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FOREWORD

The present publication contains basic documents on arms 
control and disarmament developments in 1976 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 1976 is described in its 16th annual report (see 
Bibliography).

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 and annotated by R. William 
Nary, editor in chief, and Ruth Ihara, assistant editor. Karen A. 
Leniart provided assistance, and useful suggestions were re
ceived from other officers of the United States' Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency.

The technical editing was performed by the Editorial Services 
Branch of the Publishing and Reproduction Division of the 
Department of State.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

A  ̂ — General Assembly 
AABNCP — advanced airborne com

mand post 
ABM — anti-ballistic missile 
ABNCP — airborne command post 
ABRES — advanced ballistic reen

try  system 
AC^ — Ad Hoc Committee 
ACDA — U.S. Arms Control and Dis

armament Agency 
Add.  ̂ — addendum 
AEC — U.S. Atomic Energy Com

mission 
AFB — Air Force Base 
AFSATCOM — Air Force Satellite 

Communications System 
ALCM — air-launched cruise missile 
ALPA — Alaskan Long-Period (seis

mic) Array 
amdt — amendment 
ANG — Air National Guard 
ANMCC — alternate national mili

tary command center 
App. — appendix
ARPANET — Advanced Research 

Projects Agency (U.S. Department 
of Defense) network of computers 

ASEAN — Association of South East 
Asian Nations 

ASRO — Auxiliary Seismic Research 
Observatory 

ASW — anti-submarine warfare 
AV — air vehicle
AWACS — Airborne Warning and 

Control System 
AWRE — Atomic Weajpons Research 

Establishment (U.K.)
BCW — binary chemical weapon 
BCWA — binary chemical warfare 

agent
BMD — ballistic missile defense 
BMEWS — Ballistic Missile Early 

Warning System

BUIC — back-up interceptor control 
BW — biological (bacteriological) 

weapons/bandwidth 
BWA — biological (bacteriological) 

warfare agents 
CAN SAM — Canadian Seismic Ar

ray Monitor 
CC — chemical compounds 
CC, CPSU — Central Committee, 

Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union

CCD^^ — Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament 

CCFP — chemical substances for 
peaceful uses only 

CCMS — Committee on the Chal
lenges of Modem Society 

CCUK — chemical substances that 
may be discovered or made known 
in the future 

CEP — circular error probable 
ChE — cholinesterase 
CIEC — Conference on Interna

tional Economic Cooperation 
CONUS — continental United States 
CPSU — Communist Party of the 

Soviet Union 
CSCE — Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe 
CTB — comprehensive (nuclear weap

ons) test ban 
CWA — chemical warfare agent 
CWBC — chemical warfare binary 

component 
D. — Democrat
DC  ̂ — Disarmament Commission 
DEW — distant early warning 
DOD, DoD — U.S. Department of 

Defense
DPBC — dual-purpose binary com

ponent (of a CWA)
DPWA — dual-purpose chemical 

agents

See footnotes at end of article.
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DSAA — Defense Security Assist
ance Agency, U.S. Department of 
Defense

DSCW — Defense Satellite Commu
nication System 

ECCM — electronic counter-counter
measures 

ECM — electronic countermeasures 
EDA — excess defense articles 
EEC — European Economic Com

munity
EKA — Eskdalemuir (Seismic) Ar

ray (Scotland)
ELF — extremely low frequency 
EMP — electromagnetic pulse 
ENDC ® — Eighteen Nation Disarma

ment Committee 
ENMOD — environmental modifica

tion
ERDA — U.S. Energy Research and 

Development Administration 
EURATOM — European Atomic En

ergy Community 
EXIM — Export-Import Bank 
FAA — U.S. Federal Aviation Agency 
FAO — U.N. Food and Agriculture 

Organization 
FBIS — Foreign Broadcast Informa

tion Service 
FLTSATCOM — Fleet SatelUte Com

munications System (Navy)
FMS — foreign military sales 
FMSA — Foreign Military Sales Act 
FOA — National Defense Research 

Establishment (Sweden)
FOI — follow-on interceptor 
FRETILIN — Revolutionary Front 

for Independent East Timor 
FRG — Federal Republic of Ger

many 
FY — fiscal year
G.A., GA^ — General Assembly 
GAO — U.S. General Accounting 

OflSce
GBA — Gauribidanur (Seismic) Ar

ray (India)
GDR — German Democratic Repub

lic
GNP — gross national product 
GPO — U.S. Government Printing 

Oflace

GS — U.S. Geological Survey 
HF — high frequency 
HFS — Hagfors Seismological Sta

tion (Sweden)
H.R. — House of Representatives 

(U.S. Congress) 
lAEA^ — International Atomic En

ergy Agency 
ICBM — intercontinental ballistic 

missile
lEA — International Energy Agency 
ILPA — Iranian Long-Period Array 
INER — Institute for Nuclear En

ergy Research (Taiwan)
INFCIRC^ — information circular 
IRBM — intermediate-range ballistic 

missile
IRPTC  ̂ — International Register 

for Potentially Toxic Chemicals 
IRS — International Reference Serv

ice;  ̂ U.S. Internal Revenue Service 
ISC — International Seismological 

Center
ISM — International Seismic Month 
ITT — International Telephone and 

Telegraph Corporation 
JCC — Joint Control Center 
JSS — joint surveillance system (with 

Canada)
KSRS — Korean Seismic Research 

Station 
kton, Kton — kiloton 
LASA — Large Aperture Seismic 

Array (U.S.)
LD — lethal dose
LD50 — lethal dosage for 50 percent 

of test group 
LES — Lincoln experimental satel

lites
LMFBR — liquid metal fast breeder 

reactor
MAP — Military Assistance Pro

gram
MARCs — modern ABM radar com

plexes
MaRV — maneuverable reentry ve

hicle
MBFR — Mutual and Balanced 

Force Reductions Talks

See footnotes at end of article.
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MC — OflSce of Munitions nSontrol, 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, 
U.S. Department of State 

MCC — manual control center 
MEECN — minimum essential emer

gency communications network 
MIA — missing in action 
MIRV — multiple independently ta r

geted reentry vehicle 
MPCW — multi-purpose chemical 

weapons
MRBM — medium-range ballistic

missile ~
MRV — multiple-reentry vehicle 
MSR — missile site TSdar 
NACC — Non-Aligned Countries Co

ordinating Commission 
NATO — North Atlantic Treaty Or

ganization 
NCA — National Command Authojr^

ity __
NEA — Nuclear Energy Ag:ency (of 

the OECD)
NEACP — National Emergency Air

borne Command post 
NMCC — National Military Com

mand Center 
NMCS — National Military Command 

Systems
NNWS — non-nuclear weapon

state(s)
NORAD — North Anierican Air De

fense Command 
NORSAR — Norwegian Seismic Ar

ray --------
NPT — non-proliferation treaty 

(Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons)

NRC — U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission ------

NSC — National Security Council 
NWS — nuclear-weapon state 
OAU — Organization of African 

Unity
OECD — Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (Eu
rope)

OLPAR — other large-phased array 
radars 

OP — organophosphate

OPANAL — Organismo para la Pro- 
scripci6n de las Armas Nucleares 
en la America (Agency for the Pro
hibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America) 

oper. — operative 
OTH — over-the-horizon (radar) 
OTH-B — over-the-horizon backscat- 

ter (radar) 
par. — paragraph 
PAR — perimeter acquisition radar 
PBV — post boost vehicle 
P.L. — Public Law 
PM/MC — Office of Munitions Con

trol, Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs, U.S. Department of State 

PM/SAS — Office of Security Assist
ance and Sales, Bureau of Politico- 
Military Affairs, U.S. Department of 
State

PNE — peaceful nuclear explosive, 
explosion

PRC — People’s Republic of China 
(mainland) 

prov.^ — provisional 
pt. — part
PTB — partial (limited) test ban 
PTBT — partial test ban treaty 
PV^ — proems verbal (verbatim 

record)
R. — Republican.
R&D — research and development 
RDT&E — research, development, 

test, and evaluation 
Rep. — Republic 
rept. — report
ROC — Republic of China (Taiwan) 
ROCC — Regional Operations Con

trol Center 
RPV — remotely piloted vehicle 
RV — reentry vehicle 
S  ̂ — Security Council 
SALT — strategic arms limitation 

talks
SAM — surface-to-air missile 
SAPRC — Security Assistance Pro

gram Review Committee 
SAS — Office of Security Assistance 

and Sales, Bureau of Politico-Mili
tary Affairs, U.S. Department of 
State

See footnotes at end of article.
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SASP — seismometer array station 
processor

SCAD — subsonic-cniise armed de
coy

s e e  — Standing Consultative Com
mission (SALT)

SCRAM — special criteria for retro
grade of Army material 

SDMS — Seismic Data Management 
System 

sec. — section
SIPRI — Stockholm International 

Peace Research Institute 
SLBM — submarine-launched ballis

tic missile 
SLCM — submarine-launched cruise 

missile
SNM — special nuclear material 
SPWA — single-purpose chemical 

warfare agents 
SRAM — short-range attack missile 
SR^ — summary record 
SRO — Seismic Research Observa

tory
SSBN — nuclear missile submarine 
SSR — Soviet Socialist Republic 
Stat. — Statute
SURVSATCOM — survivability - en

hancing satellite communications 
system

TACMAR — tactical multifunction 
array radar 

TAI — total active inventory 
TIAS — Treaties and Other Interna

tional Acts Series 
TOA — total obligational authority 
TOW — antitank guided missile 
TTBT — Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
UE — unit equipment 
UEA — Uranium Enrichment Asso

ciates

UHF — ultra-high frequency 
U.K. — United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland 
UN  ̂ — United Nations 
UNCTAD^ — U.N. Conference on 

Trade and Development 
UNDP^ — U.N. Development Pro

gram
UNTS  ̂ — U.N. Treaty Series 
U.S., U.S.A. — United States of 

America 
U.S.C. — U.S. Code 
USGS — U.S. Coast and Geodetic 

Survey
USO — unmanned seismic observa

tory
UST — U.S. Treaties [and Other 

International Agreements]
USSR — Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
VHF — very high frequency 
VLF — very low frequency 
VLPE — Very Long-Period Experi

ment
WEU — Western European Union 
WHO^ — World Health Organiza

tion
WMO^ — World Meteorological Or

ganization 
WOL — Wolverton (Seismic) Array 

(England)
WP — working paper 
WRA — Warramunga (Seismic) Ar

ray (Australia)
WWINICCS — Worldwide Military 

Command and Control System 
WWSSN — Worldwide Standard 

Seismograph Network 
YKA — Yellowknife Seismological 

Station (Canada)

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

 ̂Title changed from Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee in 1969.
® Title changed to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1969.



LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CONFERENCES

Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean
Bstablislied by General Assem'bly resolution 2992 (XXVII), Dee. 15, 1972, 
and subsequently enlarged by resolution 3260 B (XXIX), Dec. 9, 1974. Met in 
accordance with General Assembly resolution 3468 (XXX), Dec. 11, 1975, 
holding eight meetings between May 10 and September 17, 1976. Chairman: 
Sri Lanka (Amerasinghe) ; Vice-Chairman: Indonesia. Members: Australia, 
Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Kenya, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka, United Rep. of Tanzania, 
and Zambia.

Ad Hoc Committee on the Review of the Role of the United Nations in the.Field 
of Disarmament

Established by General Assembly resolution 3484 B (XXX), Dec. 12, 1975.' 
Held 19 meetings in 1976: organizational session, Jan. 26-29; substantive 
sessions, June 14r-24 and Sept. 7-10. Chairman: Sweden (Thorsson). Partici
pation: Open to all U.N. members. Working Group of Whole: 11 meetings be
tween June 16-24,1976.

Ad J7oc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference
Established by General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), Dec. 18, 1973; 
extended by resolution 3469 (XXX), Dec. 11, 1975. Held eight meetings, 
Mar. 1-July 14, 1976. Chairman: Iran (Hoveyda). Members: 40 non-nuclear- 
weapon states appointed by President of the General Assembly: Algeria, 
Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Canada, Chile, Colom- 
l)ir.. 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. Working Group: 
Established by Ad Hoc Committee, June 26, 1974. Meml)ers: Burundi, Egypt, 
Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Mexico, Peru, Poland, and Spain. Held 29 meet
ings, Mar. 10-July 12,1976.

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Cooperative 
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events 

Established by the CCD at its 714th plenary meeting, July 22, 1976. Met 
Aug. 2-6, 1976. Participants: Scientific experts and representatives from 12 
states members of CCD (Canada, Egypt, FRG, India, Italy, Japan, Nether
lands, Nigeria, Romania, Sweden, U.K., and U.S.) and 5 other states (Austra
lia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, and Norway). Chairman: Sweden (Ericsson).

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space
Nineteenth-session, June 21-July 2, 1976. Chairman: Austria (Jankowitsch). 
Legal Subcommittee, 15th session; May 3-28, 1976. Chairman: Poland (Wy- 
zner). Scientific and Technical Subcommittee, 13th session. Mar 22-Apr. 7, 
1976. Chairman: Australia (Carver).

See footnotes at end of article.
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LIST OF PRINCIPAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES XXV

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

Announced at the United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by General As
sembly resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20, 1961. Name changed from Eighteen 
Nation Committee on Disarmament to Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament, Aug. 26, 1969. Twenty-ninth session, Feb. 17-Apr. 22, 1976 ; 30th 
session, June 22-Sept. 3, 1976. MemMrsMp: Argentina,^ Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, FRG,^ France,® GDR,  ̂Hun- 
gary\ India, Iran*, Italy, Japan\ Mexico, Mongolia^, Morocco^ Netherlands,^ 
Nigeria, Pakistan\ Peru^ Poland, Romania, Sweden, U.K., U.S., USSR, Yugo
slavia,^ and Zaire.” Permanent Co-Chairmen: U.S. and Soviet representatives-

Conference of Government Experts on the Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons

Convened by the International Committee of the Red Cross. First session: 
Sept. 24-Oct. 18, 1975, in Lucerne. Second session: 12 plenary meetings, 
Jan. 28-Feb. 26, 1976, in Lugano. Participants: Experts appointed by govern
ments of 43 states.

Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-aligned Countries
Fifth summit conference, Aug. 16-19,1976, in Colombia, Sri Lanka.

Conference on Security and Cooperation in ̂ Europe
First stage: Foreign Ministers of 35 European nations, July 3-7, 1973, in Hel
sinki. Second stage: Meetings held in 1973, 1974, and 1975 in Geneva. Partici
pants: 35 nations, including Western and Eastern European countries, U.S., 
and Canada. Final summit meeting, July 30-Aug. 1, 1975, in Helsinki. Did 
not meet in 1976.

Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of International 
Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts

Held under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross pur
suant to General Assembly resolution 3500 (XXX), Dec. 15,1975. Third session: 
Apr. 21-June 11, 1976, in Geneva. Participants: Delegations from 106 states.

Disarmament Commission, 1952- 
Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (VI), Jan. 11, 1962. Since 
1959 the Commission has comprised all U.N. members. I t  has not met since 1965.

Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets
Established by General Assembly resolution 3463 (XXX), Dec. 11, 1975. Held 
three sessions in 1976: Mar. 22-26, June 28-July 9, Aug. 30-Sept. 7. Chairman: 
Peru (Encinas). Participants: Experts from FRG, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Sri Lanka, Sweden, U.K., U.S., Yugoslavia.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 1956-
Established by Statute of Oct. 26, 1956. Membership: 109 nations as of Mar. 
1976. Twentieth session of General Conference: Rio de Janeiro, Sept. 21-28, 
1976.

International Symposium on Management of Radioactive Wastes from the 
Nuclear Fuel Cycle

Sponsored jointly by IAEA and NEA, Vienna, Mar. 22-26, 1976. Participants: 
354 participants from 32 countries and 5 international organizations.

See footnotes at end of article.
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Negotiations on Mutual Reductions of Forces and Armaments and Associated 
Measures in Central Europe (MBFR)

Preparatory talks held in 1973 in Vienna. Negotiations began in Oct. 1973, con
tinuing to present. Three rounds of talks held in 1976: Jan. 30-Apr. 9, May 17- 
July 21, Sept. 3Q-Dec. 17. Regular participants: NATO—^Belgium, Canada, 
FRG, Luxembourg, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S.; Warsaw pact—Czechoslo
vakia, GDR, Poland, and USSR. Special status participants: Bulgaria, Den
mark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Romania, and Turkey.

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. Three sessions held in 1976: Jan. 28-May 6; June 2-July 30, 
Sept. 21-Nov. 20. U.S.-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission (SCC) . Estab
lished Dec. 21, 1972. Met twice in 1973, twice in 1974, and three times in 1975 
(Sessions (I-V II). Session V III:  Mar. 29-May^5, 1976. Session IX :  Sept. 27- 
Oct. 28,1976.

United Nations General Assembly
Thirty-first regular session, Sept. 21, 1976-Sept. 17, 1977. Plenary meetings, 
Sept. 21-Dec. 22,1976. Total memJ)ership: 145 members.

United States-Soviet Consultations on Chemical Weapons Prohibition 
Meetings held in accordance with a U.S.-USSR agreement, July 3, 1974. Met 
Aug. 16-27,1976, in Geneva.

Working Group on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of 
Environmental Modification Techniques

Established by the CCD to consider modifications of the identical texts of a 
draft convention on environmental modification for hostile purposes submitted 
by the US and .USSR on Aug. 21, 1975. Held 29 meetings during July 2-Sept.
1, 1976; submitted modified draft convention to CCD, Sept. 2, 1976.*

 ̂Admitted in 1969.
^Admitted in 1975.
® France has not participated.
* See post, pp. 577-588.



Press Conference Remarks of Secretary 4of State Kissinger: 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talics [Extracts], January 14, 1976^

The United States holds the view that the essence of the U.S.-Soviet 
relationship, if it is to proceed toward a genuine easing of tensions, is 
that neither side will seek to obtain unilateral advantage vis-a-vis the 
other, that restraint will govern our respective policies, and that noth
ing will be done that could escalate tense situations into confrontation 
between our two countries.

I t  is the U.S. view that these principles of mutual relations are not 
simply a matter of abstract good will. They are at the very heart of 
how two responsible great powers must conduct their relations in the 
nuclear era.

I t  must be clear that when one great power attempts to obtain a 
special position of influence based on military intervention and irre
spective of original motives, the other power will sooner or later act 
to offset this advantage. But this will inevitably lead to a chain of ac
tion and reaction typical of other historic eras in which great powers 
maneuvered for advantage only to find themselves sooner or later em
broiled in major crises and, indeed, in open conflict.

I t  is precisely this pattern that must be broken if a lasting easing of 
tensions is to be achieved.

Whatever justification in real or alleged requests for assistance the 
Soviet Union may consider to have had in intervening and in actively 
supporting the totally unwarranted Cuban introduction of an expedi
tionary force into Angola, the fact remains that there has never been 
any historic Soviet or Eussian interest in that part of the world. I t is 
precisely because the United States is prepared to accept principles of 
restraint for itself that it considers the Soviet move in Angola as run
ning counter to the crucial principles of avoidance of unilateral ad
vantage and scrupulous concern for the interests of others which we 
have jointly enunciated.

The United States considers such actions incompatible with a genu
ine relaxation of tensions. We believe that this is a wholly unnecessary 
setback to the constructive trends in U.S.-Soviet relations which we 
cannot believe is ultimately in the Soviet or the world interest.

The question arises whether, in the light of Angola and its impli
cations for Soviet-American relations, it is consistent with our policy 
to go to Moscow and to negotiate on SALT. There are two points that 
need to be made in this context.

^Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 2, 1976, pp. 125-128, 128-129, 130-131, 
132.
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First, we have never considered the limitation of strategic arms as 
a favor we grant to the Soviet Union^ to be turned on and off accord
ing to the ebb and flow of our relations. I t  is clear that the continuation 
of an unrestrained strategic arms race will lead to neither a strategic 
nor a political advantage. If  this race continues, it will have profound 
consequences for the well-being of all of humanity.

Limitation of strategic arms is therefore a permanent and global 
problem that cannot be subordinated to the day-to-day changes in 
Soviet-American relations.

At the same time, it must be understood on both sides that if tensions 
increase over a period of time, the general relationship will deteriorate, 
and therefore the SALT negotiations will also be affected.

Second, we must consider the long-term consequences of a failure 
of the SALT negotiations. I f  the interim agreement lapses, the Soviets 
will be free of several severe restraints. They can add heavy ICBM’s 
without restrictions. They can build more submarines without dis
mantling old ICBM’s. There will be no equal ceiling of 2,400. The im
mediate impact would be that the numerical gap frozen in SALT One, 
and equalized in Vladivostok, would again become a factor, facing us 
with the choice of either large expenditures in a strategically and po
litically unproductive area or a perceived inequality with its political 
implications.^

Of course we will not negotiate any agreement that does not achieve 
strategic equality for the United States and that we cannot defend as 
being in the national interest. Nor does it mean that Angola or similar 
situations will, if continued, not impinge on SALT as well as the gen
eral relationship. But it does mean that the general objective of a 
more orderly and stable nuclear relationship is in the interests of the 
United States and in the interests of the world and cannot be easily 
abandoned. This is why the President has decided that I  should go to 
Moscow to negotiate on SALT, and we expect that the talks will be 
conducted in the same spirit by the Soviet side.

U .S .-S o v ie t R e l a t io n s  a n d  A n g o l a

Q. Mr. Secretary^ does the fact that you are going to Moscow now 
mean that you have forwarded a new proposal to the Kremlin on 
SALT?

Secretary Kissinger: We have not yet forwarded a new proposal to 
Moscow on SALT, but we expect to do so before I  go there, within the 
next day or two.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ what is standing in the way of a compromise that 
would point the way to a treaty at this point?

Secretary Kissinger: The obstacle to an agreement results primarily 
from issues that could not be considered fully at Vladivostok because

* For the text of the SALT One agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1972, pp. 197 ff.
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the technology was not yet developed at that time. Primarily the issues 
concern how to deal with the Soviet “Backfire” bomber and how to deal 
with the American cruise missiles; whether and how to count them; 
whether and what restraints to accept. These are fu n d am en ta lljr  the 
outstanding issues. Most other issues have either been settled in princi
ple or in detail.

Q, Excuse me  ̂ i f  I  may follow up. But that was the case several 
months ago  ̂ and you didnH go to Moscow. Now you are going. Does 
this TYiean that at least these two outstanding issues are pretty much 
settled?

Secretary Kissinger: There has been no discussion with the Soviets 
except that the Soviets have assured us that they are prepared to modi
fy their last position, and on that basis, we hope to be able to work out 
some solution.

Q, Mr, Secretary^ are you saying that you are mahing Soviet re
straint in Angola a quid pro quo for any successful conclmion to the 
SA L T  treaty^ or are you not saying that?

Secretary Kissinger: I  am saying two things: I  am saying that So
viet actions in Angola, if continued, are bound to affect the general re
lationship with the United States; that a substantial deterioration of 
that relationship can also, over time, affect the strategic arms talks.

At this point, however, I  would also maintain that the limitation of 
strategic arms is not a concession we make to the Soviet Union but it 
is an objective that is in our interest and it is in the world interest and 
it is in the interest of world peace. So we will pursue the negotiations in 
the present framework.

Q, To follow up  ̂i f  there is no cha/nge in the Soviet position on An- 
gola  ̂ would you then expect that there could he a successful SA L T  
Two negotiation later on?

Secretary Kissinger: We would have to face this in the light of the 
circumstances that may exist later.

Q, Mr, Secretary^ you have "been sending this message—you and the 
President have been sending this message to Moscow now for several 
weeks. Have you had any indication whatsoever that the Soviets might 
be interested in a diplomatic solution to Angola,  ̂and secondly,  ̂are you 
willing to discuss this with the Soviets when you go to Moscow?

Secretary Kissinger : I t is a close race between the messages we send 
and the deterioration of our domestic position; and messages that are 
npt backed up at home lose a fair amount of their credibility.

We are prepared to discuss Angola, and we have had some exchanges 
with the Soviet Union on Angola in recent weeks which we will have to 
clarify.

Q, Mr, Secretary,^ is the faxit that you are going to Moscow—can that 
be taken as a sure thing that you will reach an agreement^ or is there 
still the possibility of failure?
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^Seoretary Kissinger: There is the possibility of failure. We do not 
know the details of the Soviet position, and on the other hand, we 
assume that the Soviet Union would not invite the Secretary of State 
to negotiate with Mr. Brezhnev unless a major effort would be made to 
come to an agreement.

Q. Mr, Secretary^ is it your expectation that i f  things go as you 
anticipate that you will he able to conclude an agreement in Moscow? 
Will you set out for what you are aiming at? Are you aiming at am, 
agreement in principle ?

/Secretary Kissinger: No, there cannot be a final agreement in Mos
cow. The most that is achievable in Moscow is an agreement in prin
ciple similar to the Vladivostok agreement ̂  but covering the outstand
ing issues such as Backfire and cruise missiles and to relate them to 
Vladivostok. And then there will have to be technical discussions at 
Geneva to work out the detailed provisions. And that, under the best 
of circumstances, would take another two to three months.

Q. Mr, Secretary^ I  am curious as to how you are going to conduct 
these parallel negotiation's with the Soviets. On the one hand^ you are 
indicating that the success of SA L T  may hinge on Soviet acti/oities in 
Angola. On the other hand^ you are goim^ to Moscow in a few days 
p^^esumably to conclude an agreemenk in principle. How cam, you do 
that without knowing what the Soviet reaction in Angola is?

Secretary Kissinger: I  have made clear in my statement that the reg
ulation of nuclear arms in the strategic field between United States, 
and the Soviet Union is not a benefit we confer on the Soviet Union. 
I t  is a generic problem of world order that must be settled at some 
point and for which conditions are propitious now because of a long 
record of negotiation and because technology is at a point where it is 
possible to accept certain restraints now which might then have to wait 
for another cycle of technology before they can be made effective.

The point I  am making is that if there is a general deterioration in 
our relationship, it could affect SALT. In any event, whatever is 
agreed in Moscow will take several months to negotiate in greater 
detail.

Q. I f  I  could just follow up for a second.̂  please—in other words^ you 
are not saying^ then  ̂ that i f  there is not somjC Soviet pullbach in An
gola before the termination of your trip to Moscow^ that that is going 
to have an adverse effect on SALT.

Secretary Kissinger: That is correct.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ you said that messages not backed up at home lose 
certain credibility^ I  think. 'We are now entering a Presidential election

pp. 746-747.
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year. IsnH it likely that those messages will contimie not to he hacked 
up^ and what impact wUl that have on foreign policy in general?

Secretary Kissinger: I  have always believed very strongly that the 
foreign policy of the United States must reflect the permanent values 
and interests of the United States. I t  is not a partisan foreign policy. 
And to the best of my ability, I  have attempted to conduct this office 
in a manner that can make it achieve bipartisan support.

I t would therefore be a tragedy if during this election year we did 
not find some means to put some restraint on our domestic debates in 
the field of foreign policy and to find some means of common action.

As soon as the Congress returns I  will talk to several of the leaders to 
see what cooperation is possible to put at least some restraint on par
tisan controversy, because the penalties we will pay for lack of unity 
will have to be paid for many years.

But it is a problem. I  agree with you.

Q, Mr, Secretary^ two questions. I  am not sure I  home this exactly 
right^ hut didnH you say at a previous press conference that the United 
States would not table another SA L T  proposal mdess the Russians 
tabled another one first? And secondly^ ha/ve all the merribers of the 
NSC and the Verification Panel signed off on this new proposal thiit 
we plan to offer in Moscow ?

Secretary Kissinger: With respect to the first question, I  said that 
the United States cannot table a new proposal simply because the So
viets had rejected the old one. We have been given a clear promise that 
there would be a significant modification in the Soviet position. Under 
these conditions, we are prepared to put forward a modification of our 
position, because we would prefer to negotiate from our position rather 
than from some other.

We have made clear—and I  can repeat it here—that if the Soviets do 
not modify their last position, there can be no agreement. And the posi
tion which we will forward to them will be substantially different from 
the last Soviet position. So it will require—

Q, Substantially different from their last position?

Secretary Kissinger: I t  will also be somewhat different from our 
position. I t is an honest attempt to fijid a solution that takes into ac
count the real concerns of all sides.

With respect to our internal discussions, I  will not have a clear pic
ture until I  have read all the newspaper articles that will emerge over 
the next few weeks, which are invariably more dramatic than the 
discussions which in fact take place.

But my impression is that there is unanimity on the course that we 
are pursuing. We have had very good meetings. We have had two Veri-
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fioation Panel meetings, two NSC meetings. There will probably be 
another NSC meeting before I  go, just to review the bidding. And I  
would say that the government is operating, until the Sunday editions, 
^ t h  complete unanimity.

Q, Mr, Secretary^ the Jomt Chiefs of Staff donH provide much 
drama for you  ̂hut are they signing on to this proposal?

Secretary Kissinger: The Joint Chiefs of Staff are signing on to this 
proposal, yes.

Q. Mr, Secretary^ would you recommervd conclusion of a new SA L T  
agreement with the Soviets i f  Soviet amd Cuban forces are still in 
Angola?

Secretary Kissinger: I  am going to Moscow in order to see whether 
the deadlock in these negotiations can be broken. We should not play 
with the strategic arms limitation negotiations. I t  is a matter that 
is of profound concern for the long-term future. I t  is in an area in 
which no significant advantages can be achieved by either side but 
in which the momentimi of events can lead to consquences that could 
be very serious. And therefore we will not use it lightly for bargain
ing purposes in other areas.

On the other hand, obviously, if the general relationship deterio
rates, then it could over a period of time even affect the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks. But I  think we should make every effort to 
avoid that.

