.), pp. 41-42.
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mean that as between the States composing the nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, the procedures for verification and inspection of the nuclear 
facilities will entail equal rights and obligations.

We have felt it desirable to refer, in the last preambular paragraph of 
our draft resolution, to the Treaty of Tlatelolco. We are convinced that 
the consultations on a nuclear-weapon-free zone for South Asia will 
profit immensely from the precedent set by this first successful effort 
to ban nuclear weapons from a densely inhabited area of the world.

It will no doubt be noted that the draft resolution avoids any mention 
of the controversial issue of peaceful nuclear explosions. For our part, 
we do not consider that the feasibility of peaceful nuclear explosions 
has been established. Recent evidence relating to the ploughshare 
programme in the United States confirms this generally held view. 
However, we believe that this is an issue which should be left to be 
determined by the technical studies that are being initiated on this 
subject. We hope, nevertheless, that until the findings of these studies 
are available, there will be a moratorium on peaceful nuclear 
explosions.

I now turn to the operative part of the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/L.682. The first paragraph takes note of the affirmation by the 
States of the r^ on  that they intend to pursue their nuclear pro
grammes for peaceful purposes only and that they will not acquire 
nuclear weapons. This is a statement of fact.

The second operative paragraph would endorse in principle the 
concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. Having in mind 
the declarations made by the regional States that they do not intend to 
acquire nuclear weapons, the General Assembly would be warranted in 
declaring South Asia to be a nuclear-weapon-free zone. However, in 
response to the wishes of some of the regional States and taking into 
account the fact that the precise modalities of establishing a zone have 
yet to be devised, my delegation has modified its earlier intention of 
requesting the General Assembly to declare South Asia a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone. Now we are asking no more than an endorsement in 
principle of the concept of such a zone. We believe that the Assembly 
can do no less. Since there is no disagreement about the desirability of 
creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone among the regional States of 
South Asia or the nuclear-weapon Powers, or indeed within the entire 
membership of this Committee, such an endorsement in principle of 
the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia would consti
tute a very modest and cautious step forward.

The action we are seeking is not without precedent. Members will 
recall that the General Assembly adopted resolution 1652 (XVI) on the 
denuclearization of Africa on the initiative of Nigeria and some other 
African States.*® Detailed consultations had not occurred and in fact 
some regional States were not at that time in full agreement with the 
proposal. It was after the Assembly's action that the African summit

Doim ments on D isarm am ent, 1961, pp. 647-648.
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meeting adopted the Declaration on the denuclearization of Africa’* 
which was subsequently endorsed by the Assembly in resolution 2033 
(XX).** Similarly, the initiative for the denuclearization of Latin Amer
ica was taken in this Committee by Brazil, together with Bolivia, Chile 
and Ecuador.** The following year about half the Latin American 
States joined in sponsoring General Assembly resolution 1911 (XVIII).'^

Earlier in my statement I referred to the growing consensus on the 
desirability of creating nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of 
the world. South Asia is as much a separate and distinct region, geo
graphically and politically, as other regions which have become or are 
in the process of becoming denuclearized zones. We have nevertheless 
made an earnest effort to accommodate the views of those delegations 
which feel that our proposal should not rule out the possibility of the 
zone’s encompassing a larger area than South Asia. The eighth pre
ambular paragraph of the draft resolution states that the considera
tion of the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia is without prejudice to its extension to “such other regions of Asia 
as may be practicable”. And operative paragraph 3 of our draft resolu
tion invites not only the States of South Asia but also “such other 
neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States as may be interested” to 
initiate consultations for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone.

I must emphasize that the possibility of including States other than 
the six countries of South Asia should not [be] construed as in any way 
a precondition of or an impediment to the initiation of the steps envis
aged in the draft resolution for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in our region. It is important that until an ^eem ent is 
reached the States of the region should refrain from any action that 
would retard or impair the possibilities of achieving the objective of 
denuclearizing South Asia. In particular, the conducting of any nuclear 
tests without appropriate means to verify their peaceful nature could 
not be viewed as being compatible with the objective of preventing 
nuclear proliferation in South Asia.

The fourth operative paragraph of the Pakistan draft resolution 
refers to the important contribution which the nuclear-weapon States 
will have to make if the objective of preventing proliferation in South 
Asia is to be achieved. An essential element would be their commit
ment to respect the denuclearized status of the zone. We welcome the 
assurance that has already been given by one nuclear-weapon State 
that it will do so, and in view of their positive attitude on this question 
we are confident that similar assurances will be forthcoming from the 
other nuclear-weapon Powers as well. At an appropriate stage the 
regional States will have to hold consultations with the nuclear-weapon 
Powers on these matters.

“ Ibid., 196i, pp. 294-295.
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The fifth operative paragraph requests the Secretary-General to 
convene an early meeting of the South Asian States to implement this 
draft resolution and to render such assistance as they may require. My 
delegation believes that the United Nations, and in particular the 
Secretary-General, must be closely associated with the consultations 
on the idea of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. As the repre
sentative of Romania said on 7 November in this Committee:

. . .  the active presence of the United Nations to support and stimulate the efforts of 
States towards that goal

—that is, of establishing nuclear-free zones—
is an important obligation of the United Nations, flowing as it does from its purposes 

and principles.'®

A similar view was expressed by the representative of Nigeria at our 
meeting on 31 October. In connexion with the denuclearization of 
Africa, he said:

We need the United Nations to assist us to translate into reality and legal form the 
various declarations on the denuclearization of Africa. We need the United Nations to 
secure support and acceptance by the Powers, particularly the nuclear-weapon States . . .  
of our determination to prohibit nuclear weapons in Africa.'®

We do not underestimate or discount the complex questions that will 
need to be resolved or the political obstacles that will have to be over
come in order to attain the goal of denuclearization of South Asia. We 
do not pretend that the draft resolution meets the preoccupations of 
each and every delegation, nor perhaps can it remove doubts that may 
arise perhaps not from the text of the draft resolution but from the 
subjective assessments of the delegations concerned. But questions 
about the specific modalities of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in our region or the initial hesitation of some countries should not 
prevent the General Assembly from taking a decision which would 
at least accept the broad measure of agreement on the subject of the 
proposal and encourage and guide the further strenuous efforts that 
will have to be made to fulfil the desire of the South Asian States—a 
desire which is shared by the world—to remove the nuclear menace 
from their midst.

The countries of South Asia have endured immense suffering and 
strife. They are even now engaged in overcoming the consequences of 
the last of several conflicts. The danger of hunger and starvation faces 
their teeming millions. Neither political conciliation nor economic and 
social development in the region can be promoted in an atmosphere of 
insecurity and suspicion. Peace and progress will not come to South 
Asia under the shadow of the nuclear cloud.

We are confident, therefore, that vision will prevail over calculations 
of narrow and illusory advantage and that principles will be put above 
expediency in considering Pakistan’s proposal to banish the nuclear 
threat ifrom the region of South Asia.

A/C.l/PV.2012(prov.), p. 36.
'« A/C.1/PV.2005 (prov.), p. 11.
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Four Nation Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Reduction of the Military Budgets of 
States Permanent Members of the Security Council by Ten Per
cent and Utilization of Part of the Funds Thus Saved To 
Provide Assistance to Developing Countries, November 18, 
19741

The General Assembly,
Recalling that in its resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973 

it requested the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of 
qualified consultant experts appointed by him, “a report on the reduc
tion 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 international assistance to developing 
countries”,̂

Having examined the report of the Group of Consultant Experts 
transmitted to the General Assembly by the Secretary-General in 
dorament A/9770 of 14 October 1974,*

Noting that Governments have not had the time necessary to study 
that report with the attention and care which the important and com
plex questions covered in it merit,

Considering, therefore, that it would be advisable to postpone any 
assessment by the General Assembly regarding the substance of those 
questions,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the 
consultant experts, as well as to the Governments and international 
organizations which rendered assistance in the preparation of the re
port requested in resolution 3093 B (XXVIII);

2. Invites all States to communicate to the Secretary-General, before 
30 June 1975, their views and suggestions on all those points they deem 
pertinent with regard to the matters covered in the report, including 
the following:

(a) Meaning and scope of a definition of “military budgets” which 
has the greatest probability of receiving general acceptance;

(b) Feasible and adequate procedures so that the United Nations 
may establish a system of standardized military budgets of the States 
envisaged in resolution 3093 B (XXVIII);

(c) Per cent reduction advisable for the States permanent members 
of the Security Council, bearing in mind that a 10 per cent reduction 
has been proposed;

‘ A/C.1/L.695, Nov. 18,1974. The resolution was sponsored by Ethiopia, Mexico, Nige
ria, and Sweden. On Nov. 20 the sponsors introduced a revised resolution (later cospon
sored by Cameroon), which was adopted by the General Assembly as resolution 3K4 
(XXIX), post, pp. 782-786.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 877-878.
’ Ante, pp. 523-546.
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(d) Definition of what should be understood by “the other States 
with a major economic and military potential”;

(e) Per cent reduction advisable for these States;
(f) Part of the resources released through the reduction of military 

budgets which should be allotted to international assistance for devel
oping countries;

(g) International system or mechanism, within the framework of the 
United Nations, which should be employed in order to achieve the best 
distribution and utilization of the additional assistance allotted to the 
developing countries, taking into account the goals set for the Second 
United Nations Development Decade;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to distribute as a document of the 
thirtieth session of the General Assembly, not later than 1 August 
1975, a report containing a compilation, by countries, of the views and 
suggestions requested in this resolution and a tabulation of the same 
according to the matters covered therein, particularly regarding the 
seven points specified in the preceding paragraph;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Implementation of resolution . . .  (XXIX): report of 
the Secretary-General”.

Mexican Amendments to the Eleven Nation Draft Resolution on 
the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, November 18, 
1974’

1. Add the following after the tenth preambular paragraph:

Recalling the statements made at the 1577th meeting of the First 
Committee, held on 31 May 1968, by the representatives of the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics concern
ing the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons which relate to the conclusion of a special interna
tional agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (A/C.l/
m2)?
2. Add the following new paragraph 2 and renumber the other para
graphs accordingly:

2. Invites the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to provide the General Assembly with information, 
for consideration at its thirtieth session, concerning such steps as they 
may have taken since the entry into force of the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, or may intend to take in the near

 ̂A/C.1/L.693, Nov. 18, 1974. The eleven nation resolution appears ante, pp. 612-614. 
Mexico introduced revised amendments on Nov. 20 {post, p. 673).

2 For the Soviet and U.S. statements, see Documents on Disarmamenty 1968, pp. 412- 
413,417-418. The treaty appears ibid., pp. 461-465.
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future, for the conclusion of the special basic international agreement 
on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes which is envisaged in 
article V of the Treaty.

Statement by the Polish Representative (Jaroszek) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Biological 
Weapons, November 18, 1974'

On behalf of the delegations of Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, 
Belgium, Canada, Egypt, Finland, Hungary, India, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Sweden, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Yugoslavia and 
Poland, I have the honour to introduce the draft resolution on chemical 
and bacteriological (biological) weapons contained in document A/C.l/ 
L.692.2

The draft resolution has been the subject of extensive consultations 
as a result of which a number of proposals and suggestions offered 
either by individual delegations or by groups of delegations have been 
taken into account and are reflected in the text.

I do not propose to take much of the Committee’s time in introducing 
this draft resolution. For one thing, it is largely self-explanatory; for 
another, the General Assembly and this Committee have been seized 
of the problem of chemical weapons for a long time—a fact reflected in 
the first preambular paragraph, where reference is made to the resolu
tions pertaining to chemical and bacteriological weapons adopted at 
previous General Assembly sessions.

The second preambular paragraph, which states that the process of 
detente in the world is conducive to the implementation of further 
disarmament measures, is a reflection of the views presented both in 
the general debate in the plenary Assembly and in the disarmament 
debate in this Committee.

The third preambular paragraph stresses the contribution that early 
agreement on the complete prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, and on their destruction, 
would make to general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control. This is a general opinion reinforced by the fact 
that chemical weapons are weapons of mass destruction, the elimina
tion of which from the arsenals of all States is one of the most pressing 
tasks.

In its fourth and fifth preambular paragraphs, the draft resolution 
refers to the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxi
ating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,̂  recalling that the General 
Assembly has repeatedly condemned all actions contrary to the prin

> A/C.1/PV.2021 (prov.), pp. 6- 12.
 ̂Identical with resolution 3256 (XXIX), post, pp. 790-792.

’ Docum ents m  Disarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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ciples and objectives of that important instrument and reaffirming the 
need for strict observance by all States of those principles and 
objectives.

We believe that this reminder is particularly timely in view of the 
fiftieth anniversary of that Protocol, which occurs next year.

The sixth preambular paragraph reflects the general view expressed, 
inter aliâ  in the resolutions adopted at previous sessions of the General 
Assembly, as to the close link between the elimination of bacteriolog
ical (biological) weapons and the elimination of all chemical weapons. 
The same idea is referred to in the seventh preambular paragraph, 
which recalls the undertaking, contained in article IX of the Convention 
on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion,  ̂to continue negotiations in good faith to reach early agreement 
on effective measures for the prohibition of the development, produc
tion and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction.

The next two preambular paragraphs, the eighth and ninth, refer to 
the (Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and its work with 
respect to chemical weapons. The latter of those paragraphs takes note 
that draft conventions on the prohibition of chemical weapons, as well 
as other working documents, proposals and suggestions, have been 
submitted to CCD for its consideration. In the course of our consulta
tions, some delegations thought it advisable to refer to specific drafts 
and proposals. The majority, however, favoured a more general word
ing. We have complied with the latter view, for we believe that, without 
the expression of any explicit or implicit preference as to any specific 
proposal or proposals, the paragraph is non-discriminatory and better 
balanced.

The last preambular paragraph is of particular importance, in my 
view, since the statement of the desire to contribute to the successful 
conclusion of negotiations on effective measures for the complete 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chem
ical weapons, and for their destruction, is indicative of the great 
importance which this Committee and the General Assembly attach to 
meaningful progress in that all important field.

The operative part of the draft resolution is based, in essence, on the 
language taken from previous General Assembly resolutions on chemi
cal weapons.

Thus, operative paragraph 1 reaffirms the objective of reaching 
agreement on the effective prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, and on their elimination from 
the arsenals of all States; whereas paragraph 2, closely linked to it, 
urges all States to make every effort to facilitate agreement in that 
regard.

A number of delegations in fact suggested that this paragraph in
clude a specific appeal to States to refrain from any action likely to

 ̂Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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render more difficult or to delay the conclusion of an agreement on the 
prohibition of all chemical weapons. Other delegations argued, how
ever, that the present wording does in fact contain an implicit appeal 
to States to refrain from any such action. Indeed, this is precisely how 
we read this paragraph.

In requesting CCD to continue negotiations, as a matter of high 
priority, on the question of chemical weapons, operative paragraph 3 
follows the language of the resolution adopted last year. To emphasize 
more strongly the sense of urgency of the prohibition of all chemical 
weapons, it was suggested in the course of consultations that the word
ing of this paragraph include a term such as “with urgency”, “with 
special priority” or “as a matter of highest priority”. We believe, how
ever, that the present language of the paragraph adequately conveys 
the idea both of priority and of urgency of progress that should be 
made by the Disarmament Committee in that regard. While we also 
believe that the Disarmament Committee has before it enough specific 
proposals to elaborate concrete draft agreements, the reference to 
“existing proposals” is not to be interpreted to mean that in its efforts 
the Committee should or must confine itself to the proposals which 
have already been submitted. In fact it is entirely conceivable, and even 
to be expected, as was stressed by many delegations in the course of the 
debate in this Committee, that during its 197̂  session important new 
proposals will be submitted to the Committee, adding new momentum 
to its negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. We hope 
that the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
the thirtieth session of the General Assembly next year will contain 
concrete draft agreements in that respect.

Operative paragraph 4 invites all States that have not yet done so to 
sign and ratify the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction. On the one hand, this formula 
serves to emphasize the relationship between bacteriological and chem
ical weapons and, on the other, it represents an acknowledgement of 
the postulates of many delegations, expressed in the course of the 
recent general disarmament debate in this Committee.

Operative paragraph 5 extends an invitation to all States which have 
not yet done so to accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol of 1925. This 
language follows closely that adopted in General Assembly resolution 
2603 B (XXIV) of 1969.® As the representative of Mongolia, Mr. Duger- 
suren, recalled in his statement of 5 November, the appeal contained in 
that resolution found the most gratifying response, for, as he observed, 
15 States acceded to the Protocol in the course of 1970.

Let us hope that the appeal contained in this draft resolution will 
have an equally gratifying response. That would be the most fitting 
commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the Geneva 
Protocol. As is to be noted, the same paragraph addresses itself to all

5 Ibid., pp. 717-719.
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States, including States which are already parties to the Protocol, by 
calling anew for the strict observance of the principles and objectives 
of the Protocol.

Operative paragraphs 6 and 7 are of procedural character and 
customary.

To sum up, the draft resolution reaffirms the principle of the com
plete prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of all States, 
without prejudging, however, in what way that goal can best be 
achieved.

The co-sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.692 are 
confident that it will commend itself for unanimous adoption by the 
First Committee and, subsequently, by the General Assembly. Such 
unanimous endorsement would be an eloquent demonstration of the 
importance that the international community attaches to progress 
towards the prohibition of all chemical weapons.

In the spirit of co-operation with the Chair, the delegations sponsor
ing the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.692 are prepared to have 
this document acted upon at the Chairman’s earliest convenience.

In conclusion, I should like to express the appreciation and thanks of 
the Polish delegation to the delegations co-sponsoring the draft as well 
as to those which, in a spirit of co-operation and good will, have con
tributed to its elaboration.

I am also glad to inform the Committee that Nigeria and the Nether
lands have just asked to be added to the list of co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, November 18, 1974’

I should like to put forward a few considerations which will place in 
its perspective the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.688,^ co
sponsored by the delegations of Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, Ethiopia, 
Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Mexico, which I have the 
honour to introduce today.

In a previous statement which I made in this Committee on 29 Octo
ber, I had occasion to emphasize what was stated here a week earlier 
by Senator Symington to the effect that the nuclear arsenal of the 
United States was equivalent to 615,385 bombs of the type which in 
1945 in Hiroshima caused the deaths of more than 100,000 persons. The 
Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Military Applications of the Joint 
Atomic Energy Commission of the Congress of this country declared on 
the same day: “Since the agreement on strategic arms limitation was

' A/C.1/PV.2021 (prov.), pp. 12-21.
* Identical with pt. C of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 801-803.
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signed in 1972 the two so-called super-Powers have been adding nuclear 
weapons to their war arsenals every day of the year.” ^

Within the same order of ideas, it is also worth mentioning some 
interesting facts selected from among the abundant data published in 
one of the latest issues of The Defense Monitor, an organ of the Center 
for Defense Information, with headquarters in Washington. We read in 
that magazine:

The strategic nuclear arms race continues at high velocity, while the glacier-like 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks inch forward. As of mid-1974, 7,940 United States stra
tegic nuclear weapons are targeted on the Soviet Union, and 2,600 Soviet strategic nuclear 
weapons are targeted on the United States.

Since July [May] 1972, when the SALT I agreements were signed,^ the United States 
has deployed an average of one new strategic nuclear weapon every eight hours. Unless 
checked, the United States arsenal of such weapons of mass destruction will swell to 
10,000 by 1977. The Soviet Union has deployed one new strategic nuclear weapon every 
48 hours since 1972__

Both the United States and the Soviet Union

—I am continuing to quote from the magazine I have mentioned—
have, roughly, 200 cities of over 100,000 people. Clearly, strategic nuclear weapons are 
deployed in far greater numbers than the cities they could annihilate in a nuclear war. 
Each of the strategic nuclear weapons of the United States and the Soviet Union has at 
least three times the explosive power of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima. Some are 16,000 
times as powerful.

During the Second World War the United States dropped just over two million tons of 
TNT on Germany and Japan—two megatons. By mid-1974, the United States maintained 
a strategic nuclear weapon force capable of delivering 4,807 megatons—the equivalent of 
over 2,400 World War IIs. Today, a single United States Titan missile can deliver an 
explosion on a target five times as powerful as all of those World War II United States 
bombing raids. Moreover, a single United States Poseidon submarine can disperse 
nuclear death to more cities than all the German and Japanese cities bombed by all the 
Allies throughout World War II—all within an hour. The land-based tactical nuclear 
weapons of the United States abroad can deliver the equivalent of 275 World War IIs in 
response to an attack on our allies. . . .  A B-52 bomber is capable of carrying four 
24-megaton bombs equivalent to 7,385 “Hiroshimas” in explosive power.*̂

That is the end of the quotation I have taken from the publication I 
mentioned, The Defense Monitor, which is the organ for the Center for 
Defense Information. Figures such as the preceding have rightly led 
the leaders of the Center to speak of nuclear weapons going beyond 
what is intelligible, nuclear weapons exceeding any rational use and of 
so prodigious a destructive power as to go beyond human imagination.

The horrifying situation which those arsenals have created for the 
world and for all mankind is surely what prompted the Secretary of 
State of the United States and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Soviet Union to make before the General Assembly of the United 
Nations, two months ago, statements like those which appear in the 
first operative paragraph of the draft resolution A/C.1/L.688, and 
which I cannot resist reading.

The first of the two senior officials to whom I have referred said:
The world has dealt with nuclear weapons as if restraint were automatic. Their very

 ̂Ante, p. 557.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
5 The Defense Monitor, vol. Ill, no. 7 (Aug. 1974), pp. 1-2.
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awesomeness has chained those weapons for almost three decades; their sophistication 
and expense have helped to keep constant for a decade the number of States which 
possess them. Now, as was quite foreseeable, political inhibitions are in danger of 
crumbling. Nuclear catastrophe looms more plausible, whether through design or mis
calculation, accident, theft or blackmail.®

For his part, the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union affirmed:
Stable and lasting peace is incompatible with the arms race. They are antipodes. One 

cannot seriously think of eliminating the threat of war, while at the same time increas
ing military budgets and endlessly building up armaments . . . .

The supreme interests not only of the peoples of the Soviet Union and the United 
States, but also of the peoples of the whole world, require that the Soviet Union and the 
United States, possessing the colossal might of nuclear weapons, should make every 
effort to achieve appropriate understandings and agreements.^

The sponsors of the draft resolution I am introducing considered it 
appropriate to incorporate these two statements in the text of the draft 
resolution, so that they might be recorded in the official documents of 
the General Assembly of our Organization as a lasting testimony and 
an indestructible reminder of the urgent need for the two super-Powers 
to take measures without delay as are required in the light of what 
their authorized spokesmen have described with such unusual frank
ness. We are convinced that the General Assembly fully shares, as is 
stated in operative paragraph 3, “the deep concern reflected in those 
statements with regard to the gravity of the situation created by exist
ing nuclear arsenals ”

This is also why we are inclined to believe that there would be gen
eral acceptance of the idea of urging, as is done in operative paragraph 
4—the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics “to broaden the scope and accelerate the pace of their Strate
gic Arms Limitation Talks, and stresses once again 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”; and that there would 
also be support for inviting the two Governments—as provided for in 
operative paragraph 5, the last paragraph of the draft resolution—“to 
keep the General Assembly informed in good time of the results of 
their negotiations”.

Statement by the Ceylonese Representative (Amerasinghe) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nu- 
clear-free Zone, November 18, 1974’

It is my intention to speak on agenda item 107, “Declaration and 
establishment of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia”. This is a proposal 
that is of very great concern to us, as it has a bearing on our own pro

 ̂Ante, pp. 508-509.
 ̂Ante, pp. 511-512,513.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.2022 (prov.), pp. 2-11.
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posal, the establishment of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. There 
is a cognate item, item 101, on the agenda, “Establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East”, but I find that no 
draft resolution on that item has yet been submitted. I shall therefore 
confine myself to the two draft resolutions that have been submitted in 
regard to agenda item 107: the draft resolution in document A /C.l/ 
L.681, submitted by India,* and that in document A/C.1/L.682, pre
sented by Pakistan.® They were both submitted on the same date, but 
it appears to me that the Indian horse has won by a short head.

Although the item is inscribed as “Declaration and establishment of 
a nuclear-free zone in South Asia”, it will be noticed from the contents 
of both draft resolutions before us that what is in contemplation is a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. We consider it unfortunate 
that on a question on which there could be, and on which there is, no 
difference of opinion, namely, the desirability of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, a single draft resolution could not have been submitted. But a 
sharp difference of opinion exists in regard to the approach to the 
question.

We have examined the Indian draft resolution and, although we have 
no difficulty in supporting it, it has, in our opinion, one serious and, I 
should say, fatal flaw: it contains only one operative paragraph, which 
states as follows:

Considers, therefore, that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the appropriate region of Asia should come from the States of the region concerned, 
taking into account its special features and geographical extent.

In our opinion, any resolution should go beyond an expression of 
what is desirable if it is to merit the status of a resolution. The proposi
tions contained in the only operative paragraph are self-evident ones, 
namely, that the initiative should come from the region, and, secondly, 
that account should be taken of the special features of the concept and 
the geographical extent of its application. It is not necessary to have a 
draft resolution to express such an opinion. A draft resolution should 
at least contain some proposal for concrete action. The operative para
graph contained in the Indian draft resolution should really have been 
a preambular paragraph, and concrete expression should have been 
given to a proposal for positive action that should have been embodied 
in an operative paragraph. This is all the more necessary, as the prece
dent of the creation of denuclearized zones has already been established 
and as they were convinced that the highest priority should be accorded 
to nuclear disarmament, as is stated in the preambular paragraphs of 
the Indian draft.

We have all shared that conviction ever since Hiroshima, but appear 
to be powerless to go beyond the stage of intellectual or moral convic
tion on that point.

As I have stated, we have no difficulty whatsoever in supporting the

2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-817.
 ̂Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
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Indian draft, despite its inadequacies and deficiencies. But we cannot 
agree to stopping there. Its adoption must not preclude a vote on the 
Pakistani draft, and we should like to have an assurance that no such 
tactic will be adopted.

To come to the Pakistani draft, document A/C.1/L.682, we are satis
fied that it meets all the objections that had earlier been raised during 
the period of its gestation. And I must admit that my delegation itself 
raised certain objections to it—not so much raised objections, as made 
certain suggestions for what we thought were improvements that 
would make it more palatable and more acceptable. We are grateful to 
the Pakistani delegation for having met those objections and for having 
given their favourable consideration to the suggestions we made.

The first suggestion was that the draft resolution should first of all 
take note of:

. . .  the affirmation by the States of the region not to acquu-e or manufacture nuclear 
weapons and to devote their nuclear programmes exclusively for the economic and social 
advancement of their peoples.

The second, and by far the most important, operative paragraph is 
the one that “Endorses, in principle, the concept of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia”. You will note that it does not either declare 
South Asia to be a nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor endorse the concept 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia; it merely endorses in 
principle the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Can any State in the region, however restricted the region may be, 
seriously object to endorsement of the principle? It is, to our minds, the 
first and most logical step in this process. The smaller the area to which 
the concept is to be applied the greater the prospects of its acceptance. 
The example set by a few could provide the inspiration for many, and 
this is the great merit of operative paragraph 2 of the Pakistani draft 
resolution.

The Foreign Secretary of Pakistan, in introducing the draft resolu
tion contained in document A/C.1/L.682, referred to certain criteria 
that had been stipulated by the representatives of two nuclear Powers 
for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones.  ̂With their vast experi
ence in creating nuclear-weapon infested zones, we might perhaps 
benefit from their advice in regard to the creation of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, but it reminds me of a homely proverb in my country which, 
freely translated, means: “The burglar’s mother is the last person one 
should consult in any effort to detect the burglar”. However, we must 
either express our gratitude to those nuclear Powers for what could be 
construed as sound advice or express our concern for what might be 
construed as containing a warning that if their criteria are not satis
fied we cannot expect their support. I hope it is the former that will be 
more applicable.

Experience has shown that, even when States of the region concerned 
take the initiative, the major Powers are not wanting in excuses for

 ̂Ante, p. 651.
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withholding their co-operation and can still display an attitude of lofty 
disdain for proposals put forward by us poor misguided creatures. It 
would be well-nigh impossible to secure unanimity even before taking 
an initiative of this nature, and we cannot agree with those who sup
port such a contention.

Another of the criteria suggested by the two nuclear Powers which 
proffered their advice is that the creation of the zone should not “dis
turb existing security arrangements”.W hat really is meant by that 
expression is something obscure to my delegation, especially when the 
idea originates with two nuclear Powers, themselves parties to the 
nuclear non-proliferation Treaty.® In what way could the creation of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone disturb existing security arrangements? The 
criterion is, I would say with great respect, a preposterous one. It 
means that we are not free to declare an area agreed upon by ourselves 
as a nuclear-weapon-free zone. The creation of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone is one of the most effective means of eliminating the feeling of 
insecurity that has been created through the existence of nuclear 
weapons and the likelihood of their being used, if not by calculated 
design, at least in a spasm of mental derangement.

We are not completely impressed with the argument that there 
should have been prior consultations. The General Assembly has en
dorsed the principle of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones. 
In other regions of the world the concept has been accepted and applied, 
and as a concomitant the States of the regions have renounced the right 
to acquire nuclear weapons and have declared their opposition to the 
introduction of nuclear weapons into their regions.

The Foreign Secretary of Pakistan, in introducing the draft resolu
tion, welcomed the assurance given by one nuclear-weapon State that it 
would respect the denuclearized status of the zone and, in view of that 
Power's positive attitude on the question, he expressed his confidence 
that similar assurances would be forthcoming from the other nuclear 
Powers as well. I hope he is right, though I feel sure he is wrong, but at 
least he is entitled to be optimistic.

I am constrained to observe, however, that if assurances are given to 
that effect, even when given by States that could by accession to the 
nuclear non-proliferation Treaty afford their most reliable earnest of 
their good faith and place their good intentions beyond doubt, despite 
the absence of any means of international verification of compliance 
with the provisions of the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty and even 
without the assumption of an obligation to accept some form of verifi
cation, what reason is there for rejecting or questioning assurances 
that a certain explosion has been conducted for peaceful purposes only? 
Are we entitled to accept the one assurance and reject the other? That,

® D om m en ts on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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of course, is a matter for each individual to decide according to his own 
faith in a particular party.

The reason is that some of us are ready to accept such assurances 
from all but we are not all ready to accept such assurances from some. 
The third possibility is that some of us are prepared to accept such 
assurances from some. It is for this very reason that, though we do not 
link this proposal contained in the Pakistani draft resolution (A/C.l/ 
L.682) with any particular incident, we consider it most timely to 
examine the possibility of creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone in an 
appropriate region of Asia, treating as a nucleus the region of South 
Asia. One has to start somewhere, and this, to our mind, is a sound 
start.

The Pakistani proposal does not confine even the initial consultations 
to the countries of South Asia. Other interested neighbours that are 
non-nuclear-weapon States are invited to participate in the consulta
tions at their very inception, especially if they are of the same persua
sion. The most obvious adherents would be the member countries of 
ASEAN and a powerful nation in Asia which not only is committed 
constitutionally to a policy abjuring a nuclear-weapon option but has 
been a staunch and consistent supporter of the concept of a regional 
peace zone, namely, Japan.

We must not allow parochial differences to stultify a laudable initia
tive or abort it at birth. No one in the area should feel any qualms of 
conscience about voting for the draft resolution in document A/C.l/ 
L.682 and a fortiori for the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.681— 
and of course I realize that document A/C.1/L.681 may be put to the 
vote first.

We see the process functioning in three stages: first of all, the en
dorsement in principle of the concept; secondly, the definition of the 
concept in greater detail; thirdly, the implementation of the concept. 
It is in regard to the second and third stages that consultations are 
absolutely necessary. My delegation will vote in favour of both drafts, 
but I must repeat that in no circumstances can we agree that an affir
mative vote on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.681—namely, 
the Indian draft—would dispose of the Pakistani draft and render a 
vote on that draft superfluous and unnecessary. It is not in any sense of 
the term redundant. I hope a majority of the members of this Commit
tee will agree with our views.

At the same time we would urge that we avoid the temptation of 
referring this matter to the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment. We have had the advice of two nuclear Powers, members of that 
body, as to the criteria to be observed in creating such nuclear-weapon- 
free zones. According to those very criteria, the States immediately 
concerned and other interested States should consult with one another. 
If we refer to CCD at this stage, we will be employing a firm of under
takers who might feel inclined to embalm the proposal. That is not the 
fate we desire for it.



668 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-free Zones, 
November 18, 1974^

I would just like to make a small comment on the statement of the 
representative of Sri Lanka.® He referred to the fact that the co-Chair- 
men of the Disarmament Committee, particularly the Soviet Union, put 
forward criteria for the creation of nuclear-free zones. He named one of 
the criteria which was put forward as being supported by our country. 
I would like to make clarification that the Soviet Union did not put 
forward any criterion of this kind, particularly the criterion to which 
he referred—that is, the criterion of protecting the security of States. 
This is a question which requires study and which we intend to con
sider. But this is a criterion we never put forward.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear-free 
Zone, November 18,1974^

I listened with great care and attention to the statement of our very 
good friend, Ambassador Amerasinghe of Sri Lanka.  ̂The Indian dde- 
gation is grateful to the delegation of Sri Lanka for having declared 
that it will vote in favour of the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.68L*

There are one or two points he made this afternoon which require 
some clarification on our part. I mean the remarks directed towards 
the draft resolution A/C.1/L.681 which he has said he will support.

The practice of the United Nations in regard to the creation of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones is very clear, and we have yet to come across 
a declaration by the United Nations in regard to the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones which was contrary to the opinion expressed 
by the States of the region concerned. Reference has been made to the 
resolutions on nuclear-weapon-free zones in Latin America and in 
Africa. If the vast body of literature on this subject is gone through, if 
a careful study is made of the circumstances leading to the adoption of 
various resolutions, it will be quite clear that no action was taken by 
the Assembly without the agreement of the States concerned. This is 
what we have had in mind in regard to mutual consultations and 
mutual agreement among the States concerned. I realize, of course, 
that in particular regions there are some States which would like to

’ A/C.l/PV.2022(prov.), p. 11.
* Supra.
1 A/C.l/PV.2022(prov.), pp. 12-16.
" Ante, pp. 663-667.
 ̂Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-817.
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move faster on a particular proposal. There are others which would 
like to take gradual steps, each step by agreement, in order that the 
end product should be totally acceptable to all.

Nuclear-weapon-free zones are concepts which involve the vital 
interests of States. In many respects they are what might be termed 
geographically limited non-proliferation treaties. Take the case of the 
so-called region of South Asia. Five out of six States in this region are 
not parties to the non-proliferation Treaty.'* Sri Lanka itself is a signa
tory to the Treaty but has not ratified it. Now, with all respect, I would 
like to say that there is a certain lack of grasp of the implications of the 
concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones in the statement we have heard 
this afternoon. If the idea of even small regions declaring themselves 
nuclear-weapon-free zones had been practicable, then by now we would 
have had a leopard-skin pattern of such zones all over the world.

The reality is otherwise. It is necessary that a zone large enough and 
viable should be created which satisfies the security and other vital 
interests of not only some but of all of the members of the region. Any 
proposal which fails to meet these requirements in respect of all coun
tries in a zone is destined to failure.

If any particular country feels that it is in its interest to declare itself 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone or a part of such a zone, we shall be the last 
to object to that. Each country has to decide for itself. If country A in 
our region is satisfied, is keen to create a zone irrespective of its size, 
we shall not oppose that. If country B feels that certain factors have to 
be taken into account, then we shall be very glad to discuss that with 
country B in order to arrive at mutual agreement. The point is that if 
the Assembly were to endorse the concept in principle in advance of 
mutual consultations and mutual agreement, then the countries which 
have serious questions in regard to feasibility of proposals are at a dis
advantage. On the other hand, if the idea of prior consultation and 
agreement is the one which is suited best in a particular region, then 
we think that that particular practice is of no disadvantage to anyone, 
but of advantage to all.

It is in this spirit that we have put forward the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.1/L.681. It excludes no proposal. It gives sup
port to the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones. It says that the 
initiative should come from the States of the appropriate region in 
Asia. This is merely following the practice which has been followed for 
years in the General Assembly.

We would not like to impose our views on anyone, however small or 
big that country might be. At the same time, we cannot accept imposi
tion of a concept from anyone. That is a matter of principle; that is a 
matter of sovereign equality of States represented here.

I am afraid I must say with all humility and with all respect that 
concepts are acceptable to us if there is mutual agreement which has 
arisen from mutual consultation but not otherwise.

‘ Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks, November 18, 19745

I want to assure the members of this Committee that the United 
States continues to welcome the interest shown by the world commu
nity in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks between my Government 
and that of the Soviet Union. As Secretary Kissinger said recently our 
objectives in these talks are: first, to break the momentum of ever 
increasing levels of armaments; secondly, to control certain qualitative 
aspects, particularly MIRVs; third, to moderate the pace of new deploy
ment; and, fourth, ultimately to achieve reductions in force level.

Now we are working with utmost seriousness to achieve these goals. 
By abstaining in the vote on draft resolution in document A/C.l/ 
L.688,® the United States is merely reaffirming its conviction that in 
order to accomplish our goal in the most expeditious manner the SALT 
negotiations should proceed along lines which are established by the 
parties themselves.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Biological 
Weapons, November 18, 1974^

My delegaton did not wish to oppose the consensus on the draft 
resolution on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons.* That 
approval does not mean that there is any change in the traditional 
position taken by France on the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament to which the draft resolution is to be submitted. If there had 
been a vote we would have abstained, but I should like to say, with 
regard to the substance of the draft resolution, that France, which is 
the depositary Power of the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the use of asphyx
iating gases,® is greatly interested in the practical regulation of the 
manufacture, possession and prohibition of chemical weapons. In this 
regard my country is carrying out studies and will not fail to make its 
views known when a convention is drafted and presented to this Com
mittee and to the Assembly.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Blanco) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Treaty of TIatelolco, Novem
ber 19, 1974’

With regard to the draft resolutions in documents A/C.1/L.685 and 
A/C.1/L.686,* on Additional Protocols II and I, respectively, of the

5 A/C.1/PV.2022 (prov.), pp. 22-25.
® Identical with pt. C of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 801-803.
7 A/C.l/PV.2022(prov.), p. 27.
® Identical with resolution 3256 (XXIX), posf, pp. 790-792.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 764-7fe.
' A/C.l/PV.2023(prov.), pp. 3-7.
2 Identical with resolutions 3258 (XXIX) and 3262 (XXIX), post, pp. 793-795,809-811.
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Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America,  ̂the 
Revolutionary Government of Cuba reaffirms once again its convic
tion that the disarmament of our country, confronted as it is by the 
only nuclear Power of the Western Hemisphere, a Power which 
throughout history has plundered our wealth, is not the most appro
priate way to achieve the lofty aims envisioned in the Treaty.

We are in favour of peace, because it is an inalienable right of 
peoples. For this very reason we are compelled to denounce any illusion 
which, in the pursuit of so lofty an objective, in practice tends to 
weaken that right or to remove it as a possible choice. The history of 
our hemisphere has been a history of United States intervention in 
Latin America—military intervention and economic aggression, one of 
the variants of which, namely, a blockade, is being inflicted on my 
country; open or concealed subversion, these form the basic history of 
relations between the northern colossus and our weak and Balkanized 
countries. Why should Latin America renounce any particular arma
ments if the United States does not also renounce the nuclear weapon? 
Why this unilateral commitment, when the only nuclear Power in our 
hemisphere not only does not assume a like responsibility but, further
more, maintains under military occupation the colonial territory of 
Puerto Rico and the Panama Canal Zone as well as a whole chain of 
military bases throughout Latin America? As long as that imperialist 
and colonialist Power does not, on the one hand, renounce the role of 
policeman it has arrogated to itself in our part of the planet and does 
not on an equal footing commit itself to denuclearization of its own 
territories, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, far from achieving the lofty 
purposes which inspired it since the Government of Mexico took this 
initiative, can only contribute to making even more precarious the 
relative peace we enjoy at present.

It is not Latin America that endangers international security in this 
hemisphere. The truth lies elsewhere. Foreign bases bind the destiny of 
our nations to the military strategy of Yankee imperialism, which is 
very different from the real interests of the Latin American people. An 
essential objective of the struggle for international peace and security 
is to achieve the dismantling and removal of those bases. The North 
American financial oligarchy drains our wealth without pity through 
its transnational companies and firms and its reaction is haughty and 
overbearing when any Latin American Government exercises its sover
eignty in an attempt to change the situation. The basic objective of the 
struggle for peace in our hemisphere is to safeguard our natural 
resources. There are colonial territories in our hemisphere, that of our 
brothers in Puerto Rico for example, on whom is brutally inflicted a 
constant process of military and economic oppression, culminating in 
the deliberate destruction of its culture. An essential objective of the 
stru^le to open up new vistas in Latin Americans the achievement of 
independence for the brother republic of Puerto Rico.

® D om m en ts on D isarm am ent, 1967, pp. 69-83.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Treaty of TIatelolco, 
November 19, 1974^

The Soviet Union assigns considerable importance to the question of 
the establishment of a nuclear-free zone which would fully guarantee 
the non-nuclear status of the region concerned. On the basis of this 
approach the Soviet Union defines its attitude towards the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, that is, the 
Treaty of TIatelolco.®

The Soviet Union fully understands the motives which have guided 
the sponsors of the draft on the nuclear-free zone in Latin America. At 
the same time, the Soviet Union feels that the viability of that zone 
depends on the extent to which the obligations of States parties to the 
zone completely ensure its nuclear-free status. In the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, along with provi
sions which are truly designed to achieve the goals sought, there are 
provisions which do not correspond to the tasks set.

The USSR has stated its attitude towards this Treaty on numerous 
occasions during sessions of the General Assembly and in the Commit
tee on Disarmament; the Soviet side believes that the TIatelolco Treaty 
does not fully guarantee the non-nuclear status of Latin America. 
Bearing this in mind, the delegation of the Soviet Union will not sup
port the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.685 ® and in 
the course of the vote on that draft, we shall abstain.

The delegation of the Soviet Union likewise will abstain on the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.686.^

Statement by the United States Representative (Givan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol I to 
the TIatelolco Treaty, November 19, 1974’

While the United States supports the Treaty of TIatelolco  ̂ as an 
important regional effort to inhibit nuclear proliferation which may 
serve as a constructive example for similar efforts elsewhere, we were 
unable to vote in favour of the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.686.**

The position my Government has taken since the inception of the 
Treaty with respect to United States territories in the region and.

‘ A/C.1/PV.2023 (prov.), pp. 8-11.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
® Identical with resolution 3258 (XXIX), post, pp. 793-795. 
 ̂Identical with resolution 3262 (XXIX), post, pp. 809-811. 
‘ A/C.l/PV.2023(prov.), pp. 12-15.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
 ̂Identical with resolution 3262 (XXIX), post, pp. 809-811.
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therefore, with respect to Additional Protocol I  ̂remains unchanged.

Revised Mexican Amendments to the Eleven Nation Draft Resol
ution on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, Novem
ber 20, 19745

1. Add the following after the tenth preambular paragraph:

Recalling the statements made at the 1577th meeting of the First 
Committee, held on 31 May 1968, by the representatives of the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics concern
ing the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons which relate to the conclusion of a special interna
tional agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (A/C.l/ 
1052).®

2. Add the following new operative paragraph 5 and renumber the fol
lowing paragraph accordingly:

5. Invites, in this connexion, the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to provide the review conference of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons with informa
tion concerning such steps as they have taken since the entry into force 
of the Treaty, or intend to take, for the conclusion of the special basic 
international agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
which is envisaged in article V of the Treaty.

Egyptian-lranian Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Establishment of a Nuclear Weapon- 
free Zone in the Region of the Middle East, November 20, 
19741

The General Assembly,

Having considered the question of the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1967y p. 82.
® A/C.l/L.693/Rev. 1, Nov. 20, 1974. The eleven nation resolution appears ante, pp. 

612-614. The original Mexican amendments may be found ante, pp. 657-658. After the 
First Committee approved the revised Mexican amendments on Nov. 20, the revised 
eleven nation resolution became pt. D of General Assembly Resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, 
pp. 803-806.

® For the Soviet and U.S. statements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 412- 
413,417-418. The treaty appears ibid., pp. 461-465.

 ̂A/C.1/L.700, Nov. 20, 1974. The sponsors later accepted a Cameroon suggestion to 
delete the word ultimate in the preambular paragraph beginning ''Considering that the 
establishment of zones free from nuclear weapons... ” (iost, pp. 740-741). With this 
change, the resolution was adopted by the General Assembly as resolution 3263 (XXIX), 
post, pp. 811-813.
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Desiring to contribute to the maintenance of international peace and 
security by bolstering and expanding the existing regional and global 
structures for the prohibition and/or prevention of the further spread 
of nuclear weapons,

Realizing that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones with 
an adequate system of safeguards could accelerate the process towards 
nuclear disarmament and the ultimate goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control,

Recalling the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of 
Arab States at its sixty-second session held in Cairo from 1 to 4 Sep
tember 1974 on this subject,

Recalling the message sent by His Imperial Majesty the Shahanshah 
of Iran on 16 September 1974 on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the region of the Middle East (document A/9693/Add.3),^ 

Considering that the establishment of zones free from nuclear wea
pons, on the initiative of the States situated within each zone con
cerned, is one of the measures which can contribute most effectively to 
halting the proliferation of those instruments of mass destruction and 
to promoting progress towards nuclear disarmament, with the ulti
mate goal of total destruction of all nuclear weapons and their means 
of delivery.

Mindful of political conditions particular to the region of the Middle 
East and of the potential danger emanating therefrom, which would be 
further aggravated by the introduction of nuclear weiapons in the area. 

Conscious therefore, of the need to keep the countries of the region 
from becoming involved in a ruinous nuclear arms race,

Recalling the Declaration on Denuclearization of Africa issued by 
the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization 
of African Unity in July 1964,̂

Noting that establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East would contribute effectively to the realization 
of aims enunciated in the above-mentioned Declaration on Denuclear
ization of Africa,

Recalling the notable achievement of the countries of Latin America 
in establishing a nuclear-free zone,

Also recalling resolution B of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon 
States convened in Geneva on 29 August 1968, in which the Conference 
recommended that non-nuclear-weapon States not comprised in the 
Latin American nuclear-free zone study the possibility and desirability 
of establishing military denuclearization of their respective zones,  ̂

Recalling the aims pursued by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons,  ̂ and, in particular, the goal of preventing further 
spread of nuclear weapons.

Recalling resolution 2373 (XXII) in which the General Assembly ex-

pp. 492-493.
* Documents on Disarmament, 196Jf, pp. 294-295. 
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 672-674.

® Ibid., pp. 461-465.
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pressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by both nuclear-weapon and 
non-nuclear-weapon States,®

1. Commends the idea of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the region of the Middle East;

2. Considers that in order to advance the idea of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the region of the Middle East, it is indispensable that all 
parties concerned in the area proclaim solemnly and immediately their 
intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from producing, testing, 
obtaining, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons;

3. Calls upon the parties concerned in the area to accede to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

4. Expresses the hope that all States, and, in particular, the nuclear- 
weapon States, will lend their full co-operation for the effective realiza
tion of the aims of this resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to ascertain the views of the 
parties concerned with respect to the implementation of the present 
resolution, in particular, with regard to its operative paragraphs 2 and
3, and report to the Security Council at an early date and, subsequently, 
to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of the thirtieth ses
sion of the General Assembly, an item entitled “Establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East”.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Eckerberg) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 20, 1974’

At the turn of the century the use of the dumdum bullet was pro
hibited, because the wounds it caused when it flattened against the 
human body and tore its way through the flesh shocked the world as 
too inhuman and as excessive for the purpose of placing a man out of 
action. In 1925, the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons was 
prohibited, in reaction to the use of gas during the First World War. 
Both those specific bans have been largely effective.

Since then no specific weapons have been banned from use. It may 
further be seriously questioned whether the generic prohibition in the 
laws of war on weapons which are likely to cause “unnecessary suffer
ing” or on methods of warfare which are indiscriminate or perfidious 
has exercised any real restraint on weapon manufacturers.

When these generic rules were to be reaffirmed and developed in 
work initiated by* the International Committee of the Red Cross on 
international humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts, there 
was an evident case for examining the whole array of modern conven-

* Ibid., pp. 431-432. ,
' A/C.1/PV.2024 (prov.), pp. 2-21 .
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tional weapons and for trying to single out for specific bans those which 
were particularly inhuman or apt to have indiscriminate effects or to 
be perfidious. From the outset this effort encountered a host of objec
tions. It is believed that most of those have been taken care of. Some 
appear to persist, however. I should like to dwell for a moment on the 
reservations on the subject per se, because progress on it will certainly 
be less difficult if all States display a genuine political will to reach 
results.

Some have feared that the injection of the issue of banning the use of 
specific weapons into the Diplomatic Conference on Humanitarian Law 
might jeopardize or delay the two draft protocols submitted to it. For 
its part the Swedish delegation already commented last year that, in its 
view, there was no absolute necessity to embody rules on specific 
weapons directly in the two draft protocols.  ̂Conceivably, as the repre
sentative of the Federal Republic of Germany remarked at the Diplo
matic Conference, such rules might be laid down in a protocol III. It is 
our assumption, moreover, that once agreements are attained on bans 
on the use of specific weapons, the question of where to embody them 
will not prove difficult. Since the Diplomatic Conference has estab
lished an Ad Hoc Committee for the question of bans on the use of 
specific conventional weapons, the issue cannot be said in any way to 
retard the work of the Conference. Indeed, I think all would admit that 
the work in the Ad Hoc Committee this year was, if anything, smoother 
than in the other three committees. I think most—if not all—would 
admit further that many other issues before the Conference are likely 
to prove as difficult, if not more difficult, than the issue of bans on the 
use of specific weapons.

Another concern—which appears still to persist—is that this issue 
is tied to the question of the security of States and should be treated in 
the context of disarmament in CCD or the world disarmament confer
ence. A related concern is that the issue is not humanitarian but should 
be treated in a United Nations context.

It should be noted, however, that many issues which are covered by 
the present effort to develop humanitarian law have aspects which 
relate directly to military and security problems. Questions such as 
explicit bans on indiscriminate methods of warfare—area bambard- 
ment, for instance—or on attacks upon dams, dikes or nuclear power 
stations, or items indispensable to the survival of the civilian popula
tion have clear military and security aspects. The same is true of 
definitions of military targets and suggested easings of the require
ments for prisoner-of-war status. The issue of bans on the use of 
specific conventional weapons is hardly more closely tied to military 
and security problems, nor is it likely to be more difficult than the 
other ones just mentioned. Furthermore, it is not easy to understand 
why anyone should wish to define humanitarian rules so narrowly that

2 International Committee of the Red Cross, Draft Additional Protocols to the Geneva 
Conventions o f August 12,1H9 (Geneva, 1973).
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they could protect victims of napalm but could not protect against 
napalm. The simple truth is—as remarked by a great British authority 
on international law—that most rules of the laws of war have humani
tarian ends. Moreover, the Conference on the Reaffirmation and 
Development of International Humanitarian Law is a meeting of 
government plenipotentiaries. There is nothing to prevent Govern
ments from sending whatever security or weapon experts they feel are 
needed to assist their delegations, nor is there anything to prevent 
them from paying attention to the security aspect of any proposal 
before the Conference. Indeed, it would seem vital that they should 
consider these aspects, as rules, however justified by humanitarian 
concerns, are likely to be subjected to dangerous strains if they conflict 
with the security interests of States. There was, of course, nothing at 
the first session of the Diplomatic Conference in Geneva to suggest 
that the participating States were unmindful of their own security 
interests.

A third concern has been that while the two draft protocols submit
ted to the Diplomatic Conference had been the subject of two previous 
conferences of government experts, the questions of bans on the use of 
specific weapons had not been the subject of much discussion, nor of 
any draft rules formulated by ICRC. Whatever the merit of this argu
ment last year, it is losing significance. Indeed, the compilation and 
analysis of data relating to the weapons issue has, if anything, been 
more intensive than in other areas. The report by the Secretary-General 
on napalm and other incendiary weapons * was but the first in a series 
of studies. In this series, I may also mention the ICRC report of 1973 on 
weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscrimi
nate effects. This report was comprehensive in scope and it concluded 
by singling out incendiary weapons, high-velocity small-arms ammuni
tion and certain fragmentation weapons for intergovernmental action 
regarding restrictions or prohibition of use.̂  The first session of the 
Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, which 
took place in Geneva in February-March this year, devoted an initial 
discussion in its Ad Hoc Committee to the questions of bans on the use 
of certain conventional weapons. In order to provide a basis for discus
sion, the delegations of Egypt, Mexico, Norway, Sudan, Sweden, Swit
zerland and Yugoslavia submitted a working paper with concrete 
proposals and explanations.® This paper was introduced during the 
Conference. Although it received much support, it was evident that 
many Governments preferred to hold back comments until the Confer
ence of government experts which took place in Lucerne during Sep- 
tember-October 1974.

I should now like to address myself to the contribution of that Con-

3 A/8830.
* International Committee of the Red Cross, Weapons Thai May Cause Unnecessary 

Sviffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects: Report on the Work o f Experts {Geneva, 1973). 
'  ICRC Diplomatic Conference doc. CDDH/DT/2.
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ference, to the compilation of data and to the furthering of the work. 
Thereafter, I should like to dwell for a moment on the substance of the 
issue and to conclude with some comments on the best course of action.

Even a cursory reading of the report of the ICRC Conference of gov
ernment experts in Lucerne reveals a stark difference between that 
document, on the one hand, and the reports of the Secretary-General 
on napalm and other incendiary weapons and the ICRC report of 1973 
on weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscrim
inate effects, on the other. The latter two reports were unanimously 
adopted by the international groups of experts which drafted them and 
they urged government action with a view to prohibitions or restric
tions. The Lucerne report, although it reflects work which lasted for a 
much longer period than that required for the earlier reports, reveals 
extensive disagreements. Not only were assessments diverse, but even 
views on facts—even medical facts—diverged.

What are we to make of this? It is hard to avoid the impression that 
many experts from technologically advanced States had come with an 
ambition to concentrate on the disproving of certain points advanced in 
the earlier reports. Moreover, the amount of support given at Lucerne 
to those earlier reports does not clearly emerge in the present report. I 
am referring to the report with the pink cover which was distributed in 
this Committee about two weeks ago. I quote from paragraph 10 of that 
report: “These statements . . . which amounted to a confirmation or an 
endorsement of earlier documents, are rendered in the report in a 
somewhat more summarized form.” ®

Furthermore, this Conference, which was to be interdisciplinary 
among lawyers, doctors and military experts, was dominated by the 
military aspects. Perhaps it is natural that military experts should look 
primarily to military utility. But the question of bans on use requires 
for its consideration a balancing of military-utility considerations 
with humanitarian and legal considerations. Let me illustrate how 
another one-sided argument can read. It is in paragraph 80 of the report 
which reflects the views of some military experts and which reads, in 
part, as follows:

. . .  the military were not accustomed to maintaining useless or superfluous items of 
equipment. It followed, in their view, that arsenals contained only weapons for which a 
definite military necessity was perceived. Likewise, only those weapons were retained 
for which adequate substitutes did not already exist in the arsenals J

With such an attitude, any weapon that is included and retained in 
an arsenal is by definition indispensable. It may be doubted—to put it 
mildly—that bans on use would ever have been adopted on the dum
dum bullet or on gas, had Governments allowed themselves to be 
guided by this simplistic approach. The evident conclusion is that 
Governments must consider the question of bans on the use of specific 
weapons at a political level where there can be an appropriate balancing

* ICRC, Conference o f Government Experts on the Use o f Certain Conventional Weap
ons: Report (Geneva, 1975), p. 4.

7 Ibid., p. 25.
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of military-utility arguments with humanitarian arguments. It should 
not be forgotten that whatever bans are adopted by general agreement 
will be of benefit to all sides and will in all likelihood constitute the 
same military handicap, if any, to all parties. Bans with one-sided 
effects are not sought.

Another example may be given. In the discussion of “indiscriminate 
weapons”, some experts in Lucerne felt that:

Except for the case of a weapon intentionally designed to follow a random course and 
at the end of its trajectory hit whatever object happened to be there, all conventional 
weapons could be used in circumstances where the risk of hitting civilians was virtually 
non-existent.®

What about weapons whose miserable accuracy was a simple fact 
but not the result of deliberate construction? Further, even unan
chored automatic contact mines might, of course, be used without risk 
to civilians, if they were dispersed in a lake where the only vessels 
were those of an enemy navy. Yet, such mines were prohibited for use 
under the Vlllth Hague Convention,  ̂ unless they contained a self- 
destruction device which rendered them harmless within one hour 
after dissemination.

While general rules prohibiting indiscriminate methods and means 
of warfare may lay down adequate limits for the use of many weapons, 
specific rules may be needed restricting or conditioning the use of 
specific weapons, for example, rules requiring the marking of mine
fields or, indeed, requiring that minefields laid in areas where civilians 
may be affected contain effective self-destruction devices. As regards 
yet other weapons, their normal or typical use might entail such a 
pronounced risk of indiscriminate effects that there might be justifica
tion for banning the use of the weapon altogether, despite the fact that 
there could be circumstances in which this risk did not exist or was 
negligible. We should discuss whether some of the most modern and 
most extremely area-covering fragmentation weapons are not of this 
kind.

Several other arguments advanced at the Lucerne Conference were 
somewhat startling. In paragraph 82 of the report, an argument ad
vanced by some experts from technologically developed States is 
reflected to the effect that bans on the use of incendiary weapons, like 
napalm, might be especially inconvenient to developing countries, 
because those countries might not be able to afford expensive substi
tutes. These preoccupations, however, were not shared by experts of 
developing countries at the conference.

Perhaps one of those latter experts had witnessed enough use of 
incendiary weapons to urge a ban on them without discussing the 
question of substitutes. It is, indeed, debatable whether it is at all 
meaningful to discuss the question of substitutes for weapons which 
seem to deserve being banned from use. Such questions were hardly 
asked when gas and bacteria were banned as weapons.

* Ibid., p. 10.
® 1 Bevans 669.
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Despite many negative impressions of the Lucerne Conference, posi
tive ones prevail. This was the first time since the 1930s that such a 
large gathering had considered the question of conventional weapons 
with a view to possible prohibitions or restrictions. No doors were 
closed, but some new data were disclosed. If there was some reticence 
in revealing data, it is perhaps understandable. Before Governments 
begin to define their policy stands, their experts will avoid statements 
which might later be invoked against such stands.

Furthermore, all criticism of earlier reports must not be seen as 
negative. Although a disproportionate amount of time and argument 
seemed to be spent on criticism of a few points, any criticism which 
helps to establish what the true facts are must be welcome. The major 
parts of the earlier reports were not subjected to criticism and it may 
be assumed that most of these parts were accepted as common ground. 
This is welcome also.

It is possible that another working method in Lucerne would have 
resulted in more tangible agreement. As it was, no efforts were made 
to extract from the lengthy debates points that were held in common. 
In such circumstances one cannot expect anything but juxtaposed 
statements. On one point agreement was recorded, thanks to an infor
mal working group. This had regard to the definition of incendiary 
weapons. The definition reached by consensus—which is found in 
annex 5 of the ICRC report of the Conferencê ®—is very welcome as 
evidently any bans on the use of a weapon or category of weapon will 
require a precise definition of such weapon or category. On other 
points, too, one could easily discern consensus or near consensus, al
though they were not formalized. Thus, it appeared to be a widely held 
view that hinterland bombing with incendiaries was not an indispens
able method and might be prohibited. A limited rule to that effect 
would not, in our view, be satisfactory, and would contain grave weak
nesses. Nevertheless, support even for such a rule marks some prog
ress. On the suffering caused by incendiary weapons there seemed, 
moreover, to be only one view. The ICRC report states:

All experts agreed tha t . . .  generally speaking, severe burn wounds are probably the 
most painful type of wound and frequently remain so for long periods of time. There was 
general agreement that they may require long-term treatment and rehabilitation, that a 
high grade of medical care is required for adequate treatment, and that they may result 
in permanent disability, including physical, functional, cosmetic, social and psychological 
disability.

This medical conclusion is not at variance with the medical chapter 
of the Secretary-General's report and it is evidently an indictment of 
all incendiary weapons, whether used in the battle zone or in the 
hinterland, whether affecting combatants or civilians.

My delegation does not claim that all incendiary weapons are obsolete 
or of limited military utility. Nor does it claim that they are invariably

International Committee of the Red Cross, Conference o f Government Experts on the 
Use of Certain Conventional Weapons: Report (Geneva, 1975), pp. 105-106.

" Ibid,, p. 27.
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indiscriminate, although evidently fire, unlike expolosives, is self- 
propagating. But it holds that a comprehensive ban on the use of 
incendiary weapons should be contemplated rather than a restriction 
of their use. Restrictions may be more liable to erosion. What is “the 
battle zone” or “the hinterland”? What is “anti-materiel”? We submit 
that as long as there is deployment of weapons there is a considerable 
risk of use—in spite of restrictions. Only by complete bans on use will 
there be a likelihood of no deployment.

The better reliability of such rules is the great advantage that may be 
gained by any military disadvantage that may be perceived in a com
plete ban. Other Governments, like those of Iran, Mexico, Norway, 
Syria and New Zealand, have likewise expressed preference—either in 
their comments on the Secretary-GeneraFs napalm report, or in this 
Committee—for a complete ban. Let me only quote last year’s state
ment in this Committee by the representative of New Zealand. He 
said:

. . .  there are likely to be substantial difficulties in the implementation of prohibitions 
on the use of incendiaries in particular circumstances or against particular targets. In the 
view of the New Zealand Government there is a strong case for a total prohibition of such 
weapons.^2

Let me turn for a moment to another category of weapons on the use 
of which my Government, and others, have proposed a ban. I have in 
mind high-velocity small-arms projectiles. While the M-16 rifle with 
its 5.56 mm calibre bullet is the most discussed example in this class, 
there are many others. In fact, most countries with technologically 
advanced armed forces are probably now contemplating changing over 
from the traditional 7.62 mm calibre rifle to a new standard rifle. The 
smaller calibre offers the indisputable advantage of a lighter weapon 
and lighter ammunition. The burden of the soldier will not be eased, 
however. He will have to carry more of the lighter ammunition. He 
will also—this is our conclusion based on presently available data— 
subject himself to a much greater risk of sustaining explosive-type 
injuries with the new ammunition as compared to most traditional 
ammunition—with the exception of the dumdum bullet. Although our 
conclusion was disputed by several experts in Lucerne, we think all 
Governments should pause to examine the data which may be avail
able to them. In our view, a world-wide switch to a more devastating 
standard ammunition would be tragic and could not be to the advan
tage of anyone. Evidently, this is a policy question for Governments, 
not a matter to be settled at a technical expert level. Changes in 
standard rifles and ammunition occur only at very long intervals. The 
moment to consider humanitarian aspects of the changes under discus
sion and on the drawing board is now. The Conference on International 
Humanitarian Law and the anticipated conference of Government 
experts offer the first opportunities for exchanges of views and for 
concerted action on this matter, as on others relating to the prohibition

'2 A/C.1/PV.1949 (prov.), p. 68 .
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of use of specific conventional weapons. This is why their engagement 
in the subject is welcomed in the seventh preambular paragraph of the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691 before us.

I do not want to prolong this, I am afraid, already lengthy statement 
by discussing other specific weapons now. But I should like to add that 
in our view a successful tackling, in the context of humanitarian law, of 
the question of bans on use should make the even more difficult dis
armament questions of non-production, non-stockpiling and non
proliferation of the weapons in question somewhat less intractable. 
Those disarmament questions in our view should be taken up in the 
proper disarmament forum. As in the case of biological weapons, prior 
bans on the use of those weapons might, perhaps, help to bring about 
the complete subsequent elimination of them. This is the thought ex
pressed in the fourth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.691 before us.

I should like to conclude by making a few comments on the further 
procedure to be followed in this question, and in this connexion to 
introduce the draft resolution sponsored by the delegations of Austria, 
Cyprus, Egypt, Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, Sudan, Sweden, Tuni
sia and Yugoslavia. I again refer to document A/C.1/L.691, upon which 
I have already commented somewhat.

My Government was already of the view last year that the body of 
data compiled on the subject before us was substantial. This year’s 
discussions in the Ad Hoc Committee of the Diplomatic Conference 
and, even more, at the Lucerne Conference of Government Experts 
have added even more to our knowledge and understanding—as noted 
in the eighth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution. Although 
we are inclined to believe—as expressed in operative paragraph 2 of 
the draft.resolution—that the single most important element needed 
now is a political will to attain results, we recognize the fact that 
several Governments feel a strong need for further time for inquiries, 
both internally and in conjunction with other States. Since it is highly 
desirable that all bans on use should have general support so as to be 
reciprocally respected in any conflict, we feel we must heed requests 
for further examination of data and joint discussion, provided this is 
not used as a way of temporizing. This is reflected in the ninth and 
tenth preambular paragraphs and in operative paragraph 1 of the 
draft resolution.

In our view, the Ad Hoc Committee of the Diplomatic Conference 
could usefully contribute to the advancement of the item by discussing 
the results of the Lucerne Conference and considering specific pro
posals that are before it or that may be laid before it. We understand 
that there was a common agreement to that effect among the experts in 
Lucerne. For our part, however, we doubt that the Ad Hoc Committee 
would be ready to adopt any treaty rules on the subject during its 1975 
session. Many Governments, regrettably, will need more time and 
further inquiries before any decisive action is taken. In this situation, 
my Government, like several others, has concluded that the best course
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of action would be to accept the offer of the International Committee of 
the Red Cross to host another conference of Government experts, 
provided, however, that the mandate be more forward-looking than 
this year’s Conference. It should notably require the Conference to 
focus its discussion on those conventional weapons which have been, or 
may become, the subject of proposed bans or restrictions. Moreover, 
the conference should study the possibility, contents and form of bans 
or restrictions on use of such weapons. Although it would be for the 
Ad Hoc Committee of the Diplomatic Conference and ICRC to discuss 
the detailed work programme of the expert conference, the outline 
which I have described is noted in the eleventh preambular paragraph 
of the draft resolution.

One final comment about the Ad Hoc Committee: With the establish
ment of the Ad Hoc Committee last year, it should now be evident that 
the consideration of the weapons issue is not encroaching upon the time 
allotted to the work of the draft protocols.