Q, Mr. Secretary^ given the congressional attitudes on foreign af
fairs in generdl^ do you intend to talk to any leaders of Congress 
before you go to Moscow to negotiate further^ and is there any danger 
that a repudiation hy Congress of a SA L T  agreement might he counter- 
prod/uctive to the very ohjecti/oes you^re seeking for the long term?

Secretary Kissinger: I  have been briefing congressional leaders on 
SALT negotiations consistently. There has been no significant new 
development in the negotiating process, but I  will no doubt be in 
touch with some of the senior members of the Senate.

As far as repudiation of an agreement is concerned, it would of 
course be a very serious matter since, in any event, one of the biggest 
foreign policy problems we now face is the question from other 
countries of who speaks for the United States, Somebody has to speak 
for the United States, and there can be no foreign policy without 
authority.

So if an agreement were repudiated, it would accelerate this very 
dangerous tendency; but we do not have an agreement yet.
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Q. Seventy-six, 'What do you think will happen m W  msofar as 
a Syrian disengagement? Do you thinh m foot there will he a SA L T  
agreement in '̂ 76? And hoŵ  do you thimk the Angola crisis will even
tually end? [LaughterJ\

Secretary Kissinger: This is an absolutely no-win question.
I  think we have the possibility of a SALT agreement that is in the 

national interest and that, with a rational debate in which the alter
natives are clearly put, can be sold to the American public and to 
the American Congress.

At any rate, as far as the United States is concerned, we will be 
working in that direction. I  cannot speak until I  have seen the Soviet 
position; I  cannot make a flat prediction.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger: 
Strategic Superiority [Extract], January 20, 1976^

Q. In  the latest issw of Foreign Ajfairs quarterly,, Mr. Paul Nitze 
is writing the United States is movim^g toward the posture of the min- 
irmmi deterrent in which we—that iŝ  the United States—would he 
conceding to the Soviet Union the potential for military and political 
victory i f  deten^rence faiZs.  ̂ Howe you any comments on that state
ment?

Secretary Kissinger: I  totally disagree with this. The United States 
has maintained very large strategic forces and will never concede to 
the Soviet Union the possibilities of military victory. But what lias 
to be accepted is the fact that, with the multiplication of strategic 
forces on both sides, the limit of what can be strategically significant 
will inevitably be reached. This does not mean that you cannot do ad
ditional damage, but it means that at a certain level of casualties that 
you have hundreds of millions of casualties on both sides. Additional 
increments will not make a significant political difference, and there
fore it is our belief that we must maintain the strategic balance.

We will never concede strategic superiority to the Soviet Union. 
But we must also attempt to limit the arxns race in strategic nuclear 
weapons, and this is a necessity not only for the United States and 
the Soviet Union but for the world at large. This is the reason I  am 
going to Moscow. I t  is all the more important because we have to 
strengthen other forces within the strategic nuclear context.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 16,1976, p. 163.
* '‘Assuring Strategic Stability in an Era of Detente,” Foreign AjfoArs, vol. 54, 

no. 2 (Jan. 1976), pp. 207-232.

253-754 O  - 78 - j
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Statement by ACDA Assistant Director Davies to the Subcom
mittee on Oceans and International Environment of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Environmental Modifi
cation, January 21, 1976^

Mr. Chairman,2 and members of the Subcommittee.
I t  is a pleasure to appear before your subcommittee this afternoon 

to testify for the executive branch on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques.

D e s ir a b il it y  o f  P r o h ib it in g  E n v ir o n m e n t a l  W a r f a r e

The desirability of prohibiting “environmental warfare” is appar
ent. None of the areas which have been opened by the explosive growth 
of science and technology over the past several decades is more inter
national in character than the environment. Today the potential for 
purposeful modification of the environment is still in its early stages. 
But, in the future, modification of the environment for military or 
other hostile purposes may pose the threat of serious consequences 
unless action is taken now.

Mr. Chairman, you will recall that you were present last August 
at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, when 
the United States and the Soviet Union tabled identical draft texts 
of a Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.^ The draft convention 
is intended to address the concerns shared by many governments that, 
unless prohibited, the use of environmental modification techniques 
for hostile purposes might become an accepted means of warfare.

The presently primitive state of development of environmental 
warfare techniques enhances the possibility of early negotiation of 
a binding international arms control agreement respecting these uses, 
before they develop in any country an institutional momentum that 
could obstruct this effort.

T e x t  o f  D r a f t  C o n v e n t io n

Let me turn to the text of the draft convention itself. Article I  
expresses the undertaking of the parties not to engage in military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques as a 
means of destruction, damage or injury to another state party if such

 ̂Prohibiting Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: Hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environment of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate^ Ninety-fourth Congress, Sec
ond Session, on the Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, pp. 9-12,14.

 ̂Sen. Claiborne Pell.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
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use would have widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects. This under
taking would extend to the hostile use of such techniques both under 
circumstances in which a state was also employing other means of 
warfare and under circumstances in which a state was utilizing only 
environmental modification techniques.

The convention covers the direct manipulation of the environment 
itself for hostile purposes, and not the incidental environmental im
pact produced by the use of other weapons.

The draft convention, by prohibiting the use of environmental mod
ification techniques having widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects, 
focuses on those potential uses which could cause significant harm to 
man and his environment. I t would prohibit any substantial or sig
nificant military or other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques.

In connection with the scope of the prohibition in article I, the ques
tion of verification is of importance. Verification of compliance is re
lated to the scale of the activity. The possibilities for verification de
crease as the size, duration, or severity of the activity diminish. The 
draft convention does not include a prohibition of research and devel
opment activities, since a broad prohibition of such activities would 
raise significant difficulties for its verification; the techniques for peace
ful and for hostile uses are similar or even identical.

As you know, the U.S. Government now carries out all of its research 
and development activities on environmental modification techniques 
on an unclassified basis. Hence, in the case of U.S. Government ac
tions, their peaceful intent is verifiable. But the same cannot be said 
for other countries having closed societies.

The second article of the convention explains the term “environ
mental modification techniques.” As the draft states, this term “refers 
to any technique for changing—through the deliberate manipulation 
of natural processes— t̂he dynamics, composition or structure of the 
Earth, including its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere, and atmosphere, 
or of outer space.” An illustrative list of specific activities, at the pres
ent time having varying degrees of potential application, follows and 
complements this more formal definition.

I t is noteworthy, Mr. Chairman, that many of the specific examples 
in article I I  were included in the text of the draft treaty which was 
appended to Senate Resolution 71, of which you were the chief spon
sor, as long ago as 1972 {̂ 197S~\̂  Of particular interest to me is inclu
sion in the list of modification of the state of the ozone layer. Uncon
trolled attempts to modify this region in the upper atmosphere might 
have serious effects on the population of the entire globe.

Article I I I  makes clear the convention does not apply to the use 
of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes; nor 
does it prevent international cooperation in this regard.

^S. Res. 71 was adopted in 1^3. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1973, pp. 435-437. The 1972 res. was S. Res. 281, which was not adopted. See 
iUd., 1972, pp. 89^92.
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The remaining articles deal with matters of implementation, amend
ment, duration, and entry into force. Unless you so desire, Mr. Chair
man, I  would propose not to comment on these today except for noting 
the compliance procedures outlined in article V. This article provides 
that, as a jftrst step, problems would be resolved by consultation be
tween states parties on a bilateral basis. I f  necessary, a state which 
suspects that it has been the object of hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques may seek recourse to the U.N. Security Coun
cil through the mechanism of filing a complaint with that body.

C om m ents on  U.S. and S oviet D rafts

Following the tabling of the Soviet and the U.S. drafts, several 
states made preliminary comments thereon at the CCD, the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament, and at the United Nations 
General Assembly during its 30th session this past fall. The General 
Assembly adopted by consensus a resolution noting with satisfaction 
that the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. had tabled identical drafts of a con
vention at the CCD and urging the committee to seek early agreement 
on a text.®

The CCD will continue consideration of the drafts when it recon
venes on February 17. While we can expect some searching questions 
to be raised, no dissent to the idea of prohibiting the military use of 
environmental modification techniques has yet been voiced.

P rospects for N egotiations

In  conclusion, I  want to make a few remarks about the prospects for 
the negotiations as I  currently view them. I  believe that there is a rea
sonably good chance that the CCD can report to the 31st session of 
the United Nations General Assembly next fall a multilateral conven
tion for its endorsement. Many nations have joined together in reject
ing the first use of gas in warfare and in banning biological weapons; 
I  am confident that they can take similar steps to limit the destructive
ness of any future conflicts, which could occur in spite of all efforts 
to prevent them, by outlawing environmental warfare.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statement. I  should be 
happy to respond to any questions that you may have.

* • • • • • •

COMMENDATCON OF A d MIRAL D a VIES

Senator P ell . First I  would like to congratulate you, Admiral 
Davies, on the excellent work you have done all of these years. I t has 
not been easy, and this has not been a subject of crashing interest within 
the Government. But you have pursued this in a dogged and successful

G. A. res. 3475 XXX). For text, see iUd., 1975, pp. 788-789.
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way. I  know our objectives are very much the same. I  am, obviously, 
more anxious because I, perhaps, see less of the obstacles than you do.

P r o h ib it io n  C r it e r i a : I n e f f e c t iv e  O p t io n s

Dr. Ikle, in this letter of September 24 to Congressman Gude, said:
The United States precipitation modification efforts in Southeast Ai^a during 

the 1960’s apparently did not achieve the damaging effects on the enemy that 
are the inherent objective of military operations, thus demonstrating the pres
ent substantial inadequacies in the technology of precipitation modification. 
However, it is my view that if future progress should make this technology 
effective so that its use had widespread, long-lasting or severe effects, its use 
would be prohibited. If  drought were the objective, the same would be true.®

This paragraph suggests to me, and it should to you, that anything 
that is ejffective militarily would be prohibited by the criteria of wide
spread, long-lasting, or severe. In other words, if the precipitation 
became widespread, long-lasting, or severe, it would be prohibited. 
Onlj  ̂ those activities which while hostile are ineffective would be 
permitted.

Do you follow this rather complicated and tortuous thought? 
Mr. Davies. I  do.
Senator P e l l . If  that is so, why not eliminate those criteria because 

I  really do not understand why it is necessary to preserve an ineffective 
option ?

Mr. D a v ie s . Mr. Chairman, this question has been asked many times 
before. The reasoning is particularly difficult because it always starts 
with a recounting of past actions which obviously cannot be prohibited. 
I  think that if we are dealing with the past, we must also note that had 
anyone known that it would not have been effective, it would never 
have been proposed.

Clearly, military operations are carried out to be effective, and if 
they are effective they are substantially important or widespread or 
long-lasting or severe, and, so, in using that particular criteria it was 
our opinion that we were prohibiting essentially all military objectives 
of the use of environmental modification techniques. Clearly, there will 
be—I am sorry, not military objectives, hostile military use. Clearly, 
there may be cases again in history where someone will propose some
thing that could turn out,to be unsuccessful.

My belief is—and, of course, we are again speculating about the 
future—that if such a proposal is made, it must be made with every 
expectation that it will be successful, and it would appear to me that 
under those circumstances, the man who had to grant the approval 
would have to say that it was prohibited by this treaty.

The strength of the treaty in many respects, or of any arms control 
treaty, turns on verification, and one of the flaws in the idea of pro
hibiting everything on a broad brush basis, is that you are prohibiting

® Dr. Ikl^’s correspondence with Congressmen Gude and Fraser has been pub
lished in ProMbiting Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: 
Hearing . . pp. 5-8.
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a number of things that cannot be verified. This allows the edges of 
the treaty to be nibbled, and I  think that most lawyers would agree that 
a law that cannot be enforced probably should not be in existence.

Senator P e l l . The same rule applies to a blockade by the Navy.
Mr. D a v ie s . Yes, sir. There is an element of that in the thoughts 

and the decision processes that went on in the Gfovemment that led to 
this formulation. I  must add that the formulation, as you see it in the 
proposed draft, is the result of a considerable discussion between our
selves and the Soviet Union, and all of the words have been debated 
thoroughly from quite different points of view, and I  think we have, 
as in any treaty of this sort, something of a compromise. I  believe it 
to be a practical compromise, and I  believe it to be an effective 
compromise.

S o u r c e  o f  “W id e s p r e a d , L o n g -L a s t in g  a n d  S e v e r e ”

Senator P e l l . What was the emphasis on this phrase, the so-called 
Troika language, widespread, long-lasting, and severe? Did this come 
from our side, or the Soviets ?

Mr. D a v ie s . I  do not know where that came from. The phrase, to 
my knowledge, first appeared in the joint communique signed by 
Mr. Brezhnev and the President in July of 1974, in Moscow.*̂  That 
is the first time I  had seen the phrase, and I  simply cannot enlighten 
you as to where it came from.

Senator P e l l . I  had understood that the Soviets did not originally 
want the Troika qualifiers, and that we were the ones who pressed them 
to accept it. Would that be an incorrect statement ?

Mr. D a v e e s . I  do not know the answer to that, Mr. Chairman. I  
really do not. I t  is possible. All I  can say is that the Soviets signed the 
joint communique.

Joint United States-Soviet Communique, January 23, 1976^

On 20-23 January in Moscow discussions took place between Gen
eral Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee L. I. Brezhnev, Polit
buro Member and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR A. A. 
Gromyko and the United States Secretary of State Henry A. 
Kissinger.

The talks touched upon a broad range of questions of mutual in
terest to the United States of America and the Soviet Union. Taking 
part in the discussions were, on the American side, Walter J. Stoessel,

Documents on Disarmament, 1974j p. 231.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 16,1976, p. 165.
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Jr., Ambassador of the U.S.A. to the USSR; Helmut Somienfeldt, 
Counselor of the Department of State; Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant 
Secretary of State for European Affairs; William Hyland, Deputy 
Assistant to the President for National *Security Affairs; James P. 
Wade, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, and others; and on the 
Soviet side, V. V. Kuznetsov, First Deputy Minister of Foreign Af
fairs; G. M. Korniyenko, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs; A. F. 
Dobrynin, Ambassador of the USSR to the U.S.A.; A. M. Alexandrov, 
Assistant to the General Secretary of the Central Co'mmittee of the 
CPSU, and others.

Both sides are in agreement that the course of further strengthen
ing and development of relations between the U.S.A. and the USSR 
would serve the interests of the peoples of both countries and is an 
essential factor in the cause of relaxation of international tension and 
the strengthening of peace. In the course of the negotiations special 
attention was devoted to examination of concrete questions relating 
to the working-out of a new long-term agreement between the U.S.A. 
and the USSR on limitation of strategic offensive weapons, on the 
basis of the agreement reached during the negotiations between the 
President of the U.S.A. and the General Secretary of the CPSU Cen
tral Committee in Vladivostok in November 1974.̂  Progress was 
attained on a number of these questions, and it was agreed that nego
tiations will be continued with the aim of finding mutually acceptable 
solutions to the remaining problems.

During examination of the status of negotiations on reduction of 
armed forces and armaments in Central Europe, both sides had in 
mind the task of facilitating progress in these negotiations. There 
was also an exchange of views on a number of other urgent inter
national problems.

The negotiations took place in a business-like and constructive 
atmosphere. Both sides consider the exchange of views to have been 
been useful.

Letter From Senator Pell to ACDA Director Ikle: 
Environmental Modification, January 23, 1976^

D ear D r. I k l e  : I  am sorry that you were not able to appear before 
my Subcommittee’s hearing on the environmental modification treaty. 
I  appreciate, however, your sending Admiral Davies to represent you. 
He was a most cooperative and forthcoming witness.^

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 746-747.
^ProMMting Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: Hearing 

tefore the 8uJ)committee on Oceans and International Environment of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, 
Second Session, on the Draft Convention on the ProhiMtion of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, p. 16.

 ̂Ante, pp. 8-12.
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I  would like you to know and to make known to the rest of the 
Washington community involved in the environmental modijRcation 
negotiations that based on all of the testimony which I  heard at the 
January 21 hearings, I  find no persuasive reason justifying the Admin
istration’s retention of the qualifiers “widespread, long-lasting or se
vere.” Your letter of September 24, 1975 to Congressman Gude sug
gested that anything that is effective militarily would be prohibited 
by these criteria.® If  that is so, I  see no reason to adhere to criteria 
which only preserve ineffective options.

I  urge you to re-examine these criteria and the other areas of ambigu
ities which were raised by me, Congressman Gude, and Dr. Weiss with 
a view toward strengthening the treaty to make it a more effective 
means of arms control. In my view Senate approval of a treaty could 
be jeopardized if the prohibition against hostile uses of environmen
tal modification techniques is not an unqualified one.

Finally, during the course of the hearing, I  mentioned that several 
questions would be submitted for replies to be inserted in the record. 
Those questions are enclosed, and it is my hope that responses could be 
forthcoming as quickly as possible so that the printing of the hearing 
can be expedited.^

With every good wish.
Ever sincerely,

C laiborne: P ell .

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Senate Committee on 
Government Operations: Export Reorganization Act of 1976, 
January 30, 1976^

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I  greatly appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before you today to address the subject of nu
clear export controls.

I  believe all of us, whether in the executive or in the legislative 
branch, are in agreement that the effective regulation of nuclear ex
ports is one of the most important means of curbing nuclear prolif
eration. To this end, I  welcome the sustained interest of the Congress 
and, especially this committee, in seeking to insure that nuclear ex
port controls will aid in achieving U.S. nonproliferation objectives*

* Excerpt printed ante, p. 11. For complete text of letter, see Prohibiting Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: Hearing . . pp. 5-6.

* The questions and answers are printed post, pp. 100-103.
Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Hearings before the Committee on Oov- 

emment Operations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, Second Ses
sion, on 8. HS9, to Reorganize Certain Export Functions of the Federal Govern
ment to Promote More Efficient and Effective Administration of Such Functions, 
pp. 565-567.
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G iv e  R eorganization  a C h a n ce  T o W okk

Of necessity, export controls in a highly complex area such as this 
require close coordination among the various government agencies 
and constant scrutiny with a view to perfecting and maintaining the 
most effective system possible. Since the creation of the independent 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the interagency coordinating proc
ess has undergone numerous changes, not just the initial “shaking 
down” associated with any form of reorganization. However, the co
ordinating process has been improving steadily. ACDA is presently 
fully integrated into this process and able to make its views known on 
nuclear export policy formulation, U.S. nuclear agreements and ar
rangements with other countries, and all strategically important nu
clear export applications. I  firmly believe that the present system, 
which has been characterized by the Congressional Research Service 
as having created “a whole new field of public administration” should 
be given a chance to work without imposing another “revolution” on 
the changes brought about by the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974.

Aside from these general considerations, I  am concerned with some 
of the specific provisions of S. 1439.̂  Many of these were touched on 
by the witnesses on panel two yesterday and it is perhaps not neces
sary for me to comment further this morning. However, two sections 
impact directly on ACDA—Sections 8 and 9. Some discussion is 
necessary.

Section 8(a) establishes the requirement that the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission “obtain a nuclear proliferation assessment statement 
from the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency” with respect to a 
number of the Commission’s functions, including those involving in
ternational agreements for cooperation and subsequent amendments 
thereto.

Section 8 (b) provides that this Agency
prepare and furnish such nuclear proUferation assessment statements directly 
to the Commission, to the Secretary of State, and to the Congress, a t least a sub
stantial portion of which shall be a nonclassified summary of major findings 
and recommendations.

Regarding these provisions in the bill for nuclear proliferation 
assessments, it is my view that current procedures already insure that 
the NRC receives the information it needs to carry out its responsi
bilities. ACDA, of course, must continue to play an important role in 
providing NRC with the relevant information. However, I  do not be
lieve that new procedures as proposed in the bill are needed.

The other section directly impacting on ACDA is section 9(b) 
which would require the NRC to conduct a study of comprehensive 
safeguards guidelines and regulations for atomic energy facilities, 
components and materials for use for nonmilitary purposes. As you 
know, the Nonproliferation Treaty is one of the major arms control

 ̂For text, see pp. 1255-1284.
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agreements, and my Agency has always played a significant role in its 
implementation, including the institution and upgrading of safe
guards.^ J feel that section 9(b) ignores ACDA’s proper role in this 
area and that ACDA should become directly and prominently in
volved in any proposed study, together with other relevant executive 
branch agencies.

Turning now to your request to respond to the points raised in the 
analysis of U.S. agreements for cooperation in atomic energy, pre
pared for your committee by the Congressional Research Service of 
the Library of Congress.^ Comments for the record on each of the 14 
points will be furnished. However, I  want to single out and mention 
briefly those six points which, in my opinion, are of particular signifi
cance to our nonproliferation policy. They are those dealing with the 
extension of safeguards to nuclear materials produced in facilities 
built with the help of U.S. technology, point 6; the reprocessing of 
spent fuels, point 7; international safeguards for all nuclear activities 
in an agreement nation, point 8; the physical security or physical pro
tection of nuclear materials and facilities, point 9; the preference to 
be accorded NPT parties, point 10; and the subject of peaceful nu
clear explosions, point 13. I  believe we have made much progress in 
these areas. Of course, further efforts, both at the domestic and inter
national level, are required to strengthen our nonproliferation policy.

N eed for G ood I n telligence

Soimd and effective nuclear export controls are essential, but they 
alone cannot avert the dangers of nuclear proliferation nor protect 
us from nuclear damage in a world where the destructive power of 
the atom has become so widely available.

Something else is needed, and I  cannot stress this need too much. I t 
is the need for good intelligence.

Congress will play a critical role, and you in particular will play a 
role in this full committee as you consider intelligence matters. As I  
have stated on other occasions, peaceful nuclear technology can provide

the means as weU as the cover for acquiring the nuclear bomb. The dividing
line between peaceful uses and the nuclear bomb is getting so thin and complex
that we cannot expect to discriminate on the basis of remote physical observa
tions alone.

In many instances, intent is the only factor distinguishing peaceful 
nuclear activities from the preparation of an arsenal of weapons. And 
how do we determine intent?

We cannot rely on any single intelligence method as we seek to dis
cover intentions; we must use every available means. We must not

3 Dociwnents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
* United, States Agreement for Cooperation: An Analysis Prepared for the 

Committee on Government Operations, United States Senate, hy the Congressional 
Research Service, Library of Congress (Com. p r t.; 94th Cong., 2d Sess.), Jan.
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only rely on currently available information resources, but must in
deed strengthen our intelligence capability to insure that the re
straints incorporated into international agreements are being observed 
and to monitor the dangers from nuclear technology. In this danger
ous era we cannot afford to destroy or weaken our legitimate means 
of gathering intelligence. On the contrary, we must strengthen our 
capability to know what goes on in an era when the most destructive 
technology man has ever known is spreading through the world. For 
example, we do not now have good data on stocks of nuclear material 
usable for weapons, or even where such stocks are located. National 
technical means of verification are not sufficient to meet the problem 
of nuclear proliferation.

Since Congress has become so deeply involved in the organization 
and role of our national intelligence capabilities, Congress has now 
assumed a heavy responsibility in preserving and strengthening those 
capabilities. They are essential instruments for protecting our Nation 
against the dangers of widespread nuclear technology. We in the 
Executive branch have an obligation fully to explain these emerging 
dangers to Congress to the best of our knowledge. Let the record 
show that Congress has been informed of this compelling need.

This completes my prepared testimony. I  will be pleased to respond 
to any questions you may have.

Executive Order 11902 on Exports of Nuclear Materials and 
Equipment, February 2 , 1976"^

P r o c e d u r e s  fo r  a n  E x po r t  L i c e n s in g  P o l ic y  a s  to  

N u c l e a r  M a t e r ia l s  a n d  E q u i p m e n t

The Energy Eeorganization Act of 1974 transferred to the United 
States Nuclear Regulatory Commission the licensing and related regu
latory functions previously exercised by the Atomic Energy Commis
sion under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

The exercise of discretion and control over nuclear exports within 
the limits of law concerns the authority and responsibility of the Presi
dent with respect to th^ conduct of foreign policy and the ensuring 
of the common defense and security.

I t is essential that the Executive branch inform the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission of its views before the Commission issues or denies a 
license, or grants an exemption.

Now, T h e r e f o r e , by virtue of the authority vested in me by the 
Constitution and statutes of the United States of America, including 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.),

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 9, 1976, pp. 118-119.
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and as President of the United States of America, it is hereby ordered 
as follows:

S ectio n  1. (a) The Secretary of State is designated to receive from 
the Nuclear Eegulatory Commission a copy of each export license ap
plication, each proposal by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
issue a general license for export, and each proposal by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission for exemption from the requirement for a li
cense, which may involve a determination, pursuant to the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, that the issuance of the license or 
exemption from the requirement for a license will, or will not, be 
inimical to or constitute an unreasonable risk to the commmon defense 
and security.

(b) The Secretary of State shall ensure that a copy of each such 
application, proposed general license, or proposed exemption is re
ceived by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Administrator of the United States Energy Research and Develop
ment Administration, hereinafter referred to as the Administrator, the 
Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, hereinafter 
referred to as the Director, and the head of any other department or 
agency which may have an interest therein, in order to afford them the 
opportunity to express their views, if any, on whether the license 
should be issued or the exemption granted.

S ec . 2. Within thirty days of receipt of a copy of a license applica
tion, proposed general license, or proposed exemption, the Secretary of 
Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, the Administrator, the Director, 
and the head of any other agency or department to which such copy 
has been transmitted, shall each transmit to the Secretary of State 
his views, if any, on whether and under what conditions the license 
should be issued or the exemption granted.

S ec . 3. The Secretary of State shall, after the provisions of sec
tion 2 of this order have been complied with, transmit to the Secre
tary of Defense, the Secretary of Commerce, the Administrator, the 
Director, and the head of any other department or agency who has 
expressed his views thereon, a proposed position of the Executive 
branch as to whether the license should be issued or the exemption 
granted, including a proposed judgment as to whether issuance of the 
license or granting of the exemption will, or will not, be inimical to or 
constitute an unreasonable risk to the common defense and security.

S ec . 4. I f  the heads of departments and agencies specified in sec
tion 2 of this order are unable to agree upon a position for the Execu
tive branch, the Secretary of State shall refer the matter to the Chair
man of the Under Secretaries Committee of the National Security 
Council in order to obtain a decision. In the event the Under Secretar
ies Committee is unable to reach a decision, the Chairman of that Com
mittee shall refer the matter to the President for his decision.

S ec . 5. The Secretary of State, after taking the actions required 
by this order, shall notify the Nuclear Regulatory Commission of the
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position of the Executive branch as to whether the license should be 
issued or the exemption granted, including the judgment of the Ex
ecutive branch as to whether issuance of the license or granting of the 
exemption will, or will not, be inimical to or constitute an unreason
able risk to the common defense and security. The Executive branch 
position shall be supported by relevant information and documenta
tion as appropriate to the proceedings before the Nuclear Eegulatory 
Commission.

G erald E. F ord

Interview of Secretary of State Kissinger: Detente and the 
Defense Budget [Extracts!, February 2, 1976^

Dr, Ramo: This question is about detente with the Soviet Union. I  
think you will forgive anyone who suggests that it is a controversial 
subject in the United States. {Laughter,\

There are those who helieve that we havenH gotten very much out of 
efforts at detente—and that moreover it is very dangerous to pursue 
such a policy,

Gan you tell us what you thinh are the principal gains that we have 
gotten from pursuing detente and' what you consider under reasonable,, 
favorahle,^ but realistic circumstances the maximum that you would 
hope the United States would get from pursuing such a policy—and 
if there are any alternatives to detente?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, first of all, you have to ask me what 
detente is.

Curiously—one of the curious aspects of the present situation is the 
mercurial change of the mood. When we came to Washington in 1969, 
there were hundreds of thousands of people in the street demonstrat
ing for peace. For three years we were assailed monthly witli the ac
cusation that the government was too tough, it was reckless, risking 
the American future. Now, suddenly, three years later, the mood has 
changed; and the impression is created that the government is giving 
away needlessly concessions to the Soviet Union.

Let’s get clear, first of all, what we are trying to do. We face a 
historic problem we did not create and which no American Adminis
tration can remove—which is the fact that after 60 years in power, 
through the evolution of technology and industry the Soviet Union has 
become a superpower. I t has weapons that can reach every part of the 
globe, for the first time in Russian history. I t has a navy that can tra 
verse the seas, for the first time in Russian history. I t has the largest 
land army in the world.

^Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 1, 1976, pp- 268-269, 270-271. The Secre
tary was interviewed by a panel a t a meeting in Los Angeles, Calif.
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These are facts which we did not create, which no American policy 
can remove. I t is an uncomfortable experience for Americans to deal 
with a country of roughly the same strength. We have never had to do 
this in our history.

Secondly, we face the fact that nuclear weapons are destructive in 
a way that is absolutely unprecedented in history. A war fought with 
nuclear weapons would kill hundreds of millions in a matter of days. 
I f  you think of the impact that the two World Wars have had on 
Europe, in which the casualties would be minor, really minor to what 
would occur in a nuclear war, you can see the responsibility that any 
American leader concerned with the future of this country must have.

Therefore we have two problems. The first problem is to prevent 
the Soviet Union from using this growing power to achieve political 
gains. The second problem is to manage these relationships in a way 
that is different from the way it used to be, traditionally. Tradition
ally, when two countries of roughly equal magnitude compcited with 
each other, a war was inevitable. Now a war must not happen; and 
therefore we must contain Soviet power and at the same time we must 
look for new international arrangements that go beyond power poli
tics to a more cooperative international structure.

This is what we mean by the policy of detente.
And therefore, when you ask what is America getting out of it, what 

we intend to get out of it is an option for a more peaceful and saner 
and safer world. This cannot be measured every day.

Many of the things that people complain about are the inevitable 
result of the growth of Soviet power that I  described. This newest 
of them could have been avoided by American action.

When the Soviet Union makes a move toward expansion, we resist, 
as we are trying to do in Angola—against public and congressional 
opposition—as we did in Jordan in 1970 and as we did in Cuba in 
1970 and as we did in 1973 during the Middle East crisis. But at the 
same time we are trying to build a more constructive relationship.