It is the view of my Government that discussions in the .Ad Hoc Com
mittee in 1975 and at a second conference of Government experts 
should suffice to clarify the questions and bring enough agreement to 
permit subsequent decisive Government action on the issue of bans or 
restrictions on the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons, as well 
as on other specific conventional weapons. If, as already seems likely, 
the difficult work on the two draft protocols before the Diplomatic 
Conference should make a third session of that conference inevitable, 
action on the weapons issue might be taken at the same session. That 
issue would then, like the two Protocols, have been preceded by two 
conferences of government experts. Some might view such a schedule 
as optimistic. Given the political will—and I stress this point—my 
delegation finds it completely realistic. All the facts and all the data 
that might be desirable would not be forthcoming, but all the most 
important facts and data should be available. Also, there should be 
enough time for necessary consultation, internally and internationally. 
If Governments were to await all the data that might conceivably be 
asked for on any given point, they would be paralysed. My Government 
hopes that the world will not allow itself to be paralysed on this issue 
and let slip by the opportunity to take speedy action which would 
prevent some terrible suffering.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nu
clear-free Zone, November 20, 1974'

The United States has often affirmed its support of the establish
ment of nuclear-free wnes, subject to the criteria which we have dis

> A/C.l/PV.2024(prov.), pp. 31-32.
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cussed in this Committee and at the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament. Indeed, we firmly believe that they can make a substan
tial contribution to non-proliferation and to regional stability and 
security.

The establishment of such a zone, however, requires basic agreement 
on the goals and conditions for such a zone. This implies a substantial 
community of interests among the potential participants in the zone 
and a certain degree of consultation and preparation before specific 
proposals are made.

The draft resolutions put forward by two Member States, both of 
whom would be essential members of a proposed South Asian nuclear- 
free zone, are quite different in scope and perspective. We understand 
that efforts have been made by the sponsors of those two draft resolu
tions, with the assistance of others, to bridge the gap that exists 
between the two drafts. However, those efforts to arrive at a compro
mise solution have unfortunately not succeeded.

In these circumstances, we do not believe that the Assembly's adop
tion of those two draft resolutions which, in our view, embody quite 
differing approaches, would advance the objective of a nuclear-free 
zone in the South Asian area. Therefore the United States will abstain 
on both resolutions.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 20, 1974’

The Soviet Union, in principle, adopts a favourable attitude towards 
the creation of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, view
ing this as a step towards the territorial limitation of the sphere of the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons and thus towards an easing of the 
threat of nuclear war. The creation of nuclear-free zones can be carried 
out, given that measures are taken with the aim of really transforming 
the territory of the States in question into a zone totally free from 
nuclear weapons. There should be no loopholes in this, of course, whose 
existence would militate in favour of violation of the nuclear-free 
status of the zone.

The agenda of this session of the General Assembly contains 
items relating to the creation of nuclear-free zones. Consideration 
by the General Assembly of these questions is an index of the concern 
of States about the possibility of the spread of nuclear weapons 
and, hence, a growth in the threat of nuclear war. This is an as
piration to create a barrier against the spread of nuclear weapons, 
against their penetration into various parts of the world with the

 ̂ I.e., the Indian and Pakistani draft resolutions (A/C.1/L.681 and A/C.1/L.682); these 
are identical, respectively, with pts. A and B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-819. 

 ̂A/C.1/PV.2024 (prov.), pp. 47-51.
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consequent danger of the use of such weapons in these areas.
Today, our Committee, the First Committee, will be taking a vote on 

two draft resolutions on the question of the declaration and creation of 
a nuclear-free zone in South Asia, draft resolution A/C.1/L.681  ̂ and 
draft resolution A/C.1/L.682.® The fact that two draft resolutions 
separate in terms of their content have been presented on one item 
convinces us that the creation of a nuclear-free zone in any given region 
of the world is a complex issue which requires a very scrupulous and 
comprehensive consideration.

We must reckon with the fact that conditions in one part of the world 
quite often are totally different from conditions reigning in another 
part of the world. Therefore it is necessary to take into account the 
existing circumstances in any particular case. It seems to us desirable 
that the adoption of a substantive decision by the General Assembly 
on this question should be preceded by a common understanding on the 
part the States which may participate in the establishment of such a 
zone with regard to its geographical limits and the content of any 
future agreement.

It seems to us that draft resolution A/C.1/L.681 does actually adopt 
this approach. Therefore, the Soviet delegation will vote in favour of 
that draft resolution. As to draft resolution A/C.1/L.682, the ideas in 
it omit some important elements which would ensure fully the nuclear- 
free status of a given nuclear-free zone in this case.

Also, there is some ambiguity regarding the frontiers of the zone to 
which the idea mentioned in this draft resolution would be applied. 
Therefore, the Soviet delegation will be unable to support the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.682, and will abstain from voting on 
it.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear-free Zone, 
November 20, 1974’

The Chinese Government and people deeply sympathize with the 
numerous small- and medium-sized countries in their positive efforts 
to safeguard the peace and security of their regions, oppose nuclear 
blackmail and threat and to establish nuclear weapon-free zones and 
peace zones. In our view, the Pakistan proposal for the establishment 
of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia is just and reasonable. Based on 
the Chinese Government’s consistent position on the questions of 
nuclear disarmament and nuclear-free zones, the Chinese delegation 
will vote in favour of the draft resolution contained in document

* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-817.
’ Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
‘ A/C.1/PV.2024 (prov.), pp. 53-55.
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A/C.l/L.682.^ The Chinese Government is ready to undertake due 
obligations.

At present, the super-Powers which possess a large amount of nu
clear weapons have continued to accelerate their nuclear arms race and 
contention for spheres of influence, seriously menacing the peace and 
security of non-nuclear countries and regions. The South Asian sub
continent has also seen the intensifying contention between the two 
super-Powers, one of which has supported the expansionist policies of 
a certain country in the region in addition to carrying out intervention 
and subversion by all means against some countries there. This has 
caused prolonged turbulence and unrest in the South Asian situation. 
Therefore, in order to realize the desire for the establishment of a nu- 
clear-free zone in South Asia, it is imperative to guard against and op
pose the Super-Power aggression and intervention and the expansionist 
acts of any country.

Finally, we wish also to point out that in its preambular part, the 
draft refers to the questions of general and complete disarmament and 
the halting of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Chinese delega
tion holds its own views on these questions, and therefore has reserva
tions about these references.

With regard to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.681,* the 
Chinese delegation will abstain.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 20, 1974^

My delegation will abstain from the vote on the draft resolutions in 
documents A/C.1/L.681  ̂ and A/C.1/L.682,® although they have been 
submitted by two countries with which France has friendly relations.

My delegation believes, and has already so indicated on various 
occasions, that the first condition that must be satisfied by a draft 
project to establish a nuclear-free zone is that of full agreement among 
States to be included in that zone. In the case of the denuclearization of 
South Asia, the very fact that there are two draft resolutions submitted 
by two States within the zone, despite efforts made to consolidate and 
unify them, is the obvious proof of divergencies which exist between 
these States in this connexion. The condition to which we referred 
therefore has not been satisfied, and this fact will dictate our attitude.

2 Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-817.
1 A/C.1/PV.2024 (prov.), p. 56.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-817. 
® Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 20, 1974^

My delegation has, in the course of the general debate on disarma
ment items and while introducing the draft resolution contained in 
document A/Cf.l/L.681,2 explained and stated India's consistent posi
tion in regard to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones. Now 
I would like to express some views on the draft resolution contained in 
document A/C.1/L.682  ̂and explain why we voted against it.  ̂

Our basic objections are directed towards the operative part of the 
draft resolution. However, there are one or two points in the preambu
lar portions as well which seem to us to be inconsistent with our 
position.

In the fourth preambular paragraph a conviction is expressed that 
the establishment of such zones can contribute most effectively to halt
ing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. As would have been clear 
from our statements in this Committee not only this year but in 
previous years, we believe that the question of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is of a wider nature and cannot be tackled merely by 
binding the hands of non-nuclear-weapon States. This is a question in 
which the greater responsibility lies with the nuclear-weapon States.

In the seventh preambular paragraph certain ideas are mentioned, 
ideas which are supposed to be indispensable to the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones. One of them is the reference to an equitable 
and non-discriminatory system of verification and inspection to ensure 
that nuclear programmes are in conformity with the foregoing 
commitments.

Now, as we have explained India’s views in regard to verification, 
inspection and a system of safeguards, it should be clear that we are 
in favour of universal, functional and non-discriminatory safeguards 
which apply to all, whether they are nuclear-weapon States or non- 
nuclear-weapon States, and that they apply to all programmes. It is not 
possible for us to agree to a system of verification and inspection which 
would be applicable to the peaceful activities of non-nuclear-weapon 
States only; or, at best, applicable to the peaceful activities of all States, 
while leaving open the military activities of nuclear-weapon States.

Then, in the last preambular paragraph there is a mention of the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America,  ̂and 
it is said that this could serve as a model to be emulated with advantage 
by other regions. We have supported the military denuclearization of 
Latin America. We have supported the particular Treaty mentioned 
here. But it is not necessarily true that the same kind of arrangements 
would be satisfactory in other regions.

* A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 7-12.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3265 (XXIX), posi, pp. 816-817. 
 ̂Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), pp. 817-819. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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Turning to the operative paragraphs of the resolution, operative 
paragraph 1 takes note of the affirmation by the States of the region not 
to acquire or manufacture nuclear weapons. We have made repeated 
statements in this regard, but those statements are of a unilateral na
ture. If any international commitment is to be entered into by the Gov
ernment of India, it has to be on a particular basis. Therefore, operative 
paragraph 1 does not seem suitable to us, as it is out of context.

Operative paragraph 2 of the resolution endorses, in principle, the 
concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. As we have stated 
in this Committee, our view is that South Asia is an integral part of a 
larger region and it is not possible for us to agree to the endorsement of 
the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone merely in South Asia, even 
though that may be in principle. This text, by endorsing the concept, 
places some of us who are for negotiations and agreement in regard to 
a larger region at a disadvantage.

Operative paragraph 3 invites the States of the South Asian region to 
enter into consultations without delay. In regard to the creation of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, it should be clear from what 
I have just said that we could not accept it on the very same grounds. 
Moreover, we do not believe that it is the function of the General As
sembly to invite States in a particular region to enter into such consul
tations. We believe that the initiation of such consultations, in fact the 
very initiation of an idea of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, must be from 
the States of the region—must flow from agreement within the region.

In operative paragraph 5 the Secretary-General is requested to con
vene a meeting for the purpose of the consultations envisaged in 
operative paragraph 3. Again, our objections are similar. We do not 
believe that the Secretary-General should get involved in such consul
tations without the prior agreement of the States concerned.

Finally, operative paragraph 6 decides to include in the provisional 
agenda of the thirtieth session the item entitled “Declaration and estab
lishment of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia”. We do not agree to this 
in the absence of prior consultation and agreement within the region. In 
fact, the inclusion of this operative paragraph more or less indicates 
the continuance of an acrimonious debate in this Committee next year.

For these reasons we felt obliged to vote against the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C.1/L.682. We should like to make it clear 
that we are not obliged to enter into any consultations envisaged in 
that resolution. It is a matter of regret to us that that draft was 
adopted by the Committee.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear-free 
zone, November 20, 1974^

The United Kingdom Government sympathizes with the concept of

‘ A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 13-16.
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promoting regional security through the establishment of effective 
nuclear-free zones compatible with article [VII] of the non-proliferation 
Treaty.  ̂ The leader of my delegation said as much in his statement 
before this Committee on 5 November, and we have given effect to our 
point of view. The United Kingdom was the first nuclear-weapon State 
to accede to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^

We welcomed the inscription of this item on the agenda. We have fol
lowed with interest the emergence of the two draft resolutions  ̂and we 
have much sympathy with the helpful attempt of the representative of 
Nigeria to avoid a formal vote. We regret that he did not succeed. And 
it is with regret that I have to say that my delegation has not felt able 
to vote in favour of the two draft resolutions. We had three substantive 
reasons.

First, neither draft resolution contains any reference to the non
proliferation Treaty or any call to the States in the region to follow the 
example of those who have already become parties to the Treaty.

Secondly, both drafts refer to nuclear-weapon-free zones. We con
tinue to be of the opinion that there is no essential difference between 
peaceful nuclear explosive devices and military ones. We believe that 
the arrangements for a nuclear-free zone that is to contribute effec
tively to regional security should take account of this fact and should 
exclude the development of nuclear explosive technology in the area.

Thirdly, we think that any draft resolution should define more 
precisely not only the geographical area of the proposed zone but also 
the method of verification that is envisaged in order to ensure that the 
zone will be effective. This is necessary if the zone is to provide an 
effective basis for the States of the region to make real progress to
wards giving effect to this constructive concept.

We trust that all these points will be clarified before the General 
Assembly next considers this item, and that there will then be greater 
unity of view amongst delegations.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, November 20, 1974^

I should like to request that the name of Gambia be added to the list 
of co-sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.694 of 
18 November 1974.2 

Some weeks ago, after following the debate on the five items relating 
to nuclear-free zones, we indicated that we proposed to introduce a

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
3 Ibid,, 1967, p. 83.
* I.e., the Indian and Pakistani draft resolutions (A/C.1/L.681 and A/C.1/L.682); these 

are identical, respectively, with pts. A and B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), »os ,̂ pp. 816-819.
1 A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 23-35.
2 Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 807-808.
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draft resolution on the denuclearization of Africa. That we have been 
unable to do so before now has not been due to any lack of will. It is 
because we have had to deal with the festering foreign sores on the 
body politic of Africa; it is because we wanted our effort to be seen in 
the proper perspective of history and geography; it is because we 
wanted to secure prior, unanimous support and approval for our draft 
resolution.

Caught in the reality and contingency of both underdevelopment and 
unarmament, the 25 African States on whose behalf I have the honour 
of introducing the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.694 have been 
closely associated with the consideration of agenda item 35, entitled 
“General and complete disarmament”. When the discussion became 
specific regarding nuclear-free zones, we did not shirk our responsibili
ties. Thus, at the instance of African States, the General Assembly 
adopted resolution 1652 (XVI) in 1961 * and resolution 2033 (XX) in 
1965.'* Both resolutions, which have been so graciously referred to by 
many delegations, dealt with the question of the denuclearization of 
Africa.

Let me hasten to clarify our objective with respect to the question in 
the words of His Excellency Dr. Ahmed Esmat Abdel Meguid, Perma
nent Representative of the Arab Republic of Egypt to the United Na
tions, when he addressed this Committee on 25 October 1974 on agenda 
item 101, entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East”. The Ambassador said:

The establishment of a nuclear-weajwn-free zone means the total absence of nuclear 
weapons, but it does not mean a prohibition on enjoying the benefits of the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy, especially for developing countries in their rightful quest for economic 
development.®

Our draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.694 is not asking for a 
new declaration. The only necessary and relevant declaration has 
already been made. It was solemnly made by the Assembly of Heads of 
State or Government of the Organization of African Unity at its first 
regular session, held at Cairo in July 1964.® That historic declaration on 
the denuclearization of Africa has also been endorsed by the Heads of 
State or Government of the non-aligned countries. That endorsement 
took place in Cairo on 10 October 1964.’ Both the declaration and the 
endorsement were the subject of General Assembly resolution 2033 
(XX) of 3 December 1965, which was overwhelmingly adopted by a vote 
of 105 to none, with 3 abstentions.

In our view, nothing has happened since then that has changed the 
fundamental intent, purpose, scope and application of the declaration. 
If anything, we are more determined—in the language of the charter 
of the Organization of African Unity—to establish, through faithful

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648. 
‘ Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
« A/C.1/PV.2001 (prov.), p. 36.
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 196^, pp. 294-295.
’ Ibid., p. 445.
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adherence to the declaration, conditions for peace and security in our 
continent and in the world, so as to safeguard and consolidate the hard- 
won independence, as well as the sovereignty and territorial integrity, 
of our States and to fight against neo-colonialism in all its forms. But a 
declaration, unless otherwise stated or interpreted, has no force of law. 
Its moral effect often wears thin, once its glamour and novelty are 
gone. Binding obligations are more lasting, more dependable, more 
reassuring and more realizable. That is why, given the opportunity, 
we would like to take the next logical step. Indeed, it is a measure of the 
uniqueness of the African declaration that it has remained and 
continues to remain valid and operative.

Secondly, our draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.694 is not calling 
for the implementation of the declaration on the denuclearization of 
Africa in any particular act or document. Like our sister States in 
Latin America, whose exemplary Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America* is now a byword on the subject—and I 
want to seize this opportunity to congratulate them again on its suc
cess—the initiative to implement the declaration in one way or another 
rests with us, the member States of the Organization of African Unity. 
That initiative will be taken in Africa. The decision to do so will be 
taken by our Heads of State or Government. Our Heads of State or 
Government will decide the time and circumstance to do so.

What, then, is the purpose of our draft resolution? The purpose is 
simple and non-controversial: it is to reaffirm our conviction of the 
vital necessity of saving the world from the scourge of a nuclear war; 
it is to register our opposition to the harmful biological and other con
sequences of radio-active fall-out; it is to express our concern about the 
present rate of nuclear armament and the possible spread of nuclear 
weapons; and it is to enable us to focus undivided attention on the task 
of harnessing the natural and human resources of our continent for the 
total advancement of our peoples.

Hence, the draft resolution is procedural in character only. Thus, it 
aims only at capitalizing on the interest being shown in the issue of 
nuclear-free zones, particularly at the current session of the General 
Assembly, as manifested by five items on our agenda: the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco and its two Protocols; the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace; and the two proposals for the establishment of 
nuclear-free zones in the Middle East and in South Asia.

Because of the pride of place which Africa enjoys in United Nations 
efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons—either through the 
establishment of nuclear-free zones in which all nuclear weapons are 
prohibited or through the elaboration of treaties which specifically ban 
the supply and acquisition of nuclear weapons—as well as because 
Africa is a major source of supply of uranium and other ores that are 
abused in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, we of Africa strongly 
believe that the interests and the pioneering role of Africa in matters

* Ibid., 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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pertaining to general and complete disarmament, including nuclear 
disarmament, have to be borne in mind constantly when items on the 
subject are being discussed. This is all the more true because the items 
on the declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace and on the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Mid
dle East touch Africa, not tangentially, but in a manner that does not 
lend itself to isolated and insulated treatment, with an eye closed to 
African interest. A number of African countries, with which the other 
independent member States of the Organization of African Unity are 
irrevocably linked together in a common destiny, are directly affected. 
Like the two eyes of a man, when one is hurt, the other spontaneously 
and instantly sheds tears. Africa is one and indivisible.

I want also to be frank. For quite some time now we have been 
worrying about the military might of South Africa that enables it to 
defy the world. Numerous resolutions have been adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly decrying arms sales to South Africa and expressing 
profound anxiety that South African arms were not only contributing 
to its repression and suppression of the African population of South 
Africa in pursuit of its nefarious apartheid policy, but also that its 
arms were being used for aggressive purposes against independent 
African States north of the Limpopo. My own country, Nigeria, was a 
target of South African arms. So is Zimbabwe today. Zaire was a target 
of South African arms in the early 1960s. So is Namibia today. Now we 
are apprehensive, very apprehensive.

It is common knowledge that South Africa has nuclear capability. 
Will South Africa use its nuclear capability to blackmail the independ
ent African States so as to weaken their opposition at the United Na
tions and elsewhere to its policy of apartheid'! What protective 
measures can the African States legitimately take against South 
Africa’s nuclear weapons? Are there ways whereby the African States 
can ensure that South African nuclear capability is converted to solely 
and purely peaceful purposes? These are some of the considerations at 
the back of our minds in submitting the draft resolution, for we have a 
saying in Nigeria to the effect that a leopard which has just escaped 
from a trap fears every crooked tree.

After all that I have said, there is very little left to be said to-explain 
the provisions of the draft resolution and to commend it to the unani
mous approval of this Committee. The first two preambular para
graphs are self-explanatory. They are sacrosanct in the theology of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in the vocabulary 
of the United Nations.

The third preambular paragraph is equally non-controversial. The 
phrase “militarily denuclearized zones” means what it says. Like many 
other good ideas, that phrase was borrowed from the third preambular 
paragraph of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America to define our vehement opposition to the manufacture, 
use and proliferation of nuclear weapons and at the same time to 
emphasize our commitment to the use of nuclear energy for exclusively
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peaceful purposes. With this explanation, the fourth preambular para
graph is logical and needs no further clarification.

The fifth and sixth preambular paragraphs merely recall what is no 
longer an issue. The declaration of Africa as a nuclear-free zone is 
universally accepted and respected. The geographical area or zone, as 
delineated in the former, is in conformity with article 1 (2) of the 
Charter of the Organization of African Unity which reads as follows:

The Organization [that is, the Organization of African Unity] shall include the conti
nental African States, Madagascar and other islands surrounding Africa.

The last preambular paragraph is self-evident. A majority of the 
non-aligned countries are in Africa, Asia, the Middle East and Latin 
America. It is the countries in those areas that are directly affected by 
the five agenda items on nuclear-free zones of which this Committee is 
seized. It is therefore important to recall that the declaration on the 
denuclearization of the continent of Africa has been endorsed by the 
Heads of State and Government of the non-aligned countries that those 
countries, unable to compel the nuclear Powers to disarm, are taking 
steps to ensure that nuclear weapons are not used against them.

The five operative paragraphs also should raise no problems. Para
graphs 1 and 2 merely repeat the provisions of General Assembly 
resolution 2033 (XX). So also does paragraph 3, except that the idea of 
“transporting”, which was in resolution 1652 (XVI) and inadvertently 
omitted from resolution 2033 (XX), has been restored and reinstated. 
Let me emphasize in this connexion that central to our thinking on the 
matter is our fear that nuclear weapons in transit across Africa may be 
dropped or even fall accidentally on our continent, resulting in unspeak
able calamity and annihilation. After what we heard the representative 
of Japan say on 18 November 1974 concerning the experience of his 
country, we want to avoid this fearsome contingency.

In any case, it is reasonable to expect that the question of transpor
tation will be dealt with later, when the written text of a treaty is also 
available for negotiation; but the question of transit must be seen in 
the light of international law. In addition to the four or so criteria 
enunciated by the United States and the United Kingdom with regard 
to the concept of nuclear-free zones, there must be other equally com
pelling criteria, mcluding an undertaking on their part not to do any
thing that will jeopardize regions that have voluntarily renounced the 
nuclear option. In this regard, one cannot but recall the views of His 
Excellency Mr. Agha Shahi, Foreign Secretary of Pakistan, when he 
said on 15 November 1974 in reference to the inadequacies of the secu
rity guarantees extended to non-nuclear States under Security -Coun- 
cil resolution 258(1968) * that:

One would have thought that on the question of refraining from the use or threat of 
use of nuclear weapons against such States

—and here he was referring to the States that have renounced their

»Ihid., 1968, p. 444.
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nuclear option—
the attitudes of the nuclear Powers would be more positive.’”

By action or inaction, like failure to appreciate the genuine fears of 
the African States concerning the transporting of nuclear weapons into 
and from their territories, the nuclear Powers may be endangering the 
life of the goose that lays the golden egg. Speaking for Nigeria, I would 
say that the lesson will not be lost on us, if the word “transporting” in 
this paragraph is seized upon by any nuclear Power to refuse us their 
full support.

Paragraph 4 is merely to serve notice on the Secretary-General that 
we shall need his help and assistance in this our venture to maintain 
and promote international peace and security in Africa and the world. 
We do not envisage any immediate financial implications or technical 
assistance at this stage. Our Heads of State will have to decide into 
what form the declaration should be translated and what features the 
exercise should have before we shall return to the Secretary-General 
for necessary assistance. We can only hope at this stage that the 
Secretary-General will be as generous to us as he has been to 
our friends of Latin America with whom we share many common 
aspirations.

The fifth and last operative paragraph is the main goal of our present 
endeavour. We want an item to be inscribed on the provisional agenda 
of the thirtieth session of the General Assembly, so that Africa’s views 
may be heard more pertinently in the context of the five items on our 
agenda and such other related items as may be proposed later on the 
subject of nuclear-free zones.

Statement by the Mauritian Representative (Ramphul) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean Peace 
Zone, November 20, 1974>

I have the honour of introducing a least controversial draft resolution 
on the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, which I submitted this 
morning and which has been efficiently and speedily processed by the 
Secretariat and circulated in document A/C.l/L.699.^ The purpose of 
the draft resolution is to make the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean more representative in character, taking into account the politi
cal changes that have occurred in the Indian Ocean area since the estab
lishment of the Ad Hoc Committee in 1972, and to intensify its efforts 
for completion of its task.

The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean was established by

Ante, p. 650.
' A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 37-42.
 ̂ Identical with pt. B of resolution 3259 (XXIX), pos ,̂ pp. 796-797.
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General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII), of 15 December 1972.® Ac
cording to that resolution, the main objective of the Ad Hoc Committee 
was to study the implications of the Indian Ocean peace-zone proposal 
with special reference to the practical measures that might be taken in 
furtherance of the objectives of the Declaration contained in General 
Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI),  ̂ and having due regard to the 
security interests of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean and the interests of any other State consistent with the Purposes 
and Principles of the United Nations Charter. The General Assembly 
further decided in resolution 2992 (XXVII), that the Committee should 
consist of the following 15 Member States: Australia, China, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Paki
stan, Sri Lanka, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen and Zambia.

There is a general realization among the countries of the area that 
the full implications of the proposal for the establishment and preser
vation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean have not been worked out 
fully. In comparison with other oceans, the question of defining oceanic 
limits of the Indian Ocean is complicated and remains unsettled. Fur
ther clarification is required on other questions.

In its report contained in document A/9629, the Ad Hoc Committee 
recommended that it should: (a) proceed with its consultation with the 
four permanent members of the Security Council which are not mem
bers of the Ad Hoc Committee—this is contained in paragraph 31 of 
the report; (b) give priority attention in 1975 to the definition of such 
terms as “limits of the Indian Ocean, in the context of the Declaration”, 
“littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean”, and “foreign 
military bases”—this is contained in paragraph 34; and (c) give consid
eration to the convening of a conference of the littoral and hinterland 
States—and this is contained in paragraph 33. The Committee, there
fore, felt that it should continue and intensify its efforts in accordance 
with its mandate.

There has been in recent times an increase in the military presence 
of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean which has made the countries 
of the area more keenly aware that deliberations concerning the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace need to be pursued in a purposeful manner.

I believe, therefore, that it is now desirable to give due consideration 
to the question of enlargement of the Ad Hoc Committee’s membership. 
Those states that were not Members of the United Nations at the time 
of the establishment of the Committee should get an opportunity to 
serve on it. Since the establishment of the Committee, one littoral 
State, namely Bangladesh, having a long coast line on the Indian Ocean, 
occupying a strategic position and having an abiding interest in the 
establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, has become a 
Member of the United Nations. Mozambique, another littoral State of 
the Indian Ocean, is now virtually self-governing and, with the process

’ Docum ents on Discam am ent, 1972, pp. 861-862.
* Ibid., 1971, pp. 901-903.
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of decolonization which the Portuguese Government has so happily 
introduced, we can reasonably expect Mozambique to have full inde
pendence and membership in the United Nations in the near future. 
With the continuing process of decolonization in parts of Asia and 
Africa, we can expect a number of other countries—for example, the 
Comoro Islands, Papua New Guinea, the Seychelles, etc.—to secure 
statehood in the not too distant future. The membership of the Ad Hoc 
Committee, therefore, should be enlarged to keep pace with the in
creased membership of the United Nations and offer the new Member 
States which have an abiding interest in, and commitment to, the 
concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace an opportunity to serve 
on the Committee.

I would now like to explain the specific proposals contained in the 
draft resolution.

The first preambular paragraph of the draft resolution recalls resolu
tion 2992 (XXVII), of 15 December 1972, by which the Ad Hoc Commit
tee was originally established.

The second and third preambular paragraphs note the two trends of 
development in the area to which I referred earlier in my introduction, 
namely, an increased interest on the part of the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean in creating a zone of peace in that region and 
the emergence of new States in the area since the establishment of the 
Ad Hoc Committee. The fourth preambular paragraph recognizes the 
interest of those littoral and hinterland States in the establishment of 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace.

The core of the draft resolution is really the first and, in fact, the only 
operative paragraph, which, in the light of the new developments in the 
area, would decide to enlarge the composition of t\ieAdHoc Committee 
from 15 to 17 or 18 member States to offer an opportunity to other 
countries that have shown an interest in the matter to serve on the 
Committee.

There arises here a question of procedure, and I believe there is a 
valid precedent regarding this, contained in document A/8908, the 
report of the First Committee on agenda item 34 of the twenty-seventh 
session, paragraph 9, of which states:

At its 1910th meeting, on 5 December 

—that is, in 1972—
the Committee decided to put to the vote [the ] draft resolution . . .  on the understanding 
that the names of the members to serve on the ad hoc committee . . . would be designated 
by the Chairman and would be communicated to the President of the General Assembly 
before the draft resolution was put to the vote in plenary, and that this decision should 
be recorded in the report of the First Committee to the General Assembly.

I would mention for the information of the Committee that I have 
had an opportunity to conduct some limited informal consultations in 
this connexion. I regret that I am heading a one-man delegation, and it 
has been impossible for me to contact all the members of this Commit
tee, and I apologize to them, but I have certainly contacted Mr. Amer- 
asin^e of Sri Lanka, who is the bachelor-father of this item, and
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discussed it with him. I should like to inform you, Mr. Chairman, that 
Somalia and Bangladesh have expressed the wish to be appointed to the 
Ad Hoc Committee. If there is any other third country that would wish 
to serve on the Committee, I have no doubt that it will communicate its 
name to you.

The draft resolution that I have just introduced is very simple and 
certainly non-controversial. Therefore I formally request that you, 
Mr. Chairman, consult the Committee as to whether it is prepared to 
adopt this draft by consensus, without undue debate, and dispose of it 
without much ado. Otherwise I would formally request that the draft 
be put to the vote as soon as possible—preferably immediately—and I 
hope it will be adopted unanimously, but I do not believe this will be 
necessary. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your co-operation and 
understanding.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 20, 1974'

In connexion with the forthcoming vote on the draft resolution in 
document A/C.l/L.690,^ the Soviet delegation would like to state the 
following.

The position of the Soviet Union on the question of non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons has already been set forth in the statement made 
by our delegation in the First Committee on 28 October last,® and there 
is no need for us to repeat it now. The non-proliferation Treaty * is in 
keeping with the vital interests of all States and peoples, and by curb
ing the proliferation of nuclear weapons it reduces the danger of nu
clear war. The Soviet Union supports the accession of the largest 
possible number of States to this Treaty.

The draft resolution submitted by a group of countries in document 
A/C.1/L.690 is in keeping with the general concept of the importance 
of the non-proliferation Treaty. It stresses the timeliness of a more 
effective and universal application of that Treaty and gives an impor
tant place to nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. As members 
know, this is covered by article V of the non-proliferation Treaty. The 
Soviet Union attaches great importance to that article. The Soviet 
Union actively participates in the activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, which conducts important work in this field. The 
Governing Council of the International Atomic Energy Agency has 
adopted provisions for the international control of such explosions and 
has elaborated procedures that will be implemented by the Agency in

‘ A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 51-52.
2 Ante, pp. 612-614.
 ̂Ante, pp. 576-578.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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discharging its functions as the international control body. The Soviet 
Union supports the request made in the draft resolution for the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency to continue its studies on the peaceful 
applications of nuclear explosions. The Soviet Union agrees that the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in submitting its 
annual report, should include a section on its consideration of the arms 
control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions, taking into account 
the views of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

At the beginning of October this year, the Soviet-United States talks 
began in Moscow on questions connected with peaceful nuclear explo
sions. These negotiations flow from the Treaty signed in July 1974 
between the Soviet Union and the United States on curbing under
ground nuclear tests,® and have a direct bearing on the non-prolifera
tion Treaty, article V of which provides for the adoption of measures 
aimed at making the potential benefits derived from peaceful nuclear 
explosions accessible to all States.

We believe that a contribution to the further development of the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions will be made by the conference 
of parties to the non-proliferation Treaty to be held in Geneva in May 
1975. In principle, however, we believe that it is not advisable for the 
General Assembly to prejudge to any extent the nature of the commu
nications to be made by the two States depositaries of the non-prolifer
ation Treaty at the forthcoming conference of parties to the Treaty as 
envisaged in the amendment contained in document A/C.1/L.693/ 
Rev.l,® which contains the amendments to the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.690.

On the basis of the foregoing, the Soviet delegation will vote in favour 
of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.690 as a whole, but will 
abstain in the voting on the amendments to it.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 20, 1974’

The problem dealt with in this draft resolution  ̂ is of great impor
tance. My delegation would therefore like to explain why it abstained 
on the i;esolution as a whole and also on the proposed amendments.®

My delegation has already on several occasions affirmed its position 
with regard to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. That France 
is not a party to the 1968 Treaty ‘ in no way implies that it has no inter
est in the problem to which the Treaty relates. It seems to us, on the

® Ante, pp. 225-227.
® Ante, p. 673.
1 A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), pp. 62-65.
2 Ante, pp. 612-614.
3 Ante, pp. 657-658,673.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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contrary, that this is one of the most serious questions we have to face. 
One of its most complex aspects is undoubtedly that of defining the 
carrying out control over nuclear tests for peaceful purposes. However, 
as I have pointed out, we are not parties to the non-proliferation Treaty 
for reasons already explained, the essence of which is based on the dis
criminatory nature of the Treaty. Furthermore, we do not participate 
in the work of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament for 
reasons which we have also repeatedly explained. That explains our 
abstention on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.690 since in 
essence it calls upon the Geneva Committee and the review conference 
of the non-proliferation Treaty to consider the question before us. 
However, I should like to remind the Committee that my country, as 
an active member of the International Atomic Energy Agency, takes 
part in all the Agency’s studies and has never opposed its activities 
being applied to non-proliferation, particularly to the safeguards, the 
working out of which was entrusted to it under the non-proliferation 
Treaty. Following the same line of conduct, we intend to pursue the 
same course inside the Agency in the matter of peaceful explosions.

In conclusion I should like to make it clear that my delegation will 
carefully study any provisions which may be proposed by any of the 
bodies called upon in the draft resolution to consider the highly impor
tant question upon which we are now focusing attention. It will judge 
them, regardless of their origin, on their merits.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, November 20, 1974 ’

The United States has strongly supported the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.690  ̂ as a constructive step towards our common 
non-proliferation objective. Indeed, the efforts of the Japanese, Nether
lands and Canadian delegations, as well as of others, in developing this 
draft resolution must be greatly appreciated certainly by all the mem
bers of this Committee who voted for it.

The United States wishes to explain its vote in one respect, namely, 
with regard to the statement in the sixth preambular paragraph, which 
reads;

. . .  that it has not yet proven possible to differentiate between the technology for 
nuclear weapons and that for nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes.

For countries in the early stage of developing a nuclear explosive 
capability, we cannot see how it would be possible to develop such a

■ A/C.l/PV.2025(prov.),p.66.
 ̂A nte, pp. 612-614.
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capability for peaceful purposes without in the process acquiring a 
device which could be used as a nuclear weapon. In the case of advanced 
nuclear-weapon States, however, it may be possible, under certain 
conditions, to develop criteria that would be adequate to ensure that 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes are not used to further 
nuclear-weapon development. But, I should add, if such criteria could 
be developed they would not be applicable to the problem posed by the 
development of a nuclear explosive capability by a non-nuclear-weapon 
State.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Non-proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 20, 19743

The Chinese delegation is consistently opposed to the non-prolifera
tion Treaty,* because that Treaty serves the super-Powers in maintain
ing their policy of nuclear monopoly and blackmail. On the basis of this 
position, we voted against the draft resolution document A/C.1/L.690.®

Statement by the Iranian Representative (Hoveyda) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 21 ,1974 ’

I have the honour. Sir, to introduce on behalf of the delegations of 
Egypt and Iran the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.700.* Mem
bers of the Committee will recall that a few weeks ago the Ambassador 
of Egypt and the head of my delegation introduced the agenda item 
entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of 
the Middle East”. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, before explain
ing certain points of the draft resolution I should like to remind the 
Committee of the reasons why we thought it necessary at this twenty- 
ninth session of the General Assembly to bring up again a proposal on 
this subject which was made a few years ago by my own Sovereign.

Introducing the item in the First Committee the head of my delega
tion said, inter alia:

In view of the political and economic situation prevailing in the Middle East, which is 
well known to everybody, the introduction of nuclear arms into that area could mean 
much more than simply a burdensome arms race, which in itself would be catastrophic.*

3 A/C.1/PV.2025 (prov.), p. 66.
* Docmmmts m  Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
® Ante, pp. 612-614.
' A/C.l/PV.2026(prov.), pp. 2-10.
" Ante, pp. 673-675.
3 A/C.l/PV.2000(prov.), p. 61.
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I have no need to go into details on this, because we are all well aware 
that we are on the threshold of a new era when countries are going to 
have to give up, to an increasing extent, the use of traditional sources 
of energy in favour of nuclear energy. This development has created a 
situation which could not be foreseen at the time when the non
proliferation Treaty came into force. It was necessary, therefore, to 
take initiatives in order to avoid the proliferation of nuclear weapons in 
our part of the world; but, at the same time, all the countries of our 
region had to be assured that they would benefit from the peaceful 
application of nuclear technology. That is why, in agreement with the 
delegation of Egypt, before this twenty-ninth session we changed the 
wording of the item we had put on the agenda and instead of speaking 
of a “denuclearized zone” we preferred the wording which is now in the 
text of the draft resolution—“establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone”.

I should add that what we are hoping for, in the final analysis, is the 
banning of the production, acquisition, stockpiling and transportation 
of nuclear weapons under an effective control system. However, we are 
aware that such a purpose cannot be achieved immediately. That objec
tive can only be achieved by stages and after serious study of the prob
lems arising. It is with that in mind that the delegation of Egypt and 
my own delegation are today presenting the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/L.700. The draft resolution, I hasten to add, is the fruit of 
consultations with a number of delegations of countries inside and 
outside the area, because here again we are aware that we cannot 
initiate the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone without 
taking into account the views of States in other regions.

Having said that, I shall now turn to an introduction of the draft 
resolution.

I believe the preamble does not require a great deal of explanation, 
because it is quite clear. However, with regard to the fourth preambu
lar paragraph, which recalls the resolution adopted by the Council of 
the League of Arab States, I should like to stress that that resolution 
was in support of the idea of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the Middle East and we think it important to refer to that 
resolution since the members of the Council of the League of Arab 
States are directly interested in the problem. We also thought it would 
be useful to refer to precedents, particularly with respect to Africa and 
Latin America, where efforts aimed at the establishment of such zones 
have been very successful.

R^arding the operative part of the draft resolution, I think that 
after the consultations we have been holding for some weeks we have 
reached a text which is reasonable.

Operative paragraph 1 does not attempt to put the cart before the 
horse; quite the contrary, it merely approves the idea of the establish
ment of a zone, because we—both our delegations, as well as those 
delegations that we have consulted—were aware that we could not 
decide to establish the zone before solving the problems that that would
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entail. All we could do, therefore, was ask the Assembly to approve the 
idea.

We have worded operative paragraph 2 in that way because we be
lieve that such a zone can only be established in our part of the world 
if a climate of confidence exists. In order to create that climate, we 
believe it necessary for the parties concerned to declare their willing
ness not to introduce or manufacture nuclear weapons in the area.

With reference to operative paragraph 3 ,1 should like to remind the 
Committee that my country is a party to the non-proliferation Treaty.'* 
I would also remind the Committee that Egypt has signed that Treaty. 
In this connexion, the Ambassador of Egypt, in introducing this item 
in the general debate, made his country’s position quite clear.’ We 
thou^t that in our part of the world the parties concerned could use
fully consider the possibility of acceding to that Treaty.

With regard to the Treaty, I am well aware that there are divergent 
views in the Assembly. But I would draw the attention of my colleagues 
to the fact that, in our draft resolution, Egypt and Iran are not asking 
all the members of the Assembly to accede to the Treaty. Our request is 
confined to our own region. Consequently, I hope that this paragraph 
will not give rise to any difficulties for certain delegations which have 
reservations on the matter but whose countries are outside that area.

On operative paragraph 4 I should like to point out that, as I said at 
the beginning of my statement, we cannot establish a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in one part of the world if other countries in other regions— 
and in particular nuclear-weapon States—do not co-operate in the 
attainment of our objective. We have worded this paragraph in a 
general way precisely in order to be able to muster what I hope will be 
unanimous support.

Operative paragraph 5 is linked with the other operative paragraphs 
of the draft resolution. As I have said, the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-fre6 zone requires evidence of confidence on the part of those 
concerned, and we should like to know if the parties concerned in the 
area are genuinely interested—that they are not just playing with 
words—in the creation of such a zone. And if in this paragraph we have 
asked that the Secretary-General should report to the Security Council 
and the General Assembly, if we have specifically mentioned the Secu
rity Council, it is to show how serious we are about this question. In 
other words, in making this proposal we are serious and we hope that 
one day, as soon as possible, that nuclear-weapon-free zone will come 
into being, because—and I have no need to say this in this Committee 
where there are so many ambassadors—the Security Council is an 
extremely important body and we believe that it should be kept abreast 
of the situation with regard to this proposal.

The last paragraph does not require any particular comment. It is 
there because, as I said at the very beginning, we are not dreamers. We

* Docum ents on D isorm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® A/C.1/PV.2001 (prov.), pp. 32-35.
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know very well that the establishment of such a zone will require a 
certain amount of time, studies will have to be undertaken, we have to 
ascertain whether or not the parties concerned want such a zone 
created and so on. Therefore, we know that it will take some time, we 
are not more optimistic than the optimists and we think that the ques
tion will have to be brought back to the General Assembly next year.

I can readily understand that, in view of certain positions, some 
countries outside the region may have some reservations on certain 
paragraphs, in particular operative paragraph 3. But I should like once 
again to draw the attention of those countries which are outside the 
region to the fact that, in our text, we are speaking exclusively about 
the interested parties in the region and that we are not trying to force 
the hand of countries in other parts of the world which have particular 
attitudes.

Those were the remarks that I wanted to make for the Committee’s 
consideration on the subject of this draft resolution, remarks that I 
have made both on behalf of the delegation of Egypt and on behalf of 
my own delegation. We hope that the draft will meet with unanimous 
approval and thus encourage all the parties concerned to work patiently 
towards the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

Statement by the Egyptian Representative (Osman) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 21, 1974’

After this lucid, eloquent and comprehensive introduction of the 
draft resolution on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the region of the Middle East just made by His Excellency Ambassador 
Hoveyda of Iran, my statement will be short. Very little remains to be 
said now about this draft which is sponsored by Iran and Egypt.

The draft resolution which we have submitted to the Committee in 
document A/C.l/L.700^ has as its ultimate goal the elimination of 
nuclear weapons from the region of the Middle East under an adequate 
system of international control. The motivation of both Iran and Egypt 
in sponsoring this draft and recommending it for the favourable con
sideration of the Committee is a purely constructive one. The sense of 
insecurity which accompanies the spread of nuclear weapons and the 
regional tension which results from such fear spurred the process of 
concluding the non-proliferation Treaty. According to the preamble of 
that Treaty,

. .. the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of nuclear 
war.^

1 A/C.1/PV.202_6 (prov.), pp. 11-12.
2 Ante, pp. 673-675.
 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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The contracting parties to the Treaty adopted the principle that the 
benefits of the peaceful application of nuclear technology should be 
available to all parties to the Treaty and declared their intention to 
achieve, at the earliest possible date, the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and to undertake effective measures for nuclear disarmament.

The non-proliferation Treaty also contains definite obligations on 
both nuclear and non-nuclear States. I am sure the members of the 
Committee are already aware of those obligations.

The non-proliferation Treaty not only is a measure of crucial impor
tance, but is also a necessary prerequisite for any future progress in 
nuclear disarmament as well as in the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones. The idea of nuclear-free zones has been discussed in 
the General Assembly and elsewhere on many occasions ever since the 
middle of the last decade. In this respect, Africa and Latin America 
have been the subject of resolutions of the General Assembly in previ
ous sessions. The denuclearization of Latin America is embodied in the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.  ̂This year we have two new areas included on the 
agenda: the area of South Asia and the region of the Middle East.

Egypt joined Iran, on 15 July 1974, in requesting the inclusion of the 
item entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East”.® In their peaceful venture, Iran and Egypt 
are fully aware of the complexities and intricacies involved in the sub
ject. But we start from the premise that nuclear energy should be used 
exclusively for peaceful purposes, not for the purpose of destroying or 
threatening or blackmailing. The cause of peace and security in the 
area would certainly be enhanced by peaceful access to nuclear energy, 
particularly for assisting developing countries in their efforts to im
prove their living standards. Total absence of nuclear weapons in the 
region, regardless of which States own or control such weapons, is the 
core of the project. Any instruments of mass destruction will conse
quently be, and forever remain, banned from the territory, to protect 
the r^on from both the threat of nuclear destruction and the waste of 
resources in a senseless arms race.

If these basic elements are kept in mind, it will be easy to understand 
why this draft resolution should be commended to the attention of the 
Committee.

By way of conclusion, the draft resolution which we have before the 
Committee today, among other things, calls for the support of the 
international community by commending the idea of the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, and requires from 
the States concerned in the area that they proclaim solemnly and im
mediately their intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from produc
ing, testing, obtaining, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear 
weapons.

The draft resolution also calls upon the parties concerned in the area

‘ Ibid., 1967, pp. 69 ff.
5 A nte, pp. 3^-326.
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to accede to the non-proliferation Treaty, a prerequisite for establish
ing any effective, concrete, nuclear-weapon-free zone.

The adoption of this draft resolution may be an important step for
ward in our search for nuclear disarmament and an important mile
stone in the long struggle to achieve our cherished goal of general and 
complete disarmament by preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. My delegation hopes that this draft resolution will be adopted 
by unanimity.

Statement by the Finnish Representative (Hyvarinen) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-free Zones, 
November 21, 1974>

In my statement in the First Committee on 29 October, I proposed 
that this Assembly should consider the possibility of initiating a com
prehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its 
aspects. This proposal has received a broad and positive response from 
among the membership of this Assembly. I based that proposal on 
certain general considerations. In introducing the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.l/L.701,^ I would now like to reiterate a few of 
them.

The interest in nuclear-weapon-free zones as such dates back nearly 
two decades. Proposals and ideas to that effect have been put forward 
in most regions of the world. So far they have resulted in only two 
concrete agreements on such zones: the Treaty of Tlatelolco * and the 
Treaty covering the Antarctic.* Furthermore, the first steps towards 
creating such a zone in Africa have been taken by the Declaration 
adopted by the twentieth General Assembly.® The slowness of this 
process, we believe, is at least partly due to the fact that we are dealing 
here with difficult and complex questions which furthermore affect 
vital national interests of States in their respective regions.

On the other hand, it is obviously not due to any lack of interest in 
the idea as such. This interest has, on the contrary, grown over the 
years and is gaining increasing attention among States in different 
regions of the world. It has become one of the possible instruments in 
the efforts of States to enhance their regional security and to contrib
ute to a lessening of the danger of a nuclear proliferation in the world 
in general.

I wish to reaffirm the conviction of my Government that the non
proliferation Treaty ® should continue to play the central role in the 
efforts to limit, through non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the

‘ A/C.l/PV.2026(prov.), pp. 13-17.
2 Identical with pt. F of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 808-809. 
® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
 ̂Ibid., 1H5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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danger of nuclear war. At the same time, it is evident that the concept 
of nuclear-weapon-free zones—embodied as it is in the said Treaty— 
has to an increasing degree come to be seen as a valuable complemen
tary instrument for seeking the same ends within a different structural 
and conceptual framework.

It is natural, therefore, that the time has come to undertake, without 
delay, the kind of broad and comprehensive study of this question in 
all its aspects that we are now proposing to this Assembly. It is not our 
intention to link such a study, in time or in substance, with any con
crete consideration regarding the establishment of any such zone under 
consideration at present or contemplated earlier. Rather we have 
envisaged a broad and thorough inventory and analysis of this entire 
question, unrelated to any one particular region. Our hope would be 
that such a study would clarify the concept as such and provide such 
assistance and guidance as might be needed and asked for by any group 
of countries in the future.

It is indeed with these considerations in mind that we have delayed 
the presentation of our draft resolution until now. To underline the 
independent and separate character of the initiative as compared with 
any concrete proposals on nuclear-weapon-free zones, we have pre
ferred to wait until the draft resolutions relating to these have been 
presented.

Following my statement of 29 October,  ̂ we have held discussions 
with a large number of interested delegations. As a basis for these 
discussions, we informally circulated a preliminary draft resolution, 
which is now before the Committee in a slightly revised form.

We believe that we have arrived at a formulation of our text which 
takes into account different views that have been put forward during 
the extensive discussions we have held. Therefore we are confident that 
our proposal—uncontroversial and broadly needed as it would seem to 
us to be—will be unanimously accepted by this Committee.

The prevailing impression that we have gained from our talks has 
been that the idea of this study has been recognized as important and 
timely in all quarters. Nobody has objected to this. Some suggestions 
have been made with regard to the character and composition of the 
group of experts to undertake the study, the context in which it should 
be set up, its mandate, its relation to other disarmament and arms 
control undertakings at present in progress, and so on.

In taking into account the different views expressed on these points 
we have inter alia come to the conclusion that the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, in view of its experience and competence 
in matters relating to nuclear disarmament in general and the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons in particular, would be the most suit
able body under the auspices of which the study should be undertaken. 
It is not our intention that the study should be undertaken by the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as such but by a special

7 A/C.1/PV.2003 (prov.), pp. 16-20.
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group of governmental experts set up by it for that particular purpose 
and comprising the necessary expertise from among its members as 
well as other interested parties, non-members of the Committee.

The draft resolution also seeks the assistance of the Secretary- 
General in order to ensure that the group of experts receives all the 
personnel and the material assistance it may require. Without prejudg
ing the form or substance of the study to be undertaken, we have also 
added a provision to the draft resolution which makes it possible for 
the group of experts to ask for and receive such assistance from inter
ested Governments and international organizations as may be required. 
As far as the international organizations are concerned, we have 
thought of such bodies as the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
OP ANAL and the Organization of African Unity. Finally, as this is a 
question of global concern, we believe that the United Nations General 
Assembly should be seized of it and that the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament should transmit the study by the expert group to 
the Assembly in a special report in time for the next session of the 
General Assembly.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modification,
November 21, 1974'

In connexion with the forthcoming discussion in the First Committee 
of the draft resolution on the question of the prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes 
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health, contained in document A/C.1/L.675, dated 
24 September 1974,  ̂ the Soviet delegation would like to make the fol
lowing statement.

At the 1998th meeting of the First Committee the delegation of 
the Soviet Union gave a detailed explanation of the substance of the 
Soviet proposal on this question.® Therefore, there is no need to repeat 
now the motives and reasons for which the Soviet Government put 
forward this proposal as an important and urgent question for consid
eration at the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly. We 
consider that the implementation of the idea of the prohibition of 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health could be an important step towards curb
ing the arms race and towards disarmament. The adoption by the 
General Assembly of this proposal and the subsequent production of an 
international convention on this question would, without any doubt, 
promote the task of limiting the arms race and strengthening peace

* A/C.l/PV.2026(prov.), pp. 17-25.
2 A nte, pp. 517-522.
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and would promote the averting of a menacing potential danger for the 
whole of mankind.

The response to this proposal which emerged in the statements in the 
plenary meetings of the General Assembly and in the First Committee 
demonstrates that this proposal, because it is so topical and important, 
has aroused genuinely great interest and widespread approval on the 
part of the delegations of many countries. We note with satisfaction 
that these delegations have supported the initiative of the Soviet Union 
and given a high assessment of its importance. We express our grati
tude to these delegations for their positive attitude towards this 
initiative of the Soviet Union and also towards the highly humanitarian 
motives for which this proposal was put forward. Striking evidence of 
the favourable attitude towards this proposal was the fact also that 23 
States became sponsors of the draft resolution that was put forward 
for the consideration of the Committee. In this regard permit me once 
again to express my gratitude to the delegations of Afghanistan, Ar
gentina, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Finland, German Demo
cratic Republic, Ghana, Hungary, India, Iraq, Kenya, Mauritius, 
Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic and Ukrainian SSR for their 
valuable contribution and sponsorship.

In the course of the discussion of this question in the First Commit
tee and in talks with the other sponsors of the draft resolution and with 
representatives of many other countries, considerable interest was 
displayed in various aspects of this proposal. A number of delegations 
expressed the wish to introduce some clarifications into the initial text 
of the draft resolution which would make for a clearer definition of the 
purport of this proposal, and this in the final analysis would make it 
possible to increase the number of States supporting it.

The sponsors of this draft resolution considered the proposals of a 
number of delegations and found it possible to introduce certain clari
fications into the text. These are now contained in the revised draft 
resolution in document A/C.l/L.675/Rev.l, dated 20 November 1974.'* 
A number of delegations expressed the wish to clarify the draft resolu
tion in the sense that the implementation of the proposal to prohibit 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human well-being and health should not be an obstacle to the applica
tion of the results of scientific and technological progress in this area 
for exclusively peaceful purposes.

In this regard, we should simply like to stress that the very fact that 
we raised this question in the General Assembly meant and still means 
that we did not place any limitations on the activities of States in the 
use of new possibilities created by the development of scientific and 
technological progress for influencing the environment and climate for 
peaceful purposes, the benefits of which could be widely used both by

* Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX), post, pp. 814-816.
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individual countries and regions and by mankind as a whole. It is 
precisely for this reason that both in the draft resolution and in the 
draft convention on this question provision is made for such a prohibi
tion of action to influence the environment and climate for purposes 
incompatible with the interests of international security, human well
being and health.

In order to accommodate the wishes of other delegations and to 
clarify this provision further, the sponsors have agreed to introduce a 
clarification into the third paragraph of the preamble and also into 
operative paragraphs 1 and 5 of the draft resolution by speaking of the 
prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate both for 
military purposes and for other hostile purposes incompatible with the 
maintenance of international security, human well-being and health. 
In these three paragraphs we have inserted the word “hostile” between 
the words “other” and “purposes”. We consider that such a clarification 
will make it possible to interpret more clearly these provisions of the 
draft resolution, and subsequently the draft resolution itself when it is 
submitted to the General Assembly.

A clarification has also been made in the fourth paragraph of the 
preamble, proposed by the delegation of the Philippines. The profound 
interest of States and peoples is expressed not only in the adoption of 
measures to preserve and improve the natural environment, but also in 
measures for the modification or the moderation of the climate solely 
for peaceful purposes for the benefit of present and future generations. 
We have in mind particularly conditions, for example, that produce 
various elemental disasters in various parts of the world. The adoption 
of measures designed to curb those types of disasters would be of genu
ine benefit for the peoples of the States concerned.

There has also been a drafting change in the beginning of operative 
paragraph 2. The words “Takes into account” have been replaced by the 
words “Takes note”. The point is that the General Assembly takes note 
of the draft international convention submitted by the Soviet Union ® 
as well as other points of view and suggestions put forward during the 
discussion of this question in the First Committee and in the Assembly.

The changes submitted by the sponsors, which in general clarify the 
text and consequently bring about an improvement of the individual 
proposals in the draft resolution, should make it possible, in our view, 
for a larger number of States Members of the United Nations to sup
port the text and to vote in favour of the revised draft resolution sub
mitted by the 23 sponsors, which I have already mentioned, in document 
A/C.l/L.675/Rev.l.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that this draft resolution 
will receive genuinely wide support both in the First Committee and in 
the plenary meetings of the General Assembly. We are convinced that 
the consideration of this question and the adoption of a draft resolution 
on it would be an important positive step by the United Nations and the

5 Ante, pp. 517-521.
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entire international community towards the preparation of an interna
tional convention on the prohibition of action to influence the environ
ment and climate for military purposes and to spare mankind from a 
threat as dangerous as that of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, 
the use of which, as we know, is permanently prohibited by a decision 
of the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly.

The delegation of the Soviet Union would like to express in advance 
its great regret should there in fact be delegations unable to vote in 
favour of the draft resolution of the 23 sponsors. We act in the belief 
that the adoption of this draft resolution by the Assembly would be in 
keeping with the interests of all countries and peoples without 
exception.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of Africa, Novem
ber 21, 1974*

Based on its consistent stand of supporting nuclear-free zones, the 
Chinese delegation will vote in favour of the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.1/L.694 on the denuclearization of Africa sponsored by 
Nigeria and 24 other countries.  ̂However, we reserve our own views on 
the questions of general and complete disarmament and non
proliferation of nuclear weapons referred to in the preamble of the 
^aft resolution.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of Africa, 
November 21, 1974’

It should hardly need to be stated again that my Government sym
pathizes with the concept of measures to promote regional security 
through the establishment of effective nuclear-free zones complemen
tary to the non-proliferation Treaty.  ̂ And this resolution is a timely 
reminder to us all that nearly 10 years ago heads of Government in 
Africa already envisaged the possibility of giving effect through an 
international treaty to their own Declaration on the denuclearization of 
Africa.
I would venture to remind the Committee that my delegation voted in 

favour of resolution 2033 (XX) of 1965.® We regard the present resolu
tion as evidence of the strong support given by many African States to

‘ A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), p. 27.
’ Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 807-808. 
‘ A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), p. 31.
* DoiMTn^U m  Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
> Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
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international efforts to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. We could have gone along with a consensus on this draft 
resolution if the Committee had adopted the resolution in such a man
ner. But since a vote had been asked for, we felt obliged to abstain on 
this occasion in order to retain our formal freedom of action in detail in 
relation to this project.

I think it is clear that many details will have to be worked out and 
not all of them may be easy. In this connexion, let me say at once that 
we have noted with interest and pleasure the assurances on the subject 
of transport which the representative of Nigeria has just given to the 
representative of Canada.'* But I repeat that our sympathies remain 
with the desire of the African States to achieve the effective denuclear
ization of Africa within a suitable treaty framework. We wish them 
well in these further efforts and we look forward to what they will have 
to tell us next year when this subject will once more be formally on the 
provisional agenda.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of
Africa, November 21 ,1974 ’

The vote of abstention which my delegation has just cast on the draft 
resolution in document A/C.1/L.694 * is in no way directed against the 
principle of the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in Africa. As in 
the case of other regions, France is prepared to respect the intentions 
of the African States to have a status of denuclearization. We are pre
pared to affirm that we shall in no way infringe the rules which those 
States may decide to adopt. The abstention of my delegation is due 
solely to the wording of the fifth preambular paragraph:

Recalling its resolutions 1652/XVI) of 24 November 1961  ̂and 2033 (XX) of 3 December 
1965,̂  which called upon all States to consider and respect the continent of Africa, 
including the continental African States, Madagascar and other islands surrounding 
Africa, as a nuclear-free zone.. . .

We note that the zone as defined contains French territories. The 
position which we adopt in regard to these territories is the same as the 
one which my delegation had the honour to state before this Committee

* The Canadian representative had expressed the understanding that the draft resolu
tion “in no way seeks to constrain recognized rights of passage in international waters” 
(A/C.l/PV.2026[provJ, p. 26). The Nigerian representative commented:

May I also say that I fully appreciate the explanation just given by Canada, and I 
assure our other friends who have drawn our attention to the use of the word “trans
porting” in the third operative paragraph of the draft resolution, that we are not seek
ing to impose on them any obligation which they have not assumed hitherto under 
General Assembly resolution 2033 (XX) of 1965 (ibid., p. 27).
* A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 31-32.
2 Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 807-808.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
* Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
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some days ago in connexion with the draft resolution concerning the 
accession of France to Protocol I of the Tlatelolco Treaty on the denu
clearization of Latin America.  ̂Because of the general principles of our 
public law, the Government of France cannot accept, in matters of 
self-defence, any distinction between the different parts of its terri
tory, which would be the case if the status of denuclearization were 
applied to our territories in Africa.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, November 21, 1974^

The United States welcomes the initiative by the Nigerian delegation 
and other African delegations to give further impetus to the establish
ment of a nuclear-free zone in Africa. As we have made clear on many 
occasions, most recently at this year's session of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament at Geneva,  ̂we would regard the realiza
tion of a nuclear-free zone in Africa as a major step towards the 
achievement of our common non-proliferation objective. My delegation 
would also have gone along if this draft resolution  ̂ could have been 
adopted by consensus. However, as we have certain reservations with 
respect to operative paragraph 3, when a vote was called for we felt 
compelled to abstain. My Government recognizes that it is entirely 
appropriate for States in a region to call on States outside the region, 
including nuclear-weapon States, to lend their full support to the real
ization of a nuclear-free zone arrangement, and eventually to under
take responsibilities in order to make the arrangement more effective 
and more attractive to the regional party. The adherence of the United 
States to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco  ̂is evidence 
of our willingness to assume such obligations in the interest of further
ing the objectives of nuclear-free zones.

In the case of the initiative before us, however, we feel it is still too 
early to enumerate the specific responsibilities which should be as
sumed by outside Powers. These specific undertakings should be the 
subject of further consultations, both among regional States and 
between them and States outside the region. Therefore, while we can 
endorse in principle the idea that nuclear-weapon States should refrain 
from certain actions in the context of a nuclear-free zone, we cannot 
subscribe at this early stage of the development of the zone to the 
particular set of undertakings contained in operative paragraph 3. It 
would have been preferable, in our view, if the sponsors had used the

® The Tlatelolco treaty and protocol appear ibid., 1967, pp. 69-82. For the French state
ment, see ante, pp. 626-628.

' A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 37-38.
2 See ante, p. 215.
 ̂Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 807-808.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1967, p. 83.
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formulation similar to the one adopted in operative paragraph 4 of th« 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.682.®

Despite these reservations, my Government ŵ ishes to voice its en
couragement for further efforts by African States to advance the goal 
of a denuclearized Africa and to express the hope that these efforts wrill 
be successful at an early stage.

In conclusion, I should like to assure the representative of Nigeria 
that the United States is prepared to consult with African States on 
the issues contained in operative paragraph 3 and to give serious con
sideration to any concrete ideas put forward in this regard.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, November 21, 1974V

I should like with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to thank the 
friends of Africa who joined with us and enabled us to obtain 110 votes 
in favour of our draft resolution. I think that is a resounding victory 
for Africa.

The triple abstention of France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America is too painfully reminiscent of the triple veto in the 
Security Council in the recent discussion on an African subject, the 
question of South Africa,  ̂ for us to let it pass in silence. The absten
tions in the vote just taken constitute a sinister display of the policy of 
duplicity and double-talk which some of those countries pursue towards 
Africa. As my friends from Kenya and Somalia have just pointed out, 
on the one hand with sweet words they profess friendship and amity 
towards African States, while on the other hand they continue their 
sales of arms and nuclear reactors to South Africa, disregarding the 
pleas of the African countries and contrary to resolutions of the United 
Nations. They proclaim adherence to the principles of liberty, freedom 
and independence in Africa and elsewhere but they hold on to colonies 
until they are forced out. They say they are for international peace and 
disarmament, but they are nostalgic about their imperial past, or 
present, and cling to the right of transporting and deploying nuclear 
weapons in a manner that threatens international peace and endangers 
nuclear-free zones like Africa.

The Charter of the Organization of African Unity is a charter of 
hope, peace and independence. We are confident that the European 
colonies and the territories of Africa still under European domination 
will soon be free.

May I refer briefly to the points made regarding the word “trans

® Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
 ̂A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 41-42.
2 S/PV.1808 (prov.), pp. 68-70.
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porting"' in operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution by quoting 
what I said yesterday:

In any case, it is reasonable to expect that the question of transportation will be dealt 
with later, when the written text of a treaty is also available for negotiation; but the 
question of transit must be seen in the light of international law.

I went on to say:
By action or inaction, like failure to appreciate the genuine fears of the African States 

concerning the transportation of nuclear weapons into and from their territories, the 
nuclear Powers may be endangering the life of the goose that lays the golden egg. Speak
ing for Nigeria, I would say that the lesson will not be lost on us, if the word “transport- 
ing"' in this paragraph

—that is operative paragraph 3—
is seized upon by any nuclear Power to refuse us their full support.^

Statement by the British Representative (Taylor) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other Incendi
ary Weapons, November 21 ,1974  ̂

I should like to explain how the United Kingdom will vote on the 
draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.691.^ I have two preliminary 
observations.

First, the United Kingdom has no military interest whatsoever in 
napalm as a weapon. Secondly, the United Kingdom is most willing to 
continue the search for possible restrictions and prohibitions on weap
ons which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate 
effects. Indeed, the leader of my delegation on 5 November expressed in 
this Committee our readiness to move towards an international com
mitment to obtain and share a greater knowledge about weapons which 
would, he hoped, lead to further positive action. Therefore it is a matter 
for regret to my delegation that we are unable to vote for the draft 
resolution before us. I should like to explain our reasons for this stand.

It is the belief of the United Kingdom delegation that the subject of 
weapon prohibitions should be approached extremely seriously by 
States and should be subjected to careful and dispassionate research. 
The draft resolution before us does not, of course, merely concern 
napalm but, under the category of incendiaries, may also include such 
weapons as tracer ammunition and certain types of armour-piercing 
anti-tank rounds. In addition, as the Swedish representative has 
pointed out, it also covers a wide range of other weapons, such as high- 
velocity projectiles, blast and fragmentation weapons and time-delay 
weapons. Many of these weapons I have mentioned are already in the 
military inventories of States—I would say, in the military inventories 
of the majority of States. We for our part strongly believe that careful

® Ante, pp. 693-694.
1 A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 57-65.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789.
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study by experts is needed before Governments may contemplate the 
far-reaching step of prohibiting any of these weapons.

This is why many Governments, including my own, supported the 
holding of a conference on weaponry in Lucerne which would bring 
together experts from a wide range of disciplines: legal, diplomatic, 
military and medical. I do not think our assessment of the value of that 
Conference differs widely from that of the co-sponsors of this draft 
resolution, though we would perhaps place a rather different emphasis 
on what happened there. It is certainly true, as the representative of 
Sweden pointed out yesterday,® that the work at Lucerne—which was, 
we agree, both longer and more intensive than earlier similar periods 
of study—exposed extensive disagreements between experts; but the 
Swedish representative came close to ascribing this state of affairs 
either to domination of that Conference by military experts or to a 
determination by certain “technologically advanced States”—as he 
expressed it—to rebut the evidence that had been advanced in earlier 
reports. We for our part do not agree with either of these points of 
analysis.

There is another and possibly simpler explanation of what happened 
at Lucerne which I commend to this Committee. It is simply that the 
earlier reports were in certain important respects wrong, and the 
significant parts of the evidence advanced both previously at Lucerne 
and at that Conference itself were based on inadequate research. But 
we certainly agree with the sponsors that, on balance, the Conference 
served a useful and a positive purpose. And we agree, it seems, that 
the conference also revealed the need for more basic research and work 
before prohibitions can be usefully arrived at.

We do not think that this is the correct forum, nor indeed the correct 
time, in that Governments have not had a sufficient opportunity fully 
to digest the ICRC report * for a discussion of the details of the report 
itself. The representative of Sweden yesterday did, however, highlight 
certain excerpts from the report and we feel obliged, therefore, briefly 
to follow him in this respect. He referred in his statement to a passage 
in paragraph 30 of the report. The idea expressed there came from a 
United Kingdom expert, but may have become somewhat over
compressed. The intention was to argue that even accurate and dis
criminating weapons such as, for example, machine-guns or certain 
modern types of aerial bombs might and can be used in an indiscrimi
nate manner by attempting, for example, to cover with blanket fire or 
pattern bombing a relatively large area. That was one thought behind 
the passage referred to.

The other thought was that such area uses of weapons might in 
certain circumstances be legitimate as a method of impeding 
attacking forces without harming civilians, for example, in areas where

 ̂Ante, pp. 675-683.
* Conference o f Government Experts on the Use o f Certain Conventional Weapons: 

Report (Geneva, 1975).
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no civilians were present, as in certain types of terrain.
The Swedish delegation also referred to a passage in paragraph 82 of 

the report. The argument at the Conference—and this was not ad
vanced by the United Kingdom team—was that in banning incendiary 
weapons like napalm, the international community might, perhaps 
inadvertently, unless the definitions were exceedingly carefully drawn 
up, also prohibit the use by, for example, a guerrilla or by a villager of a 
home-made petrol, or in American terminology, gasoline bomb gainst 
an invading tank. As can be readily imagined, such a prohibition could 
have serious and far-reaching consequences. Whatever the attitude 
taken by the experts at Lucerne, it seems to us that this was a legiti
mate point to raise and one that could indeed justify further careful 
consideration.

Finally, I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to the 
work done at Lucerne by the Working Group on incendiaries, which is 
recorded in annex 5 of the ICRC report. A close study of the text of the 
report, especially paragraph L3 of annex 5, will reveal that one group 
of experts, having first taken the initiative in pressing for prohibitions 
against incendiary weapons, then ascertained that the Working Group 
was proposing to include as a subject for study certain armour-piercing 
projectiles which make use of the medium of heat and which apparently 
form an important part of the military inventory of those experts’ own 
country. The weapons that I have just referred to are, of course, capable 
of inflicting quite as terrible injuries as any type of weapon which the 
Conference considered. But this group of experts in question then went 
on to seek to exclude further consideration of this particular type of 
weapon from within the general category of incendiaries.

I mention this episode because it illustrates the difficulties which 
could face Governments if prohibitions were approached without suffi
ciently careful preliminary research and agreement upon definitions.

It was, therefore, and it remains, the view of the United Kingdom 
that the Conference revealed that the whole subject merited further 
study at a gathering of experts found on similar lines to that convened 
at Lucerne. Indeed, this appeared to be the general view at Lucerne too, 
since this was reflected in the consensus of the Conference which is 
recorded in paragraph 282 of the ICRC report in the pink cover, to 
which my Australian colleague recently referred. I shall quote from 
point 3 of that consensus:

Since the newly presented facts need to be digested and further study and research are 
needed, it was doubted that the Ad i/oc Committee

—that, of course, refers to the Ad Hoc Committee of the Geneva 
Conference—
would, at its next session, be ready to adopt new treaty rules concerning the prohibition 
or restriction on the use of any conventional weapons.®

Point 7 of those conclusions states:

® Ibid., p. 79.
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It is hoped that the United Nations General Assembly will take the foregoing [work] 
into account when drafting any relevant resolutions.®

Not a single one of the 49 national teams present at Lucerne dis
sented from those passages of the consensus which I have just read out. 
Although we were pleased, for our part, to hear one of the sponsors of 
the draft resolution before us repeat this understanding in his state
ment, we find it a matter for regret that the draft resolution now 
before us contains nowhere in its operative paragraphs a reflection of 
this aspect of the consensus of Lucerne. The omission is further com
pounded by the actual language of operative paragraph 3 of the draft 
resolution before us, which invites the Diplomatic Conference at 
Geneva “to continue . . .  its search for agreement on possible rules pro
hibiting or restricting the use of such weapons”. There is, therefore, 
nothing in the draft resolution before us which could convey to the 
Geneva Conference the belief unanimously supported at Lucerne that 
further study and research is needed before the Diplomatic Conference 
could proceed to adopt rules.

In conclusion then, let me express the hope that the divergence of 
views about the draft resolution which will lead to our abstention is 
merely a temporary divergence and that when Governments have had 
time both to read and fully to assimilate the report of the ICRC from 
Lucerne, we shall all be able to continue our work together in a positive 
and useful way.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other In
cendiary Weapons, November 2 1 ,1 9 7 4 1

My delegation would like to explain its reasons for abstaining in the 
voting on the draft resolutions in document A/C.1/L.691 concerning 
napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible 
use.*

I should like first to point out that the title of agenda item 27 is in
adequate, if not inaccurate, because the draft resolution deals not only 
with napalm and other incendiary weapons, but also and particularly 
with high velocity projectiles, blast and fragmentation weapons and 
time-delay weapons.

The French Government has taken part in the Conference of Govern
ment Experts, held this year in Lucerne under the auspices of the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross. We do think that such meetings 
make it possible to achieve better understanding of the problems which 
arise from the use of certain types of weapons, and to gather certain 
data which will be valuable for Governments when they come to exam

® Ibid,, p. 80.
* A/C.l/PV.2026(prov.), pp. 63-67.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789.
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ine the problem of regulating the use of those weapons. My Govern
ment would like to take this opportunity to pay tribute to the high 
quality and seriousness of the work done by the governmental experts 
which led to the drafting of the report on the use of certain conventional 
weapons. But if .there is a conclusion we can draw from the Conference 
of Government Experts, it is that it has appeared that the problems 
examined were even more complex than one might have imagined, and 
there are really very few chances of seeing the Ad Hoc Committee of 
the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
Humanitarian Law achieving results acceptable to all.

It is regrettable, in the view of my delegation, that such an attempt 
should be made. It is clear that the regulation of the use of certain 
conventional weapons raises two kinds of problem: first, those relating 
to the consequences for combatants and possibly for civilians of the use 
of such weapons, and to their effects which in certain cases may be 
considered as particularly cruel, as causing unnecessary suffering or 
as having indiscriminate effects. That is the humanitarian aspect of 
the matter. The second kind of problem relates to the need for States to 
have arms systems wjiich can ensure their defence and help them to 
respond to aggression. That is the political aspect of the matter.

In the view of the French delegation, those two kinds of problem are 
inextricably linked. They are, if one may say so, consubstantial, and 
there is no point in thinking that we can come up with the solution to 
this problem by attacking it obliquely, however ingenious that attack 
may be. Now, the international Diplomatic Conference relates above all 
to humanitarian law. The Government representatives are essentially 
specialists in that area. In the nature of things, they are less con
cerned about the political aspects of regulating the use of weapons than 
are specialists in that particular field. If we really want to face the 
facts as they are, with the realism required by such a serious subject, I 
am sure everyone would agree that in the final analysis it is the politi
cal aspects, considerations of national defence, which will determine 
the attitude that States will take in the end.

It is therefore in an essentially political body that such a question 
should be considered from an over-all standpoint. It could be usefully 
debated in the world disarmament conference. But until such a body 
meets, such discussions should be reserved for the only international 
institution which is designed to deal with the political aspects of dis
armament, namely, our own Organization, its General Assembly and 
particularly the First Committee. In referring to another body the 
problem of regulating matters which should be its own concern, our 
Organization will be failing to face up to its own responsibility and will 
be failing in its duty.

I should like to point out that, while we deplore the position which 
may be taken by our Assembly, we do, up to a certain point, understand 
it. The futility of efforts made in allied fields, for example, the inability 
of States to regulate the prohibition of the development, manufacture, 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons is not encouraging. The Confer
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ence of the Committee on Disarmament, which for years now is sup
posed to be presenting us with a text on this problem, has not yielded 
any concrete results. I do not think I am going too far if I say that the 
activities of that body have disappointed even its most stalwart cham
pions. But the conclusion that should be drawn from this failure is that 
that organ needs to be modified and reorganized according to improved 
rules to make it possible for it to conclude successfully the work 
entrusted to it. We should not try to give to others responsibilities 
which seem too heavy for ourselves.

I have no illusions about the result of the vote which is to take place, 
and if my delegation must play the invidious role of Cassandra, it is in 
order to induce our Committee to recognize—as indeed events have 
confirmed—the need to revert to saner practices and to waste no more 
time in hoping that others, instead of ourselves, will solve problems 
which we have not been able or wanted to resolve.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other In
cendiary Weapons, November 2 1 ,1 9 7 4 ’

The Soviet delegation would also like to explain its vote on the draft 
resolution which we are now considering, in document A/C.1/L.691.* 

The Soviet Union has always supported and continues to support the 
efforts-of the United Nations to prohibit particularly cruel means of 
waging war. Our position of principle in the Soviet Union on this mat
ter is determined by our participation in international agreements 
concerning armed conflicts, including the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on 
the Prohibition of the Use in War of Bacteriological and Biological 
Weapons,* the Geneva Convention of 1949 on the victims of war,̂  and 
so on.

As to the question of napalm and other incendiary weapons, the 
position of the Soviet Union has been reflected in the report of the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, entitled “Napalm and other 
incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use”.® In prepara
tion of the report, as we know, a Soviet expert took part.

The problem of napalm and other incendiary weapons has technical 
aspects and also military aspects. Those aspects are directly linked 
with the solution of this problem and those aspects, of course, should be 
considered very carefully before we can be in a position to take a deci
sion and conclude an appropriate agreement on the banning of napalm 
and other incendiary weapons. The question of what measures can be 
taken with regard to napalm and other incendiary weapons requires.

■ A/C.l/PV.2026(prov.), pp. 67-72.
 ̂Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789. 

® Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 764-765.
‘ 6UST3316.
5 A/9726.
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I repeat, very careful consideration in order to determine all the aspects 
relating to the limitation and prohibition of such weapons. The ques
tion of prohibiting the use of any conventional weapons which are 
liable to cause unnecessary suffering, and the question of prohibiting 
the development, manufacture and stockpiling of such weapons should 
be resolved together with the whole problem of limiting armaments 
and disarmament, which is being considered in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament.

The immediately preceding speaker, the representative of France, 
made some criticisms about the Committee on Disarmament.®

Of course, we do not intend here to defend that Committee and flatly 
state that it is able to cope with the problems facing it. But neverthe
less, I would like to remind you that within the Disarmament Commit
tee some extremely substantial agreements have been concluded which, 
at the present time, have entered into international practice and have 
become outstanding documents of international law. There is the non
proliferation Treaty,  ̂ the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplace
ment of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on 
the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,* and then 
there is the Convention prohibiting bacteriological weapons and toxins ® 
which similarly has been signed by more than 80 States of the world 
and which we hope will soon come into force.

It would be wrong, therefore, to assess the situation and the state of 
affairs in such a way as to suggest when handing over to the Disarma
ment Committee the consideration of any question which has very 
important technical, military and other aspects, that that Committee is 
not in a position to make any progress in the consideration of these 
matters in any favourable direction.

The consideration, however, of this question at the Conference on 
Humanitarian Law, or, as it is called here, the Diplomatic Conference, 
as proposed in the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691 would, in 
our view, be inadvisable since this question, we feel, does not fall within 
the competence of that Conference. The consideration of this matter at 
the Conference, in our view, would not make for any progress in solving 
the problem of prohibiting the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons. The Soviet delegation believes that the most appropriate 
organ for considering this important matter—and we would like to 
repeat this—is the Disarmament Committee, which has accumulated 
sufficient experience in considering matters connected with the limita
tion of armaments and disarmament.

Since the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691 does not provide 
for consideration of this problem in the Disarmament Committee, the 
Soviet delegation considers that it will not promote progress in the 
consideration of this question or in the consideration of all the aspects

® Supra.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Ibid., 1971, pp. 7-11.
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involved. Therefore, we will abstain in the voting on this draft 
resolution.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 21, 1974’

My delegation regrets having to abstain in the voting on the draft 
resolution before us.̂  We had hoped that it would be possible for the 
First Committee to achieve consensus on a resolution reflecting general 
understanding of the appropriate approach to be taken in the next 
stage of international consideration of questions concerning the use of 
napalm, incendiaries and certain other conventional weapons. We are 
concerned in particular that the forthcoming session of the Diplomatic 
Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of International 
Humanitarian Law not be diverted from what we regard as the Confer
ence’s primary task—namely, that of furthering consideration of the 
draft protocols which would afford greater protection to both combat
ants and non-combatants in time of war. Thus, we find that the lan
guage in operative paragraph 3 of the present draft resolution is 
troublesome in its invitation to the Conference “to continue . . .  its 
search for agreement on possible rules prohibiting or restricting the 
use of such weapons . . .  ”.

We think this sets an over-ambitious goal for the Conference, a goal 
that is unrealistic especially in light of the recognized need for further 
expert examination of various aspects of the use of these weapons, and 
that could deflect attention from the primary work of the Conference. 
The United States participated actively in the first session of the Con
ference of Government Experts under the auspices of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross. We concur with the conclusion reached at 
that Conference and agree that a second session is necessary to explore 
further the many complex questions concerning specific conventional 
weapons, including incendiaries, that may cause unnecessary suffering 
or have indiscriminate effects. These questions cut across a wide range 
of fields of expertise, military, medical, legal and technological; and my 
Government believes that considered and authoritative expert views 
would be prerequisites for further serious examination of possible rules 
concerning the weapons in question in any form.

The United States expects to participate actively in the contemplated 
second session of the ICRC expert Conference. We do not, of course, 
think that the Diplomatic Conference need be precluded from making 
any consideration of the weapons in question at its next session. Thus,

I we could have accepted a formulation in operative paragraph 3 inviting 
the Conference to continue its examination of possible rules prohibiting

1 A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 72-73.
2 Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789.
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or restricting the use of such weapons. This would have allowed partici
pants in the Conference to put forward any views they might have on 
the question.

Let me conclude by reiterating our strong view that the Diplomatic 
Conference should primarily pursue the humanitarian goals embodied 
in the two protocols under consideration.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Shahi) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security Assurances to 
Non-nuclear Nations, November 2 1 ,1 9 7 4 ’

Mr. Chairman, I am indeed beholden to you and the members of the 
Committee for your indulgence in agreeing to accord me the courtesy of 
listening to my statement introducing a draft resolution entitled 
“Strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons”.*

In my statement to this Committee on 15 November I mentioned that 
this year * Pakistan would concentrate on two issues in the field of 
nuclear disarmament: first, the question of strengthening the security 
of non-nuclear States and, secondly, the proposal concerning the 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia.

Yesterday the Committee adopted the draft resolutions of Pakistan 
and India on the latter issue.  ̂I wish once again to express my delega
tion’s profound gratitude to those Member States which lent their sup
port to our draft resolution on this question. In this context, may I 
thank you, Mr. Chairman, most sincerely for the kind words you said 
about me yesterday. I regret that I had to leave the Committee soon 
after my explanation of Pakistan’s vote on the Indian draft resolution 
and was absent when you spoke. If the sponsors of the two draft resolu
tions eschewed confrontation and opted for peaceful coexistence yester
day, that was in no small measure due to your impartiality, integrity 
and authority as Chairman, to which all of us must bow.

The question of security assurances is not new to this Committee or 
to the United Nations. Security Council resolution 255 (1968) ® was the 
outcome of discussions that took place in this Committee and elsewhere 
on the measures to assure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the nuclear threat. However, the non-nuclear-weapon States 
were not entirely satisfied with the assurances provided by the three 
nuclear-weapon Powers to States parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty * under that resolution. In the Security Council in 1968 the dele

* A/C.1/PV.2026 (prov.), pp. 78-86.
2 Identical with pt. G of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, p. 809.
* Ante, pp. 648-655.
 ̂The Indian and Pakistani resolutions became pts. A and B, respectively, of resolution 

3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 816-819.
® Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1968, p. 444.
«Ibid., pp. 461-465.
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gations of Algeria, Brazil, India and Pakistan, among others, expressed 
similar if not identical reservations on the text and abstained in the 
vote on the resolution.

The danger of the nuclear threat has continued to preoccupy the non- 
nuclear-weapon States, except perhaps those which are covered by a 
nuclear umbrella under the NATO and Warsaw Pact alliances. My 
delegation considers that measures to ensure effectively the security 
of all non-nuclear-weapon States which are not assured of a deterrent 
against the nuclear threat would be an important contribution to the 
improvement of the general climate for nuclear disarmament and in 
restraining the proliferation of nuclear weapons. This question was 
considered at the Fifth Conference of Islamic Foreign Ministers held in 
Kuala Lumpur last June. That Conference adopted a resolution which 
recommended that the existing security assurances provided to non- 
nuclear-weapon States should be reviewed with a view to making them 
more effective. The resolution further called upon the nuclear-weapon 
States to undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear-weapon States.^

My delegation has undertaken consultations with the nuclear-weapon 
States on the basis of the recommendations of the Islamic Foreign 
Ministers’ Conference. We are, of course, aware of the varying pre
occupations of each of those Powers and have endeavoured to take 
them into account. We realize full well that any proposal on this mat
ter, if it is to be fruitful, must be acceptable to them. The draft resolu
tion in the document which has just been distributed (A/C.1/L.702) 
under the heading which I have quoted already, which I now have the 
honour to present to this Comnjittee, has been formulated with all 
those considerations in mind. My delegation is greatly encouraged by 
the generally positive response which it has elicited in the course of 
consultations with the nuclear-weapon Powers and other delegations.

I turn now to the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.702.
The first two preambular paragraphs reiterate views that are univer

sally acknowledged.
The third preambular paragraph would note that non-nuclear- 

weapon States have called for assurances from the nuclear Powers that 
they will not use or threaten the use of nuclear weapons against them. 
The reflection of this fact would not, we believe, prejudice in any way 
the position of any nuclear-weapon Power on the scope of such assur
ances or on the manner in which they should be extended. We are 
confident, therefore, that this provision will pose no difficulty to any 
delegation.

The fourth preambular paragraph reflects the views on the question 
of security expressed by the representative of the Soviet Union at the 
1624th meeting of this Committee, when he stated:

The Soviet Union, which attaches great importance to matters of security, shares the 
legitimate desire of States to protect their peoples from danger and, above all, from

 ̂A nte, p. 199.
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nuclear attack or the threat of nuclear attack. The importance of this problem must not 
1̂  minimized.®

The fifth preambular paragraph contains the substance of the views 
stated by the representative of the United States at the 1611th meeting 
of this Committee on this question. He said:

The effort to strengthen world security must be pursued unceasingly in existing bodies 
in the United Nations where all Members bear a responsibility. Let us therefore resolve 
to do so, bearing in mind the views expressed and suggestions made at the Conference of 
Non-Nuclear Weapon States. We will play our part in that effort.®

The sixth and final preambular paragraph is a paraphrase of the 
statement made by the Minister of State for External Affairs of the 
United Kingdom at the 641st meeting of the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament this year on the question of security assurances.

Those statements, made by representatives of the nuclear-weapon 
Powers in disarmament debates, reveal that they are not unapprecia
tive of the anxieties felt by non-nuclear-weapon States. The most recent 
instance of such recognition on their part is paragraph 3 of the United 
States-Japanese communique of yesterday, which notes “ . . . the im
portance of protecting non-nuclear-weapon States against nuclear 
threats”.̂ ® It is important, we consider, that this understanding atti
tude be reflected in the draft resolution since it can establish a basis on 
which further measures to strengthen the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States could be devised.

The operative part of the draft resolution contains only two para
graphs. The first would declare the General Assembly's firm support 
for the independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of non- 
nuclear-weapon States. We do not believe that there can be any objec
tion to the reiteration of this view, which in fact flows directly from the 
principles of the Charter, in particular Article 51 concerning the right 
of States to individual and collective defence.

Operative paragraph 2 would recommend to Member States consider
ation of the question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear 
States “in all appropriate forums”. This too would not in any way 
prejudge the manner or means by which the security of non-nuclear 
States is to be assured. There are several alternative methods that 
could be explored.

At the moment a formula acceptable to all the nuclear Powers has 
not yet evolved. My delegation feels, as I have said before, that the 
suggestion for the assurance that the nuclear Powers will not threaten 
the non-nuclear States with nuclear weapons merits their earnest 
consideration. But these are matters that require the most careful 
consideration, particularly by the nuclear-weapon States.

It is imperative, however, that the Assembly recommend that the 
examination of additional methods to strengthen the security of non-

® Do(mments on Disarmament, 1968, p. 741 (variant translation). 
® Ibid., p. 726.

Department o f State Bulletin, Dec. 23,1974, p. 874.



SHAHI STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 21 725

nuclear States be initiated without delay—for the danger of nuclear 
proliferation looms large and more arid more non-nuclear States are 
likely to be faced with the agonizing choice of deciding whether or not 
to rely on the international community to ensure their security against 
the nuclear threat.

The draft resolution which I have just presented to the Committee 
draws attention to an issue that, even if it finds no direct mention in 
our statements here, has exercised all Member States, especially the 
non-nuclear countries, ever since the delegation of Ireland alerted the 
world to the danger of the spread of nuclear weapons and to the 
urgency of containing it. Despite the conclusion of the non-proliferation 
Treaty, this danger has increased, is increasing, and calls for further 
collective counter-measures if it is not to become uncontrollable.

According to competent sources, at least 26 countries could acquire 
atomic weapons during the next decade. Professor Bernard Feld, Pro
fessor of Physics at MIT and who was Secretary-General of the Pug- 
wash Conference, recently stated that continued development and 
testing of nuclear weapons had produced odds of about 3 to 1 that a 
nuclear device will be used in a conflict before 1984, and suggested that 
the chances of a nuclear war occurring in the remaining 26 years of this 
century as even worse.

And, speaking in the General Assembly last September, Secretary of 
State Kissinger reminded us that political inhibitions were in danger 
of crumbling and

Nuclear catastrophe looms more plausible, whether through design or miscalculation, 
accident, theft or blackmail.^*

Such warnings should not go unheeded. Even at this eleventh hour 
there could be hope if only Member States would summon their col
lective will to act.

We do not of course belittle the steps already taken by the two super- 
Powers to prevent a nuclear holocaust, to control the vertical and 
horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and the first tentative 
steps they took in Security Council resolution 255 (1968) to assure the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the non-proliferation 
Treaty. But we submit that we would be only deluding ourselves if we 
thought that a universal collective security system against the nuclear 
peril had come into existence as a result of those measures.

Even 30 years after the Charter of the world Organization first saw 
the light of day, it is a matter of infinite regret that its bright promise 
of security for all States is farther away from realization than ever. No 
doubt the two main power-blocs have been able to assure their own 
security through equipping themselves with what they call the nuclear 
deterrent and through military alliances. But what of the countries of 
the third world, and particularly those of the Middle East, southern 
Africa and South and South-East Asia, not to speak of countries else

“ AntBy pp. 508-511.
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where, such as those in Latin America? Is it not surely time that the 
security concerns of those non-nuclear States were more seriously 
taken into account? Is it sufficient to devise a world equilibrium based 
on the accommodation of the interests of two or more Powers, how
soever large? How long will that equilibrium last if it ignores the prin
ciples of justice and, in particular, the principle of universality? Mr. 
Kissinger has said that as a historian he has to live “with a sense of the 
inevitability of tragedy”, but as a statesman he must act on the assump
tion that problems can and must be solved.’̂  And that was his approach.

It is in the spirit of that approach that the Pakistan delegation de
cided to put forward its modest draft resolution on strengthening the 
security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use 
of nuclear weapons. Since the text takes fully into account the views of 
all the five nuclear-weapon Powers, we hope that it will be unanimously 
endorsed by this Committee, despite the relatively short time available 
to conclude consideration of the various proposals that are before it on 
disarmament matters.

Syrian Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly; Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons 
and All Aspects of Their Possible Use, November 21 ,1974 >

The General Assembly,

Having considered the question of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons and all aspects of their possible use,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use (docu
ment A/9726) and the report on the Conference of Government Experts 
held under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross,̂  to study in depth the question of the prohibition of use of con
ventional weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering or have 
indiscriminate effects.

Recalling its resolutions 2932 A (XXVII) ® and 3076 (XXVIII) * on this 
question,

Recognizing the fact that the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons which cause unnecessary suffering and have indiscriminate 
and serious effects on man and environment is a violation of human 
rights in armed conflicts.

New York Times, Oct. 13,1974, p. 34.
 ̂A/C.1/L.698, Nov. 21,1974. The draft resolution was replaced by the revised resolu

tion of Nov. 22 (post, pp. 745-746). A second revised resolution was approved by the Gen
eral Assembly as pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.

 ̂ Weapons That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects: 
Report on the Work o f Experts (Geneva, 1973).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837-839.
* Ibid., 1973, pp. 845-847.
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Deeply disturbed at the continuing use of napalm and other incendi
ary weapons,

1. Condemns the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in 
armed conflicts;

2. Urges all States to refrain from production, stockpiling, prolifera
tion and use of such weapons, pending conclusion of a general agree
ment on the prohibition of these weapons;

3. Invites all Governments, the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, the specialized agencies and the other international organiza
tions concerned to transmit to the Secretary-General all information 
about the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed 
conflicts;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a report on this sub
ject, based on information received under paragraph 3 of the present 
resolution, to be submitted to the General Assembly at its thirtieth 
session.

Statement by the Syrian Representative (al-Masri) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly; Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 22, 1974’

I shall try, in a few words, to introduce the draft resolution in docu
ment A/C.l/L.698.^

We are all aware in this Committee of the dangers represented by 
napalm and other incendiary weapons. We are all aware of their harm
ful effects on man and on the human environment. The discussions 
that have taken place in this Committee, in the Diplomatic Conference 
on humanitarian law, and in other bodies dealing with humanitarian 
matters, together with the report of the Secretary-General on the same 
subject, have left no doubt that the banning of the use of such weapons 
is an urgent necessity dictated by humanitarian considerations. The 
international community is now clearly determined to put an end to the 
use of such weapons by laying down international rules.

I must remind you on this occasion that the result of the vote on the 
draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691, submitted by the delegation 
of Sweden and other delegations,® confirmed that determination and a 
fact that was obvious to all, namely that the peoples of the world are 
unanimous as to the need for co-operation and for concerted efforts to 
provide the international instruments needed to safeguard humanity 
from such dangers.

What gives new momentum to these efforts is the prohibition of the 
use of these weapons and the condemnation of their use. The banning 
of the use of napalm bombs and other weapons which cause unneces

' A/C.l/PV.2027(prov.), pp. 17-25.
 ̂Supra.

* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789.
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sary suffering or have indiscriminate effects presents humanitarian 
aspects which we cannot ignore. Any attempt to change the nature of 
this question under any pretext, by using any kind of argument, would 
be contrary to the will of the international community and thus also to 
the objectives we all seek to achieve, namely, protecting man, his 
environment and all his achievements.

On the basis of these humanitarian considerations, the delegation of 
the Syrian Arab Republic has supported all resolutions on disarma
ment compatible with the aspirations of the peoples of the world for a 
better life. On this basis, we have taken the initiative by submitting 
to this Committee the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.698, in the conviction that the condemnation of the use of 
napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts does faith
fully reflect the need for immediate measures to protect mankind and 
for strengthened and concerted efforts to draw up international regula
tions prohibiting the use of these weapons in armed conflicts.

I should like to assure representatives that this draft resolution, the 
purpose of which is to protect every man everywhere in the world with
out discrimination, represents the political will of the international 
community, a will which must be strengthened if we are to measure 
up to our responsibilities in seeking to prohibit the use of these 
weapons. This draft resolution testifies to our faith in the principles 
which we approved yesterday when we voted on the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.691. If the international community were not to 
condemn the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons which cause 
unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects, this would expose 
mankind to many dangers and encourage the use of such weapons, a 
result that would be contrary to the desire we have expressed with 
regard to the use of these weapons and contrary also to the responsi
bilities which we have assumed.

We are aware of the danger of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons. Many of us have in our own countries had the experience of 
being victims of such weapons. Many of us are more aware than others 
of the need to prevent the use of such weapons and to strengthen inter
national efforts to prohibit the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons.

I do not think that there will be any disagreement at all about the 
humanitarian aspects. The draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.698 
is self-explanatory in the light of what I have just said. The text of this 
draft resolution is entirely in keeping with the objectives mentioned 
in the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691 approved by our 
Committee yesterday.

Examining rapidly the various paragraphs of this draft resolution, 
we see that we have recalled two General Assembly resolutions: resolu
tion 2932 A (XXVII),  ̂whereby the General Assembly condemns the use

 ̂D ocum ents (m Disarm am ent, 1972, pp. 837-839.
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of napalm in armed conflicts, and resolution 3076 (XXVIII),® in which 
the General Assembly referred this matter to the Diplomatic Con
ference for study, and the Diplomatic Conference is drafting interna
tional regulations prohibiting these weapons.

In the preamble we have pointed out that the use of napalm and 
other incendiary weapons which cause unnecessary suffering and have 
indiscriminate effects on man and the environment is a violation of 
human rights in armed conflicts. Thereafter the General Assembly 
would, according to the draft, express its deep concern at the continu
ing use of napalm and other incendiary weapons.

In the operative part, the General Assembly condemns the use of 
napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts and urges 
all States to refrain from the production, stockpiling, proliferation and 
use of such weapons, pending conclusion of a general agreeement on 
the prohibition of these weapons. This appeal is addressed to all Gov
ernments and is a humanitarian appeal, based upon humanitarian 
considerations, an appeal to protect mankind against these weapons, 
pending conclusion of a general agreement or the drafting of general 
rules prohibiting the use of these weapons, so that the international 
community would react if such weapons were to be used. Otherwise we 
should be running counter to the humanitarian objectives we all have 
in mind. In operative paragraph 3 the General Assembly invites all 
Governments, the International Committee of the Red Cross, the 
specialized agencies and other international organizations concerned 
to transmit to the Secretary-General all information about the use of 
napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts, so that there 
can be international control over the use of these weapons and so as to 
prevent the use of these weapons against man. We hope that the Com
mittee will support our draft resolution. We request a roll call vote 
on it.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, November 22, 
1974 ’

The main reason why I have asked to speak is to introduce the draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.695/Rev.l.^ However, for 
reasons beyond my control, I was unfortunately unable to be present 
in the Committee when the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.675/Rev.l * was introduced and since, as I understand it, the 
Chairman intends to put that draft to the vote this morning, I would 
venture to ask its sponsors whether they could make some slight

5 im ., 1973, pp. 845-847.
‘ A/C.1/PV.2027 (prov.), pp. 26-36.
2 Identical with resolution 3254 (XXIV), posty pp. 784-786. 
® Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX), posty pp. 814-816.
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changes that would be appropriate, in the opinion of my delegation, 
before that draft is put to the vote. In our statements both here and in 
Geneva we have referred to the CCD in various ways—as the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament, the Disarmament Commit
tee or CCD. However, in the documents so far we have used the com
plete title that was given it in 1969, that is to say. Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament. Unless there is some reason to alter this 
practice, perhaps the sponsors of the draft resolution could make the 
relevant changes, particularly in operative paragraph 3, which 
“Requests the Committee on Disarmament.. That should read 
“Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. . 
Operative paragraph 4 “Requests the Secretary-General to transmit 
to the Committee on Disarmament. . and that should also be 
changed, as well as the other places where those words are used.

I shall now proceed to the main purpose of my statement, namely, to 
introduce the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.695/Rev.l, spon
sored by the delegations of Ethiopia, Mexico, Nigeria and Sweden. This 
draft resolution is closely related to General Assembly resolution 
3093 B (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973.̂  In that resolution the General 
Assembly requested 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 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 international assistance to the developing 
countries.

The Secretary-General, in due course, appointed the Group of Con
sultants on the Reduction of Military Budgets. As explained in the 
report of that Group in document A/9770,'  ̂ it held several meetings 
and, as a result, the Secretary-General submitted the report I have just 
mentioned to the General Assembly.

I am sure that all representatives have studied that report very 
carefully. The report, in addition to its actual text, contains a series of 
annexes. I am also sure that precisely on the basis of their study of the 
report and the annexes, they will agree with the statement made by the 
sponsors of this draft in the third paragraph of the preamble that 
“Governments have not had the time necessary to study that report 
with the attention and care which the important and complex questions 
covered in it merit”.

In the light of this, the sponsors of the draft state in the fourth para
graph of the preamble “that it would be advisable to postpone any 
assessment by the General Assembly regarding the substance of those 
questions”.

The draft therefore recommends that the following be done with 
regard to this item. First, that the General Assembly should express its

* Docum ents on Disarmamenty 1973, pp. 877-878.
" A nte, pp. 523-546.
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appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the consultants as well 
as to the Governments and international organizations which rendered 
assistance in the preparation of the report requested in resolution 
3093 B (XXVIII).

Next, as is customary in these cases—and the only purpose of opera
tive paragraph 2 is to facilitate the decision to be taken by the Fifth 
Committee on what we call the administrative and budgetary implica
tions of this draft resolution—the General Assembly should request 
the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrangements for the 
report to be issued as a United Nations publication and widely 
distributed.

Operative paragraph 3 is the fundamental paragraph of this draft 
resolution. In it the General Assembly would invite all States to com
municate to the Secretary-General before 30 June 1975 their views 
and suggestions on all those points they deem pertinent with regard 
to the matters covered in the report. May I draw attention to the fact 
that in the request of the Assembly to Governments there is no limita
tion whatsoever. Governments may express their views and make 
comments on all those matters which they consider to be pertinent in 
connexion with this subject. We mention some examples because the 
sponsors, as the result of a careful reading of the report, believe that 
the seven points mentioned are the ones on which it would be most 
desirable for the General Assembly to know the opinions of Govern
ments.

The first point is: (a) meaning and scope of a definition of military 
budgets which Governments believe should be arrived at; not an 
abstract definition of military budgets but a definition which has “the 
greatest probability of receiving general acceptance”, as the paragraph 
goes on to say.

The next point in regard to which we draw the attention of Govern
ments on the need for them to communicate their views is that the 
text include feasible and adequate procedures so that the United 
Nations may establish a system of standardized military budgets of 
the States envisaged in resolution 3093 B (XXVIII). Undoubtedly, to 
arrive at a system of standardized military budgets will not be an 
easy task. But neither do we believe it to be an impossible task, if all 
States co-operate.

In the report of the consultant experts there is a paragraph which 
should be borne in mind in connexion with this matter and that is 
paragraph 36, page 17, of this report, where we read the following:

In the interwar years, a standardized accounting system was developed under the 
auspices of the League of Nations, and a large number of countries did in fact submit 
their military budgets to the League of Nations in standardized form.®

In the annexes to the report—among them particularly in the 
valuable data provided by Sweden—we also find, in our opinion, 
weighty reasons for us not to despair of arriving at and achieving

® Antey p. 537.
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a similar procedure for the United Nations.
The next point refers to the “per cent reduction advisable for the 

States permanent members of the Security Council, bearing in mind 
that a 10 per cent reduction has been proposed”. Subparagraph (c) was 
read out as worded in the text. As will be recalled, the resolution 
adopted last year did not stipulate any percentage reduction. On the 
other hand, it is a fact that in resolution 3093 A (XXVIII),  ̂as well as in 
the debates of the General Assembly and in the report of the consultant 
experts, it has been proposed and considered that this reduction should 
be 10 per cent. But this, of course, does not imply necessarily that all 
Governments would agree on that figure. It would be useful to have as 
many Governments as possible give their views on this question— 
namely, the per cent reduction they consider to be advisable for the 
States permanent members of the Security Council.

The next point, (d), requests that Governments pronounce them
selves, too, on a definition of what should be understood by, and I quote 
from the resolution of last year, resolution B, “the other States with 
a major economic and military potential”.

In point (e) Governments are asked to suggest the per cent reduction 
advisable for these States.

Point (f) is intended to ascertain the views of Governments on the 
part of the resources released through the reduction of military 
budgets which should be allotted to international assistance for devel
oping countries.

Finally, the last point is intended to have Governments give their 
views on the international system or mechanism, within the frame
work of the United Nations, which “should be employed in order to 
achieve the best distribution and utilization of the additional assistance 
allotted to the developing countries, taking into account the goals set 
for the Second United Nations Development Decade”.

Operative paragraph 4 is intended to make appropriate use of the 
information. When I say “appropriate use” I mean so that delegations 
will by next year have the views and suggestions of their Governments 
on the basis of a prior study of all the data which will then be available, 
and this data will be in addition to the report in document A/9770, 
which we hope by then will have been thoroughly studied by Govern
ments—apart from that, a compilation, by countries, of the views and 
suggestions received in compliance with this resolution. And that is 
why, in operative paragraph 4, we request of the Secretary-General 
that the compilation of these opinions which, as requested in operative 
paragraph 3, will have been transmitted before 30 June 1975, be dis
tributed as a document of the thirtieth session of the General Assem
bly not later than 1 August 1975, and that the compilation contain, as 
the paragraph states, “a compilation, by countries, of the views and 
suggestions requested in this resolution . . . ”. In the first place, a com
pilation by countries, and, secondly, “a tabulation of the same”—that

 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 876-877.
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is to say, the views and suggestions “according to the matters covered 
therein, particularly regarding the seven points specified in the pre
ceding paragraph”.

The last paragraph limits itself to requesting inclusion in the provi
sional agenda of the thirtieth session of the General Assembly of an 
item entitled “Implementation of resolution .. . (XXIX)”—here we 
would insert the appropriate number, when the Assembly has adopted 
this draft resolution—“report of the Secretary-General”.

I believe that these brief explanations will assist in clearly under
standing the significance and scope of this draft resolution which the 
four sponsoring delegations are convinced will constitute—if, as we 
hope, it is adopted by the General Assembly—a constructive contribu
tion for the future study of so important a subject.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-free Zones, 
November 22, 19748

We should like to state here that the Soviet delegation will vote in 
favour of the draft resolution submitted by Finland in document 
A/C.1/L.701,® but at the same time we should like to point out that 
voting in favour of this draft resolution does not mean that my delega
tion is changing its attitude towards questions concerning the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, that is, the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco.‘® The statements made by the Soviet delegation in 
the discussion of the question of Protocols I and II " are still valid in 
this particular case and are applicable also to the vote on this draft 
resolution.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear-free Zones, 
November 22, 1974’

My delegation considers that a comprehensive study of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones would be interesting. Although we would have pre
ferred some of the conditions of the study to be more specific in the text 
in document A/C.l/L.701,^ we would not have opposed it had a con
sensus been proposed. However, since a formal recorded vote was 
requested, my delegation had to abstain because of the essential role

» A/C.1/PV.2027 (prov.), p. 62.
® Identical with pt. F of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 808-809.

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
“ /bid., pp. 82-83.
* A/C.1/PV.2027 (prov.), p. 66.
2 Identical with pt. F of resolution 3261 (XXIX), post, pp. 808-809.
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which that resolution confers on CCD in operative paragraphs 2 and 5.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military Budgets, 
November 22, 19743

We fully understand and sympathize with the good intention of 
many developing countries in demanding that the major Powers dis
arm and reduce military budgets. However, it should be pointed out 
that the super-Powers are intensifying the arms race under the guise 
of disarmament negotiations so as to carry out aggression and expan
sion and to contend with each other. In particular, one super-Power 
under the label of “socialism” is crying out loudest for disarmament 
while it is most energetic in arms expansion and war preparations. Its 
proposal for the so-called reduction of military budgets by 10 per cent 
is an out and out fraud. We have exposed it on many occasions and 
firmly oppose it.

Based on this position, we will vote against the draft resolution in 
document A/C.l/L.695/Rev.l.‘‘

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, November 22, 1974'

In connexion with the forthcoming vote on the four-Power draft 
resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.695/Rev.l,^ the Soviet 
delegation would like to make the following statement.

As representatives know, it was the Soviet Union which took the 
initiative at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly con
cerning the question of the reduction of the military budgets of States 
permanent members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and utiliza
tion of part of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing 
countries.* That proposal received the wide support of States Members 
of the United Nations, not only at the last session, but also at the 
current session of the General Assembly including the statements of 
many delegations during the debate on disarmament items in the First 
Committee.

We understand the concern expressed by delegations to the effect 
that the relevant resolution on this question—3093 A (XXVIII) ‘—has

3 A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 7.
* Identical with resolution 3254 (XXIX), post, pp. 784-786.
* A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), pp. 8-11.
2 Identical with resolution 3254 (XXIX), post, pp. 784-786. 
 ̂Dommmts on Disarmament, 1973, p. 653. 

pp. 876-877.
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not so far been implemented. We share their opinion to the effect that 
the implementation of the Soviet Union proposal would promote eco
nomic and social progress in developing countries and international de
tente, since the reduction of the military budgets of the most powerful 
States in the world would be an important contribution in this respect.

The Soviet delegation would like to stress the readiness of the USSR 
to take appropriate steps to reduce the military budgets of States 
permanent members of the Security Council—if steps are taken simul
taneously by all the permanent members of the Security Council, 
including the USSR.

However, the draft resolution now under consideration departs 
somewhat from the question of the reduction of the military budgets 
of States permanent members of the Security Council. It proposes 
further studies on military budgets as such, despite the fact that, in 
keeping with resolution 3093 B (XXVIII), adopted by the twenty-eighth 
session of the General Assembly,*̂  the Secretary-General has, with the 
assistance of consultant experts, already prepared a report on the 
reduction of military budgets of States permanent members of the 
Security Council.®

Competent specialists and experts participated in drawing up that 
report, which has once again confirmed that there is no need to conduct 
all kinds of studies about military budgets as such, since that leads to 
unnecessary difficulties in the practical solution of the question of 
reducing military budgets.

Moreover, as our delegation now knows, a few considerations con
tained in the addendum to the report do not reflect the opinion of all 
experts working on that report. We express our regret that the draft 
resolutions on reducing military budgets sets the whole question in the 
area of new studies, standardization, studies as to what military 
budgets are and so on. We are convinced of the fact that efforts should 
be aimed at implementing the resolution adopted at the last session of 
the General Assembly, 3093 A (XXVIII), which proposed a reduction of
10 per cent in the military expenditure of the five States permanent 
members of the Security Council. Instead of conducting new studies on 
military budgets, the General Assembly should clearly and unequivo
cally take a stand in favour of last year's proposal on reducing military 
budgets, since it must be implemented in all its parts. In our opinion, 
this would be the correct solution of the problem of reducing military 
budgets in the present conditions.

In the practice of the United Nations, unfortunately, there are fre
quent cases in which, instead of a practical solution being applied to a 
given problem, someone is entrusted with the preparation of a study 
or a report, the results of which do not promote the solution of the 
problem. In this case, the third preambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution which we are now considering says:

 ̂Ibid., pp. 877-878.
 ̂A nte, pp. 523-546.
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Noting that Governments have not had the time necessary to study that report with 
the attention and care which the im portant and complex questions covered in it 
merit . . . .

The question of course arises: what new studies should be undertaken; 
for and why should the Secretary-General be requested to submit a new 
report on a wider number of questions, as long as the practical question 
is not solved? The practical question is posed by the resolution adopted 
by the General Assembly at its last session, to which I have already 
referred, resolution 3093 A and B (XXVIII).

On the basis of the foregoing, the Soviet delegation will abstain in 
the voting on the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.695/Rev.l.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Mili
tary Budgets, November 22, 1974^

First, perhaps I had better explain what my vote was, because, con
trary to our usually infallible machine, the United States voted “yes” 
on that draft resolution.* We voted “yes” because of our support for the 
over-all approach embodied in the resolution. We would like to point 
out, however, that we have some reservations with respect to some of 
the items on which States are invited to comment in operative para
graph 3. We would like to state our understanding that subparagraph 
(b) of that paragraph concerns a possible standardized system of re
porting on military budgets rather than standard military budgets 
themselves.

Finally, with respect to item (f), our delegation would like to add 
that we continue to question the utility of efforts to link military 
budget levels to a duty to provide economic assistance.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, November 22, 1974^

My delegation has voted in favour of this draft resolution  ̂ because 
we believe that informed discussion of military budgeting might even
tually contribute to the development of new techniques of disarma
ment. We believe that the experts’ report has shown that the points 
covered in paragraphs 3 (a) and 3 (b) of the draft resolution are crucial 
to further discussion of this subject. Progress on other points will

'  A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 17.
* Identical with resolution 3254 (XXIX), post, pp. 784-786. 
' A/C.l/PV.2028(prov.), pp. 17-20.
 ̂Identical with resolution 3254 (XXIX), post, pp. 784-786.
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depend on agreement on the intended scope of the term “military 
budgets” and on substantially greater information being made avail
able by States about their military exptoditure. We too had our doubts 
about the text of paragraph 3 (b) and we wondered whether a system 
of standardized military budgets really was meant so much as a stand
ardized system for receiving reports of the military budgets.

My delegation also wishes to reaffirm my Government’s view that, 
while the reduction of military budgets as a disarmament measure 
could, in certain circumstances, be expected to increase the capacity 
of the countries reducing their military expenditure to devote more 
resources to development, development is only one of the uses to which 
any of the resources released could usefully be put. My delegation 
therefore does not consider that the points raised in paragraphs 3 (f) 
and 3 (g) are appropriate so far as concerns the United Kingdom.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modification, 
November 22, 1974’

During the general debate at the plenary meeting and in this Com
mittee, the Chinese delegation already stated its views on the Soviet 
proposal on the prohibition of action to influence the environment 
and climate for military and other purposes. As pointed out by many 
representatives in the debate on the disarmament question this year, 
the armaments of the super-Powers have greatly increased instead of 
being reduced despite their empty talk about disarmament. This is the 
stark reality before the people, and no one can deny it. The Soviet 
Union has been most active in trumpeting about “detente” and “dis
armament”. Nevertheless, in recent years it has redoubled its efforts 
to carry out aggression and expansion abroad in contention with the 
other super-Power for hegemony in various parts of the world. With its 
own actions it has laid bare its true intent of accelerating its arms 
expansion behind the empty talk about disarmament.

This year, the Soviet Union has again pretended to be active and 
racked its brains to produce a so-called proposal on the “prohibition 
of action to influence the environment and climate for military and 
other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international 
security, human well-being and health”. One cannot help asking: 
Since the Soviet Union has refused to undertake obligations in regard 
to the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, since it has 
abstained every year on the establishment of the Indian Ocean peace 
zone, why has it put forward such an all-embracing and sensational 
proposal? To tell the truth, this is nothing but a new trick to divert the 
attention of the world’s people and to camouflage its acts of accelerated

■ A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 36.
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arms expansion and war preparations. We are not interested in such 
a cheap fraud of the Soviet “disarmament” proposal. Consequently, the 
Chinese delegation has decided not to participate in the vote on the 
draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.675/Rev.l.2

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental
Modification, November 22, 1974^

After considerable consideration of this item my delegation will be 
constrained to abstain in the vote. Our statement of 30 October made 
clear the considerable importance the United States attaches to the 
study of effective measures to overcome the dangers of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for military purposes. We 
stated at that time that we would support referral of this question to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament if that were the 
general view and if it were accomplished without prejudging how the 
Committee would consider the question.'̂

Even with the commendable changes accepted by the Soviet delega
tion the resolution as it now stands  ̂ still appears to prejudge impor
tant aspects of the subject. For example, we believe it is premature to 
conclude that a convention would necessarily be feasible or effective. 
We believe that at this stage of our exploration of the problem what is 
needed is serious study of the issues involved in possible restrictions. 
In our view, we must define the problem and formulate the measures 
which will effectively deal with it before we can consider the advisa
bility of adopting an international instrument on the subject. In any 
case, we are not persuaded that the Soviet draft convention annexed to 
the present draft resolution ® provides a suitable basis for the discus
sion of this question.

I would emphasize that in considering the question of environmental 
warfare we shall be entering into uncharted territory, where we shall 
have to proceed with serious intent but also with the recognition of 
how little is known. It is a complex question. Scientific understanding 
is advancing, but is still quite limited. Conclusions relevant to con
ceivable future developments are difficult to draw. How to define and 
implement effective measures will require the most careful and 
thoughtful consideration. My delegation is convinced that if we proceed 
in that manner we shall be able not only to bring about new under
standing but also to develop effective measures to deal with the seri
ous problem of environmental warfare.

2 Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX), posty pp. 814-816. 
 ̂A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), pp. 38-41.
 ̂Ante, pp. 585-586.

® Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX), post, pp. 814-816. 
® Ante, pp. 516-521.
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Bearing the foregoing considerations in mind, we shall participate 
actively and positively in further discussions of this matter in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and elsewhere.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modification, 
November 22, 1974^

We have supported the draft resolution.  ̂ As a general rule, we 
believe that there is advantage in seeking agreed constraints or pro
hibitions on possible new weapons and military techniques before they 
have developed so far as to present immediate danger. Some new tech
niques—such as those of environmental modification—might have 
both deleterious and beneficial applications, and it is certainly desir- 
ble to make sure that they are used for beneficial purposes only. But, 
precisely because environmental modification is so largely a matter of 
future technological development, there are major problems of defini
tion in attempting to regulate specifically in this area.

When the original draft of the resolution was circulated,  ̂we shared 
the difficulty which several other delegations evidently had in under
standing exactly what was meant by the phrase “military and other 
purposes”; so we are glad to see that in the revised text the word 
“hostile” has been inserted between “other” and “purposes”. That is a 
definite improvement.

On the other hand, I am bound to say that so far as my delegation is 
concerned, we think that even the revised draft does rather force the 
pace. It seems to us slightly to prejudge two questions: first, whether 
environmental warfare is best dealt with by an international conven
tion or by some other means and, second, what should be the content 
and scope of the final measures of control. We believe that a great deal 
of further domestic and international examination of the subject will 
be necessary before we can all reach definite conclusions. It will be 
important to make sure that the measures which are agreed do not 
prohibit activities with a legitimate purpose. It will be equally impor
tant to make sure that appropriate verification procedures can be 
established. And in the course of any examination of the subject, we 
shall of course want to examine not only the draft convention sub
mitted by the Soviet Union  ̂but also the points of view and the sugges
tions which will no doubt be forthcoming from other Governments and 
other sources.

Our support of the draft resolution is therefore without any commit
ment to the form or the substance of whatever effective measures may

' A/C.1/PV.2028, pp. 47-51.
2 Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX),?)osf, pp. 814-816. 
^Ante, pp. 516-517.
'Ante, pp. 517-521.
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prove to be necessary. We shall want to play our full part in considera
tion of the dangers inherent in the use of environmental modification 
techniques for military purposes and in working out effective measures 
to overcome them.

Whilst we have voted in favour, we recognize that certain major 
interested parties have been unable to do so. We sympathize with 
them, because we recognize that certain amendments which could have 
improved the draft and clarified it have not been accepted and we trust 
that, in the discussions in the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, proper account will be taken of the views of all interested 
parties.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modifi
cation, November 22, 1974^

My delegation feels that the subject proposed in the draft resolution 
in document A/C.l/L.675/Rev.l * is a very interesting one indeed, and 
that its study is timely. The revision of this draft represents in some 
ways a marked improvement on the original version.* The final text, 
however, still has some imprecisions, especially the referral of the 
entire question to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
in operative paragraphs 3 and 4, which provoked the abstention of my 
delegation, since our attitude to that body is well known. This does not, 
however, prejudge the approach of my Government to the substance 
of the problem. If a draft convention should be elaborated, my Govern
ment reserves the right to judge it on its own merits, whatever its 
origin.

Statement by the Iranian Representative (Moghtaderi) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern 
Nuclear-free Zone, November 22, 1974^

On behalf of the sponsors, the delegations of Egypt and Iran, I should 
like to propose a very small modification to the sixth preambular para
graph, which has been suggested by the delegation of Cameroon.® This 
is simply to avoid a minor inconsistency between this paragraph and 
the third preambular paragraph. The change is simply to delete the

‘ A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), pp. 51-52.
 ̂Identical with resolution 3264 (XXIX), post, pp. 814-816.

’ Ante, pp. 516-517.
< A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 61.
® The original Egypto-Iranian resolution appears ante, pp. 673-675. The Cameroon 

amendment was incorporated in the resolution approved by the General Assembly (post, 
pp. 811-813.
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word “ultimate” in the fifth line of the sixth preambular paragraph, 
so that the paragraph would read;

Considering that the establishment of zones free from nuclear weapons, on the initia
tive of the States situated within each zone concerned, is one of the measures which can 
contribute most effectively to halting the proliferation of those instruments of mass 
destruction and to promoting progress towards nuclear disarmament, with the goal of 
total destruction of all nuclear weapons and their means of delivery.

The reason for this change is that in a previous paragraph we have 
indicated that the ultimate goal would be general and complete dis
armament, and this has given rise to some objection—in our opinion 
justified. So we are proposing this change, and since it is not of any 
substantial importance we hope it will not create any problems for 
anyone.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Erell) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 22, 1974’

The Government of Israel has studied with interest and attention 
the proposal of His Imperial Majesty the Shah of Iran now before the 
Committee for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East.* This initiative is worthy of the most serious considera
tion by all States concerned and indeed by all peace-loving States. The 
issues involved in this initiative are exceedingly complex and can be 
solved only by the concerted action of all parties concerned. My dele
gation holds the view that the best way to achieve progress would be to 
follow in the Middle East the same method as was adopted in the estab
lishment of a nuclear-free zone in Latin America and which is also 
proposed for the establishment of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia in 
operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/L.682,* namely, the holding of direct consultations between the 
States of the region and ultimately the convening of a regional con
ference on this matter. For that reason my delegation regards the 
procedure proposed in p^agraph 5 of the draft resolution before us in 
document A/C.1/L.700 —̂namely, a preliminary process of consulta
tion between the Secretary-General and the States of the region—as 
not practical and indeed self-defeating, since without full and frank 
consultation between all States concerned, conducted in an atmosphere 
of mutual trust and good will, the proposal cannot be realized.

The Government of Israel will co-operate with any diplomatic moves 
designed to contribute to the cause of peace in the Middle East and

* A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 62.
‘ Ante, pp. 673-675.
’ Identical with pt. B of resolution 3265 (XXIX), post, pp. 817-819.
* Ante, pp. 673-675.
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will readily participate in any direct multilateral consultations of the 
States of the region to further the goals of the proposal before the Com
mittee, but for the reasons stated we cannot support the present draft 
and will abstain in the vote.

Statement by the PRC Representative (Lin) to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear-free 
Zone, November 22, 1974^

Basing ourselves on China’s principled position on the question of 
nuclear-free zones, we will vote in favour of the draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.1/L.700 presented by Iran and Egypt on the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the 
Middle East.  ̂ The root cause of the turbulence and unrest in the 
Middle East lies in the contention between the two super-Powers for 
hegemony and the Israeli Zionist aggression. Therefore, in order to 
realize the desire of making the Middle East a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, it is imperative to oppose firmly the super-Power hegemonism 
and the Zionist policies of aggression and expansion. We also wish to 
point out that we have our own views and reservations on the refer
ences to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® and 
the question of general and complete disarmament contained in the 
preambular and operative parts of the draft.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 22, 197A*

The position of the Government of India regarding the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ® is well-known and there is no 
need for us to repeat our objections at this stage. In view of that posi
tion we joined the delegation of Brazil in asking for separate votes on 
two preambular paragraphs and one operative paragraph which 
referred to that Treaty, and we abstained on those paragraphs.® 

Nevertheless we supported the draft resolution as a whole, basing 
ourselves on two considerations: first, that no country in the area has

> A/C.l/PV.2028(prov.), pp. 62-65.
 ̂Ante, pp. 673-675.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
" A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), pp. 81-82.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® For the First Committee vote, see A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), pp. 66-70. The plenary 

General Assembly vote appears posty p. 811.
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voiced opposition to the idea of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East; secondly, we believe, and we have explained 
this before, that conditions and procedures for the establishment of 
such zones differ from region to region.

I should like to clarify that our support of the resolution as a whole 
should not be construed as meaning that we agree with all ideas in the 
draft resolution. For example, there is in the third preambular para
graph a reference to the idea that the establishment of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones could accelerate the process towards nuclear 
disarmament. In the sixth preambular paragraph, again, the idea is 
expressed that the establishment of a zone free of nuclear weapons 
is one of the measures which could contribute most effectively to halt
ing proliferation of those instruments of mass destruction, and so on. 
Our views, which have been stated in the past in this Committee, are 
quite clear on this subject: we do not believe that nuclear disarmament 
can be brought about by those who do not possess nuclear weapons.

Finally, the request to the Secretary-General in operative paragraph 
5, relating to operative paragraphs 2 and 3, also seems to be somewhat 
out of place. Nevertheless, as I have just stated, conditions and proce
dures for the establishment of such zones differ from region to region; 
therefore we did not object to that particular paragraph.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern 
Nuclear-free Zone, November 22, 1974^

The United States supports the concept of a nuclear-free zone in the 
Middle East and believes that it could make a considerable contribution 
to stability and non-proliferation in the area. We have therefore voted 
in favour of this draft resolution.^

At the same time, we are dubious of the approach taken in operative 
paragraph 2 of the draft resolution, which urges States in the region to 
undertake immediate commitments with regard to the zone, in advance 
of actual negotiations and the conclusion of an agreement. Frankly, we 
do not believe this is an approach that will advance the purposes of 
the draft resolution.

Notwithstanding that reservation, we are prepared to lend our full 
co-operation to efforts to realize the aims of the draft resolution. We 
assume that in the further formulation of the zone it will be made 
clear that the prohibitions of the zone apply to the development of 
nuclear explosive capability for any purpose.

■ A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 86.
 ̂A nte, pp. 673-675.
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Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 22, 1974'

The positive vote cast by my delegation does not imply that we 
approve of every single provision in the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.700.^ Our vote during the separate votes on the non-prolifera- 
tion Treaty * would demonstrate, if necessary, that our approval could 
not be given without serious reservations.

We also have reservations on other parts of the draft resolution, in 
particular the third and sixth preambular paragraphs, as well as opera
tive paragraph 2.

The scope of the application of the nuclear-weapon-free zone is very 
vague, and we must formally reserve any position we may want to 
adopt in the future following the studies to be undertaken on a nuclear- 
free zone in the Middle East. However, we wish to indicate by our vote 
that France does not intend to go against the will of those countries of 
the zone concerned which, freely and in complete sovereignty, intend 
to accept a status of denuclearization. Our vote must also be considered 
as an expression of our wish to see complete agreement on this question 
among the States concerned.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
free Zone, November 22, 1974^

The Soviet Union has supported the draft resolution on the estab
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle 
East,® on the basis of our position of principle in favour of the estab
lishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of the world.

We should also like to point out that our vote in favour of the draft 
resolution does not mean that the Soviet Union agrees with the 
eleventh preambular paragraph, which refers to a nuclear-free zone in 
Latin America. The position on this question, repeatedly set forth by 
the Soviet Union, remains unchanged.

‘ A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 87.
‘ Ante, pp. 673-675.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465. 
 ̂A/C.1/PV.2028 (prov.), p. 88.

® Ante, pp. 673-675.
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Revised Syrian Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other Incendiary 
Weapons and All Aspects of Their Possible Use, November 
22, 19741

The General Assembly,
Having considered the question of napalm and other incendiary 

weapons and all aspects of their possible use,
Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and 

other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use (docu
ment A/9726) and the report of the Conference of Government Experts 
held under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross 2 which contains a study in depth of the question of the prohibi
tion of use of conventional weapons which may cause unnecessary 
suffering or have indiscriminate effects,

Recalling its resolutions 2932 A (XXVII)  ̂and 3076 (XXVIII)  ̂on this 
question,

Recalling the conclusion of the International Conference on Human 
Rights, held in Teheran in 1968,® that napalm bombing is among the 
methods and means of warfare that erode human rights,

Emphasizing the consensus of the Conference of Government 
Experts under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red 
Crass that severe burn wounds are probably the most painful type of 
wound and frequently remain so for long periods of time and that they 
may result in permanent disability, including physical, functional, 
cosmetic, social and psychological disability,

1. Condemns the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in 
armed conflicts in circumstances where it directly or indirectly may 
affect personnel;

2. Urges all States to refrain from production, stockpiling, prolifera
tion and use of such weapons, pending conclusion of agreements on the 
prohibition of these weapons;

3. Invites all Governments, the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, the specialized agencies and the other international organiza
tions concerned to transmit to the Secretary-General all information 
about the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed 
conflicts;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a report on this sub

* A/C.l/L.698/Rev. 1, Nov. 22, 1974. The original Syrian resolution appears antSy pp. 
726-727. On Nov. 26 the Syrians introduced a second revised resolution, which was later 
approved by the General Assembly as pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.

2 Report on the Work o f the Conference o f Government Experts on the Use o f Certain 
Conventional Weapons.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837-839.
^ im ., 1973,^^. 845-847.
^Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 

E.68.XIV.2), p. 5.
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ject, based on information received under paragraph 3 of the present 
resolution, to be submitted to the General Assembly at its thirtieth 
[session].

Joint American-Soviet Statement on the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms, November 24, 1974’

During their working meeting in the area of Vladivostok on Novem
ber 23-24,1974, the President of the USA Gerald R. Ford and General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU L. I. Brezhnev dis
cussed in detail the question of further limitations of strategic offen
sive arms.

They reaffirmed the great significance that both the United States 
and the USSR attach to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. 
They are convinced that a long-term agreement on this question would 
be a significant contribution to improving relations between the US 
and the USSR, to reducing the danger of war and to enhancing world 
peace. Having noted the value of previous agreements on this question, 
including the Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972,* they reaffirm the 
intention to conclude a new agreement on the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms, to last through 1985.

As a result of the exchange of views on the substance of such a new 
agreement the President of the United States of America and the Gen
eral Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU concluded that 
favorable prospects exist for completing the work on this agreement 
in 1975.

Agreement was reached that further negotiations will be based on 
the following provisions.

1. The new agreement will incorporate the relevant provisions of the 
Interim Agreement of May 26, 1972, which will remain in force until 
October 1977.

2. The new agreement will cover the period from October 1977 
through December 31,1985.

3. Based on the principle of equality and equal security, the new 
agreement will include the following limitations:

a. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate 
number of strategic delivery vehicles;

b. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate 
number of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with multiple independently 
targetable warheads (MIRVs).

4. The new agreement will include a provision for further negotia-

‘ Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Dec. 2,1974, p. 1489. The statement 
was issued at Vladivostok.

‘ Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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tions beginning no later than 1980-1981 on the question of further 
limitations and possible reductions of strategic arms in the period 
after 1985.

5. Negotiations between the delegations of the US and USSR to work 
out the new agreement incorporating the foregoing points will resume 
in Geneva in January 1975.

Joint American-Soviet Communique, November 24, 1974^

In accordance with the previously announced agreement, a working 
meeting between the President of the United States of America 
Gerald R. Ford and the General Secretary of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union L. I. Brezhnev took place in 
the area of Vladivostok on November 23 and 24, 1974. Taking part in 
the talks were the Secretary of State of the United States of America 
and Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, Henry A. 
Kissinger and Member of the Politburo of the Central Committee of 
the CPSU, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, A. A. Gromyko.

They discussed a broad range of questions dealing with American- 
Soviet relations and the current international situation.

Also taking part in the talks were:

On the American side, Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., Ambassador of the 
USA to the USSR; Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Counselor of the Department 
of State; Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary of State for Euro
pean Affairs; Lieutenant General Brent Scowcroft, Deputy Assistant 
to the President for National Security Affairs; and William Hyland, 
official of the Department of State.

On the Soviet side, A. F. Dobrynin, Ambassador of the USSR to the 
USA; A. M. Aleksandrov, Assistant to the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU; and G. M. Korniyenko, Member of 
the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR.

I

The United States of America and the Soviet Union reaffirmed 
their determination to develop further their relations in the direction 
defined by the fundamental joint decisions and basic treaties and 
agreements concluded between the two States in recent years.

They are convinced that the course of American-Soviet relations, 
directed towards strengthening world peace, deepening the relaxation 
of international tensions and expanding mutually beneficial coopera
tion of states with different social systems meets the vital interests of 
the peoples of both States and other peoples.

Both Sides consider that based on the agreements reached between

* Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Dec. 2, 1974, pp. 1494-1497. The 
communique was released at Vladivostok.
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them important results have been achieved in fundamentally reshap
ing American-Soviet relations on the basis of peaceful coexistence and 
equal security. These results are a solid foundation for progress in 
reshaping Soviet-American relations.

Accordingly, they intend to continue, without a loss in momentum, 
to expand the scale and intensity of their cooperative efforts in all 
spheres as set forth in the agreements they have signed so that the 
process of improving relations between the US and the USSR will con
tinue without interruption and will become irreversible.

Mutual determination was expressed to carry out strictly and fully 
the mutual obligations undertaken by the US and the USSR in accord
ance with the treaties and agreements concluded between them.

II

Special consideration was given in the course of the talks to a pivotal 
aspect of Soviet-American relations: measures to eliminate the threat 
of war and to halt the arms race.

Both sides reaffirm that the Agreements reached between the US 
and the USSR on the prevention of nuclear war  ̂and the limitation of 
strategic arms  ̂ are a good beginning in the process of creating guar
antees against the outbreak of nuclear conflict and war in general. 
They expressed their deep belief in the necessity of promoting this 
process and expressed their hope that other states would contribute to 
it as well. For their part the US and the USSR will continue to exert 
vigorous efforts to achieve this historic task.

A joint statement on the question of limiting strategic offensive 
arms is being released separately.^

Both sides stressed once again the importance and necessity of a 
serious effort aimed at preventing the dangers connected with the 
spread of nuclear weapons in the world. In this connection they 
stressed the importance of increasing the effectiveness of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.®

It was noted that, in accordance with previous agreements, initial 
contacts were established between representatives of the US and of the 
USSR on questions related to underground nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes, to measures to overcome the dangers of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for military purposes, as well 
as measures dealing with the most dangerous lethal means of chemical 
warfare. It was agreed to continue an active search for mutually 
acceptable solutions of these questions.