I do not see any unilateral advantage that the Soviet Union has 
gained from this. This is not a favor we do for the Soviet Union, and 
I  do not know what the alternative is. I  don’t know whether the people 
want to go back to the confrontations of the Berlin crisis, whether 
a country that has just gone through Vietnam, Watergate, the intelli
gence investigations, and endless domestic turmoil wants to contrive 
crises in which its domestic structure will be tested. I f  the Soviet 
Union behaves aggressively, we will resist.

But I  must say that whether this Administration brings it to a com
pletion or not, some Administration must deal witli the problem of 
peace. Because in a nuclear age, tough rhetoric unsupported with a 
vision of the future is just too dangerous.

Mr, Day: Mr, Secretary,^ after the Secretary of Defense^ Mr. 
Schlesinger^ left office one of his supporters very stroTigl/y argued that
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the Ford Administration was not providing enough money in its 
~budget for defense and not as much as Schlesinger and the Joint 
Chiefs wanted^ and there was a whole argument raging on this. 
What—in your view of the responsibility for meeting the Soviet 
Union—what is your view of the general level of the American defense 
budget?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, of course we have one massive handicap 
in our defense budget. This is that we have to spend nearly 60 percent 
of our budge-t on personnel. The Soviet Union spends only about 30 
percent, less than 30 percent, of their budget on personnel. So at com
parable levels of expenditure, the Soviet Union can translate it much 
more effectively into useful military hardware.

The second problem is to determine what kinds of weapons are 
most useful for the purposes of foreign policy. Or to put it another 
way—what sorts of threats are they most likely to face? Now, it is 
my view that from the point of view of foreign policy, the threats 
we are most likely to face are in so-called “peripheral areas”—well, 
I  don’t  want to list them, but certainly in the Middle East—and that 
America’s capacity to intervene locally is of decisive or potentially 
decisive importance. Therefore, over the next 10 years, in my view, 
we have to strengthen our conventional forces.

I  do not believe that in the field of strategic forces it is so easy 
to calculate what a decisive advantage is, and at the level of casualties 
that I  have described earlier it is very complicated to believe that 
any responsible national leader would easily resort to strategic nuclear 
weapons. So this is why I  believe that that area should be constrained 
by arms limitations negotiations.

Now, on the whole, our defense budgets, though large in absolute 
numbers, have been on the skimpy side in terms of our needs. I  have 
generally agreed with Secretary Schlesinger about the order of mag
nitude of what was required. I  might quibble about the distribution 
within this. And I  support a substantial military establishment, espe
cially in the field of conventional forces.

Address by Secretary of State Kissinger: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks [Extract], February 3, 1976"^

There is one central fact that distinguishes our era from all previous 
historical periods: the existence of enormously destructive weapons 
that can span unlimited distances almost instantaneously. No part of 
the globe is beyond reach. No part of the globe would be spared the 
effects of a general nuclear exchange.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 23,1976, pp. 206-209.
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For centuries it was axiomatic that increases in military power 
could be translated into almost immediate political advantage. I t 
is now clear that new increments of strategic weaponry do not auto
matically lead to either political or military gains. Yet, in the nature 
of things, if one side expands its strategic arsenal, the other side will 
inevitajbly match it. The rav̂ e is maintained partly because a perceived 
inequality is considered by each side as politically unacceptable even 
though it has become difficult to define precisely what purely military 
purpose is served.

We thus face a paradox: At current and foreseeable levels of nu
clear arms, it becomes increasingly dangerous to invoke them. In no 
crisis since 1962 have the strategic weapons of the two sides deter
mined the outcome. Today these arsenals increasingly find their pur
pose primarily in matching and deterring the forces of the opponent. 
For under virtually no foreseeable circumstance could the United 
States—or the Soviet Union—avoid 100 million dead in a nuclear 
exchange. Yet the race goes on because of the difficulty of finding 
a way to get off the treadmill.

This condition imposes a unique and heavy responsibility on the 
leaders of the two nuclear superpowers. Sustaining the nuclear com
petition requires endless invocation of theoretical scenarios of immi
nent or eventual nuclear attack. The attempt to hedge against all 
conceivable contingencies, no matter how fanciful, fuels political ten
sions and could well lead to a self-fulfilling prophecy. The fixation 
on potential strategic arms imbalances that is inherent in an unre
strained arms race diverts resources into strategically unproductive 
areas—^particularly away from forces for local defense, where short
falls and imbalances could indeed be turned rapidly to our disadvan
tage. If  no restraint is developed, the competition in strategic arms 
can have profound consequences for the future of international rela
tions and indeed of civilization.

The United States therefore has sought and achieved since 1963 
a series of arms control agreements which build some restraint into 
nuclear rivalry. There was a significant breakthrough to limit strategic 
weapons in 1972.̂  If  the 1974 "^adivostok accord leads to a new agree
ment, an even more important advance will have been made.®

Yet, at this critical juncture, the American people are subjected 
to an avalanche of charges that SALT is a surrender of American 
interests. There are assertions that the United States is falling behind 
in the strategic competition and that SALT has contributed to it. 
There are unsupportable charges that the Soviets have systematically 
violated the SALT agreements.

None of this is accurate. What are the facts ?
First of all, American policy decisions in the 1960’s set the level 

of our strategic forces for the 1970’s. We then had the choice between

*For the 1972 SALT agreements, see Documents on Disarmament, 1972̂  pp. 
197 ff.

® i m . ,  1974, pp. 746-747.
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continuing the deployment of large, heavy-throwweig'ht missiles like 
the Titan or Atlas or undertaking development and deployment of 
large numbers of smaller, more flexible ICBM’s or combinations of 
both types. The Administration then in office chose to rely on an 
arsenal of 1,000 small, sophisticated, and highly accurate ICBM’s and 
656 submarine-launched missiles on 41 boats, along with heavy bomb
ers; we deployed them rapidly and then stopped our buildup of 
launchers unilaterally in the 1960’s when the programs were com
plete. Only 54 of the heavy Titans were retained and still remain in 
the force.

The Soviets made the opposite decision; they chose larger, heavier 
missiles; they continued to build up their forces through the 1960’s 
and 1970’s; they passed our numerical levels by 1969-70 and con
tinued to add an average of 200 missiles a year until stopped by the 
first SALT agreement.

Thus, as a consequence of decisions made a decade ago by both 
sides, Soviet missiles are superior in throwweight while ours are su
perior in reliability, accuracy, diversity, and sophistication and we 
possess larger numbers of warheads. In 1972 when the SALT agree
ment was signed, the Soviet Union was still building at the rate of 
90 land-based and 120 sea-based launchers a year—while we were 
building none, as a result of our own repeatedly reaffirmed unilateral 
decisions of a decade previously. Since new American programs to 
redress the balance had only recently been ordered, there was no way 
to reduce the numerical gap before the late seventies when more mod
em sea-based missiles and 'bombers were scheduled to become 
operational.

The interim SALT agreement of 1972 froze overall numbers of 
launchers on both sides for five years, thereby limiting the momentum 
of Soviet programs without affecting any of ours. I t  stopped the So
viet buildup of heavy missile launchers. I t  forced the Soviets to agree 
to dismantle 210 older land-based missiles to reach permitted ceilings 
on missile-carrying submarines. The agreed-upon silo limitations per
mitted us to increase, the throwweight of our own missiles, if we de
cided on this avenue of improving our strategic forces. We have so 
far chosen not to do so, although, through research and development, 
we retain the option. By any measure, the SALT agreements prevented 
the then-evolving gap in numbers from widening while enabling us to 
retain our advantage in other categories and easing the problem of re
dressing the balance when new programs became operational. What 
no negotiation could do is reverse by diplomacy the results of our own 
longstanding decisions with respect to weapons design and deployment.

Moreover, the SALT agreements ended for an indefinite period the 
prospect of a dangerous and uncertain competition in antiballistic mis
sile defense—a competition that promised no strategic advantage, but 
potentially serious instabilities and the expenditure of vast sums of 
money.

253-754 0  - 78 -4
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The first SALT agreements were therefore without question in the 
American national interest,. In the five-year respite gained by the 1972 
interim agreement, it was our intention to negotiate a long-term pact 
on offensive weapons that would firmly fix both sides at an equal level 
once our new programs became operational. This is precisely what 
President Ford achieved at Vladivostok in November 1974.

In this accord in principle, both sides agreed on a ceiling of 2,400 
strategic weapons covering strategic systems and heavy bombers— b̂ut 
not counting any of pur forward-based aircraft in Europe, or our 
allies’ strategic weapons, many of which can reach Soviet soil. The 
ceiling of 2,400 is lower than the level the Soviet Union already has 
reached; it would require the dismantling of many Soviet weapons, 
while the planned levels and composition of our forces would not need 
to be reduced or changed. An equal ceiling of 1,320 was placed on num
bers of strategic weapons with multiple warheads. Soviet heavy missile 
launchers will remain frozen. These limits would cap the strategic com
petition in numbers for a 10-year pjeriod, yet preserve all the programs 
we need to assure deterrence and strategic sufficiency.

Obviously no single agreement can solve every problem. This is not a 
question of loopholes, but of evolving technology, with respect to 
which we intend to remain vigilant. We will negotiate carefully to 
make certain that the national interest and national security are pro
tected. But if we succeed in turning the Vladivostok accord into a 
10-year agreement, we will have crossed the threshold between total 
unrestrained competition and the difficult but promising beginning of 
long-term strategic equilibrium at lower levels of forces. The United 
States and the Soviet Union have already agreed to turn to reductions 
in strategic forces in the next phase of the negotiations, starting in 
1977.

"One would have thought that these accomplishments would speak for 
themselves. Instead, they have triggered a flood of charges which mis
lead the American people and our friends, give a wrong impression 
of irresoluteness to our adversaries, and complicate the prospects for 
a new agreement that is in the overriding national interest.

No charge is more irresponsible and potentially more dangerous 
than the allegation that the United States has knowingly tolerated vio
lations of the first SALT agreements.

What are the facts ? A Standing Consultative Commission was cre
ated by the agreements of 1972 precisely to consider disputes or am
biguities in implementation.^ Such incidents were almost certain to 
arise in a first, quite limited agreement between longstanding adver
saries possessing weapons systems of great complexity whose growth is 
verified not by some neutral policing mechanism but by each side’s own 
intelligence systems. Every questionable activity that has arisen has 
been systematically analyzed by this government and considered by

* See also the U.S.-Soviet memorandum of understanding of Dec. 21,1972, Docvr 
ments on Disarmament^ 1972̂  pp. 868-869.
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the President and his advisers. Whenever any question remained, it 
was then promptly raised with the Soviets. All instructions to the 
American representative on the Consultative Commission reflected the 
unanimous views of all U.S. agencies concerned and the data and as
sessment produced jointly by them. No one had a bias in favor of ab
solving the Soviets—an inherently malicious charge. No one prevented 
all questionable or suspicious activities from being raised with the So
viets. And not all the questioned activities were on the Soviet side.

All of these issues have been and will continue to be seriously handled 
and dealt with through a process that has proved effective. Yet ir
responsible charges continue to lump together incidents that have been 
explained or are still being considered with wild allegations that have 
no foundation. They sometimes put forward inaccurate figures and 
data which often can be refuted only by divulging sensitive intelli
gence information. Yet with all the recent flurry of allegations, no 
recommendations are made of what countermeasures we should take or 
how to assess the significance of any given alleged violation.

In what way do the alleged violations affect the strategic equation? 
In what manner, if any, have we been foreclosed from protecting our
selves? Would those who inaccurately allege violations simply throw 
over all the agreements regardless of the benefits they provide the 
United States? Would they halt the negotiation of further agree
ments ? What purpose is served by leading our public and the Soviet 
Union to believe— t̂otally incorrectly— t̂hat the United States is blind 
to violations or that its government deliberately deceives its people? 
Can anyone seriously believe that this Administration which has 
strenuously resisted Communist advances in every part of the world— 
and is often strongly criticized for it—would ignore Soviet violations 
of a formal agreement ?

I  can assure you that this Administration will not tolerate violations. 
I t will continue to monitor Soviet compliance meticulously. I t  will 
pursue energetically all ambiguities or signs of noncompliance. But it 
will not be driven by demagoguery to make false or hasty judgments. 
No department or agency charged with responsibility for this problem 
holds the view that any violations have occurred.

As we assess SALT we must face squarely one question: What is the 
alternative to the agreement we have and seek ? I f  the SALT process 
falters, we must consider what new or additional strategic programs 
we would undertake, their likely cost, and above all, their strategic 
purpose.

An accelerated strategic buildup over the next five years could cost 
as much as an additional $20 billion. Failing a satisfactory agree
ment, this will surely be the path we must travel. I t would be a tragi
cally missed opportunity. For in the process of such a buildup, and 
the atmosphere it would engender, it would ibe difficult to return to 
serious negotiations for some time. Tensions are likely to increase; a 
new, higher baseline will emerge from which future negotiations
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would eventually have to begin. And in the end, neither side will have 
gained a ^rategic advantage. At the least, they will have wasted re
sources. At worst, they will have increased the risks of nuclear war.

Of course the Soviet Union must ponder these alternatives as well. 
Their sense of responsibility must equal ours if there is to be an equi
table and durable agreement based on strict reciprocity. We consider 
a SALT agreement important, but we will take no chances with our 
national security.

Let me sum u p :

— e will never stand for the violation of a solemn treaty or agree
ment, and we will remain alert.

—We will never tolerate a shift in the strategic balance against 
us— b̂y violations of agreements, by unsatisfactory agreements, or by 
neglect of our own programs. We will spend what is necessary to 
maintain strategic sufficiency.

— T̂he President is determined to pursue the effort to negotiate a 
saner strategic balance on equitable terms—^because it is in our in
terest and because we have an obligation to our own people and to 
world peace.

Statement by Department of Defense Director of Defense 
Research and Engineering (Currie) to the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services: Arms Control Implications of Strategic 
Programs [Extract], February 5, 1976^

D ^pite allegations to the contrary, an objective of the D efei^  De
partment is to control arms. In order to explain this apparent paradox, 
I  would like to dwell on the rationale for arms, and on the objectives 
of arms control.

We arm to provide national security: to support national goals— 
the fir^  of which is survival itself—and to support our foreign policy 
objectives. Militarily, we assure our survival by a policy of deterrence, 
but we are aware that we cannot make deterrence absolute. There are 
conflicting demands for resources, fundamental among which is the 
demand that we survive economically, as well as m ilitarily; that we do 
not erect an impregnaJble barrier arbund a hollow shell. We prepare 
our programs for deterrence recognizing the priorities of such other 
claims and do not demand arms without end. This is simply prudence, 
and is not explicitly intended as arms control.

The classic objectives of arms control are three: to limit the prob
ability of war occurring, to limit the destruction should war occur.

^Hearings on Fiscal Year 1977 Authorization for Military Procurement, Re
search and Development, and Active Duty, Selected Reserve, and Civilian 
Personnel Strengths (94th Cong., 2d Sess.), Pt. 4, pp. 2079-2083.
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and to reduce expenditures for arms. At the same time, arms control 
must support national security. In  this context, the first two objectives 
are fundamental, whereas the third enters indirectly, related to eco
nomic survival and maintenance of living standards, and may indeed 
conflict with the first two.

Our programs are consistent with these objectives. A major consid
eration in designing strategic forces is stability, to limit the likelihood 
that a war would be initiated in a crisis in order to achieve the advan
tage of striking first. Our forces should not be such as to invite attack: 
there should not appear to a potential adversary that an attack on our 
forces could leave him in a militarily stronger position than the status 
quo ante. Thus, we focus on improving the survivability of our forces 
to a disarming first strike attack, and on increasing the capability of 
those forces which do survive.

We also are designing our forces to reduce the consequent damage 
should war occur. Not only is it our policy to control escalation to the 
lowest level possible; our forces are being designed so accurate place
ment of smaller yield weapons reduces collateral damage. However, 
the lack of defenses against missile or heavy bomber attack circum
scribes the degree to which we can limit damage to ourselves.

Thus, the objectives of arms control are not opposed to, but are quite 
consonant with, objectives which we pursue in the design of forces. But 
such objectives can also be achieved more formally under the rubric of 
“arms control.” Arms control is a cooperative approach to armament 
policy, where the cooperation may be quite explicit, through negotia
tions and treaties, or informal, through understandings, or even quite 
nebulous, such as reciprocated constraint. The element of cooperation, 
however obscure, is essential. Although one may take unilateral steps 
as signals of a willingness to cooperate, continued unilateral steps, par
ticularly in the direction of unilateral disarmament, can lead to an 
imbalance which invites an enemy to attack or coerce us. In attempting 
to reduce the risk of war such a path carried too far becomes counter
productive and increases the risk of war or could force us to abandon 
some of our primary national objectives.

The SALT negotiations currently underway represent an attempt 
at formal cooperation. A major difficulty in conducting these negoti
ations stems from the difficulty in learning whether the Soviets are 
seeking the same arms control goals as we.

.United States force objectives and SALT objectives are publicly 
set forth, examined in detail, debated, and supported by the public 
record of testimony, program decisions, and defense expenditures. No 
such record exists of Soviet objectives. While they may be revealed in 
political and ideological statements, Soviet force objectives and SALT 
objectives can generally be confirmed only by experience and activities. 
Time has hot yet revealed their objectives, but it is difficult to reconcile 
their programs with the objectives stated above.

Eecently enacted law requires that we submit arms control impact 
statements on each nuclear weapon system and on major non-nuclear
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weapon systems. Our strategic research and development program 
conforms to the requirements of existing arms control treaties and 
gives recognition to current negotiation efforts. We firmly support the 
essential principle of Vladivostok—equality between the United States 
and the Soviet Union in central strategic systems. We further support 
the objective of bilateral strategic arms reductions. We recognize, how
ever, that arms control agreements are imperfect at best and that we 
must take unilateral action where required to preclude major strategic 
asymmetries while negotiations continue toward perfecting agreements 
which preserve the essential national security interests of the United 
States. Our vigilance is based on the historical fact that international 
behavior of nations is governed_by their supreme interests. I f  the 
Soviets believe their interests conflict with arms control agreements, 
the former will govern. I t is our job to assure that the Soviets see 
clearly that their interests are best served by honoring such agreements.

Statement by Secretary of State Kissinger to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy: Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act, February 6, 
1976"

I  am pleased to have this opportunity to testify on behalf of the 
Department of State in support of the Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act of 
1975.

Since its creation in 1946, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
has played a unique and highly constructive role not only in the es
tablishment of nuclear power as a major, viable energy source but also 
in enabling the United States to provide leadership in international 
nuclear cooperation under effective guarantees and safeguards. Senate 
Eesolution 221, which you cosponsored, Mr. Chairman,^ calling for 
further strengthening of safeguards and other measures against pro
liferation, is a timely and important addition to our nonproliferation 
policy. The legislation you are considering now can be another mile
stone in the development of our peaceful nuclear program.

The Department of State attaches the highest importance to the 
earliest possible passage of this measure which will enable the United 
States to reassert its traditional leadership in international nuclear 
cooperation.

From our foreign policy standpoint, nuclear cooperation obtains a 
number of important benefits to the United States, the most signifi
cant of which are:

—Strong support to our efforts to stem further proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and other military uses of the atom.

'  Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 8,1976, pp. 301-305.
* Sen. John O. Pastore. For text of the res., see Documents on Disarmament, 

1975, pp. 8ia-814.
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—Eelieving the pressures on both ourselves and our partners abroad 
for increasing dependence on imported oiL

—Contributing to the economy of the United States and strengthen
ing our balance-of-trade position.

In  this nuclear cooperation, the ability of the United States to sup
ply uranium enrichment services for power reactor programs abroad— 
as well as for itself—on a dependable long-term basis is, I  believe, the 
key ingredient. The proposed Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act will fill an 
in^spensable role in pursuit of our foreign policy objectives by main
taining the United States in its longstanding position as the world’s 
foremost supplier of such enrichment services.

Our policy of sharing the peaceful benefits of nuclear energy with 
others has been the key factor in the development of an unprecedented 
network of international agreements, arrangements, and institutions 
which have, to an encouraging degree, enabled us to avoid the unre
strained proliferation of nuclear weapons. Because of our position of 
leadership, other key international suppliers of nuclear equipment and 
material have been influenced to follow the U.S. example and require 
peaceful-use guarantees and safeguards on their exports. Since the 
technology available from these suppliers is the most highly ad
vanced, nations embarking on nuclear power programs have gener
ally been willing to accept such safeguards and controls as an adjunct 
to obtaining this technology, rather than developing indigenous pro
grams which would not be subject to safeguards.

I t is not an overstatement that effective application of this policy, 
including our bilateral cooperative arrangements, the creation of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, the development and accept
ance of international safeguards, and the widespread adoption of the 
Nonproliferation Treaty  ̂have all been made easier by our capability 
and willingness to furnish uranium-enriching services along with other 
elements essential to peaceful nuclear development.

In foreign policy terms, however, the benefits of U.S. nuclear cooper
ation, in which our enrichment supply capability has been the key in
gredient, go beyond even the crucial issue of advancing our nonprolif
eration objectives. I  have already noted the importance of nuclear 
power to fulfilling our own energy needs, as well as those of bur part
ners. We are fortunate that nuclear power has become a reality as an 
alternative energy source at this time, when not merely our economic 
well-being but our very independence of judgment and action are 
threatened by an excessive and growing dependence on imported en
ergy sources whose availability and price are not within our control. 
In the near term, there are limited options available to avoid further 
dependence on imported oil, and nuclear power will have to play a vital 
role if we are to avoid having U.S. policies subject to intolerable out
side pressures.

^lUd,, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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I  want to stress that these additional benefits are secured not at the 
expense of, but in parallel with, the primary objective of advancing 
our nonproliferation policy. We do not trade off our nonproliferation 
goals to advance other political or economic objectives, and there is no 
inconsistency between the two.

Just as nuclear energy is important to us, so it is to our partners 
abroad, whose well-being is closely tied to our own and who often 
draw for their essential energy needs on the same limited resources as 
do we. Out of the energy crisis has emerged an enhanced understand
ing of the benefits— în fact, the absolute necessity—of interdependence 
if we are to avoid the stultifying effects of dictated prices and insecu
rity of energy supplies on our economic health and our political well
being.

One of the outcomes of this understandinfi; has been the formation 
of the International Energy Agency (IEA).'By 1985, the members of 
this group are expected to be obtaining about 400,000 megawatts of 
their vital power needs from nuclear power sources. In seeking alterna
tives to ever-expanding dependence on imported oil, expanded use of 
nuclear power is a major element of the lE A ’s strategy. But this plan 
will be viable only if adequate supplies of nuclear fuel can be made 
available. Thus the United States is serving its own interests by cre
ating a framework which will enable it to return to the international 
enrichment-services market, offering such services abroad under com
parable terms and conditions to those available to domestic customers.

Today, unfortunately, our ability to influence worldwide nuclear 
development in directions favorable to our own interests is being grave
ly limited by our inability to assure the supply of enrichment services 
for additional nuclear projects abroad.

We should not underestimate the implications of this fact. The 
image of the most advanced industrial power in the world, which was 
responsible for the very development of nuclear energy, no longer able 
to meet its own or other nations’ future enrichment needs is hardly 
calculated to generate confidence in our economic strength, our politi
cal resolve, or our decisionmaking processes.

Beyond this, our current inability to provide enrichment services 
has prevented us from consolidating our early leadership in this mar
ket, which can contribute significantly to our economic health and 
strengthen our balance-of-trade position, while serving to advance 
our nonproliferation objectives. U.S. foreign exchange revenues to 
date from the sale of enriched uranium and enrichment services have 
reached $1.1 billion, and overseas contracts now in force are expected 
to generate revenues in the order of $17.6 billion over their lifetime, at 
present price levels.

The economic benefits of our uranium enrichment supply arrange
ments are not confined to these contractual revenues alone, since our 
ability to provide nuclear fuel is vital to the sale of U.S. reactors and 
related goods and services abroad. To date, such sales are estimated 
to have brought us revenues of over $2 billion. Over the next two and
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a half decades, these sales could—if we are able to take advantage of 
the opportunities presented— t̂otal $140 billion. In the process, thou
sands of jobs to support these overseas sales will be created and 
maintained.

The implications of this for our economic well-being in an increas
ingly competitive world are enormous. But these expectations are 
threatened unless U.S. reactor vendors are in a position to assure a 
long-term supply of enrichment services for the plants which they are 
seeking to sell.

The characteristics of the enrichment service industry do not allow 
mistakes to be easily reversed or lost opportunities to be easily recov
ered. The enormous investment in nuclear reactors themselves, as well 
as the enrichment facilities, dictates the use of long-term contracts 
which create both an assured supply for reactor operators and an 
assured market for the enrichment plant operator. Thus, opportuni
ties not initially secured are lost forever.

Until a few years ago, the United States was essentially the world’s 
only supplier of enriched uranium for nuclear power reactor fuel. 
Today, the U.S.S.R. is actively in the market, a British-Dutch-German 
group, and another group headed by the French are constructing com- 
mercial-scale enrichment facilities, and major programs which could 
lead to such facilities are underway in as many as three or more other 
nations.

There is no question that these developments, while responsive in 
part to nationalistic motivations and a desire by enrichment users 
to diversify their sources of supply, have been spurred by uncertainty 
over the adequacy and availability of supply from the United States. 
Their scale and rate of growth will therefore respond in the future to 
uranium enrichmjent developments in the United States. Failure to 
bring new U.S. enrichment plants into being on a timely basis would 
do significant damage to our nonproliferation objectives by giving 
further impetus to alternative sources of enrichment supply and forc
ing customers to turn away from the United States.

I  have concentrated so far on the need to expand our enrichment 
capacity at a rate which will insure that future capacity keeps up 
with domestic and foreign demand. This is the fundamental objective 
of the proposed Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act and is of overriding im
portance both to our domestic and international goals. I  should like to 
turn now to several additional features of the proposed program which 
are of direct international significance.

The proposed Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act is far more than a plan 
for the next increments of uranium enrichment capacity in the United 
States, important as that aspect is. Like other landmark U.S. legisla
tion in the nuclear field, the Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act involves a 
policy decision which is essential to the future growth and develop
ment of the nuclear industry. That decision is that uranium enrich
ment, like every other activity of the civil nuclear industry—^with the
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exception of radioactive waste management—and in keeping with the 
fundamental nature of our economy, should henceforth be undertaken 
in the United States by private industry. While this decision may ap
pear to involve fundamentally domestic considerations, it has impor
tant implications for our international nuclear cooperation as well.

Under our private enterprise system, capacity expansion in response 
to increased demands normally is provided with few transitional prob
lems, given adequate economic incentives. This capability to respond 
to growing needs without resort to our complex governmental proce
dures can serve our foreign policy—^including nonproliferation objec
tives— âs well as our domestic interests.

Kiiowledgeable private and governmental authorities responsible 
for nuclear power developments abroad are well aware that in the 
United States the continuity needed to assure that the requirements 
of an expanding market are met is best provided by industry rather 
than by government. I  am convinced, therefore, that the earliest pos
sible establishment of a private enrichment industry will greatly en
hance the credibility of the United States as a reliable source of enrich
ment. Based on the current state of our technical and economic knowl
edge and the schedule on which new enrichment demands must be 
filled, this will require commercialization of both the gaseous diffusion 
and centrifuge processes. The Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act will serve 
this purpose.

Another key feature of the proposed legislation is the governmental 
guarantees and assurances to insure the early and successful launch
ing of a viable private enrichment industry. This factor should rap
idly rebuild confidence on the part of both foreign and domestic users 
of enrichment services in the reliability of the United States as a nu
clear fuel supplier.

From this standpoint, the most important aspects of the proposed 
legislation are those enabling the government to supply and warrant 
its technology and to assume the assets and liabilities of the private 
venture should it be threatened with failure. These features, coupled 
with the President’s pledge that orders placed with a private entity 
will be filled as the services are needed, are necessary to instill that 
confidence.

A third important feature is that foreign investment is not pre
cluded for either the gaseous diffusion or centrifuge enrichment fa
cilities whose construction the act will bring about. Aside from the 
importance of such investment in facilitating the successful execu
tion of any of the uranium enrichment projects under consideration, 
we consider it important to encourage foreign investment in private 
U.S. uranium enrichment facilities within the limits, of course, defined 
by the Atomic Energy Act. We plan to reasonably limit foreign in
vestment and access to enrichment services both on an individual na
tion and overall participation basis. To discourage or exclude foreign 
participation would be inconsistent with our traditional support for 
freedom of investment opportunities and with the necessity for inter
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dependence in meeting the challenges of the energy crisis. There can 
be no more effective assurance both of the reliability of our supply 
undertakings and their international acceptability than the existence 
of a healthy level of foreign investment in U.S. uranium enrichment 
facilities.

In connection with at least one of the contemplated projects— t̂he 
UEA [Uranium Enrichmient Associates] gaseous diffusion plant— 
foreign investment is expected to be an essential ingredient in enabling 
the project to go forward. Several countries have indicated an inter
est in participation in this undertaking. Their final decision will de
pend on a number of complex issues, including expected requirements 
for enrichment services, available financial reso-urces, and the attract
iveness of alternative means of meeting these needs. This committee 
can exert a positive influence on these deliberations by expressing at 
the earliest possible date support for the program as a whole, includ
ing the element of foreign investment in the projected enterprises.

I  should like to emphasize that the question of foreign investment 
in any U.S. enrichment facilities under the Jfuclear Fuel Assurance 
Act is a separate issue from the transfer of sensitive enrichment tech
nology. The act authorizes no such transfer, and foreign participation 
will take place without any governmental commitment whatsoever 
for the transfer of enrichment technology. Access to U.S. enrichment 
technology by our partners abroad may, under certain carefully con
trolled circumstances, serve U.S. foreign policy interests, but any pro
posals toward this end would be dealt with as a separate issue which 
would be subject to congressional review.

Similarly, the establishment of a private enrichment industry in 
the United States will have no adverse effect on existing U.S. policies 
and programs designed to avoid proliferation. Appropriate agree
ments for cooperation would continue to be required for transfers of 
the uranium-enriching services abroad, and all of the normal guaran
tees and safeguards controls would be applied to such transfers. Given 
the benefit to U.S. nonproliferation objectives discussed previously, 
our national security will be enhanced, rather than endangered, by 
the earliest possible passage and implementation of the Nuclear Fuel 
Assurance Act.

In proposing this legislation [on Jime 26, 1975], President Ford 
described the nation as at a crossroads.^ The Congress and this com
mittee have shown strong leadership in the past in support of the de
velopment of a strong, competitive private nuclear industry capable of 
asserting America’s nuclear leadership throughout the world. The 
challenge today—in the face of an energy crisis that will remain with 
us for the indefinite future—is greater than ever. I  urge the committee 
to continue its leadership by giving prompt approval to the Nuclear 
Fuel Assurance Act.

* Weekly Compilation of Presidential Doouments, June 30, 1975, pp. 683 -̂685.
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Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance (Maw): ACDA’s Role in Decisions Concerning 
Provision of Defense Articles and Services, February 17, 
1976"

B a c k g r o u n d

As part of Public Law 94-141 (Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Year 1976),  ̂ Congress amended the Mutual Security Act 
of 1954 by adding to the end of Section 414 the following:

( f ) Decisions on issuing licenses for the export of articles on the United 
States munitions list shall be made in coordination with the Director of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and shall take intx) 
account the Director’s oipini'on as to whether the export of an article wiill 
contribute to an arms race, or increase the possibility of outbreak or escala
tion of conflict, or prejudice the development of bilateral or m ultilateral arms 
control arrangements.

The same law also amended the Foreign Military Sales Act by 
stipulating in Section 42 th a t:

in evaluating any sale proposed to be made pursuant to this Act, there shall 
be taken into consideration . . . (3) m coordination with the Director of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, the Director's opinion 
as to the extent to which such sale might contribute to an arms race, or in
crease the possiMlitp of outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice the 
development of bilateral or multilateral arms control arramgements.

Section 511 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 was also amended 
to require that decisions to furnish military assistance shall be made 
in coordination with the Director of ACDA and shall take into account 
his opinions in the same three areas.

In  part^ these new legal requirements codify existing arrangements. 
However, new processes must be established to be fully responsive 
to the new provisions. I  would therefore appreciate it if the following 
procedures were made effective immediately.

C o m m e r c ia l  S a l e s

(1) All requests for munition control licenses, which fall in the 
categories ô f transfers in which ACDA has indicated an interest (see 
attachment^), are to be forwarded to ACDA by PM/MC for review 
at the same time they are referred to other areas of the Executive 
Branch.

(2) Any ACDA recommendations for denial or limitation of an 
export license will be accompanied by a brief statement supporting 
ACDA’s conclusions. These statemente, along wi!th the license appli-

^AODA files. The memorandum “was addressed to the heads of the various 
offices concerned in the State Departm ent Copies were also sent to the National 
Security Council, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Defense Security 
Agency in the Department of Defense.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 706-710.
 ̂Not printed here.
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cation and the views of other participating orgaaiizations will be 
brought to the attention of the appropri'alte Deputy Director of the 
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs (PM) as required. ACDA will be 
informed of the finail disposition of the cases involved.

(3) In  order to permit ACDA to maintain a current picJture of the 
totality of MC transactions, copies of reports submitted to Congress 
under Section 414(e) of the Mutual Security Act will be provided to 
ACDA by PM/MC at the same time they are forwarded to Congress. 
ACDA is also to receive any other reports concerning commercial 
sales that may be required from the Executive Branch by future 
legislaition.

(4) From ACDA’s analysis of the reports, there may be, from time 
to time, a revision of categories in whioh ACDA is interested. The 
decision on which MC license applications are to be reviewed will rest 
with ACDA.

FMS C a s h  S al .e s

(1) All draft congressional notifications under Section 36(b) of the 
Foreign Military Sales Act will be submitted to ACDA by PM/SAS 
for review prior to their submission to Congress. Any ACDA recom
mendations against submission to Congress or any ACDA recom
mendations for changes in the transaction proposed in the draft noti
fication will be brought to the attention of the appropriate Deputy 
Director of PM.

(2) Although many FMS sales require specific State Department 
concurrence prior to their realization. State has delegated authority 
to the Department of Defense to implement certain classes of FMS 
cash sales without specific State clearance. Requests for FMS cash 
sales which State reviews are to be forwarded to ACDA for review. 
In addition, PM in conjunction with ACDA is requested on an urgent 
basis to initiate discussions with DOD to develop a process which will 
permit ACDA to review all other FMS cash sales in which it may 
have an interest. The potential areas of interest are indicated in the 
attachment. The conclusions of these discussions are to be reported 
to me.

(3) PM will insure that ACDA receives copies of the quarterly re
ports now submitted under Section 36(a) of the FMS A and copies 
of any other reports concerning Foreign Military Sales that may be 
required of the Executive Branch by future legislation.

T r a n s f e r s  I n v o l v in g  A p p r o p r ia t e d  F u n d s

(1) ACDA now participates in the deliberations of the SAPRC 
and its working group. This will continue in order to permit ACDA 
to render its opinion on the levels of assistance contemplated and to 
provide a preliminary judgment, based on data available, concerning 
the program content (i.e., hardware and services) envisioned.
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(2) Upon receipt from DOD of the FMS country credit justifica
tions, PM/SAS will forward copies to ACDA and include ACDA’s 
views on the documents forwarded to me for final approval of the 
proposed credit.

(3) Since the Department does not currently impose similar con
trols over the transfer of defense articles and services funded by MAP, 
PM in conjunction with ACDA, is requested to enter into discussions 
with DOD as soon as possible to establish a process which will permit 
ACDA to review MAP transactions of interest to it. The conclusions 
of these discussions are to be reported to me.

(4) PM will clear with ACDA any State or State/DOD messages 
sent to the ifield concerning the magnitude and composition of security 
assistance programs.

M i s c e l l a n e o u s  P r o g r a m s

(1) The current arrangement which requires DOD/DSAA to cir
culate for clearance to State and ACDA any proposed ship transfer 
will continue.

(2) PM/SAS, upon receipt from DOD, will circulate to ACDA and 
other interested organizations lists of Excess Defense Articles (EDA) 
which are proposed for allocation to other countries. These EDA lists 
will be circulated under a clearance form which will provide a per
manent record of the positions taken by the various organizations.

(3) Third-party transfer (i.e., defense articles and services which 
originate from the U.S. and are being proposed for transfer to a third 
country) proposals will be cleared with ACDA. Any objections or 
limitations proposed by ACDA will be brought to the attention of 
the appropriate Deputy Director of PM.

G e n e r a l  C o m m e n t s

(1 )1  recognize that in order to be in conformity with the spirit of 
the new legislation, it is incumbent on the Department to involve 
ACDA in issues concerning the provision of defense articles and serv
ices at the earliest possible moment in the decision making process. 
The requirements outlined in this memorandum are the essential 
minimal ones. I t is difficult to generalize about all transactions be
cause they will vary widely from case to case. I  urge however that 
we be mindful of ACDA’s legitimate interests and that we involve 
that agency in the deliberations as early as possible. I  would appreciate 
it if you would issue appropriate guidance to your Country Directors.

(2) Beyond the question of specific transactions, I  believe it would 
be useful to include ACDA, whenever feasible, in any studies or papers 
addressing policy or procedural matters significantly affecting the 
provision of defense articles and services. Since ACDA’s participa
tion will be of limited utility if it does not have adequate information,
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I  would encourage you to share as many communications with ACDA 
as possible, recognizing that there will be matters of sensitivity on 
which dissemination will have to be limited.

(3) I t is recognized that the effectiveness of these procedures will 
depend in large part on ACDA^s prompt response. ACDA has as
sured me that it will provide under normal circumstances its views 
within two weeks for FMS cash sales and twenty working days for 
commercial sales. I f  prompter action is required, PM will advise 
ACDA of the requirement. I f  ACDA requires a longer period on 
toy specific transaction, it will also advise PM.

(4) Finally, I  request PM to report to me periodically on the pro
cedures established by this memorandum so that they may be reviewed 
and revised as necessary.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
February 17, 1976"

• • • • • • •

The questions of disarmament which the Committee on Disarma
ment will have to consider at the spring session starting to-day oc
cupy an important place in international life. This is also confirmed 
by the results of the work done last autumn at the thirtieth session 
of the United Nations General Assembly, which devoted much atten
tion to these questions. A broad range of disarmament problems was 
discussed at the General Assembly session, and this was indicative 
of the concern felt by States and peoples over the continued arms 
race, including the nuclear weapons race.

The Soviet Union is making great efforts to solve the problems of 
putting an end to the arms race and reaching international agreements 
in this field. In pursuit of this objective, the USSR submitted at the 
thirtieth session of the General Assembly an important proposal— 
to prohibit the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and of new systems of such weapons. Under this 
proposal States, and above all the big Powers, possessing scientific 
and technological potential to develop new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction, should erect an insurmountable inter
national barrier to the development and manufacture of such types 
of weapons.^ Being aimed against the most dangerous aspect of the 
arms race—its qualitative aspect— t̂he proposal was widely supported 
at the General Assembly. I t is a matter of record that 112 Member 
States of the United Nations voted for it. The General Assembly con
sidered it necessary to take effective steps for the prohibition of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction. I t  requested the

 ̂OCD/PV.688, pp. 14-20.
* For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 479-482.
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Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as possible, with the 
assistance of qualified governmental experts, to work out the text of 
an agreement on the question and to submit a report on the results 
achieved for consideration by the General Assembly at its thirty-first 
session.^

I t is the task of the Committee on Disarmament in this connexion 
to work out and negotiate the text of an international agreement on 
the matter, which would provide for the obligation of the Parties not 
to develop or manufacture new types and new systems of weapons of 
mass destruction, or assist or encourage any activities to that end.

I t should be noted that, in spite of the agreements already reached 
on a bilateral and multilateral basis to curb the arms race in certain 
directions, the risk of a further build-up in arms persists. Recent scien
tific discoveries attest to the continued progress both in the peaceful 
uses of scientific and technological achievements and in the creation of 
the prerequisites for their use for military purposes. Research and de
velopment on new types of weapons and their introduction in the ar
senals of States are consuming enormous resources which could be 
channelled to peaceful productive purposes—raising the level of liv
ing of the peop>les, the development of education, and of public health 
services, etc. The present world research and development expendi
ture on new types and systems of weapons amounts to 25 billion dol
lars, or almost half the total sum spent in the world on research and 
development in all fields.

The development of new types and ^stems of weapons of mass 
destruction must be brought to an end by the erection of an insur
mountable barrier in their way. And this must be done now. I t  is a 
well-known fact that it is harder to eliminate from the arsenals of 
States types of weapons already in their possession than to prohibit 
the development and manufacture of means of warfare which are 
either non-existent at present or are only at the stage of research and 
experimentation.

The setting up of a barrier to the emergence and development of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction, possibly even more perni
cious and devastating than nuclear weapons, would be a means of solv
ing one of today’s important tasks. Mankind would be saved from the 
dangers inherent in the use of scientific progress to the detriment of 
people, its use for the development of new, still more powerful means 
of warfare than those existing now. In the absence of limitations ef
fectively blocking the way to such use of scientific and technological 
achievements, the danger is growing increasingly real that new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction with a tremendous power 
of devastation and annihilation will appear in the future.

The Soviet Union deems it necessary to work out and conclude in 
good time, already now, an appropriate international agreement pro
hibiting the development and manufacture of new types and systems

® G. A. res. 3479 (XXX), Dec. 11,1975; see ilnd., pp. 798-803.
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of such weapons. The conclusion of an agreement prohibiting new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction would make a sig
nificant contribution to the solution of disarmament p rob l^s. Such 
an agreement would be an addition to the series of important accords 
dealing with the limitation of arms and with disarmament, such as 
the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear tests in the three environments,^ 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ the Treaties prohibiting the emplace
ment of nuclear weapons in outer space,® on the sea-bed and the ocean 
floor,  ̂ and the Convention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological 
Weapons.®

A draft agreement on the subject was submitted by the Soviet Un
ion to the thirtieth session of the General Assembly last September. 
In accordance with the resolution of the General Assembly on the 
prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion, A/EES/3479 (X X X ), the draft has been transmitted by the 
United Nations Secretary-General to the Committee on Disarma
ment.^ The principal obligations of States with regard to the prohi
bition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction are 
provided for in article 1 of the draft. The article stipulates that each 
party to the agreement undertakes not to develop or manufacture new 
types of weapons of mass destruction or new systems of such weapons, 
including those utilizing the latest achievements of modern science 
and technology. In this connexion the need arises to define which spe
cific categories of weapons must be covered by the ban. The Soviet 
side has already declared its readiness to take part in a detailed ex
amination of this question in the course of appropriate negotiations. 
I f  new areas of development and manufacture of such weapons not 
covered by the agreement emerge later, the parties are to conduct ne
gotiations with a view to extending the prohibition to cover such po
tential new types and systems of weapons.

Article I  of the Soviet draft agreement also provides for an obli
gation not to assist, encourage or induce other States or international 
organizations to engage in the above-mentioned prohibited activities.

Article I I  of the draft provides for the obligation of the parties to 
the agreement to undertake, in accordance with their constitutional 
procedures, the necessary measures to prohibit and prevent any ac
tivities contrary to the agreement.

Article I I I  provides for the procedures to be followed in the event 
of suspicions that the agreement has been violated. In that case the 
parties concerned undertake to consult one another and co-operate 
in solving the problems which arise. I f  this fails to produce a proper 
result, the State concerned may lodge a complaint with the United

^IUd„ 1963, pp. 291-298. 
® IMd., 1968, pp. 461-465. 

1967,pp.S^-4S, 
pp. 7-11.

® IMd,, 19n, pp. 133-138.
• Ihid., 1975, pp. 800-803.
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Nations Security Council. The parties to the agreement undertake to 
cooperate in carrying out inve^igations by the Security Council and 
to provide or support assistance, in accordance with the Charter of 
the United Nations, to a State if the Security Council decides that it 
has been exposed to danger as a result of violation of the agreement.

Article IV provides that the agreement shall not affect the inalien
able right of the parties to develop and use scientific research and 
discoveries exclusively for peaceful purposes without any discrimina
tion. I t  also provides for the obligation of the parties to facilitate 
scientific and technological co-operation in the use of the latest achieve
ments and discoveries of science and technology for peaceful purposes.

Article V provides for an undertaking by the parties to the agree
ment to pursue in good faith negotiations on effective measures to 
limit the arms race in all its forms and put an end to it, as well as on 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effec
tive international control.

Articles VI to IX  deal with the legal provisions, which on the 
whole coincide with the provisions contained in the international 
agreements already concluded on questions of disarmament.

The Soviet side expresses the hope that the Soviet draft agreement 
on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and of new systems of such weapons 
will provide a basis for negotiations on ending the race for the use of 
the scientific and technological discoveries and achievements of man
kind for developing new means and systems of warfare. The solution 
of this problem would be an important contribution to limiting arma
ments and to disarmament. I t  would indicate the willingness of States 
to work for the further improvement of the international situation by 
implementing important disarmament measures.

The consideration of various aspects of the elaboration of an agree
ment on the problem under discussion will require the holding of in
formal meetings of the Committee on Disarmament with the partici
pation of experts.

A major task in the field of disarmament is to put an end to tlie 
nuclear arms race and to eliminate the threat of nucl^r war.

In order to achieve progress in solving this problem, the Soviet 
Union introduced for the consideration of the thirtieth session of the 
Greneral Assembly a proposal on the complete and general prohibition 
of , nuclear weapon tests, and submitted the draft of a cori^ponding 
international treaty.^®

The draft provides for the prohibition of test explosions of nuclear 
weapons in all environments—in the atmosphere, in outer space, under 
water and imderground. This obligation must be assumed, first of all, 
by the States advanced in science, technology and industry and, of 
course, by all the nuclear Powers. I t  is only with the participation of

pp. 795-798.
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all the nuclear States that the task of the complete and general prohi
bition of nuclear weapon tests can be accomplished.

Control over compliance by all the States parties to the above-meji- 
tioned treaty with their obligation not to carry out test explosions 
of nuclear weapons in any environment must be conducted through 
national technical means of control. An important supplementary 
means of control must be the development between the States parties 
to the treaty of international co-operation in the exchange of seismic 
data. I f  national technical means of control are used, and if interna
tional co-operation in the exchange of seismic data is developed, effec
tive supervision and control <jan be ensured over compliance by the 
parties to the treaty with their obligation to stop all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons. In case any party to the treaty violates its obligations 
not to carry out such explosions, the United Nations Security Council 
will have to undertake an investigation upon the receipt of a complaint 
from the State which has ascertained a violation of the tre?ity.

The complete and general prohibition of nucjear weapon tests must 
not, of course, create obstacles to benefiting from the peaceful uses of 
nuclear explosions. Nuclear Powers must carry out peaceful nucleaj 
explosions in conformity with a procedure to be established under a 
special agreement. As for the non-nuclear States, they can benefit from 
peaceful nuclear explosions in conformity with the provisions of article 
V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation^ of Nuclear Weapons. Of 
course, the carrying out of peaceful nuclear explosions must tie subor
dinated to the task of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. In 
the opinion of the Soviet Union, the procedure for carrying out peace
ful nuclear explosions must be in keeping with the task of ensuring the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In establishing the procedure, it 
will be necessary to have due regard for the recommendations of 
IAEA, which is the most competent and qualified international body 
to work out such recommendations.

The USSR proposal for the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapons has been transmitted by the General Assembly to the 
nuclear Powers for the purpose of conducting negotiations with a view 
to reaching an appropriate international agreement, with 25-30 non
nuclear States being invited to take part in the negotiations. The Com
mittee on Disarmament, which for a number of years has been con
sidering the problem of the comprehensive prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests, should, in our.view, also continue its consideratiun of the 
problem to facilitate speedy progress and produce practical results. 
The solution of this task would be a major step towards halting the 
nuclear arms race and removing the threat of nuclear war.

In dealing with that most important problem of. disarmament— t̂he 
problem of removing the threat of nuclear war—attention must be 
drawn to the great significance for its solution which attaches to the 
Soviet-American agreements on the prevention of nuclear war and

“ See ibid., m i ,  pp. 634-635, and WIS, pp. 283-285.
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the limitation of strategic weapons.^^ In the current talks between the 
USSR and the United States in Geneva, a new long-term Soviet-Amer
ican agreement on the limitation of strategic weapons is being worked 
out in accordance with the understanding reached at the summit meet
ing at Vladivostok.

A substantial step towards the comprehensive prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests was the Soviet-American Treaty of 3 July 1974 on the 
Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests. By prohibiting 
explosions with a yield of more than 150 kilotons, the Treaty limits the 
possibility of developing and perfecting the most powerful and, con
sequently, most dangerous types of nuclear weapons, and provides for 
the limitation of tests to a minimum number. Control over its fulfil
ment must be exercised by national technical means of control; and 
supervision of compliance by the parties with the obligations they as
sumed under the Treaty is thus fully ensured.^^

For years attempts have been made in various international forums 
to impose unilateral solutions to the problem of ending nuclear tests 
in all environments on particular nuclear States. I t was proposed, for 
example, that not all, but only some nuclear States should unilaterally 
declare a moratorium on nuclear tests or suspend nuclear weapon tests 
altogether, while other nuclear States would be in a position to con
tinue such tests. Proposals of this kind could not, of course, solve the 
problem of ending nuclear weapon tests by all and everywhere. They 
would only result in creating unilateral advantages for some States to 
the detriment of others. Such steps were proposed in violation of the 
principle of ensuring security for all parties to the corresponding 
agreement for the achievement of a particular measure of disarma
ment. The carrying out of such partial measures would not, of course, 
contribute to the strengthening of international peace and the security 
of States. On the contrary, such an approach to solving the problem 
of nuclear weapon tests would be fraught with an aggravation of the 
international situation and a greater threat of nuclear war. Disarma
ment measures must be carried out without detriment to anyone’s 
security. The benefit to be derived from such measures must accrue to 
the States which participate in carrying them out. This principle is an 
indispensable condition for making successful headway in the limita
tion of arms and in disarmament. Any efforts to solve this problem in a 
manner contrary to this principle, and all attempts to push through 
agreements which disregard the said principle, are clearly doomed to 
failure. The task is to find ways of solving disarmament problems with
out detriment to anyone’s security and to the benefit of all.

These are the considerations of the Soviet side regarding the ques
tion of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. The complete and 
general prohibition of such tests would be an expression of the willing
ness of all States and, in the first place, of all the nuclear Powers, to

1972, w .  197 ff.
“  See m a., 1974, PP- 225-227.
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put an end to the development of new systems of nuclear weapons, 
to stop the nuclear arms race and to begin the dismantlement of nuclear 
arsenals. Such a course would significantly contribute to the elimina
tion of the danger of nuclear war.

Ab this session the Committee on Disarmament is to continue con
sidering the question of the prohibition of military or any other 
hostile.use of environmental modification techniques.

In discussing this problem last session, the Committee on Disarma
ment achieved considerable progress which resulted in the USSR and 
the United States submitting for the consideration of the Committee 
cn 21 August 1975 identical draft conventions on the matter.^^ There 
is no need for us to dwell here on the text of the drafts, since they were 
submitted and amply commented upon by the USSR and United 
States representatives in this Committee at its 684th meeting, on 21 Au
gust 1975.̂ ® I t should be stressed, however, that since environmental 
modification techniques for military purposes have not yet been signifi
cantly developed, a solution of the problem would now appear to be 
more within reach and less complicated. If, however, such environ
mental modification techniques become widespread and are adopted 
by States as means of warfare and for other hostile use, their prohibi
tion will be a much more difficult matter.

After expressing satisfaction at the submission by the Soviet Union 
and the United States of identical draft conventions on the question to 
the Committee on Disarmament, the General Assembly, at its thirtieth 
session, requested the Committee to continue negotiations with a view 
to reaching early agreement on the text of a convention on the problem, 
if possible in 1976.̂ ®

The Soviet side expresses the hope that at its current session the 
Committee on Disarmament will give due attention to the considera
tion and negotiation of the draft convention on the prohibition of the 
military use of environmental modification techniques, and that it will 
submit the draft to the thirty-first session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly for its approval. Practical implementation of the pro
hibition of the use of geophysical, meteorological and other environ
mental modification techniques for military purposes will be an 
important and necessary step in preventing the arms race in this field, 
for such techniques, if so used, are highly dangerous to all peoples, and 
might undergo considerable expansion as a means of warfare. A solu
tion to this problem will also be an additional stimulus to working 
out further steps for limiting the arms race and promoting 
disarmament.

Besides the above-mentioned questions, the current session of the 
Committee on Disarmament is to deal with a number of other prob
lems— t̂he prohibition of chemical weapons, nuclear explosions for

1915, pp. 385-388. 
pp. 379-385. 
pp. 788-789.
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peaceful purposes, and others. The Soviet delegation proposes to pre
sent the position of the USSR on these matters at later meetings of 
the Committee on Disarmament.

Aware of the urgent need to solve a broad range of disarmament 
problems, the Soviet Union will make efforts to achieve progress in the 
negotiations on those problems. In this context the Soviet side is fully 
aware that the arms race has still not been stopped, that it is continu
ing as regards both the development of even more destructive means of 
warfare and building up of the total mass of armaments. What is re
quired in order to reverse this trend are efforts, good will and willing
ness to reach agreements on disarmament matters on the part of a 
broad range of States, and especially the nuclear Powers. The Soviet 
Union is hopeful that the members of the Committee on Disarmament 
will make every effort and take proper measures to make discussion of 
the problems of arms race limitation and disarmament in the Com
mittee effective and to ensure that it results in new international agree
ments which will contribute to materialization of the process of 
international detente.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification [Extract], February 17, 1976^

Last fall the General Assembly, in its resolution 3475 (X X X ), re
quested the CCD to seek early agreement on the text of a convention 
on the prohibition of military and other hostile uses of environmental 
modification techniques, if possible during 1976.̂  We believe the Com
mittee should make every effort to conclude the negotiations this year 
as recommended by the General Assembly. I f  we are to achieve that 
objective, we have much work ahead of us in this session.

Nevertheless, important steps have already been taken, and the 
groundwork for the negotiations has already been laid. Last year the 
Committee held informal meetings with experts, which yielded valu
able insights into the technical issues of environmental modification. 
Shortly thereafter, the United States and the Soviet Union submitted 
identical texts of a draft convention as a basis for negotiation.^ A 
number of other delegations, here and at the General Assembly, have 
expressed their views on various aspects of the draft and on the sub
ject generally. As a result, it seems fair to say that most and perhaps 
all the major issues that need to be considered have been identified.

The discussion to date has shown that we have already reached a 
consensus concerning the basic objective of our work. As reflected in

" CCD/PV.688, pp. 24-27.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 788-789. 
*/6i(i.,pp. 385-388.
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the Assembly’s resolution, there is a consensus that it is desirable to 
develop a multilateral convention to spare mankind from the potential 
dangers of environmental warfare. The task now before the CCD is 
to determine how this objective can best be achieved.

Comments and suggestions made so far indicate four general areas 
of concern, which we hope interested delegations will discuss in more 
detail this spring. Today I  wish only to identify these areas. In a later 
statement I  will examine them more fully and explain the views of my 
Government.

The first and perhaps the most important area relates to the defi
nition of the activities to be prohibited. The draft submitted by the 
United States and the Soviet Union takes an approach that we con
sider both practical and effective. I t  would prohibit the military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having 
widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects as the means of destruction, 
damage, or injury to another State party.

I t has been suggested that the convention should prohibit all hostile 
use of such techniques, regardless of their scale, duration, or severity. 
I t has also been proposed that the threat, as well as actual use of en
vironmental modification techniques should be prohibited. In  consider
ing these and other possible means of defining the scope of the con
vention, we believe that two essential conditions must be m et: the pro
hibition must effectively overcome the serious dangers of the hostile 
use of environmental modification techniques, and the prohibition 
must be defined in a manner that provides an adequate basis for de
termining whether or not a party is observing its obligations. We be
lieve that the draft before the Committee meets these conditions.

A second important area for discussion concerns the provisions for 
resolving problems that may arise under the convention and for deal
ing with possible violations. Many delegations have emphasized the 
importance of having procedures that provide adequate confidence 
that obligations are being faithfully observed. For this purpose the 
draft convention would establish the right and obligation of parties 
to consult and co-operate directly or through appropriate interna
tional procedures in solving any problems; it would also set out a 
complaints procedure. These provisions are complementary, although 
each procedure may be used independently.

A number of delegations have criticized the reference to the existing 
machinery of the Security Council or suggested that special proce
dures be established to ensure that no investigation of a complaint 
would be subject to a veto. Some delegations may intend to propose 
alternative provisions. In examining this question, we believe the most 
important consideration is the practical effectiveness of the provisions 
in deterring violations in the first place and dealing with them if they 
occur. We believe the procedures in the draft convention satisfy these 
practical needs.

Apart from these issues, several delegations liave raised the ques
tion of the relationship between the convention and the draft proto
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cols under discussion at the Diplomatic Conference on Humanitarian 
Law in Armed Conflicts.^ Differences have been noted in the language 
used in the draft convention and in sections of the protocols dealing 
with protection of the environment, and it has been suggested that the 
approaches in the two documents should be harmonized.

However, it seems clear to us that there are fundamental differences 
between the objectives and coverage of the protocols and those of the 
convention. Most significantly, the protocols are intended to protect 
the natural environment from especially serious damage from the use 
of conventional means or methods of warfare, whereas the conven
tion’s purpose is to prohibit the deliberate hostile use and manipula
tion of natural processes as a weapon. Moreover, the protocols apply 
only to armed conflicts while the prohibitions established in the con • 
vention would be applicable even if no other weapons are used or no 
other military operation is taking place. Given these differences alone, 
we see no reason to try to establish a direct linlt between the two en
deavours, although obviously we must ensure that the two are not 
incompatible.

Another issue that has emerged from our discussions concerns the 
implications of the draft convention for the conduct and possible in
ternational regulation of peaceful uses of environmental modification 
techniques. We share the view that an arms control convention dealing 
with hostile uses of such techniques should not attempt to deal with 
the complex questions involved in peaceful uses. Article I I I  of the 
draft is intended to make that clear without prejudging efforts by 
States or international organizations either to promote or to regulate 
such uses.

As I  indicated earlier, my delegation expects in the near future to 
discuss in more detail these problems and their treatment in the draft 
before the Committee. We hope other delegations will be able to join 
in a constructive and useful consideration of the issues in the coming 
weeks as we pursue this important negotiation.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control, International Organizations, and Security Agree
ments of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: Nuclear 
Export Policy, February 23, 1976^

This morning I  would like to comment on two kinds of initiatives 
undertaken by the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and the 
executive branch to deal with nuclear proliferation.

* The draft protocols of the Diplomatic Conference can be found in document 
A/10195 of the U.N. General Assembly.

^Nonproliferation Issues: Hearings "before the Suhcommittee on Arms Controlt 
International Organizations, and Security Agreements of the Committee on For
eign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, First and Second 
Sessions, on Nonproliferation Issues, pp. 269-270, 271-273.
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The first concerns nuclear exports; the second, multinational nu
clear fuel-cycle centers.