III

In the course of the meeting an exchange of views was held on a

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 283-285. 
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.; ante, pp. 229-231.
 ̂Supra.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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number of international issues: special attention was given to negotia
tions already in progress in which the two Sides are participants and 
which are designed to remove existing sources of tension and to bring 
about the strengthening of international security and world peace.

Having reviewed the situation at the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, both Sides concluded that there is a possibility 
for its early successful conclusion. They proceed from the assumption 
that the results achieved in the course of the Conference will permit 
its conclusion at the highest level and thus be commensurate with its 
importance in ensuring the peaceful future of Europe.

The USA and the USSR also attach high importance to the negotia
tions on mutual reduction of forces and armaments and associated 
measures in Central Europe. They agree to contribute actively to the 
search for mutually acceptable solutions on the basis of principle of 
undiminished security for any of the parties and the prevention of uni
lateral military advantages.

Having discussed the situation existing in the Eastern Mediter
ranean, both Sides state their firm support for the independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus and will make every 
effort in this direction. They consider that a just settlement of the 
Cyprus question must be based on the strict implementation of the 
resolutions adopted by the Security Council and the General Assembly 
of the United Nations regarding Cyprus.

In the course of the exchange of views on the Middle East both 
Sides expressed their concern with regard to the dangerous situation in 
that region. They reaffirmed their intention to make every effort to 
promote a solution of the key issues of a just and lasting peace in that 
area on the basis of the United Nations resolution 338, taking into 
account the legitimate interests of all the peoples of the area, including 
the Palestinian people, and respect for the right to independent exist
ence of all states in the area.®

The Sides believe that the Geneva Conference should play an impor
tant part in the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East, and should resume its work as soon as possible.

IV

The state of relations was reviewed in the field of commercial, eco
nomic, scientific and technical ties between the USA and the USSR. 
Both Sides confirmed the great importance which further progress in 
these fields would have for Soviet-American relations, and expressed 
their firm intention to continue the broadening and deepening of 
mutually advantageous cooperation.

The two Sides emphasized the special importance accorded by them 
to the development on a long term basis of commercial and economic 
cooperation, including mutually beneficial large-scale projects. They

* General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 2 
(A/9602), pp. 16,18.
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believe that such commercial and economic cooperation will serve the 
cause of increasing the stability of Soviet-American relations.

Both Sides noted with satisfaction the progress in the implementa
tion of agreements and in the development of ties and cooperation 
between the US and the USSR in the fields of science, technology and 
culture. They are convinced that the continued expansion of such 
cooperation will benefit the peoples of both countries and will be an 
important contribution to the solution of world-wide scientific and 
technical problems.

The talks were held in an atmosphere of frankness and mutual 
understanding, reflecting the constructive desire of both Sides to 
strengthen and develop further the peaceful cooperative relationship 
between the USA and the USSR, and to ensure progress in the solu
tion of outstanding international problems in the interests of preserv
ing and strengthening peace.

The results of the talks provided a convincing demonstration of the 
practical value of Soviet-American summit meetings and their excep
tional importance in the shaping of a new relationship between the 
United States of America and the Soviet Union.

President Ford reaffirmed the invitation to L. I. Brezhnev to pay an 
official visit to the United States in 1975. The exact date of the visit 
will be agreed upon later.

F o r  t h e  U n it e d  St a t e s  o f  A m e r ic a  
G e r a l d  R. F o r d

President of the United States of America

F o r  t h e  U n io n  o f  So v ie t  So c u l is t  R e p u b l ic s  
L. I. B r e z h n e v

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger: 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, November 24, 1974'

If you are all through with reading the joint statement,^ let me deal 
with that. There is also a communique which we will distribute,® and if 
it should not be finished by the time when I get through with the joint 
statement, I will talk from it.

The joint statement, in our judgment, marks the breakthrough with 
the SALT negotiations that we have sought to achieve in recent years 
and produces a very strong possibility of agreement, to be signed in 
1975.

Perhaps the best way to talk about it would be to go back to the 
history of the negotiations, starting with the summit in July and the

' Weekly Compilation o f Presidential Documents, Dec. 2,1974, pp. 1489-1494.
pp. 746-747.

’  Supra.
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conclusion of the discussions since then, in relation to some specific 
issues before us.

In all of the discussions on SALT, there is the problem of aggregate 
numbers, and then there is the problem of the numbers of weapons 
with certain special characteristics such as MIRV’s, and finally, there 
is the problem of duration of the agreement.

In July, we were talking about an extension of the interim agreement 
for a period of 2 to 3 years, and we attempted to compensate for the 
inequality of numbers in the interim agreement by negotiating a 
differential in our favor of missiles with multiple warheads.

The negotiation was making some progress, but it was very difficult 
to establish a relationship between aggregate numbers. It would be an 
advantage on aggregate numbers on one side and an advantage in 
multiple warheads on the other, all the more so as we were talking 
about a time period between 1974 and at the end of 1979 during which 
various new programs of both sides were going into production at the 
precise moment that the agreement would have lapsed. That is to say, 
the United States was developing the Trident and the B-1, both of 
which will be deployed in the period after 1979, and the Soviet MIRV 
development would really not reach its full evolution until the period 
1978 to 1979.

In other words, while we were negotiating the 5~year agreement we 
became extremely conscious of the fact that it would lapse at the 
moment that both sides would have the greatest concern about the 
weapons programs of the other. And this was the origin of the 10-year 
proposal and the negotiation for a 10-year agreement that emerged out 
of the July summit.

No preparatory work of any significance could be undertaken in 
July on the summit, so that when President Ford came into office, the 
preparations for a 10-year agreement started practically from scratch.

Now, in a period of 10 years, the problem of numbers has a different 
significance than in the shorter period because over that period of time, 
one would have to account, really, for two deployments of a cycle that 
is usually a 5-year effort. And also, inequalities that might be bearable 
for either side in a 5-year period would become much more difficult if 
they were trying over a 10-year period.

Finally, since we considered that any agreement that we signed 
with respect to numbers should be the prelude to further negotiations 
about reduction, it was very important the debates for reduction for 
both sides represent some equivalence that permitted a reasonable 
calculation.

I won't repeat on this occasion all the internal deliberations through 
which we went, the various options that were considered. There were 
five in number, but various combinations of quantitative and qualita
tive restraints seem possible for the United States.

Finally, prior to my visit to the Soviet Union in October, President 
Ford decided on a proposal which did not reflect any of the options 
precisely, but represented an amalgamation of several of the
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approaches. This we submitted to the Soviet leaders about a week 
before my visit to the Soviet Union in October, and it led to a Soviet 
counterproposal which was in the general framework of our proposal, 
and which I have indicated to you marked a substantial step forward 
on the road to an agreement.

It was discussed in great detail on the occasion of my visit in October. 
The Soviet counterproposal was studied by the President and his 
advisers, and it caused us to submit another refinement or an answer 
to the Soviet counterproposal about a week before we came here. And 
then, most of the discussions last night, all of the discussions last 
night, and 2 Vi hours this morning, were devoted to the issue of SALT.

President Ford and the General Secretary, in the course of these dis
cussions, agreed that a number of the issues that had been standing in 
the way of progress should be resolved and that guidelines should be 
issued to the negotiators in Geneva, who we expect to reconvene in 
early January.

They agreed that obviously, as the joint statement says, the new 
agreement will cover a period of 10 years, that for the first 2 years of 
that period, the provisions of the interim agreement will remain in 
force, as was foreseen in the interim agreement;  ̂that after the lapse 
of the interim agreement, both sides could have equal numbers of 
strategic vehicles. And President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev 
agreed substantially on the definition of strategic delivery vehicles.

During the 10-year period of this agreement, they would also have 
equal numbers of weapons with multiple, independent reentry vehi
cles, and that number is substantially less than the total number of 
strategic vehicles.

There is no compensation for forward-based systems and no other 
compensations. In other words, we are talking about equal numbers 
on both sides for both MIRV’s and for strategic delivery vehicles and 
these numbers have been agreed to and will be discussed with Con
gressional leaders after the President returns.

The negotiations will have to go into the details of verifications of 
what restraints will be necessary, how one can define and verify mis
siles which are independently targeted. But we believe that with good 
will on both sides, it should be possible to conclude a 10-year agree
ment by the time that the General Secretary visits the United States 
at the summit, and, at any rate, we will make a major effort in that 
direction.

As I said, the negotiations could be difficult and will have many 
technical complexities, but we believe that the target is achievable. 
If it is achieved, it will mean that a cap has been put on the arms race 
for a period of 10 years, that this cap is substantially below the capa
bilities of either side, that the element of insecurity inherent in an 
arms race in which both sides are attempting to anticipate not only the

* D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 202 ff.
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actual programs but the capabilities of the other side will be sub
stantially reduced with levels achieved over a 10-year period by 
agreement.

The negotiations for reductions can take place in a better atmos
phere, and, therefore, we hope that we will be able to look back to this 
occasion here as the period or as the turning point that led to putting a 
cap on the arms race and was the first step to a reduction of arms.

Now, I will be glad to take your questions.
Barry, and then Peter.

Q. Mr. Secretary, excuse me, but are bombers under “A "?

Secretary Kissinger. Yes.

Q. Bombers are included. When you say no compensation, you mean 
what we have in Europe counts against ourselves?

Secretary Kissinger. No.

Q. Excuse me?

Secretary Kissinger. What I mean is forward bases which are not 
included in these totals.

Q. They don’t count in this?

Secretary Kissinger. Strategic bombers are included.

Q. Yes.

Secretary Kissinger. Forward base systems are not included.

Q. My question follows on that. What are the advantages for the 
Russians in agreeing on the number of MIRV’s being equal, that they 
would not raise questions about compensating for our forward base 
system?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I think that we should ask the General 
Secretary for an explanation of why he—I can explain to you our point 
of view on these matters, but I believe that both sides face this 
problem.

The arms race has an impetus from at least three sources: one, 
political tension; second, the strategic plans of each sid6; and third, 
the intent of each side to anticipate what the other side might do.

The most volatile of those in a period of exploding technology is the 
last one.

There is an element that is driving the arms race of insuring one’s 
self against the potentialities of the other side that accelerates it in 
each passing year. I would suppose that the General Secretary has 
come to the same conclusion that we have, that what ever level you 
put for a ceiling, it is enough to destroy humanity several times over, 
so that the actual level of the ceiling is not as decisive as the fact that 
a ceiling has been put on it and that the element of your self-fulfilling
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prophecy that is inherent in the arms race is substantially reduced.
I would assume that it was considerations such as these that induced 

the General Secretary to do this.

Q. My question derives from the fact that no bargainer would put 
himself at a disadvantagey and I am just wondering what, from our 
standpoint  ̂ would be the net advantage of maintaining our forward 
bases without the Soviets complaining that there is some imbalance or 
some inequality or inequation in the overall purpose?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, as you know, the Soviet Union had main
tained that forward base systems should be included in the totals, and 
this was one of the big obstacles to an agreement previously. The prog
ress that has been made in recent months is that the Soviet Union 
gradually gave up asking for compensation for the forward base sys
tems partly because most of the forward base systems, or I would say 
all of them, are not suitable for a significant attack on the Soviet 
Union.

At any rate, this is an element that has disappeared from the nego
tiations in recent months.

Q. Secretary Kissinger, have you reached agreement on the number 
of MIR V vehicles or the number of MIR V warheads?

Secretary Kissinger. The number of MIRVed vehicles. The number 
of warheads could differ, and, of course, there are some differentials in 
the throw weight of individual missiles at any given period, though 
there is nothing in the agreement that prevents the United States, if it 
wishes to, from closing the throw weight gap.

We are not going to do it just to do it.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, when was the discussion of SALT matters con
cluded, and was that time used to discuss any other matter?

Secretary Kissinger. The discussion of SALT matters was concluded 
around 12:30, and all the time between 12:30 and the time I came over 
here was devoted to other matters. The discussions were practically 
uninterrupted, and I will get into these other matters after we are 
finished with SALT.

Q. I have a question on the delivery vehicles.

Secretary Kissinger. Yes.

Q. You speak of equality which I take to mean some level that is 
roughly an equality of total U.S. delivery vehicles in a triad mix and the 
same on the other side.

Secretpry Kissinger. That is right.

Q. Would this, therefore, invoke a larger number of total U.S. 
vehicles than existed under SALT I, or, by taking in the bombers, are 
you still maintaining roughly the same number of land bases?
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Secretary Kissinger, By agreement, we are not giving up the number 
until the President has had enough opportunity to brief, but, roughly 
speaking, the total number is composed of a combination of missiles, 
of land-based missiles, submarine missiles, bombers, and certain other 
categories of weapons that would have the characteristics of strategic 
weapons, the total number that accurately is equal and each side, with 
some constraints, but not very major ones> has essentially the freedom 
to mix—that is to say the composite force—in whatever way it wants. 
There are some constraints.

Q. Is there any further constraint on the total throw weight that one 
side or another side could have? Under SALT I, as I remember, there 
was a limit on the number of heavy missiles.

Secretary Kissinger. The constraints of SALT I with respect to the 
number of heavy missiles are carried over into this agreement.

Q. Up to 1985?

Secretary Kissinger, Up to 1985.

Q. Throughout the whole period of the agreement. You said there will 
be a substantial reduction. Is this approximately—

Secretary Kissinger. No, I am saying it will be the objective of the 
United States now that we have achieved a cap on the arms race. We 
have achieved a cap on the arms race if we can solve the technical prob
lems of implementing the agreement that was made here. But I believe, 
with good will, that should be possible.

We have always assumed that once we agree on numbers, we could 
solve all the other problems, that from the basis of the cap that has 
been put on the arms race, so that both sides now have a similar 
starting point it will be the United States objective to bring about a 
substantial reduction of strategic forces, but there has not yet been 
an agreement to any reduction, obviously.

Q. Dr. Kissinger, is there any provision in here concerning other 
types of modernization—improvements, for example, of MIRV's? Was 
there any limitation on MIRV's discussed?

Secretary Kissinger. No, there is no such limitation, but this is 
something that can still be raised in the discussions, but there is no 
such limitation.

Q. Mr. Secretary, what does this initial statement have to do with 
the Trident and B-1 program, if  anything?

Secretary Kissinger, Each side has the right to compose—what it 
means is that the Trident and the B-1 program had to be kept within 
the total number of the ceiling that will be established by the agree
ment, but except for the limitations on heavy missiles, the rest of the 
composition of the force is up to each side.
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Q. Are these limits higher than the existing forces of both sides and 
will both have weapons to reach the—

Secretary Kissinger. No. By the United States, this is somewhat 
more complex to calculate, depending on what weapons you count. 
For the Soviet Union, it is clearly below the limits. And for both sides, 
it is substantially below their capability.

Q. Will either side reduce its arms totals? I was not quite certain of 
your answer?

Secretary Kissinger. I would say yes. But I think you will know about 
that better when the numbers become more—

Q. Dr. Kissinger, would you identify for us what the main hangup 
was in the five earlier options and what mix the President decided 
upon that was the key to advancing an acceptable proposal?

Secretary Kissinger. The big hangup earlier was the combination of 
time periods and perhaps the complexity of the proposals; that is to 
say, when you are trying to calculate what advantage in the number of 
warheads compensates for a certain advantage in the number of 
launches, you get into an area of very great complexity, and when you 
are dealing with a short, or relatively short time period, you face the 
difficulty that each side throughout this time period will be preparing 
for what happens during the break-out period.

So, those were the big hangups through July. What I believe con
tributed to this i^eement was, first, that with a 10-year program we 
were able to put to the Soviet Union a scheme that was less volatile 
than what we had discussed earlier for the reasons of the break-out 
problem.

Secondly, I believe that one of the problems that was raised yester
day—namely, that they were dealing with a new President—may have 
influenced Soviet decisions, because it created a longer political 
stability.

Thirdly, the discussions, I think it can be safe to say, moved from 
fairly complex proposals to substantially more simple ones, and this 
permitted both sides finally to come to an agreement.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if  the goal at the end of the road is the signing 
of a strategic arms limitation treaty, in terms of percentages, how far 
down that road does this joint statement put us?

Secretary Kissinger. Whenever I have given percentages and made 
predictions, I have got into enormous difficulties. I would say I would 
stick by my statement earlier. I would say that we are over the worst 
part of the negotiation if both sides continue to show the same deter
mination to reach an agreement that they did earlier.

The issues that are before us now are essentially technical issues; 
that is to say, they are issues of verifications, issues of collateral 
restraints, issues of how you identify certain developments. But those
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are issues on which substantial studies were made before we made our 
original proposals and, therefore, had we not believed that they were 
soluble, we would not have made the proposals. So we think that it is 
going to be a very difficult negotiation which could fail. But I think we 
are well down the road.

Q. Sir, a couple ofclarifiers, i f  I may, that I  am not clear on.
Do I  understand that there vnll be a reduction in the number of U.S. 

MIRV’s? And secondly, is there some limit on throw weight? Is that 
what you are saying or did I  hear you wrong?

Secretary Kissinger. No. There is no restraint on throw weight, 
except the restraint that is produced by the continuation of the ban 
of the limitation on heavy missiles, and there is a restraint on the 
number of vehicles that can be MIRVed.

What was the first part of the question?

Q. Are we past that point where we have to cut back?

Secretary Kissinger. No, we are not past that point, but we could 
easily go past that point if we wanted to.

Q. I realize that, but we are not physically past that point.

Secretary Kissinger. No. But don’t forget the Soviets have not even 
begun to MIRV their missiles yet. We are well down the road towards 
that goal.

Q. I realize we have a larger plan at the moment. My question is 
whether we have to start to subtract.

Secretary Kissinger. We do not have to start subtracting.

Q. One other clarification question. This aggregate number is yet to 
be agreed upon?

Secretary Kissinger. No, that number is agreed upon.

Q. It has been agreed upon?

Secretary Kissinger. The numbers in both A and B have been agreed 
upon—

Q. Mr. Secretary, would you please—

Secretary Kissinger.—and the President will discuss them with the 
Congressional leaders. But both leaders thought that they did not want 
to include them in this statement.

Q. Well, they would then be included in a treaty?

Secretary Kissinger. Yes.

Q. Ratified?

Secretary Kissinger. In other words, the agreement will not fail
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because of the numbers. The numbers have been set, and the definition 
of what is counted in each number has already been set.

Q. Mr, Secretary, what you are saying, in effect, is that you have 
already fixed the ceiling, but you are not prepared yet to disclose what 
that ceiling is?

Secretary Kissinger, That is right.

Q. And that loill be disclosed at what point?

Secretary Kissinger. Oh, I would expect during the week and, cer
tainly, no later than by the time the instructions are drafted for the 
delegation.

Q. Mr, Kissinger, does this not mean—in other words, will not our 
MIRV reduction be considerably greater than theirs if  we have many 
more, and will not their reduction in nuclear missiles be greater than 
ours because they are allowed to have more in 1972?

Secretary Kissinger, Well, when you are talking about a 10-year 
program—I would say within a 10-year program, in the absence of an 
agreement, both of these questions are highly theoretical, because over 
a 10-year period both we and they could easily go over the total number 
of permitted vehicles and easily go over the total number of MIRV 
vehicles.

In starting from present programs, I think it is correct to say that 
this strain on the Soviet total numbers is going to be greater, and the 
strain on our MIRV numbers is going to be greater, but in practice it 
comes out about the same, because there is no question that if we both 
kept going, the numbers of MIRVed vehicles would soon reach a point 
where even the most exalted military planner would find it difficult to 
find a target for the many warheads that are going to be developed.

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you believe that this will be acceptable to the 
Congressional leaders, particularly those—

Secretary Kissinger. I think this will certainly be acceptable to the 
Congressional leaders that have been—

Q. Including Senator Jackson?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I am sure you can find a more convincing 
spokesman for Senator Jackson than me, but it would meet many of the 
criticisms that he has made in the past. It meets the point that has 
been made by critics of the interim agreement, in my view, only about 
the inequality in numbers, because as I pointed out on many occasions, 
the inequality in numbers was not created by the interim agreement 
that existed when the interim agreement was signed, and it simply 
froze the situation that existed on the day the interim agreement was 
signed for a 5-year period. But at any rate, what was acceptable for a 
5-year period was not acceptable for a 15-year period, 5 plus 10, and.
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therefore, that principle of equality has to be maintained here.

Q. Mr. Secretary, one last question, please. Would you address your
self to the question of good faith on this? This is very important and 
ivill be a very important agreement to the security of the people of both 
natixyns. What vnll you say os a statement of faith and a guarantee?

Secretary Kissinger. When the security of both countries is involved 
and the national survival of both countries is involved you cannot make 
an agreement which depends primarily on the good faith of either 
side. And what has to be done in the negotiations that are now starting 
is to assure adequate verification of the provisions of the agreement. 
We think that this is no problem, or no significant problem with respect 
to the total numbers of strategic vehicles. It may be a problem with re
spect to determining what is a MIRVed vehicle. Nevertheless, we believe 
that that, too, is soluble, though with greater difficulty than determin
ing the total numbers.

Good faith is involved in not pressing against the legal limits of the 
agreements in a way that creates again an element of the insecurity 
that one has attempted to remove by fixing the ceiling or, to put it 
another way, by putting a cap on the arms race. But I think that the 
agreement will be very viable and that the element of good faith is not 
the principal ingredient in releasing the agreement, though it was an 
important element in producing the agreement.

Mr. Nessen. Mr. Secretary, you are going to miss your tour if you 
don’t leave now. Also, we are now passing out the joint communique.

The Secretary wants to make this tour.

Secretary Kissinger. Let me take another question.

Q. I want to get this right. Do I understand while you are putting a 
cap on the future numbers, this agreed upon total is higher than what 
each side has now in aggregate, the combination?

Secretary Kissinger. I did not say this, no.

Q. That is the inference I get.

Secretary Kissinger. I said specifically it is lower than what the 
Soviet has and, in our case, it depends on how you compose the total 
number.

Q. Mr. Secretary, was there any discussion on what each side will do 
for resuming the work of the Geneva conference on the Middle East 
as soon as possible?

Secretary Kissinger. No.

Q. Does that mean the end of your own efforts, for example, in the 
area?

Secretary Kissinger. No. This is a phrase that was also in the sum
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mit communique, and it has always been assumed that my efforts are 
compatible with the prospective efforts of the Geneva conference.

Q. To what extent did the talks get into the Middle East situation, 
Mr. Secretary?

Secretary Kissinger. There was a rather lengthy discussion of the 
Middle East. Let me go through the topics that were discussed in 
addition.

There was a discussion of the Middle East, of the European Security 
Conference and forces in Europe, and a number of issues connected with 
bilateral relations. These were the key other topics that were discussed.

Q. Can you tell ms atxmt your discussions on the Middle East?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I think there is an agreement by both 
sides that the situation has elements of danger, that an effort should 
be made to defuse it. We are not opposed to the Geneva conference, 
and we have always agreed that it should be reconvened at an appro
priate time. And we agree to stay in further touch with each other as 
to measures that can be taken to alleviate the situation.

Q. What role does the Soviet Union think the PLO should play in 
the negotiations? How should they be recognized and how should 
they—

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I think the Soviet view has been publicly 
stated. We did not go into the modalities of how they would execute it 
since we made our position clear at the United Nations last week.

Q. Specifically, the trade reform hill in the United Nations.

Secretary Kissinger. That was touched upon.

Q. Where did you leave the ESC?

Secretary Kissinger. The European Security Conference? We had a 
detailed discussion of all the issues before the European Security Con
ference in which, as you all know. Foreign Minister Gromyko is one 
of the world’s leading experts, and we sought for means to move the 
positions of East and West closer together, and we hope that progress 
can accelerate.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you compare the progress made on nuclear 
weapons vnth the progress made by the Soviets vrith the Middle East?

Secretary Kissinger. Not even remotely.

Q. You did not make any progress on the Middle East?

Secretary Kissinger. I don’t think that progress on the Middle East 
is for us to make, and it was a different order of discussion. The prog
ress on SALT was a major step forward to the solution of a very diffi
cult problem. The discussions on the Middle East, I think, may have
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contributed, and we hope will contribute, to a framework of restraint 
in enabling the two countries that have such a vital interest in the area 
to stay in touch with each other, but it cannot be compared.

Q. How much time do you estimate, Mr. Secretary, you spent dis
cussing the Middle East?

Secretary Kissinger. How much time was spent? I didn’t keep track 
of it. An hour, but that is a rough order of—

Q. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Q. Was there a question of future sale of any U.S. commodities vnth 
the Soviet Union?

Q. Question?

Secretary Kissinger. I didn’t hear the question either, but it dealt 
with economics so I don’t want to answer it.

Statement by the Syrian Representative (al-Masri) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons, November 27, 1974i

Mr. Chairman, the delegation of the Syrian Arab Republic would like 
to associate itself with you in expressing condolences to the family of 
the former Secretary-General. With your touching words you have ex
pressed our sentiments towards the late Secretary-General who 
devoted his life to the interests of humanity. His death is not only a loss 
to his people and his country but to all humanity as well.

In' brief, I should like to submit the draft resolution before the Com
mittee today  ̂ after having introduced certain amendments which, in 
fact, do not touch on the substance of the draft itself but are aimed at 
improving the drafting. These amendments have sought to improve the 
fourth preambular paragraph where the preceding original paragraph 
was substituted by a paragraiph which refers to the conclusion reached 
by the International Conference on Human Rights, held in Teheran in 
1968, to the effect:

. . .  that napalm bombing is among the methods and means of warfare that erode 
human rights.®

A new paragraph has been added to the preambular part of the draft 
resolution as follows:

Emphasizing the consensus of the Conference of Government Experts held under the 
auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross that severe burn wounds are

1 A/C.l/PV.2030(prov.),pp. 18-25.
2 The first revised Syrian resolution appears ante, pp. 745-746. The second revision, in

corporating the amendments in the Syrian statement of Nov. 27, was approved by the 
General Assembly as pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.

 ̂Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 
E.68.XIV.2), p. 5.
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probably the most painful type of wound and frequently remain so for long periods of 
time and that [they] may result in permanent disability, including physical, functional, 
cosmetic, social and psychological disability.

In the amended text of the preamble to the draft resolution you will 
find the last paragraph of the original draft resolution mentioned, 
which was unintentionally dropped from the first amended text, which 
says that the General Assembly is:

Deeply disturbed at [the] continuing use of napalm and other incendiary weapons.

So far as the operative paragraplis of the draft resolution are con
cerned, certain amendments concerning the drafting of the paragraphs 
have been introduced. With regard to operative paragraph 1, the 
amendments have sought to make the paragraph clearer than the origi
nal paragraph 1 while retaining the original content and meaning of 
the paragraph. The amended paragraph reads as follows. The General 
Assembly:

Condemns the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts in cir
cumstances where it may affect human beings or may cause damage to the environment 
and/or natural resources.

We are convinced that, while napalm is considered harmful and 
damaging to human beings, its harmful effects on the environment are 
no less serious. In my previous statement introducing the original text 
of this draft resolution, I mentioned that the harmful effects of napalm 
are suffered by both human beings and the environment, because the 
direct injury and burns suffered by human beings as a result of napalm 
are no more harmful than the effects on the environment and natural 
resources of burning and bombing. In the event of war, it often happens 
that bombing is directed against the environment and natural re
sources in order to create an atmosphere of terror and to affect people 
psychologically or damage the economy in order to force people to 
surrender. For example, the bombing of agricultural products and 
resources is no less serious than bombing directed against human 
beings themselves.

That is why we have sought to make our meaning very clear, leaving 
no opening for individual interpretations in the amended text which 
is now before the Committee. The first amended text gave rise to 
certain misinterpretations with regard to the meaning of direct or 
indirect effects of the use of napalm against human beings. Despite the 
fact that at that time we spoke of the direct and indirect effects, that 
is to say the direct effects on human beings and the indirect effects 
produced on human beings through the harm done to the environment 
and natural resources, nevertheless we decided to introduce this 
amendment.

While we thank all the delegations which co-operated with us in 
drafting this text, we should like to express special gratitude to the 
friendly delegation of Sweden, which co-operated in a constructive and 
positive spirit in the drafting of the final text of this draft resolution.

I should like to say once again to this Committee that we intend by
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this draft resolution to provide political protection for the human 
being and his environment and natural resources. This is in full accord 
with the original draft submitted by the Soviet Union seeking the pro
tection of the environment from military action which might be harm
ful to the environment, which was adopted by the Committee last 
week. In seeking such political protection for human beings, natural 
resources and the environment we are aiming to consolidate interna
tional efforts to provide legal protection, for the absence of political 
protection might affect human beings and might encourage the use of 
napalm, as is the case at present. That is why we consider that the 
provision of political protection is an essential prerequisite for the 
provision of legal protection in the future.

I should like to take this opportunity of reminding those who believe 
that political protection affects international efforts to provide legal 
protection, that this fear is completely unfounded. I would speculate 
whether the silence of the international community regarding the use 
of napalm and the damage that does to human beings, the environment 
and natural resources is encouraging international efforts aimed at 
legal protection. I believe it is not. I believe that we should endeavour 
to consolidate international efforts to provide legal protection against 
and total prohibition of the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons by means of political protection. Therefore the international 
community should prove the seriousness of its efforts to provide legal 
protection by providing the appropriate international basis for it.

Finally, I should like to ask for a vote by roll-call on this draft 
resolution.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Lind) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other Incen
diary Weapons, November 27, 1974’

My delegation has worked for several years with others to bring 
about prohibition of use of certain conventional weapons which may 
be deemed either to cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscrimi
nate effects. In this context we have devoted much attention to napalm 
and other incendiary weapons, and we were among the delegations 
which, in 1971, requested the Secretary-General to prepare a report 
on this subject.  ̂ While we think it would be wrong to pay attention 
exclusively to these weapons, since high velocity projectiles, flechettes 
and many other types of arms also call for critical examination, we are 
convinced that the findings so far have confirmed the initial suspicion 
that incendiary weapons are strong candidates for a total ban on use 
and for subsequent possible bans on production, stockpiling and pro

> A/C.l/PV.2030(prov.), pp. 26-27.
2 See Docum ents on Disarm am ent, 1971, pp. 910-913, and A/8803.
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liferation. We fervently hope that progress towards a total ban on use 
will be made in the coming year at the Geneva diplomatic conference 
on humanitarian law in armed conflicts and at the expected second 
conference of government experts. A resolution on this subject has 
already been adopted by this Committee by 100 votes in favour, none 
against, and 14 abstentions.

The present draft resolution, in document A/C.l/L.698/Rev.2,* 
focuses upon napalm and other incendiary weapons. In our view this 
text is complementary to the resolutions already adopted. The earlier 
resolution was directed at the procedure to achieve the complete ban
ning of use of these weapons by legal action which we hope will not be 
too distant. The present draft resolution contains a political condem
nation of the most terrifying uses of the weapons: that is, when they 
may be used as anti-personal weapons where civilians may be affected, 
or when the environmental crops or other natural resources may suffer 
damage. The present draft resolution further recommends a mora
torium on production, stockpiling, proliferation and use of these 
weapons, pending the conclusion of agreements regarding the ban on 
use and/or a ban on production, stockpiling and proliferation.

My delegation is grateful to the delegation of the Syrian Arab Repub
lic for having modified its original text in several important respects. 
Although the draft resolution still goes further than any previous 
resolution on this subject which my delegation has supported, Sweden 
will vote in favour.

The operative paragraphs I have referred to and the draft resolution 
as a whole express an anguish, which we share, about the existence of 
these weapons and many uses of them. We believe the text underlines 
the urgency of the imminent discussions at the diplomatic conference 
on humanitarian law and at the expected second conference of govern
ment experts concerning a legal prohibition of the use of incendiary 
weapons.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First Com' 
mittee of the General Assembly: Napalm and Other Incen' 
diary Weapons [Extract], November 27, 19741

Permit me now to explain my vote on the draft resolution just 
adopted. The Soviet delegation would like to explain its vote on the 
draft resolution on napalm and other incendiary weapons, submitted in 
the First Committee at the twenty-ninth session of the General Assem

’ Identical with pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.
‘ A/C.l/PV.2030(prov.), pp. 41-42.
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bly by the representative of Syria and contained in document A/C.l/ 
L.698/Rev.2 =*

With regard to its attitude of principle on the problem of prohibiting 
napalm, the Soviet delegation has already had occasion to express its 
views in our statement in the First Committee on 21 November ® 
regarding the voting on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.691/ 
submitted by Sweden, Egypt, Mexico and others. The Soviet Union has 
unfailingly supported efforts by the United Nations to prohibit par
ticularly cruel means of waging war, including, or more precisely, 
beginning with thermonuclear weapons. The Soviet Union is a party to 
international agreements concerning armed conflicts, including the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting the use in war of chemical and 
other weapons ® and the Geneva Convention of 1949 on the defence of 
victims of war.®

The question of napalm and other incendiary weapons requires very 
careful consideration and has very complicated technical and military 
aspects. Precisely bearing this in mind, my delegation would like once 
again to point out the readiness of the Soviet Union to consider this 
problem thoroughly within the framework of the Disarmament Com
mittee. The question of the prohibition of the use of any kind of con
ventional weapons and that of the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of such weapons should be resolved within 
the context of all the problems involved in the limitation of armaments 
and disarmament. Unfortunately, the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.698/Rev.2 does not provide for such an approach in resolving 
the problem of napalm. Therefore, the Soviet delegation found it advis
able to abstain in the vote on that draft resolution.

At the same time, we should like to stress that the Soviet Union has 
a great deal of sympathy and understanding for the motives which 
prompted the sponsors of that draft resolution, above all those of the 
delegation of Syria. We [sic] our protest to the statements of the 
representatives of the Arab countries in the First Committee unre
servedly, condemning the use by Israel of napalm against the peaceful 
population, against the camps of Palestine refugees. The Soviet Union 
considers that the use by Israeli troops of such a weapon against the 
civilian population—women, children and old men—against Arab 
towns and villages, is a flagrant violation of universally acknowledged 
principles of international law, particularly, the Geneva Convention 
of the Protection of Civilian Population in Time of War, 19 August 
1949.’ Such activities by the military of Israel cannot fail to be branded 
by international public opinion as banditry and an international crime. 
Such an act of cruelty on the part of the Israeli military cannot fail to

 ̂Identical with pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.
’ Ante, pp. 719-721.
* Identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 786-789.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
'6TJST3316.
’ 6UST3516.



766 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

meet with universal indignation and condemnation.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Napalm and 
Other Incendiary Weapons, November 27, 1974i

Mr. Chairman, I thought that your tribute to U Thant was about as 
appropriate as a tribute could be and I should like to associate my 
delegation completely with your remarks.

With respect to the Syrian resolution,  ̂ the Committee will recall 
that last week my delegation explained its vote on a Swedish draft 
resolution concerning napalm.  ̂ In that explanation we set forth our 
views on the proper approach to the next stage of constructive interna
tional consideration of the questions concerning the use of such 
weapons. The resolution now before us clearly runs contrary to such an 
approach. It prejudges the outcome of the deliberations which will 
take place during the coming year; in particular it fails to take account 
of the many complex questions concerning incendiary weapons which 
must be examined at the second session of the Conference of Experts 
under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross, 
before any firm conclusions can be drawn regarding the scope of 
possible restrictions on the use of napalm and other incendiaries. My 
Government expects to participate actively in the experts’ ongoing 
work.

Meanwhile, however, we cannot accept the categorical conclusion in 
the present resolution regarding the need for prohibition of the use of 
all incendiary weapons. Accordingly, the United States abstained in 
the voting on that resolution.

Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 27, 19741

I believe it is fitting to recall, since we are devoting this meeting to 
disarmament, that U Thant, whose passing away we mourn, always 
considered that this was one of the most important matters of our 
times. He was a man of peace and I think we can bestow upon him no 
nobler title. Let us hope that the aim he always proposed to us during

» A/C.1/PV.2030 (prov.), pp. 44-45.
2 Identical with pt. B of resolution 3255 (XXIX), post, pp. 789-790.
® The Swedish resolution was identical with pt. A of resolution 3255 (XXIX), posf, pp. 

786-789. For the U.S. statement, see ante, pp. 721-722.
' A/C.1/PV.2030 (prov.), pp. 68-71.
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his life will remain ours now that he is gone.
As soon as the idea of a world disarmament conference was advanced 

by the Soviet Union,  ̂France has upheld the principle.  ̂It seemed to us 
in fact that it was necessary to give new impetus to the efforts of the 
international community to solve a problem which is vital for the 
world. No one can deny that we are now in a deadlock. Resolutions pile 
up, conventions succeed one another, but weapons nonetheless cpntinue 
to be stockpiled and perfected.

It must therefore seem that our approach to the problem has been 
a bad one so far and that the agencies we have set up to solve the prob
lem are not suited to their task.

We must tackle the problem of true disarmament, that of the most 
powerful, rather than pursue in vain the disarmament of the disarmed 
or hide behind futile paper barriers.

The purpose that the world disarmament conference must set itself 
is clear: to undertake the progressive and controlled destruction of 
weapons and to create organs capable of carrying out this pro
gramme—in a w’̂ ord, at last to find a way out of the rut in which we 
have been sunk for so long.

My delegation therefore gives its total support to the draft resolu
tion  ̂ in the hope that this text will enjoy the support of all the 
Powers—and in particular the nuclear Powers, without which no seri
ous disarmament effort can be attempted.

I should like here to salute and thank those who have given their 
best to the prudent but constant progress of our work towards the 
convening of a world conference: in particular, Ambassador Hoveyda 
of Iran, thanks to whose wisdom we can today affirm that the road 
before us is now more open.

The draft resolution which Ambassador Garcia Robles has just intro
duced represents substantial progress in comparison with the resolu
tions previously adopted by the General Assembly on the subject. It 
recognizes that the search for conclusions and recommendations is 
within the terms of reference of the Ad Hoc Committee entrusted with 
studying the conditions for holding a world disarmament conference. 
The draft very wisely determines that those conclusions and recom
mendations are to be adopted by consensus, because no valid achieve
ment can be made on the subject without the consent of all. This is a 
difficulty which we shall have to overcome, but which is already known 
to us. The draft resolution courageously recognizes its existence; at 
the same time, it marks the beginning of a new, perhaps decisive, 
phase, and we congratulate its sponsors.

I should like to declare, on behalf of my delegation, that we shall 
endeavour to contribute to the achievement of the necessary consen
sus, and shall unreservedly contribute to the implementation of a

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 593 ff.
 ̂Ibid., p. 793
 ̂Identical with resolution 3260 (XXIX), post, pp. 797-798.
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project to which we are more attached than to any other, since it seems 
likely to bring us closer to what may be the major achievement of the 
century: the understanding of genuine and controlled disarmament, 
that will finally free the world of the spectre of war and allow it to 
devote itself to peaceful enterprises.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Malik) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: World Disarmament 
Conference, November 27, 19741

In connexion with the draft resolution just adopted by the First 
Committee on the question of the world disarmament conference,  ̂the 
initiators and sponsors of which were the delegations of a group of non- 
aligned countries—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, India and 
Mexico—the Soviet delegation would like to make the following 
statement.

As has already been repeatedly pointed out in statements of the 
USSR delegation in the United Nations, the Soviet Union has always 
supported the immediate convening of a world disarmament confer
ence, and that support has been based upon the assumption that a 
properly prepared conference would promote the further normalization 
of international relations and would give a strong boost to the imple
mentation of new measures in the field of disarmament and the reduc
tion of the arms race.

Many of those who have spoken on disarmament questions in the 
First Committee and in the course of the general debate of the General 
Assembly have quite rightly pointed out that favorable conditions 
have now been created for the earliest possible convening of a world 
disarmament conference thanks to the fundamental positive changes 
that have occurred in the international political climate. The USSR 
delegation shares that view.

Recently, Comrade Brezhnev, speaking in Ulan Bator on the occa
sion of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Mongolian People’s Repub
lic, stated:

In conditions of early detente and easing of international tension we find ever more 
broadly and clearly expressed the aspirations of countries towards the elimination of the 
threat of war, towards genuine lasting peace and fruitful co-operation. Movement 
towards that goal requires a stubborn political struggle to overcome the resistance of 
many who are aggressive or simply have untoward thoughts. However, in spite of many 
obstacles, powerful trends towards detente and peace are gaining ground.*

The Soviet delegation considers that in the circumstances the ques
tion of the implementation of new broad multilateral steps in disarma
ment is becoming particularly timely. As members are aware, one

' A/C.l/PV.2030(prov.), pp. 76-86.
2 Identical with resolution 3260 (XXIX), post^ pp. 797-798.
3 Pravda, Nov. 27,1974, pp. 1-3; Current Digest o f the Soviet Press, vol. XXVI, no. 48 

(Dec. 25,1974), p. 5 (variant translation).
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such step was the recent and first meeting, in the Vladivostok region, 
between the President of the United States, Mr. Ford, and the General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
USSR, Comrade Brezhnev. In the course of that meeting, which took 
place in a very good and constructive atmosphere, there was a new 
confirmation and development of the policy of improving Soviet- 
American relations that has been noticeable in recent years. Further
more, both parties to that meeting quite clearly and definitely 
confirmed their determination to act in such a way that the increasing 
development of relations may more effectively serve the resolution of 
the historical problems involved in ridding mankind of the threat of a 
new world war and strengthening universal peace.

That was the major purpose of the meeting. In his speech in Ulan 
Bator yesterday, to which I have already referred, summing up the 
meeting with President Ford in Vladivostok, Comrade Brezhnev said:

It is natural, therefore, that in talks very ^ e a t importance should be attached to the 
search for new mutually acceptable possibilities for limiting and subsequently reducing 
missiles and other nuclear weapons. And, comrades, one can quite safely say that in that 
regard substantial progress was made at the Vladivostok meeting. We agreed with 
President Ford that in the course of the next few months work would be done in reaching 
agreement on this matter, which is so important for the peace and well-being not only 
of the peoples of the Soviet Union and the United States but of the whole of mankind. In 
the light of what has been said, it is quite understandable that the results of the new 
Soviet-American summit meeting have met with a very favourable and broad response 
throughout the world, and

—he stressed this—
we note that with great satisfaction, since in such responses we see manifested very 
powerful international support for the policy of peace and international co-operation 
pursued by our party and by the Soviet Stated

A guarantee of further success in the preparatory work for the con
vening of a world disarmament conference is provided by the favour
able experience of the work of the Ad Hoc Committee for a World 
Disarmament Conference under the leadership of the representative 
of Iran, Ambassador Hoveyda. That Committee undertook an ex
tremely important and useful analysis of the views and proposals of 
the Governments of almost all States Members of the United Nations 
with regard to the advisability of convening a world disarmament 
conference and presented to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth 
session a comprehensive report on the subject, reference to which is 
made in the draft resolution adopted by the First Committee.

We can express satisfaction that in the resolution just adopted 
provision is made for further work by this Committee. We are con
vinced that, in addition to the members of the Committee named in 
that resolution, and apart from the Soviet Union, two other nuclear 
Powers will be participating more actively: the United Kingdom and 
France.

The statement we have just heard from the representative of
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France ® gives us hope that France will take an active part in the Com
mittee’s work. We are firmly convinced that that is a favourable devel
opment and as far as we know many other members of the Committee 
share our conviction that that position will be further developed and 
consolidated in the future work of the Committee.

One of the speakers here, the representative of Spain, has already 
expressed regret at the fact that there are still two nuclear Powers 
standing apart from preparations for a world disarmament conference, 
and we associate ourselves with this expression of regret. So far they 
prefer to co-operate with the Committee or maintain contacts with its 
Chairman without directly becoming members of this important work
ing body of the United Nations. However, we are convinced that in time 
they, too, will respond favourably to the appeal of all the other Mem
bers of the United Nations and will review their attitude to the quest- 
tion of convening a world disarmament conference.

We continue to believe that it is the duty and obligation of all States, 
primarily the permanent members of the Security Council which, 
under the United Nations Charter, bear primary responsibility for the 
maintenance and preservation of international peace and security, to 
involve themselves actively in the work which should finally lead to the 
convening of a world disarmament conference.

It is precisely from this standpoint that we supported the resolution 
and the renewed appeal it makes to States possessing nuclear weapons 
to co-operate or maintain contact with the United Nations Ad Hoc 
Committee for the World Disarmament Conference. In other words, to 
cease their boycott of its work and, along with other States, to ensure 
that concrete recommendations are made on practical questions con
nected with the convening of the Conference. This is precisely what is 
wished for by the overwhelming majority of the Member States in the 
United Nations, particularly the non-aligned States which initiated the 
idea of a world disarmament conference. It is precisely they—as was 
pointed out here today, and we were reminded of this in the Committee 
by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, beginning in 1961 
with the Belgrade Conference ®—who supported this, and repeated 
decisions have been taken calling for the convening of a world disarma
ment conference. And they still continue to support the convening of a 
world disarmament conference. This is shown by the report of the Ad 
Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference and also the 
general debate in the General Assembly and the discussion of the 
question of disarmament in the First Committee of the Assembly.

The convening of a world disarmament conference is supported by 
the overwhelming majority of Member States of the United Nations, 
and this is shown by the resolutions on a world disarmament confer
ence adopted unanimously at the twenty-sixth,’ twenty-seventh * and

® Supra.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 381. 
n m ..  1971. DD. 909-910.
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twenty-eighth ® sessions of the General Assembly, and today’s resolu
tion adopted by the First Committee at the twenty-ninth session of the 
General Assembly. No one voted against those resolutions. Of course, 
the resolution just adopted by the First Committee is still far from 
perfect. It is quite obviously a compromise. Therefore, the delegation of 
the USSR cannot fail to reserve its position with regard to the last 
paragraph of the preamble of this resolution which contains, if I may 
so put it, a somewhat pessimistic provision to the effect that:

. . .  it does not yet seem possible to reach a final conclusion with regard to the conven
ing of a world disarmament conference.

We know the consultations about this paragraph. However, in the view 
of the Soviet delegation—this is something we said repeatedly—this 
matter has long ago been positively settled in favour of the convening 
of a world disarmament conference. We needed a compromise for this. 
However, the final conclusion in this matter is clear to the majority.

The convening of a world disarmament conference is necessary. It is 
important, therefore, not to revert to the past and not to mark time, 
but to take effective measures to eliminate the last remaining impedi
ments and obstacles and to move forward towards the preparation and 
convening of the conference. There can be no justification for any 
arguments in favour of any further delay in this matter. Furthermore, 
it can do direct damage to the cause of limiting armaments and dis
armament and hence to peace and security and the cessation of the 
senseless arms race which swallows up to $250,000 million a year 
which are so essential for the peoples, for the purposes of national 
development and primarily for the developing States.

In the draft resolution adopted, provision is made for studying the 
fundamental purposes of the conference and the presentation by the 
Ad Hoc Committee of the conclusions and recommendations on com
ments on this question, to be sent in by Member Governments by 
31 March 1975 to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. We 
view this as a new mandate for the Committee and a step forward 
towards a more concrete consideration of the practical aspects of 
preparations for convening the Conference. And in this sense we en
tirely agree with the statement just made by the representative of 
France when he said that this resolution opens up a new stage.

As we know, after the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly, 
a similar appeal was made to the Governments of all Member States of 
the United Nations to communicate their views and ideas with regard 
to a world disarmament conference. On the basis of the answers com
ing in from Governments and also the views stated by delegations at 
the General Assembly, it has become quite obvious that an absolute 
majority of Member States of the United Nations are in favour of con
vening a conference. A new round of appeals to States is a further 
development in this direction. In accordance with this new appeal we

® Ibid., 1973, pp. 899-901.
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should expect that States will answer the question of how they view 
a world disarmament conference, what should be its fundamental 
goals, orientation, and what are the major questions it should consider. 
And we can be sure that many States will do this as thoroughly as the 
Governments of the USSR and Mexico and a number of other countries 
did, presenting their answers on the question of a world disarmament 
conference as far back as 1972.

I should like to refer to the Mexican document of 1972 on this ques
tion. Even at that time I called it the “Robles document”.** And I should 
like to draw the attention of all delegations and hence the Governments 
of Member States of the United Nations to that document. A respon
sible approach on the part of States towards the recommendations 
contained in this resolution which has been adopted and a thorough 
study of the answers to be sent in by Governments will make it pos
sible for the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Con
ference to consider the question of the fundamental aims of the 
Conference in their full scope and to make the appropriate positive 
conclusions and recommendations to the thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly.

As for the Soviet delegation, we wish to state our readiness to co-op
erate actively with all members of the Ad Hoc Committee in the search 
for a successful conclusion of the task before it.

In conclusion, I should like to express my gratitude to the sponsors 
of the draft resolution—the representatives of Mexico, Algeria, 
Afghanistan, India, Yugoslavia and your own delegation, Mr. Chair
man, Argentina, and you personally—for the efforts made to ensure 
the unanimous adoption of this draft resolution. We are convinced that 
the sponsors of the resolution, along with other members of the Com
mittee, will do everything they can to ensure that in the course of its 
further work the Ad Hoc Committee will achieve progress in concrete 
preparations for the earliest possible convening of a world disarma
ment conference.

News Conference Remarks by President Ford on the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], December 2, 1974'

Good Evening.
Perhaps I can anticipate some of your questions by summarizing my 

recent visits to Japan, the Republic of Korea, and the Soviet Union.
In Japan, we succeeded in establishing a new era of relations between 

our two countries. We demonstrated our continuing commitment to the 
independence and to the security of South Korea.

At Vladivostok we put a firm ceiling on the strategic arms race,

A/8817, annex I, p. 37.
' W eekly Compilation o f  P residential Docwments, Dec. 9,1974, pp. 1514-1519.



FORD REMARKS, DECEMBER 2 773

which heretofore has eluded us since the nuclear age began. I believe 
this is something for which future generations will thank us.

Finally, Secretary Kissinger's mission maintained the momentum in 
China with the People’s Republic of China.

My meetings at Vladivostok with General Secretary Brezhnev were 
a valuable opportunity to review Soviet-American relations and 
chart their future course. Although this was our original purpose, 
Secretary Brezhnev and I found it possible to go beyond this get- 
acquainted stage.

Building on the achievements of the past 3 years, we agreed that the 
prospects were favorable for more substantial and, may I say, very 
intensive negotiations on the primary issue of a limitation of strategic 
arms. In the end, we agreed on the general framework for a new agree
ment that will last through 1985.

We agreed it is realistic to aim at completing this agreement next 
year. This is possible because we made major breakthroughs on two 
critical issues:

Number one, we agreed to put a ceiling of 2,400 each on the total 
number of intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched mis
siles, and heavy bombers.

Two, we agreed to limit the number of missiles that can be armed 
with multiple warheads—MIRV’s. Of each side’s total of 2,400, 1,320 
can be so armed.

These ceilings are well below the force levels which would otherwise 
have been expected over the next 10 years and very substantially below 
the forces which would result from an all-out arms race over that same 
period.

What we have done is set firm and equal limits on the strategic forces 
of each side, thus preventing an arms race with all its terror, instabil
ity, war-breeding tension, and economic waste.

We have, in addition, created the solid basis from which future arms 
reductions can be made and, hopefully, will be negotiated.

It will take more detailed negotiations to convert this agreed frame
work into a comprehensive accord. But we have made a long step to
ward peace on a basis of equality, the only basis on which an agreement 
was possible.

Beyond this, our improved relations with the other nations of Asia 
developed on this journey will continue to serve the interests of the 
United States and the cause of peace for months to come. Economy, 
energy, security, and trade relations were discussed, which will be of 
mutual benefit to us all.

I would like to repeat publicly my thanks and gratitude for the hos
pitality extended to me by all of my hosts and, through me, to the 
American people.

Miss Thomas, I am glad to respond to your question.
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Q, Mr. President, this pcuct  ̂permits the nuclear buildup to go ahead. 
Since you want to cut Government spending, how many billions of dol
lars will this cost the Am e^an people over the years, and also, do you 
think that the Russians stalled last July because they knew that Mr. 
Nixon was doomed in the Presidency and preferred to deal with his 
successor?

The President I would like to correct, if I might, one impression. This 
does not permit an agreed buildup. It puts a cap on future buildups, 
and it actually reduces a part of the buildup at the present time.

It is important, I should say, however, in order for us to maintain 
equality, which is a keystone of this program, to have an adequate 
amount of military expenditures. But I can say this without hesitation 
or qualification. If we had not had this agreement, it would have re
quired the United States to substantially increase its military expendi
tures in the strategic areas.

So, we put a cap on the arms race. We actually made some reductions 
below present programs. It is a good agreement, and I think that the 
American people will buy it, because it provides for equality and it 
provides for a negotiated reduction in several years ahead.

Q. You say that this is going to reduce a part of the buildup. Does 
that mean, then, that we are going to spend less on defense next year 
than we are spending this year?

The President It does not mean that, because only a part of our 
total defense program is related to strategic arms research, develop
ment, deployment, and operations and maintenance. We do have an 
obligation within the limits of 2,400 on delivery systems and 1,320 on 
MIRV’s to keep our forces up to that level.

And I think we can, with about the same expenditure level for the 
next fiscal year, as at the present.

But in the other programs, in our tactical forces and other military 
programs, there is an inflationary cost. The military has that inflation 
just like you and I do, so we will probably have to increase our military 
budget next year just to take care of the costs of inflation.

Yes.

Q. Just to follow up, we are not quite to that ceiling yet, are we? 
Do you intend to stay below that ceiling, or are you going to try to reach 
that ceiling?

The President. I intend to stay below the ceiling. That is the agree
ment. But we do have an obligation to stay up to that ceiling, and the 
budget that I will recommend will keep our strategic forces either up to 
or aimed at that objective.

2 A nte, pp. 746-747.
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Q. Mr. President̂  since it is widely believed the Soviet Union has 
larger rockets capable of carrying heavier payloads and being MIRV'ed, 
to a larger extent carrying more warheads, can you tell us what the 
relative position would be between the United States and the Soviet 
Union in terms of warheads if each side goes to the maximum number 
of1,320 on theMIRV'ed limit?

The President On delivery systems, we are equal. On the MIRV'ing, 
we are equal. I think the question you are asking is throw weight. It 
is recognized that the Soviet Union has a heavier throw weight, but the 
agreement does not preclude the United States from increasing its 
throw weight capability.

A number of years ago, our military decided that we wanted smaller 
missiles that were more accurate. That has been the decision of our 
military.

Now, if the military decides at the present time that they want to 
increase the throw weight, we have that right under the agreement, 
and I can tell you that we have the capability to do so.

So, if there is an inequality in throw weight, it can be remedied if 
our military recommended and the Congress appropriates the money.

Q. Mr. President, if you find the Soviet Union leaning, then, toward 
getting the maximum throw weight or the maximum number of war
heads on their MIRV missiles, would you then recommend that the 
United States accelerate and move from smaller missiles to larger ones?

The President. The Soviet military guidelines were for heavier mis
siles, heavier throw weight. Our military took a different point of view 
some years ago. The Soviet Union is limited as to delivery systems and 
as to MIRV's within the delivery systems. They cannot go beyond those.

The agreement gives us the flexibility to move up in throw weight if we 
want to. It does not preclude the Soviets from increasing throw weight, 
but I think for good reasons they have no justification for doing so.

Yes, Mr. Sperling.

Q. Wouldn't your stated accomplishments in Russia have carried 
more long-range credibility if they had been put initially and then 
described later on in less sanguine and more modest terms?

The President. Well, if I understand the question, when I came back 
a week ago yesterday, we did not have in writing what is called an aide- 
memoire, which was the specific agreement in writing that General 
Secretary Brezhnev and I had agreed to verbally. That has now been 
received.

Until that had been received and we had checked it out, we felt it 
was wise to speak in generalities. I am giving to you and to the Ameri
can people tonight the specific figures. They are, I think, construc
tive. It is a good agreement. It is an agreement—if I might 
repeat—that puts a cap on the arms race, it makes some reductions.
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and it gives us an opportunity to negotiate.
So, I don't think a week's delay in the specifies has handicapped our 

presentation.

Q. More specifically, what percentage of the state of progress in 
Russija was yours and how much was Mr. Nixon's?

The President Well, I don't really think I ought to get into an 
evaluation of that. The United States has been working on a strategic 
arms limitation agreement for 3 or 4 years. I think we made headway 
in SALT 1.1 think we have made a real breakthrough in SALT IL

Q. Mr. President, I would like to get bojck to the cost o f missiles for 
one moment, if  we may. I understand we are now spending about $15 
billion a year in strategic arms, and there is an enormcms amount of 
missile building to be done under this agreement over the next 10 years, 
both in MIRV's and in-throw weight. Will our costs continue at about 
the level they are now for the next 10 years or will it be more?

The President. My best judgment is that our strategic arms cost will 
hold relatively the same. It will not be substantially expanded other 
than for any increase resulting from inflation.

Yes.

Q. Mr. President, under the agreement, the United States tactical 
nuclear weapons at the forward bases in Europe were not included. Do 
you expect that they will be reduced or eliminated under some future 
mutual balanced force reduction agreement with the Soviet Union?

The President. One of the very significant benefits of the agreement 
from Vladivostok was the fact that we didn't have to include in the
2,400 or the 1,320—either the delivery systems or the MIRV's—as 
far as the forward base systems were concerned.

I am sure you know we are involved in mutual balanced force reduc
tions in Western Europe. When we get closer to an agreement there— 
and I hope we will—we are presently negotiating in Vienna in this 
area—it is hopeful that we can make some reductions both in numbers 
of military personnel between ourselves and the allies on the one side 
and the Warsaw Pact nations and the Soviet Union on the other, as well 
as any arms reductions.

Q. Beyond your hope, is that a commitment that you made to the 
Soviet leaders in Vladivostok?

The President. No, we made no agreement concerning the mutual 
balanced force reductions. We did agree to continue negotiations.

Q. Mr. President, are you satisfied that the Soviets are carrying out 
the spirit and the letter of the 1972 arms limitation agreements? ^

The President We know of no violations, either on the part of the So-

 ̂D ocum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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viet Union or by ourselves. There have been some allegations that the 
Soviet Union has violated the SALT I agreement. We don't think they 
have.

There are, however, some ambiguities. When the SALT I agreement 
was agreed to, there was established a standing consultative commis
sion made up of the Soviet Union and the United States. That commis
sion can meet twice a year to analyze any allegations as to violations 
of SALT L It is our intention to call for a meeting of that group—I 
think in January of next year—to analyze any of the ambiguities that 
have been alleged. We don't think there have been any violations, but 
I have a responsibility to find out, and we intend to follow through 
under the agreed procedure of the 1972 agreements.

Q. Mr. President, since there is no limit in this agreement on throw 
weight and since there is no limit on multiple warheads, and since 
additional multiple warheads could be put on the bigger missiles, more 
or less ad infinitum, how can you say that this is a lid or cap on the 
arms race?

The President, Well, it certainly, number one, puts a limit on the 
delivery systems—2,400—and as I indicated at the outset, this does 
result in a cutback as far as the Soviet Union is concerned.

The 1,320 limitation on MIRV's does put a lid on the planned or 
programmed program for ourselves as well as the Soviet Union.

Now, the throw weight problem is one that we can remedy if we 
want to. Our military took a different point of view some years ago 
when they designed our ballistic missiles, but we have that flexibility.

Now, if we decide to go to a heavier throw weight, we can add on a 
MIRV'ed missile a greater number of individual warheads. That is a 
choice of flexibility that we have and I think it is one of the benefits of 
this agreement.

Q. You wouldn't describe that as an arms race?
The President Well, it is an attempt, if our military wanted to 

achieve an equality in this particular area. We have equality on deliv
ery systems and the right to MIRV from those delivery systems. In 
the other, if it is our choice, we can go up in throw weight.

Yes, Sarah.

Q. Mr. President, I want to ask you, what about conventional weap
ons? We have heard from Senator Goldwater and we have heard from 
Admiral Zumwalt that we are very weak on conventional weapons and 
we need more of those, rather than the kind that you have in your 
agreement.

The President. Well of course, this agreement, Sarah, was limited to 
strategic arms. We hope, as I indicated a moment ago, to continue our 
negotiations for the mutual balanced force reductions in Europe. That, 
of course, would have a limit on the conventional weapons.
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In the meantime, I think it is of mandatory importance for the 
United States to maintain its conventional capability—the Army, the 
Navy, the Air Force, the Marines—because the United States, through 
a responsible military program, can maintain the peace.

If we cut back our defense in conventional weapons, I think we will 
have weakened our position for the maintenance of peace. I don’t in
tend to propose a budget in that regard.

Q. Mr. President, do you think that we can do both of these, then?
The President I think so.

Q. Mr. President, this question perhaps goes bojck to the earlier part 
of the news conference, but it has an economic impact. And that is how 
much mil it cost to reach the ceiling which you negotiated with Mr. 
Brezhnev, and when do you expect that the United States will reojch 
this ceiling?

The President. As I indicated in answer to an earlier question,'I 
think we must continue our present strategic research development, 
deployment, maintenance programs.

And we are going to move into the present program some additional 
new weapons systems—the B-1 aircraft, the Trident submarine. The 
net result is that costs will probably go up as we phase out some and 
phase in some and phase out others.

Now, the total annual cost will be relatively the same plus the cost 
of inflation.

Q. Is it $18 billion?

The President. It is in that ballpark.

Q. And for how many years do you expect this to continue, Mr. 
President?

The President. Until we are able to negotiate a reduction below the
2,400 delivery systems and the 1,320 MIRV systems.

Q. To follow up the question that is reaching but is still in the eco
nomic ballpark, if the ceiling works, will there ever be a saving, an ac
tual saving, in expenditures for strategic weapons?

The President. Very, very definitely, and that is the fundamental 
question that we have answered. If there had been no ceiling of 2,400 
on launchers and 1,320 on MIRV's, we would have had an arms race. 
The Soviet Union had plans and programs, we believe, to substantially 
increase the number of launchers and to substantially go beyond 1,320 
on the MIRV’s.

And we have the capability and, I think, if there had been an arms
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race with the Soviet Union going higher and higher and higher, we, as a 
Nation, for our own security, would have been forced to do precisely 
the same.

So, Mr. Brezhnev and I agreed that we first had to cap the arms race, 
both in launchers and in MIRV’s. We have done that, and I wish to 
compliment Mr. Brezhnev because his opening statement, if I can para
phrase it, was that he and I, his country and ours, had an obligation to 
not indulge in an arms race, to put a cap on the proposed expenditures 
in both categories.

It was a statesmanlike approach at the outset, and because he be
lieved that, and because I believe it, I think we made substantial prog
ress, and I strongly defend what we did.

Mr. Cormier. Thank you, Mr. President.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger on the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], December 7, 1974 ^

Q. Mr. Secretary, I wonder if ymt would care to use this, what I 
assume is a first public opportunity to answer the critics of the Vladi
vostok agreement.'̂  I had in mind especially two points. One, the argu
ment that the number you agreed upon in Vladivostok is too high and 
really wouldn't stop the nuclear arms race. And, second, that the 
throw-weight issue, which a senior official called a phony issue, 
wouldn't be phony, would be more serious, if the Soviets started MIRV- 
ing their large missiles.

Secretary Kissinger: Let me make a few comments about the
Vladivostok agreement.

Throughout the SALT Two negotiations, our negotiators strove for 
the following objectives:

—One, to achieve a ceiling on the number of total delivery vehicles.
—Second, to achieve a ceiling on the number of MIRV’ed delivery 

vehicles.
—Third, to have these ceilings equal.
—Fourth, not to count forward-based systems.
—Fifth, not to count the British and French nuclear forces.
—Sixth, not to give compensation to any other geographic factors.
—And then we thought other technical objectives, such as the free

dom to mix, which means that each side should be free to compose its 
strategic forces substantially according to its best judgment.

All of these objectives were achieved in the SALT Two negotiations.
Now, with respect to the total numbers. The significance of the

 ̂D epartm ent o f  S ta te  Bulletin, Dec. 30,1974, pp. 909-913.
2 A nte, pp. 746-747.
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numbers is that for the first time in the nuclear age, a ceiling has been 
put on the strategic forces of both sides. For the first time in the 
nuclear age, for a 10-year period the arms race will not be driven by the 
fear of what the other side might be able to do but only by the agreed 
ceilings that have been established.

This can be justly described as a major breakthrough, and its sig
nificance becomes all the more clear if one compares the numbers not 
with some hypothetical model that one might have in mind but with 
what would have happened in the absence of this agreement.

In order to reach these numbers, the Soviet Union will have slightly 
to reduce its strategic forces, by some 5 percent, I would guess. If this 
agreement had not been reached, all our intelligence estimates agreed 
that both with respect to MIRV’s and with respect to total numbers of 
forces that the Soviet Union would build would be considerably larger 
than those foreseen in the agreement, giving us the problem of whether 
we were to match these forces or whether we would permit a growing 
numerical gap f^ainst us to arise. So it is not a fair comparison to 
compare these figures with some abstract model but only with, one, the 
reality of existing strategic forces, and, second, what would, according 
to the best judgment of our intelligence community, have happened in 
the absence of such an agreement.

With respect to the argument that at this level a substantial capacity 
for overkill exists, this would be true at almost any foreseeable level, or 
at any level that has been publicly suggested by any of the protagonists 
in this debate. This is a problem that is inherent in the nature of nu
clear weapons and in the size of existing nuclear stockpiles.

So, I repeat, the significance of this agreement is that for a 10-year 
period it means that the arms race will not be driven by the fear of each 
side of the building capabilities of the other side.

Now the argument that it does not stop the qualitative arms race. It 
is of course extremely difficult to stop qualitative changes in the best of 
circumstances, because it is very difficult to control what one is not 
able to describe, which is inherent in the nature of technological change.

However, it reduces substantially the incentive of an unlimited quali
tative arms race. The nightmare in qualitative changes has always 
been the linkage of qualitative change with quantity. And it is the 
combination of technological improvement with increases in numbers 
that has produced the various models for strategic superiority that peo
ple were concerned about.

It is extremely difficult to conceive how, under the provisions of 
this agreement, foreseeable technological changes, if either side acts 
with a moderate—with even a modicum of circumspection—can 
produce strategic superiority.