U.S. I n it i a t iv e s  C o n c e r n in g  U s e  o f  C iv i l  N u ciiE A R  E x p o r t s

The United States over the years has sought to work with other 
countries to insure that civil nuclear exports would be used only for 
peaceful purposes. We have recently had a number of bilateral and 
multilateral discussions with nuclear exporters to develop common 
rules on safeguards and export controls. As a result, the United States, 
together with other exporters, has decided to apply certain principles 
to our future nuclear exports. Most of these are consistent with cur
rent U.S. practice; some are new. All are designed to inhibit the spread 
of nuclear weapons while permitting nuclear exports of equipment to 
meet the world’s growing energy needs.

S e c r e c y  o f  E f f o r t s  C o n c e r n in g  N u c l e a r  E x p o r t s  Q u e s t io n e d

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Why is this effort held so secret? Why do some 
coimtries say they don’t want people to know what is being decided 
on?

Mr. I k l e . My guess, Mr. Chairman, is this has to do with internal 
considerations of these countries. We, the United States, have no par
ticular desire to be coy about these efforts which we think are in the 
world interest to enhance nonproliferation.

But we felt it was desirable, in order to advance this difficult under
standing, to accede to the wishes of certain other countries.

Mr. I k l e . The principles on which we have agreed include t h e  

following:

The requirement that recipients must apply international (IAEA) 
safeguards on all nuclear imports.

The requirement that the recipients give assurances not to use these 
imports to make nuclear explosives for any purpose, whether called 
“peaceful” or not.

The requirement that the recipients have adequate physical security 
for these imported nuclear facilities and materials to deter theft and 
sabotage.

The requirement for assurances that the recipients will demand the 
same conditions on any retransfer of these materials or types of equip
ment derived from the original transfer to third countries.

Now, on the question of more sensitive exports— t̂hose which involve 
fuel enrichment, spent fuel reprocessing, and heavy water. We intend
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to exercise restraint in supply of these exports, particularly when we 
think they could add significantly to the risk of proliferation.

In addition, in cases where we do export sensitive technology, we 
require that the recipients obtain our consent before they retransfer 
any sensitive nuclear technology to a third country.

These are the minimum standards the United States will apply to its 
nuclear exports. We are prepared to be more stringent when 
appropriate.

Together with other leading exporters of nuclear technology, we 
are also committed to followup efforts along three lines:

1. To promote international cooperation in exchanging information 
on physical security, on measures of protection of nuclear material in 
transit, and on measures for recovery of stolen nuclear material and 
equipment;

2. To improve the effectiveness of IAEA safeguards through special 
efforts in support of that organization; and

3. To encourage the designers and makers of sensitive equipment, 
such as reprocessing plants, to construct it in a way that will facilitate 
the application of safeguards.

U.S. I n it i a t iv e s  C o n c e r n in g  M u l t in a t io n a l  

F u e l -C y c l e  C e n t e r s

Mr. Chairman, the second kind of initiatives we are undertaking 
have to do with multinational fuel-cycle centers. The idea for such 
centers was enclosed in the Final Declaration of the Review Conference 
held by the parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty in Geneva last 
year.^ At the United Nations General Assembly last autumn, Secretary 
Kissinger stressed the grave danger posed by the spread of national 
reprocessing plants to nuclear proliferation and thus to world security, 
and proposed establishment of multinational fuel-cycle centers as a 
safer alternative to national control of reprocessing facilities.^

The International Atomic Energy Agency has now begun a major 
study of the regional multinational center concept; the United States 
actively supports it, and I  expect it will be completed sometime early 
next year. Preliminary indications seem to confirm our expectation 
that large-scale multinational centers could achieve significant econ
omies of scale compared with smaller national reprocessing plants. 
But more important from my perspective, these centers may be an 
attractive alternative to national reprocessing plants, particularly for 
countries with more limited nuclear capacity. This alternative then 
may encourage countries to forgo national reprocessing facilities and 
work together. This would make safeguards, and the physical protec
tion of dangerous nuclear materials, more efficient and effective. In 
short, if the concept proves successful, multinational centers could

® Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 146-156.
pp. 475-476.
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reduce the dangers of further nuclear proliferation and of nuclear 
terrorism.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Y o u  are not reading literally from the state
ment we received.

Mr. I k l e .  You should have received a revised statement.
Senator S y m i n g t o n . I  am sorry. The one I  have is something con

siderably different. I  noticed that the reporter was following the one 
you were reading.

Mr. I k l e . There are editorial changes which the reporter has.
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has strongly supported 

the IAEA study by supplying experts and consultants. We have also 
begun our own study on a broad range of related questions. One such 
question is whether new approaches to storing spent fuel could forestall 
premature national reprocessing; another is how to better manage 
transportation of nuclear materials; and a third focuses on the benefits 
of international cooperation in radioactive waste management. We are 
also beginning a preliminary study of the practical steps the United 
States—both Government and industry—might take to advance the 
concept of multinational centers abroad.

W h y  ACDA W i s h e s  To B u il d  K e p r o c e s s in g  P l a n t s

I  was asked recently why ACDA wishes to build reprocessing plants. 
The question indicates a misunderstanding of our objectives. Our ef
forts for multinational approaches should not be misunderstood. We 
do not wish to promote the reprocessing of spent fuel and the resultant 
recovery of plutonium. On the contrary.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . I f  we don’t, why do we sell these reactors all 
over the world under the guise of saying we give them so countries can 
make electrical energy from nuclear power, noting it is very profitable 
sometimes to the Americans.

Mr. I k l e . The reactor sales that we are engaged in also envisages 
that we would furnish enriched uranium fuel which cannot be used 
for weapons purposes. Such reactors do not require, indeed they do 
not justify, any national reprocessing capability for handling the 
spent fuel that would be produced.

Address by General Secretary Brezhnev Before the 25th Congress 
of the CPSU [Extract], February 24, 1976^

• • • • . . .

The struggle for an end to the arms raxie and for disarmament has 
been and I'emains—as the Peace Program called for—one of the main

* Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII, no. 8 (Mar. 24,1976), pp. 10- 
12. The address constituted the report of the tJentral Committee of the CPSU.
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areas of the foreign-policy activity of the CPSU Central Committee 
and the Soviet government. Today this task is more crucial than ever 
before. Mankind is tired of living on top of mountains of weapons, but 
the arms race, whipped up by agg r^ ive  imperialist circles, is 
intensifying.

The main justification that the advocates of the arms race give is 
allegations about a so-called Soviet threat. This reason is used when
ever it is necessary to push through a higher military budget, cutting 
back on expenditures for social needs, when new types of deadly 
weapons are developed, and when attempts are made to justify NATO’s 
military activity. In fact, of course, there is no Soviet threat, neither 
to the West nor to the East. I t  is all a monstrous lie from beginning 
to end. The Soviet Union has no intention of attacking anyone. The So
viet Union does not need war. The Soviet Union is not increasing its 
military budget; it is not reducing, but is steadily increasing, appro
priations for improving the people’s well-being. {Applause.) Our 
country is waging a consistent and steadfast struggle for peace and is 
continually offering concrete proposals aimed at arms reduction and 
disarmament.

The Soviet Communists take pride in the fact that they have as
sumed the dilficult but noble mission of standing in the front ranks of 
fighters striving to deliver the peoples from the dangers connected with 
a continued arms race. {Applause.) Our Party calls on all peoples and 
all countries to unite their efforts to put an end to this pernicious pro
cess. General and complete disarmament has been and remains our 
ultimate goal in this field. At the same time, the USSR is doing every
thing it can to make progress on certain sections of the road leading 
to that goal.

An international Convention on the Prohibition and Destruction of 
Bacteriological Weapons, based on a draft submitted by the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries, has been drawn up and signed and 
has gone into force. To all intents and purposes, it is the first real dis
armament measure in the history of international relations. What it 
does is remove from the military arsenal of states a whole category of 
highly dangerous weapons of mass destruction.^

The sphere of operation of the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons has expanded.^ Some additional major states, in
cluding the FRG and Italy, have subscribed to it recently. At the same 
time, the taking of further effective measures to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons across our planet remains a highly important task. 
The USSR is prepared to cooperate with other states in accomplish
ing it.

Let me talk in particular about the current Soviet-American talks on 
the further limitation of strategic arms. We are holding these talks in

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
1968, pp. 461-465.
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an effort to implement the 1974 Vladivostok understanding and to prer- 
vent the opening of a new chaimel for the arms race, one that would 
nullify what has been achieved so far.'  ̂Of course, an agreement on this 
question would have very great importance for the further develop
ment of relations between the USSR and the US, for the strengthening 
of mutual confidence and for the consolidation of world peace.

Attaching the utmost importance to this entire problem, we have 
persistently and repeatedly suggested to the United States that we not 
stop at limiting existing types of strategic weapons alone. We think it 
is possible to go farther. Specifically, we have suggested that an accord 
be reached on banning the creation of new and still more destructive 
arms systems, particularly the new Trident ballistic-missile subma
rines and new B-1 strategic bombers in the US and analogous systems 
in the USSR. Unfortunately, these proposals have not been accepted 
by the American side.

However, they remain on the agenda. There is really no need to say 
how beneficial their implementation would be for the strengthening of 
mutual confidence. Moveover, both sides would receive an opportimity 
to save substantial sums of money and to use this money for produc
tive purposes, for improving people’s lives.

Let me add one more thing. Recently there has been a proliferation 
of statements in a number of countries to the effect that the Indian 
Ocean should not become an arena for the creation of military bases by 
any power. We are in sympathy with these statements. As far as the 
Soviet Union is concerned we have not had and do not now have any 
intention of building military bases in the Indian Ocean. We call upon 
the United States of America to take the same position. {Applause.)

Needless to say, the time will come when the question of the inevit
able inclusion of other nuclear powers in the process of strategic arms 
limitation will be placed on the agenda. Those powers that refuse to 
take part would assume an enormous responsibility to the peoples.

Acting on our country’s initiative, the UN General Assembly in re
cent years has adopted a number of important resolutions on questions 
of restraining the arms race and prohibiting the development and pro
duction of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems 
of such weapons.

The task is to get these resolutions implemented. I t  must be said 
straight out that it will not be easy to achieve this, because a number of 
major states still display an obvious reluctance to end the arms race. 
The* opponents of detente and disarmament still possess considerable 
resources. They operate actively, in various forms and from various 
standpoints. Although imperialism’s possibilities for aggressive ac
tions are substantially curtailed now, its nature remains the same. For 
this reason, it is necessary for the peace-loving forces to keep a high 
level of vigilance. Energetic actions and unity on the part of all forces 
of peace and goodwill are needed.

1974, pp. 746-747.
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In this connection, the proposal for the convocation of a World Dis
armament Conference, which is supported by the owrwhelming ma
jority of UN member-comitries, has special importance.

Political detente needs to be backed up by military detente. The 
Peace Program set a clear goal: the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in Central Europe. The Vienna talks on this question have 
gone on for more than two years now, but no tangible progress has 
been made. There is one reason for th is : The NATO countries still re
fuse to give up their attempts to use the talks to secure unilateral mili
tary advantages for themselves. For some reason, the West wants, 
even demands, concessions from the socialist countries that would di
minish their security. But we have not noticed any inclination on the 
NATO bloc’s part to make similar concessions.

In  an effort to get things moving, the socialist states recently submit
ted new proposals in Vienna. For a start, we are prepared to accept this 
year force reductions for the USSR and the US only, while the level of 
the armed forces of the other participants in the talks would remain 
“frozen” and could not be cut until the second stage—in 1977-1978. We 
have also submitted very specific proposals on reductions by both sides 
in the number of tanks, planes carrying nuclear weapons, missile 
launchers, and specified amounts of nuclear ammunition for these 
delivery vehicles.

Our proposals are constructed on the only realistic basis of preserv
ing the alignment of forces that exists in the center of Europe, which 
is essentially one of equilibrium. The realization of these proposals 
will not diminish the security of either side. One would like to hope that 
all this will find a proper response in the Western countries and that it 
will at last become possible to move from discussion to real measures 
for the reduction of armed forces and armaments.

The 24th Congress set this task: The renunciation of the use of force 
or tlie threat of its use in resolving disputed questions must become a 
law of international life. This principle was later reflected in a num
ber of treaties between the USSR and other countries. I t is contained 
in the Final Act of the all-European conference.® In  order to lessen the 
threat of war still more and to create favorable conditions for progress 
toward disarmament, we now propose that a universal treaty on the 
nonuse of force in international relations be concluded. Its signatories, 
including the nuclear powers, needless to say, would assume a coromit- 
ment to refrain from the use of all types of weapons, including nuclear 
weapons, in resolving disputes among themselves. The Soviet Union 
is prepared to consider, together with other states, practical steps 
leading to the realization of this proposal.

The mass movement of the public has a great role and responsibility 
in the strengthening of peace. The past five-year period was marked by 
such milestones in the development of this movement as the World 
Congress of Peace Forces in Moscow, the Brussels Assembly of Fight
ers for European Security and the World Congress of Women in

® For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1,1975, p. 324.
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Berlin. Our Party and our country’s public took an active part in all 
these actions. We shall continue to spare.no efforts in drawing the 
broad masses into the cause of strengthening peace. {Prolonged ap
plause,)

In its foreign policy, the Soviet Union intends to search patiently 
and consistently for more and more new ways of developing peaceful 
and mutually advantageous cooperation with states with different so
cial systems and for paths leading to disarmament. We shall steadily 
augment our efforts in the struggle for lasting peace. {Prolonged 
applause,)

4:. The Program of Further Struggle for Peace and International 
Cooperation and for the Freedom and Independence of the Peoples,— 
Comrades! In assessing our country’s international situation and the 
situation in the world arena, the Party Central Committee concludes 
that the further struggle for the cause of peace and the freedom and 
independence of the peoples now requires the solution first of all of the 
following urgent tasks:

—^While steadily strengthening the unity of the fraternal socialist 
states and developing their all-roimd cooperation in the building of 
a new society, to increase their active joint contribution to the strength
ening of peace.

—To strive for an end to the growing arms race, which endangers 
peace, and for a transition to the reduction of weapons stockpiles and 
to disarmament. To this end:

(a) to do everything possible to complete the preparation of a new 
agreement between the USSR and the US on the limitation and reduc
tion of strategic arms and to conclude international treaties on the gen
eral and complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests, on the banning 
and destruction of chemical weapons, on the banning of the creation 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and on ban
ning the impairment of the natural environment for military or other 
hostile purposes;

(b) to make new efforts to step up the pace of the talks on the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. After an 
agreement is reached on the first concrete steps in this direction, to 
continue with the process of military detente in the indicated region 
in subsequent years;

(c) to work for a change from the present continuous growth of 
military expenditures in many states to the practice of their systematic 
reduction; and

(d) to take every measure for the earliest possible convocation of 
a World Disarmament Conference.

—To concentrate the efforts of peace-loving states on the elimination 
of remaining hotbeds of war, and first of all on the achievement of a 
just and lasting settlement in the Middle East. In connection with such 
a settlement, the states concerned should examine the question of help
ing to end the arms race in the Middle East.
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— T̂o do everything possible to deepen the easing of international 
tension and to embody it in concrete forms of mutually advantageous 
cooperation among states. To actively pursue a line aimed at the full 
implementation of the Final Act of the all-European conference and 
the development of peaceful cooperation in Europe. In accordance with 
the principles of peaceful coexistence, consistently to continue the 
development of relations of long-term and mutually advantageous co
operation in various fields—political, economic, scientific and cul
tural—^with the United States of America, France, the FKG, Great 
Britain, Italy, Canada, Japan and other capitalist states.

— T̂o work to ensure security in Asia on the basis of joint efforts 
by the states of that continent.

—To strive for the conclusion of a universal treaty on the nonuse 
of force in international relations.

— T̂o regard as a highly important international task the complete 
elimination of all vestiges of the system of colonial oppression and 
infringements on the equality and independence of peoples, and of all 
hotbeds of colonialism and racism.

—To work toward the removal of discrimination and all artificial 
obstacles in international trade and the elimination of all manifesta
tions of inequality, diktat and exploitation in international economic 
relations.

These, comrades, are the main tasks the accomplishment of which is, 
we are convinced, required in present conditions by the interests of 
peace, the security of peoples and the progress of mankind. {Ap
plause.) We regard these proposals as an organic continuation and 
development of the Peace Program advanced by the 24th Party Con
gress, as a program of further struggle for peace a/nd, intemationdl 
cooperation and for the freedom and independence of the peoples. We 
shall direct our country’s foreign policy toward the accomplishment of 
these tasks, and we shall cooperate with other peace-loving states in 
this effort.

Allow me to express confidence that the noble goals of our policy 
in the international arena will meet with broad understanding and 
support from all peace-loving, progressive forces and from all honest 
people on earth. (Storm/y, prolonged applause.)

Senate Resolution 399: Sense of the Senate on Stratecjic Arms 
Limitation and Cruise Missiles, February 25, 1976^

Whereas the interim agreement on the control of offensive strategic 
nuclear weapons, concluded between the United States and the Union

'^Congressional Record (daUy), Feb. 25, 1976, pp. S2288^S2289. The draft res. 
was submitted by Senators Kennedy, Humphrey, and Javits. I t was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, which took no action on it.
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of Soviet Socialist Kepublics on May 26, 1972, expires in October, 
1977;"

Whereas it is imperative for the stability of the nuclear arms balance, 
and for further efforts to end the nuclear arms race, that a further 
agreement limiting offensive strategic nuclear weapons be concluded 
before that time, and that efforts begin soon to reach agreement on 
limiting certain qualitative improvements in strategic nuclear forces 
on both sides;

Whereas the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics concluded an agreement in principle at Vladivostok, on November 
24, 1974, covering the period from October 1977 through 1985,® and 
in a subsequent aide-memoire agreed inter alia that each country would 
be limited to no more than 2400 strategic delivery vehicles, within 
which limit no more than 1320 missiles could be equipped with Mul
tiple, Independently-Targetable Re-entry Vehicles;

Whereas substantial progress has been reported on a draft treaty 
(a) implementing the Vladivostok Agreement, (b) dealing with other 
matters, including strategic-range cruise missiles and the Soviet Back
fire bomber, and (c) raising the prospect of reducing the limits agreed 
at Vladivostok for each side on numbers of strategic delivery vehicles;

Whereas a failure to agree on limitations for strategic range cruise 
missiles could create problems that would severely undermine future 
efforts to achieve strategic arms control; and

Whereas test programs for strategic-range cruise missiles—a weap
ons system in which the United States has a significant technological 
lead—will complicate problems of verifying distinctions between these 
missiles and those not applicable to a strategic nuclear role: Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved^ That it is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the prompt conclusion of negotiations to implement the Vladi
vostok Agreement, and its submission to the Senate as a treaty for its 
advice and consent to ratification, are in the best interests of the United 
States;

(2) the President should, to this end, continue negotiations with the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on a timely basis, for the purpose 
of (A) resolving remaining issues within the Vladivostok framework; 
and (B) seeking an agreement to significantly reduce the number of 
stratefific delivery vehicles permitted each coimtry under the Vladivos
tok aide-memoire;

(3) the President should seek agreement with the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to ban (A) flight testing and deployment by either 
country of air-launched cruise missiles having a range in excess of 
2500 kilometers; (B) the construction of such missiles other than for 
deployment on heavy bombers permitted by the treaty urged in clause 
(1); and (C) the flight testing or deployment by either country of

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 202-204.
1974, pp. 74^-747.
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land-launched and sea-launched cruise missiles having ranges in ex
cess of 600 kilometers ;

(4) the President should offer to the Soviet Union an immediate, 
mutual moratorium on flight testing of all strategic-range cruise mis
siles, to remain in effect until conclusion of the agreement urged in 
clause (3); and

(5) the President should, immediately following Senate advice and 
consent to ratification of the agreements urged in clauses (1) and (2), 
begin negotiations with the Soviet Union for the purpose of securing 
objectives which include the following: (A) a comprehensive nuclear 
te^  ban; (B) further reductions in the numerical limits contained in 
the Vladivostok Agreement; and (C) agreed restraints on testing 
and deployment of major qualitative improvements in the strategic 
nuclear forces on both sides.

S ec . 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President, the Secretaries of State and Defense, and 
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, March 4 , 1976^

In  my statement on 17 February I  identified and briefly commented 
on four broad issues that have been raised regarding the draft con
vention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques which was submitted to the 
Committee by the Soviet Union and the United States (CCD/471, 
472) .2 Today I  wish to discuss those issues in more depth and to 
state the position of my Government on eadh of them.

Before doing so, however, I  would like to emphasize once again 
the importance the United States attaches to the work of the CCD 
in the field of environmental warfare. We are firmly convinced that 
it is in the interest of all nations to deal promptly and conscientiously 
with the dangers of the use of environmental modification techniques 
for hostile purposes, before such techniques could enter the arsenals 
of States. The draft before the Committee is the product of long and 
thorough consideration on the part of its co-sponsors, during which all 
aspects of the problem were given serious and detailed examination. 
Now, we recognize that every formulation in the draft may not be 
perfect. Nothing in life is. We strongly believe, however, that the 
draft provides an effective and workable means for dealing with the 
problem of environmental warfare. I t  has the full support of my 
Government, and in our view merits the support of other Committee

 ̂CCD/PV.691, pp. 12-17.
The statement is printed ante, pp. 44r-A6; for the draft convention, see Docu

ments on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
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members as well. We accordingly hope it will be possible for the 
Committee to report a widely acceptable text to the Greneral Assembly 
next fall, and so to add a major new agreement to the important body 
of disarmament law that the CCD has to its credit.

The first of the issues I  wish to discuss today concerns the definition 
or specification of the activities that would be prohibited by the con
vention. The basic prohibition is set forth in article I  of the draft, 
whereby the parties undertake “not to engage in military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques having wide
spread, long-lasting, or severe effects as the means of destruction, dam
age, or injury to another State Party.”

In thus defining the scope of the prohibition the draft takes into 
account both the need to provide effective protection against the dan
gers to which the convention is addressed, and the need to ensure that 
the prohibition will be implemented faithfully and will not give rise 
to friction and controversy over trivial issues. With respect to the 
latter point it is important to bear in mind that the difficulties of de
termining compliance increase as the scale of a particular banned 
activity is reduced. Attempting to prohibit techniques having only 
minor effects would pose problems of implementation and add to the 
risk of unprovable claims of violation. By focusing on techniques 
having “widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”, the draft avoids 
these problems and at the same time effectively eliminates the danger 
of the hostile use of environmental modification techniques that could 
significantly affect another State party.

In this connexion, I  wish to offer a clarification that has not figured 
in our earlier discussions. In the view of my Government, some en
vironmental modification techniques must be regarded as invariably 
having widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects within the meaning 
of article I, and the hostile use of such techniques would therefore be 
prohibited altogether. Such effects would include, for example, the 
generation of earthquakes or tsunamis, climate modification, or the 
steering or intensification of hurricanes. Some other activities, such as 
precipitation modification, would be prohibited if their hostile use 
resulted in widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects. Precipitation 
modification causing floods or droughts would thus be within the scope 
of the convention and would be prohibited.

The term “environmental modification techniques” in article I  is 
defined in article I I  as referring “to any technique for changing— 
through the deliberate manipulation of natural processesr-the 
dynamics, composition, or structure of the earth, including its biota, 
lithosphere, hydrosphere and atmosphere, or of outer space”. This 
definition is intended, among other things, to make clear that the 
draft convention is concerned with the manipulation of natural forces 
in such a way as to cause an intended environmental effect. I t follows, 
therefore, that the convention is not concerned with effects on the 
environment that are incidental to the use of other weapons or 
techniques of warfare.
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The article I I  definition goes on to set out examples of effects, or 
phenomena, that may result from deliberate manipulation of natural 
processes: earthquakes and tsunamis, an upset in the ecological bal
ance of a region, or changes in weather patterns, in the state of the 
ozone layer or ionosphere, in climate patterns, or in ocean currents. 
Now, this list is, of course, only illustrative. In our view, however, it 
serves a useful purpose by adding substance to the technical definition 
of environmental modification techniques. I t is true that the techniques 
for producing some of the effects listed are only theoretically possible 
at present. But it is nonetheless an important objective of the conven
tion, as we see it, to preclude the hostile use of such techniques before 
they become feasible and hence more difficult to restrain.

An important part of the statement of prohibition in article I is 
the reference to the hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques “as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State 
Party.” This phrase, like the definition in article II, makes clear that 
the convention is concerned with the use of environmental modifica
tion techniques as weapons. In our view, the “destruction, damage or 
injury” referred to in article I  should be understood in the broad 
sense of harm to another party— t̂o its military forces and civilian 
populations, to cities, industries, agriculture, transportation and com
munication systems, and to its natural resources and assets.

The question has been asked whether it would not be sufficient and 
preferable for the convention to prohibit “hostile use” instead of “mil
itary or any other hostile use.” We would agree that the phrase “mil
itary or any other” is not essential to the technical definition of the 
prohibition in article I. However, the phrase serves the important 
purpose of emphasizing that the prohibition applies to the conduct of 
military operations during armed conflict as well as to the hostile use 
of environmental techniques when no other weapons are being used 
or when there is no overt armed conflict. We believe the context makes 
it clear that the prohibition refers only to those military uses that are 
hostile.

Finally, with regard to articles I  and II, I  wish to comment on the 
suggestion that the scope of the prohibition should be broadened to 
coyer the threat of use, as well as the actual hostile use. In our view, 
attempting to prohibit threat of use could raise difficulties of imple
mentation disproportionate to any potential benefits. I t might be 
quite difficult to determine whether or not a threat had been made, 
particularly if it were stated or carried out in an ambiguous manner. 
There would be a risk that unfounded accusations and controversies 
could weaken the treaty. We would question, moreover, whether any 
State having undertaken not to engage in the hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques would threaten to use them, thereby 
signalling its intention to violate its treaty obligations. I t according
ly is not clear to my delegation what additional element of importance 
would be achieved by including a prohibition on the threat of use. We
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will, however, be prepared to hear further amplification of this issue.
The second general issue, about which a number of delegations have 

indicated special concern, relates to the provisions for resolving prob
lems that may arise in connexion with the operation of the convention 
and for dealing with possible violations. We recognize the importance 
of this issue. I f  the convention is to win the support of the interna
tional community, parties must have adequate confidence that other 
parties will observe their obligations.

The provisions in the draft concerning compliance include two sep
arate and complementary procedures. First, all parties undertake to 
consult and co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in re
lation to the objectives of the convention or in the application of its 
provisions. Thus, parties have not only a right but an obligation to 
consult one another and to co-operate; this consultation and co-opera
tion may also be undertaken through appropriate international pro
cedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance 
with its Charter. In our view, this procedure should provide an ade
quate means for solving most if not all differences that might arise 
between parties.

In addition, and independently of the consultation procedure, any 
party may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United 
Nations if it finds that any other State party is in breach of its obliga
tions under the convention. In addition, all parties undertake to co
operate with any investigation which the Security Council may ini
tiate. These undertakings establish a strong presumption that no party 
will take action to impede or obstruct such an investigation. We be
lieve that these procedures satisfactorily meet the need of all parties 
to assure adequate confidence of compliance with the terms of the 
convention.

The third general issue that has been raised concerns the relation
ship between the draft environmental warfare convention and the 
draft protocols under discussion at the Diplomatic Conference on In 
ternational Humanitarian Law in Armed Conflicts.^ Several delega
tions have suggested that the convention should be “harmonized” with 
those sections of the protocol that deal with protection of the natural 
environment. We, of course, agree that the convention and protocols 
should not be inconsistent and we believe the drafts as they stand are 
not. However, there is a clear distinction between them as to their 
intended areas of coverage and objectives.

The purpose of the pertinent sections of the Law of War protocols 
is to protect the natural environment from widespread, long-term, 
and severe damage caused by conventional means of warfare. These 
provisions must necessarily be somewhat restricted in their applicabil
ity since conventional military operations often unavoidably cause

® The draft protocols can be found in document A/10195 of the U.N. General 
Assembly.
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serious local damage to the environment. The purpose of the draft 
convention, on the other hand, is to prohibit the use of new techniques 
of warfare— t̂hose which utilize the natural forces of the environment 
to produce widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects—so as to cause 
damage to another State party, including its population, assets, or 
natural resources. Accordingly, the relevant provisions of the draft 
convention can and should be much broader in scope than the protocols.

Thus, since the convention and protocols serve different purposes 
and are addressed to different weapons, it seems appropriate to my 
delegation that they differ in their provisions and terminology.

The final major issue I  wi^h to discuss today concerns the relation
ship between the draft environmental warfare convention and the 
use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes. 
The preamble to the draft recognizes that use for peaceful purposes 
could improve the interrelationship of man and nature and contribute 
to the preservation and improvement of the environment for the 
benefit of present and future generations. Article I I I  states that the 
provisions of the convention shall not hinder the peaceful use of 
environmental modification techniques or international co-operation 
in the utilization, preservation, and improvement of the environment 
for peaceful purposes. The intention of article I I I  is to make clear 
that the convention does not impinge on or affect peaceful uses or 
any issues concerning their possible regulation. However, if other 
delegations find that the present wording can be interpreted as im
plying that the use of environmental modification techniques for 
peaceful purposes is not, or should not be, subject to international 
regulation, we would be ready to consider changes to remove that 
implication.