And this gets to the throw-weight point and to the adjective “phony” 
as applied to the throw-weight point. It is rather difficult to be drawn 
into a debate about an adjective taken out of context from a deep- 
background discussion. But let me sum up my views with respect to 
throw weight.
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Throw weight is, of course, one measure of strategic power. Throw 
weight is significant when it is converted into numbers of warheads 
and if these warheads are of sufficient accuracy to threaten a definable 
part of the opposing side’s target system. It therefore is a function 
both of the power of the weapons and of the vulnerability of the tar
gets. If one side acquires additional throw weight, the other side has 
the choice either of increasing its throw weight or reducing the vul
nerability of the targets. For example, putting larger throw-weight 
missiles into our holes does not reduce the vulnerability of our silos. 
It increases the vulnerability of Soviet silos.

The major target system that is threatened by increases of throw 
weight are land-based silos. Over a period of 10 years, these are likely 
to become vulnerable on both sides, regardless of the throw weight that 
either side has, simply by improvement in accuracy and improvements 
in yield.

Under the agreement, the United States has the ability to increase its 
throw weight substantially if it is judged in our interests to do so. 
Even though there is a limitation on building new silos, our existing 
silos can accommodate missiles of a throw weight many times larger 
than the one we now have. And if we increased them by the permitted 
15 percent, we can increase the throw weight even more. So there is no 
effective limit on the increase in our throw weight if we decide to 
match the Soviet throw weight.

We must remember, moreover, that the decision to accept the dif
ferential in throw weight was made six years ago, or 10 years ago, 
as a unilateral decision by the United States and has nothing to do 
with this agreement.

But the major point I want to make is this: We have the possibility 
of increasing our throw weight. We have also the possibility of increas
ing the invulnerability of our forces by reducing reliance on land-based 
silos and increasing the number of our submarine-based missiles.

We will not match throw weight simply for the abstract purpose of 
being equal in every category. We will take whatever measures are 
necessary to assure the invulnerability of our forces and to maintain 
strategic equivalence. If we should determine that we need to increase 
our throw weight, we will do so, and there is nothing in this agreement 
to constrain us from doing so. And therefore from this point of view, 
the throw-weight argument is an unreal issue.

Q. Mr. Secretary, to return to the SALT question again, a senior 
American official was quoted as saying that the figures agreed on 
MIRV levels could have been lower. What did he mean? If they could 
have been lower, why were they not lower?

Secretary Kissinger: There are too many senior officials speaking 
on background. [Laughter.]

Q. I would think so, also, sir.
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Secretary Kissinger: I was saying that the MIRV limits resulted 
substantially from American proposals and not from Soviet proposals. 
Basically, the judgment of our Defense Department was that once 
the MIRV's went beyond the point where, over a period of time, the 
land-based missiles might become vulnerable, a difference of a few 
hundred was not decisive. And therefore we geared the MIRV limits to 
a minimum program that we had established as being in the interest of 
our own security and made the proposed number consistent with that 
program. No major attempt was made to see whether a hundred less 
would have worked.

Q. Welly isn't that one of the major points in which the agreement 
is being criticized; namely, that these differences amount to, for 
example, in the case of a Trident submarine, a difference of2U missiles 
can involve an expenditure of over a billion dollars per submarine. Is 
that not the basis for the criticism by Senator Jackson, particularly, 
that the agreement can result in the expenditure of additional billions 
of dollars beyond which the United States originally planned its own 
program?

Secretary Kissinger: That is certainly incorrect. These levels do not 
involve expenditures beyond the levels that the United States had 
planned. But what the critics would also point out is that the levels at 
which we would have had to spend if the arms programs of both sides 
had gone on in an unconstrained manner—the very people who had 
insisted all along on numerical equality are now accusing us of having 
too-high level of arms, at a level of equality below the existing Soviet 
forces and substantially below the foreseeable Soviet forces. Therefore 
the alternative to this agreement in an unconstrained situation, accord
ing to the very dicta of equality, would have been that we would have 
had to spend considerably more than we will have to spend under this 
agreement. And this agreement does not make us spend any more than 
we had planned to spend to begin with.

Q. I thought Secretary Schlesinger yesterday indicated that it 
would, sir.̂

Secretary Kissinger: I think Secretary Schlesinger indicated yester
day that in composing our forces, some additional—I do not believe 
that he meant to indicate that it required additional expenditures be
yond those planned. He may have meant to indicate that it might in
volve additional expenditures beyond those that are now being spent.

Q. Mr. Secretary, we have become so inured to catastrophe that the 
figures 2,̂ 00 and 1,320 have an almost reasonable sound. But the pro
jection hOjS been made that by 1985 under this agreement the United 
States will have about 11,000 warheads and the Soviet Union 8,000

 ̂N ew  York Times, Dec. 7,1974, pp. 1,13.
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or 9,000. What would the warhead figure have been vnthout this 
agreement?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, without this agreement, on the projec
tions of Soviet forces, they could have ranged anywhere from 20,000, 
certainly above 11,000, even for the Soviet forces. And again, I repeat, 
one has to compare here what would have happened without the 
agreement.

Secondly, one has to analyze the significance of the fact that a 
ceiling exists so that now, as I said before, the arms race is not driven 
by the expectations of each side or the worst fears of each side.

Thirdly, when people say one should have held out for lower num
bers, the operational significance of holding out for lower numbers 
would be a substantially increased budget for our strategic forces next 
year. The only way we could plausibly have achieved lower numbers is 
to begin building up our strategic forces dramatically in order to pro
duce an incentive to reduce numbers on the other side. On the basis of 
existing trends, where the gap would be increasing against us if we 
didn’t increase our numbers, the incentive to achieve ceilings would de
cline and not increase. And therefore all these propositions must be 
seen in terms of the alternatives and not simply as abstract statements 
of desirable objectives.

Q. The projected figures I gave are ceiling figures, but do they not 
also represent the inherent and enormous overkill of which you spoke?

Secretary Kissinger: The word “overkill” is a figure of speech. If 
neither side aims to exterminate the civilian population of the other, 
then it represents overkill. If you want strategic forces for specific 
military objectives, then whether it represents overkill gets you into 
complicated areas of strategic analysis.

If the figure had been 200 less, this so-called overkill problem would 
not have been substantially affected.

Once you have achieved a ceiling on strategic forces and a ceiling on 
MIRV’s, it is our judgment that the follow-on negotiations for reduc
tions will be a lot easier than they will be under conditions where both 
sides are still increasing their forces. Because the very argument that I 
have made of why it was not decisively different whether the level was
2,400 or 2,200 or, for that matter, 2,000 will then work in favor of the 
reductions.

Q. Mr. Secretary, Senator Jackson, in the memorandum he distrib
uted yesterday,* called on his colleagues to send back the SALT agree
ment as it stands now, on the grounds that the numbers are too high. 
What would be the ejfect on overall political relationships vnth the 
Soviet Union if  in fact you were not able to get approval of the agree-

* Not printed. For a summary of the memorandum, see N ew  York Times, Dec. 7,1974,
p. 13.
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menty if  in fact it were signed imth the numbers ds they are now?

Secretary Kissinger: I would say two things:
If the Senate or the Congress wants to send back the agreement to us 

with instructions to get lower numbers, they better send with it an 
authorization in the appropriations bill for ^-$10 billion to increase 
our strategic forces. It doesn't make any sense to instruct us to get bet
ter numbers without at the same time being prepared to pay the price 
of the arms buildup that will be the only possible incentive by which an 
agreement for lower numbers could be achieved. Of course the point 
might then also be reached at which 2,400 would represent a reduction 
of the overall forces of both sides— and so some theoretical satisfac
tion might be achieved politically.

One would have to say that the Soviet Union made very major conces
sions in Vladivostok. Anybody familiar with the negotiating record 
must know that the Soviet Union gave up its position on a whole range 
of issues. Now, if this, too, leads to a divisive debate in the United 
States, and if the pattern of the trade bill is repeated, I think then the 
Soviet Union will only be able to conclude that a political detente with 
us faces domestic difficulties of an insuperable nature in the United 
States.

And therefore I believe that the consequences of such ah action would 
be extremely serious on the political level. And the consequences in 
terms of the arms race would be equally serious. To refuse this agree
ment without being prepared for a massive increase in defense spend
ing, especially on strategic forces, would compound all the difficulties 
that we confront.

General Assembly Resolution 3254 (XXIX): Reduction of the
Military Budgets of States Permanent Members of the Security
Council by Ten Percent and Utilization of Part of the Funds
Thus Saved To Provide Assistance to Developing Countries, 
December 9, 1974 i

The General Assembly,
Recalling that in its resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973 it 

requested the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of

^A/RES/3254 (XXIX), Dec. 30, 1974. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 99 to 2, 
with 12 abstentions:

For—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Repub
lic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, 
Jordan, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Lux
embourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Pan
ama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad
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qualified consultant experts appointed by him, a report on the reduc
tion of the military budgets of the States permanent members of the 
Security Council, which should also cover other States with a major ec
onomic and military potential, and on the utilization of a part of the 
funds thus saved to provide international assistance to developing 
countries,^

Having examined the report of the Group of Consultant Experts on 
the Reduction of Military Budgets, transmitted to the General Assem
bly by the Secretary-General on 14 October 1974,*

Noting that Governments have not had the time necessary to study 
that report with the attention and care which the important and com
plex questions covered in it merit,

Considering, therefore, that it would be advisable to postpone any 
assessment by the General Assembly regarding the substance of those 
questions,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the 
Group of Consultant Experts, as well as to the Governments and in
ternational organizations which rendered assistance in the prepara
tion of the report requested by the General Assembly in resolution 
3093 B (XXVIII);

2. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrange
ments for the report to be issued as a United Nations puBlication and 
widely distributed;

3. Invites all States to communicate to the Secretary-General, before 
30 June 1975, their views and suggestions on all those points they deem 
pertinent with regard to the matters covered in the report, including 
the following:

(а) Meaning and scope of a definition of “military budgets” which has 
the greatest probability of receiving general acceptance;

(б) Feasible and adequate procedures so that the United Nations may 
establish a system of standardized military budgets of the States en
visaged in resolution 3093 B (XXVIII);

(c) Per cent reduction advisable for the States permanent members 
of the Security Council, bearing in mind that a 10 per cent reduction 
has been proposed;

(d) Definition of what should be understood by “other States with a 
major economic and military potential”;

and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,  ̂United Arab Emirates, U.K., United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, U.S., Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^Albania, China.
Abstaining—^Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Prance, GDR, Hun

gary, Mongolia, Paraguay, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
After the vote, Iraq, Israel, and Mauritius informed the Secretariat that they had in
tended to vote in favor. Guinea informed the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain. 

^Documents onDisarmammt, 1973, pp. 877-878.
’ Ante, pp. 523-546.
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(e) Per cent reduction advisable for those States;
(J) Part of the resources released through the reduction of military 

budgets which should be allotted to international assistance for devel
oping countries;

(g) International system or mechanism, within the framework of the 
United Nations, which should be employed in order to achieve the best 
distribution and utilization of the additional assistance allotted to the 
developing countries, taking into account the goals set for the Second 
United Nations Development Decade;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to distribute as a document of the 
thirtieth session of the General Assembly, not later than 1 August 
1975, a report containing a compilation, by countries, of the views and 
suggestions requested in the present resolution and a tabulation of the 
same according to the matters covered therein, particularly regarding 
the seven points specified in paragraph 3 above;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled ‘‘Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3254 
(XXIX): report of the Secretary-General”.

General Assembly Resolution 3255 (XXIX): Napalm and Other 
Incendiary Weapons and All Aspects of Their Possible Usê  
December 9, 19741

A 2

The General Assembly,

Recalling that, in resolution 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,̂  it 
welcomed the report of the Secretary-General entitled “Napalm and

 ̂A/RES/3255 (XXIX), Dec. 30,1974.
2 Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 108 to 0, with 13 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangla
desh, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central 
African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Dahomey, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethio
pia. Fiii, Finland, FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanica, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad 
and Tob^o, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Came
roon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugosla
via, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^None.
Abstaining—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, France, GDR, Hungary, 

Israel, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., U.S.
Guinea and Mauritius later advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in 
favor of the resolution.

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837-839.
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Other Incendiary Weapons and All Aspects of Their Possible Use” and 
expressed its conviction that the widespread use of many weapons and 
the emergence of new methods of warfare that cause unnecessary suf
fering or are indiscriminate call urgently for renewed efforts by Gov
ernments to seek, through legal means, the prohibition of the use of 
such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods of warfare and, 
if possible, through measures of disarmament, the elimination of spe
cific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons.

Recalling that, in resolution 3076 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, it 
took note of the comments submitted by Governments  ̂on the above- 
mentioned report of the Secretary-General and of the widespread wish 
that intergovernmental action should be taken with a view to reaching 
agreement on the prohibition or restriction of use of these weapons. 

Recalling further that by the same resolution the General Assembly 
pointed to the extensive factual report prepared under the auspices of 
the International Committee of the Red Cross entitled “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 endorsed 
the conclusion of the report that intergovernmental review and action 
regarding weapons of these kinds was called for,

Recalling, lastly, that by resolution 3076 (XXVIII) the General As
sembly considered that prohibitions or restrictions of the use of such 
weapons should be examined without delay and that positive results in 
this regard were likely to facilitate substantive disarmament negotia
tions with a view to the elimination of production, stockpiling and pro
liferation of the weapons in question, which should be the ultimate 
objective, and invited the Diplomatic 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 weap
ons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have in
discriminate effects, and to seek agreement on rules prohibiting or 
restricting the use of such weapons.

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the 
first session of the Diplomatic Conference relevant to napalm and other 
incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use® and the report 
of the Conference of Government Experts, held at Lucerne, Switzer
land, from 24 September to 18 October 1974, under the auspices of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, to study in depth the ques
tion of the prohibition or limitation of the use of conventional weapons 
that may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects,® 

Mindful of the fact that much suffering of civilian populations and 
combatants may be avoided if general agreement can be attained on

* Ibid., 1973, pp. 845-847.
* A/9726.
® International Committee of the Red Cross, Conference o f Government Experts on the 

Use of Certain Conventional Weapons: Report (Geneva, 1975).
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the prohibition or restriction of the use of specific conventional weap
ons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have 
indiscriminate effects,

Welcoming the active work of the Diplomatic Conference and the 
Conference of Government Experts concerning the question of the pro
hibition or restriction of the use of specific conventional weapons,

Noting that this work, which has comprised an examination of im
portant categories of conventional weapons, has resulted not only in a 
better understanding of the significance of earlier studies of this sub
ject but in the emergence of new valuable data and suggestions and 
proposals for possible restrictions on the use of certain conventional 
weapons,

Aware of the complexity of the issues raised by such suggestions and 
proposals and the recognized need to examine thoroughly all data now 
available and to undertake some further investigations, which may 
permit Governments to reach well-founded conclusions.

Conscious of the need for broad agreement on any prohibitions or 
restrictions which may be contemplated and of the need for a further 
expert discussion to this end,

Taking note with appreciation of the expressed readiness of the Inter
national Committee of the Red Cross to convoke another Conference of 
Government Experts, which would receive and consider new informa
tion and focus on such conventional weapons as have been, or may 
become, the subject of proposed bans or restrictions of use and study 
the possibility, content and form of such proposed bans or restrictions,

1. Urges all Governments to examine the considerable body of facts 
which is now available on the matter and to compile without delay such 
supplementary data as may be required by them to focus upon specific 
proposals for prohibitions or restrictions;

2. Appeals to all Governments to co-operate in the clarification of the 
issues and to consider in a constructive spirit and with a sense of ur
gency all proposals and suggestions which have been or may be ad
vanced on the matter;

3. Invites the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and De
velopment of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed 
Conflicts to continue its consideration of the 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 suffering 
or to have indiscriminate effects, and its search for agreement on pos
sible rules prohibiting or restricting the use of such weapons and, in 
this context, also to consider the results of the first Conference of Gov
ernment Experts and the programme of work which a second Con
ference of Government Experts might follow;

4. Requests the Secretary-General, who has been invited to attend 
the Diplomatic Conference as an observer, to report to the General 
Assembly at its thirtieth session on aspects of the work of the Con
ference relevant to the present resolution;
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5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
the item entitled “Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all as
pects of their possible use”.

The General Assembly,

Having considered the question of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons and all aspects of their possible use,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and 
other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use* and the 
report of the Conference of Government Experts, held under the aus
pices of the International Committee of the Red Cross, which contains 
a study in depth of the question of the prohibition or limitation of the 
use of conventional weapons that may cause unnecessary suffering or 
have indiscriminate effects,®

Recalling its resolutions 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November 1972*® and 
3076 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973 on this question,"

Recalling the conclusion of the International Conference on Human 
Rights, held at Teheran in 1968*̂ , that napalm bombing is among the 
methods and means of warfare that erode human rights.

Emphasizing the consensus of the Conference of Government Ex
perts that severe burn wounds are probably the most painful type of 
wound and frequently remain so for long periods of time and that they 
may result in permanent disability, including physical, functional, 
cosmetic, social and psychological disability.

 ̂Pt. B was adopted by a vote of 98 to 0, with 27 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar

bados, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Do
minican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, Gambia, Ghana, Guatem^a, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mau
ritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Paki
stan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^None.
Abstaining—^Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, 

Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, FRG, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, 
USSR, U.K., U.S.
Greece and Guinea later informed the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favor.

8 A/9726.
* Weapons That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects: 

Report on the Work o f Experts (Geneva, 1973).
Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 837-839. 

pp. 845-847.
Final Act o f the International Conference on Human Rights (U.N. pub., sales no. 

E.68.XIV.2), p. 5.
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Deeply disturbed at the continuing use of napalm and other incen
diary weapons,

1. Condemns the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in 
armed conflicts in circumstances where it may affect human beings 
or may cause damage to the environment and/or natural resources;

2. Urges all States to refrain from the production, stockpiling, prolif
eration and use of such weapons, pending the conclusion of agreements 
on the prohibition of these weapons;

3. Invites all Governments, the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, the specialized agencies and the other international organiza
tions concerned to transmit to the Secretary-General all information 
about the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed 
conflicts;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a report on this subject, 
based on information received under paragraph 3 of the present resolu
tion, to be submitted to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session.

General Assembly Resolution 3256 (XXIX): Chemical and 
Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, December 9, 1974 ^

The General Assembly ̂

Reaffirming its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,  ̂
2603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,  ̂2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970," 
2827 A (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,  ̂ 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 
1972 6 and 3077 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973,̂

Convinced that the process of detente in the world is conducive to the 
implementation of further disarmament measures and of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control,

Stressing the contribution that early agreement on the complete pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their destruction would make to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control.

Recalling that it has repeatedly condemned all actions that are con
trary 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,®

 ̂A/RES/3256 (XXIX), Dec. 30,1974. The resolution was adopted by consensus. In the 
First Committee, China announced that it would not participate in a vote. France would 
have abstained if there had been a vote (ante, p. 670.).

2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1968  ̂pp. 793-795.
 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 717-719.

^Ibid., 1970, pp. 683-685. 
iP7i,pp. 890-892.
1972, pp. 840-841.

Ubid.,1973, pp. 847-848.
 ̂Ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 3256 (XXIX), DEC. 9 791

Reaffirming the need for the strict observance by all States of the 
principles and objectives of that Protocol,

Convinced that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction ® constitutes an important 
step towards agreement on the effective prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their 
elimination from the arsenals of all States,

Recalling, in this connexion, the undertaking contained in article 
IX of the Convention to continue negotiations in good faith with a view 
to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons 
and for their destruction.

Having considered the report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament,^®

Noting that draft conventions on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruc
tion as well as many other working documents, proposals and sugges
tions have been submitted to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the successful conclusion of negotiations on 
effective measures for the complete prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and for their 
destruction,

1. Reaffirms the objective of reaching agreement on the effective pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons and on their elimination from the arsenals of all States;

2. Urges all States to make every effort to facilitate agreement on the 
effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
all chemical weapons and on their destruction;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue negotiations as a matter of high priority, bearing in mind 
existing proposals, with a view to reaching early agreement on effec
tive measures for the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of all chemical, weapons and for their destruction;

4. Invites all States that have not yet done so to sign and ratify the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
Their Destruction with a view to its entry into force and effective im
plementation at an early date;

5. Invites all States that have not yet done so to accede to or ratify 
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, in the course of 1975 in commemora
tion of the fiftieth anniversary of its signing, and calls anew for the

^Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
^^Ante, p.426ff.
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strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives con
tained 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;

1. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
report on the results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its 
thirtieth session.

General Assembly Resolution 3257 (XXIX): Urgent Need for 
Cessation of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests and Conclusion 
of a Treaty Designed to Achieve a Comprehensive Test Ban, 
December 9, 1974 ’

The General Assembly,

Gravely disturbed at the continuance of nuclear weapon testing 
since the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly,

Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject,
Recalling the stated aim of the parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 

Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water  ̂
and 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,

Taking note of the special report of the Conference of the Committee

 ̂A/RES/3257 (XXIX), Dec. 30,1974. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 95 to 3, 
with 33 abstentions:

For—^Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethi
opia, Fiji, Finland, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Hon
duras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Republic, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against—Albania, China, France,
Abstaining—^Algeria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Central African 

Republic, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Equatorial Guinea, FRG, 
GDR, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Iraq, Italy, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Mauritania, Mongolia, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, 
United Arab Emirates, U.K., U.S., Zaire.
Greece later advised the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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on Disarmament on the question of a treaty banning underground nu
clear weapon tests/

Believing that the continuance of nuclear weapon testing will inten
sify the arms race, thus increasing the danger of nuclear war,

Convinced that cessation of nuclear weapon testing would be in the 
supreme interest of mankind, both as a major step towards controlling 
the development and proliferation of nuclear weapons and to relieve 
the deep apprehension concerning the harmful consequences of radio
active contamination for the health of present and future generations,

1. Condemns all nuclear weapon tests, in whatever environment they 
may be conducted;

2. Reaffirms its deep concern at the continuance of such testing, both 
in the atmosphere and underground, and at the lack of progress towards 
a comprehensive test ban agreement;

3. Calls upon all States not yet parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water to 
adhere to it forthwith;

4. Emphasizes once more the urgency of concluding a comprehensive 
test ban agreement;

5. Reminds the nuclear-weapon States of their special responsibility 
to initiate proposals to this end;

6. Calls upon all States to refrain from the testing of nuclear weap
ons, m any environment, pending conclusion of such an agreement;

1. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
give the highest priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban 
agreement and to report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth ses
sion on the progress achieved;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
the item entitled “Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermonu
clear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehen
sive test ban”.

General Assembly Resolution 3258 (XXIX): Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 3079 (XXVIII) Concerning the 
Signature and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica (Treaty of TIatelolco), December 9, 1974^

The General Assembly y

 ̂Ante, pp. 470-476.
 ̂A/RES/3258 (XXIX), Dec. 24,1974. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 114 to 0, 

with 15 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah

rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi,
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Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,  ̂ 2286 
(XXII) of 5 December 1967,* 2456B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,'* 2666 
(XXV) of 7 December 1970,* 2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,« 2935 
(XXVII) of 29 November 1972 and 3079 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973,* 
in six 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 undertaken in a formal inter
national instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, conven
tion or protocol,

1. Notes vnth 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 entered into force as well during the cur
rent year for France and the People’s Republic of China, whose Govern
ments deposited their respective instruments of ratification on 22 
March and 12 June 1974;

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), as has already been 
done by the other four nuclear-weapon States to which the General 
Assembly began to address its appeals in 1967;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session

Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guate
mala, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, 
Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Uganda, U.K., United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—'^one.
Abstaining—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 

GDR, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian 
SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates.

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 628-629.
^Ibid., pp. 620-621.
‘ Ibid., 1968, p .799.
® Ibid., 1970, pp. 689-691.
'/bid., 2S72, pp. 898-899.
' IhH., 1972, pp. 847-848.
^ im ., 1975, pp. 852-853.
® For the Tlatelolco treaty and protocols, see ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3258 
(XXIX) concerning the signature and ratification of Additional Pro
tocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”.

General Assembly Resolution 3259 (XXIX): Implementation of 
the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 
December 9, 1974’

A2I

The General Assembly,
Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 

contained in resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,* and recall
ing also General Assembly resolutions 2992 (XXVII) of 15 December 
1972" and 3080 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973,®

Firmly convinced that further and continuous efforts are required to 
fulfil the objectives of the Declaration, and thus to contribute to the 
strengthening of regional and international peace and security.

Noting the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean,® 
Further noting the factual statement of the great Powers’ military 

presence in all its aspects, in the Indian Ocean, with special reference to 
their naval deployments, conceived in the context of great Power ri
valry, prepared by the Secretary-General with the assistance of quali
fied experts  ̂pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3080 (XXVIII),

‘ A/RES/3259 (XXIX), Dec. 24,1974.
2 Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 103 to 0, with 26 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Bangladesh, 

Barbados, Bolivia, Botswana, brazil, Burma, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
Gambia, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tan
zania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cuba, Czecho

slovakia, Denmark, France, FRG, GDR, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxem
bourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, U.K., 
U.S.

® Documents <m Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
*Ibid., im ,  pp. 861-862.
 ̂Ibid., 1973, pp. 854-855.

® General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 29 
(A/9629 and Add. 1).

 ̂Ibid., annex.
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Deeply concerned that the competitive expansion of the military 
presence of the great Powers in the Indian Ocean would constitute a 
serious intensification of the arms race, leading to an increase of 
tension in the area,

Comidering that the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean 
requires:

(а) The elimination of all manifestations of great Power military 
presence in the region, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry,

(б) Co-operation among the regional States to ensure conditions of 
security within the region as envisaged in the Declaration,

Further believing that for the realization of the objective of the Dec
laration it is necessary that the great Powers enter into immediate 
consultations with the States concerned with a view to adopting posi
tive measures for the elimination of all foreign bases and of all mani
festations of great Power military presence in the region, conceived in 
the context of great Power rivalry,

1. Urges the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the 
permanent members of the Security Council and other major maritime 
users of the Indian Ocean to give tangible support to the establishment 
and preservation of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace;

2. Calls upon the great Powers to refrain from increasing and 
strengthening their military presence in the region of the Indian Ocean 
as an essential first step towards the relaxation of tension and the 
promotion of peace and security in the area;

3. Endorses the recommendations concerning the future work of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, as contained in paragraph 35 
of the report of the Committee;

4. Requests the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to 
enter, as soon as possible, into consultations with a view to convening a 
conference on the Indian Ocean;

5. Invites all States, especially the great Powers, to co-operate in a 
practical manner with the Ad Hoc Committee in the discharge of its 
functions;

6. Expresses its thanks to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the 
preparation of the factual statement of the great Powers’ military 
presence in the Indian Ocean;

7. Requests the^d Hoc Committee to continue its work and consulta
tions in accordance with its mandate and to report to the General As
sembly at its thirtieth session;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all necessary 
assistance to the Ad//be Committee.

B*

The General Assembly,

* Pt. B was adopted in the plenary General Assembly by consensus. The U.S. would
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Recalling its resolution 2992 (XXVII) of 15 December 1972 by which 
it decided to establish an Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean con
sisting of no more than 15 members,®

Noting that some littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean 
have expressed deep interest in becoming members of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee in view of their geographical position and adherence to the con
cept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace,

Noting further that since the establishment of the Ad Hoc Commit
tee new States have been admitted to membership in the United 
Nations,

Recognizing that the establishment and preservation of the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace is a matter that concerns all littoral and hin
terland States,

Decides to enlarge the composition of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean by the addition of Bangladesh, Kenya and Somalia.

General Assembly Resolution 3260 (XXIX); World Disarmament 
Conference, December 9, 1974^

'Vĥ > A q q p ' jw  hl'ij
Recalling its resolutions 2833 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,2 2930 

(XXVII) of 29 November 1972» and 3183 (XXVIII) of 18 December 
1973/

Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations under the 
Charter for the maintenance of international peace and for disarma
ment,

Reiterating its conviction that all peoples of the world have a vital 
interest in the success of disarmament negotiations and that all States 
should be in a position to contribute to the adoption of measures for the 
achievement of this goal,

Stressing anew its belief thdit a world disarmament conference, ade
quately 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,

Bearing in mind the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference ® and the annex thereto containing a sum

have abstained if a vote had been taken (A/PV.2309 [prov.],p. 31). The First Committee 
approved the resolution by an unrecorded vote of 103 to 0, with 26 abstentions; the PRC 
voted in favor of the resolution {ante, pp. 631-632.), and France, the U.K., and the USSR 
abstained {ante, pp. 643-644.). The following states became members of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee on the Indian Ocean: Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Mada
gascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, 
and Zambia.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 861-862.
 ̂A/RES/3260 (XXIX), Dec. 30,1974. The resolution was adopted by consensus.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 909-910.
^Ibid., 1972, pp. 835-836.
^Ibid., 1973, pp. 899-901.
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mary of views and suggestions expressed by Governments on the con
vening of a world disarmament conference and related problems, 
including conditions for the realization of such a conference,

Considering that it does not yet seem possible to reach a final con
clusion with regard to the convening of a world disarmament 
conference,

1. Invites all States to communicate to the Secretary-General, before 
31 March 1975, their comments on the main objectives of a world dis
armament conference in the light of the views and suggestions com
piled in section II of the summary annexed to the report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on the World Disarmament Conference;

2. Decides that the Ad Hoc Committee shall resume its work, in 
accordance with the procedure established in General Assembly reso
lution 3183 (XXVIII), on 1 April 1975 and that in discharging its as
signed task it shall give priority to the following two functions;

(a) To prepare and submit to the General Assembly at its thirtieth 
session, on the basis of consensus, an analytical report, including any 
conclusions and recommendations it may deem pertinent, concerning 
the comments received pursuant to paragraph 1 above;

(b) To maintain close contact with the representatives of the States 
possessing nuclear weapons in order to keep currently informed of any 
change in their respective positions;

3. Renews its invitation to the States possessing nuclear weapons to 
co-operate or maintain contact with the Ad Hoc Committee, it being 
understood that they will enjoy the same rights as the appointed mem
bers of the Committee;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance 
to the Ad Hoc Committee in its work, including the preparation of 
summary records;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

Statement by the United States Representative (Segal) to the 
General Assembly: Denuclearization of Africa, December 9, 
1974'

My Government has taken note of the remarks of the representative 
of Nigeria on 20 November in the First Committee,  ̂ particularly his 
statement that draft resolution E * is procedural in character and does 
not call for States to accept obligations but simply reaffirms the prin
ciples stated in resolution 2033 (XX), which was approved by the Gen-

• A/PV.2309 (prov.), pp. 36-37.
‘ Ante, pp. 689-694.
3 Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIV), j)ost, pp. 807-808.
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eral Assembly in 1965 and which we supported with an explanation of 
vote/

In the light of these remarks, we are pleased now to vote in favour of 
the draft resolution, which we consider a contribution to our common 
nuclear non-proliferation objectives. We will vote for the draft resolu
tion with the understanding, in particular, that operative paragraph 
3 is not intended to call upon States to accept obligations in advance of 
the negotiation of nuclear-free zone arrangements. As the United 
States representative stated in the First Committee,® we consider that 
it is still too early to enumerate the specific responsibilities which 
should be assumed.

In voting for this draft resolution, my Government wishes to voice its 
encouragement for further efforts by African States to advance the 
goal of a denuclearized Africa and to express the hope that these efforts 
will be successful.

Statement by the British Representative (Taylor) to the General 
Assembly: Denuclearization of Africa, December 9, 1974'

I should like to explain my delegation’s vote, either before the vote or 
in connexion with the consensus we might move to, following the pro
posal by the representative of Finland.

Since draft resolution E in document A/9907  ̂came before the First 
Committee, my Government has reviewed the matter, and I am happy 
to be able to say that we now consider we can vote in favour of it. As 
the sponsors will be aware, we have reservations about certain pas
sages within the draft resolution. However, we took full account during 
our review of the assurances which the sponsors were able to give us in 
the First Committee to the effect that the draft resolution was pro
cedural and that it was not intended to make a new declaration or to 
proclaim a new doctrine, and more particularly that the sponsors were 
not seeking to impose on those voting for the draft resolution any obli
gations which they had not already assumed under General Assembly 
resolution 2033 (XX) of 1965.* Taking these assurances into account, we 
now feel we are able to vote for the draft resolution as a whole, thus 
demonstrating, as Ambassador Allen put it in the First Committee on 
21 November, “that our sympathies remain with the desire of the 
African States to achieve the effective denuclearization of Africa 
within a suitable treaty framework”.* We for our part look forward to 
working fruitfully with them in the future towards that end.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 597-599,624-626.
 ̂Ante, pp. 712-713.
» A/PV.2309(prov.), p. 37.
 ̂Identical with pt. E of resolution 3261 (XXIX), pos ,̂ pp. 807-808.
 ̂Documents on Disarm am ent, 1965, pp. 624-626.

M nte,pp. 710-711.
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General Assembly Resolution 3261 (XXIX): General and 
Complete Disarmament, December?, 1974'

A2

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, in which 

it declared the decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade,*
Having received the reports of the Conference of the Committee on 

Disarmament since 1970 relating to the question of general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control,

Mindful of the grave dangers involved in the continuing development 
of new nuclear weapons through a spiralling nuclear arms race and 
proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Reaffirming its conviction that the diversion of enormous resources 
and energy,, human and material, from peaceful economic and social 
pursuits to an unproductive and wasteful arms race, particularly in 
the nuclear arms race, impairs the security and the economic and 
social well-being of both the developed and developing countries,

Recalling the link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second 
United Nations Development Decade,

1. Reaffirms the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade;

2. Requests the Secretary-General and Governments to report to the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session on the action and steps which 
they have taken so far to publicize the Disarmament Decade in order to 
acquaint the general public with its purposes and objectives;

3. Invites Member States to report to the General Assembly at its 
thirtieth session, through the Secretary-General, on the measures and 
policies they have adopted to achieve the purposes and objectives of 
the Disarmament Decade;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade”.

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1660 (XVI) of 28 November 1961 ® and 1722 

(XVI) of 20 December 1961® on the composition of a Disarmament 
Committee of 18 members.

' A/RES/3261 (XXIX), Jan. 6,1975.
 ̂Pt. A was adopted by consensus.
 ̂Documents m  Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 713-715.

* Pt. B was adopted in the plenary General Assembly by consensus. There was no for
mal vote in the First Committee, where France stated that it would abstain (ante, p. 648), 
and the PRC said that it would not participate in voting (A/C.1/PV.2020 (prov.), p. 11).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 677-678.
^Ibid., pp. 741-742.
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Recalling jurther its resolution 2602 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969 ’’ 
by which it endorsed the agreement that had been reached on the title 
of the Committee as “Conference of the Committee on Disarmament” 
and on an enlarged composition of the following 26 members: Argen
tina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, 
France, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America and 
Yugoslavia.

Noting that the German Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal 
Republic of), Iran, Peru and Zaire have expressed an interest in be
coming members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
and that the present members of the Committee have agreed to invite 
them to become members beginning on 1 January 1975, as stated in the 
report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmameht,*

Reaffirming that all States have a deep interest in disarmament 
negotiations,

1. Endorses the agreement that has been reached to the effect that 
the composition of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
will be enlarged as from 1 January 1975 by the addition of the follow
ing members: German Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal Re
public of), Iran, Peru and Zaire;

2. Welcomes the five new members of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament;

3. Eocpresses its conviction that, to effect any change in the compo
sition of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament specified 
in the present resolution, the procedure followed on this occasion 
should be observed;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide the neces
sary assistance and services to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament.

C»

The General Assembly,

’’ Ibid., 1969, pp. 711-712.
* Ante, p. 4 ^ .
® Pt. C. was adopted by a vote of 105 to 1, with 23 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Ban

gladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Central African Rei>ublic, 
Chile, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
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Recalling its resolution 2602 A (XXIV) of 16 December 1969 relat
ing 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,

Reaffirming its resolutions 2932 B (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 
and 3184 A and C (XXVIII) of 18 December 1973,

Recalling that the first of the Basic Principles of Negotiations on the 
Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms approved by the 
above-mentioned Governments on 21 June 1973,̂  ̂ provided that over 
the course of 1974 the two sides would 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,

Further recalling that in the same principle it was also contemplated 
to agree on the subsequent reduction of such arms,

Bearing in mind that unfortunately those efforts have yet to yield 
the desired results,

1. Notes that the Secretary of State of the United States of America, 
in his address to the General Assembly on 23 September 1974, stated, 
inter alia.

The world has dealt with nuclear weapons as if restraint were automatic. Their very 
awesomeness has chained those weapons for almost three decades; their sophistication 
and expense have helped to keep constant for a decade the number of States which pos
sess them. Now, as was quite foreseeable, political inhibitions are in danger of crum
bling. Nuclear catastrophe looms more plausible, whether through design or 
miscalculation, accident, theft or blackmail.

2. Notes that the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, in his address to the General Assembly on 24 Sep
tember 1974, stated, inter alia,

Stable and lasting peace is incompatible with the arms race. They are antipodes. One 
cannot seriously think of eliminating the threat of war while at the same time increas
ing military budgets and endlessly building up armaments__

The supreme interests not only of the peoples of the Soviet Union and the United 
States but also of the peoples of the whole world require that the Soviet Union and the 
United States, possessing the colossal might of nuclear weapons, should make every 
effort to achieve appropriate understandings and agreements.*®

Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab R^ublic, Thailand, 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United 
Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

A gains t —Albania.
A b s t a i n i n g Bhutan, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Colombia, Cuba, 

Czechoslovakia, France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, India, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, Po
land, Romania, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR, Zambia.

Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
“ Ibid., 1972, pp. 839-840.
*2 im ., 1973, pp. 901-902,903-904.
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3. Fully shares the deep concern reflected in those statements with 
regard to the gravity of the situation created by existing nuclear arse
nals and the continued nuclear arms race;

4. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America to broaden the scope and accelerate the pace of their 
strategic arms limitation talks, and stresses once again the necessity 
and urgency of reaching agreement on important qualitative limita
tions and substantial reductions of their strategic nuclear-weapon 
systems as a positive step towards nuclear disarmament;

5. Invites the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics and the United States of America to keep the General Assembly 
informed in good time of the results of their negotiations.

D

The General Assemblyy
Recalling its resolutions on the urgent need for prevention of nuclear 

proliferation,
Recalling also its resolution 2829 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,̂ ^
Recognizing that the acceleration of the nuclear arms race and the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons endanger the security of all States,
Convinced that recent international developments have underlined 

the urgent necessity for all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, 
to take effective measures to reverse the momentum of the nuclear 
arms race and to prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Further convinced that the achievement of these goals would be 
advanced by an effective comprehensive test ban,

Bearing in mind that it has not yet proved possible to differentiate 
between the technology for nuclear weapons and that for nuclear ex
plosive devices for peaceful purposes.

Pt. D was adopted by a vote of 115 to 3, with 12 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bo

livia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic, 
Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Democratic 
Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guate
mala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Mada
gascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire.

Against—Albania, China, India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brazil, Burundi, Cuba, France, 

Guinea, Mauritius, Yugoslavia, Zambia.
As noted below, there were also separate votes on certain pars, of pt. D.

Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 897-898.
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Noting with concern that, during the current year, six States have 
engaged in nuclear testing,**

Recognizing that even those States which renounce the possession of 
nuclear weapons may wish to be able to enjoy any benefits which may 
materialize from nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Noting vrith great concern that, as a result of the wider dissemina
tion of nuclear technology and nuclear materials, the possible diversion 
of nuclear energy from peaceful to military uses would present a 
serious danger for world peace and security,*®

Considering, therefore, that the planning and conducting of peace
ful nuclear explosions should be carried out under agreed and non- 
discriminatory international arrangements, such as those envisaged in 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,̂ ® which are 
designed to help prevent the proliferation of nuclear explosive devices 
and the intensification of the nuclear arms race, '̂

This par. was adopted by a vote of 97 to 2, with 30 abstentions:
For — Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Burma, 

Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Da
homey, Denmark, Dominican R^ublic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Ja
maica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan 
Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spjain, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thai
land, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United Repub
lic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, 
Yemen, Zaire.

Against—France, India.
Abstaining—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, GDR, 
Guinea, Hungary, Indonesia, Iraq, Kuwait, Mauritius, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Sri 
Lanka, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

This par. was adopted by a vote of 112 to 1, with 16 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belmum, 

Bolivia, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, 
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
France, FRG, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guy
ana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, 
Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Smgapore, Somalia, 
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic 
of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Zaire.

Against—India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil, Burundi, 

Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Guinea, Iraq, Mauritius, Romania, Uganda, Yugoslavia, 
Zambia.

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
This par. was adopted by a vote of 112 to 1, with 15 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium,
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Recalling the statements made at the 1577th meeting of the First 
Committee, on 31 May 1968, by the representatives of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America “ concern
ing the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons which relate to the conclusion of a special interna
tional agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, *̂

Noting that the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons will be held at Geneva in 
May 1975,

Noting Jurther that, in the introduction to his report on the work of 
the Organization dated 30 August 1 9 7 4 , the Secretary-General 
pointed out the possible danger of peaceful nuclear explosions lead
ing to the proliferation of nuclear weapons and suggested that the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions in all its aspects should now be 
a subject for international consideration,

1. Appeals to all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, to 
exert concerted efforts in all the appropriate international forums with 
a view to working out promptly effective measures for the cessation of

Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Re
public, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Demo
cratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, E ^ p t, El Salvador, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, 
Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, KHmer Republic, Kuwait, 
Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic> Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic 
of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire.

Against—India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brazil, Burundi, Cuba, Guinea, 

Indonesia, Iraq, Mali, Mauritius, United Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zambia.
Documents on Disarmamenty 1968y pp. 409-422.

2* This par. was adopted by a vote of 114 to 1 with 13 abstentions.
For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 

Bel^um, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central 
African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
FRG, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 
Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Li
beria, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu
gal, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singai^re, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Sweden, Syrian Arab Repuolic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Burundi, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, France, 

Guinea, Iraq, Mauritius, Romania, Spain, United Republic of Tanzania.
General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. lA  

(A/9601/Add.l),p.7.
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the nuclear arms race and for the prevention of the further prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons;

2. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue its 
studies on the peaceful applications of nuclear explosions, their utility 
and feasibility, including legal, health and safety aspects, and to report 
on these questions to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

3. Calh upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in 
submitting its report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session 
on the elaboration of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive test 
ban, to include a section on its consideration of the arms control im
plications of peaceful nuclear explosions and, in so doing, to take ac
count of the views of the International Atomic Energy Agency as 
requested in paragraph 2 above;

4. Expresses the hope that the Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to be held at 
Geneva in May 1975, will also give consideration to the role of peace
ful nuclear explosions as provided for in that Treaty and will inform 
the General Assembly at its thirtieth session of the results of its 
deliberations;

5. Invites, in this connexion, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America to provide the Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
with information concerning such steps as they have taken since the 
entry into force of the Treaty, or intend to take, for the conclusion of 
the special basic international agreement on nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes which is envisaged in article V of the Treaty;

6. Invites the Secretary-General, should he deem it appropriate, to 
submit further comments on this matter, taking into account the re
ports referred to in paragraphs 2,3 and 4 above.

25 This par. was adopted by a vote of 113 to 1, with 14 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, 

Bolivia, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African 
Republic, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Den
mark, Dominican R^ublic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gfambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Le
sotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, 
Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of 
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brazil, Burundi, Cuba, Demo

cratic Yemen, France, Guinea, Iraq, Mauritius, Romania, Zambia.
This par. was adopted by a vote of 108 to 1, with 20 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bel
gium, Bolivia, Botswana, Burma, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, Colombia,
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E 2 7

The General Assemblyy
Determined to promote an agreement on general and complete dis

armament, in pursuance of the objectives of the United Nations, which 
would put an end to the armaments race and eliminate the incentive to 
the production, stockpiling and testing of all kinds of weapons, particu
larly nuclear weapons.

Convinced that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously 
enhance the danger of nuclear war.

Believing that militarily denuclearized zones covering the territories 
of Member States would arrest the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and contribute to the maintenance of peace and security in their re
spective regions and the world.

Affirming the inalienable right of all the peoples of the United Na
tions to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes.

Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 and 2033 
(XX) of 3 December 1 9 6 5 ,which called upon all States to consider and 
respect the continent of Africa, including the continental African 
States, Madagascar and other islands surrounding Africa, as a nuclear- 
free zone.

Considering that the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of 
the Organization of African Unity, at its first ordinary session, held at 
Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964, issued a solemn declaration on the de
nuclearization of Africa,̂ ® in which the Heads of State and Govern
ment announced their readiness to undertake, in an international 
treaty to be concluded under the auspices of the United Nations, not to 
manufacture or acquire control of nuclear weapons.

Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican R^ublic, Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, 
Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Mada
gascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Re
public of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—India.
Abstaining—Algeria, Argentina, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian 

SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, France, GDR, Guinea, Hungary, Iraq, 
Mauritius, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
The U.S. later informed the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain.

The plenary General Assembly adopted pt. E by a vote of 131 to 0. The previous First 
Committee vote was 108 to 0, with 3 abstentions. The abstaining states were the U.K., 
France, and the U.S. (see ante, pp. 710-713).

Docmments m  Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
29 Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
30 im ., 196Ĵ , pp. 294-295.
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Noting that the aforementioned declaration of the African Heads of 
State and Government on the denuclearization of the continent of 
Africa was endorsed by the Heads of State or Government of Non- 
Aligned Countries in the Declaration issued on 10 October 1964, at the 
close of their second conference, held at Cairo,*’

1. Reaffirms its call upon all States to consider and respect the 
continent of Africa as a nuclear-free zone;

2. Reiterates its call upon all States to respect and abide by the Dec
laration on the Denuclearization of Africa issued by the Assembly of 
Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity;

3. Reiterates fiirther its call upon all States to refrain from testing, 
manufacturing, deploying, transporting, storing, using or threatening 
to use nuclear weapons on the African continent;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance 
to the Organization of African Unity towards the realization of the 
aims and objectives of the present resolution;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the Denu
clearization of Africa”.

ps2

The General Assembly
Conscious of the need to make every effort towards achieving a ces

sation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament and general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.

Recognizing, in pursuance of these ends, the urgent need to prevent 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the world,

Recalling the different efforts and achievements undertaken on a 
regional level with a view to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones.

Recalling, in particular, the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),*®

Considering that further efforts concerning nuclear-weapon-free 
zones would be enhanced by a comprehensive study of the question in 
all of its aspects,

1. Decides to undertake a comprehensive study of the question of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all of its aspects;

2. Requests that the study be carried out by an ad hoc group of 
qualified governmental experts under the auspices of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament;

3. Calls upon interested Governments and international organiza
tions concerned to extend such assistance as may be required from 
them for the carrying out of the study;

Ibid., p. 445.
Pt. F was adopted by consensus.
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 3262 (XXIX), DEC. 9 809

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide such services and to 
give such assistance for the study as may be required;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
transmit the comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in all of its aspects in a special report to the General Assem
bly at its thirtieth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in all of its aspects”.

G**

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that the independence, territorial integrity and sov

ereignty of non-nuclear-weapon States need to be safeguarded against 
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

Considering that it is imperative for the international community to 
devise effective measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States,

Noting that the non-nuclear-weapon States have called for assur
ances from nuclear-weapon Powers that they will not use or threaten 
to use nuclear weapons against them.

Bearing in mind the need to allay the legitimate concern of the States 
of the world with regard to ensuring lasting security for their peoples.

Also bearing in mind that the effort to strengthen world security 
must be pursued unceasingly in all appropriate bodies and forums.

Believing it necessary to consider ways to strengthen assurances 
against nuclear attack or threat and thus give greater confidence to 
the non-nuclear weapon States,

1. Declares its firm support for the independence, territorial integ
rity and sovereignty of non-nuclear-weapon States;

2. Recommends to Member States to consider in all appropriate 
forums, without loss of time, the question of strengthening the security 
of non-nuclear-weapon States.

General Assembly Resolution 3262 (XXIX): Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 2286 (XXII) Concerning the 
Signature and Ratification of Additional Protocol I of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica (Treaty of TIatelolco), December 9, 1974 ^

The General Assembly,

Pt. G was adopted by consensus.
 ̂A/RES/3262 (XXIX), Jan. 6, 1975. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 115 to 0,
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Recalling that in its resolution 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967  ̂ it 
welcomed with special satisfaction the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) * an<^de- 
clared that it constituted an event of historic significance in the 
efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote 
international peace and security,

Noting that as a result of the Treaty, to which eighteen sovereign 
States are already parties, there exists in Latin America a zone of 
increasing area and population subject to the regime of total absence 
of nuclear weapons, which at present comprises some 8 million square 
kilometres with a population of approximately 150 million inhabitants.

Taking into account that certain territories lying within the zone 
which are not sovereign political entities are nevertheless in a position 
to receive the benefits derived from the Treaty through its Additional 
Protocol I to which the States which de jure or de facto are interna
tionally responsible for those territories may become parties.

Recalling that in resolution 2286 (XXII) it urged States to which Ad
ditional Protocol I ‘ is open for signature to strive to take all the meas
ures within their power to ensure that the Treaty speedily obtains the 
widest possible application,

1. Notes vnth satisfaction that the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland deposited its instrument of ratification of Ad
ditional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weap
ons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) on 11 December 1969 and 
that the Kingdom of the Netherlands did likewise on 26 July 1971;

2. Urges the other two States which under the Treaty may become 
parties to its Additional Protocol I to sign and ratify it as soon as 
possible, in order that the peoples of the territories in question may 
receive the benefits which derive from the Treaty and which consist 
mainly in removing the danger of nuclear attack and sparing the

with 17 abstentions:
F(yr—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangla

desh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, 
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Domini
can Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, 
FRG, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mex
ico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, 
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, 
U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Argentina, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic, Cuba, 

Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, France, GDR, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, Mongolia, 
Poland, Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR.

2 Docum ents on Disarmam ent, 1967, pp. 620-621.
3/6id.,pp. 69 ff.
 ̂Ibid., p. 82.
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squandering of resources on the production of nuclear weapons;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution 

to the two States to which the above appeal is addressed and to inform 
the General Assembly at its thirtieth session of any measure adopted 
by those States;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3262 
(XXIX) concerning the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol 
I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Amer
ica (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”.

General Assembly Resolution 3263 (XXIX): Establishment of a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the Middle East, 
December 9, 1974 ’

The General Assemblyy
Having considered the question of the establishment of a nuclear- 

weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East.
Desiring to contribute to the maintenance of international peace and 

security by bolstering and expanding the existing regional and global 
structures for the prohibition and/or prevention of the further spread 
of nuclear weapons,

Realizing that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones with 
an adequate system of safeguards could accelerate the process towards 
nuclear disarmament and the ultimate goal of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control,

Recalling the resolution adopted by the Council of the 
League of Arab States at its sixty-second session, held in Cairo

 ̂A/RES/3263 (XXIX), Jan. 7,1975. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 128 to 0, 
with 2 abstentions:

For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Ban
gladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, 
Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, C;^rus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ire
land, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, 
Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, 
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab 
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, tJnited Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Burma, Israel.

As noted below, there was also a separate vote on the last two pars, of the preamble and 
operative par. 3.
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from 1 to 4 September 1974, on this subject.
Recalling the message sent by His Imperial Majesty the Shahan

shah of Iran on 16 September 1974 on the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,*

Considering that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, on 
the initiative of the States situated within each zone concerned, is one 
of the measures which can contribute most effectively to halting the 
proliferation of those instruments of mass destruction and to promot
ing progress towards nuclear disarmament, with the goal of total de
struction of all nuclear weapons and their means of delivery.

Mindful of the political conditions particular to the region of the 
Middle East and of the potential danger emanating therefrom, which 
would be further aggravated by the introduction of nuclear weapons 
in the area.

Conscious, therefore, of the need to keep the countries of the region 
from becoming involved in a ruinous nuclear arms race.

Recalling the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa issued 
by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organiza
tion of African Unity in July 1964,®

Noting that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East would contribute effectively to the realiza
tion of aims enunciated in the Declaration of the Denuclearization of 
Africa,

Recalling the notable achievement of the countries of Latin America 
in establishing a nuclear-free zone,

Also recalling resolution B of the Conference of Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon States, held at Geneva from 29 August to 28 September 1968, 
in which the Conference recommended that non-nuclear-weapon States 
not comprised in the Latin American nuclear-free zone should study 
the possibility and desirability of establishing military denucleariza
tion of their respective zones,^

Recalling the aims pursued by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons,® in particular the goal of preventing the further 
spread of nuclear weapons.

Recalling its resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968, in which it 
expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by both nuclear-weapon 
and non-nuclear-weapon States,*

1. Commends the idea of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon free 
zone in the region of the Middle East;

2. Considers that, in order to advance the idea of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in the region of the Middle East, it is indispensable that all 
parties concerned in the area proclaim solemnly and immediately their

2 Ante, pp. 492-493.
’ Documents m  Disannament, 196i, pp. 294-295.
* Ibid., 1968, pp. 672-674.

pp. 461-465.
‘ Ibid., pp. 431-432.
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intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from producing, testing, ob
taining, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons;

3. Calls upon the parties concerned in the area to accede to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;^

4. Exjyresses the hope that all States, in particular the nuclear- 
weapon States, will lend their full co-operation for the effective realiza
tion of the aims of the present resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to ascertain the views of the 
parties concerned with respect to the implementation of the present 
resolution, in particular with regard to its paragraphs 2 and 3, and to 
report to the Security Council at an early date and, subsequently, to 
the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session 
the item entitled “Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East”.

Statement by the Egyptian Representative (Abdel-Meguid) to the 
General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear-free Zone, Decem
ber 9, 1974 1

I should like to thank the States Members of the United Nations for 
their unanimous support of the Iranian-Egyptian initiative which cul
minated today in the resolution which has just been adopted by the 
General Assembly 

The resolution, which has met with the approval of Member States 
and the abstention of Israel in both the First Committee and today in 
the plenary Assembly, has the ultimate goal of the elimination of nu
clear weapons from the region of the Middle East under an adequate 
system of international control, as the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
would seriously enhance the danger of nuclear war, and the resolution

 ̂This par., together with the last two pars, of the preamble, was approved by a vote of 
113 to 0, with 11 abstentions:

For— Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 
Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Repub
lic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, 
Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, 
Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sene
gal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., 
Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—None.
Abstaining— Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, France, India, Indonesia, Israel, 

Spain, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia.
 ̂ A/PV.2Si(5S‘(prov.), pp. 57-60.
 ̂Supra.
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calls upon the parties concerned in the area to accede to the non-pro
liferation Treaty which, objectively speaking, is a prerequisite for es
tablishing any effective concrete nuclear-weapon-free zone.

In contrast to the procrastination technique adopted by Israel, Egypt 
was among the first countries which signed the non-proliferation Treaty 
in July 1968,® and during the years 1965-1968, when the Treaty was 
being negotiated, Egypt took a positive attitude. Egypt asked strongly 
that the Treaty effectively stop the horizontal proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Thus, Egypt wanted the Treaty to be of unlimited duration, 
and together with most Arab countries Egypt signed the non-prolifera- 
tion Treaty in July 1968. The refusal of Israel to accede to this Treaty 
has left Egypt with no choice but to stop short of ratifying the non
proliferation Treaty.

As my delegation announced in the First Committee on 25 October 
1974, Egypt was and still “is ready to ratify the non-proliferation Treaty 
the moment Israel adheres to that Treaty and becomes a party thereto.” * 

Consistent with this attitude, Egypt joined Iran in sponsoring the 
draft resolution which has an operative paragraph to this effect.

To say the least, it seems that Israel is not ready, or even prepared to, 
renounce the production or acquisition of nuclear weapons, and instead 
of averting the introduction of this weapon of mass destruction into a 
fragile area of the world, Israel is determined to destroy every hope for 
a genuine and just peace in the Middle East. Instead of pursuing the cor
rect course, in line with an international legal policy based on binding 
international agreements, Israel is preoccupied with bargaining power 
politics and the status quo, based not only on Israel’s military superi
ority and nuclear blackmail but on perpetual occupation of Arab terri
tories and continued denial of the inalienable right of the Palestinian 
people to self determination in their land. This stand is an obstacle in 
organizing world peace and in the long term is untenable.

General Assembly Resolution 3264 (XXIX): Prohibition of Action 
To Influence the Environment and Climate for Military and 
Other Purposes Incompatible With the Maintenance of Inter
national Security, Human Well-Being, and Health, December
9, 1974’

The General Assembly,
Noting the concern of peoples to consolidate peace and to pursue ef-

 ̂Do(mmmts on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* A/C.1/PV.2001 (prov.), pp. 3^—35.
* A/RES/3264 (XXIX), Jan. 7,1975. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 126 to 0, 

with 5 abstentions:
For— Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangla

desh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelo
russian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Re
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forts designed to save mankind from the danger of using new means of 
warfare, to limit the arms race and to bring about disarmament,

Bearing in mind that, under conditions of continuous scientific and 
technological progress, new possibilities arise for using the results of 
this progress not only for peaceful but also for military purposes,

Convinced that the prohibition of action to influence the environment 
and climate for military and other hostile purposes, which are incom
patible with the maintenance of international security, human well
being and health, would serve the cause of strengthening peace and 
averting the threat of war.

Taking into account the profound interest of States and peoples in 
the adoption of measures to preserve and improve the environment and 
to modify or moderate the climate solely for peaceful purposes for the 
benefit of present and future generations,

1. Considers it necessary to adopt, through the conclusion of an ap
propriate international convention, effective measures to prohibit ac
tion to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
hostile purposes, which are incompatible with the maintenance of in
ternational security, human well-being and health;

2. Takes note of the draft international convention on the prohibi
tion of action to influence the environment and climate for military 
and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international 
security, human well-being and health, submitted to the General As
sembly by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,  ̂ as well as other 
points of view and suggestions put forward during the discussion of 
this question;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
proceed as soon as possible to achieving agreement on the text of such a 
convention and to submit a report on the results achieved for consid
eration by the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the discus
sion by the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session of the item en
titled “Prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate 
for military and other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of

public, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, 
Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Leb
anon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Ma
laysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philip
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thaiknd, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emir
ates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Abstaining—Chile, France, Mali, Paraguay, U.S.
 ̂The Soviet draft convention (ante, pp. 517-521.) was annexed to the resolution.
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international security, human well-being and health”;
5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth ses

sion an item entitled “Prohibition of action to influence the environ
ment and climate for military and other hostile purposes, which are 
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health”.

General Assembly Resolution 3265 (XXIX): Declaration and 
Establishment of a Nuclear-free Zone In South Asia, Decem
ber 9, 19741

A2

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959, which es

tablished the goal of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control,®

Convinced that the highest priority should be accorded to measures 
in the field of nuclear disarmament.

Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 entitled 
“Consideration of Africa as a denuclearized zone”,* 1911 (XVIII) of 27 
November 1963 entitled “Denuclearization of Latin America”,® 2033 
(XX) of 3 December 1965 entitled “Declaration on the denuclearization 
of Africa”® 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967 entitled “Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America”,’

Recognizing that conditions and procedures for the creation of such

‘ A/RES/3265 (XXIX), Jan. 7,1975.
2 Pt. A was adopted by a vote of 104 to 1, with 27 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 

Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, 
Canada, Chad, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, C w us, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Finland, FRG, Gambia, 
GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, 
Khmer Republic, Kuwait. Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—Dahomey.
Abstaining—Bahamas, Barbados, Burma, Central African Republic, China, Congo, 

Denmark, Dominican Republic, Fiji, France, Gabon, Grenada, Israel, Ivory Coast, 
Jordan, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Niger, Norway, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Tur
key, U.K., United Republic of Tanzania, U.S.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1^5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
 ̂Ibid., 1961, pp. 647-648.

5 Ibid., 1963, pp. 628-629.
«Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
7 Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
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zones differ from region to region,
Recognizing further that, in appropriate regions and by agreement 

among the States concerned, the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones 
could promote the cause of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control,

Considers, therefore, that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the appropriate region of Asia should come from 
the States of the region concerned, taking into account its special fea
tures and geographical extent,

B«

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the right of States to harness nuclear energy for peaceful 

purposes and as an instrument of development and progress.
Realizing, at the same time, the dangers of diversion to military pur

poses inherent in the development of nuclear energy.
Recalling its resolution 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968 concern

ing the establishment of zones free from nuclear weapons,®
Expressing the conviction that the establishment of such zones in var

ious regions of the world is one of the measures which can contribute 
most effectively to halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to 
promoting progress towards nuclear disarmament as a step towards 
general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol, with the ultimate goal of total destruction of all nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery.

Believing that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones will 
strengthen the security of regional States against nuclear threat. 

Recalling the Antarctic Treaty of 1959,*® the Declaration on the De
nuclearization of Africa adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and

® Pt. B was adopted by a vote of 96 to 2, with 36 abstentions:
For—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Belgium, Bolivia, 

Botswana, Brazil, Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Congo, Costa Rica, Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, E ^p t, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, FRG, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea- 
Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Khmer Republic, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 
Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United 
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Zaire.

Against—Bhutan, India.
Abstaining—Bahamas, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian SSR, 

Chad, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Fiji, France, Gambia, GDR, Greece, 
Grenada, Guyana, Hungary, Israel, Malawi, Malaysia, Mauritius, Mongolia, Norway, 
Poland, Portugal, Sweden, Thailand, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Republic of Tanzania, 
U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

® Docum ents on Disarm am ent, 1968, p. 799.
10 Ibid., 1H5-1959, pp. 1550-1556.
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Government of the Organization of African Unity in 1964 " and the 
Declaration adopted by the Foreign Ministers of the Association of 
South East Asian Nations in 1971,*̂

Bearing in mind that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
would, inter alia, entail:

(a) Commitments by the States concerned to use exclusively for 
peaceful purposes nuclear materials and facilities under their juris
diction and to prevent the testing, use, manufacture, production, ac
quisition or storage of any nuclear weapons or nuclear launching 
devices,

(b) An equitable and non-discriminatory system of verification and 
inspection to ensure that nuclear programmes are in conformity with 
the foregoing commitments,

(c) Undertakings by nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against the States of the region,

Having considered the question of the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia without prejudice to the extension of 
the zone to include such other regions of Asia as may be practicable.

Desirous of preventing such a zone or any wider area as contemplated 
in the preceding paragraph from becoming involved in a ruinous nu
clear arms race.

Considering that the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America '* could serve as a model to be emulated with advant
age by other regions,

1. Takes note of the affirmation by the States of the region not to ac
quire or manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear pro
grammes exclusively to the economic and social advancement of their 
peoples;

2. Endorses, in principle, the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia;

3. Invites the States of the South Asian region and such other neigh
bouring non-nuclear-weapon States as may be interested to initiate, 
without delay, necessary consultations with a view to establishing a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone and urges them, in the interim, to refrain 
from any action contrary to the achievement of these objectives;

4. Express^ the hope that all States, in particular the nuclear- 
weapon States, will lend their full co-operation for the effective realiza
tion of the aims of the present resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the pur
pose of the consultations envisaged in paragraph 3 above, to render 
such assistance as may be required for the purpose and to report on the 
subject to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

“ Ibid., 1964, pp. 294-295.
For an account of the Association and a summary of the Declaration, see Keesing’s 

Contemporary Archives, 1971-1972, p. 25491.
Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.



AYACUCHO DECLARATION, DECEMBER 9 819

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth ses
sion the item entitled “Declaration and establishment of a nuclear- 
free zone in South Asia”.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Jaipal) to the 
General Assembly, December 9, 1974>

The reasons why my delegation voted against draft resolution B in 
document A/9911  ̂were explained rather fully in the First Committee. 
We do not feel bound, therefore, by the terms of that resolution. In our 
view, the proper and acceptable way of establishing nuclear weapon- 
free zones in Asia is indicated in resolution A.*

I think that one or two delegations here urged India to reconsider its 
position regarding the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty.  ̂ Of course, 
the question of accession of any country to any treaty depends on the 
contents of that treaty. We should naturally reconsider our position 
towards the non-proliferation Treaty, if that Treaty were to be revised 
to make it non-discriminatory, and so redesigned as to result in both 
vertical and horizontal non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Ayacucho Declaration by Eight Latin American Nations, 
December 9, 1974®

Gathered in the city of Lima at the invitation of the Peruvian Presi
dent, Division General Juan Velasco Alvarado, to commemorate the 
Sesquicentennial of the Battle of Ayacucho, the Chiefs of State of 
Bolivia, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela and the representatives of the 
Argentine, Colombian, Chilean, and Ecuadorean Chiefs of State recog
nize the historical significance of this feat of arms. It was decisive in 
the liberation struggle in America and ended a fundamental stage in 
the process of forging the liberation of our countries.

We pay homage to the memory of the illustrious men who gave us 
freedom, a nationality, and an eloquent lesson of truly creative soli
darity. We place before America the example of these heroes as an 
encouragement for fulfilling our duties, as determined by our present 
and our future.

Ayacucho was the climax of a vast historical process of an awareness 
of sovereignty and represents the courage and spirit of sacrifice of our 
peoples. Victory was possible thanks to the joint action of all those 
who—from the distant parts of America—conceived and carried out,

> A/PV.2309 (prov.), pp. 77-80.
Supra.

’ Ante, pp. 816-817.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* E l Pervxmo, Dec. 10,1974. ACDA translation.
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after a long and sustained effort, the ideal of liberation.
We therefore proclaim that the Battle of Ayacucho is the symbol of 

the union of Latin American peoples in the struggle for liberation and 
that the celebration of its 150th anniversary is an opportune occasion 
to stress that Latin American unity demands permanent and continued 
effort for the full attainment of the ideals of freedom, justice, sover
eignty, equality, and solidarity.

In accord with the spirit which encouraged the rise of this vast 
popular, unifying, and liberating movement:

We declare that—
Our countries achieved their political independence, but their incor

poration into the world economy later created different forms of 
dependency, which explain the obstacles to our economic, social, and 
cultural development.

It is urgent to complete the emancipation effort, promoting our own 
destiny in the socio-economic field, which requires models of develop
ment that will insure to our peoples a just participation in economic 
and cultural life and facilitate the full realization of American man.

The historic and essential obligation of the Latin American continent 
is to unite for economic and social liberation and the scientific and 
technological advancement of the countries in order to accelerate their 
integration. This unity demands the common will to achieve objectives 
of general interest for their peoples, based on solidarity and recognition 
of a pluralist reality.

In accordance with the purposes which inspired the call to the Con
gress of Panama, we reiterate that only if the Latin American coun
tries unite will they be able to fully comply with their mission within 
the international community and thereby contribute to peace and 
security in the world.

Latin American nationalism is the awareness of our peoples of their 
profound reality and their true personality, the fruit of the mixture of 
bloods, fusion of cultures, and common historical, social, and economic 
backgrounds.

Its strengthening requires, in the present international situation, 
solving the problems of the region, solutions free from any interfer
ence, and agreeing on new forms of joint action that promote the 
authentic values of our nations and banish from Latin America poli
cies, actions, or foreign measures that attempt to undermine the per
sonality of our peoples and the sovereignty of our States.

We reiterate our adherence to the principles of the juridical equality 
of States, their territorial integrity, self-determination of peoples, 
ideological pluralism, respect for human rights, non-intervention, 
international cooperation, good faith in the observance of obligations, 
peaceful settlement of international disputes, and the prohibition of 
having recourse to the threat or use of force and armed, economic, or 
financial aggression in relations between States.

We condemn and repudiate the colonial situations that still persist
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in Latin America and should be soon eradicated, since they constitute 
a potential threat to the peace of the region. For this object, our efforts 
remain pledged.

We agree to encourage and give support to the creation of a perma
nent order of international peace and cooperation and to create condi
tions that permit the effective limitation of armaments and put an end 
to their acquisition for offensive warlike ends, in order to dedicate all 
possible resources to the economic and social development of each of 
the countries of Latin America.

We condemn the use of nuclear energy for purposes that are not 
peaceful, for the service of the progress and well-being of our peoples.

The creation of a society with full national capacity of decision 
requires putting an end to economic dependence and the achievement 
of objectives of development adequate to the real necessities of each 
of our peoples.

Our countries have the inalienable rights of the full exercise of 
sovereignty over their own natural resources, the defense of the prices 
of their raw materials, the regulation of foreign investments, and the 
control of the activities of international businesses.

The concerted efforts of all our countries are essential to promote 
the formation and strengthening of associations of countries that pro
duce and export raw materials; to obtain the best conditions for the 
transfer, creation, and exchange of technologies adequate for our 
particular realities; to assure the best regional supply of essential 
articles, particularly food; to establish multilateral Latin American 
enterprises; to cooperate in monetary, transport, and communications 
matters, foreign financing, and Latin American financial 
organizations.

Integration is the most effective instrument of development and the 
guarantee of economic independence, by joining national efforts with 
the economic complementariness of our economies.

The deep world economic crisis makes evident the need to promote in 
decisive form the structural changes and to establish a system of eco
nomic collective security, which will make possible the integral devel
opment of peoples for their well-being, in a climate of stability free 
from threats and pressures, in order to achieve a new international 
economic order that should be founded on equity, equality, sovereignty, 
interdependence, common interest, and the cooperation of all States.

In reaffirming the historic commitment to further strengthen the 
unity and solidarity between our peoples, we express the greatest 
understanding for the landlocked situation of Bolivia, a situation that 
should demand the most careful consideration for constructive under
standings.

We declare that the union of our peoples as brother nations sustains 
peace, justice, well-beijig, and law as supreme objectives of their inter
national relations. In accordance with these fundamental principles, 
we solemnly agree to act immediately and jointly through our Minis-
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ters of Foreign Affairs in the face of any situation that could affect 
the peaceful coexistence between our countries.

We shall fraternally and decisively cooperate in order that the 
peoples of Latin America, today a community of 300 million human 
beings, join their efforts in the present task of finding their own free 
and autonomous road, toward the realization of the objectives of eco
nomic development and social justice that will make possible the full 
realization and dignity of Latin American man, sole heir to the historic 
legacy of the emancipatory struggle that culminated in Ayacucho.

Signed at Government House, Lima, on the ninth day of December, 
1974.

Division General Juan Velasco Alvarado, President of the Republic 
of Peru.

General Hugo Binzer Suilrez, President of the Republic of Bolivia.
General OinapTorrijos Herrera, Chief of Government of Panama.
Dr. Carlos Andres Perez, President of the Republic of Venezuela.
Dr. Julio Cesar Turbay Ayala, Representative of the President of the 

Republic of Colombia.
Ambassador Alberto J. Vignes, Representative of the President of 

the Argentine Nation.
Dr. Carlos Anibal Jaramillo, Representative of the President of the 

Republic of Ecuador.
Vice Admiral Patricio Carbejel Prado, Representative of the Chief of 

State of Chile.

Statement by ACDA Director ikie to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee: Geneva Protocol and Biological-Weapons Con
vention [Extracts], December 10, 1974’

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to testify this morning on the Geneva Protocol of 1925  ̂
and the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972.* Ratification of these 
two arms control agreements in the field of chemical and biological 
warfare has the strong support of the President and the executive 
branch. We welcome the initiative of the Committee in holding this hear
ing, which we hope will lead to prompt ratification of both agreements.

As you know, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use—in 
effect the first use—of chemical and biological agents 
in war. Except for the United States, all militarily important

‘ Prohibition o f Chemical and Biological Weapons: Hearing Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, on Ex. 
J, 91-2, Protocol for the Prohibition o f the Use in War ofAsphyiciating, Poisorums, or 
Other Gases, and o f Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare; Ex. Q, 92-2, Convention on the 
Prohibition o f the Development, Production, and Stockpiling o f Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons, and on Their Destruction; and S. Res. iS, Relating to a 
ComwehensivelnterTiretationofthe Geneva Protocol, pp. 11-12,15-16.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
 ̂Ibid., 1972, 133-138.
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countries are parties to the Protocol.
The extensive hearings on the Protocol held by this committee in 

March 1971 examined the reasons why U.S. ratification of the Protocol 
has been so long delayed. In the interest of brevity, I shall not go back 
over this record now, although I would, of course, be happy to respond 
to any questions regarding the history of the Protocol.

INTERAGENCY REVIEW OF PROTOCOL’S SCOPE

During the 1971 hearings, differing views were expressed on the 
question of including riot control agents and herbicides within the 
scope of the Protocol. As a result, the committee requested that the 
executive branch reexamine its interpretation of the Protocol’s scope.^

In response to the committee’s request, the executive branch has 
undertaken a comprehensive review. We have reconsidered our legal 
interpretation and analyzed possible alternatives for resolving differ
ences of opinion on the scope of the Protocol. We have evaluated the 
military utility of riot control agents and herbicides. And we have, of 
course, carefully considered alternative approaches that would accom
plish our arms control objectives.

PRESIDENTS DECISIONS CONCERNING PROTOCOL’S SCOPE

Mr. Chairman, the President considers it important that the United 
States ratify the Geneva Protocol at the earliest possible date. On the 
basis of an interagency review he has very recently taken decisions 
with a view to achieving Senate advice and consent to ratification. The 
President has authorized me to announce those decisions today.

The President has authorized me to state on his behalf that he is 
prepared, in reaffirming the current U.S. understanding of the scope 
of the Protocol, to renounce as a matter of national policy:

(1) first use of herbicides in war except use, under regulations 
applicable to their domestic use, for control of vegetation within U.S. 
bases and installations or around their immediate defensive perim
eters;

(2) first use of riot control agents in war except in defensive military 
modes to save lives such as:

(a) Use of riot control agents in riot control circumstances to include 
controlling rioting prisoners of war. This exception would permit use 
of riot control agents in riot situations in areas under direct and dis
tinct U.S. military control;

(b) Use of riot control agents in situations where civilian casualties 
can be reduced or avoided. This use would be restricted to situations in 
which civilians are used to mask or screen attacks;

(c) Use of riot control agents in rescue missions. The use of riot 
control agents would be permissible in the recovery of remotely iso
lated personnel such as downed aircrews—and passengers;

•Ib id ., 1971, pp. 215-218.
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(d) Use of riot control agents in rear echelon areas outside the 
combat zone to protect convoys from civil disturbances, terrorists, and 
paramilitary organizations.

The President intends to conform U.S. policy to this position, assum
ing the Senate consents.

Finally, the President, under an earlier directive still in force, must 
approve in advance any use of riot control agents and chemical herbi
cides in war.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that you may have several specific questions 
concerning this policy. I would be happy to respond to such questions 
at this time, before I proceed to the section of my statement dealing 
with the Biological Weapons Convention.

BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION OF 1972

The second agreement before the committee is the Biological Weap
ons Convention of 1972. The full title is the Convention on Prohibition 
of the Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and Their Destruction. As the title 
suggests, this convention completely prohibits biological and toxin 
weapons. Since it provides for the elimination of existing weapons, it is 
a true disarmament measure.

The convention is entirely consistent with U.S. policy concerning 
biological and toxin weapons, since the United States had already uni
laterally renounced these weapons before the convention was nego
tiated. In fact, our entire stockpile of biological and toxin agents and 
weapons has already been destroyed. Our biological warfare facilities 
have been converted to peaceful uses.

Since opening the convention for signature in April 1972,110 nations 
have become signatories. This includes all members of the Warsaw 
Pact and all members of NATO except France. In order for this treaty 
to come into force, it must be ratified by the three depositories—the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R.—and at least 19 
other countries. Enough countries have now ratified, some 36, so that 
only ratification by depositories is still required. The British have 
completed all the parliamentary procedures for ratification and the 
Soviet Union has announced that it intends to ratify before the end of 
1974. It is particularly important that U.S. ratification be accomplished 
in the near future so that we will not be the ones who prevent this 
treaty from coming into force.

VERIFICATION AND U.S. INTEREST IN ENTRY

There is one aspect of the convention to which I would like to give 
particular attention: the question of verification. Verification of com
pliance with this convention in countries with relatively closed societies
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is difficult, particularly for the prohibition of the development of these 
weapons.

Nevertheless, in our judgment it is in the net interest of the United 
States to enter into this convention, basically for three reasons:

First, the military utility of these weapons is dubious at best; the 
effects are unpredictable and potentially uncontrollable, and there 
exists no military experience concerning them. Hence, the prohibitions 
of this convention do not deny us a militarily viable option and verifi
ability is therefore less important.

Second, biological weapons are particularly repugnant from a moral 
point of view.

Third, widespread adherence to the convention can help discourage 
some misguided competition in biological weapons.

It is to be feared that, without such a prohibition, new developments 
in the biological sciences might give rise to concern because they could 
be abused for weapons purposes. Such anxieties could foster secretive 
military competition in a field of science that would otherwise remain 
open to international cooperation and be used solely for the benefit of 
mankind.

It is important, however, that the limited verifiability of this con
vention should not be misconstrued as a precedent for other arms 
limitation agreements where these special conditions would not obtain.

Mr. Chairman, the administration believes that the Biological 
Weapons Convention represents a useful arms control measure. We 
hope the United States will not prevent the treaty from entering into 
force through its failure to ratify. By failing to ratify, we would deny 
ourselves the benefit of having other countries legally committed not to 
produce weapons that we have already given up. And we would deny 
109 other countries the benefit of a treaty that they have already signed.

ACDA Response to Questionnaire by the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee on the Genevo Protocol and the Biological- 
Weapons Convention, December 10, 1974'

Question 1. Does the Administration favor ratification of the Bio
logical Weapons Convention  ̂on its own merits or is the policy to seek 
ratification of the Convention only if it is coupled to Ratification of the

" Prohibition o f Chemical and Biological Weapons: Hearing Before the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, on 
Ex. J, 91-2, Protocol for the Prohibition o f the Use in War o f Asphyxiating, Poisonous, 
or Other Gases, and o f Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare; Ex. Q, 92-2, Convention on 
the Prohibition o f the Development, Production, and Stockpiling o f Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons, and on Their Destruction; and S. Res. ĵ 8. Relating to a 
Comprehensive Interpretation o f the Geneva Protocol, pp. 26-30.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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Geneva Protocol?  ̂ What is the relationship between the two agree
ments?

Answer. Although there is no direct connection between the two 
agreements, they are complementary. The Geneva Protocol prohibits 
use of chemical and biological weapons in war, while the Biological 
Weapons Convention bans possession of biological weapons. The 
Administration believes that each agreement should be considered 
separately on its own merits. In particular, ratification of the Biologi
cal Weapons Convention should not be made contingent on the ratifi
cation of the Geneva Protocol.

Question 2. What is the basic reason for the Administration's 
insistence on excluding herbicides and tear gas from the scope of the 
Protocol—is it that our military wishes to be free to continue using 
these agents for the five specified purposes, or is it because the Admin
istration believes that on legal and historical grounds it should be so 
interpreted?

If it is the latter reason, why then is the Executive Branch willing to 
limit itself to the specific uses which you have enunciated?

Answer. The Administration belief that chemical herbicides and 
riot control agents are outside the scope of the Protocol is derived fr,om 
a careful examination of the negotiating history of the Geneva Protocol 
itself and of the treaties from which the exact language of the Protocol 
is derived. We do not believe it was the intent of the drafters of the 
Protocol to include either chemical herbicides or riot control agents 
under the Protocol.

After considering an extensive interagency review of all aspects of 
the herbicides—RCA issue, the President concluded that with the 
exception of a few uses of RCAs, the U.S. armed forces did not need to 
retain the option for first use of these agents in war. He is prepared to 
renounce the first use option (except for a few very limited uses of 
RCAs) in the hope that this step will meet concerns previously ex
pressed by members of the Senate about the use of RCAs and herbi
cides and thus help bring about ratification of the Geneva Protocol at 
the earliest possible date.

Question 3. According to its title, the Biological Weapons (BW) Con
vention does not prohibit the use of BW's although development, 
production and stockpiling are banned and destruction is required. 
Why is use not specifically covered?

Answer. A number of countries strongly expressed the view that the 
Geneva Protocol definitively deals with the problem of CBW “use” 
and that a new convention should not repeat, but simply complement, 
the already existing ban on “use”. Other delegations, in particular the 
British representatives, argued that in light of existing reservations 
to the Protocol, repetition of a ban on use would clear up the Protocol’s 
ambiguities regarding BW “use”. A compromise evolved in which refer
ence to use was made in the second to last preambular paragraph, but

1969, pp. 764-765.
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not in the operative section of the Convention. Also, the phrase “never 
in any circumstances” was added to make clear that the convention 
would continue to be operative in time of war, and that any use, even in 
retaliation, would be a violation of the Convention.

Question Jf. Would the Geneva Protocol prohibit, or affect in any 
way, the use of herbicides and riot control agents in the United States? 
Would it affect our farmers or police?

Answer. The language of the Protocol clearly limits its restrictions 
to “use in war”. Thus, use of RCAs and herbicides for civilian purposes 
would be unaffected.

Qmstion 5, Have the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the policy which 
you have described today? Have you personally discussed it with any of 
them?

Answer. I have been authorized to state that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
participated in the development of the policy and fully support the 
President's decision.

I have discussed this policy with the Chairman.
Question 6. If the Administration does not wish to include herbicides 

and RCA's within the scope of the Protocol, why does it not propose 
to so stipulate in formal reservations or understandings circulated to 
the parties?

Answer. The reasons for the approach chosen were well-expressed by 
Secretary Rogers during the 1971 hearings, as follows:

We have chosen to handle our understanding in this way because we believe this to be 
a question of setting forth our views on a disputed issue. We do not believe that a formal 
reservation would be appropriate. A reservation is used by a country ratifying or acced
ing to a treaty when that country does not wish to undertake all of the obligations set 
forth in the treaty. Because we do not believe that the protocol imposes any obligations 
concerning the use of riot control agents and chemical herbicides, it would be both 
unnecessary and inappropriate for the United States to enter a reservation on this point.

Occasionally a country transmits to the depositary government, along with its instru
ment of ratification or accession, a formal statement explaining its interpretation. It does 
this to insnre that all states party to a treaty will be aware of its interpretation of the 
obligations it is undertaking. We are not proposing that this procedure be followed in this 
case for two reasons: First, as a result of our public statements at the United Nations 
and dsewhere, as well as the position set out in the documents transmitted to the Senate 
along with the protocol, the international community is already well aware of our inter
pretation. Second, if we did enter a formal interpretation, other states parties might feel 
obligated to take exception to our statement in order to preserve their own understanding 
of the protocol. We believe it is well understood that a difference of opinion exists among 
the parties on this point. We do not believe an exchange of conflicting formal positions 
at this time would contribute to a resolution of this issue.^

Question 7. What response would the Administration make in the 
event the Protocol were ratified on the terms which you suggest and 
as a result provoked rejections by other parties?

Answer. do not believe this will happen. However, if our acces
sion with this understanding raised objections by other parties, we 
would, of course, seek to resolve the disagreement in discussions with 
those parties.

Question 8. Does the exception having to do with RCA use in rescue

1971, p. 106.



828 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

missions apply only to rescues in remote areas? Tear gas would hardly 
be useful in hot combat areas, would it?

In one of your earlier answers you said that any other excepted use 
would have “to be closely analogous” to those which you specified.® 
Would the extraction or evacuation of a long range patrol be a “closely 
analogous” situation in which RCAs might be used?

Answer. Under the exception for rescue missions we would only be 
extracting from difficulties people in remote areas. Utilizing RCAs 
to help suppress enemy fire while extracting or evacuating a long range 
patrol would not be a “closely analogous” use, since this would be 
related to routine combat operations.

Qmstion 9. In one of your earlier answers you provided some illus
trative uses of riot control agents which would be prohibited under 
your statement of national policy. Would uses analogous to those which 
you specified also be prohibited?

Answer. Any use of RCAs that was closely analogous to one of the 
illustrative banned uses would also be prohibited.

Question 10. If a conference of the parties to the Protocol were con
vened for the purpose of seeking a uniform interpretation with regard 
to herbicides and riot control agents, would the U.S. be willing to par
ticipate in such an effort? If such a conference were to result in a clear 
overwhelming consensus to include herbicides and riot control agents 
within the scope of the Protocol, what effect might that have on the 
U.S. position?

Answer. In our view, the interpretation of the Protocol is a matter 
which it would be appropriate to resolve among the Parties. We would 
be prepared to discuss this question at a conference of States Parties 
if such a meeting were convened. If some general agreement could be 
reached, we would certainly give it great weight in formulating the 
U.S. position.

Question 11. We understand that some parties to the Protocol may 
ask the International Court of Justice for an advisory opinion on the 
scope of the Protocol, specifically concerning herbicides and riot control 
agents. If the court should rule that they are within the scope of the 
Protocol, what effect would that have on the U.S. policy which you 
have enunciated?

Answer. While such an opinion would be advisory, we would cer
tainly review our policy in light of the decision and give it great weight 
in formulating the U.S. position.

Question 12. With regard to the approved defensive uses of riot con
trol agents, at what command level within the military structure would 
riot control agents be available; for instance, would they be immedi
ately available at the company level or would they be stored and con
trolled perhaps at division level?

Would the prior Presidential approval of which you speak be

® Prohibition o f  Chemical and Biological Weapons: Hearing, pp. 12-13.



ACDA STATEMENT, DECEMBER 10 829

required on a case-by-case basis or would blanket prior authorizatidn 
be issued?

Answer. RCAs would be kept at rear storage depots until Presi
dential authorization for use was given. Up to that point they would 
not be issued to any combat forces. Once the President had given his 
approval for use of RCAs, their distribution would be determined by 
top-level military commanders in light of the specific tactical situation 
and under very strict controls.

Given the need to act quickly if a situation requiring the use of RCAs 
arises, it would not necessarily be practical to obtain Presidential 
authorization on a case-by-case basis. On the other hand, a blanket 
prior authorization would not be issued.

We expect that authorization would be limited only to those specific 
geographic areas and types of situations in which the need to use RCAs 
had already been clearly demonstrated.

Question 13. Assuming the Senate were to give its advice and consent 
to ratification on the grounds proposed by the Administration, what 
legal impediment would there be to subsequent Presidential decisions 
broadening the permissible uses of riot control agents?

Answer. There would be no formal legal impediment to such a deci
sion. However, the policy which was presented to the Committee will 
be inextricably linked with the history of Senate consent to ratifica
tion of the Protocol with its consent dependent upon its observance. 
If a future administration should change this policy without Senate 
consent whether in practice or by a formal policy change, it would be 
inconsistent with the history of the ratification, and could have ex
tremely grave political repercussions and as a result is extremely 
unlikely to happen.

Qmstion H. With regard to the first of the excepted uses of riot 
control agents, what type of “riot control circumstances” other than 
prisoner of war riots might be contemplated in which riot control 
agents might be used?

Answer. This exception would permit use of RCAs only in riot situa
tions in areas under direct and distinct U.S. military control, for 
example, in occupied areas which are under martial law.

Question 15. Would the Biological Convention prohibit future types 
of biological warfare which might employ techniques beyond the 
current “state of the art”, for example, some means of altering the 
structure of genes so as to modify behavior?

Answer. The Biological Weapons Convention would prohibit any 
future type of warfare which employed biological agents or toxins, 
regardless of when the agent or toxin was first developed or dis
covered. This also applies to weapons, equipment and means of de
livery. In other words, the Convention prohibits not only existing 
means of biological and toxin warfare but also any that might come 
into existencĝ iM the future.

Qtms1^m,16. Was the use of civilians to “mask or screen” attacks 
commoffplace in Vietnam?
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Answer. Documented situations of this type in Vietnam are rare.
Qiiestion 17. Which of the Middle Eastern nations are parties to the 

Geneva Protocol and the Biological Convention? Would you provide a 
current list of the parties and signatories?

Answer. The following Middle Eastern countries are Parties to the 
Geneva Protocol: Cyprus, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, and the Yemen 
Arab Republic.

The following Middle Eastern countries have signed the Biological 
Weapons Convention: Afghanistan, Cyprus, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, Tur
key, United Arab Emirates, Yemen Arab Republic (San’a), and 
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (Aden). Of these, Cyprus, 
Iran, Kuwait, Pakistan, and Turkey have already ratified.

Current lists of parties and signatories are provided.
Qmstion 18. In your answer to the Chairman’s questions, in the 

course of your statement you referred to a Presidential Directive relat
ing to RCAs used for law enforcement purposes. Would you provide 
the Committee with a copy of the Presidential Directive in question?

Answer. A copy has been provided.
[The information referred to is classified and in the Committee 

files.]
Qmstion 19. Would you describe the NSC studies which have been 

undertaken since the Committee’s last hearings on the Protocol and 
would you provide copies of them for the Committee files and sum
marize their individual conclusions for the purposes of this record.

What conclusions did they reach with regard to the military utility 
of herbicides and RCAs?

Answer. The NSC studies prepared since the 1971 hearings have pro
vided a comprehensive review of the Geneva Protocol situation and 
post-Vietnam policy for RCAs and herbicides. They have covered all 
aspects including our interpretation of the Protocol, possible alterna
tives for resolving differences of opinion on the scope of the Protocol, 
military utility of riot control agents and herbicides, and alternative 
approaches that would accomplish our arms control objectives. In 
keeping with the usual format of NSC studies, the purpose was to 
analyze the options available to the President. No attempt was made in 
the studies to recommend a particular course of action. Agency recom
mendations were requested and submitted separately.

All agencies which took part in the studies acknowledged that herbi
cides and RCAs possessed military utility. There was no attempt, how
ever, to reach conclusions on the net utility of these agents.

The Executive Branch is prepared to brief representatives of the 
Committee on the results of these studies at their convenience.

Qmstion 20. What did the NSC studies on the military effectiveness 
of riot control agents indicate regarding the frequency with which 
they were used in Vietnam to break up attacks being masked or 
screened by civilians?
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Answer. The most recent NSC study concluded that documented 
instances of that type of use were rare in Vietnam.

Question 21. What was the frequency with which RCAs were used to 
assist in the recovery of downed U.S. air crews during the Vietnamese 
conflict?

Answer. RCAs were used for this purpose in Vietnam on a number of 
occasions. However, more quantitative information is not readily 
available.

Question 22. Since the Administration is willing to give up first use 
of herbicides in warfare, why not include them within the scope of the 
Protocol?

Answer. The Administration believes that its legal interpretation is 
correct.

Question 23. How important would the uses of RCAs and herbicides 
that the Administration wishes to retain be in any conflict against a 
sophisticated adversary such as the Soviet Union?

Answer. The uses the Administration wishes to retain would not be 
a significant factor in any future conflict, particularly against a 
sophisticated adversary such as the Soviet Union. The utility of RCAs 
is significantly decreased when the enemy is wearing effective masks. 
Any relatively sophisticated adversary would probably be well pre
pared in this regard. In any case, based on past experience, it is un
likely that the very strictly limited situations where RCAs could be 
used under our policy would occur very often. The retained use of 
chemical herbicides would be closely akin to domestic use under 
domestic regulations and would not be a use in war.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relotions Committee on the 
Geneva Protocol, December 13, 1974’

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poison
ous, or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare,  ̂
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with a reserva
tion and recommends that the Senate give its advice and consent to 
ratification thereof with the reservation in the resolution of ratifica
tion which is printed at the conclusion of this report.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the Geneva Protocol is to prohibit (a) the use in war 
of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, 
materials or devices and, (b) the use of bacteriological methods of 
warfare.

 ̂ S. Ex. Rept. 93-35,93d Cong., 2d sess.
2 Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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BACKGROUND

The origins of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 are to be found in certain 
provisions of the Hague Gas Declaration of 1899/ the 1907 Hague Con
vention/ the Treaty of Versailles/ and the 1922 Washington Treaty on 
Submarines and Noxious Gases.® The last of these, in fact, contained 
provisions virtually identical to those of the Protocol, with the excep
tion of the mention of “bacteriological methods of warfare” which 
appears first in the 1925 Protocol. The 1922 treaty was approved by the 
Senate and ratified but never came into force.

The United States proposed the Geneva Protocol in 1925 and was 
one of its original signers on June 17, 1925. One hundred and three 
nations, including all the major military and industrial nations except 
the United States, have either ratified the Protocol or are otherwise 
bound by its obligations.

The Protocol was originally submitted to the Senate on January 12, 
1926 and was favorably reported by the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. When strong opposition developed, the Protocol was withdrawn 
from the floor, at the request of the Committee, on December 13,1926 
without being brought to a vote. In 1947 the Protocol was sent back 
to the White House along with several other inactive international 
agreements.

On November 25, 1969, President Richard M. Nixon announced his 
intention to resubmit the Geneva Protocol to the Senate and announced 
the following decisions which he had taken as a result of the review:

1. Reaffirmation of the United States’ “oft-repeated renunciation of 
the first use of lethal chemical weapons.”

2. Extension of this renunciation to the “first use of incapacitating 
chemicals.”

3. Renunciation of any use of “lethal biological agents and weapons 
and all other methods of biological warfare.” (The terms “bacteriologi
cal” and “biological” are considered to be synonymous.) In February 
1970, this renunciation was extended to toxins.^

On August 19, 1970, the President transmitted the Protocol to the 
Senate.® (The text of the Protocol, together with letters of transmittal 
from the President and the Secretary of State is contained in the 
Senate document. Executive J, 91st Congress, 2d Session).

ENTRY IN FORCE

The Protocol provides that it “will come into force for each signatory

 ̂91 British and Foreign State Papers, 1014.
 ̂William D. Malloy, comp., Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols, and 

Agreements Between the United States o f America and Other Powers, vol. II, p. 2^5. 
® Foreign Relations o f the United States: Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. XIII, p. 329. 
® Conference on the Limitation o f Armaments (Washington, 1922), pp. 1605-1611.
 ̂Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 592-593.

8 Ibid., 1970, pp. 445-446.
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Power as from the date of deposit of its ratification and, from that 
moment, each Power will be bound as regards other Powers which 
have already deposited their ratifications.”

RESERVATION

The Executive Branch has proposed that the Senate give its advice 
and consent to ratification subject to a reservation as follows:

“That the said Protocol shall cease to be binding on the Government 
of the United States with respect to the use in war of asphyxiating, 
poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials, or 
devices, in regard to an enemy State if such State or any of its allies 
fails to respect the prohibitions laid down in the Protocol.” ®

This reservation, which has also been taken by many other states, 
would permit the retaliatory use by the United States of chemical 
weapons and agents, but would not limit in any way the Protocol’s 
prohibition with respect to bacteriological methods of warfare.

According to the Department of State, ratification of the Protocol 
as qualified by the proposed reservation would put the United States 
in the following position;

Unlike France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom, and most other reserving States, the United States would 
not assert by reservation a limitation of its obligations under the 
Protocol to the Parties thereto.

Like France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom, and other reserving States, the United States would reserve 
the right to use the prohibited chemical agents in retaliation against 
any enemy State if such State or any of its allies fails to respect the 
prohibitions laid down in the Protocol.

Unlike France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom, and all but one other reserving State, the United States 
would not assert by reservation the right to use bacteriological 
methods of warfare in retaliation.*®

PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS

The principal provisions of the Geneva Protocol prohibit the use in 
war of asphyxiating, poisonous and other gases, and of all analogous 
liquids, materials, or devices, and prohibit bacteriological methods of 
warfare.

The Protocol does not apply to uses other than in war; specifically, 
not to civilian uses such as law enforcement or agriculture. By means 
of reservations many Parties have asserted that the Protocol is binding

® Ibid., p. 401.
Ibid., pp. 401-402.
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on them only with respect to other parties to the Protocol. (The U.S. 
Government considers such action unnecessary in view of the fact that 
the Protocol specifies that parties are bound only to other parties.) 
Most reserving States limit the prohibitions to “no first use”.

COMMITTEE ACTION

After the Protocol was resubmitted, the Committee first considered it 
in a series of public hearings which took place on March 5 ,16,18,19,22 
and 26 of 1971. Testimony was received from the following individuals:

Dr. Donald G. Brennan of the Hudson Institute.
Dr. Thomas Buergenthal, professor of international law. State 

University of New York at Buffalo.
Mr. McGeorge Bundy, President, Ford Foundation.
Dr. George Bunn, Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin School 

of Law.
The Honorable Joseph S. Clark, President, World Federalists, U.S.A.
Mrs. Donald E. Clusen, Chairman, Committee on Environmental 

Program and Projects, League of Women Voters of the United States.
Mr. Philip J. Farley, Deputy Director, Arms Control and Disarma

ment Agency.
Dr. Arthur W. Galston, Professor of Biology, Yale University.
Mr. Arthur Kanegis, American Friends Service Committee.
The Honorable Richard D. Max McCarthy, former Member of House 

of Representatives.
Dr. Matthew Meselson, Professor of Biology, Harvard University.
The Honorable Gaylord Nelson, U.S. Senator from Wisconsin.
Mr. G. Warren Nutter, Assistant Secretary of Defense, International 

Security Affairs.
The Honorable William P. Rogers, Secretary of State.
Dr. Victor W. Sidel, Chief, Department of Social Medicine, Monte- 

fiore Hospital, New York, N.Y.
Dr. Arthur H. Westing, Professor of Botany; chairman, Windham 

Collie Biology Department; chairman, Windham College Science 
Division.

The record of this series of hearings was issued for the information 
of the Senate in October 1972 as a separate document entitled “The 
Geneva Protocol of 1925.”

On March 30,1971, the Committee met in Executive Session to con
sider the Protocol, but took no action pending efforts to reconcile con
flicting interpretations.

On December 10,1974, the Committee held a further public hearing 
on the Protocol and related items, including S. Res. 48, introduced by 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey. Testimony was received from the 
following individuals:

1. Congressman Clement J. Zablocki of Wisconsin
2. Fred C. Ikle, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
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3. Professor Richard R. Baxter, Harvard University
4. Dr. Charles C. Price, American Chemical Society

The Committee considered the Protocol at length in Executive Ses
sion on December 12, 1974, and by unanimous voice vote ordered it 
favorably reported to the Senate subject to the reservation discussed 
above.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the Committee’s hearings on the Geneva Protocol, 
primary attention focused on the question of whether herbicides or riot 
control agents are properly regarded as being within the scope of the 
Protocol. Representatives of the Executive Branch reasoned that they 
were not, even though the burden of independent legal opinion and 
the record of international practice favors the broader interpretation.

At the conclusion of its initial hearings, the Committee set forth its 
own views regarding the Geneva Protocol in the form of a letter to the 
President dated April 15,1971. In that letter the Committee expressed 
its “strong support for the objectives of the Geneva Protocol” and its 
concern over the prospect of “restrictive interpretations.” Neverthe
less, as the Committee pointed out in the same letter, adequate legal 
argument can be made for either interpretation.'*

In view of the acknowledged ambiguity of the Protocol, the Com
mittee tends to agree with the view expressed by Mr. George Bunn, 
former General Counsel of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, who said in the course of his testimony that, “any further 
interpretations of the Protocol should depend less on the negotiating 
history than on a realistic appraisal of the pros and cons—military, 
diplomatic and arms control—of the use of these weapons in the 
future.”

Between April 1971 and November 1974, the Executive Branch 
engaged in an extensive review of its policy which had been thereto
fore promulgated with regard to the military use of herbicides and 
riot control agents and has defined a new policy to govern their use in 
the future. On December 10, the Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, Dr. Fred C. Ikle, informed the Committee that 
the President was prepared “in reaffirming the current U.S. under
standing of the scope of the Protocol, to renounce as a matter of 
national policy;

(1) first use of herbicides in war except use, under regulations 
applicable to their domestic use, for control of vegetation within U.S. 
bases and installations or around their immediate defensive 
perimeters.

•* im ., 1971, pp. 215-218.
The Geneva Protocol o f 1925: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, 

United States Senate, Ninety-second Congress, First Session, on Ex. J, 91-2, Protocol far 
the Prohibition o f the Use in War o f Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, ana o f 
Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare, p. 53.
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(2) first use of riot control agents in war except in defensive military 
modes to save lives such as:

(a) Use of riot control agents in riot control circumstances to in
clude controlling rioting prisoners of war. This exception would permit 
use of riot control agents in riot situations in areas under direct and 
distinct U.S. military control;

(b) Use of riot control agents in situations where civilian casualties 
can be reduced or avoided. This use would be restricted to situations in 
which civilians are used to mask or screen attacks;

(c) Use of riot control agents in rescue missions. The use of riot 
control agents would be permissible in the recovery of remotely iso
lated personnel such as downed aircrews (and passengers);

(d) Use of riot control agents in rear echelon areas outside the com
bat zone to protect convoys from civil disturbances, terrorists and 
paramilitary organizations.”

Dr. Ikle further informed the Committee that the President “intends 
to conform U.S. policy to this position, assuming the Senate consents” 
and that he was authorized to state that the Joint Chiefs of Staff “fully 
support the President’s decision.”

Among the questions posed by the Committee to Dr. Ikle in connec
tion with his December 10 testimony, all of which form a part of the 
legislative history of the Senate’s action, the Committee attaches 
particular importance to the following:

Question. Assuming the Senate were to give its advice and consent to ratification on 
the grounds proposed by the Administration, what legal impediment would there be to 
subsequent Presidential decisions broadening the permissible uses of herbicides and riot 
control agents?

Answer. There would be no formal legal impediment to such a decision. However, the 
policy which was presented to the Committee will be inextricably linked with the history 
of Senate consent to ratification of the Protocol with its consent dependent upon its 
observance. If a future administration should change this policy without Senate consent 
whether in practice or by a formal policy change, it would be inconsistent with the his
tory of the ratification, and could have extremely grave political repercussions and as a 
result is extremely unlikely to happen.

On the basis of this and the other Executive Branch assurances and 
explanations reflected in the hearing record, the Committee recom
mends that the Senate give its prompt advice and consent to ratifica
tion of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

TEXT OP RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION

Resolved, {two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein). 
That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification 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

p. 827.
“  A nte, p. 829.
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Geneva on July 17, 1925 (Ex. J, 91-2) subject to the following 
reservation:

That the said Protocol shall cease to be binding on the government of 
the United States with respect to the use in war of asphyxiating, poi
sonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials, or 
devices, in regard to an enemy State if such State or any of its allies 
fails to respect the prohibitions laid down in the Protocol.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the 
Biological-Weapons Convention, December 13, 1974'

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the Con
vention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stock
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons, and on Their 
Destruction, Opened For Signature at Washington, London and Mos
cow on April 10,1972,  ̂having considered the same, reports favorably 
thereon without reservation and recommends that the Senate give its 
advice and consent to ratification.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the Convention is to prohibit the development, pro
duction, stockpiling, acquisition or retention of biological agents or 
toxins, of types and in quantities that have no justification for peaceful 
purposes, as well as weapons, equipment and means of delivery de
signed to use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed 
conflict.

BACKGROUND

The Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin Wea
pons is the product of some three years’ debate and negotiation at the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva and at the 
United Nations. It was opened for signature at Washington, London 
and Moscow on April 10,1972. President Richard M. Nixon transmitted 
the Convention to the Senate on August 10,1972, for advice and consent 
to ratification.®

Prior to the negotiation at the Conference, the United States an
nounced, on November 25,1969, its unilateral renunciation of biological 
methods of warfare and intention to destroy its existing stocks of these 
weapons.* On February 14,1970, the United States also renounced the 
use of toxins as a method of warfare.® On February 20,1973, the U.S.

* S. Ex. Rept. 93-36,93d Cong. 2d sess.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 
® Ibid., pp. 553-555.
* Ibid,, 1969, pp. 592-593.
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representative at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
announced 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.” ®

DATE OF ENTRY IN FORCE

This Convention will come into force upon the deposit of statements 
of ratification by twenty-two signatory States, including the three 
Depositary Governments (the United States, United Kingdom and 
the Soviet Union). As of this date, 110 States have become signatories, 
and 37 States have deposited their instruments of ratification. The 
United Kingdom has completed all the parliamentary procedures for 
ratification and the Soviet Union has announced that it intends to 
ratify before the end of 1974.

UNDERSTANDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin Wea
pons is accompanied by no understandings or declarations.

PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF CONVENTION

The principal provisions of the Convention, as described in the report 
of the Secretary of State, dated June 21,1972, are as follows:

(1) Parties undertake never in any circumstances to develop, pro
duce, stockpile, acquire or retain microbial or other biological agents, 
or toxins whatever their origin or method of production, of types and in 
quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or 
other peaceful purposes, as well as weapons, equipment and means of 
delivery designed to use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in 
armed conflict.

While the Convention does not explicitly ban the use of biological 
weapons, parties would not be permitted to possess such weapons even 
in wartime. Thus, there is no possibility that a party could use biologi
cal or toxin weapons without being in violation of Articles I and II of 
this Convention.

(2) Require destruction of the agents, toxins, weapons and equip
ment prohibited by Article I within nine months after the entry into 
force of this Convention.

(3) Provide that no party shall transfer to any recipient, directly or 
indirectly, or assist any other state or states to manufacture or other
wise acquire any of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of 
delivery specified in Article I.

(4) Provides that each Party shall, in accordance with its constitu
tional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit and prevent

*Ilrid .,1973,p .S .
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those activities prohibited by Article I, within its territory, under its 
jurisdiction or under its control anywhere.

(5) Establish a framework for consideration of any problems arising 
under the Convention and for possible assistance to any Party en
dangered as a result of a violation.

(6) Provide for consultations and cooperation in solving any prob
lems which may arise in relation to the objective of the Convention or 
the application of its provisions.

(7) Establish a complaint and investigation procedure.
(8) Provide that nothing in the Convention shall in any way limit or 

detract from obligations assumed by any State under the Geneva 
Protocol.

(9) Reaffirm the objective of effective prohibition of chemical wea
pons, and contain an undertaking to continue negotiations with a view 
to reaching early agreement on effective measures to eliminate such 
weapons.

(10) Encourage international cooperation regarding the peaceful 
uses of biological agents and toxins.

(11) Provide for a review conference to be held five years after entry 
into force of the Convention, or earlier if requested by a majority of the 
Parties.^

COMMITTEE ACTION

When the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons was transmitted to the Senate on August 10,1972, action was 
withheld pending clarification of the Executive Branch interpretation 
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 * on which the present convention is, in 
part, based. On December 10,1974, the Committee held a public hear
ing on the Convention and related matters. At this time, the following 
witnesses testified concerning the Convention on the Prohibition of 
Bacteriological and Toxin Weapons:

Dr. Fred C. Ikl6, Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency

Representative Clement J. Zablocki of Wisconsin
Dr. Charles C. Prince on behalf of the American Chemical Society.

In addition, a letter from General George S. Brown, Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, was received and entered into the record expressing the 
approval and support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the Convention.
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The record of the December 10 hearing is available for the information 
of the Senate.®

The Committee is unaware of any opposition to this Convention.
On December 12, 1974, the Committee met in executive session and 

by voice vote ordered the Convention reported favorably to the Senate 
for advice and consent to ratification.

TEXT OF RESOLUTION OF RATIFICATION

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein)  ̂
That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of The Conven
tion on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stockpil
ing of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons, and on Their 
Destruction, Opened for Signature at Washington, London and Moscow 
on April 10,1972 (Ex. Q, 92-2).

Interview of Secretary of State Kissinger With Newsweek: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], December 18, 1974^

Q. How do you rank the SALT agreement in Vladivostok  ̂in the list 
of achievements for this past year?

Secretary Kissinger: Very high, and of more permanent significance 
than perhaps anything else that was achieved. The various disengage
ment agreements in the Middle East were dramatic and important 
because they reversed a trend toward another outbreak of a war and 
may have set the stage for making some important progress. But I 
think in terms of permanent achievements, I would rank the outline for 
a second SALT agreement at or near the top. And I think it will be so 
viewed by history.

Q. How do you account for all the criticism of SALT Two?

Secretary Kissinger: I think we have a difficult domestic situation 
right now. Many people remember, or think they remember, that 
foreign policy had certain domestic effects in 71 or 72. I don't agree 
with this. But I think it is in the back of some people's minds.

® Prohibition o f Chemical and Biological Weapons: Hearing Before the Committee o-ii 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, on 
Ex. J, 91-2, Protocol for the Prohibition o f the Use in War ̂ Asphyxiating, Poisonous, or 
Other Gases, and o f Bacteriological Methods o f Warfare; Ex. Q, 92-2, Convention on the 
Prohibition o f the Development, Production, and Stockpiling o f Bacteriological (Biologi
cal) and Toodn Weapons, and on Their Destruction; and S. Res. 1̂8, Relating to a Compre
hensive Interpretation o f the Geneva Protocol.

 ̂Department o f State Bulletin, Jan. 20,1975, pp. 57-58.
2 Ante, pp. 746-747.
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Secondly, there is a general atmosphere of disillusionment with 
government.

Thirdly, the liberal intellectual community, which used to lead 
American foreign policy, was alienated for a variety of reasons from 
the Johnson administration and then from the Nixon administration, 
and therefore from this administration as well, at least at first.

Now, what in fact is the significance of this agreement? The night
mare of the nuclear age is the fear of strategic arms based on the 
expectation of what the other side is doing. One has to get one's priori
ties right. The first objective must be to get that cycle of self-fulfilling 
prophecies interrupted. That has now been substantially achieved. 
Once that is built into the planning of both sides, I think the negotia
tions on reductions will be easier.

Q. Do you see those negotiations for reductions taking place before 
the 10-year period covered hy the agreement is over?

Secretary Kissinger: Yes. In fact, we have covered that in the aide 
memoire. A number of people gained the impression that the reduc
tions were to start only after 1985. The Vladivostok announcement, in 
fact, said that negotiations should start no later than 1980 for reduc
tions to take place after 1985. That has now been eliminated from the 
aide memoire because it was never intended to preclude an agreement 
on reductions to take place well before 1985. So it is clear that negotia
tions can start as soon as possible and take effect as soon as there is an 
agreement.

Q. Some people argue that the agreement sanctions MIRV levels 
that vHll le^  to a first-strike capability by both sides and ojctually 
encourage a new arms race.

Secretary Kissinger: The agreement has to be compared with what 
would have happened in the absence of an agreement—not with a 
theoretical model. All our intelligence estimates indicate that in the 
absence of an agreement, Soviet MIRV levels would have been substan
tially higher than they will be under the agreement, as well as Soviet 
total levels, which in turn would have triggered another series of moves 
by us. The so-called new construction programs are the minimum 
planned construction programs; they would certainly have been ac
celerated and expanded if the Soviet Union had in fact produced at the 
level that our intelligence estimates thought they could. And not only 
could, but would. I am talking now about the middle intelligence esti
mate. Generally three estimates are made—low, middle, and high. 
Both of the ceilings agreed in Vladivostok are below the low intelligence 
estimate, and substantially below the medium intelligence estimate.

A myth is beginning to develop that in July we made a proposal of 
more severe limitations on MIRV's and that this, for some curious 
reason, was abandoned between July and December. This simply is not
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true. The July proposal, first of all, called for a five-year agreement. If 
you double the number that we proposed for the five-year agreement, 
you would have a higher number than the one we settled on for 10 
years.

14th Annual Report of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, January 22, 1975^

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

January 22,1975

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 fourteenth 
annual report of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
This report covers the work of the Agency during calendar year 1974.

Respectfully,

<r.

F r e d  C. Ik l 6

Th e  P r e s id e n t  
The White Home

l e t t e r  o f  t r a n s m it t a l

To the Congress of the United States:

America’s traditional optimism about the manageability of human 
affairs is being challenged, as never before, by a host of problems. In 
the field of national security, arms control offers a potential solution to 
many of the problems we currently face. The genius of the American 
people may be said to lie in their ability to search for and find practical 
solutions, even to the most difficult of problems; and it is no accident 
that this country has helped lead the world in the quest for interna
tional arms control agreements.

Safeguarding our national security requires a dual effort. On the one 
hand, we must maintain an adequate defense against potential great-

 ̂H. Doc. 94-64,94th Cong., 1st sess.



14TH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 22 843

power adversaries; for although we are pursuing a positive policy of 
detente with the Communist world, ideological differences and conflict
ing interests can be expected to continue. On the other hand, we share 
with them as with the rest of the world, a common interest in a stable 
international community.

Over the past year, we have made considerable progress in our arms 
control negotiations with the Soviet Union. The Vladivostok accord 
which I reached with Chairman Brezhnev  ̂ will enable our two coun
tries to establish significant limits on the strategic arms race and will 
set the stage for negotiations on reductions at a later phase. The U.S. 
and U.S.S.R. have, over the past year, also reached agreement on the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty  ̂and on a limitation on ABM deployment to 
one complex for each country.'̂

The negotiations being held at Vienna on mutual and balanced force 
reductions in Europe (MBFR), while they have not yet produced conclu
sive results, are also an important endeavor to limit and reduce arma
ments safely through mutual agreement. For our part, we shall make 
every effort to achieve such an outcome.

Even as we see some encouraging progress in our relations with the 
Soviet Union, we still face a growing danger in the potential prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons to more countries. The United States will con
tinue to seek practical steps to avert this danger, while providing the 
benefits of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.

The 14th annual report of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, which I herewith transmit to the Congress, sets forth the steps 
which have been taken over the past year to meet these and other 
national security problems through arms control.

Gerald  R. F o r d .

TttE W h it e  H o u se , March 3,1975.

INTRODUCTION

The Act establishing the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency states that the Agency shall provide the Congress, as well as 
the President, the Secretary of State, and other executive branch offi
cials, with recommendations concerning U.S. arms control policies.® 

The Director frequently meets with and briefs Members of Congress 
and their staffs, and frequently appears, as do other top Agency offi
cials, before interested committees of the Congress to testify on arms 
control matters. In 1974 the Director made approximately 75 visits to

^Ante, pp. 746-747.
* Ante, pp. 225-229.
 ̂Antey pp. 229-231.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 487. '
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Members' offices and also continued his practice of conducting periodic 
meetings at the Agency with small groups of Congressional staff of 
interested Members and committees of Congress. Agency officials 
testified before Congressional committees 18 times during the year.

During 1974 the Agency was the subject of a thorough Congressional 
review of its activities and role in the formulation of U.S. arms control 
policy. The Subcommittee on National Security Policy and Scientific 
Developments of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, under the 
Chairmanship of Congressman Clement J. Zablocki, was charged with 
conducting hearings, and for recommending possible legislative 
changes.

The Agency welcomed this review. It cooperated in the committee 
staff preparations which preceded the hearings held in September and 
October. Director Fred C. Ikle appeared before the Subcommittee on 
October 3 to testify on the Agency’s activities and objectives and to 
respond to the Subcommittee. During that testimony. Dr. Ikle de
scribed the Agency as performing three essential functions:

—To serve as a catalyst by bringing opportunities for arms limita
tions and reductions into the fore;

—To serve to calibrate the counterbalancing considerations between 
security through military force and security through arms 
restraints;

—To serve as a conscience to help ensure that short-term tactical 
considerations will neither obscure nor sidetrack the long-term 
national and international interests.®

The work of the Agency during 1974 covered a broad spectrum of 
arms control issues and problems. Although staff time and attention 
were devoted to the control of “conventional” instruments and methods 
of warfare, clearly the most urgent task was to seek ways to stop the 
increase of nuclear weapons. The challenge must be met on two fronts: 
to limit and reduce the nuclear weapons systems of the two major 
nuclear powers, the Soviet Union and ourselves; and to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons to countries which do not now possess them.

For the past two decades, the build-up of strategic forces by the 
Soviet Union has been the most dangerous threat to our security. Al
though that danger is by no means past, we are making progress with 
the Soviet Government toward arms control in the strategic area. The 
world’s attention has now been drawn forcibly to the danger of nuclear 
proliferation to other nations. The eager pursuit of nuclear energy to 
fulfill the energy needs of developed and developing countries alike 
carries with it the export of nuclear technology and materials which 
could be subverted to military use.

Arms control achievements during the past year included:

® Arms Control and Disarmament Agency: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on 
National Security Policy and Scientific Developments o f the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, House o f Representatives, Ninety-third Congress, Second Session, p. 137.
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—The Vladivostok accord between President Ford and Soviet Gen
eral Secretary Brezhnev setting guidelines for a SALT agreement 
with a common aggregate ceiling on offensive strategic weapons 
and on the number of missiles which can be MIRVedJ

—An agreed Protocol to the ABM Treaty which further restricts the 
anti-ballistic missile systems to one deployment area each for the 
United States and the Soviet Union in lieu of the two agreed upon 
in 1972.*

—An agreement with the Soviet Union on a Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty prohibiting underground nuclear weapons tests having a 
yield above 150 kilotons.®

—Senate consent to ratification of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 '* and 
the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention.”

The following report describes the Agency’s activities during 1974 in 
connection with the above events and with other developments relating 
to arms control.

NEGOTIATING FORUMS

The Arms Control Agency participated in a number of negotiating 
forums in the past year—a larger number than ever before.

Phase II of the bilateral SALT negotiations between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, on the further limitation of strategic 
arms, continued in Geneva. The ACDA member of the U.S. Delegation 
is Ralph Earle II. During 1974, sessions were held from February 19 to 
March 19, and from September 18 to November 5.

The Agency is also directly concerned with the Standing Consultative 
Commission (SCC) which was established under the SALT ABM Treaty 
and the Interim Agreement.*  ̂Mr. Sidney N. Graybeal of the Agency is 
the U.S. Commissioner. The Commission, which meets at least twice a 
year in Geneva, is responsible for considering questions concerning 
compliance with obligations under those agreements, for reconciling 
any misunderstandings or uncertainties that may arise in connection 
with those obligations, and for considering, as appropriate, proposals 
for increasing the viability of agreements already in force and for 
further strategic arms limitation measures.

Delegates from NATO and Warsaw Pact nations met in Vienna to 
continue discussions on mutual and balanced force reductions— 
MBFR—in Central Europe. The ACDA member of the U.S. Delegation 
in 1974 was, successively, Timothy Stanley, Thomas Hirschfeld, and 
John Lehman. The 1974 sessions ran from January 15 to April 10, from 
May 6 to July 25, and from September 12 to December 12.

M nte, pp. 746-747.
 ̂Ante, pp. 22Q-2!̂ 1\ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-201. 

® Ante, pp. 225-229.
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
For the interim agreement, see ibid., pp. 202 ff.
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The Agency has primary responsibility for U.S. participation in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), the principal 
forum for the negotiation of multilateral arms control measures, which 
has met in Geneva each year since 1962. Its members represent a 
geographic and political cross-section of the world. Five new members 
were accepted during the last year—the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the German Democratic Republic, Peru, Iran, and Zaire—bringing the 
total to 31. The members of the U.S. Delegation to the CCD are drawn 
principally from the Agency's International Relations Bureau. The U.S. 
Representative to the Committee in 1974 was again Ambassador 
Joseph Martin, Jr. In addition to Agency political officers, the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Department of Defense send advisers who 
are accredited as members of the delegation. The U.S. Representative, 
along with his Soviet counterpart, serves as Co-chairman of the 
Conference.

Ambassador Martin was a member of the U.S. Delegation to the 
United Nations General Assembly and, assisted by other ACDA staff, 
advised the Delegation on arms control issues. During the Twenty- 
ninth Session, held in the fall, 21 resolutions relating to arms control 
were adopted by the General Assembly.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
provides for a review conference to be held in Geneva five years from 
date of entry into force, to see if the purposes of the Treaty are being 
realized. A Preparatory Committee of 29 nations met twice during the 
past year to lay the groundwork for the review conference, scheduled 
for May, 1975. The head of the U.S. Delegation to the Preparatory 
Committee was the Deputy Director of the Agency, J. Owen Zurhellen, 
Jr.

The Agency was represented in three separate talks held with repre
sentatives of the Soviet Union in Moscow—technical talks and negotia
tions on a Threshold Test Ban, follow-on negotiations on peaceful 
nuclear explosions in the context of the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, and 
technical talks on environmental warfare.

Lastly, the Agency sent representatives to the First Session of the 
Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts and to 
the Conference of Government Experts on the Use of Certain Conven
tional Weapons, which met in Geneva and Lucerne respectively, under 
the auspices of the International Red Cross.

A more detailed discussion of the U.S. policy objectives pursued in 
these forums, and of how the Agency fulfills its statutory responsibility 
for “the preparation for and management of United States participa
tion in international negotiations in the arms control field,” is pre
sented in subsequent chapters.

Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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LIMITATIONS ON STRATEGIC ARMS

President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev, meeting in Vladi
vostok in November, signed a statement setting guidelines for the 
further limitation of offensive strategic arms which, in the words of 
the President, “put a firm ceiling on the strategic arms race, which 
heretofore has eluded us since the nuclear age began.” This agree
ment was the culmination of a two-year effort to replace the Interim 
Agreement of 1972,̂ ® which had the effect of freezing levels of offensive 
strategic arms existing then, with firm limitations based on the prin
ciple of equivalence.

Negotiating History Prior to Vladivostok

The 5-year interim agreement on the limitation of certain offensive 
strategic arms, concluded between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on May 26,1972, helped to stabilize the situation quantitatively 
and provide time to negotiate a more comprehensive agreement on 
offensive weapon systems. The most serious obstacle to reaching a 
permanent agreement lay in the asymmetries in the composition of 
the two opposing forces. The numbers and characteristics were so 
divergent that devising a formula for setting comprehensive limits 
based on equivalent forces proved very difficult. In the meantime, each 
side continued to modernize its forces.

Another obstacle was the Soviet position that nuclear systems of our 
Allies and U.S. nuclear systems directly committed to our Allies be 
taken into account without considering their substantial nuclear threat 
to our Allies* The United States consistently maintained that SALT, in 
which our Allies are not participating as negotiating partners, should 
only deal with nuclear arms that are central to the U.S./Soviet strate
gic relationship.

Moscow Summit Meeting

As the June summit meeting approached, ACDA and the other agen
cies involved in SALT studied various approaches to the problem of 
achieving an agreement.

The two heads of government and their advisers met in Moscow from 
June 27 to July 3. They discussed strategic arms limitations extensively 
and, as Secretary Kissinger said, “with a frankness that would have 
been considered inconceivable two years ago .. The Secretary 
emphasized that the thoroughness of these discussions removed the 
danger inherent in “misapprehensions about each other’s general 
intentions and general perceptions of the nature of the strategic 
environment.”

Ante, pp. 746-747.
pp. 772-773.

Do(mrri£nts m  Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202 ff. 
A n te ^  249.
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One benefit of the SALT negotiations to date which has perhaps not 
been sufficiently recognized is a clearer understanding within the U.S. 
Government of strategic issues derived from interagency discussions 
leading up to U.S. negotiating positions and to negotiating exchanges 
with the Soviets. It seems likely that similar benefits accrued to the 
U.S.S.R. The result can only be a plus for prospects of improved stra
tegic stability, as well as an improved overall U.S.-U.S.S.R. strategic 
relationship.

An important achievement in the summit explorations was the 
decision that the focus of further negotiations would not be on a brief 
extension of the 1972 Interim Agreement but on the negotiation of a 
ten-year agreement, i.e., to 1985. The longer time frame would permit 
modernization programs for systems which had been planned but not 
yet carried out to be included in the calculations, and would therefore 
permit a more stable negotiating basis.

The U.S. and Soviet Delegations to SALT resumed their work in 
Geneva on September 18, with instructions reflecting this new 
approach.

Agreement at Vladivostok

Arrangements were made for a meeting to be held between President 
Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev at Vladivostok in November. The 
President, Secretary Kissinger, and their advisers, and General Secre
tary Brezhnev, Foreign Minister Gromyko, and their advisers engaged 
in very intensive talks on the question of offensive strategic arms 
during their two-day working meeting. The result of their discussions 
was agreement on the guidelines for further negotiations leading to a 
ten-year agreement limiting offensive strategic arms under ceilings to 
be applicable to both sides.

On the afternoon of the second day of their meeting, the President 
and the General Secretary reached agreement on guidelines for further 
negotiations, which are embodied in an aide-memoire which has been 
submitted to the appropriate congressional committees. The guidelines 
cover the following points:

—The new agreement will cover the period from October 1977 
through December 31,1985;

—Each side will be entitled to have an aggregate total of 2400 de
livery vehicles of strategic arms;

—Both sides will be limited to no more than an aggregate total of 
1320 ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs;

—The new agreement will incorporate the relevant provisions of the 
Interim Agreement of May 26,1972;

—The new agreement will include a provision for further negotia
tions no later than 1980-81 on the question of further limitations 
and possible reductions of strategic arms.̂ ®

A nte, pp. 746-747.
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Each side has essential freedom to mix the composition of weapons 
systems making up the aggregate total. This means if either side should 
decide that some part of its present mix of offensive weapons has 
become vulnerable to attack, it may replace that part of its force with 
more survivable weapons, thereby enhancing strategic stability.

The significance of the Vladivostok accord lies in the fact that it 
provides for the first time an outline for an agreement establishing 
equal, clear ceilings on strategic offensive arms. Equality in aggregate 
numbers of strategic systems has been a primary U.S. goal in these 
negotiations.

Intelligence projections just prior to the Vladivostok meeting fore
cast the probable total number of Soviet missiles and the number 
armed with MIRVs at higher levels than those agreed to, and the same 
projections placed Soviet capabilities with respect to total numbers and 
to MIRVs at substantially higher levels than those agreed to.

Agreed common ceilings will be conducive to future negotiations on 
reductions, since they provide equal levels as a point of departure. The 
Vladivostok accord provides for future negotiations to take place on 
reductions in the agreed ceilings.

Finally, the Vladivostok accord sets aside the question of third- 
country nuclear forces and of shorter range nuclear delivery systems, 
thus removing what had been a major obstacle to progress in SALT.

ACDA Participation

Development of SALT policy within the U.S. government is a process 
which engages the personal attention of the President, senior officials 
of several agencies, and a large number of staff members of those agen
cies. The factors to be addressed include U.S. strategic arms programs, 
assessment of Soviet strategic programs, and the military and political 
considerations affecting not only U.S. and Soviet interests, but also the 
interests of our Allies and the interests of the world community. Re
search, analysis, and policy recommendations in the area of strategic 
arms limitations are among the most important functions of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. In coordination with the Depart
ments of State and Defense and the CIA, the Agency has thus been 
deeply involved in the SALT negotiating process.

The Director of the Agency has a statutory responsibility to act as 
the principal advisor to the President and the Secretary of State on 
arms control matters. He is a member of the Verification Panel, which 
is chaired by Dr. Henry A. Kissinger in his capacity as Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs. This group reviews the verifi
cation aspects and strategic implications of possible SALT limitations, 
making recommendations to the full National Security Council (NSC) 
and to the President. Dr. Ikle attends NSC meetings where key arms 
control issues are presented for the President’s decision. In addition to 
his participation in the NSC, the Director makes direct recommenda
tions to the Secretary of State.
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Under the Special Assistant to the Director for SALT, ACDA con
tributes to the Verification Panel Working Group which prepares 
studies and analyses for the Verification Panel and coordinates the 
work of all agencies in support of SALT. Some 20 ACDA officers par
ticipate either on a full-time or part-time basis in this work.

ACDA also participates in the work of the Back-stopping Committee 
which is chaired by ACDA's Special Assistant for SALT or the Assist
ant Director for Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Technology. This 
committee supports the work of the U.S. SALT Delegation in Geneva 
during negotiating sessions, in implementation of Presidential instruc
tions and guidance for those negotiations.

The ABM Protocol

A concrete achievement of the June summit meeting was agreement 
on a protocol to the 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missile (ABM) Systems, which further restricts the deployment of 
defensive missile launchers by the United States and the Soviet Union 
to a single ABM deployment area for each.'®

The 1972 ABM Treaty had allowed two sites for each country—one 
for the protection of the capital city and the other for an intercontinen
tal ballistic missile (ICBM) field, providing the latter was at least 1,300 
kilometers from the capital city.

By last summer the Soviet Union had an ABM system deployed 
around Moscow and the United States was nearing completion of an 
installation at Grand Forks, N.D., the site of a Minuteman III missile 
complex. Funds had not been authorized to move ahead with a system 
around Washington, and the Soviets, for their part, had taken no action 
to bufld a second site near a missile field.

The new protocol is seen as important because it eliminates the 
possibility of a decision by either country to build the second site. As 
Dr. Dele recalled, in a press conference of July 3:

There have been concerns that such a development towards two ABM areas would 
provide the takeoff basis for wider competition in ABM systems. Now this agreement 
helps lay to rest these fears.̂ ®

Under the terms of the Protocol, the Soviet Union could decide in the 
future that it would prefer its one ABM system to protect an ICBM 
complex rather than Moscow. Similarly, the United States could ex
change the Grand Forks installation for a system around Washington. 
This option can be exercised only once by each country, however, and 
the Protocol requires advance notification if this is to be done.

The Protocol is of unlimited duration, as is the ABM Treaty itself, 
and will enter into force as soon as both nations have exchanged instru
ments of ratification.

The Protocol was transmitted by the President to the Senate for its

A nte, pp. 22^~2ZVy Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197-201.
A nte, p. 263.
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advice and consent to ratification in Septem berIt is pending in the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Standing Consultative Commission (SCC)

In keeping with its basic charter and regulations, the Standing Con
sultative Commission held two sessions during 1974. The principal 
result of the first of these (April 2-June 19) was the completion of work 
on the formulation of agreed procedures governing replacement, dis
mantling or destruction, and notification thereof, for strategic offen
sive arms limited under the Interim Agreement and for ABM systems 
and components in excess of the limitations established by the ABM 
Treaty. Two Protocols containing these agreed procedures were signed 
by Secretary of State Kissinger and Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko 
during the Moscow Summit Meeting of June, 1974.̂ 2

During the second 1974 session (September 24-October 28), SCC 
activity was focused on discussion of procedures required for the 
replacement of ABM systems and components permitted by the ABM 
Treaty, as modified by the Protocol to that Treaty of July 3,1974. Work 
on this and other current SCC agenda items, including U.S. proposals 
related to improved implementation and increased viability of the 
“Measures” Agreement of September 30,1971, will continue at the next 
SCC session in early 1975. Mr. Sidney N. Graybeal of ACDA is the U.S. 
Commissioner on the SCC, and Agency personnel contribute to the 
work of the Commission as advisors and technical experts, both during 
preparation for and conduct of the bilateral SCC sessions.

RESTRICTIONS ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTING

Since 1963, when the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the 
atmosphere, underwater, and outer space entered into force, the 
United States policy has called for an extension of the prohibition to 
underground tests, if such a ban could be adequately verified. Eleven 
years of efforts toward this end, in the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament (CCD) and elsewhere, have not been successful, primar
ily because of the verification problem.

During the Spring session of the CCD, the U.S. and Soviet delega
tions repeated their long-standing positions. The United States favors 
an adequately verified comprehensive test ban but does not believe, 
despite advances in seismic technology, that national means alone give 
sufficient confidence that low-yield underground nuclear weapons tests 
can be distinguished from earthquakes. The United States therefore 
maintains that effective monitoring of a comprehensive prohibition 
requires some on-site inspection. The Soviet Union has consistently 
refused to accept such inspection on its territory in order to verify a

21 A nte, p. 507
Not printed here.
Documents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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CTB, maintaining that national means of verification are adequate.
In view of the longstanding impasse, the United States and the 

Soviet Union agreed in the Spring of 1974 to pursue on a bilateral basis 
the possibility of further partial restrictions on nuclear weapons 
testing.

Review of U.S. Policy

An intense study was undertaken within the U.S. Government to 
determine what options were open and the implications of each. This 
interagency review was conducted under the chairmanship of ACDA’s 
Deputy Assistant Director for Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Tech
nology, Dr. Robert W. Buchheim. Once a decision was made by the 
President, a team of U.S. experts was sent to Moscow for technical 
talks. The U.S. delegation was led by the American Ambassador to the 
Soviet Union, Ambassador Walter Stoessel. ACDA’s Assistant Director 
in charge of the Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Technology Bureau, 
Thomas D. Davies, and two of his staff served as members of the 
delegation. The talks were held from May 30 to June 26, and developed 
the framework for the discussions on this subject at the Summit.

Threshold Test Ban Treaty

A few days later, during the July Summit Meeting, President Nixon 
and General Secretary Brezhnev signed the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 
which established a ban on underground nuclear weapons tests having 
a yield above 150 kilotons (equivalent to 150,000 tons of TNT).̂ ^

The Treaty contains a commitment by the parties not to interfere 
with the national technical means of verification of the other, and 
provides for regular consultations to take care of any questions which 
might arise relating to the implementation of its provisions.

The Treaty is accompanied by a Protocol setting forth technical data 
to be exchanged to facilitate verification. It also limits testing to desig
nated test sites; and the data to be exchanged includes information on 
the geology of these testing areas. Geological data—including such 
factors as density of rock formation, water saturation, and depth of the 
water table—are useful in verifying test yields because the seismic 
signal produced by a given underground nuclear explosion varies with 
these factors at the test location. After an actual test has taken place, 
the geographic coordinates of the test location are to be furnished to 
the other party, to aid in verification. Other information available to 
the United States will be used to cross-check the data provided.

Agreement to exchange such detailed data represents a significant 
degree of direct cooperation by the United States and the Soviet Union 
in the effort to control nuclear armaments. For the first time, each 
will make available to the other specific data relating to its nuclear 
weapons program. Verification is an essential element of any arms

A nte, pp. 225 ff.