In connexion with peaceful uses of environmental modification 
techniques, it has been suggested that the convention should contain 
a positive commitment by parties to co-operate in the promotion of 
such uses, along the lines of article X of the Biological Weapons 
Convention.^ There is, however, no clear parallel between the peace
ful uses of biological agents, notably for medical research, and the 
potential but as yet largely undeveloped peaceful use of environmental 
modification techniques. These techniques are still in a very early 
state, and it is not clear what benefits they will have or whether the 
benefits will outweigh any risks involved. We, therefore, think it 
only prudent in this convention not to commit parties to the encourage
ment and promotion of the development and use of environmental 
modification techniques. Having said that, I  should point out that 
all United States research in the field of environmental modification 
is conducted on an unclassified basis, and there is absolutely no desire 
on our part not to share technical information. The issue, as we see 
it, is simply whether or not it is advisable to deal with the question 
of peaceful uses in this convention. We think not.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972j pp. 133-138.
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Before concluding, I  would like to mention another issue that 
was raised at the General Assembly last fall. I t  concerns article IV 
of the draft convention. I t  was indicated at the General Assembly that 
this article could be in need of clarification. As I  noted at the time 
the draft was tabled before the Committee, the purpose of article IV 
is simply to provide for the legal implementation of the convention 
within a State party, wherever this may be needed for the purpose 
of domestic law. We are fully prepared to consider suggestions for 
improving the language of this article in order to assure that its 
purpose is made clear.

These are our views on some of the issues that have been raised by 
other delegations. We look forward to further discussion of these and 
other issues as a means of developing a fuller understanding of the 
positions of government. Let me once more encourage all delegations 
having views on various aspects of the draft to state them as soon as 
possible during the spring session, thus furthering our work towards 
eventual agreement on a generally acceptable convention text.

Press Interview of Secretary of State Kissinger at Atlanta: 
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], March 6, 1976^

Mr, Pruitt: Mr, Secretary^ do you have any specific details about 
the Soviets cheatinq on SA L T  One. and what is the outlooh for SA L T  
Two?

Secretary Kissinger: There is no agency of the U.S. Government, 
no department of the U.S. Government, which holds the view that 
there were Soviet violations of the SALT One agreement. There exist, 
of course, in any agreement of this complexity, with military forces 
of this nature, various gray areas—either of ambiguous technology 
or of ambiguous interpretation of the agreement.

None of these so far would affect the American national security. 
Nevei-theless each of these cases is being energetically pursued; and 
those that have not yet been satisfactorily resolved will be put before 
the Standing Consultative Commission, which was established by the 
SALT One agreement, in order to deal with the issue of possible or 
alleged violations.

With respect to SALT Two, we believe that it is in the interest of 
the United States and in the interest of mankind that a ceiling be 
placed on the elaboration of armaments, the numbers of armaments, 
of a category that can already do catastrophic damage to the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and the rest of mankind.

Therefore we are prepared to make an agreement that puts a ceil
ing, an equal ceiling, on both sides. And we think that if such an agree
ment could be achieved it would be in the interest of both sides.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Mar. 29,1976, p. 387.
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We have made a proposal to the Soviet Union in response to ideas 
that the Soviets put before us which the Soviet Government is now 
considering. Until we have their response I  cannot judge what the 
possibilities of agreement are.

But I  would like to stress that our position has the unanimous sup
port of all agencies of the government— t̂he military, the arms control 
agency, and the State Depaitment.

Statement by Secretary of State Kissinger Before the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations: Nuclear Proliferation, 
March 9, 1976"

I  welcome this opportunity to speak to you on the subject of nuclear 
proliferation—one of the most urgent problems facing the United 
States and the world community and one which will vitally affect the 
security of all nations for the rest of this century.

As the committee is aware, your concerns over the dangers posed 
by further nuclear proliferation are widely and deeply shared through
out the U.S. Government. To convey to you both the seriousness with 
which we view this issue and the steps we are taking to deal with the 
proliferation problem, I propose to address the following questions 
in my statement:

Firsts how does nonproliferation fit into the framework of our over
all foreign policy?

Second^ what multilateral efforts to deter proliferation have already 
been initiated, and what further measures do we contemplate?

Thirds what actions are we taking as a matter of U.S. national 
policy to reinforce and extend our international nonproliferation ac
tivities?

Fourth^ how do we assess the longer term prospects for containing 
further nuclear spread through an evolving diplomatic and technical 
strategy?

Before turning to these broader aspects of nonproliferation, I  should 
note that I  fully approve of the position on Senate bill 1439 set forth 
by Deputy Secretary Ingersoll before the committee. For the reasons 
outlined during his January 30 appearance, we cannot support this 
bill.2

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 29,1976, pp. 405-411.
®For text of S. 1439, see Export Reorganization Act of 1916: Hearings tefore 

the Committee on Government Operations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth 
Congress, Second Session, on S. 1439, to Reorganize Certain Export Functions of 
the Federal Government to Promote More Efficient and Effective Administration 
of Such Functions, pp. 1255-1284. For Deputy Secretary of State Ingersoll’s 
statement, see iUd,, pp. 698-710.
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N o n p r o l if e r a t io n  P e r s p e c t iv e s

Nonproliferation has been a primary foreign policy goal of the 
United States through six Administrations, with major accomplish
ments stemming from U.S. initiatives demonstrating the seriousness 
with which this policy has been pursued. I  cite, for example, the adop
tion of bilateral safeguards and controls in our govemment-to-gov- 
emment cooperative agreements, the establishment of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna, and the entering 
into force of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.^ As a result of these 
steps, the number of nuclear-weapon states has been substantially 
limited.

After I  assumed the office of Secretary of State, however, it became 
apparent that changing circumstances warranted a new look at our 
nonproliferation strategy:

—Other industrialized states were entering the international nuclear 
market, thereby challenging our longstanding dominance as a com
mercial nuclear exporter and threatening to diminish the ultimate 
effect of our national safeguards and control policies.

—The oil crisis has stimulated many developing as well as developed 
states to accelerate their peaceful nuclear power programs, both as a 
means of lowering the cost of generating electrical energy and reduc
ing their reliance on imported petroleum products.

—The nuclear test by India underscored the fact that additional 
states, even those not part of the highly industrialized world, were 
capable of using nuclear technology to construct explosives.

In my speech to the U.N. General Assembly in September of 1974, 
I  underscored our concerns over the rapid spread of nuclear technology 
with potential explosive implications. I  chose this forum to address the 
pressing problem of proliferation since it is clear that the danger 
of further nuclear-explosive spread is a problem vital to every nation 
on this planet. At that time, I  warned against complacency by observ
ing that:

T he w orld has grow n so accustom ed to the ex isten ce o f nuclear weapons th at  
it  assum es they w ill never be used. B u t today, technology is  rapidly expand
in g  the number o f nuclear weapons in  the hands o f m ajor pow ers and threatens  
to put nuclear-explosive technology a t the disposal o f an increasing num ber of 
other c o u n tr ies /

Let me emphasize that pursuit of a vigorous nonproliferation 
strategy remains a fundamental dimension of this Administration’s 
overall foreign policy:

—We see the need to reduce the danger of nuclear war as the center
piece of our policy. I f  additional states acquired nuclear weapons.

® Documents on Diaarmamentj 1968, pp. 461-465.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, P. 510.
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global stability would be endangered, and regional conflicts would run 
the risk of leading to nuclear war, with potentially catastrophic con
sequences not only for the nations involved but for all major powers.

—We view the peaceful settlement of regional conflicts and a more 
stable world order as crucial U.S. objectives. Yet a world of many nu
clear powers would result in heightened political tensions and in
creased instabilities flowing from fears that nuclear weapons might 
be used, whether deliberately or through miscalculation.

—^We support the worldwide goal of finding alternative sources of 
energy to reduce reliance on oil. Yet a progressive pattern of prolifera
tion could set back, if not cripple entirely, the continued growth of 
peaceful nuclear energy to serve mankind’s needs, as exporters and im
porters alike came to lose confidence in the ability of the international 
system to find effective techniques for realizing the peaceful benefits of 
nuclear energy while eliminating its inherent security risks.

To meet these new dangers, I  emphasized in my 1974 U.N. Gen
eral Assembly speech—and again a year later before the same forum— 
the importance the United States attaches to nonproliferation.® In both 
addresses, I  outlined practical steps we saw as necessary to move for
ward effectively and comprehensively in this vital field. These included 
proposals for the major suppliers to strengthen nuclear safeguards; 
efforts to gain the widest possible support for the international safe
guard system and the Nonproliferation Treaty; physical security 
measures to protect nuclear material against theft or diversion; and 
steps to prevent the unrestrained spread of sensitive nuclear facili
ties, such as national reprocessing plants.

I  am pleased to take this opportunity to report to this committee 
on the progress we have made and the problems we still face. There 
have been solid accomplishments to date, and I  will go into the details 
of these successes in a few moments. But we are far from complacent, 
and even as we consolidate our gains, we seek to strengthen our non
proliferation strategy.

I  do not have to tell this committee how difficult it is to devise a 
strategy that can guarantee success in preventing the number of nu
clear-weapon states from increasing during the coming decades. But 
I cannot emphasize too strongly our belief that the effort can and must 
be made to contain nuclear spread, even if we cannot be certain of 
completely and effectively blocking additional nuclear proliferation.

I t  is within the foregoing framework that we have mounted a major 
effort during the past two years to strengthen the worldwide nonpro
liferation regime. This strategy has had two reinforcing elements:

—^Multilateral actions to move forward with other states in meeting 
the nonproliferation challenge; and

—National nuclear export policies to insure that the United States 
continues to exert responsible leadership in nonproliferation.

' IMd., 1975, pp. 475-476.
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Let me now describe in some detail the key elements of our nonpro
liferation strategy, what has been accomplished during the past two 
years, and what needs to be done to further advance our position.

M u l t il a t e r a l  S t r a t e g y

Suppliers Consultation. I  have noted earlier that the United States, 
practically speaking, does not have complete, unilateral freedom of 
action with respect to its nuclear export policy. Other major industrial 
powers have the capacity and desire to contribute to the world^s needs 
for peaceful nuclear energy, and they fully recognize the need to safe
guard their assistance.

I t is important, however, that safeguards not become an element of 
commercial competition. U.S. constraints by themselves will have little 
effect if other nuclear suppliers decline to exercise the same restraint. 
In recognition of this, we have pursued a policy of consulting with 
other nuclear-exporting countries in an effort to devise a common set 
of standards concerning safeguards and other related controls associ
ated with peaceful nuclear exports. I  believe these efforts have met 
with a significant degree of success.

As a result of these consultations, the United States has decided to 
adopt, as a matter of national policy, certain principles which will 
govern our future nuclear exports. We have been informed that a 
number of other countries intend to do the same. As other Administra
tion witnesses have testified in recent weeks before another Senate 
committee, these principles include:

—Provisions for the application of IAEA safeguards on exports of 
material, equipment, and technology; ®

—Prohibitions against using assistance for any nuclear explosions 
including those for “peaceful purposes” ;

—Requirements for physical security measures on nuclear equip
ment and materials;

—Application of restraint in the transfer of sensitive technologies 
(such as enrichment and reprocessing);

—Encouragement of multinational regional facilities for reprocess
ing and enrichment; and

—Special conditions governing the use or retransfer of sensitive 
material, equipment, and technology.

These are significant principles which have moved the level and 
comprehensiveness of international nonproliferation controls substan
tially beyond where they were only a few short years ago. But it is im
portant to recognize that further efforts are needed to improve and 
extend these principles and that our efforts are part of a progressive 
and evolving process which we will continue in close consultation with 
other suppliers.

• m a., 1965, pp. 446-460.
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NPT Adherence. A second important element of our international 
nonproliferation strategy is our effort to secure the widest possible ad
herence to the Nonproliferation Treaty. Adherence to the NPT is a 
key element in prevention of nuclear proliferation because it involves a 
comprehensive commitment by non-nuclear-weapon states not to de
velop nuclear explosives—a commitment verified by IAEA safeguards 
on all peaceful nuclear facilities in that country—and also because it 
requires safeguards on nuclear exports/'

While NPT adherence is still far from universal, nearly 100 states 
are now party to the treaty. The past 18 months have seen a number 
of important new adherents, including the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Italy, the Benelux countries, the Republic of Korea, Libya, 
and Venezuela, as well as submission of the treaty by Japan, which 
has already signed the treaty, to the Diet for ratification.

We must continue to do whatever we can to increase support for 
this most important treaty in the hope that non-nuclear-weapon states 
who see the disadvantages of acquiring nuclear weapons will perceive 
that their national interest would best be served by adherence.

IA E A  Safeguards. Another essential feature of our international 
strategy—and, indeed, one that underpins the progress we have made 
in consultations with other suppliers and one that is basic to the Non
proliferation Treaty itself—is the comprehensive safeguards system of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. Even in the case of recipient 
states not party to the NPT, the IAEA system provides internationally 
recognized safeguards arrangements to insure that nuclear exports 
are used for peaceful purposes.®

IAEA safeguards entail techniques to account for nuclear materials, 
reinforced by containment and surveillance measures. Agency experts 
conduct onsite inspections to verify, through independent means, that 
safeguards material and facilities are being used for declared purposes. 
These safeguards can provide a high degree of assurance that any sig
nificant diversions will be detected and thus provide a real deterrent.

While a safeguards system cannot provide absolute assurance that 
all conceivable diversions, however modest, will be detected, it does 
not have to. What it must do—and what the IAEA accomplishes with 
confidence—is expose the would-be diverter to a high risk of detection.

We recognize that some question the adequacy of the international 
controls related to nuclear facilities and materials that have evolved 
over the years. However, in the one instance where a nuclear device 
was exploded through the use of equipment obtained from outside, 
safeguards did not exist on the facility or its products. Consequently, 
the question of adequacy of safeguards in this case simply did not arise. 
In fact, since the inception of safeguards, we know of no nation that 
has acquired nuclear weapons through any diversion of nuclear mate
rial subject to either bilateral or IAEA safeguards.

157i,pp. 218-244. 
” See n. 6 above.
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We believe that the IAEA system—with the active technical, finan
cial, and political support of key suppliers and all nations interested 
in using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes—^will continue to fulfill 
this requirement. Indeed, the IAEA safeguards system continues to 
be a most vital and singularly important element in the battery of 
constraints developed over the years in support of our nonproliferation 
objectives.

Sensitive Exports, Another element in our international strategy 
is designed to meet what is perhaps the most troublesome nonprolifer
ation issue confronting us; namely, dealing with sensitive technologies, 
such as reprocessing, enrichment, and heavy water production. The 
problem has been made more acute as more countries become interested 
in acquiring these sensitive facilities. In terms of proliferation risks, 
plutonium-reprocessing plants abroad pose the most immediate prob
lem. This is unfortunate, since for most countries— t̂hose without very 
large nuclear power programs—the economic benefits of reprocessing 
spent fuel remain dubious.

As a result of growing perceptions of the direct proliferation risks, 
suppliers as well as recipients appear to be exercising increasing re
straint in such sensitive areas and have concluded rigorous safeguards 
agreements. In this regard, we greatly welcomed Korea’s decision not 
to acquire a national reprocessing facility and hope that it will enhance 
multilateral efforts to develop alternatives to national capabilities.

One course of action which might meet the future reprocessing needs 
of certain countries in a potentially economic manner and at the same 
time alleviate some of our concerns regarding the proliferation of such 
facilities is the concept of a multinational fuel-cycle center serving 
regional needs, to which I  have given my personal support before the 
JJ.'N. General Assembly last year.

Such plants—involving management, operation, and perhaps owner
ship by more than one country—would reduce the incentive for small 
and inefficient national plants and provide useful added assurances 
against unilateral abrogation of nonproliferation undertakings, par
ticularly if co-located with other parts of the fuel cycle such as the 
fabrication and storage of nuclear materials. They would also facili
tate the application of international safeguards. The IAEA is cur
rently carrying out a study of the multinational concept.

Physical Security, The final key element of our international non
proliferation strategy concerns the question of physical security of 
nuclear facilities and materials and specifically the concern that a 
subnational or terrorist group might seize nuclear materials.

We have received excellent cooperation in our consultations with 
other countries designed to insure that adequate physical security 
measures are applied. Major suppliers are including provisions in their 
nuclear cooperation agreements which specifically require adequate 
levels of physical security systems in recipient countries to protect 
nuclear materials and equipment. Experts from member countries
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are assisting the IAEA in developing an authoritative body of knowl
edge on the establishment of effective national physical security 
systems.

Also, we are pursuing our proposal of an international convention, 
setting standards to protect the physical security of nuclear materials, 
that might serve to facilitate international collaboration and greater 
uniformity of practice in this area.

U.S. N a t io n a l  S t r a t e g y

Bdsic Premise. I  have been discussing those multilateral measures 
we are pursuing in support of our nonproliferation objectives. U.S. 
national policies and practices in this area reflect our special concern 
with the problem of nonproliferation and are, in some respects, more 
stringent than those of some other supplier nations.

The basic premise of U.S. nuclear cooperation for over 20 years has 
been worldwide cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
under effective controls. Our approach has been to offer long-term 
assurances of enriched uranium supply, accompanied by the especially 
economical U.S. reactor technology, in exchange for agreement on ef
fective safeguards arrangements.

In this connection, as I  testified before another committee of the 
Congress last month in support of the Administration’s proposed Nu
clear Fuel Assurance Act, many of the positive advances we have made 
in pursuit of our nonproliferation objectives can be traced directly to 
our capability and willingness to furnish enriched uranium on a relia
ble and long-term basis, along with other elements essential to peaceful 
nuclear development.®

Policy Elements, As I  observed earlier, our policies with regard to 
nuclear exports are fully consistent with the principles adopted as a 
result of supplier consultations and, in fact, in some areas go beyond 
them. For example, in the areas of reprocessing, enrichment, and 
heavy water production activities, our basic approach has been to 
avoid the export of such sensitive technologies. To insure adequate 
control, the executive branch instituted, in 1972, special regulations 
governing all proposed transactions in these areas.

With regard to the general problem of reprocessing, the United 
States is providing significant technical and financial support to the 
IAEA in connection with its study of the concept of multinational 
regional fuel-cycle centers. We are also urging that relevant groups of 
countries initiate discussions of the potential of this concept among 
themselves.

In the area of international safeguards, I  would note that in his 
most recent energy message, the President outlined the Administra
tion’s decision to make special contributions of up to a total of $5 
million in the next five years to help strengthen the Agency’s safe-

 ̂Ante, pp. 28-33.
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guards program.^® We will, of course, continue research programs and 
technical support activities aimed at assisting the IAEA to develop 
more effective safeguards procedures.

Pursuant to the physical security measures we have adopted as a 
result of supplier consultations, the United States has adopted the 
policy that significant qualntities of sensitive nuclear materials will 
not be approved for export unless adequate physical protection 
measures are applied in the recipient countries, and U.S. physical 
security teams have visited numerous countries in this connection to 
observe their protection systems.

Proposals for Severe Constraints. Against the backdrop of the strat
egies that we are pursuing internationally and as a matter of U.S. 
national policy, I  telieve it appropriate that I  respond to some of the 
critics of our nuclear export policies who have called for what I  believe 
to be overly severe constraints which would seriously set back, rather 
than advance, our nonproliferation efforts. These proposals range from 
a complete moratorium on our nuclear exports, to an embargo on nu
clear transfers to non-NPT parties, to proposals to agree to nuclear 
exports to states not party to the NPT only if they have accepted ap
proved IAEA safeguards on all their peaceful nuclear programs.

In essence, it is our view that adoption of any of these proposals 
would, for example:

—Violate the spirit, if not the letter, of a number of international 
undertakings to cooperate in peaceful nuclear programs, including 
article IV  of the Nonproliferation Treaty;

—Damage our political relationships well beyond the nuclear area 
with a large number of countries who have entered into long-term 
arrangements with us;

—Cast further doubt on the credibility of U.S. supply commitments 
and the constancy of our policy at precisely the moment when we 
can least afford such doubts;

—Reduce the influence we are now able to bring to bear in support 
of our nonproliferation objectives inasmuch as it is unlikely that such 
proposals will be supported by all major suppliers; and

—Might well result in the breakdown of supplier cooperation and 
a return to relatively uncontrolled competition among other supplier 
countries.

I  have commented negatively on these proposals, not because I  ques
tion the motivation and concern that underlie them but because I  do 
not believe they would achieve our nonproliferation objectives. The 
problems of proliferation are complicated and not susceptible to quick 
and. easy solutions.

To avoid the further spread of nuclear-weapon capabilities will re
quire the diligent pursuit of complex political and technical measures 
which minimize the pressures for proliferation and, at the same time,

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Mar. 1,1976, p. 291.
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erect effective controls against it. This Administration is firmly com
mitted to this objective, and I  know we can count on the Congress to 
work with us in insuring we can achieve this vital goal.

P r o l if e r a t io n  P r o g n o s is

The arrangements I have described are designed to inhibit and 
detect any diversion. There remains the question of measures that could 
be applied in the event of a demonstrated diversion of nuclear material 
to nonpeaceful purposes or other violations of a nonproliferation or 
safeguards undertaking. This is a question of importance, since treaty 
assurances against proliferation, even when backed by effective safe
guards, could lose much of their deterrent power if nations come to be
lieve that violations of such arrangements would not be viewed with 
seriousness by the international community.

Under the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency, all 
further peaceful nuclear assistance would be discontinued in the 
event a state violated its IAEA safeguards commitments. If  U.S. 
nuclear material was involved, our bilateral agreements call for halt
ing further assistance. The IAEA Statute also provides for suspen
sion of membership in the Agency in the event of a violation and re
porting to the U.N. Security Council. In addition, both our bilateral 
agreements and the IAEA Statute include the right to call for the 
return of supplied materials and equipment.

These actions are substantial. The discontinuance of supply to a 
country which has committed a major portion of its electrical energy 
generation to nuclear energy is in itself a significant disincentive to 
any violation. More generally, I  can assure you that the United States 
would treat a violation of one of its agreements with the utmost grav
ity. And I  am confident that the world community at large would view 
such an action with comparable concern.

However, these considerations do not relieve us of the need to in
sure that we have taken all available and practical preventive measures 
to forestall the spread of nuclear weapons. To this end, as I  have 
indicated, we have strengthened and standardized the system of safe
guards and controls in our national policies and through multilateral 
initiatives; identified the improvements needed to further diminish the 
likelihood that peaceful nuclear technology will be used to build ex
plosives; and established procedural and institutional arrangements 
to enable us to consolidate our gains and move toward our future goals.

Perhaps most fundamentally, we recognize that proliferation is not 
a problem to be addressed solely through the technical and legal frame
work of safeguards and export controls—vital as these avenues may 
be. There is a direct link, as I  have stressed, between our efforts in non
proliferation and our broader efforts to construct a more secure inter
national climate.
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If  countries remain convinced that regional and global tensions can 
be reduced through cooperation, that disputes can be resolved in a 
peaceful manner, and that their legitimate security requirements can 
be met, there will be no need for them to develop nuclear weapons.

To be successful in our nonproliferation endeavors, we must sustain 
and build upon the multilateral and national policy foundations we 
have established. As I  indicated earlier, this requires constant atten
tion to consultations with other nuclear suppliers, peaceful nuclear 
cooperation with recipients, and constructive support for interna
tional mechanisms which can lend permanence to our nonproliferation 
policies.

This task warrants the most vigorous U.S. and international efforts. 
We hope to work constructively with the Congress in continuing to de
velop and implement a balanced U.S. nonproliferation strategy—bal
anced in the need to maintain our influence through prudent and reli
able national export policies, the importance of pursuing a multi
lateral as well as a national approach, and the recognition that our 
overall foreign objectives can reinforce our nonproliferation goals 
as we work to create a more stable world order.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle Before a Subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Appropriations [Extract], 
March 9 , 1976^

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I  greatly appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before you in support of a supplemental 
budget for fiscal year 1976 and my Agency’s regular budget for fiscal 
year 1977. Our request consists of four parts: a fiscal year 1976 sup
plemental of $1 million; a transition quarter supplemental of $250,- 
000; a basic fiscal year 1977 budget of $11,800,000; and a fiscal year 
1977 budget amendment of $400,000. I f  these are all approved, the 
arms control agency will have a budget of $11,730,000 for fiscal year 
1976, an interim period budget of $3,030,000, and a fiscal year 1977 
budget of $12,200,000.

Our most immediate need is for action on the fiscal year 1976 sup
plemental. The SALT negotiations, as you know, are proceeding at 
an intensive pace. SALT was in session for a full 6 months during 
the first half of fiscal year 1976, twice as long as any previous session. 
As a result, our SALT operating funds were completely exhausted in 
December. A new round of talks began in January and is now in ses-

'  Second Supplemental Appropriation Bill, 1916: Hearings "before the Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, Ninety- 
fourth Congress, Second Session, Pt. 2, pp. 64-66.
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sion. Wft are requesting $625,000 in the fiscal year 1976 supplemental 
to keep the talks going through the remainder of this fiscal year.

Since SALT is a continuous process, we fully expect that talks will 
continue in fiscal year 1977 regardless of whether a SALT I I  agree
ment is reached this year. The arms control agency must continue to 
backstop and help staff both the U.S. delegation to SALT and the U.S. 
component of the Standing Consultative Commission, which monitors 
compliance with SALT agreements. Therefore, our fiscal year 1977 
budget includes funds for both purposes, but at a lower level than 
fiscal year 1976 in view of the likelihood that there will be interrup
tions in the negotiations and the negotiations will be somewhat less 
intensive in the period immediately after the SALT I I  agreement.

The other half of our supplemental for fiscal year 1976 and the 
transition quarter, also totaling $625,000, is required to implement 
amendments to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act enacted by 
Congress last November. These amendments require ACDA to analyze 
the impact on arms control policy and negotiations of certain weapons 
programs proposed by other agencies, to review proposals to transfer 
arms to other countries, to study the impact on military expenditures 
of arms control agreements between the United States and U.S.S.R., 
and to increase research aimed at developing improved nuclear safe
guards techniques against the diversion of fissionable material for 
weapons use.

In our 2-year authorization Congress earmarked up to $1 million 
for the military expenditures study and $440,000 for additional safe
guards research.^ We are now asking for the full $440,000 authorized 
for additional safeguards research, in increments of $220,000 each in 
fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year 1977. The military expenditures study, 
however, must be concluded by the end of calendar year 1976 and we 
believe that only about $320,000 of the $1 million authorized can use
fully be spent on that subject in the time allowed. Therefore, that 
amount is included in the fiscal year 1976 supplemental.

We intend to handle these new statutory functions as fully as pos
sible with existing staff and are requesting only four new permanent 
positions in fiscal year 1976, mainly to work on arms impact analyses. 
This will raise our permanent employment from 175 to 179. We are 
also seeking approval for five temporary employees to give us the flexi
bility we will need to perform these new functions adequately, with
out adding more permanent staff. We are asking for no additional 
new personnel in fiscal year 1977.

The most compelling tasks facing ACDA in the next year and a half 
are likely to be in three areas: containing nuclear weapons spread; 
the continuing SALT negotiations; and preparing the new arms im
pact analyses. Our most urgent task is to find better means of limiting 
the spread of nuclear weapons. To this end, we are proposing a sub-

* Dooumenta on Disarmament, 1975, p. 707.
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stantial increase in our research to develop safeguards instrumenta
tion that will assist the International Atomic Energy Agency in its 
monitoring of nuclear proliferation. Our budget for this research is 
increasing nearly twofold, from $680,000 in fiscal year 1976 to $1,220,-
000 in fiscal year 1977. And we are adding another $220,000 under the 
fiscal year 1976 supplemental.

In  addition to these technical efforts, we are also trying to establish 
international political controls over the diversion of nuclear materials. 
We are making both bilateral and multilateral efforts to reach agree
ment in this area with the nations that are the main suppliers of nu
clear plants and materials.

You will note that our total fiscal year 1977 request of $12,200,000 
is only $470,000 more than the fiscal year 1976 total of $11,730,000. 
Our operating costs in fiscal yeai  ̂ 1977 are actually expected to be 
$120,000 less than in fiscal year 1976. This is because we are assuming 
a SALT I I  agreement this year, followed by a somewhat less pro
tracted round of negotiations at lower cost than in fiscal year 1976. 
Our proposed increase of $470,000—slightly less than 4 percent—con
sists entirely of external research, primarily in the nuclear safeguards 
area.

E e p r e s e n t a t io n  E x p e n s e s

One final point. This year we are requesting funds for olBScial repre
sentation expenses, mainly for the SALT and SCO delegations in Ge
neva and other ACDA representatives abroad. The State Depart
ment has previously provided funds for this purpose, but now the 
Department has informed ACDA that its own requirements are such 
that it can no longer provide us representation funds. This assistance 
from State ended last December.

Mr. S l a c k . Are you speaking now to the supplemental or to the 1977 
budget?

Mr. I k l e . I  have spoken of the supplemental and the 1977 budget. 
The general point for the need for representation funds covers both.

Mr. S l a c k . While we are on that, what are you asking for in the 
1977 budget?

Mr. Ikle. In 1977 on representation funds, $15,000.
Mr. S l a c k . Very well.
Mr. I k l e . We have since received urgent appeals from both Am

bassador IT. Alexis Johnson at SALT and Ambassador Joseph Martin 
at the CCD for assistance in meeting their official expenses. We are 
requesting $5,000 for this purpose for the remainder of fiscal year 
1976 and $15,000 for fiscal year 1977. This is a small but imperative 
adjunct to our negotiating efforts.

I  believe the Agency’s appropriation request is a minimal proposal 
that will provide us the means necessary to carry out our mission. I  
will be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehen
sive Test Ban [Extract], March 9 , 1976^

There is no need to stress that the most urgent issue at present in 
the field of nuclear disarmament is the realization of a comprehen
sive test ban. Although the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963 about 
a nuclear test ban already exists, the nuclear-weapon States which 
are not yeit Parties to the Treaty ought still to be urged to accede to 
it and in this way protect the atmosphere completely from radioactive 
contamination. Therefore, we urge again the nuclear-weapon States 
which have not yet become Parties to the Partial Test Ban Treaty 
to accede to the Treaty and assume the treaty obligation not to conduct 
nuclear tests in the atmosphere.^ In  this context, it is with much 
regret that we note the atmospheric nuclear test conducted by the 
People’s Republic of China in January this year; and we appeal to 
that country to discontinue atmospheric nuclear te^s as early as 
possible.