14TH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 22 853

control agreement. The Threshold Test Ban Treaty establishes impor
tant precedents for the exchange of data between the Soviet Union and 
ourselves to facilitate the verification process.

The true significance of the Treaty is that it is a further step in the 
negotiating process to restrain the U.S.-Soviet arms competition. Its 
restriction puts an end to all megaton tests. It contains a commitment 
by the parties to continue negotiations with a view toward achieving 
cessation of all underground nuclear weapons tests, and therefore may 
be viewed as a step towards a comprehensive test ban, in keeping with 
our obligation under the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 and the Non
proliferation Treaty (NPT).̂ ® Thus, the threshold ban helps balance the 
obligations undertaken by the nonnuclear weapon states in those two 
earlier treaties and furthers the cause of nonproliferation.

For the purposes of the Treaty, all underground nuclear explosions at 
specified test sites will be considered nuclear weapon tests. Peaceful 
nuclear explosions (PNEs), which may be conducted at locations away 
from the specified test sites, are to be covered by a separate agree
ment—called for by Article III of the Treaty—to be negotiated be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union. Negotiations to 
implement Article III began in Moscow on October 7. The talks were 
recessed on November 6, and are expected to resume in early 1975. A 
more detailed discussion of PNEs is contained in the following chapter.

The Treaty is to enter into force upon exchange of instruments of 
ratification by the two parties, with the threshold limitation taking 
effect on March 31,1976. The Treaty is to remain in force for a period 
of 5 years, but each party has the right to withdraw upon 6 months’ 
notice if it decides its “supreme interests” have been jeopardized. The 
Treaty may be extended for successive 5-year periods, unless it is 
replaced by a comprehensive test ban.

The Agency has supported seismic research in the development of 
mathematical techniques of pattern recognition to discriminate 
between earthquakes and nuclear explosions and the development of 
computerized models that permit an evaluation of proposed seismic 
networks to detect and identify underground nuclear explosions. 
Design studies have also been undertaken for an improved unmanned 
seismic observatory. The Agency has also theoretical studies on the 
characterization of multiple seismic events and evaluations of the 
seismic data obtained at short ranges for establishing the location, 
depth and nature of seismic events.

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

One of the most pressing concerns of the Agency is the danger inher
ent in the rapidly increasing spread of nuclear technology and materials 
throughout the world.

The Agency was primarily responsible for the Geneva-based negotia

Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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tions, lasting four years, that resulted in the Treaty on the Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), which entered into force in 1970. The 
Treaty commits the signatories possessing nuclear weapons not to 
share such weapons or the technology for making them with any coun
try which does not have them, and commits the signatories who do not 
possess nuclear weapons not to acquire them in any way. The Treaty 
also obligates the parties to facilitate the “fullest possible exchange of 
equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.”

A current and extremely important question to be addressed by both 
nuclear and non-nuclear nations is how nuclear technology may be 
made available for peaceful uses while insuring against the spread of 
nuclear weapons.

The root of the problem is the inherent dual nature of atomic energy. 
Like fire, it can be used beneficially or destructively. One answer seems 
to lie in further development and expansion of international procedures 
for safeguarding nuclear materials and facilities, to guard against 
diversion to military purposes.

In the process of nuclear fission of uranium—the element used in 
reactors to generate electric power—plutonium is produced as a by
product. Plutonium is a man-made element; it is not found in nature. It 
is also a fissionable material and can be used to fuel a reactor, just as 
the original uranium was used. The danger lies in the fact that pluto
nium can also be used for bombs. It must be separated from the 
uranium, but this can be done by a chemical process which is simpler 
and less expensive than producing highly enriched uranium, the prin
cipal alternative material for making nuclear explosives. There are 
now almost 100 reactors in non-nuclear weapon countries in the world 
which produce electricity—and plutonium. In the next few years, as 
the world’s energy requirements increase, this figure is expected to 
more than double.

Safeguards

The Nonproliferation Treaty stipulates that non-nuclear parties 
must conclude safeguards agreements with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA). The IAEA, with headquarters in Vienna, was 
established under the auspices of the United Nations as an outgrowth 
of the Atoms-for-Peace proposal made by President Eisehnower in 
1953.̂ ® It is financed by its 106 member nations. The U.S. contribution 
for 1974 was $7.4 million. The staff numbers about 1,000, including 
scientists and technicians who devise and implement safeguards tech
niques and inspections.

IAEA inspectors face problems far more difficult than those 
routinely encountered by domestic safeguards inspectors. IAEA safe
guards must insure the highest degree of confidence that peaceful 
nuclear activities are in accordance with agreements, while at the same

“  i m . ,  19U5-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
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time taking into consideration sensitivities relating to national sover
eignty. The United States, through the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency and the Atomic Energy Commission, has given substantial 
assistance to the IAEA in its efforts to work out procedures which are 
both effective and nonintrusive.

ACDA Research
During 1974, the Agency continued its work on research and develop

ment of safeguards and equipment. The work falls into four main 
categories:

1. The development of portable measuring instruments.
Portable instrumentation has been designed and built by ACDA 

contractors which permits a safeguards inspector to measure the 
amounts of uranium and plutonium which he is required to inventory 
without destroying the container in which the fuel is sealed. These non
destructive techniques permit measurement of both the gamma rays 
from uranium and the neutrons emitted during the spontaneous fission 
of plutonium.

2. The development of tamper-resistant, unattended safeguards 
surveillance instrumentation.

ACDA has worked with the Canadian Government to sponsor design, 
building, installing, and testing of unattended tamper-resistant instru
mentation to safeguard reactors which are continuously refuelled while 
operating—a class of reactors which presents a number of challenging 
safeguards problems. Additional secure safeguards surveillance sys
tems have been designed and built by ACDA for enrichment plants 
and for plants which recover uranium and plutonium from spent 
reactor fuel. This equipment includes secure cameras for optical sur
veillance, neutron power monitors for reactors, and instruments to 
count and monitor the movement of spent reactor fuel elements.

3. The development of safeguards seals.
Seals can be very useful in safeguards to assure inspectors that dur

ing their absence doors, vaults and containers of various types have not 
been opened. These include reactors, bottles of plutonium, cylinders of 
uranium, and the special containers used to protect tamper-resistant 
instruments. ACDA contractors have developed a seal using a glass or 
plastic fiber optic bundle. The random pattern of the ends of the many 
fibers in these bundles provide a unique and unreproducible means of 
identification.

4. The development of advanced techniques for verifying the pluto
nium production of reactors.

The relative amounts of the various plutonium and uranium isotopes 
present in reactor fuel are dependent on the nuclear processes occurring 
in the reactor. Measurement of these quantities can assist inspectors in 
verifying the origin and history of the fuel and the amount of plutonium 
which was produced in a reactor and which thus must be accounted for.

In order to expand further the Agency's initiatives in the field of
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physical safeguards and to stimulate outside participation in research 
and development, the Agency published a notice in the Commerce Busi
ness Daily in mid-November inviting “new, creative, imaginative and 
innovative ideas and programs for the improvement of and/or the 
creation of safeguards instrumentation, devices and techniques that 
can be used by the IAEA.” To date, 34 firms have expressed an interest 
and requested additional information.

Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes (PNEs)

The explosion, in May of 1974, of a nuclear device by India—which is 
not a signatory to the Nonproliferation Treaty—drew new attention to 
the relationship of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes and the 
problem of nuclear proliferation.

The Nonproliferation Treaty contains an article which obligates its 
parties ‘‘to take appropriate measures to ensure that.. . under appro
priate international observation and through appropriate international 
procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nu
clear explosions will be made available to non-Nuclear Weapon States 
Party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the charge 
to such states for the explosive devices will be as low as possible and 
exclude any charge for research and development.”

This article was based on a recognition that acquiring a nuclear 
explosive capability for peaceful purposes is equivalent to acquiring a 
nuclear weapons capability. At the same time it is intended to insure 
the non-discriminatory availability of any benefits that may accrue 
from the peaceful use of nuclear explosives.

The United States—as a potential supplier of nuclear explosive 
devices for peaceful applications that might prove useful in the fu
ture—has participated in efforts by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency to prepare for assistance of this kind. The IAEA has taken 
steps to facilitate the exchange of information and to anticipate the 
needs for such services. The IAEA Board of Governors has approved 
initial procedures for IAEA response to requests from members for 
PNE services, has developed guidelines for international observation in 
connection with such services, and has authorized the Director General 
“to establish within the Secretariat, at a suitable time, a separate 
organizational unit for implementing an international service for 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate interna
tional control.”

Thus far, PNEs have not proved to be the ideal way—as compared to 
conventional methods—for carrying out engineering projects which

In its final form, this section of the resolution read as follows:
To establish within the Secretariat, when the number and nature of requests received 

by the Agency for assistance related to applications of such explosions indicate the need 
to do so, a separate organizational unit with responsibility for the provision of an inter
national service for such explosions under appropriate international observation and 
procedures. . .  (G0V/DEC/81(XVn), p. 5).
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many had hoped for. Research is continuing in this field, however— 
including the examination of non-nuclear alternatives.

Dr. Dixy Lee Ray, (then) Chairman of the AEC, told the 18th General 
Conference of the IAEA at Vienna on September 17:

I would like to emphasize the need for in-depth studies to establish the feasibility and 
desirability of using peaceful nuclear explosions in any project under consideration. The 
United States stands ready to contribute to the planning and performance of such feasi
bility studies. Where these studies demonstrate the practicability of conducting a peace
ful nuclear explosion project consistent with the provisions of pertinent treaties or 
agreements, we are prepared to meet our obligations under Article V of the NPT to 
provide PNE services at prices that will exclude any charges for research and 
development.^*

An example of ACDA external research in this field is a study of the 
rate at which the use of PNEs is likely to develop, since this question 
will have obvious significance for the relationship of PNEs with arms 
control agreements. The study will examine the technical, economic 
and regulatory variables affecting PNE activity in the 1980s. It is being 
conducted by the Gulf Universities Research Consortium, a non-profit 
group with close ties with experts in the oil, gas, and minerals industry. 
They are approaching the problem essentially from the viewpoint of 
potential user industries, and are making extensive use of petroleum 
and chemical engineers to assess the potential for use of PNEs in a 
wide variety of underground engineering activities.

Worldwide concern over the nuclear proliferation danger was re
flected in the debate in the U.N. General Assembly this fall. Among the 
Resolutions discussed was one calling for examination of the PNE 
question in the CCD, the IAEA, and the NPT Review Conference sched
uled for 1975.*’ The Resolution was adopted [in the First Committee] by 
a vote of 91 to 3, with 11 abstentions. In a statement to the Assembly 
advising that the United States would vote affirmatively, Ambassador 
Martin elaborated on the U.S. view of the relationship between nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes and those for testing weapons:

For countries in the early stage of developing a nuclear explosive capability, we cannot 
see how it would be possible to develop such a capability for peaceful purposes without in 
the process acquiring a device which could be used as a nuclear weapon. In the case of 
advanced nuclear-weapon States, however, it may be possible, under certain conditions, 
to develop criteria that would be adequate to ensure that nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes are not used to further nuclear-weapon development. But, I should add, if such 
criteria could be developed they would not be applicable to the problem posed by the 
development of a nuclear explosive capability by a nonnuclear-weapon State.®®

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty—signed during the 1974 U.S.-Soviet 
summit meeting*’—in addition to placing an upper limit of 150 kilo- 
tons yield on nuclear weapons tests, calls for the negotiation of a 
separate agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union 
governing PNEs, and in accordance with this agreement, negotiations 
were begun in Moscow. The Agency chairs the inter-agency Backstop-

“  Department o f State Bulletin, Oct. 21,1974, pp. 556-557. 
Pt. D of resolution 3261<XXIX), ante, pp. 803-806.

pp. 699-700.
Ante, pp. 225-227.
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ping Committee on the Test Ban. The basic purpose of these discussions 
is to seek agreement on criteria for assuring that nuclear explosions 
said to be “peaceful” will not be used for military purposes.

Nonproliferation Treaty Review Conference

The Nonproliferation Treaty provides that 5 years after entry into 
force, i.e. in May 1975, a conference shall be held in Geneva to review 
the operations of the treaty to see if its purposes and provisions are 
being realized. By the end of 1974, the Treaty had been signed by 106 
countries, 83 of which had completed the process of ratification and 
thus became parties.

During the 1973 session of the U.N. General Assembly, an agreement 
was reached among treaty parties to form a preparatory committee to 
lay the groundwork for the Review Conference. Under the formula 
devised for membership, participants—in addition to being parties to 
the NPT—are members of the Board of Governors of the IAEA or are 
members of the CCD.̂ ^

The U.S. Delegation was led by ACDA Deputy Director J. Owen 
Zurhellen, Jr.; he was assisted by Charles N. Van Doren, a senior staff 
member of the International Relations Bureau who has been a special
ist on the NPT since the early 1960’s.

The Preparatory Committee held two meetings in Geneva during 
1974. The first, in April, was mainly concerned with procedural mat
ters, such as working languages, records, decision making, and entitle
ment to attend and to address the sessions. An informal and open-ended 
working group was established to analyze and summarize the factors 
involved in financing the review Conference.

Following the April meeting, the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, the IAEA, and the Agency on the Prohibition of Nuclear Wea
pons in Latin America (OPANAL) were asked to prepare background 
papers on questions bearing on the Review Conference. These docu
ments were received and commented on during the second session, held 
from August 26 to September 6. In general, they were found to be of 
great value for the anticipated work of the Review Conference, and 
were placed on the agenda for the third and final meeting of the Pre
paratory Committee, to be held from February 3 to 14, 1975. The Re
view Conference itself, which is expected to last for up to four weeks, 
will be convened on May 5.

The Secretary-General of the U.N. submitted four working papers 
relating to fulfillment of the Treaty’s purposes—notably with regard 
to: The preambular paragraph in the NPT relating to a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban; Articles I and II, dealing with nontransfer and non
acquisition of nuclear weapons and technology; Articles IV and V,

The nations now eligible under the formula are Australia, Bulgaria, Canada, Costa 
Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Hungary, Ireland, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Peru, the Philippines, Poland, Romania, 
Sudan, Sweden, the Soviet Union, Thailand, the United Kingdom, the United States, 
Uruguay, and Yugoslavia [footnote in original].
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relating to the promotion of peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to 
peaceful nuclear explosions; and Article VI, the commitment to nego
tiate toward the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 
disarmament.®*

The working papers prepared by the IAEA incorporate analytical 
and technical reports on the IAEA’s activities under Article III, the 
safeguards article; Article IV, peaceful uses of nuclear energy; and 
Article V, peaceful nuclear explosions.*^

OPANAL’s paper is a report on the implementation of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco (establishing a Latin American nuclear-free zone), and 
contains comments relating to Article VII of the NPT. (Article VII 
guarantees the right of groups to conclude regional treaties banning 
nuclear weapons.)

These documents reflect some of the principal questions to be ad
dressed in assessing the effectiveness of the NPT.

Considering the nuclear proliferation problem to be a matter of 
paramount concern and importance, ACDA has devoted major efforts 
to dealing with it. The Agency chairs a Nonproliferation Backstopping 
Committee that coordinates inter-agency positions on negotiations and 
conferences, and is a member of a new Verification Panel Working 
Group on Nonproliferation, chaired by the NSC staff, which considers 
major policy issues in the field. Within ACDA, a new Nonproliferation 
Staff has been established in the International Relations Bureau. 
Devoting full time to the subject, it also draws on the expertise avail
able in other bureaus and offices of the Agency, and works closely with 
those engaged in discussions at the UNGA and the CCD.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

Negotiations continued in Vienna between NATO and Warsaw Pact 
nations on the “Mutual Reduction of Forces and Associated Measures 
in Central Europe.” The NATO nations directly participating in the 
conference are Belgium, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United 
States. Warsaw Pact participants are Czechoslovakia, the German 
Democratic Republic, Poland and the U.S.S.R. Seven other nations are 
participating with special status: Denmark, Greece, Italy, Norway, 
Turkey, Bulgaria and Romania. Although Hungary is participating 
with special status, the Allies have reserved the right to raise the issue 
of Hungary’s participation in the negotiations or in any agreement at 
some future date.

During the preparatory talks in 1973, both sides agreed that the 
central objective of the negotiations should be to contribute to a more 
stable relationship and to the strengthening of peace and security in 
Europe without diminishing the security of any party to the negotia-

“  NPT/CONF/8, NPT/CONF/5, NPT/CONF/10, NPT/CONF/7.
“  NPT/CONF/6, NPT/CONF/11, NPT/CONF/12.
“  NPT/CONF/9.
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tions. In the fall of 1973, both East and West put forward proposals as 
to how these objectives might be achieved. The three negotiating ses
sions held in 1974 (January-April; May-July; September-December) 
have permitted each side to explore thoroughly the other’s views.

In the Western view, any agreement must take into account major 
disparities favoring the Warsaw Pact in geography, manpower and 
the character of opposing forces. Within the defined reductions area 
agreed to by both sides, NATO’s ground forces at present total 777,000 
men (193,000 of them U.S.) with 6,000 tanks, as against 925,000 ground 
troops (460,000 Soviet) and 15,500 tanks for the Warsaw Pact. The West 
believes that it is the disparity in conventional forces that poses the 
principal military threat and hence becomes a source of tension in 
Central Europe and, consequently, that a more stable relationship 
should be achieved only by eliminating the imbalance. For this reason, 
the NATO participants believe that the negotiations should focus on 
ground forces (which in contrast to air forces, do not lend themselves to 
rapid redeployment) and aim at approximate parity between the forces 
of the two sides.

Accordingly, the Allies have proposed to the East that the final out
come of reductions should be a common ceiling on the overall ground 
manpower of each side. This would be achieved in two phases of reduc
tions, the details of which would be agreed upon in two phases of nego
tiation. In the first phase, there would be significant reductions in U.S. 
and Soviet ground force manpower, as well as in Soviet tanks. During 
the second phase, there would be further reductions leading to the 
common ceiling. On the Western side, these second-phase reductions 
would focus on the forces of Western direct participants other than 
the United States.

The West believes it is essential that the U.S. and U.S.S.R., as the 
leading military powers on each side, should make the first reductions 
in order to create the necessary climate of confidence which will permit 
other participants to make reductions of their own.

In contrast. Eastern negotiators have proposed that all direct partici
pants should reduce their forces from the outset by equal numbers or 
equal percentages. All types of forces—ground, air and nuclear— 
would be included in the reductions. Such an agreement is unacceptable 
to the West since it takes no account of the existing disparity in ground 
forces and would not only enshrine the imbalance in an international 
treaty but increase the force ratio in Europe to the East’s advantage.

U.S. Participation

Ambassador Stanley Resor has been head of the U.S. MBFR Delega
tion since the beginning of the talks. The Agency representative on the 
delegation has been, successively, Timothy Stanley, Thomas J. Hirsch- 
feld and John Lehman. In addition, staff officers serve as advisers to 
the delegation.

Subject to coordination with our NATO allies, MBFR negotiating
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positions are determined by the President and the National Security 
Council on the basis of recommendations made by the Verification 
Panel. The Panel is chaired by Dr. Henry Kissinger in his capacity of 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs.

Day-to-day guidance and support to the U.S. Delegation in Vienna is 
provided by the Interagency MBFR Coordinating Committee, which is 
chaired by the Agency’s Assistant Director for International Relations. 
The Director’s Special Assistant for MBFR also represents the Agency 
on the Committee.

ACDA Research

The Agency’s research programs in support of the MBFR negotia
tions have included in-house ACDA studies, ACDA participation in 
inter-agency studies, and contract research. While in 1973 the bulk of 
ACDA’s MBFR related research was oriented toward development of 
the Western MBFR proposal, this year’s research has concentrated on 
refinement of certain aspects of the Alliance proposal and examination 
of the proposals put forth by the Warsaw Pact nations.

Considerable attention was devoted to developing the specifics of 
“stabilizing measures”—i.e., measures designed to reinforce stability 
in the area of reductions by regulating troop movements and exercises. 
Such military activities, after reductions, should be conducted so as to 
avoid practices that might be considered threatening or be misinter
preted by the other side. Detailed proposals applicable to the conduct 
of major military exercises and to troops introduced into the reductions 
area for exercise or rotation purposes were developed. Particular atten
tion was given to how these measures would contribute to warning of 
an impending attack.

Studies relating to verification examined the contributions which 
both national means of verification and negotiated inspection meas
ures might make to confidence in compliance with an MBFR agree
ment. Alternative ways of using inspectors and inspection equipment 
in the reductions area were examined with a view towards making 
specific recommendations to the Alliance.

Warsaw Pact proposals embodied a number of features not contained 
in Alliance proposals. In order to provide the Alliance and the U.S. 
Delegation with considered responses, Warsaw Pact positions on a 
number of issues, such as coverage of forces, have been subjected to 
rigorous political and military analysis.

CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL WARFARE

The Agency has pursued international agreements to prohibit certain 
specialized weapons systems from the arsenals of nations, or at least 
restrict their use in warfare, because of the excessive violence they do 
to man and his environment. These efforts, in coordination with other 
federal agencies, have resulted in positive steps being taken by the U.S. 
Government during the past year.
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Geneva Protocol and the Biological Weapons Convention

On January 22,1975, President Ford signed the instruments of rati
fication of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Biological Weapons 
Convention of 1972.̂ '̂  The Senate had voted unanimously to give its 
consent to ratification on December 16,1974.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925, which prohibits the use in war of 
“asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of bacteriological methods 
of warfare,” was sent to the Senate by the Administration in 1970, for 
the second time in its long history.̂ ® (Though originally an American 
initiative, the Protocol succumbed to a strong lobbying effort when 
submitted to the Senate in 1926, and Senate action on it was not 
completed.)

The Biological Weapons Convention is a commitment by the Parties 
“never in any circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise 
acquire or retain” biological weapons. It will enter into force when it 
has been ratified by the three depositary governments—the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R.—and at least 19 other 
countries. Thirty-eight of the 110 nations that have signed the Conven
tion have ratified, so that only ratification by depositaries is still 
required.

Ratification of both these measures had been held in abeyance be
cause of the Committee’s disagreement with the Administration's 
interpretation as to whether the Protocol banned the use of herbicides 
and chemical riot control agents.

In response to the Committee's request, the Executive Branch under
took a comprehensive review of this legal interpretation and analyzed 
possible alternatives for resolving differences of opinion on the scope of 
the Geneva Protocol. The Agency contributed to an evaluation of the 
military utility of riot control agents and herbicides by presenting 
alternative approaches that would accomplish arms control objectives.

The Director of the Agency testified before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, on December 10, in support of ratification of both the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Biological Weapons Convention. Dr. 
Ikle advised the Committee that the President was prepared to re
nounce as a matter of national policy:

(1) First use of herbicides in war except use, under regulations appli
cable to their domestic use, for control of vegetation within U.S. bases 
and installations or around their immediate defensive perimeters,

(2) First use of riot control agents in war except in defensive military 
modes to save lives such as:

(a) Use of riot control agents in riot control circumstances to include 
controlling rioting prisoners of war. This exception would permit use

Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1969, pp. 764-765.
37 Ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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of riot control agents in riot situations in areas under direct and dis
tinct U.S. military control;

(b) Use of riot control agents in situations where civilian casualties 
can be reduced or avoided. This use would be restricted to situations in 
which civilians are used to mask or screen attacks;

(c) Use of riot control agents in rescue missions. The use of riot con
trol agents would be permissible in the recovery of remotely isolated 
personnel such as downed aircrews (and passengers).

(d) Use of riot control agents in rear echelon areas outside the com
bat zone to protect convoys from civil disturbances, terrorists and 
paramilitary organizations.^^

Dr. Ikle further advised that Presidential approval in advance would be 
required even for those uses of riot control agents or chemical herbi
cides in war as listed above.

In his testimony, Dr. Ikle pointed out that verification of compliance 
with the Biological Weapons Convention in countries with relatively 
closed societies is difficult, particularly the prohibition on development 
of these weapons. Nevertheless, he argued that it is in the net interest 
of the United States to become a Party to this Convention for three 
reasons: the military utility of these weapons is dubious at best; biolog
ical weapons are regarded internationally with particular repugnance 
from a moral point of view; and widespread adherence to the Conven
tion can help discourage misguided competition in biological weapons.

In urging ratification, Dr. Ikle emphasized, however, that the limited 
verification of this Convention should not be construed as a precedent 
for other arms limitation agreements where these special conditions 
would not obtain.̂ ®

Chemical Warfare

The United States is committed to the objective of effective prohibi
tion of chemical weapons and is continuing negotiations at the CCD 
with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures.

During the summer session of the CCD an informal meeting with 
technical experts was held from July 17-22 in an effort to clarify some 
of the technical issues involved in establishing effective restraints. 
Twenty-two experts from 13 countries attended the four-day meeting. 
The United States was represented by two experts from ACDA and one 
from DOD.

The principal topics discussed were (a) definition of chemical warfare 
agents, (b) scope of CW limitations, (c) criteria for defining the scope of 
the prohibitions, and (d) verification. An encouraging degree of similar
ity was apparent in the views put forward by the experts on some 
topics, such as criteria for expressing the scope of limitations.

The problems involved in verification were given particular attention

A nte, pp. 823-824.
^^Ante, p. 825.
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at the meeting, especially those problems relating to destruction of 
stockpiles. The U.S. experts pointed out that certain technical methods 
of inspection could provide a high degree of assurance that destruction 
was being carried out. However, they also noted the difficulty in verify
ing that no stocks had been hidden.

Nonetheless, ACDA and the other agencies within the Executive 
Branch involved in disarmament questions are attempting to overcome 
the difficulties involved in achieving effective restraints. The question 
of possible limits on chemical weapons was subjected to intensive study 
in 1974 by an interagency panel which included an ACDA representa
tive.

In response to Congressional invitations, ACDA officials testified 
before several Committees on the arms control implications of a U.S. 
Army proposal to establish a production facility for a binary nerve gas 
artillery munition. This new type of chemical munition utilizes two 
chemical components, neither of which is supertoxic. The two compo
nents are placed in compartments in the artillery shell, separated by a 
membrane. As the artillery shell is fired, the membrane is broken and 
the two chemicals are mixed together, becoming a lethal agent. The 
Agency expressed its concern that moving ahead with binary produc
tion at this time could make it more difficult to achieve international 
restraints on chemical weapons. Both the House and Senate later 
decided to deny approval of the Army request for FY 1975 funds for 
binary poison gas production facilities.

Environmental Warfare

The Congress and the Executive Branch pursued parallel objectives 
in 1974 towards the control of environmental modification techniques 
that might be used for military purposes. House Resolutions 116 and 
329, of the 1st session of the 93rd Congress, express the sense of the 
House of Representatives that the U.S. Government should seek agree
ment with other governments on the prohibition of research, experi
mentation, or use of weather modification activity as a weapon of war.

During the Summit meeting in July, the President and General 
Secretary Brezhnev signed a joint statement “advocating the most 
effective measures possible to overcome the dangers of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for military purposes,” and 
agreeing to hold a meeting of U.S. and Soviet representatives for the 
purpose of exploring the problem. The joint statement recognizes that 
the scientific and technical advances in this area may open possibilities 
for military use and that “such use could have wide-spread long-lasting, 
and severe effects harmful to human welfare.”

ACDA Assistant Director Thomas D. Davies testified on this subject 
before the House Subcommittee on International Organizations and 
Movements of the Committee on Foreign Affairs during its September

A nte, pp. 231-232.
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hearings on House Resolutions 116 and 329>̂  He advised the Subcom
mittee that the objectives of the House Resolutions were essentially 
consistent with the aims of the Summit joint statement.

A meeting was held in Moscow during the first week in November, in 
implementation of the Summit agreement. Assistant Director Davies 
headed the American group of experts; Academician E. K. Fedorov, 
together with Soviet experts, represented the U.S.S.R.

In a joint communique issued at the conclusion of the November 
meeting, the delegations expressed satisfaction with the exchange of 
opinions and agreed to meet again in Washington after a working 
interval.^̂  The next meeting is expected to begin in early 1975.

In a related but separate move, the USSR Minister of Foreign Af
fairs, Andrei Gromyko, proposed that an item be placed on the agenda 
of the fall session of the U.N. General Assembly on the “Prohibition of 
action to influence the environment and climate for military and other 
purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international security, 
human wellbeing and health.”

There was almost unanimous support in the U.N. General Assembly 
that the question of environmental modification should be referred to 
the CCD for consideration. The U.S., however, believed that the refer
ence in the Soviet resolution to the need to conclude “an appropriate 
international convention” prejudged the question of whether “the most 
effective measures possible to overcome the dangers of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for military purposes”—the 
formulation employed in the joint U.S.-Soviet statement on this subject 
at the July 1973 summit—would most appropriately take the form of a 
single international treaty.

In a statement to the First Committee, Ambassador Martin pre
sented the viewpoint of the United States as follows:

We believe that at this stage of our exploration of the problem what is needed is serious 
study of the issues involved in possible restrictions. In our view, we must define the 
problem and formulate the measures which will effectively deal with it before we can 
consider the advisability of adopting an international instrument on the subject.

Ambassador Martin pledged active U.S. participation in the CCD and 
elsewhere “not only [to] bring about new understanding but also to 
develop effective measures to deal with the serious problem of environ
mental warfare.”

The Agency will be primarily responsible for preparing the U.S. 
Delegation position papers and statements on this question for the 1975 
session of the CCD.

Weather Modificatwn as a Weapon o f War: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on 
International Organizations and Movements o f the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House 
o f Representatives, Ninety-third Confess, Second Session on H.Res. 116 and 329 Calling 
for International Agreement Prohibiting the Use o f Weather Modification as a Weapon 
o f War, pp. 8-11.

ACDA press release 74-9.
^  A nte, p; 380 ff.

p. 738.
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The Agency's interest in the problem of environmental changes for 
military purposes goes back a number of years. Nuclear Weapons and 
Advanced Technology Bureau staff monitor scientific advances in this 
field in journals and by attending conferences and seminars. ACDA is 
represented on the Interdepartmental Committee for Atmospheric 
Sciences, which is under the parent Federal Council for Science and 
Technology.

Humanitarian Laws of Warfare

International humanitarian law consists for the most part of the four 
Geneva Conventions of 1949 for the Protection of War Victims, to 
which the United States is a partyInternational attention has fo
cused for several years on the need to draft new rules to supplement 
the existing conventions. The first session of the Diplomatic Conference 
on the Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian 
Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts was held in Geneva from Febru
ary 20 to March 29, under the auspices of the International Red Cross. 
Its purpose was to review two Protocols drafted by the International 
Conference of the Red Cross, one on International Armed Conflicts and 
the other on Non-International Armed Conflicts.

Representatives of 125 nations participated in the Conference. The 
U.S. Delegation was headed by Mr. George H. Aldrich, Deputy Legal 
Adviser, Department of State. A representative from the Agency's 
Office of General Counsel was a member of the delegation.

The issue of wars of national liberation overshadowed all other 
issues, and accounted for the fact that little progress was made. A 
second session of the diplomatic conference will be convened in 1975.

A related conference, convened by the I.C.R.C., was held in Lucerne 
from September 24 to October 18. Experts from the United States and 
48 other countries, as well as representatives of some national libera
tion movements, the U.N. Secretary General, and the World Health 
Organization, attended. Two technical experts from ACDA were mem
bers of the U.S. delegation. The discussions, which were primarily of a 
technical nature, and intended to define the scope of the problems, 
centered on developing data for subsequent consideration of possible 
prohibitions or restrictions on the use of conventional weapons which 
may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects. The 
agenda included discussions of such specialized weapons as incendiary, 
blast and fragmentation, delayed action, and new weapons which may 
be developed. It is expected that another such conference of govern
ment experts will be held late in 1975.

MILITARY EXPENDITURES AND THE ARMS TRADE

ACDA has continued to concern itself with the issues of military

"6 6 UST 3114, TIAS 3362, 75 UNTS 31; 6 UST 3217, TIAS 3363, 75 UNTS 85; 6 UST 
3316, TIAS 3364, 75 UNTS 135; 6 UST 3516, TIAS 3365, 75 UNTS 287.
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expenditures and the international arms trade. One of the products of 
research and analysis in the subject areas was the publication, World 
Military Expenditures and Arms Trade 1963-1973, prepared for dis
tribution during the year. This publication provides estimates of the 
military expenditures, gross national product (GNP), population, 
armed forces, and arms trade of 136 countries over an eleven-year time 
span. These data, which must be regarded as approximate, indicate 
that world military expenditures, measured in constant 1972 dollars, 
rose from about $197 billion in 1963 to about $241 billion in 1973. Dur
ing this same period the value of international arms exports in constant 
1972 dollars increased from about $4.4 billion to an estimated $8.7 bil
lion in 1973.

Military Expenditures

The Agency also examined the economic implications of certain arms 
control agreements as well as the potential economic impact of possible 
arms control arrangements. A contract study completed for the Agency 
as a follow-on to an earlier study indicated that the “savings” in U.S. 
military outlays resulting from the SALT I ABM treaty " were on the 
order of $6.5 billion, or $700 million higher than originally estimated. 
This figure represents the difference between ABM costs calculated 
zoith the SALT ABM treaty and vnthout it—assuming that without it 
the U.S. would have gone on to a four-site deployment. The new study 
found that the three localities most adversely affected by the ABM 
treaty subsequently made a significant recovery, owing in large 
measure to energetic local efforts and to programs of assistance by the 
Federal Government. Actions proposed by the interagency Economic 
Adjustment Committee, of which ACDA is a member, helped to miti
gate the effects of contract cancellations.

The Agency also sponsored contract research on U.S. mobilization 
problems in an arms control environment.

Effort was devoted during the year to a consideration of certain 
technical aspects of international military expenditure limitations. The 
most important problems addressed dealt with definition of the scope 
and content of military budgets, valuation of resources employed in the 
military sector, techniques for international comparisons of military 
expenditures, and alternative approaches to the verification of agree
ments. In support of this work the Agency continued contract research 
on the measurement of price changes of military expenditures and 
technical aspects of military expenditure limitations.

Of specific concern with respect to military expenditure limitations 
was the UNGA request at its 2194th plenary meeting on December 7, 
1973, that all Governments extend cooperation in the development of a 
technical study on the “reduction of the military budgets of the States 
permanent members of the Security Council, which should also cover

Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1972, pp. 197-201.
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other States with a major economic and military potential, and on the 
utilization of a part of the funds thus saved to provide international 
assistance to developing countries.”

AGDA provided technical assistance to the United States private 
expert who worked with experts from ten other countries at meetings 
in Geneva during the summer of 1974 in response to the UNGA request. 
Such technical issues as the nature of military expenditures to be re
duced, the effect of military expenditure reductions on military force 
posture and international security, and the procedures for ensuring 
confidence in the equitable implementation of an agreement were de
veloped for the technical study, which was submitted to the UNGA in 
the fall of 1974.̂ ®
Other research interests centered on the arms control implications of 

intensified global economic and financial problems caused by critical 
resource imbalances and oil price increases.

Arms Trade

With respect to the international arms trade, ACDA has continued 
to examine the feasibility of possible international arrangements 
among arms suppliers and/or recipient states to control transfers of 
conventional arms and production technology.

At the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva the 
U.S. Delegation again urged consideration of restraints on conventional 
arms. In April 1974, Ambassador Martin stated:

My delegation therefore believes it is timely to begin to study seriously the question of 
restraints on conventional weapons in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. 
In the past my delegation has submitted for the consideration of the Committee a num
ber of principles and guidelines related to restraints on conventional weapons. We would 
welcome the comments and views of others on this subject. Further consideration by the 
Committee could eventually result in effective controls over these weapons to the general 
benefit.®®

In order to obtain the views of experts outside the Agency on possible 
approaches to international controls over arms transfers, the Agency, 
in early 1974, sponsored a seminar on conventional arms control, a 
large portion of which was devoted to the arms transfer problem. The 
seminar included experts from the executive and legislative branches 
of the government as well as from outside of government.

ACDA has continued to participate with other departments and 
agencies in the formulation and implementation of U.S. arms supply 
policy. Through its participation the Agency seeks to insure that arms 
control considerations are fully taken into account. In setting forth its 
views ACDA focuses its attention on the degree to which proposed 
transfers might (1) contribute to an arms race, (2) increase the possibil
ity of outbreak or escalation of conflict, (3) prejudice the development 
of bilateral or multilateral arms control arrangements, or (4) result in

Ibid., 1973, pp. 877-878.
«Aw^e,pp. 523-546.

A nte, pp. 83-84.
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an unnecessary diversion of resources from economic and social 
development.

The Agency is represented on the interagency Security Assistance 
Program Review Committee, which advises and assists the Secretary 
of State in the development of security assistance annual programs and 
multi-year plans. ACDA is also a participant in the interagency study 
of U.S. arms transfer policy initiated by the Under Secretary of State 
for Security Assistance in late 1974.

On a day-to-day basis the Agency has participated with other agen
cies in studies of U.S. arms supply policy toward particular ^ a s ,  and 
has given advisory opinions on issues involving the transfer of conven
tional arms and production technology as they have arisen.

Along with other agencies of the executive branch, ACDA provided 
information on arms sales policies and programs for use in a Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee staff study.

PUBLIC INFORMATION

In August, after careful examination of the requirements for an 
active public affairs program, the Director ordered that the staff and 
operations of the Office of Public Affairs be expanded. One organiza
tional change was the transfer of the Agency's historical unit. This 
move will make it possible to broaden the use of the historical staffs 
product, not only in the field of scholarship but in public affairs 
generally.

This upgrading of the public affairs function was consonant with the 
recommendations received from Congress that a greater percentage of 
the Agency’s resources be devoted to the dissemination of information 
on arms control matters to the general public.

The Office of Public Affairs prepares guidance on arms control ques
tions for the White House, the Secretary of State, and the State 
Department press spokesman. In addition, the Office maintains day-to- 
day contact with the Washington press corps, domestic and foreign. 
During the year the Director of ACDA has many times been inter
viewed by both the written press and radio and television, in addition 
to delivering four major addresses.

While its staff is small, it has been the policy of the Agency in the 
past to honor all requests for speakers when possible. The Agency also 
conducts briefings for visiting groups at its offices in the Department 
of State building.

An initiative taken to strengthen the Agency’s role in keeping the 
public informed is a new program of liaison with the academic com
munity. Staff members visit on campuses and assist departments and 
faculties in organizing arms control course studies, seminars, simula
tions, lectures, and research projects.

The Agency provides scholars, students, the press, and the general 
public with information through its publications program. In addition 
to its annual reports to the Congress, ACDA publications include the
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following items in print or under preparation:

Current Negotiations on Arms Limitations 
(status—as of Spring 1974—of negotiations in progress)

Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements
(a history of negotiations of all modern arms control agreements, 
together with texts)

Arms Control and National Security
(a basic guide outlining contemporary arms control concepts and 
issues)

World Military Expenditures and Arms Trade 1963-1973 
(a statistical summary)

SALT Lexicon 
(a glossary of strategic arms terms)

The Danger ofNiiclear Proliferation 
(a discussion of various aspects of the relationship of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes and military use)

Perspectives on Nuclear War 
(an updated analysis of blast, heat, radiation, electromagnetic and 
other effects of nuclear explosions)

Documents on Disarmament 
(an annual series of selected statements, proposals, and documents 
of both U.S. and foreign origin)

Publications and research reports are sent to ACDA depository 
libraries, which number 189 university and public libraries. See Ap
pendix V.®*

The Agency has a statutory responsibility for providing public af
fairs guidance to USIA. This is done on a continuing basis, parallel to 
the guidance given to the Department of State spokesman for his daily 
briefings. It also takes the form of articles prepared for the USIA’s 
overnight wireless file, and materials prepared for the Voice of Amer
ica. Recently, ACDA convened a special panel to draw up a series of 
recommendations for USIA policy on arms control.

AGENCY OPERATIONS

The Agency is one of the smallest in the U.S. Government. Its per
sonnel, totalling 214, are essentially specialized, representing expertise 
in the military, diplomatic, legal, scientific, and technical fields. The 
Agency is organized along: functional lines, with major responsibilities 
divided between support of on-going negotiations and long-range 
planning.

The Agency’s program responsibilities are carried out primarily 
through four bureaus, each of which is headed by an Assistant Director 
of the Agency appointed by the President with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. These are the Plans and Analysis Bureau, the Interna-

Not printed here.
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tional Relations Bureau, the Military and Economic Affairs Bureau, 
and the Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Technology Bureau. Within 
the range of its program responsibility, each Bureau is responsible for 
generating policy proposals. Other organizational units are the Office 
of the General Counsel, the Office of Administration, and the Office of 
Public Affairs. In addition, the Special Assistant to the Director and 
Executive Secretary of ACDA, the Special Assistants for SALT and 
MBFR, the Counselor, and other officers within the Office of the Direc
tor furnish staff assistance to the Director and Deputy Director, or 
policy guidance within their specialized area of competence.

St r u c t u r e

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR (ACDA/D)

The Director (D) of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
is the principal adviser to the President and the Secretary of State on 
arms control matters. Under the direction of the Secretary of State, he 
has primary responsibility within the Government for formulation of 
policy recommendations and for operations in such matters. He is re
sponsible for the executive direction and coordination of all activities 
of the Agency and the Agency's relations with the Congress.

The Deputy Director (DD) assists the Director in carrying out his 
responsibilities and acts for and exercises the powers of the Director 
during his absence.

The Special Assistant to the Director and Executive Secretary, ACDA 
(D/ES) directs and coordinates staff work for the Director and Deputy 
Director; conducts interagency and National Security Council liaison, 
as well as liaison with the General Advisory Committee on Arms Con
trol and Disarmament; serves as the link between the top Agency de
cision makers and principal staff; and assists the Director in keeping 
policy and management aspects of arms control matters in phase.

The Special Assistant for SALT (D/SALT) is responsible for formu
lating ACDA positions and policies on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks (SALT) in coordination with and with support from the concerned 
Bureaus. He also serves as Chairman of the SALT Backstopping Com
mittee— an interagency committee for backstopping the U.S. SALT 
Delegation. The incumbent also serves as U.S. Commissioner on the 
Standing Consultative Commission (SCC).

The Special Assistant for MBFR (D/MBFR) is responsible for formu
lating ACDA positions and policies on the Mutual and Balanced Force 
Reductions (MBFR) talks in cooperation with and with support from 
ACDA Bureaus, the Department of State, and other concerned Govern
ment agencies.

The Counselor (D/C) is responsible for such special projects essen
tial to the formulation of arms control policy as may be assigned by 
the Director.
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL (ACDA/GC)

The Office of the General Counsel is responsible for all matters of 
domestic and international law and for treaty affairs, and provides 
advice and assistance in the preparation of all drafts of proposed treat
ies and agreements relating to arms control, questions relating to the 
implementation, interpretation and revision of treaties, and other sub
jects relating to the form and content of international agreements and 
their implementation.

The Office has primary responsibility for Congressional matters, in
cluding all legislation, and for Agency liaison with the White House. It 
also is responsible for the legal aspects of Agency policies and opera
tions in the areas of personnel, security, patents, contracts, procure
ment, fiscal, and administrative matters. The Office is responsible for 
the Agency's, contracting, reimbursable agreements and grants pro
gram, and participates in the preparation of Agency regulations.

PLANS AND ANALYSIS BUREAU (ACDA/PAB)

The Plans and Analysis Bureau is responsible for long range plan
ning and studies concerning existing arms control agreements, possible 
new agreements, and policy recommendations with respect to their 
interaction and effect on strategy, posture and national security. In 
these activities, the Bureau works closely with other Agency bureaus 
and government agencies.

The Evaluation and Policy Division (PAB/EP) performs long range 
studies and evaluations of the impact of existing and possible new 
agreements on strategy, postures and national security. It also studies 
strategic doctrine and defense policy and participates in community- 
wide studies. It analyzes the interaction of on-going negotiations, and 
innovates ideas for new arms control efforts.

The Verification Division (PAB/VN) conducts internal studies and 
initiates external research on the verification process and its relation to 
arms control proposals, negotiations and agreements. Evaluation of 
verification procedures and systems is done to identify limitations, 
opportunities and new requirements. The Division works closely with 
all government agencies and activities interested in the verification 
process. It also serves as the Agency’s central point of contact with the 
intelligence community.

The Operations Analysis Division (PAB/OA) studies the quantita
tive 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 uncertainties on 
force structures; and the evaluation of verification systems. The Divi
sion supports policy formulation in the strategic arms limitations area, 
the mutual and balanced force reductions area, the comprehensive test 
ban area and other areas as assigned.



14TH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 22
873

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS BUREAU (ACDA/IR)

The International Relations Bureau is responsible for the diplomatic 
aspects of U.S. multilateral arms control and disarmament efforts. It 
is primarily responsible for the Agency’s participation in mutual and 
balanced force reduction talks, the Conference on Security and Cooper
ation in Europe (CSCE), and in the multilateral disarmament negotia
tions at Geneva and in the United Nations. The head of the Bureau also 
serves as Chairman of the MBFR Interagency Backstopping Commit
tee, vsrhich provides day-to-day substantive support to the U.S. dele
gation to the MBFR negotiations. In addition, the Bureau provides the 
Director with advice on other regional arms control matters and on 
some diplomatic aspects of SALT.

The CCD and U.N. Division (IR/CU) has the major responsibility for 
U.S. participation in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
(CCD) and takes a leading role in the annual United Nations disarma
ment debates. The Division also oversees many matters that relate to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the implementation of it and 
other arms control treaties.

The Regional Division (IR/REG), in addition to the major responsi
bility of providing the support staff for ACDA’s interagency responsi
bilities for MBFR, is responsible for providing advice on the diplomatic 
aspects of SALT and for pursuing arms control possibilities in other 
regions. It also provides guidance on CSCE, particularly with respect to 
Confidence Building Measures that relate to European security.

The Non-Proliferation Staff (IR/H'P), a new unit established in No
vember 1974, is the focus for the diplomatic aspects of the Agency’s 
activities in the nuclear non-proliferation field. One of its principal 
concerns is the improvement and expansion of international safeguards 
surrounding the export of nuclear materials and technology. In addi
tion, this staff is concerned with preparations for the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty Review Conference in May 1975.

MILITARY AND ECONOMIC AFFAIRS BUREAU (ACDA/MEA)

The Military and Economic Affairs Bureau is responsible for the 
evaluation of the military and economic implications of arms control 
agreements and potential arms control measures. The Bureau works in 
close cooperation with other agencies, such as the Departments of De
fense, State, and Commerce; the Atomic Energy Commission; and the 
intelligence community.

The Military Affairs Division (MEA/MA) participates directly in the 
formulation of specific arms control negotiating proposals and devel
ops background and position papers bearing on the military aspects of 
current U.S. national security policies, and on the current and poten
tial weapons systems and military postures of the U.S. and other coun
tries, as they relate to arms control policy formulation. This Division 
is particularly concerned with evaluation of the impact on U.S. and 
allied national security interests of potential arms control measures



874 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1974

affecting the roles and capabilities of theater/general purpose/conven
tional and nuclear armed forces. This Division also provides support 
for such inspection and control systems (e.g., inspection of Antarctica 
under the Antarctic Treaty) as may become part of U.S. arms control 
activities.

The Economic and Arms Transfer Division (MEA/ET) assesses the 
fiscal and economic effects of military spending and of arms control 
agreements; compiles and disseminates data on national military bud
gets; develops policy recommendations and negotiating proposals re
lated to the limitation of military expenditures as an arms control 
measure; develops data on worldwide conventional arms transfers and 
indigenous arms production; ensures that arms control factors are 
taken into account in policy decisions relating to U.S. arms transfers; 
and serves as th  ̂focal point for developing Agency recommendations 
on regional arms control. This Division also develops economic techni
ques for use as verification procedures for specific arms control meas
ures and cost analyses for arms control scenarios.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY BUREAU (ACDA/NWT)

The Nuclear Weapons and Advanced Technology Bureau has techni
cal 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 Strategic Arms Division (NWT/SA) focuses on the U.S.-Soviet 
bilateral SALT negotiations. It generates proposals and evaluates 
options for quantitative and qualitative limitations on strategic mis
siles and bombers. The Division also sends personnel overseas to sup
port the U.S. SALT delegation when negotiations are underway.

The Advanced Technology and Test Ban Division (NWT/AT) devotes 
most of its resources to multilateral arms control measures that might 
come under negotiation in CCD or elsewhere. These include nuclear 
weapon test bans, chemical weapons control, nuclear non-proliferation, 
and other technical developments having potential importance for 
arms control.

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION (ACDA/A)

The Office of Administration, under the direction of the Executive 
Officer, is responsible for administrative management of the Agency 
and for providing support to all of its components. This includes all 
personnel, budget, fiscal, supply, security, communications and general 
administrative activities. The Office advises the Director and other 
senior officials of the Agency on these and other matters relating to the 
management of the Agency, and maintains regular liaison with the 
State Department, the General Services Administration, and other or
ganizations providing services for the Agency.
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OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS (ACDA/PA)

The Office of Public Affairs, under the direction of the Public Af
fairs Adviser, carries out the Agency’s responsibility for the dissemina
tion and coordination of public information concerning arms control 
matters. It also advises the Director, Deputy Director and other Agency 
officers on the public information aspects of such matters. Within the 
Office, the ACDA Historian is responsible for the preparation of his
torical analyses on arms control topics and previous negotiations.

R e s o u r c e s

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 control negotiations—predom
inately SALT, plus certain expenses of U.S. participation in other nego
tiating forums; (2) research activities, designed to backstop 
negotiations; and (3) administration, public affairs and other support
ing activities.

The following annual appropriations levels are pertinent to this 
report:

Program External Total Total
Operation Research Funds Positions

FY 1974 $6,965,000 $1,100,000 $ 8,065,000 204
FY 1975 8,130,000 1,280,000 9,410,000 214
FY 1976̂ 3 8,990,000 1,700,000 10,690,000 216

R e s e a r c h

The Agency's external research program not only focuses largely on 
arms control issues under active or imminent negotiation but also 
explores new opportunities for arms control and provides a sound basis 
for policy planning. The FY 1975 external research program supported 
the negotiation or implementation of major agreements in the areas of 
SALT, MBFR, Nuclear Test Limitations and Nuclear Non-Prolifera- 
tion, as summarized by the following table:

Category Amcmnt

1. SALT.........................................................................................................  505,000
2. MBFR/Conventional Arms.......................................................................  205,000
3. Nuclear Test Limitations........................................................................... 80,000
4. Nuclear Non-Proliferation.........................................................................  460,000
5. Other.........................................................................................................  30,000

1,280,000

Includes personnel who are assigned on a reimbursable basis from other agencies. 
Presidential request to Congress.
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In all ACDA research efforts, extensive liaison is maintained with 
Government agencies (particularly the Department of Defense and the 
intelligence community) for coordination and to prevent duplication of 
effort.

GENERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarma
ment was established by Section 26 of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Act of 1961 to “advise the President, the Secretary of State, and 
the Disarmament Director respecting matters affecting arms control, 
disarmament, and world peace.” The law provides that the Presi
dent shall appoint the Committee by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate.

The Committee was reconstituted in 1974 with the selection of Harold 
M. Agnew as Chairman and the appointment of additional members to 
bring the total to fourteen. The Committee held its first meeting at the 
end of August 1974, with subsequent meetings in October and Decem
ber, during which discussions were held with senior officials of the 
Government and with both governmental and nongovernmental ex
perts regarding the major arms control issues. The Committee has ex
amined the key problems involved in the SALT negotiations and the 
November 24, 1974 Vladivostok Agreement, developments in the dis
cussions on mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe, the range 
of inter-related problems affecting limitations on the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons capabilities on the part of other states than the ex
isting nuclear powers, and the arms control issues considered in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) and in the United 
Nations General Assembly. The Committee has been advised of major 
technical developments bearing on the strategic arms relationships, 
and has conveyed its views with respect to strategic arms negotiations 
and its concerns regarding nuclear weapons proliferation.

In its meetings, the Committee benefited particularly from discus
sions with Secretary of State Kissinger, Secretary of Defense Schle- 
singer, ACDA Director Ikle, CIA Director Colby, Ambassador-at-Large 
U. A. Johnson, senior officials of the National Security Council Staff, 
Department of State, ACDA, and CIA, as well as such non-govern- 
mental experts as Dr. Thomas Wolfe of the Rand Corporation, Rear 
Admiral LaRocque (Ret.) of the Center for Defense Information, and 
Mr. Paul H. Nitze.

While the Committee draws on the resources of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency for its support, as provided by the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act of 1972 and relevant Executive Orders, it also 
has a small staff located in the Committee's offices in the State Depart

Docum ents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 487.
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ment Building. As presently constituted, the members of the Com
mittee are;

Dr. Harold M. Agnew, Chairman 
Director, University of California Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory; 

L W.Abel,
President, United Steelworkers of America;

Gordon Allott,
lawyer and former Senator;

Dr. Harold Brown, 
physicist and President of the California Institute of Technology, 
member of the SALT Delegation, and former Secretary of the Air 
Force;

Edward Clark, 
banker and lawyer, former Ambassador to Australia;

William C. Foster, 
businessman and engineer, former Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, and former Deputy Secretary of Defense; 

Lane Kirkland,
Secretary-Treasurer of the AFL-CIO;

John A. McCone,
businessman, former Under Secretary of the Air Force, former Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission, and former Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency;

Carl Marcy,
former Staff Director of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee; 

Joseph Martin, Jr., 
lawyer. Ambassador and U.S. Representative to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament;

Dean Rusk,
Professor of International Law, University of Georgia, former Sec
retary of State, former President of the Rockefeller Foundation; 

William W. Scranton, 
lawyer and banker, former Governor of Pennsylvania, and former 
member of Congress;

Gerard C. Smith,
lawyer, former Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, former Assistant Secretary of State and Director of the 
Policy Planning Staff;

Dr. John A. Wheeler, 
scientist, Joseph Henry Professor of Physics at Princeton.
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tee on Atomic Energy, Congress o f the United States, Ninety-third Congress, Second 
Session, on Amending the Atomic Energy Act o f 195Ĵ, As Amended, and the Atomic 
Rewards Act of 1955. 2 pts. Pt. 1—Proposed Amendment to Section 5U o f the Atomic 
Energy Act ofl95U, As Amended, Apr. 30,1974. Pt. 2—Testimony on H. R. 13896, S. 
3253, H  R. im 9 , S. 3502, andH. R. m i6 .

-------------------. Atomic Energy Legislatixm Through 93d Congress, 2d Session, Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress o f the United States (Jt. Com. prt.; 94th Cong., 
1st Sess.), July 1975.

-------------------. Authorizing Appropriations for the Atomic Energy Commission for
Fiscal Year 1975: Report by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy [To accompany S. 
3292], (S. rept. 93-773, Cal. 745; 93d Cong., 2d Sess.), Apr. 8,1974.

-------------------. Current Membership o f the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Con
gress o f the United States: Joint Committee on Atomic Energy Membership, Publica
tions, and Other Pertinent Information Through the 93d Congress, 2d Session (Jt. 
Com. prt.; 94th Cong., 1st Sess.), Apr. 1975.

-------------------. Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program—197Ĵ : Hearing Before the Joint
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United Nations Materials

General

The activities, proceedings and decisions of United Nations organs, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and the specialized agencies are reviewed annually, monthly, 
and daily in the Yearbook of the United Nations, the UN Monthly Chronicle, and the 
Journal o f the United Nations, respectively. The last, supplemented by a daily list of 
documents distributed, provides useful current information on schedules and agenda of 
meetings of the General Assembly and its committees. The Yearbook for 1972 is the most 
recent (sales no. E. 74. I.l). The Index to the Proceedings o f the General Assembly: 
Twenty-eighth Session—1973; Sixth Special Session—1974> (sales no. E. 74.1. 17) offers 
a bibliographical guide to the proceedings and documentation of the two 1973-74 sessions 
and of committees that met during the sessions. The resolutions adopted by the 29th 
General Assembly have been published in General Assembly Official ftecords: Twenty- 
ninth Session, Supplement No. 31.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean

The report of the Ad Hoc Committee has been published as General Assembly Officml 
Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 29 (A/9229). In addition to a description 
of the work of the Committee during 7 June-15 October 1974, the report contains the 
statement of the Secretary-General's experts on the great powers’ military presence in 
the Indian Ocean. The statement was prepared in accordance with General Assembly 
resolution 3080 (XXVIII) of December 6,1973,® and is a revised version of an earlier docu
ment circulated as A/AC. 159/1.

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference

Summary records of the meetings of the committee and documents submitted to the 
committee, including the reports of chairmen of working groups, exist in mimeographed 
form. The Committee’s report on its work during 1974 has been published as General 
Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 28 (A/9628).

Committee on the Peaceful Uses o f Outer Space

Verbatim records of plenary meetings, the texts of documents submitted to the Com
mittee, and the Report o f the Working Group on Remote Sensing o f the Earth by Satel

® For the text of the resolution, see Docum ents on D isarm am ent, 1973, pp. 854-885.
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lites exist in mimeographed form. Summary reports of the meetings of the various sub
committees also exist in mimeographed form. The Committee’s report on its 17th session 
Q-12 July 1974) has been published as General Assembly Official Records, Twenty-ninth 
Session, Supplement No. (A/9620).

Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament 
(formerly Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee)

Verbatim records of meetings of the plenary committee, the Committee of the Whole, 
and the Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests of 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee exist in mimeographed form. Documents 
and verbatim records of meetings of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
dating from 26 August 1969, also exist in mimeographed form. The report of the Com
mittee for the periods 20 February-26 April and 12 June-30 August 1973 has been pul> 
lished as General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-eighth Session, Supplement No. 31 
(A/9141)  ̂and that for the periods 12 April-23 May and 2 July-22 August 1974 as General 

Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. (A/9627).®

Disarmament Commission

Verbatim records of meetings of the commission exist in mimeographed form. The 
most recent records are those for April 21-June 16,1965.

Economic and Social Council

Summary records of meetings are published in the Economic and Social Council Officml 
Records. A bibliographical guide to proceedings and documentation of the 56th session 
(22 April-17 May 1974) appears in the Index to Proceedings o f the Economic and Social 
Council, Fifty-sixth Session, 197  ̂and of the 57th session (3 July-2 August 1974) in Index 
to the Proceedings o f the Economic and Social Council, Fifty-seventh Session, 1 9 7 The 
report of the Council on the work of its 56th and 57th sessions has been published as 
General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 3. The texts 
of resolutions adopted by the Council in 1974 have been published in Economic and Social 
Council Official Records, Fifty-sixth Session, Supplement No. 1 and Fifth-seventh Ses
sion, Supplement No. 1.

General Assembly

Verbatim records of plenary and First Committee meetings are published in the Gen
eral Assembly Official Records. The texts of resolutions adopted by the 29th session of 
the General Assembly which met 17 Sept.-18 Dec. 1974, when it was suspended, ap
pear in the 'General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 
31. Agenda items of interest during the 29th Session are 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 
35,36,100,10:1,103,107.

International A tomic Energy Agency

The activities of the Agency for the period 1 July 1973-30 June 1974 include the con
vening of a working group to advise on procedures for responding to requests for assist
ance on peaceful nuclear explosion services and the application of NPT- and Tlatelolco 
treaty-connected safeguards. These are reported in the Agency’s Annual Report (GC 
[XVIIj/525).

 ̂Reprinted without documentary annexes in Docum ents on D isarm am en t 1973, pp.
52-619. r  ̂ y y
* Reprinted ante, 426-477.
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International Court o f Justice

The report of the International Court of Justice for the period 1 Aug. 1973-31 July 1974 
has been published as General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Sup
plement No. 5 (A/9605).

Secretary-General

The annual report of the Secretary-General on the work of the organization for the 
period 16 June 1973-15 June 1974 and his Introdvx^tion to the report have been published 
as General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/9601) 
and No. lA  (A/9601/Add.l). The Secretary-General’s report on the Reduction o f the 
Military Budgets o f States Permanent Members o f the Security Council by 10 Per Cent 
and Utilization o f Part o f the Funds Thus Saved to Provide Assistance to Developing 
Countries has been issued as document A/9770.® As noted above, the statement by the 
Secretary-General’s experts on the CTeat powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean 
appears in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean.

Security Council

Verbatim records of meetings are published in the Security Council Official Records. 
The report of the Council to the General Assembly, covering the period 16 June 1973- 
15 June 1974 has been published as General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-ninth 
Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/9602).

® Reprinted without annexes, ante, pp. 523-546.



LIST OF PERSONS

ABDEL-MEGUID, AHMED ESMAT. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Egypt 
to the United Nations.

ABEL, I.W. President, United Steel Workers of America, 1965-; member, General Ad
visory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-.

AGNEW, HAROLD M. Director, University of California Los Alamos Scientific Labora
tory; member. General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.

AIKEN, FRANK. Irish Foreign Minister, 1951-1954,1957-1969; Tdnaiste (Deputy Prime 
Minister), 1965-1969.

AIKEN, GEORGE D. U.S. Senator (Rep., Vt.), 1941-1974; member. Foreign Relations 
Committee and Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

AJSIDA, F.A., Colonel. Defense and Armed Forces Attach^, Nigerian Embassy, Wash
ington, D.C.; member, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military 
Budgets, 1974.

ALBERT, CARL. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Okla.), 1947-; Speaker of the House of 
Representatives.

ALEKSANDROV, A.M. Assistant to the General Secretary of the Central Committee, 
CPSU.

ALLEN, MARK E. U.K. Ambassador, alternate leader of the delegation to the CCD; 
member of the delegation to the United Nations.

ALLOTT, GORDON L. U.S. Senator (Rep., Colo.), 1954-1973; member. General Advisory 
Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

AL-MASRI, AHMAD FATHI. Counsellor, member of Syrian delegation to the United 
Nations.

ALVARADO, JUAN VELASCO. President, Republic of Peru, 1968-.
AMERASINGHE, HAMILTON S. Ceylonese Ambassador, Permanent Representative to 

the United Nations; Chairman of the Ceylonese delegation, 1967-.
AN, CHIH-YUAN. Director, Department of Internal Organizations, Law and Treaty, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, People's Republic of China; member, U.N. delegation.
ATHERTON, ALFRED L. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Assistant Secretary of State for 

Near East and South Asian Affairs, 1974-.
BANERJEE, P.K. Ambassador and Permanent Representative of India to the United 

Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1971-1973; chairman, 
U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.

BARNABY, FRANK. Director, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 
appointed to work on U.N. experts’ study on great Powers’ military presence in the 
Indian Ocean, 1974.

BARTON. W.H. Canadian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United Na
tions office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CuD, 1973-.

BECKER, A.S. Senior staff member. Economics Department, RAND Corporation; mem
ber, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.

BENITES, LEOrOLDO. Ecuadorean diplomatist; Ambassador, Permanent Representa
tive to the United Nations; representative at meetings of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Denuclearization of Latin America (1964-1967).

BHUITO, ZULFIKAR ALL Prime Minister of Pakistan, 1971-.
BIER, AMAURY. Alternate Representative, Brazilian delegation to the CCD, 1974.
BIFTU, FANTAYE. Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Ethiopia to the United Nations 

Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974.
BISPLINGHOFF, RAYMOND L. U.S. educator and government official; Deputy Direc

tor, National Science Foundation, 1970-1974.
BJORNERSTEDT, ROLF. Deputy Special Representative of the U.N. Secretary-General 

to the CCD, 1973^ Director, U.N. Disarmament Affairs Division.
BLACKABY, F.T. Deputy Director, National Institute of Economic and Social Research, 

London; consultant to U.N. Secretariat, 1974.
BLANCO GIL, JUAN ANTONIO. Cuban Ministry of External Relations; member, dele

gation to the United Nations.
BREZHNEV, LEONID I. General Secretary, Central Committee, Communist Party of 

the Soviet Union, 1964-.

899



900 l ist  o f  pe r so n s

BROOMFIELD, WILLIAM S. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Mich.), 1956-; member, Foreign 
Affairs Committee.

BRO\TO, GEORGE S. General, USAF. Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, May 1974-.
BROWN, HAROLD. Director, Defense Research and Engineermg, Dept, of Defense, 

1961-1965; Secretary of the Air Force, 1965-1968; President, California Institute of 
Technology, 1969-; member, U.S. SALT delegation, 1969-; member. General Advisory 
Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-.

BUCHHEIM, ROBERT W. Deputy Assistant Director for Nuclear Weapons and Ad
vanced Technology, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1973-.

BUKIN, A.P. Head of Section, Finance Research Institute, Soviet Ministry of Finance; 
member, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 
1974.

BUNN, GEORGE. General Counsel, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961- 
1968; Visiting Professor of Law, University of Wisconsin, 1968-.

BURKE, J. HERBERT. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Fla.), 1966-; member. Foreign Affairs 
Committee.

CASE, CLIFFORD. U.S. Senator (Rep., N.J.), 1955-; member. Foreign Relations Com
mittee.

CHOU EN-LAI. Premier, People’s Republic of China, 1958-1976.
CLARK, B. AKPORODE. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Nigeria to the 

United Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-1975.
CLARK, EDWARD. U.S. banker and lawyer, former Ambassador to Australia; member. 

General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
COLBY, WILLIAM. Director, Central Intelligence Agency, 1973-1976.
DAVIES, THOMAS D. Vice Admiral, USN (Ret.). Assistant Director, Nuclear Weapons 

and Advanced Technology Bureau, U,S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
1973-; U.S. representative at U.S.-Soviet talks on environmental modification, Novem
ber 1974.

DELLENBACK, JOHN. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Oreg.), 1966-.
DERWINSKI, EDWARD J. U.S. Congressman (Rep., 111.), 1958-; member. Foreign Af

fairs Committee.
DI BERNARDO, NICOLO. Ambassador, leader of the Italian delegation to the CCD,

1973-.
DOBRYNIN, ANATOLIY F. Soviet Ambassador to the United States, 1961-.
DUGERSUREN, MANGALYN. Mongolian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to 

the United Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD; 1969-1971,
1973-.

ECKERBERG, LENNART. Ambassador and deputy leader of the Swedish delegation to 
the CCD, 1971-1974.

EL-ERIAN, ABDULLAH. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Egypt to the 
United Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-.

ELIAS, .DON ANTONIO. Minister, Deputy Permanent Representative of Spain to the 
United Nations; Rapporteur, Ad Hoc Committee for a World Disarmament Conference, 
1974.

ENCINAS, J.A. Chairman, Economics Department, University of Lima (Peru); member, 
U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.

ENNALS, DAVID HEDLEY. U.K. Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Af
fairs, leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-.