As nuclear tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under water 
are already banned by the Partial Test Ban Treaty, the realization 
of a comprehensive test ban of nuclear weapons in the form of an 
international instrument would only require the conclusion of a treaty 
banning nuclear tests underground, which is the remaining environ
ment. In  concluding a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, two major problems are cited—^namely, (1) verification and 
(2) how to deal with peaceful nuclear explosions. So I  shall now 
address myself to these two problems.

As to the first problem as a result of discussions over many years 
on an underground nuclear weapon test ban, it has become clear 
that one of ttie greatest obstacles to the conclusion of the treaty is 
the difference between the super-Powers about verification. So we have 
stressed time and again that, if a comprehensive test ban of nuclear 
weapons cannot be expected in the near future because of the differ
ences of position on verification, both the United States and the Soviet 
Union should show their sincerity towards this question by banning 
underground nuclear weapon tests from wherever verification is pos
sible, and at the earliest possible date, as an intermediate measure 
leading to a comprehensive test ban. As a concrete measure along 
these lines, we have suggested the banning of underground nuclear 
explosions above a certain level which can be detected and identified 
by present seismological means, and then the gradual lowering of the 
threshold of underground nuclear tests, which would eventually lead 
to a comprehensive test ban. In this respect, my delegation regards

* OOD/PV.692, pp. 17-22.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963  ̂pp. 291-293.
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as highly important the experts’ meeting on the questions of a com
prehensive test ban which is proposed by Sweden to take place, hope
fully, in April this year. For this reason, my country intends to send 
a qualified expert in order to contribute to the discussions and make 
the meeting, when it takes place, more significant. As to the items 
to be discussed at the meeting, the confirmation of the categories and 
capabilities of the verification means—^namely, to what extent under
ground tests can be detected and identified by what kind of verification 
means—will be among the most important items as at the previous 
meeting.

Next, I  shall touch upon the second problem that hinders the 
conclusion of a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests— 
namely, how to deal with peaceful nuclear explosions with particular 
emphasis upon the problem of preventing nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes from being used for military purposes. The im
portance of this problem is clear from the statement made by Ambas
sador Martin of the United States on 29 July last year:

If  PNEs were to be accommodated under a CJTB, a verification system would 
have to be devised capable of providing adequate assurance to all States that 
no weapon-related benefits were being acquired from PNE activities (OCD/ 
P,V. 616, p. 17) .̂

Also, resolution 3484 A (XXX) adopted last year at the United 
Nations General Assembly takes note of the importance of this ques
tion, and states in its operative paragraphs 8 and 9 as follows:

8. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to keep 
under review . . . the arms control implications of nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes, including the possibility that such explosions could be misused to 
circumvent any ban on the testing of nuclear weapons;

9. Stresses the need to ensure, particularly in the context of a compreljien- 
sive test ban, that any testing or application of nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes does not contribute to the testing or refinement of the nuclear 
weapon arsenals of nuclear-weapon States or to the acquisition of nuclear 
explosive capability by other S tates; *

As indicated in operative paragraph 9 which I  have just quoted, 
the problem arising from peaceful nuclear explosions has two aspects, 
in which (1) the nuclear-weapon States acquire the weapon-related 
benefits and (2) non-nuclear-weapon States acquire these weapon- 
related benefits. While the latter is also related to the question of non
proliferation, the question of a comprehensive test ban cannot be 
solved unless the answers are found to these two problems. Accord
ingly, we should discuss from the specialists’ point of view whether 
verification means can be found to enable us to ascertain that no use 
for military purposes has occurred in these two cases, and also other 
problems related to this point.

I t is also necessary to discuss such items as the establishment of a 
regime which would make available the benefits deriving from nuclear

p.293. 
pp. 803^806.
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explosions for peaceful purposes pursuant to article V of the NPT,® 
and the control on peaceful nuclear explosions conducted by the 
nuclear-weapon States. As many of these items are at present being 
studied in d«<pth by IAEA, it would be appropriate to request the 
presence and explanations on these matters from the representative of 
IAEA, when the experts’ meeting is held.

The conclusion of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, signed between the United States of America 
and the Soviet Union in 1974, was a new development in the field 
of a comprehensive test ban of nuclear weapons.® Though various 
questions may be raised about the Treaty, it is in fact an intermediate 
measure leading to the sort of comprehensive test ban we have been 
advocating, and it should be valued as such. On the other hand, while 
only a few weeks are left before 31 March, which is the day the Treaty 
is supposed to enter into force, we much regret that there is very little 
prospect of its entry into force by that date. Accordingly, we would 
ask both the United States of America and the Soviet Union to make 
further efforts with a view to bringing the negotiations to a successful 
conclusion as early as possible, and furthermore, to strive to achieve a 
comprehenave test ban using this Treaty as a foothold.

Now, on the basis of the views which I  have presented concerning 
an underground weapon test ban, and in the earnest expectation tha;t 
the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests 
—as I  now call it, the threshold Treaty—will be ratified and enter into 
force as scheduled, I  would like to suggest a measure for concluding 
a multilateral agreement on banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, starting from the threshold Treaty between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. For I  consider that the threshold Treaty is not 
complete in itself in our efforts to solve the question of a comprehen
sive test ban, and that it is essential to conclude a multilateral treaty 
on an underground nuclear weapon test ban which will include all 
States—among them, all nuclear-weapon’ States—as Parties. The 
measure which my country would like to suggest is that this Commit
tee should be given two tasks, namely, (1) to examine the possibility 
of expanding the threshold Treaty into a multilateral agreement, and 
simultaneously (2) to try to lower the threshold of 150 kilotons pro
vided for in the threshold Treaty. As to the first stage of developing 
the threshold Treaty into a multilateral one, there would be no basic 
difficulty now that the United States and the Soviet Union have con
cluded the bilateral threshold Treaty. In this case, we may be able to 
adopt most of the text of the threshold Treaty in the new multilateral 
treaty. As to verification, which is the main point of concern, this 
multilateral treaty would adopt in principle the provisions of article
I I  of the threshold Treaty, and the detailed substance as provided for 
in the Protocol to the Treaty can be left likewise to the additional

1968, pp. 461-465.
® The treaty and its protocol are printed 1974̂  PP- 225-227, 228-229.
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protocol to this multilateral treaty. In elaborating provisions on the 
implementation of the details, if some tangible results are to be ob
tained at the experts’ meeting which is scheduled to take place this 
year, we should consider using such results fully. Also, taking into 
consideration that this new treaty will be a multilateral one, it would 
be desirable to establish a verification committee consisting of a few 
States including the nuclear-weapon States, and for the nuclear- 
weapon States to exchange through this committee such data or infor
mation as provided for in the Protocol to the threshold Treaty. Alter
natively, the implementation of the details as provided for in the 
Protocol to the threshold Treaty may be left to a separate agreement 
or agreements to be concluded among the nuclear-weapon States as in 
the case of the Protocol to the threshold Treaty. In either case, it is 
desirable to establish a verification committee consisting of the 
nuclear-weapon States and a few non-nuclear-weapon States, and to 
arrange for Parties to this multilateral treaty to be informed of any 
violation or doubts about the violation of the treaty obligations 
through this verification committee. In  both cases, if agreement is to 
be reached to establish a verification committee, the Committee on 
Disarmament should discuss and decide on its composition, mandate 
and other related matters.

As to the next question of peaceful nuclear explosions, I  need not 
reiterate that it is necessary to ensure that these peaceful nuclear ex
plosions should not be used for military purposes. The fact that the 
negotiations between the United States of America and the Soviet 
Union initiated on the basis of article I I I  of the threshold Treaty are 
protracted indicates that this is not an easy question to solve. How
ever, we would like to emphasize that the fact that this question re
mains unsettled should not be made to serve as an excuse for delaying 
the bringing into force of the underground weapons test ban. From 
this viewpoint, and in order to bring the negotiations between the two 
super-Powers to an early and successful end, studies should be made 
among others on the possibility of authorizing all PNEs exclusively 
under international observation or of banning PNEs over the thres
hold tentatively for a given period, for instance five years.

The remaining problem is that of lowering the threshold over which 
weapon tests are banned. Taking into account the concern that the 
threshold of 150 kilotons set out in the threshold Treaty may be too 
high, it would be necessaity'to conduct a serious technical examination 
and comparison of the yields down to which explosions can be de
tected and identified^ In all events, the treaty text should be flexible 
enough to allow the gradual reduction of the threshold. I f  we continue 
negotiations and reduce gradually the threshold in accordance with 
the provision on the continuation of negotiations upon the conclusion 
of the multilateral treaty limiting underground weapon tests on the 
one hand, and if we negotiate simultaneously the conclusion of the 
agreement on peaceful nuclear explosions on the other hand, it will
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become eventually possible to realize a treaty banning all under
ground nuclear weapon tests. I  believe that the non-nuclear-weapon 
States will be able to make remarkable contributions in this proc
ess and also to play a prominent role in the operation of the treaty, 
such as ensuring a justifiable settlement in case the issue of a vio
lation or the doubts of a violation of the treaty obligations are 
raised. Furthermore, I  believe that the Committee on Disarmament 
is the most suitable and appropriate organ in which to conclude such 
a multilateral treaty. I  also believe that, by achieving these results, 
this Committee will be able to revive its functions and help dispel the 
criticism of international public opinion directed against the recent 
stagnation of its activities. I  strongly urge the members of this Com
mittee and the nuclear-weapon States in particular to recognize the im
portance of realizing a comprehensive test ban, and to consider serious
ly the suggestions which I  have made now.

I t may be pointed out that some nuclear-weapon States are presum
ably not ready to participate in the negotiations on such a multilateral 
treaty. Nevertheless, I  feel that we should persistently call upon these 
nuclear-weapon States to participate in the negotiations, and that we 
should renew our efforts in order to bring about a treaty banning un
derground nuclear weapon tests in such a form and with such con
tents that these nuclear-weapon States would feel able to accede to it 
at a later stage as is expected in the case of the Partial Test Ban 
Treaty. In  this context, my delegation believes that the idea of making 
the participation from the beginning of all nuclear-weapon States a 
precondition for reaching an agreement on a CTB will be criticized 
as being an excuse for protracting its realization; and, therefore, we 
cannot agree with this idea.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, March 9, 1976 ^

Today, we should like to touch upon certain proposals by the USSR 
in the field of disarmament, in the light of the decisions taken in this 
field at the Twenty-fifth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, which finished its work a few days ago.

In the decisions and material of the Congress, it is confirmed that 
the main orientation of the foreign policy of the Soviet State is the 
struggle for the affirmation of the principles of peaceful co-existence, 
for a lasting peace and for the lessening and, eventually, the elimina
tion of the danger of a new world war. In the decisions of the Congress, 
it is emphasized that the natural way to achieve these objectives is 
not balancing on the brink of war, but negotiations on controversial 
issues—not confrontation, but peaceful co-operation. One of the main

 ̂CCD/PV.602, pp. 23-28.
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features of the foreign policy activities of the Soviet State has been, 
and still is, the struggle to end the arms race and to achieve disarma
ment.

In the report of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union, approved by the Congress, it is stated th a t:

Today this problem is more acute than ever. Mankind is tired of sitting on
piles of weapons but the arms race, spurred on by the aggressive circles of
imperialism, is accelerating.

The report emphasizes that the main task of the Soviet State in the 
field of disarmament is to eliminate the dangers inherent in the con
tinuation of the arms race. The ultimate objective in this field is still, 
as before, general and complete disarmament.

Accordingly, in the field of disarmament, the following problems are 
mentioned as requiring solution: The attempt to put an end to the 
accelerating arms race, which is dangerous for peace, and to proceed 
to the reduction of accumulated stockpiles of weapons, and to disarma
ment. To this end it is necessary:

(a) to do everything possible to complete the preparation of a new 
agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States of America 
on the limitation and reduction of strategic weapons, and to conclude 
international agreements on a comprehensive and complete ban on 
nuclear weapon tests, on the prohibition and destruction of chemical 
weapons, and on the prohibition of the development of new types and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction and of action to influence the 
environment for military and other hostile purposes ;

(b) to make fresh efforts to intensify the negotiations on the reduc
tion of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe and, after 
reaching agreement on the first concrete steps in this direction, to con
tinue, in subsequent years, to work for military detente in that region;

(c) to strive to ensure that the present ever-increasing military ex
penditure by many States is replaced by the practice of systematically 
reducing such expenditure;

(d) to take all steps for the convening of a world disarmament con
ference at the earliest possible date.^

At the Congress, it was noted that the field of application of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂ had recently 
been enlarged. Several more large States, including the Federal Eepub- 
lic of Germany and Italy, have acceded to it. At the same time, the 
adoption of further effective measures to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons on our planet is one of the most urgent tasks. The USSR is 
ready to co-operate with other States in solving this problem. One im
portant requirement in this connexion is the achievement of the univer
sality of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. A 
further measure for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons

p. S3.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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would be the creation, in various regions of the world, of nuclear-weap
on-free zones. The Soviet Union, as a convinced supporter of the estab
lishment of such zones, considers that any agreement for creating 
nuclear-free zones must genuinely ensure that the territory of the 
States concerned is transformed into a zone which is entirely free of 
nuclear weapons, and must exclude any loop-holes for violating the 
nuclear-free status of the zones.

In  accordance with the decisions taken at the Congress, the Soviet 
Union will continue its efforts to bring about the implementation of 
a wide range of disarmament measures and to give effect to the resolu
tions adopted by the United Nations Greneral Assembly, on the initia
tive of the USSR, concerning questions of halting the arms race and 
achieving disarmament. This applies first and foremost to the resolu
tions concerning the prohibition of the development and manufacture 
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction,^ the prohi
bition of action to influence the environment for military purposes,® 
the prohibition of chemical weapons,® the convening of a world dis
armament conference' and the reduction of the military budgets of 
States which are permanent members of the Security Council.®

Prominent among the decisions taken by the Congress in the field 
of foreign policy are those relating to arms limitation and disarma
ment, including problems which are being considered by the Commit
tee on Disarmament. Accordingly, the Soviet delegation would, in our 
statement today, like to put forward certain practical proposals for 
the consideration in the Committee of two important questions which 
were submitted by the Soviet Union for consideration by the United 
Nations General Assembly at is twenty-ninth and thirtieth sessions, 
and on which the Assembly has addressed requests to this Committee.

First of all, we should like to touch upon the question of the prohi
bition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. Despite the 
agreements which have been reached on a bilateral and multilateral 
basis, and which are checking the arms race in certain directions, the 
danger of a further increase in weapons remains. The arms race is 
tending more and more in the direction of a qualitative improvement 
in weapons. The latest achievements of science and technology in the 
field of nuclear physics, laser technology, radio-electronics and other 
areas are being u s^ , without hindrance, for increasing the destruc
tive power of weapons. In  the absence of limitations effectively bar
ring the way to such use of scientific and technological achievements, 
the danger of the emergence in future of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction—even more destructive than nuclear

V&td., m s ,  pp. 798-803.
® m a ,, 1974, PP .-81^16; 1975, pp. 788-789.
•J&id., 1968, pp. 793-795; 1969, pp. 717-719; 1970, pp. 683-685; 1971, pp. 890- 

892; 1972, pp. 840-841; 197S, pp. 847-848; 1974, PP. 790-792; 1975, pp. 767-769.
1974, pp. 797-798; 1975, p. 776. 
m 4 ,  pp. 784-786; 1975, pp. 764-766.
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weapons—is becoming ever more real. The Soviet Union therefore con
siders it essential to elaborate and conclude in good time, already now, 
an appropriate international agreement prohibiting the development 
and manufacture of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction.

The substance of this question and of the draft agreement on this 
problem submitted by the Soviet Union were explained in detail by 
the delegation of the USSR at the thirtieth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly.® Additional explanations on this question 
and on the draft agreement were given by the USSR delegation in the 
Committee on Disarmament on 17 February 1976.̂ ® We now believe it 
is necessary to consider, within the framework of the Committee, the 
practical aspects of working out the text of the agreement on this 
problem.

First of all, in our view, the question arises of enlisting the par
ticipation of governmental experts in the task of working out the text 
of such an agreement, as provided for in General Assembly resolution 
3479 (X XX). We believe that at the present spring session of the 
Committee informal meetings should be held with the participation 
of experts. At these meetings it should be possible to establish the 
main lines for the elaboration of the prohibition formula contained in 
article I  of the Soviet draft agreement (A/RES/3479 (X X X ), an
nex) . Subsequently, the participation of experts may assume other and 
more concrete forms of work on the text of the agreement. However, 
at the present initial stage it is clearly advisable to begin by consider
ing the question of what precisely should be included under new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction. We regard this as the 
main task of the meeting of experts. Soviet experts will, of course, 
make their contribution to the solution of this question during the 
work on the problem. As to the question of the fields of science and 
technology in which the experts invited should be specialists, this 
question must clearly be decided by each side depending on the fields 
in which it considers that new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction are most likely to emerge. On our side, two experts will 
appear: one from the Academy of Sciences and the other from the 
Ministry of Defence. They are both familiar with general trends in 
the development of military technology thinking.

With respect to the time at which it might be possible to hold in
formal meetings on the question of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction, we propose, after consultations with a number of 
delegations, that the meetings should start on 7 April.

We should also like, in our statement today, to dwell on another 
specific question which is one of the items in the programme adopted 
by the Twenty-fifth Congress of the Commimist Party of the Soviet 
Union for the further struggle for peace and for the limitation of the

1975, vv. 510-520. 
^^Ante, pp. 37-44.
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arms race. This programme refers to the need to do everything pos
sible for the conclusion of an international treaty on the prohibition of 
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques.

The delegation of the USSR considers that is is necessary to embark 
as quickly as possible on the conclusion of work in this field if we wish 
to comply with the resolution of the thirtieth session of the General 
Assembly, which requested the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue negotiations “with the view to reaching early agreement, if 
possible during the Committee’s 1976 session, on the text of a con
vention”.

We now have before us identical draft conventions on this question 
submitted by the Soviet Union and the United States of America to 
the Committee on Disarmament on 21 August 1975.̂  ̂Thus, more than 
half a year has elapsed since the submission of these drafts.

During the General Assembly’s consideration of disarmament ques
tions at its thirtieth session, the delegations of Sweden, Australia and 
other countries made a number of specific comments on the draft con
ventions submitted by the USSR and the United States of America. 
This material has been submitted to the Committee on Disarmament 
in the form of working papers.^^ '

We are now studying these comments with due consideration. We 
shall determine our position on them in the light of the course of the 
further discussions on this question in the Committee on Disarmament.

The views of the Australian and Swedish delegations were examined 
in detail in the statements by the United States delegation on 17 Feb
ruary and 4 March.^^ We believe that the arguments of the United 
States delegation in favour of the provisions set out in the identical 
draft conventions submitted to the Committee are sound.

We hope that the discussion on the prohibition of military or any 
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques will make 
a useful contribution to our work. I  should like to appeal to delega
tions to express their views on the draft conventions during the pres
ent spring session, so that the work on an agreed text of the convention 
can be completed at the summer session. I  should like to express the 
hope that the joint eiforts of delegations will enable the Committee to 
complete already this year the preparation of another important inter
national agreement in the field of arms limitation.

The delegation of the USSR has expressed its views and proposals 
concerning the consideration bv the Committee on Disarmament of 
two important questions. The Committee’s agenda, however, includes 
other problems which require urgent consideration. They include, 
principally, the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests 
everywhere and by everyone, the prohibition of the development and

“  Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388. 
“  CCD/479, CCD/480.
^  Ante, pp. 44-46.
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production of chemical weapons, and other matters. The Committee 
must also devote due attention to these questions so as to advance their 
consideration and solution. The delegation of the USSR intends to 
express its views on these questions at subsequent meetings of the 
Committee.

In conclusion, we would like to express the wish that the work of 
the Committee on Disarmament should proceed more intensively and 
that its meetings, both formal and informal, should be used more 
fully for considering and reaching agreement on the questions before 
it. Disarmament questions occupy an important place in the interna
tional life of the modern world. The Committee on Disarmament must 
be equal to the tasks before it.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative Wan der Klaauw) 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Envi
ronmental Modification [Extracts], March 9, 1976^

Today, I  would like to give some comments on the draft convention 
on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques, submitted by the United States of America 
and the Soviet Union on 21 August 1975.̂  Before doing so, however, 
I  would like to make a preliminary remark—^namely, that we do not 
consider this issue as one of the most pressing conlpared with some 
other problems before this Committee and certainly not compared with 
the arms race in general. Progress in the disarmament process is slow 
and not necessarily always meaningful in view of the development of 
new and sophisticated weaponry—weaponry which could change our 
thoughts about the distinction between conventional and strategic 
warfare and which cannot easily be restricted by arms control meas
ures because of verification and definition problems. I t is becoming 
awfully clear that the qualitative arms race weakens even further our 
already loose grip on the armaments situation.

Coming now to the subject I  wish to discuss today, the draft 
ENMOD treaty, I  would firstly like to congratulate our two Co-Chair
men on the submission of this draft. The convention is apparently 
carefully drafted and much thought is given, for example, to the 
definition given in article II. In the view of my Government, however, 
the draft can be improved on several points, some of which were al
ready mentioned by other delegations, in particular by Argentina, 
Sweden and Australia. I  hope and expect that the sponsors of the 
draft treaty will take these views into consideration and that we can 
have fruitful negotiations this year with the purpose of presenting 
a draft treaty to the General Assembly.

" CCD/PV.692, pp. 28-36.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
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In principle we agree with the United States view concerning the 
relationship between the draft protocols on humanitarian law in 
armed conflicts and the draft convention before us, as stated by Am
bassador Martin on 17 February and 4 March.^ Indeed last year we 
ourselves mentioned the possible connexion between the two endeav
ours, mainly to draw attention to them so as to make sure that no con
tradictions will develop. We realize that a certain overlap in the scope 
could take place, which in our opinion does not present a problem. 
We must make sure, however, that certain activities on which we 
would like to see a ban will not fall outside the scope of both convention 
and protocols.

W ith respect to the preamble, we think that the distinguished rep
resentative of Argentina made a number of interesting suggestions on 
26 August 1975, to which I  may refer.^

One of the most important articles of the draft convention is arti
cle 1.1 have several comments on this article.

First of all, we still have some questions about the restriction of 
the scope of the ban to those environmental modification activities 
the effects of which are “widespread, long-lasting or severe”. I t  will 
be necessary to have a very clear understanding what those terms 
mean. An interpretative declaration or agreed minutes could be use
ful. I t  cannot be denied, for example, that for a small and populated 
country the term “widespread” means something else than for a large 
and empty country. However, in treaty language one cannot easily 
take suQh considerations into account. Also, one would like to know 
what “widespread” means with respect to time, that is : if a series of 
modification activities is carried out over a period of months or years, 
it could well be that such activities, taken individually, have only local 
effects but taken together they would affect a large area. What does 
“severe” mean ? Does that term only apply to damage and injury to 
people or also to nature itself? In  this respect I  would appreciate it, 
if the United States delegate could elaborate somewhat on the term 
“natural assets”, used in his statement on 4 March. Does this term 
apply to nature itself, also when no assets in economic terms are in
volved? In any case, we foresee situations where it will not be easy 
to establish the borderlines between permitted and prohibited activi
ties. An interesting example was given by the distinguished delegate 
of the United States of America himself, when he stated that pre
cipitation modification would be prohibited by the convention if it 
leads to floods or drought.® I  would like to ask him whether the pro
hibition does apply also to other cases.

The distinguished delegate of the United States of America indi
cated that a restricted scope of the treaty has the advantage of pro
viding a better base for determining whether a party is observing its

* Ante, pp» 44r-46, 56-61.
 ̂CCD/PV. 686, pp. 17-23. 

“ Ante^ p. 57.
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obligations. We could just as well follow another line of argument. 
Under the present draft, it would be permitted to use environmental 
modification techniques as the means of destruction, damage or in
jury to another State as long as this does not result in widespread, 
long-lasting or severe effects. For determining whether a party is ob
serving its obligations undiar the convention, difficult problems of in
terpretation are therefore bound to arise. Such problems would be 
avoided in the case of a total ban on the use of environmental modi
fication techniques as defined in article I I  as the means of destruc
tion, damage or injury to another State, At the same time, a country 
would be deterred in a much stronger way from violating the con
vention since it cannot use arguments such as, for example, that the 
activity was not widespread, long-lasting or severe. Also, it seems 
that in many cases militarily interesting environmental modificatiori 
activities, even on a smaller scale, would not go undetected in the long 
run. I  admit that with a wider scope of the prohibition, there is a 
chance for more friction and controversy over trivial issues. However, 
with an adequate complaints procedure, to us this does not seem to 
present severe problems.

A total prohibition would mean that a whole class of new activities 
would be banned for hostile purposes, a more meaningful result in 
arms-control than a restricted ban. I t would also open better possi
bilities for banning all preparations for the hostile use of envifoh- 
mental modification techniques, to which I  will come later. I  would 
like to make clear that I  have forwarded these arguments for a total 
prohibition for the sake of discussion. My Government, before taking 
a position, would like to hear the arguments pro and contra.

I f  it is a general feeling that the scope of the prohibition ha^ to be 
restricted, we would like to see in any case that the prohibition would 
apply to those environmental modification techniques “which may be 
expected to have widespread, long-lasting or sevete effects” instead of 
“having” such effects.

A second remark I  have on article I, paragraph 1, is the following: 
my Government does not see the necessity that only hostile activities 
against States that are party to the convention would be banned. In 
our view, it would be considerably more meaningful if the use of the 
said activities against any State would be banned, also in considera
tion of the fact thstt some of the possible applications of geophysical 
warfare could easily spill over to other countries, parties or not^ Na
ture does not take political borders into account. We therefore urge 
to drop the word “party” at the end of article I, paragraph 1.

In Edition, miy Government is of the opinion that the use of the 
geophysical warfare methods under discussion must be banned in 
all circumstances. Therefore it must be forbidden that parties to the 
treaty would resort to the use of the acti^ties concerned as a meas
ure of reprisal or with an appeal to self-preservation. I  may point 
oiit that in the draft convention on the prohibition of action to influ
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ence the environment and climate for military or other purposes in
compatible with the maintenance of international security, human 
well-being and health, submitted by the Soviet Union in 1974, article 
I  goes considerably farther than the present draft before us. In that 
article each of the parties to the convention undertakes not to use the 
relevant activities and “furthermore, never under any circumstances 
to resort to such means of influencing the environment and climate or 
to carry out preparations for their use.” ® This is the kind of language 
we would like to see in the convention now under discussion.

We can wholeheartedly agree to article I, paragraph 2.
Coming to article I I  of the draft convention, my Government con

siders the formula up to and including the words “or of outer space” an 
acceptable definition of the term “environmental modification tech
niques”. On the other hand, we see no reason to retain that part of the 
article which comes after the words “outer space”. In the present draft 
that part could be interpreted as restrictive. We prefer agreed minutes 
of our negotiations making clear which activities are covered by the 
treaty. Another solution would be an annex to the treaty, in which 
the covered activities are listed and which could, when necessary, be 
adapted during the necessary regular review conferences. I t  must be 
made clear that such a list, either in the form of agreed minutes or as 
an annex to the convention, would be illustrative only and would not 
be considered as limitative or exclusive. In addition, to enhance the use
fulness of the list, it must be made clear that all activities mentioned in 
it are considered to have “widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”, 
if such a restriction in the scope is at least adopted. The present list 
in the second part of article I I  apparently contains both activities 
which are always considered to have widespread, long-lasting or se
vere effects and activities which only somethnes fall under the 
prohibition.

Earlier in my statement I  quoted from article I  of the Soviet draft 
convention on the prohibition of action to influence the environment 
and climate for hostile purposes. In that article it is forbidden also to 
carry out preparations for the use of the environmental modification 
techniques prohibited by the convention. My Government would like 
to see that idea incorporated in the present draft convention. In our 
opinion, such a ban on preparations with respect to geophysical war
fare means inter alia that research and development aimed at the 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques is prohibited. A 
ban in this field would be in accordance with the well-established fact 
that arms-control must start at the root of the problem, that is, before 
new weapons and weapon-systems are develop^, tested and deployed.

I t  is true that most of the basic research in this field could be used 
both for hostile and for peaceful purposes. However, we must realize 
that with respect to activities specifically aimed at hostile applica-

• Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 517-518.
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tions, preparations will normally be in the form of development activi
ties, instead of basic research, which make verification often easier. In 
this respect I  may mention also that certain environmental modifica
tion activities could only be used for hostile purposes, so there is no 
reason not to prohibit the development of such techniques at all.

I  will now touch upon the relationship between the research and 
development in those fields of environmental modification techniques 
which can be used both for hostile as for peaceful purposes. I  agree, 
of course, with my United States colleague that in principle the draft 
convention under discussion must not deal with the peaceful uses of 
environmental modification techniques. On the other hand, there is no 
reason why article I I I  would be formulated in such a way that it could 
be interpreted as giving a free hand in the peaceful applications of 
such techniques. We all know that some environmental modifications 
for peaceful purposes could be extremely important for some coun
tries but, since we live on one earth, such activities could also influence 
other countries or mankind as a whole. International discussions on 
this subject are necessary, of course, outside the CCD. I  was therefore 
glad to hear from the distinguished delegate of the United States that 
his delegation was ready to consider changes in article I I I  taking these 
views into account.

In scientific circles in the STetherlands, some ideas were suggested 
on the first steps towards an international system for the regulation of 
peaceful applications of environmental modification techniques, which 
seem to have some bearing on our discussions here. According to those 
circles, all theoretical and laboratory research in the field of environ
mental modification need to be discussed openly and with great free
dom of publication in scientific literature. Secondly, with respect to 
field experiments, countries could announce in advance^their plans^wi^ 
respect to such experiments. Preferably, scientists from other countries 
would be invited to these field try-outs, according to those ideas. In this 
connexion I  was glad to hear that all United States research in the 
field of environmental modification is conducted on an unclassified 
basis. I  may also point out that the World Meteorological Organization 
keeps, if I  am well informed, a register of all activities in the field of 
weather modification. In such an open system there is, in my personal 
view, no place for research and development for the hostile applica
tions of environmental modification techniques.