ERELL, MOSHE. Israeli Ambassador, Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member, delegation 
to the United Nations.

ERICKSON, JOHN. Professor, Department of Politics, University of Edinburgh.
FEDOROV, E.K. Soviet academician, representative at U.S.-Soviet talks on environ- 

mental^modification, November 1974.
FILIPOVICH, M. Head of Disarmament Group, Department for International Organiza

tions, Yugoslav Federal Secretariat for Foreign Affairs; member, U.N. Group of Con
sultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.

FORD, GERALD R. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Mich.), 1948-1973; Minority Leader, 1965- 
1973; Vice President of the United States, 1973-1974; President of the United States,
1974-.

FOSTER, WILLIAM C. Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961- 
1968; member. General Advisory Committee, 1969-.

FRELINGHUYSEN, PETER H.B. U.S. Congressman (Rep., N.J.), 1952-; member. 
Foreign Affairs Committee.

FRIEDMAN, ABRAHAM S. Director, Division of International Programs, Atomic 
Energy Commission, 1974.



LIST OF PERSONS 901

FULBRIGHT, J. WILLIAM. U.S. Senator (Dem., Ark.), 1945-1975. Chairman, Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee.

GANDHI, INDIRA. Indian Prime Minister, 1966-.
GARCIA REYNOSO, PLACIDO. Former Professor of Economics, Universidad Nacional 

Autonoma de Mexico; member, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction 
of Military Budgets, 1974.

GARCIA ROBLES, ALFONSO. Mexican Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs, 1964-; 
Permanent Representative to the United Nations, 1965-; leader of the delegation to the 
CCD 1969-

GILMAN, BENJAMIN A. U.S. Congressman (Rep., N.Y.), 1972-; member. Foreign Af
fairs Committee.

GISCARD D^ESTAING, VALERY. French President, 1974-.
GIVAN, WALKER. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Chief, CCD-U.N. Division, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1974-.
GOLDBERG, ARTHUR J. Associate Justice, U.S. Supreme Court, 1962-1965; Ambassa

dor and Permanent Representative to the United Nations, 1965-1968.
GRAYBEAL, SIDNEY N. Deputy Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau, 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1964-1973; member, U.S. SALT delega
tion, 1969-; Special Assistant to the Director (ACDA) for SALT, 1973-; U.S. Commis
sioner, Standing Consultative Commission, 1973-.

GROMYKO, ANDREI A. Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1957-.
GROSS ESPIELL, HECTOR. Uruguayan jurist; Secretary-General, OP ANAL.
GROSS, H.R. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Iowa), 1948-; member. Foreign Affairs Com

mittee.
HACKETT, JAMES T. Executive Officer, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,

1973-.
HAIG, ALEXANDER M. General, USA (Ret.). Assistant to the President, 1973-1974; 

Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, Dec. 1974-.
HAINWORTH, H.C. Ambassador and alternate leader of the U.K. delegation to the CCD,

1971-1974.
HARTMAN, ARTHUR A. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Assistant Secretary of State for 

European Affau*s, 1974-.
HAYS, WAYNE L. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Ohio), 1948-; member. Foreign Affairs 

Committee.
HOVEYDA, FEREYDOUN. Iranian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the 

United Nations; Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee for a World Disarmament Con
ference 1974

HUMPHREY, HUBERT H. U.S. Senator (Dem., Minn.), 1949-1964; Vice President of the 
United States, 1964-1968; U.S. Senator (Dem., Minn.), 1970-.

HYLAi^D, WILLIAM G. Staff member. National Security Council, 1969-1974; Director, 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State, 1974-.

HYVARINEN, RISTO. Finnish Ambassador to Yugoslavia; adviser, delegation to the 
United Nations.

IKLE , FRED C. Professor of Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
1964-1967; Head, Social Science Dept., Rand Corporation, 1968-1973; Director, U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1973-.

INGERSOLL, ROBERT S. U.S. Deputy Secretary of State, 1974-.
JACKSON, HENRY M. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Wash.), 1940-1952; Senator, 1952-.
JAIPAL, RIKHI. Indian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United Nations,

1974-.
JAROSZEK, HENRYK. Polish Ambassador, leader of the delegation to the ENDC-CCD, 

1968,1969; member, U.N. delegation, 1970,1974.
JAVITS, JACOB K. U.S. Senator (Rep., N.Y.), 1957-; member, Committee on Foreign Re

lations and its Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization.
JOHNSON, U. ALEXIS. U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Under Secretary of State for 

Political Affairs, 1969-1973; Ambassador at Large, 1973-; Chief, U.S. SALT delega
tion, 1973-.

KIRKLAND, LANE. Secretary-Treasurer, AFL-CIO; member. General Advisory Com
mittee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

KISSINGER, HENRY A. (Consultant, Weapons Evaluation Group, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
1959-1960; National Security Council, 1961-1962; U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, 1961-1968; Department of State, 1965-1968. Special Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, 1969-1975; Secretary of State, 1973-.

KOOIJMANS, P.H. Netherlands State Secretary for Foreign Affairs.
KORNIYENKO, GEORGIY M. Chief, USA Department, Soviet Ministry of Foreign Af

fairs; member of the Collegium, Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs.



902 LIST OF PERSONS

KOSYGIN, ALEXEI N. Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, 1964-.
KULAGA, EUGENIUSZ. Polish Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United 

Nations; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee for a World Disarmament Conference, 
1974.

KUZNETOOV, VASILI V. First Deputy Foreign Minister of the USSR, 1963-.
LALOVIC, MILOS. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Yugoslavia to the United 

Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-1975.
LA ROCQUE, GENE R. RAdm., USN (Ret.). Director, Center for Defense Information,

1972-.
LEONARD, JAMES F. Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-1973; Ambassador and U.S. Representative 
to the CCD, 1969-1972.

LIN, FANG. Military Adviser, Permanent Mission of the People’s Republic of China to 
the United Nations.

LIND, JOHAN. Second Secretary, Swedish Permanent Mission to the United Nations.
LODAL, JAN M. Staff member. National Security Council.
MACIEL, GEORGE A. Brazilian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United 

Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-1975.
MALIK, YAKOV A. Soviet Ambassador, Deputy Foreign Minister, and Permanent Rep

resentative to the United Nations, 1968-.
MALONE, JAMES L. General Counsel, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,

1973-.
MARCY, CARL. Staff Director, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 1955-; member. 

General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
MARTIN, JOSEPH, JR. General Counsel, Federal Trade Commission, 1970-1971; Special 

Assistant to the Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and represen
tative to the CCD, 1971-; member, ACDA General Advisory Committee, 1974-.

MARTIN, PAUL. Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs, 1963-1968; Leader of 
the Government in the Senate, 1968-1974; High Commissioner to Great Britain, 1974-.

MATEJKA, L. Deputy Director, Czech Research Institute for Planning and Management 
of National Economy; member, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of 
Military Budgets, 1974.

MAW, CARLYLE E. Le^al Adviser, U.S. Department of State, 1973-1974; Under Secre- 
t a ^  of State for Security Assistance, 1974-.

McCONE, JOHN A. Unaer Secretary, USAF, 1950-1951; Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, 1958-1960; Director, Central Intelligence Agency, 1961-1965; 
member. General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

McLUCAS, JOHN LUTHER. Secretary of the Air Force, 1973-.
McNAMARA, ROBERT S. Secretary of Defense, 1961-1968; President, World Bank,

1968-.
MEHTA, A.S. Indian Ambassador to Austria member, U.N. Group of Consultant Ex

perts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.
MIKANAGU, PATRICE. Counsellor, Burundi Permanent Mission to the United Nations; 

Vice-Chairman, ildiifoc Committee for a World Disarmament Conference, 1974.
MISHRA, B.C. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of India to the United Nations 

Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-.
MISTRAL, ANDRE. Adviser, French delegation to the United Nations.
MOGHTADERI, BAHRAM. Second Secretary, Iranian Permanent Mission to the United 

Nations.
MORGAN, THOMAS E. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Pa.), 1944-; Chairman, House Foreign 

Affairs Committee.
MULLEY, FREDRICK W. Ambassador, leader of the U.K. delegation to the ENDC and 

CCD 1967-1969
MUSKIE, EDMUiro. U.S. Senator (Dem., Me.), 1959-; member. Foreign Relations Com

mittee and Chairman, Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Orga
nization.

MYRDAL, ALVA. Ambassador and leader of the Swedish delegation to the CCD, 1962- 
1973; Minister Without Portfolio in Charge of Disarmament, 1966-1973.

NAIK, NIAZ A. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Pakistan to the United Na-. 
tions Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1971-1974.

NELSON, GAYLORD. U.S. Senator (Dem., Wis.), 1962-; member, Finance Committee.
NESSEN, RON. Press Secretary to the President^ Sept. 1974-.
NIKOLOV, RAIKO. Bulgarian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United 

Nations Office at Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-.
NISIBORI, MASAHIRO. Ambassador, leader of the Japanese delegation to the CCD.

1972-.



LIST OF PERSONS 903

NITZE, PAUL H. Deputy Secretary of Defense, 1967-1969; member, U.S. SALT delega
tion, 1969-1974.

NIXON, RICHARD M. Vice President of the United States, 1952-1960; President, 1969- 
1974.

NOEL-BAKER, PHILIP. British statesman, educator, author.
ORTIZ de ROZAS, CARLOS. Argentine Ambassador, leader of the delegation to the 

CCD, 1971,1973; Permanent Representative to the United Nations in New York, 1972-.
OSMAN, AHMED. Egyptian Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative to the 

United Nations.
OWENS, WAYNE. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Utah), 1972-.
PAHLAVI, SHAH MOHAMAD REZA. Shah of Iran, 1941-.
PALME, OLAF. Swedish Prime Minister, 1969-.
PASTINEN, ILKKA. Special Representative of the U.N. Secretary-General to the CCD, 

1971-1974; Secretary-General of the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, May 1975.

PERES, SHIMON. Israeli Defense Minister, 1974-.
FG REZ de CUELLAR, JAVIER. Peruvian Ambassador, Permanent Representative to 

the United Nations; Vice-Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee for a World Disarmament 
Conference, 1974.

PIRZADA, SHARIFUDDIN. Pakistani Foreign Minister, 1966-1968.
PISHVA, MANOUCHER. Counsellor, Deputy Permanent Representative of Iran to the 

United Nations.
PODGORNY, NICOLAI V. Chairman, Presidium, USSR Supreme Soviet, 1964-.
POLLACK, HERMAN. Director, Bureau of International Scientific and Technological 

Affairs, U.S. Department of State, 1967-1974.
RAMPHUL, RADHA K. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Mauritius to the 

United Nations.
RAY, DIXY LEE. Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 1973-1974. Assistant 

Secretary of State, Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs,
1974-June 1975.

RESOR, STANLEY. Secretary of the Army, 1965-1971; U.S. representative to MBFR 
tfllks 1973"

RICHARDSON, ELLIOT L. Under Secretary of State, 1969-1970; Secretary, Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1970-1973; Secretary of Defense, Jan.-May 
1973; Attorney General, May-Oct. 1973; Ambassador to the U.K., 1975.

ROSENBERG POLAK, M.J. Ambassador, leader of the Netherlands delegation to the 
CCD, 1972-1974.

ROSHuHIN, ALEXEY A. Member, Soviet delegation to the ENDC, 1962; Ambassador 
and leader of the Soviet delegation to the ENDC and CCD, 1966-.

ROWE, ALAN D. Alternate Representative, Canadian delegation to the CCD, 1973-.
RUSK, DEAN. Secretary of State, 1961-1969; Professor of International Law, University 

of Georgia, 1969-; member. General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, 1969-.

SAFAVI, SHAMS. Admiral (Ret.), Imperial Iranian Navy; appointed to work on U.N. 
experts' study on great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean, 1974.

SCALABRE, GUY. Counselor, French Permanent Mission to the United Nations.
SCHLESINGER, JAMES R. Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 1971-1973; Direc

tor, Central Intelligence Agency, Feb.-July 1973; Secretary of Defense, 1973-1975.
SCHMIDT, HELMUT. Chancellor, Federal Republic of Germany, 1974-.
SCOVILLE, HERBERT. Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1963-1969.
SCOWCROFT, BRENT, Lt. Gen. USAF. Deputy Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs, 1973-1975; Assistant, 1975.
SCRANTON, WILLIAM W. Governor of Pennsylvania, 1963-1967; member. General 

Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-.
SEGAL, JOSEPH M. Chairman, Board of Governors of the United Nations Association 

of the USA; member, U.S. delegation to the United Nations.
SETTE CAMARA, JOS£. Brazilian Ambassador to Czechoslovakia; representative at 

meetings of the Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin America 
(1964-1967).

SHAHI, AGHA. Secretary, Pakistani Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Vice-Chairman, dele
gation to the United Nations.

SHARP, MITCHELL W. Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs, 1968-1974; 
President of the Privy Council and Government Leader in the House of Commons.
1974-.



904 LIST OF PERSONS

SINGH, SARDAR SWARAN. Indian Minister for External Affairs; Chairman, delega
tion to the United Nations.

SMITH, GERARD C. Assistant Secretary of State, Director of the Policy Planning Staff, 
1957-1961; Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-1973; head of 
U.S. SALT delegation, 1969-1972.

SOBER, SIDNEY. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, 1974-.

SONNENFELDT, HELMUT. Director, Office of Research and Analysis for the Soviet 
Bloc, U.S. Department of State, 1966-1969; staff member, National Security Council,
1969-1974; Counselor, U.S. Department of State, 1974-.

SPARKMAN, JOHN J. U.S. Senator (Dem., Ala.), 1946-; member. Foreign Relations 
Committee.

STOESSEL, WALTER J. U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Ambassador to the Soviet Union,
1974-.

SUBRAHMANYAM, K. Director, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New 
Delhi; appointed to work on U.N. experts’ study on great Powers’ military presence in 
the Indian Ocean, 1974.

SYMINGTON, JAMES W. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Mo.), 1968-.
SYMINGTON, STUART. U.S. Senator (Dem., Mo.), 1952-; member, Foreign Relations 

Committee and the Committee on Armed Services.
SYTENKO, MIKHAIL DMITRIYEVICH. Chief, Near Eastern Countries, USSR Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs.
TAITTINGER, PIERRE CHRISTIAN. French Senator; member, French delegation to 

the United Nations.
TANAKA, HIROTO. Ambassador, leader of the Japanese delegation to the CCD, 1970- 

1971.
TANAKA, KAKUEI. Japanese Prime Minister, 1972-1974.
TAYLOR, J.G. Counsellor, U.K. delegation to tne CCD.
TAYLOR, THEODORE. Chairman of the Board, International Research and Technology 

Corporation (Arlii^on, Va.).
TEMPLETON, M.J.C. Ambassador, Permanent Representative of New Zealand to the 

United Nations.
THOMSON, VERNON W. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Wis.), I960-; member, Foreign 

Affairs Committee.
THORSSON, INGA. Swedish Under-Secretary of State, Ministry for Foreign Affairs; 

leader of the delegation to the CCD, 1974-.
USMANI, I.H. Chairman, Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission, 1966.
VAN DOREN, CHARLES N. Deputy General Counsel. U.S. Arms Control and Disarma

ment Agency, 1963-1973; Chief, Non-Proliferation Staff, International Relations 
Bureau, 1974-. ,

VEJVODA, MILOUS. Czech Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs; leader of the delega
tion to the CCD.

VEST, GEORGE S. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Special Assistant to the Secretary for 
Press Relations, 1973-1974; Director, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, 1974-.

VIMONT, JACQUE PIERRE. French diplomatist; Ambassador to Mexico, 1965-1969; 
observer at meetings of the Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin 
America (1964-1967).

WALDHEIM, KURT. Secretary-General of the United Nations, 1971-.
WHEELER, JOHN ARCHIBALD. Professor of Physics, Princeton University; member. 

General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1969-.
WINN, LARRY, JR. U.S. Congressman (Rep., Kan.), 1966-; member. Foreign Affairs 

Committee.
WOLFE, THOMAS W. Senior staff member, Rand Corporation.
WYZNER, EUGENIUSZ. Polish Ambassador, Permanent Representative to the United 

Nations Office in Geneva; leader of the delegation to the CCD, Aug. 1973-.
YSANDER, B.C. Institute of Economics, University of Stockholm; member, U.N. Group 

of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, 1974.
ZABLOCKI, CLEMENT J. U.S. Congressman (Dem., Wis.), 1949-; member, House 

Foreign Affairs Committee.
ZAMYATIN  ̂L. I. Director General, TASS.
ZELLEKE, A. Deputy Commissioner for Planni^, Planning Commission Office, Addis 

Ababa; member, U.N. Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military 
. Budgets, 1974.
ZIEGLER, RONALD. Presidential Press Secretary, 1968-1974.
ZURHELLEN, J. OWEN. U.S. Foreign Service Officer; Deputy Director, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1973-1974; leader, U.S. delegation to the NPT Re
view Conference Preparatory Committee Meetings, 1974.



INDEX

Abdel-Meguid, Ahmed Esmat, 813-814;
cited, 690,700 

ABM. Antiballistic missiles. See under Mis
siles and missile systems 

ABRES. Advanced ballistic reentry system.
See under Missiles and missile systems 

ACDA. See Arms Control and Disarma- 
ment Agency, U.S.

Africa as a zone of peace:
Views and statements re, Chinese, 710; 

French, 711-712; Nigerian, 15^155, 
689-694, 713-714; U.K., 710-711, 
799; U.S., 215,712-713,798-799 

Agreements. See Treaties, also locate under 
substantive part o f title 

Aiken, Frank, cited, 168-169 
Aircraft, military. See Bombers 
Allen, Mark E., 643, 688-689, 710-711, 736-

737,739-740 
Allied military and nuclear forces. See 

Military appropriations; North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization; Nuclear arms 
race; and Strategic forces and arma
ments

Al-Masri, Ahmad Fathi, 727-729,761-763 
Amerasinghe, Hamilton S.:

Indian Ocean as zone of peace, state
ments re, 604-612,636-638 

South Asian nuclear-free zone, statement 
re, 663-667 

An, Chih-yuan, 594-600,601-602 
Antiballistic missiles (ABM) and systems.

See under Missiles and missile systems 
Armaments, conventional. See under Con

trol and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces 

Armaments, nuclear. See Missiles and mis
sile systems; Non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons; Nuclear tests; Strategic 
forces and armaments; and Under
ground nuclear tests 

Armed forces. See Control and reduction of 
armaments and armed forces; Mutual 
and balanced force reductions; and 
Strategic forces and armaments 

Arms control. See Control and reduction of 
armaments and armed forces 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
U.S. (ACDA):

ABM protocol, 850-851 
Appropriations, 94,875 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 

amendments—
ACDA director, statement re, 54-57 
Administration bill, 2

Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency—Con.

ACDA, amendments—Con. 
Congressional conference report, 182- 

183
House of Representatives, U.S., bill, 

90-91
House of Representatives, U.S., For

eign Affairs Committee, report, 
57-67 

Senate, U.S., bill, 141 
Senate, U.S., Foreign Relations Com

mittee, report, 118-123 
Text, 281 

CCD, 846
Chemical, biological and environmental 

warfare, 861-866 
Congressional, U.S., relations, 55-56, 

843-844
Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirma

tion and Development of Interna
tional Humanitarian Law Applicable 
in Armed Conflicts, 846,866 

General Advisory Committee, 876-877 
Geneva Protocol and Biological Weapons 

Convention, 862-863; response to 
Senate, U.S., committee question
naire, 825-831 

Military expenditures, 866-869 
Mutual and balanced force reductions, 

843,845,859-861 
Nonproliferation Treaty Review Confer

ence, 846,858-859 
Nuclear testing, restriction on, 851-853, 

857
Operations, 870-876 
Public information, 869-870 
Report, annual, 842-879 
Research, 855-856,861 
SALT II, 845,849-850 
Standing Consultative Commission, 845, 

851
Strategic forces and armaments, 844 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty, 852-853 
Vladivostok Agreement, 847,848-849 

Arms race, nuclear. See Non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons; Nuclear arms race; 
Nuclear tests; and Underground nu
des^ tests

Atomic Energy Agency, International 
(IAEA), views re, Indian, 409; Soviet, 
384,385,576,697-698; U.S., 511,562 

AWACS-FOXBAIT (air defense system), 
28,44,45

905



906 INDEX

Ayacucho declaration by eight Latin Amer
ican nations, 819-822

Bacteriological weapons. See under Chemi
cal and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons 

Barton, W.H., 151 
Baruch, Bernard, cited, 484 
Bases, military. See Military bases 
Bhutto, Zulfikar AH, 146-148; cited, 169 
Biochemical weapons. See Chemical and 

bacteriological (biological) weapons 
Blanco Gil, Juan Antonio, 670-671 
Bombers:

Chinese capability, U.S. views re, 28,29 
Soviet capability, U.S. views re, 12,27,29 
U.S. capability, U.S. views re, 29, 32, 38- 

41,42,504 
U.S. views re, 200,753,755,756,778 

Brezhnev, Leonid I:
Cited, 219, 221, 386, 388-389, 555, 578, 

582-583,768,769 
Moscow election meeting, address at, 

177-182
BW. Biological weapons. See under Chemi

cal and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons

Canada:
Chemical weapons, statement re, 352- 

355
Defining chemical compounds having 

military significance as irritating 
and incapacitating agents, problem 
of, paper re, 326-330 

Indian nuclear explosion, statements 
re, 151,152-154 

CCD. See Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament 

Ceylon:
Indian Ocean as zone of peace, state

ments re ,605-612,636-638 
South Asian nuclear-free zone, state

ment re, 663-667 
Chemical and bacteriological (biological) 

weapons:
Bacteriological (biological) weapons— 

Convention on the prohibition of devel
opment, production, and stockpil
ing of: views re, Foreign Relations 
Committee, U.S. Senate, report, 
837-840; Soviet, 157, 218-219, 580; 
U.S., 824-825,825-831 

Chemical weapons—
Binary agents, 378-379,413 
CCD report, 449-460 
Chemical warfare agents, toxicity of, 

U.S. working paper re, 330-335;

Chemical and bacteriological weapons— 
Con.
Chemical weapons—Con.

Chemical warfare agents, etc.—Con. 
destruction of, U.S. working paper 
re, 335-340 

Commercial chemicals for weapons, di
version of, U.S. working paper re, 
340-345

Defining chemical compounds having 
military significance as irritating 
and incapacitating agents, prob
lem of, Canadian paper re, 326-330 

Draft conventions, declarations, mem
oranda and resolutions re—

Communist, on the prohibition of de
velopment, production, and 
stockpiling of: Soviet views re, 
113-114, 115, 156-157, 304-305, 
421-422

Japanese, on the prohibition of de
velopment, production, and 
stockpiling of, 99-106; views and 
statements re, Japanese, 106- 
113; Mexican, 389; Soviet, 114- 
155, 156, 218, 365-366, 579; 
Swedish, 222-225, 571; U.S., 161

Experts, meeting of, views re, So
viet, 116, 162, 366-369, 421; 
Swedish, 138-139,411-412; U.S., 
216,351-352,366-369,423-424 

Verification, views re, Canadian, 
352-355; Japanese, 100-105,110, 
317-325, 346-348; Soviet, 117, 
418; Swedish, 412-415; U.K., 
286-288; U.S., 424,425 

General Assembly, U.N., resolution 
{3256 (XXIX)), 790-792; state
ments re, French, 670; Polish, 658- 
661

Geneva Protocol: ACDA report, 850- 
851, 862-864; ACDA response to 
Senate, U.S., Foreign Relations 
Committee questionnaire, 825- 
831; ACDA statement, 822-824; 
ratification report by House, U.S., 
Foreign Affairs Committee, 369- 
379; resolution 1258̂  379-380 

Organophosphorus compounds, scope 
of prohibition and verification for, 
Japanese working paper re, 306- 
325

Views and statements re, Indian, 144; 
Soviet, 78; U.K., 286-287; U.S., 82- 
83,139-141,425 

China, Communist. See China, People’s Re
public of



INDEX 907

China, People's Republic of:
Environmental modification, statement 

re, 737-738 
Nuclear capability, U.S. views re, 13-14, 

28-29 )
Nuclear-free zones, statements re, 631- 

632,685-686,742 
Nuclear tests, statement re, 638-640 
Reduction of military budgets, statement 

re ,734
U.S.-China relations, U.S. views re, 194 
U.S.S.R., criticism of, 594-595, 596, 597, 

599, 601-602, 631, 639, 640-641, 737- 
738

Views and comments re, Soviet, 79,181- 
182,600-601, 635-636

Clark, Edward, 154-155, 619-623, 689-694,
713-714; cited, 655,714

Comprehensive test ban (CTB). See under 
Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament; Nuclear tests; and Under
ground nuclear tests

Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD):

ACDA report, 846
Comprehensive test ban (see also Nuclear 

tests and Underground nuclear tests)—

Comments and statements re, Japa
nese, 301; Soviet, 157-158; Swed
ish, 360-361, 403, 568; U.S., 83, 
272-273

General Assembly, U.N., resolution 
(5:̂ 57 (XXIX)), 792-793

Organization and procedures—
CCD report, 426-427
Views re, French, 648; Indian, 145- 

146; Mexican, 389-390, 647-648; 
Soviet, 159-160, 422, 583-584; 
U.K., 289; U.S., 426,587

Proposals, memoranda, messages, state
ments, and working papers to: Cana
dian, 151, 326-330, 352-355; Indian, 
141-146,150,170-174,408-410; Japa
nese, 106-113,150-151,298-302,306- 
325, 345-348, 397-402; Mexican, 
389-393; Nigerian, 154-155; Paki
stani, 146-148, 164-170, 174-177; 
Soviet, 74-80,113-117,155-160,217- 
221, 302-306, 364-369, 382-389, 416- 
419, 419-423; Swedish, 123-135, 
136-139, 152, 222-225, 356-364, 403- 
407, 411-416; U.K., 155, 281-290, 
393-397; U.S., 80-84, 152, 161-164, 
214-217, 330-335, 335-340, 340-345, 
348-352,423,426

Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment—Con.

Report to U.N. General Assembly and 
Disarmament Commission, 426-47T

Conference of Nonaligned Countries. See 
Nonaligned Countries, Conferences of

Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (CSCE):

U.S.-Soviet joint communique, 749 
Views and comments re, Soviet, 280; U.S., 

81, 253, 760; Warsaw communique, 
86-87

Congress, U.S. See House of Representa
tives, U.S.; and Senate, U.S.

Control and reduction of armaments and 
armed forces (see also Mutual and bal
anced force reductions; Non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons; and Test-Ban 
Treaty, limited):

ACDA report, 844-845 
Ayacucho declaration, 821 
Conventional arms (see also Incendiary 

weapons)—
CCD report, 463-464 
Views and comments re, French, 589; 

Swedish, 571-572; U.S., 83, 777- 
778

Views and statements re, U.S., 2-8, 91- 
94; 184-185, 200, 245-246, 249-250, 
270-271, 290-292, 556-563; Warsaw 
communique, 87-88

Control of atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes. See Atomic Energy Agency, 
International (IAEA); and Nuclear en
ergy: Peaceful application

Conventional Arms. See under Control and 
reduction of armaments and armed 
forces

Cuba, statement re Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
670-671

The Defense Monitor (Center for Defense 
Information), cited, 662

Denuclearized zones (see also Disarma
ment: Nuclear-free zones):

African. See Africa as zone of peace 
Indian Ocean. See Indian Ocean as zone 

of peace
Latin American. See Latin American De

nuclearization Treaty 
Middle Eastern. See under Middle East 
South Asian. See South Asian nuclear- 

free zone
Detente (see also International tension, re

laxation of):
Views and comments re, Chinese, 594, 

595-596, 737; Indian, 142; Soviet, 80,



908 INDEX

Detente—Con.
Views and comments re—Con.

177, 180, 217-218, 221, 380, 419, 547; 
Swedish, 152, 566; U.S., 67-68, 504- 
505, 506; Warsaw communique, 85- 
86,87

Di Bernardo, Nicolo, cited, 346 
Diplomatic Conference for the Reaffirma

tion and Development of International 
Law. See under International Commit
tee of the Red Cross 

Disarmament (see also Control and reduc- 
, tion of armaments and armed forces; 
and World disarmament conference): 

Arms regulation and disarmament, 
Swedish statement to U.N. General 
Assembly, First Committee of, 566- 
574

General and complete—
CCD report, 465-470 
General Assembly, U.N., resolution 

(3261 (XXIX)), 800-809 
Mid-term review of the Disarmament 

Decade, draft resolution of U.N. 
General Assembly, First Commit
tee of, statements re, Nigerian, 
619-62i3; Soviet, 633 

Views and statements re, Chinese, 602; 
Soviet, 219-220,548,632-633 

Mini-weapons (“mini-nukes”), views re, 
Soviet, 388; Swedish, 357-358, 407; 
U.S., 162-163 

Nuclear-free zones (see also Denuclear
ized zones), statements re, Chinese, 
597-598; Finnish, 705-707; French, 
590, 733-734; Soviet, 668, 733; Swed
ish, 571; U.S., 562-563 

Security assurances to non-nuclear na
tions, Pakistani statement re, 722- 
726

Tactical nuclear stockpile, U.S. views re, 
162-164

Disarmament Decade. See under Disarma
ment: General and complete

Earthquakes, techniques for distinguishing 
between underground explosions. See 
Underground nuclear tests; and Re
search: Seismic 

Eckerberg, Lennart, 152,675-683 
Ecology. See Environment, modification of 
Egypt:

Middle Eastern nuclear-free zone, estab
lishment of, Egyptian-Iranian draft 
resolution, 673-675; statements re, 
703-705,813-814 

Supplying nuclear fuel and reactors to,

Egypt—Con.
Supplying nuclear fuel, etc.—Con,

197, 198, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296,
297,298

Eleven nation draft resolution re non-pro- 
liferation of nuclear weapons, 612-614 

ENDC. Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee. See Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament 

Ennals, David Hedley, 281-290; cited, 347- 
348

Environment, modification of:
ACDA report, 864-866 
CCD report, 462-463 
Draft resolutions re—

Soviet, re prohibition of action to in
fluence the environment and climate 
for military and other purposes in
compatible with the maintenance of 
international security, human well
being, and health, 516-517; letter 
from Soviet Foreign Minister to 
U.N. Secretary-General re, 380-382; 
Soviet draft convention re, 517-521; 
views re, Chinese, 737-738; French, 
593, 740; Soviet, 420, 514-515, 546- 
556, 707-710; Swedish, 573; U.K., 
739-740; U.S., 482,738-739 

General Assembly, U.N., resolutions 
(3255 (XXIX)), 786-790; (326J,
(XXIX)), 814-816 

Joint U.S.-Soviet statement on dangers of 
military use of, 231-232; views re, 
Soviet, 305; U.S., 263,349 

Erell, Moshe, 741-742
Europe (see also Conference on Security 

and Cooperation in Europe; and 
Detente):

Reduction of forces in. See Mutual and 
balanced force reductions 

Security of. See International security, 
strengthening of 

Tension in, relaxation of. See Interna
tional tension, relaxation of

Finland, statement re nuclear-free zones, 
705-707 

Ford, Gerald R.:
ACDA annual report, 842-843 
Cited, 484,847 
Message to Senate, U.S., 507 
News conference, 772-779 

Foster, William C., cited, 170 
Four nation draft resolution re reduction of 

military budgets of states permanent 
members of the Security Council by ten 
percent and utilization of part of the



INDEX 909

Four nation draft resolution re—Con.
funds thus saved to provide assistance 
to developing countries, 656-657 

France:
Additional protocol I to Tlatelolco Treaty, 

statements re, 626-628,630 
CCD, enlargement of, statement re, 648 
Chemical and biological weapons, state

ment re, 670 
Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 

statement re, 717-719 
Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

statement re, 698-699 
Nuclear-free zones, statements re, 643- 

645,666,711-712 
Nuclear tests, cessation of, statement re, 

642
World disarmament conference, state

ment re, 766-768

Garcia Robles, Alfonso:
Cited, 215 
Statements re—

Additional protocol I to Tlatelolco 
Treaty, 623-626,629-630 

Additional protocol II to Tlatelolco 
Treaty, 614-616 

CCD, enlargement of, 647-648 
Four nation draft resolution re reduc

tion of military budgets, 729-733 
SALT, 661-663; results of, 389-393 

Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting use of 
chemical and bacteriological (biologi
cal) weapons (see also under Chemical 
and bacteriological (biological) weap
ons: Chemical weapons):

ACDA statement re, 822-824
House of Representatives, U.S., Foreign 

Affairs Committee, ratification re
port, 369-379; resolution 1258, 379- 
380

Senate, U.S., Foreign Relations Commit
tee, report, 831-837 

Soviet views re, 364,580 
Giscard d’Estaing, Valery, cited, 591,592 
Givan, Walker, 672-673 
Goldberg, Arthur J., cited, 165-166 
Gromyko, Andrei A.:

Address to the U.N. General Assembly, 
511-516 

Cited, 420,553,554,583,663 
Letter to U.N. Secretary-General, 380-382

Hainworth, H.C., 155; cited, 358 
House of Representatives, U.S. (see also 

Senate, U.S.):
Foreign Affairs Committee, U.S.—

ACDA director, statement to, 54-57;

House of Representatives, U.S.—Con. 
Foreign Affairs Committee, U.S.—Con. 

ACDA director, statement to—Con. 
statements to subcommittees, 
139-141,290-292 

Assistant Secretary of State, state
ment to subcommittees, 295-298 

Bureau of International Scientific and 
Technological Affairs director, 
statement to subcommittee, 293- 
295

Geneva Protocol, ratification of, report, 
369-379; resolution 1258,379-380 

Report, 57-67 
Hoveyda, Fereydoun, 563-566,700-703 
Humanitarian law conference. See under 

International Committee of the Red 
Cross: Diplomatic Conference 

Hyv^inen, Risto, 705-707

IAEA. See Atomic Energy Agency, Inter
national 

Ikl6,FredC.:
Addresses to—

Council on Foreign Relations, 479-485 
Duke University Law Forum, 493-499 
Joint Harvard-MIT seminar, 2-8 

Cited, 392-393,850 
News conference, 262-278 
Statements re—

Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
amendments, 54-57,91-94 

Chemical warfare, 139-141 
Export of nuclear technology to Middle 

East, 290-292 
Geneva Protocol and the Biological- 

Weapons Convention, 822-825 
Imperialism, 88-89,598,599,671 
Incendiary weapons:

General Assembly, U.N., resolution (3255 
(XXIX)), 786-790 

Syrian draft resolution re napalm and 
other incendiary weapons, 726-727; 
revised draft, 745-746; views and 
statements re, French, 717-719; So
viet, 719-721,764-766; Swedish, 763- 
764; Syrian, 727-729, 761-763; U.K.,
714-717; U.S., 721-722,766 

Views and comments re, French, 592-593; 
Swedish, 571-572, 678-682; U.S., 576

India:
Middle Eastern nuclear-free zone, state

ment re ,742-743 
Nuclear explosion—

Atomic Energy Commission (Indian), 
statement re, 146; views re, 149- 
150,170-174,408-410 

South Asian nuclear-free zone, views and



910 INDEX

India—Con.
South Asian nuclear-free zone—Con.

statements re, 645-647, 668-669, 
687-688,819

Views and comments re, Canadian, 151; 
Japanese, 150-151; Pakistani, 146- 
148, 148-149, 164-170, 174-177;
Swedish, 152, 357, 569; U.K., 155, 
285; U.S., 152-154,197,497,522

Indian Ocean as zone of peace:
General Assembly, U.N., resolutions 

{3259 (XXIX)), 795-797; (2992
(XXVII)), cited, 608 

Views and statements re, Ceylonese, 605- 
612, 636-638; Chinese, 631-632; 
French, 643-645; Mauritian, 694- 
697; Soviet, 633-635; U.K., 643 

Ingersoll, Robert S., 477-479 
Intercontinental ballistic missile system 

(ICBM). See under Missiles and missile 
systems

International Committee of the Red Cross: 
Diplomatic Conference for the Reaffir

mation and Development of Interna
tional Humanitarian Law Applicable 
in Armed Conflicts, views and state
ments re, ACDA report, 846, 866; 
ICRC report, cited, 678, 679, 680, 
716-717; Soviet, 720; Swedish, 675- 
677,572,682-683; U.S., 721,722 

International Institute of Peace and Con
flict Research, cited, 393 

International security, strengthening of: 
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, 

fifth, resolution, 199 
Security assurances to non-nuclear na

tions, Pakistani statement re, 722- 
726

Views re, Soviet, 549, 600, 601; U.S.- 
Soviet communiques, joint, 232-233, 
236-240; Warsaw communique, 85 

International tension, relaxation of:
Views and comments re, Chinese, 602; 

Soviet, 75, 305-306, 547, 574-575; 
U.S., 499-500; U.S.-Soviet commu
nique, 72

Iran:
Middle Eastern nuclear-free zone, estab

lishment of, Egyptian-Iranian draft 
resolution, 673-675; letter to U.N. 
Secretary-General, 325-326; message 
from Shah to U.N. Secretary-Gen- 
eral, 492-493; statements re, 700-
703,740-741 

World disarmament conference, state
ment to U.N. General Assembly, 
First Committee of, re, 563-566

Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, 
fifth, 199,723 

Israel:
Middle Eastern nuclear-free zone, state

ment re ,741-742 
Supplying nuclear fuel and reactors to,

291,292,293,294,295,296,297,298

Jackson, Henry M., 96,97,203,206,207,758, 
782,783 

Jaipal, Rikhi, 819 
Japan:

Chemical weapons, prohibition of devel
opment, production, and stockpiling 
of, draft convention re, 99-106; state
ment re, 345-348 

Locating seismic events, accuracy of, 
working paper re, 397-402; Swedish 
views re, 403 

Organophosphorus compounds, scope of 
prohibition and verification of, work
ing paper re, 306-325 

Jaroszek, Henryk, 658-661

Kennedy, John F., cited, 506 
Kissinger, Henry A.:

Address to U.N. General Assembly, 508- 
511

Cited, 187, 349, 393, 425, 558, 662-663, 
725,847

News conferences, 69-72, 73-74, 94-99, 
183-199, 199-209, 248-262, 355-356, 
521-522,750-761,779-784 

Newsweek interview, 840-842 
Strategic arms race, statement to Senate, 

U.S., Foreign Relations Committee, 
re ,499-506 

Kooijmans, P.H., 616-619 
Kosygin, Alexei N., cited, 159,167,615,633- 

634
Kuznetsov, Vasili V., cited, 166

Latin American Denuclearization Treaty 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco):

Additional protocol I—
General Assembly, U.N., resolution 

(XXIX)), 809-811 
Views and statements re, French, 626- 

628, 630; Mexican, 623-626, 629- 
630; U.S., 215-216,672-673 

Additional protocol II—
General Assembly, U.N., resolutions 

(3258 (XXIX)), 793-795; (2666 
(XXV)), cited, 614, 615; views and 
statements re, Cuban, 670-671; 
Mexican, 614-616; Soviet, 672; 
U.S., 216,563



INDEX 911

Launchers. See under Missiles and missile 
systems

Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys
tems, U.S.-Soviet treaty on the, proto
col to, text, 229-231 

Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weap
on Tests, U.S.-Soviet treaty on the, 
text, 225-227; protocol to, text, 228-229 

Lin, Fang:
Statements re—

Environmental modification, 737-738 
Indian Ocean as zone of peace, 631-632 
Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

700
Nuclear-free zones, 685-686,710,742 
Nuclear tests, 638-641 
Reduction of military budgets, 734 

Lind, Johan, 763-764

Malik, Yakov A.:
Remarks and statements re— 

Influencing the environment and cli
mate for military and other pur
poses, 546-556,707-710 

Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
764-766

World disarmament conference, 768- 
772

Martin, Joseph, Jr.:
Cited, 347,358,857,865,868 
Statements re—

Chemical weapons, 423-425 
Comprehensive test ban, 641 
Disarmament, general, 80-84,161-164, 

214-217,584-587 
Environmental modification, 585-586, 

738-739 
Indian nuclear explosion, 152 
Napalm and other incendiary weapons,

721-722,766 
Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

699-700
Nuclear-free zones, 683-684, 712-713,

743
Reduction of military budgets, 736 
SALT II, 670 

Mauritius, statement re Indian Ocean as 
zone of peace, 694-697 

MBFR. See Mutual and balanced force 
reductions 

McNamara, Robert S., 42-43 
Mexico:

Additional protocol I to Treaty of Tlatel- 
olco, statement re, 629-630 

Additional protocol II to Treaty of Tla- 
telolco, statement re, 614-616 

Eleven nation draft resolution re non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Mexico—Con.
Eleven nation draft resolution—Con. 

amendments to, 657-658; revised 
amendments to, 673 

Reduction of military budgets, statement 
re ,729-733 

SALT, statement re, 661-663 
Middle East:

Export of nuclear technology to, U.S.
views re, 290-292,293-295,295-298 

General Assembly, U.N., resolution {3263 
(XXIX)), 811-813 

Nuclear weapon-free zone in, establish
ment of: Egyptian-Iranian resolu
tion, text, 673-675; Iranian letter to 
U.N. Secretary-General, 325-326; 
message from Shah of Iran to U.N. 
Secretary-General, 492-493; views 
re, Chinese, 597-598, 742; Egyptian, 
703-705, 813-814; French, 744; In
dian, 742-743; Iranian, 700-703,740- 
741; Israeli, 741-742; Soviet, 744; 
U.S., 563,743 

Views and comments re, Soviet, 217; 
U.S., 563, 759-761; U.S.-Soviet com
muniques, 237-2^, 749; Warsaw 
communique, 88 

Military appropriations, budgets and ex
penditures:

ACDA report, 866-869 
Defense expenditures and their distribu

tion for defense purposes, Swedish 
paper re, 123-135; Swedish state
ments re, 136-139,415-416; views re, 
CCD report, 461; U.K., 288-289; U.S., 
215

Reduction of—
CCD report, 460-461 
Four nation draft resolution, text, 656- 

657; views and statements re, 
Chinese, 734; French, 592; Mexi
can, 729-733; Soviet, 580-581, 734- 
736; Swedish, 572-573; U.K., 736- 
737; U.S., 586-587,736 

General Assembly, U.N., resolution 
(5^5  ̂(XXIX)), 784-786 

Secretary-General’s report to U.N.
General Assembly, 523-546 

Views and statements re, Chinese, 596- 
598; Indian, 145; Soviet, 75-76, 
159, 221; U.K., 288, 289; U.S. 8, 54, 
56-57,94,776

Military bases, U.S. views re, 753,754,776

MIRV. See Missiles and missile systems

Mishra, B.C., 141-146, 150, 170-174, 408- 
410,668-669,687-688,742-743



912 INDEX

Missiles and missile systems:
Advanced ballistic reentry system 

(ABRES), U.S. views re, 31,32,37-38 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, Treaty 

on Limitation of: U.S. views re, 42 
Protocol to, text, 229-231; views re, So

viet, 303; Swedish, ^8-359; U.S., 
260, 261, 262, 263, 270, 349, 477- 
479,507 

BADGER, U.S. views re, 28 
BEAGLE, U.S. views re, 28 
Intercontinental ballistic missiles 

(ICBM), U.S. views re, 29,31,34,277,
502.503.504

Interim Agreement on Certain Measures 
with Respect to the Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, views re, 
Soviet, 303; U.S., 21, 97-99,185-192, 
193-194, 252, 261, 272, 273, 274, 751, 
752,753

Minuteman, U.S. views re, 30, 31, 32, 33-
34.481.504

Multiple independently targeted reentry 
vehicle (MIRV), U.S. views re, 25,26, 
98-99, 197, 205, 254, 255, 257, 264, 
266, 267, 268, 276, 277, 481-482, 504, 
752, 753, 754, 755, 757, 758, 773, 774, 
775,777,778,781-782,783,841-842 

NIKE-HERCULES, U.S. views re, 44-45 
Poseidon, U.S. views re, 30, 32, 34-35,36, 

37
Safeguard antiballistic program, U.S.

views re, 46 
Site defense program, U.S. views re, 46 
SRAM (short-range attack missile), U.S.

views re, 28,41 
SS-7 and SS-8, U.S. views re, 27,186 
SS-9, U.S. views re, 25,257,275 
SS-11, U.S. views re, 25,26 
SS-13, U.S. views re, 25 
SS-17, U.S. views re, 275 
SS-18, U.S. views re, 257,275 
SS-19, U.S. views re, 270,275 
SSN-6, U.S. views re, 27 
SSN-8, U.S. views re, 27,269 
SSX-16, U.S. views re, 25,34 
SSX-17,18, and 19, U.S. views re. 25,26 
Standing Consultative Commission— 

ACDA report, 845,851 
U.S. views re, 56, 204, 205, 206, 209, 

251-252,263 
Submarine-launched ballistic missile 

(SLBM), U.S. views re, 27,29,31,47- 
48, 52, 185-189, 203, 204, 208-209, 
265,502

Trident, U.S. views re, 32,35-37,755,756, 
778

Mistral, Andr6, 626-628, 630, 643-645, 648, 
670,717-719 

Moghtaderi, Bahram, 740-741 
Mulley, Fredrick W., cited, 166 
Multiple independently targeted reentry 

vehicle (MIRV). See under Missiles and 
missile systems 

Mutual and balanced force reductions 
(MBFR):

ACDA report, ̂ 43,845,859-861 
House of Representatives, U.S., rejwrt, 61 
U.S.-Soviet communique, joint, 749 
U.S. views re, 69, 81, 93, 194-195, 207,

209,776

Napalm. See Incendiary weapons 
NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty Organi

zation
Netherlands, statement re non-prolifera- 

tion of nuclear weapons, 616-619 
New Zealand, statement re cessation of 

nuclear tests, 602-604 
Nigeria:

Denuclearization of Africa, statements 
re ,689-694,713-714 

Mid-term review of the Disarmament 
Decade, statement re, 619-623 

Nisibori, Masahiro:
Statements and remarks re—

Chemical weapons, 106-113,345-348 
Indian nuclear explosion, 150-151 
Nuclear tests, 298-302 

Nixon, Richard M.:
Address to people of the Soviet Union, 

209-214 
Cited, 5,17,92,290,832 
News conference, 67-69 
Radio and television remarks, 243-248 
SALT II, views re, 1 

Nonaligned Countries, Conferences of: 
Fourth, cited, 409; ITiird, cited, 606,607 

Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons: 
Eleven nation draft resolution, text, 612- 

614; Mexican amendments to, 657- 
658, 673; views and statements re, 
Chinese, 700; French, 698-699; Neth
erlands, 616-619; Soviet, 697-699; 
U.S., 699-700 

Review Conference, views re, ACDA re
port, 858-859; Soviet, 420,698; Swed
ish, 569; U.K., 285-286; U.S., 56, 82, 
425,560 

Treaty—
ACDA report, 846,854-855 
Views and statements re, Indian, 143- 

144, 171-172, 410; Pakistani, 165, 
175-177; Soviet, 220, 304, 382-389, 
416-417, 419-420, 576-578; Swed-



INDEX 913

Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons— 
Con.

Treaty—Con.
Views and statements re—Con.

ish, 362-364, 404-406, 568-569; 
U.K., 283-284; U.S., 82, 216-217, 
297-298, 425-426, 497-499, 510- 
511,556-561 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), views re, U.S., 209, 246-247; 
Warsaw communique, 89-90 

Nuclear arms race (see also Non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons):

Address by Soviet Foreign Minister to 
U.N. General Assembly, 511-516 

CCD report, 428-449
Kissinger statement to Senate, U.S., 

Foreign Relations Committee, 499- 
506

Views and statements re, Chinese, 594- 
595; Soviet, 380-381, 420-421, 511- 
513,575; U.S., 200-201,248-249,510- 
511, 753-754, 772-773, 774, 777, 779, 
780

Nuclear energy {see also Atomic Energy 
Agency, International):

Control of nuclear technology, ACDA 
director, address, 493-499 

Explosions, consideration of, U.S. views 
re, 479-485 

Peaceful application, views re, ACDA 
report, 856-858; Indian, 408-410; Jap
anese, 299-301; Soviet, 385-386; 
Swedish, 569-570; U.K., 284; U.S., 
251, 290-291, 296, 297, 425, 494-497, 
521-522,558-559,561 

Nuclear-free zones. See Denuclearized zones 
Nuclear fuel, views re, Nigerian, 155; So

viet, 384; Swedish, 404-405, 570; U.S., 
217,292,293-294,296,297,510,557,562 

Nuclear technology. See under Nuclear 
energy

Nuclear tests (see also Test-ban treaty, 
limited; and Underground nuclear 
tests):

General Assembly, U.N., resolution (3257 
(XXIX)), 792-793 

Views and statements re, Chinese, 638- 
640; French, 642; Indian, 149, 150, 
171; Japanese, 298-299, 301; Mexi
can, 391-392; New Zealand, 602-604; 
Pakistani, 175-176; Soviet, 78, 158- 
159, 219, 220, 303-304, 387, 422, 578, 
632-633; Swedish, 356-357, 406-407; 
U.S., 259,260,276,641,851-853,857 

Nuclear weapons. See Non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons; Nuclear tests; and 
Underground nuclear tests

Organophosphorus compounds:
Commercial chemicals for weapons, di

version of, U.S. working paper re, 
340-345

Scope of prohibition and verification of, 
Japanese working paper re, 306-325 

Osman, Ahmed, 703-705

Pahlavi, Shah Mohamad Reza, of Iran, 492- 
493 

Pakistan:
Indian nuclear explosion, government 

statement re, 148-149; Prime Minis
ter’s statement re, 146-148 

Security assurances to non-nuclear na
tions, statement re, 722-726 

South Asian nuclear-free zone, statement 
re, 648-655 

Partial test-ban treaty. See Test-ban treaty, 
limited

Pirzada, Sharifuddin, cited, 173 
Pishva, Manoucher, 325-326 
Poland, statement re chemical and biologi

cal weapons, 658-661 
Pollack, Herman, 293-295

Radar:
OTH-B (over-the-horizon backscatter), 

45
Satellite and SLBM warning systems, 

U.S. views re, 47-48 
Ramphul, Radha K., 694-697 
Ray, Dixy Lee, cited, 857 
Regional arms agreements. See Conven

tional arms; and Denuclearized zones 
Research:

ACDA report, 855-856,861
Chemical warfare agents, toxicity of, U.S.

working paper re, 330-335 
Defining compounds having military sig

nificance as irritating and incapaci
tating agents, problem of, Canadian 
paper re, 326-330 

Organophosphorus compounds, scope of 
prohibition and verification of, Japa
nese working paper re, 306-325 

Seismic—
Discriminating between seismic 

sources, U.K. working paper re, 
393-397

Locating seismic events, accuracy of, 
Japanese working paper re, 397- 
402; Swedish views re, 403 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal, destruction of 
chemical agents at, 335-340 

Rogers, William P., cited, 827 
Roshchin, Alexey A.:

Cited, 165,345-346,404,406,414-415



914 INDEX

Roshchin, Alexey A.—Con.
Statements and remarks re—

Chemical weapons, 113-117, 364-369, 
418-419

China, People's Republic of, 600-601 
Disarmament, general, 74-80,155-160, 

217-221, 302-306, 419-423, 574- 
584,632-636 

Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
719-721

Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
382-389,416-418,697-698 

Nuclear-free zones, 668, 684-685, 733,
744

Reduction of military budgets, 734-736 
Tlatelolco, Treaty of, 672 

Rowe, Alan D., 352-355 
Safeguard missile system. See under Mis

siles and missile systems 
SALT (Strategic arms limitation talks) I: 

U.S. views re, 1, 61, 93, 503, 754, 755,
776,777

SALT (Strategic arms limitation talks) II 
ACDA report, 845,849-850 
Moscow visit of Kissinger, U.S.-Soviet 

communique re, 72-73 
News conference remarks, Kissinger, re, 

73-74, 95-96, 252, 258, 260, 750, 751, 
754

Views re, French, 389-393, 661-663, 781, 
783; Mexican, 661-663; Soviet, 303, 
386; Swedish, 358, 359; U.S., 69-71, 
81, 191, 192, 196, 198-199, 205, 206, 
254, 355, 429, 501-502, 670, 752, 779- 
780,840-842 

Scalabre, Guy, 642, 686, 698-699, 711-712, 
733-734,740,744,766-768 

Schlesinger, James R., news conference, 
262-278; report to Congress, U.S., 8- 
54

Sea-bed treaty:
CCD report, 461-462 
Soviet views re, 158,220,720 

Seaborg, Glenn, cited, 408 
Segal, Joseph M., 798-799 
Senate, U.S. {see also House of Representa

tives, U.S.):
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, bill 

to amend, 141 
Foreign Relations Committee, U.S.— 

ACDA director, statement to, 822-825; 
response to committee question
naire, 825-831 

Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
amendments, report, 118-123 

Biological weapons convention, report, 
837-840

Geneva Protocol, report, 831-837

Senate, U.S.—Con.
Foreign Relations Committee, U.S.

—Con
Secretary of State, U.S., statement to, 

499-507
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys

tems, U.S.-Soviet Treaty on, protocol 
to. Ford’s message re, 507 

Shahi, Agha, 164-170, 174-177, 648-655,
722-726 

Sharp, Mitchell W., 152-154 
Singh, Sardar Swaran, 149-150, 645-647; 

cited, 142
SLBM. Submarine-launched ballistic mis

sile. See under Missiles and missile 
systems 

Sober, Sidney, 295-298 
South Asian nuclear-free zone:

General Assembly, U.N., resolution (3265 
(XXIX)), 816-819 

Views and statements re, Ceylonese, 663- 
667; Chinese, 685-686; French, 686; 
Indian, 645-647, 668-669, 687-688, 
819; Pakistani, 648-655; Soviet, 684- 
685; U.K., 688-689; U.S., 683-684 

Soviet draft resolution re prohibition of ac
tion to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other pur
poses incompatible with the mainte
nance of international security, human 
well-being, and health, 516-517 

Soviet Union:
Addresses, notes, proposals, and state

ments to—
General Assembly, U.N., 511-516 
General Assembly, U.N., First Com

mittee of, 546-556 
Draft conventions, declarations, memo

randa, and resolutions re— 
Prohibition of action to influence the 

environment and climate for 
military and other purposes in
compatible with the maintenance 
of international security, human 
well-being, and health, text, 517- 
521; draft resolution, text, 516-517 

Moscow Summit Meeting, U.S.-Soviet 
communique, joint, 232-243 

Moscow visit of Kissinger, U.S.-Soviet 
communique, 72-73 

Nuclear capability, U.S. views re, 11-13, 
25-28

Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
Limitation of, U.S.-Soviet Treaty on, 
text, 225-227; protocol to, re, 228-229 

U.S.-Soviet relations, views re, 178-179,
233-234,278-279,280,747-748



INDEX 915

Soviet Union—Con.
U.S.-Soviet statements, joint, re— 

Environmental modification, dangers 
of military use of, 231-232,305 

Limitation of strategic offensive arms, 
746-747; joint communique, 747- 
750

Sri Lanka. See Ceylon 
Standing Consultative Commission. See 

wwder Missiles and missile systems 
Strategic arms limitation talks (SALT).

See SALTl and SALTII 
Strategic forces and armaments {see also 

Missiles and missile systems; and 
SALT I and SALT II):

ACDA report, 844
Limitation of strategic offensive arms: 

Ford's news conference, 772-779; 
Kissinger remarks re, 750-761, 779- 
784; U.S.-Soviet communique, joint,
234-236; U.S.-Soviet statement, 
joint, 746-747 

Secretary of Defense, U.S., report to 
Congress, U.S., 8-54 

U.S. views re, 71,262-278,503-504 
Submarine-launched ballistic missile 

(SLBM). See under Missiles and missile 
systems

Summit Meeting, third (Moscow):
ACDA report, 847-848 
Moscow visit of Kissinger, U.S.-Soviet 

communique, 72-73 
News conference remarks re, ACDA 

director and Secretary of Defense, 
U.S., 262-278; Kissinger, 69-72,183- 
185,196,199-209,248-262 

Nixon address to the people of Soviet 
Union, 209-214 

Soviet statement re, 278-280 
U.S.-Soviet communique, joint, 232-243 
Views and comments re, Soviet, 179,

302-303, 304, 305, 386; U.S., 95-96, 
348-352 

Sweden:
Defense expenditures and their distribu

tion for defense purposes, paper re, 
123-135; views re, 136-139 

Japanese draft convention on chemical 
weapons, paper re, 222-225; state
ment re, 411-416 

Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
statements re, 675-683,763-764 

Symington, Stuart, 556-563 
Syrian Arab Republic:

Draft resolution re napalm and other in
cendiary weapons, 726-727; revised 
draft, 745-746; statements re, 727- 
729,761-763

Taittinger, Pierre Christian, 587-594 
Taylor, J.G., 714-717,799 
Templeton, M.J.C., 602-604 
Test-ban treaty, limited, views re, Japanese, 

299; Soviet,78, 513; U.K., 155, 283, 286; 
U.S., 263-264,276 

Thant, U, cited, 169,620 
Thorsson, Inga:

Cited, 384,560
Statement to U.N. General Assembly, 

First Committee of, re arms regula
tion and disarmament, 566-574 

Statements to CCD re—
Chemical weapons, 411-416 
Defense expenditures, 136-139 
Disarmament, general, 403-407 
Nuclear testing, 356-364 

Threshold Test Ban. See Underground nu
clear tests, under U.S.-Soviet Treaty on 
Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests 

Treaties:
U.S.-Soviet on the Limitation of Anti- 

Ballistic Missile Systems, protocol 
to, text, 229-231 

U.S.-Soviet on the Limitation of Under
ground Nuclear Weapon Tests, text, 
225-227; protocol to, text, 228-229

Underground nuclear tests (see also Nu
clear tests; and Research: Seismic): 

CCD report, 470-477 
Indian nuclear explosion—

Views and statements re, Canadian, 
151; Indian, 146,146-148,149-150, 
170-174; Japanese, 150-151; Pakis
tani, 148-149, 164-170, 174-177; 
Swedish, 152; U.K., 155; U.S., 152- 
154

U.S.-Soviet Treaty on the Limitation of 
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
text, 225-227; protocol to, text, 228- 
229

Threshold test ban, views re, ACDA re
port, 852-853; Japanese, 301-302; 
Mexican, 391-392; Soviet, 219,
303-304, 387, 417-418, 578; Swed
ish, 359-363, 406-407; U.S., 193, 
195-196, 197, 202, 255-257, 258- 
259, 262, 263-264, 265, 266, 349- 
351,425

Underground test ban. See Underground 
nuclear tests; and Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Compre
hensive test ban 

United Kingdom:
Denuclearization of Africa, statement re,

710-711



916 INDEX

United Kingdom—Con.
Discriminating between seismic sources, 

working paper re, 393-397 
Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 

statement re, 714-717 
South Asian nuclear-free zone, statement 

re, 688-689 
United Nations General Assembly (U.N.- 

G.A.) (see also United Nations General 
Assembly, First Committee of): 

Addresses to—
Soviet, 511-516 
U.S., 508-511 

Report by Secretary-General to, 523-546 
Resolutions—

Additional protocol I of Treaty of Tla- 
telolco, implementation of General 
Assembly resolution {2286 (XXII)) 
concerning signature and ratifica
tion of, (3262 (XXIX)), text, 809- 
811

Additional protocol II of Treaty of Tla- 
telolco, implementation of General 
Assembly resolution (3079
(XXVIII)) concerning signature 
and ratification of, (3258 (XXIX)), 
text, 793-795

Chemical and bacteriological (biologi
cal) weapons, (3256 (XXIX)), text, 
790-792

General and complete disarmament, 
(3261 (XXIX)), text, 800-809 

Implementation of the declaration of 
the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace, (3259 (XXIX)), text, 795-797 

Napalm and other incendiary weapons 
arid all aspects of their possible 
use, (3255 (XXIX)), text, 786-790 

Nuclear-free zone in South Asia, decla
ration and establishment of, (3265
(XXIX)), text, 816-819 

Nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region
of the Middle East, establishment 
of, (3263 (XXIX)), text, 811-813 

Prohibition of action to influence the 
environment and climate for 
military and other purposes in
compatible with the maintenance 
of international security, human 
well-being, and health, (326Jl̂  
(XXIX)), text, 814-816 

Reduction of the military budgets of 
states permanent members of the 
Security Council by ten percent 
and utilization of part of the funds 
thus saved to provide assistance to 
developing countries, (325 .̂ 
(XXIX)), text, 784-786

United Nations General Assembly—Con. 
Resolutions—Con.

Urgent need for cessation of nuclear 
and thermonuclear tests and con
clusion of a treaty designed to 
achieve a comprehensive test ban, 
(5:̂ 57 (XXIX)), text, 792-793 

World disarmament conference, (3260 
(XXIX)), text, 797-798 

Statements to—
Egyptian, 813-814 
Indian, 819 
U.K.,799
U.S., 508-511,798-799 

World disarmament conference, Ad Hoc 
Committee report re, 485-492; Iran
ian statement re, 563-566 

United Nations General Assembly, First 
Committee of:

Draft resolutions introduced in— 
Egyptian-Iranian, re establishment of 

a nuclear weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East, text, 
673-675

Eleven nation, re non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, text, 612-614; 
Mexican amendments, 657-658; 
revised Mexican amendments, 673 

Four nation, re reduction of military 
budgets of states permanent mem
bers of the Security Council by ten 
percent and utilization of part of 
the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries, 
text, 656-657 

Soviet, re prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and 
climate for military and other pur
poses incompatible with the main
tenance of international security, 
human well-being, and health, 
text, 516-517 

Syrian, re napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, text, 726-727; revised 
draft, text, 745-746 

Proposals and statements to—
Ceylonese, 604-612,636-638,663-667 
Chinese, 594-600, 601-602, 631-632, 

638-641, 685-686, 700, 710, 734, 
737-738,742 

Cuban, 670-671 
Egyptian, 703-705 
Finnish, 705-707
French, 587-594, 626-628, 630, 642, 

643-645, 648, 670, 686, 698-699,
711-712, 717-719, 733-734, 740, 
766-768



INDEX 917

United Nations General Assembly, First 
Committee of—Con.

Proposals and statements to—Con. 
Indian, 645-647, 668-669, 687-688, 

742-743
Iranian,563-566,700-703,740-741 
Israeli, 741-742 
Mauritian, 694-697
Mexican, 614-616, 623-626, 629-630, 

647-648,661-663,729-733 
Netherlands, 616-619 
New Zealand, 602-604 
Nigerian, 619-623,689-694,713-714 
Pakistani, 648-655,722-726 
Polish, 658-661
Soviet, 546-556, 574-584, 600-601,632- 

636, 668, 672, 684-685, 697-698, 
707-710, 719-721, 733, 734-736, 
744,764-766,768-772 

Swedish, 566-574,675-683,763-764 
Syrian, 727-729,761-763 
U.K., 643, 688-689, 710-711, 714-717, 

736-737,739-740 
U.S., 556-563, 584-587, 641, 670, 672- 

673, 683-684, 699-700, 712-713, 
721-722,736,738-739,743,766 

United Nations Secretary-General: 
Reduction of the military budgets of 

states permanent members of the 
Security Council by ten percent and 
utilization of part of the funds thus 
saved to provide assistance to devel
oping countries, report to U.N. Gen
eral Assembly, 523-546 

Reports and letters to—
Iranian, re Middle Eastern nuclear- 

free zone, 325-326,492-493 
Soviet, re prohibition of action to 

influence the environment and 
climate for military and other pur
poses incompatible with the main
tenance of international security, 
human well-being, and health, 
380-382 

United States:
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, Limita

tion of, U.S.-Soviet Treaty on, pro
tocol to, text, 229-231; Ford message 
re, 507; views re, 249-250, 260, 261, 
262,263,270,349,477-479 

Chemical warfare agents, toxicity of, 
working paper re, 330-335; destruc
tion of, working paper re, 335-340 

Civil defense, U.S., views re, 52-54 
Commercial chemicals for weapons, di

version of, working paper re, 340-345 
Environmental modification, dangers of 

military use of, U.S.-Soviet state-

United States—Con.
Environmental modification, etc.—Con. 

ment, joint, re, 231-232; views re, 
261-262, 263,349 

Moscow Summit Meeting, U.S.-Soviet 
communique, joint, 232-243 

Moscow visit of Kissinger, U.S.-Soviet 
communique, 72-73 

Proposals, messages, notes and state
ments to—

Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, 80-84, 152, 161-164, 
214-217, 330-335, 335-340, 340- 
345,348-352,423-426 

General Assembly, U.N., 508-511,798- 
799

General Assembly, U.N., First Com
mittee of, 556-563, 584-587, 641, 
670, 672-673, 683-684, 699-700,
712-713, 721-722, 736, 738-739, 
743,766

Soviet-U.S. relations, views re, 73, 183- 
184,233-234,747-748 

Strategic offensive arms, limitation of, 
U.S.-Soviet statement, joint, re, 
746-747; ACDA report, 847,848-849; 
Ford's news conference, 772-779; 
joint communique, 747-750; Kissin
ger’s remarks re, 750-761, 779-784, 
840-842

Tlatelolco Treaty, Additional protocol I 
to, statement re, 672-673 

Trade with U.S.S.R., U.S.-Soviet commu
niques, joint, 238-240,749-750 

Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
Limitation of, U.S.-Soviet Treaty on, 
text, 225-227; protocol to, 228-229

Usmani, I.H., cited, 173

Viet-Nam, situation and war:
Views re, U.S., 68; U.S.-Soviet communi

que, joint, 238; Warsaw communi
que, 88

Vladivostok Agreement. See United States: 
Strategic offensive arms, limitation of

Waldheim, Kurt:
Cited, 116,160
Report to U.N. General Assembly, 523- 

546
Warsaw Pact countries:

Political Consultative Committee, War
saw communique, 84-90

Weather. See Environment, modification of
World disarmament conference:

General Assembly, U.N., Ad Hoc Com
mittee report re, 485-492; views re, 
Iranian, 563-566; Soviet, 581-582,



918 INDEX

World disarmament conference—Con. 
General Assembly-Ad i/oc Committee— 

Con.
769,770,771,772 

General Assembly, U.N., resolution (3260
(XXIX)), 797-798 

Views and statements re, Chinese, 596;

World disarmament conference—Con. 
Views and statements re—Con.

French, 593-594, 766-768; Indian, 
145; Soviet, 515, 548-549, 768-769; 
U.S., 586

Wyzner, Eugeniusz, cited, 346

^ U .S . Government Printing Office; 1975 0 —5 5 0 -6 9 4



i





i

i