Still talking about the peaceful application of environmental modi
fication techniques, I  wholeheartedly agree with the United States view 
that there is no need to incorporate an article along the lines of article 
X of the Biological Weapon Convention.^ The treaty under discussion 
needs not to encourage parties to develop and use environmental modi
fication techniques for peaceful purposes.

My delegation wonders if there is a need for article IV. Perhaps 
other countries could indicate the domestic requirements for the im-

1972, pp. 133-138.
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plementation of such a treaty. I  may say already that for the Nether
lands article IV does not seem necessary and could eventually even lead 
to a considerable delay in the ratification of the treaty. The adaption 
of our internal laws or the setting up of new ones is a time-consuming 
process in my country. Perhaps, the co-sponsors could also indicate 
what kind of internal measures they have in mind for implementing 
the treaty.

My Gk)vernment already indicated that it is not happy with some 
of the provisions of article V of the draft convention. This does 
not apply, of course, to article V, paragraph 1, to which we whole
heartedly agree, but to the fact that the Security Council is the only 
organ mentioned which could consider evidence presented by a com
plaining party that the treaty could have been violated and which 
could initiate lan investigation. Of course, my Government would not 
want to diminish in any way the powers of the Security Council 
as given to it in the Charter. I t has, however, objections to the fact 
that the Security Council would be the only body that could investi
gate a complaint. To mention a few objections:

(a) The investigations could be vetoed by permanent members of 
the Security Council, even by the accused himself.

(b) Countries members of the Security Council would decide on 
the implementation of a treaty to which they are not neces
sarily a party. Some non-parties could even veto an investi
gation.

(c) The Security Council is the highest body in the field of inter
national security. A State would be reluctant to lodge a com- 
pliaint with the Security Council if  it did not possess conclu
sive evidence that a violation of the treaty had occurred. In 
particular in the field of environmental modifications, however, 
conclusive evidence about the hostile intent thereof will often 
be very difficult to find without at least an extensive expert 
investigation.

I t  is therefore my Government’s opinion that the complaints proce
dure mentioned in the draft convention is unsatisfactory and does not 
form a good precedent for future treaties in the field of arms control 
and disarmament. We need an intermediate body to which States party 
to the treaty could complain and which could investigate the matter 
on an expert basis before the Security Council would be involved.

I t  is clear that our problems would already have been solved if 
Sw edi^ and Netherlands proposals with respect to the establishment 
of a disarmament agency some years ago would have been adopted. I  
may refer, for example, to the Netherlands statement on 31 July 1973,® 
and to document CCD/410.® Such an agency would have been perfectly 
fitted for the required task. Although, of course, we are still in strong

® OOD/PV.6J7, pp. 6-8.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 466-469.
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favour of such an agency, it is perhaps realistic to assume that it will 
not be established in the near future.

For the moment, therefore, my Government would prefer that the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations be given the fact-finding 
powers which we need in this convention. The Secretary-General could 
be a ss i^ d  by experts coming from the relevant specialized agencies 
and scientific organizations. I  may remind the Committee that pro
posals of this kind were also made during the negotiations on the 
Biological Weapon Convention but were not generally approved by 
the Committee. Keeping this in mind, I  may perhaps make the sug
gestion that a committee, consisting of parties to the treiaty, could 
perhaps a^ist the Secretary-General in his fact-finding task. The 
powers of this committee need not be spelled out too much in the 
treaty itself. Parties could direct their complaints to the Secretary- 
G;eneral and/or the committee and all parties would accept the ob
ligation to co-operate with the Secretary-General and the committee. 
The committee would take decisions by a majority of votes or, if that 
is to be preferred, by a two-third majority. The committee could also 
advise the Secretary-General on the steps to be taken after the com
plaint is investigated, for example to report to the Security Council. 
The committee could also make preparations for the regular review 
conferences and report to these conferences on the implementation of 
the treaty. I  may point out that in other multilateral agreements, 
for example in the field of human rights, conmiittees of parties also 
oversee the implementation of the instruments involved. I  may also 
refer to the standing Consultative Commission provided for in the 
SALT-I ABM-Treaty."«

It seems impossible to lay down the composition of the committee 
in the treaty itself, since it will not be known beforehand which States 
will become a party to the treaty. Thus, the committee can only be 
established after the entry into force of the treaty. To this end, the de
pository Power (s) would convene a short conference of the parties, 
within a specified time after the entry into force of the treaty, with 
the sole purpose of electing the committee and establishing some of its 
basic procedures. The committee could, for example, consist of 10 or 
15 States, including the permanent members of the Security Council 
which are a party to the treaty. Composition of the committee could 
be changed during regular review conferences, which seem needed in 
any case to take into account new developments in the field of en
vironmental modifications. An alternative solution would be that the 
committee consists of those parties which are also members of the 
Security Council. This solution has the advantage that the composi
tion of the committee would be fixed by the treaty itself and that the 
membership would change more often. However, in that case we run 
the risk that at times the committee could be rather small when not 
many parties would be members of the Council.

i m ,  p. 200.
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I  would sincerely appreciate your comments on such a solution 
which is perhaps not the most ideal one but in our opinion better 
than the procedure in the present draft.

As I  already indicated several times, we see a need for regular re
view conferences, in conformity with other treaties in the field of 
arms control and disarmament. In particular with respect to environ
mental modification techniques it is rather uncertain what kind of 
developments can be expected in the future. In review conferences 
we can take new research into account and review the operation of the 
treaty, including possible conflicting situations vis a vis peaceful appli
cations of environmental modifications.

My Government agrees with article V II of the draft, that is, a con
vention of unlimited duration. I t  is also happy with the absence of any 
withdrawal clauses in the Soviet-United States draft convention.

Having made these detailed observations, I  would not like to leave 
the floor having left the impression that we take a negative attitude 
towards the draft before us. Indeed, we do not. We hope therefore 
that the co-sponsors will look at our remarks as constructive ones, in 
which way they were meant. We hope that our deliberations will have 
as a result that the CCD will produce in 1976 a worthwhile conven
tion on the prohibition of hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques. Such an instrument could be a small but significant step 
towards further measures in the field of arms control and disarmament.

ACDA Responses to Questions by Senator Glenn: Nuclear 
Exports and Nuclear Safeguards, March 12, 1976 ^

1. QUESTION: Dr. Theodore Taylor testified that ‘‘there is a greater 
than even chance that before the end of this century nuclear explo
sives will again be used for destructive purposes.” He cited as rea
sons the nuclear behavior of the superpowers, the spread of nuclear 
weapons capability to other nations, and the threat of nuclear 
terrorism.^ Do you agree with Dr. Taylor ? Please explain.
ANSWER: Such an estimate is purely subjective and speculative, 
since there is no analytic basis to support the alleged probability. If  
Dr. Taylor meant that, if effective arms control measures are not 
imdertaken, the risks of nuclear conflict will probably be greater 
in the future than has been the case since 1946, I  would agree.

2. QUESTION: You cite the need for strengthening our intelligence 
capability to ensure that international nuclear agreements are being

^Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Hearings before the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, Second Ses
sion, on S. 1439 to Reorganize Certain Export Functions of the Federal Govern
ment to Promote More E ^ d c n t and Effective Administration of Such Functions, 
pp. 576-587. Sen. Glenn’s questions were sent to Dr. Ikl^ on February 11.

^lUd., pp. 213-216.
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observed and to monitor the dangers from nuclear technology, (a) 
In what specific ways should our intelligence methods be strength
ened in this regard ?

ANSWER: I  am consulting closely with the Director of Central 
Intelligence in connection with the development of a proliferation 
intelligence report and on other special intelligence needs in this 
area.

3. QUESTION: You state that ‘‘we do not have good data on stocks 
of nuclear material usable for nuclear weapons, or even where such 
stocks are located.”

(a) Please submit for the record the present data, by country, on 
stocks of weapons-grade nuclear material, indicating the type and 
quantity of material, the type of safeguards, if any, and whether the 
data for each coimtry listed is considered complete.
ANSWER: (a) The quote in this question from my testimony is 
“Nuclear material usable for nuclear weapons,’’ while the term 
‘‘weapons-grade” is used also. The first phrase includes plutonium 
extracted from spent fuel from current nuclear reactors and avoids 
classification problems of the term weapons-grade. Almost all of 
these reactors are under IAEA safeguards and IAEA informa
tion on spent fuel is not released by IAEA. However estimates of the 
amounts of plutonium can be made from reactor characteristics and 
their operating history. Recent estimates are included in the pub
lication Facts on Nuclear Proliferation^ a recent Library of Con
gress Report prepared for the Senate Committee on Grovernment 
Operations.^ Similar estimates can be made for unsafeguarded 
reactors such as those in Israel and India, although these are 
probably less accurate. A draft report on this subject by the Pan 
Heuristics Company, prepared under an external research contract 
for this Agency, is currently being revised and can be supplied at 
a later date. Specific information on nuclear material usable for 
nuclear weapons is classified.^

4. QUESTION: In the statement of purpose of the Committee hand
book, Faots on Nuclear Proliferation^ Senators Ribicoff, Percy and 
I  state: “The main gap in the literature appears to be the absence 
of a complete nation-by-nation breakdown of all bilateral agree
ments for nuclear cooperation.”

(a) Please submit for the record the most complete information 
available on nuclear bilateral agreements among nations, including, 
if possible, descriptions of the facilities and materials transferred 
or proposed to be transferred under these agreements, and the safe
guards that apply to these transfers, where applicable.

® Facts on Nuclear Proliferation: A Handbook Prepared for the Committee on 
Government Operations, United States Senate, hy the Congressional Research 
Service, Library of Congress (Com. prt.; 94th Cong., 1st Sess.), Dec. 1975.

* Pan Heuristics, a Division of Science Applications, Inc. Moving Toward Life 
in a 'Nuclear Armed Crowd? (ACDA/PAB-263). Excerpts reprinted in Export 
Reorganization Act of 19^6: Hearings . . ., pp. 588-643.
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ANSW EE: The requested information is being compiled and will 
be supplied to the Committee when available.®

5. QT7ESTI0N: You state that “in many instances, intent is the only 
factor distinguishing peaceful nuclear activities from the prepara
tion of an arsenal of weapons.”

(a) Assuming that our intelligence detects a shift from peaceful 
to military intent by a nation using U.S.-supplied nuclear facilities 
or materials, what specific steps should the United States take in 
response ? Are there now plans for such a contingency ?

(b) To what extent can we now rely on the IAEA inspection and 
reporting system to promptly detect and make known such a change 
in intent ? In  what ways can the system be improved ?

ANSWER: (a) Specific steps to be taken in such a contingency 
would greatly depend on the facts of the particular case. Many 
factors would be considered in arriving at such a decision, among 
which the degree of U.S. influence with the foreign government in
volved and the role of the other nuclear suppliers in dealing with 
that government would be of great importance.

A tangible shift of intent, as evidenced by a violation of safe
guards, would of course also involve a violation of our agreement 
for cooperation. As such, this violation would support a decision to 
suspend the supply of nuclear fuel from the United States to the 
government in question.

(b) The question indicates a possible misinterpretation of the pur
pose of IAEA safeguards. The IAEA is not expected to determine 
what a country’s intentions are. Eather, IAEA safeguards are 
designed to assure a high probability that diversion of nuclear 
materials from peaceful purposes will be detected on a timely basis. 
Such detection might be indicative of a shift in intent, but is not 
the only such indication. There is no way, for example, that the 
IAEA could reasonably be expected to detect the attempts of a 
given country to acquire the services, clandestinely, of an expert 
in the design of nuclear weapons, nor has the IAEA been given 
any authority to take on such a task. Matters such as this can only 
be detected through the application of intelligence-gathering 
techniques.

6. QUESTION: How do you respond to the testimony of a chief ne
gotiator of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Adrian Fisher, 
that the present U.S. practice of exporting to nations that have not 
ratified the treaty “is inconsistent with the purposes of the NPT” 
and “has the effect of being a serious discrimination against non
nuclear states that are parties to the NPT ?”

® Subsequently ACDA submitted United States Agreements for Cooperation in 
Atomic Energy: An Analysis Prepared for the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions, United States Senate, hy the Congressional Research Service, Library of 
Congress (Com. prt.; 94th Cong., 2d Sess.), Jan. 1976.
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(a) Mr. Fisher also stated that while exports to non-NPT na
tions do not violate Article I I I  of the treaty, this practice “tends 
to undermine the effectiveness of the safeguards system itself, in 
light of the fact that safeguards are more effective when applied to 
all nuclear facilities within a state.” Please comment, particularly 
as to why we do not require safeguards on all nuclear activities in a 
non-NPT country as a condition of export.®

ANSWER: Nuclear exports to non-NPT states do not violate the 
letter or the purpose of the NPT  ̂when the safeguards conditions 
called for by Article I I I  are observed. The U.S. Government re
quires the application of safeguards to all its nuclear exports; safe
guards on nuclear activities within the importing state which are 
not supplied by the U.S. Government are not required by the NPT.

I  agree with Mr. Fisher that safeguards are most effective when 
applied to all nuclear facilities within a given country, though I 
would not go so far as to state, as Mr. Fisher does, that for that 
reason nuclear exports to non-NPT parties “tend to undermine 
the effectiveness of the safeguards system.” The U.S. is not the only 
supplier of most nuclear equipment, and even our primacy as a 
supplier of enriched uranium is no longer absolute. For the U.S. to 
require, unilaterally, that all of the facilities of a given country be 
subject to particular safeguards as a condition of sale would, in 
some cases, have the probable effect of driving that country to some 
other supplier which would not impose the same conditions. More
over, if that supplying country did not impose safeguards as strin
gent as those the U.S. would require, the net effect would be to 
reduce— n̂ot increase— t̂he effectiveness of safeguards.

However, it should also be recalled that at the 1975 NPT Review 
Conference, the United States joined the other NPT parties in 
urging, in the Conference’s Final Declaration, that

(a) in aU achievable ways, common export requirements relating to safe
guards be strengthened, in particular by extending the application of safe
guards to all peaceful nuclear activities in importing States not Party to the 
T reaty ;

(b) such common requirements be accorded the widest possible measure of 
acceptance among all suppliers and recipients;

(c) all Parties to the Treaty should actively pursue their efforts to these 
ends.®

That being said, I  believe that we must provide countries with 
increased incentives to become parties to the NPT. While some 
progress has been made in providing such incentives, I  believe more 
can be done, and within ACDA, we have this question currently 
under study.

• See Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Hearings before the Committee on 
G ovem m ^t Operations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, Second 
Session, on S. H39 . . pp. 143-144.

■^For text of the non-proliferation treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 
1968, pp. 461-^65.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 14^156.
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7. QUESTION: What is the significance of India’s refusal to commit 
itself formally in writing not to use plutonium from U.S.-supplied 
fuel for nuclear explosions?

(a) Given this refusal, to what extent can the U.S. rely on India’s 
formal, written commitment to use this plutonium only for recy
cling as fuel in the U.S.-supplied Tarapur reactors ?

(b) What is the significance of the provision in the U.S. nuclear 
agreement with India permitting India to remove from IAEA 
safeguards plutonium that originates from U.S.-supplied fuel, so 
long as an identical amount of unsafeguai'ded is placed under 
IAEA safeguards? When and how would this be done and who 
would monitor against diversions? Would it be possible to ex
change weapons-grade plutonium metal or oxide that is under safe
guards for unreprocessed plutonium in spent fuel rods that is out
side of safeguards?

ANSW ER: (a) The intent of our Agreement for Cooperation with 
India, and the Ray-Sethna exchange of letters, is to preclude the 
use of plutonium from the Tarapur reactors for any purpose other 
than in the Tarapur reactors without our agreement. In  turn, we 
have made clear that the U.S. will not agree to the use of that plu
tonium for so-called “peaceful nuclear explosions.” The Ray-Sethna 
exchange of letters confirmed the following mutual understanding:

The ^ec ia l nuclear m aterial that has been, or is hereafter made available 
for, or used, or produced in the Tarapur Atomic Power Station located at 
Tarapur wiU be devoted exclusively to the needs of that station unless our 
two governments hereafter specifically agree that such material be used 
for other purposes.

(b) The provision of the bilateral Agreement for Cooperation 
which permits the substitution of unsafeguarded material is a com
mon one in a number of our agreements, and the U.S. itself has 
taken advantage of comparable provisions on several occasions. 
However, before India could utilize the provision, procedures 
would need to be worked out with the IAEA for the actual placing 
of such materials under safeguards. This should provide ample pro
tection against diversion. In all past cases in which this or similar 
provisions have been utilized in other agreements, the IAEA has 
required that the material substituted be in the same form, quantity 
and isotopic composition as the material substituted for. Thus, it 
would not be possible to substitute unsafeguarded plutonium con
tained in spent fuel for safeguarded plutonium which had already 
been separated.

8. QUESTION: Has your agency considered leasing fuel rather than 
selling it? In  this way the plutonium produced would remain the 
property of the United States and its eventual reprocessing would 
be carried out in the United States. Why has this approach not 
been considered for the more controversial export licenses?
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ANSW ER: Yes. ACDA has the question of leasing currently under 
active consideration. I t  should be pointed out, however, that this 
is a complex issue with many ramifications which require careful 
investigation. To cite but two of these factors:

— T̂he storage or reprocessing of other countries’ fuel in the U.S. 
would be an obvious gain from the perspective of non-proliferation, 
but could raise serious questions as to whether the U.S. really wishes 
to take on the burden of coping with other countries’ spent fuel with 
the attendant problems of storage, transportation, high-level waste 
disposal, environmental considerations, etc.
—The U.S. now only sells toll enrichment services and not fuel 
per se. How the U.S. can require that fuel be leased, rather than en
richment services provided, when we do not own the uranium, poses 
an obvious problem.

Testimony of Secretary of State Kissinger Before the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations [Extract], March 16, 1976^

V l a d iv o s t o k  A g r e e m e n t

Mr. Secretary, you stated that “At Vladivostok in 1974, President 
Ford reached agreement on the outline of a comprehensive agreement 
putting an equal ceiling on strategic forces on both sides for a 10-year 
period. The issues that remain in completing that agreement are solu
ble.” 2 Do you think we are making any real progress ?

Secretary K is s in g e r . Well, the status of the negotiations is that we 
have put a proposal to the Soviet Union and we are awaiting their re
sponse and, therefore, I  cannot give you a clear-cut answer until we 
have their response.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Thank you.

G e r m a n / B r a z il ia n  A r r a n g e m e n t  fo r  F u l l  N u c l e a r  F u e l  C y c l e

You also say, “The United States will never stand for violation of a 
solemn treaty or agreement.”  ̂ In my opinion the most dangerous 
thing that has happened, since World War I I  from the standpoint

^Foreign Policy Choices for the Seventies and Eighties: Hearings before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations^ United States Senate^ Ninety-fourth Congress, 
First and Second Sessions, on Foreign Policy Choices for the Seventies and 
Eighties. Octo'ber 22, Noveml)er 19, Deceml)er 3, 1975; January 28, Felrruary 25 
and March 16,1976, vol. II, pp. 495-498.

 ̂Ihid., p. 476. For the Vladivostok agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 
197k, pp. 746 ff.

^Foreign Policy Choices for the Seventies and Eighties: Hearings . . ., p. 
477.
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of our own security, is the arrangement that the Germans have made 
with the Brazilians, giving them a full nuclear fuel cycle, which as we 
know means a technical capability to make nuclear weapons. Was there 
no violation of any agreement or treaty in that unfortunate develop
ment ?

Secretary K is s in g e r . N o , there is no violation of a treaty or an agree
ment. I t  is a question of national policy or public policy.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . I  remember, you told us in the committee that 
we had done our best to stop it. But, later on, in a public statement, the 
Chancellor of Germany said he had not had any criticism from any
body, at any time. I  would hope you will tell him that if he is inter
ested in us putting up these billions to defend his country, he had better 
start telling the truth.

Secretary K is s in g e r . Well, I  am glad to see that other countries have 
communication problems between their departments.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Was that what it was, a communication 
problem?

Secretary K j s s i n g e r . I  do not know, but we certainly made our view 
clear to the Foreign Minister, which he confirmed.

IAEA C o n t r o l s

Senator S y m i n g t o n . One point worried me. I  am talking now as 
Chairman of the Arms Control Subcommittee of this Committee, and 
as Chairman of the Military Applications and National Security 
Subcommittee of the Joint Committee. .You said in a statement before 
the Government Operations Committee, that the so-called controls of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA] were “adequate.” 
Last summer I  went to the IAEA with experts from this committee, 
the Armed Services Committee, and the Joint Committee; and we 
decided, after spending some days over there, that the concept of any 
meaningful control was a joke, and that from the standpoint of actual 
thrust, you might say, the IAEA was quite comparable in a different 
subject, to the problem we face today with the United Nations.

Would you comment on whether we can, in any way, make the con
trols of the IAEA meaningful and if there is any way that we could 
prevent a country like Libya from applying, getting all of the informa
tion available, and then as you know, under the contract or agreement 
that they sign for the Nonproliferation Treaty,^ are allowed to with
draw in 90 days?

Secretary K is s in g e r . From the Nonproliferation Treaty, but not 
from the IAEA safeguard.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Well,they can withdraw from that.
Secretary K is s in g e r . Yes, but not without penalty— n̂ot without 

being cut off from all nucleiar fuel.
Senator S y m i n g t o n .  Do you think the penalties are meaningful?

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Secretary K is s in g e r . Well, Senator, you made the statement to me 
last week after my testimony before the Government Operations Com
mittee and I  have not seen the safeguards challenged before on teclh- 
nioal grounds, and I  have now asked my people to loofk into this.

I would rather study their report before I  give you a final answer 
on it, because I  had always assumed that the safeguards were adequate.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . I  appreciate thait because you say something 
in your statement that I  could not agree with more. “I t  is a ohiallenge 
to statesmanship to see beyond the immediate economic gains for tm- 
restrained competition in nuclear exports and to act to halt a 
mushrooming danger.”

N u c l e a r  E x po r t e r s  M e e t in g

You say in your statement ‘‘In the global dialogue among the indus
trial and developing worlds, the Communist nations are conspicuous 
by their absence, and indeed, by their irrelevance.” Now, for some 
months we have been hearing about this classified meelting of seven 
countries in London.

Secretary K is s in g e r . Yes.
Senator S y m i n g t o n . And, we seem to be having trouble about it, 

and the ^ r y  has been leaked out to the press that one of the trouibles 
albouit it is the intransigence of the Soviet Union.

In the first place, I  think the 'fact that they—
Secretary K is s in g e r . Are you talking about the nuclear exporters 

meeting?
Senator S y m i n g t o n . Yes. I t is not a Commimist nation— îlt is en

tirely a different nation that is giving us the most trouble in prevent
ing the people of the world from getting the truth about the incredible 
new danger to the world posed by proliferation of radioactive mate
rials such as plutonium or enriched uranium.

I would not want the record to show, unless I  am wrong, in which 
case you can correct me, that the Soviet Union is blocking the people 
of the world from knowing about what is going on at this meeting, 
which could be deciding, so to speak, whether we are going to have an 
Armageddon or whether we are not. Would you comment ?

Secretary K is s in g e r . Well, the Soviet Union has been very respon
sible at this nuclear exporters meeting because being a large nuclear 
power, they are perhaps better aware of the dangers of the unrestricted 
use of nuclear weapons and the spread of nuclear weapons than many 
other countries. At the same time I  think progress has been made at 
the nuclear exporters meeting on many of the key issues.

The one issue that is not resolved is the complete fuel cycle, and 
particularly the reprocessing plant. These countries are meeting again, 
in June, and we are hopeful that further progress can be made. So, I  
would not want to leave the impression that any of the countries 
participaiting have been totally uncooperative.
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F r e n c h  O f f e r  o f  R e p r o c e s s in g  F A C iL rrY  to  S o u t h  K o r ea

Senator S y m i n g t o n . Have the French agreed to withdraw their 
offer to South Korea to give a reprocessing facility ?

Secretary K is s in g e r . Korea decided not to proceed, so, I  think 
the issue is moat [moot ? ].

Senator S y m i n g t o n . But, the French would not put the pressure 
on them. They asked us to do i t ; did they not ?

Secretary K is s in g e r . Well, we had the consultations with South 
Korea.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . I  only asked that because through your entire 
statement, we run into this word ‘‘allies” and I  think about the 
statement, I  can protect myself against my enemies, but God protect 
me against my friends. I  believe you, yourself, have had some experi
ences along those lines.

R e p o r t e d  I s r a e l i  N u c l e a r  D e v ic e s

I  just have one more question which has been submitted to me by 
a member of the press and a friend, “please ask Senator Symington to 
ask the question about the CIA saying Israel has 10 to 20 nuclear 
devices.” Would you comment on that, or is the CIA an independent 
agency, now, from the State Department, or would you prefer not 
to comment?

Secretary K i s s in g e r . Well, I  have never seen the precise statement 
that was made.

Israel had said that it would not be the first to introduce nuclear 
weapons into the Middle East,® and I  do not know the precise context 
in which this CIA statement was made.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . I  do not either. So, I  can only ask the ques
tion as it was presented.

Secretary K is s in g e r . At any rate, whenever that statement was 
made, they were acting as an independent agency.

Senator S y m i n g t o n . One more question.

P u b l ic  I n f o r m a t io n  C o n c e r n in g  N u c l e a r  P r o l if e r a t io n

When do you think we are going to get some information to the 
people of this coimtry and of the other countries so that they will 
understand what is going on in this effort to control proliferation 
that has been going on in London ?

Are we the ones holding it up ?

m 5 ,  p. 729.
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Secretary K is s in g e r . N o, we considered it a major achievement to 
assemble the seven nuclear exporters, many of whom had previously 
resisted any effort to get an international consensus. They are also 
concerned about giving the impression of forming a sort of directorate, 
and it is to take account of the convictions of some of these countries 
that we have agreed to proceed by simply stating the restrictions 
that we would observe and that we have reason to believe, as a result 
of these discussions, that all other seven will also observe, and I  think 
that as an initial step considerable progress has been made.

Letter From ACDA Director Ikle to Senator Pell: Environmental 
Modification, March 17, 1976 '

Dear Senator Pell : By way of follow-up to your Subconmiittee’s 
hearings, held earlier this year on the draft environmental modification 
treaty, I  am pleased to submit the attached answers to the questions you 
submitted to us subsequent to the hearings.^ Again, let me express my 
appreciation for your kind willingness to permit Assistant Director 
Davies, who as you know led the U.S. Delegation during negotiations 
with the Soviets, to testify in my absence.®

I  understand your concern over the use of the criteria “widespread, 
long-lasting or severe” and will make it known to the appropriate 
agencies involved in the negotiating process. At the same time, I  wish 
to correct an apparent misunderstanding of the statements contained 
in my letter of September 24, 1975, to Congressman Gude. I  did not 
mean to suggest that “anything that is effective militarily would be 
prohibited by these criteria.” My letter stated that if the technique of 
precipitation modification should become effective “so that its use had 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects, its use would be prohibited.” 
As a practical matter, depending on the specific circumstances, it would 
appear that most militarily effective activities would have the pro
hibited effects.

You may be assured that we are continuously re-examining these 
criteria, as well as other provisions of the draft which have come under 
criticism, with a view to determining what changes may be warranted.

Sincerely,
F red C. I k l e .

^Prohibiting Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: Hearing 
"before the Subcommittee on Oceans and International Environment of the Gom~ 
mittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, Sec
ond Session, oh the Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other 
Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, p. 16. The letter is a re
sponse to questions by Sen. PeU, ante, pp. 13-14.

 ̂Infra,
 ̂Ante, pp. 8-12.
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ACDA Responses to Questions by Senator Pell: Environmental 
Modification, March 17, 1976 '

Question 1. Aren’t there some forms of research and development 
which are verifiable and therefore could be included in the treaty’s 
prohibition?  ̂I  am thinking, for example, of experiments— îf they are 
someday feasible— t̂o induce earthquakes or tidal waves.

Answer. The draft does not include a general prohibition on research 
and development activities because of the difficulty of distinguishing 
between research for hostile purposes and for peaceful purposes. In 
theory, there may be some developmental activities, for example, those 
related to the generation of tidal waves, which could be distinguished 
from peaceful activities. However, arriving at a practical treaty pro
vision that wotdd prohibit only those developmental activities that 
could be distinguished presents problems we have not yet solved.

Question 2, In  your opinion, would military involvement in Govern
ment research and development of environmental modification affect 
the credibility of the developing agreement ?

Answer. As noted in the Executive Branch statement at the hearing 
on January 21, the United States Government carries out all of its 
research and development activities regarding environmental modifi
cation techniques on an unclassified basis. There are clearly uses of 
environmental modification techniques which are not restricted by the 
Convention, such as the dispersal of fog at one’s own airfield, which 
might warrant military involvement in research and development 
activities. Such involvement by the military should not affect the credi
bility of the draft Convention.

Question S. In  Article I  of the draft Convention, it states that the 
prohibition applies only to actions against other parties to the Con
vention. Why is that necessary ?

Answer. The purpose of the limited prohibition, which is common in 
treaties of this type, is to provide an incentive to join the Convention.

Question What have other delegations said on this point (appli
cation of the use prohibition only to actions against other parties to the 
Convention) ?

Answer. Since the CCD has just begun its consideration of the draft 
Convention this question has not been generally addressed. However,

^Prohibiting Hostile Use of Envi/ronmental Modification Techniques: Hearing 
before the Subcomrmttee on Oceans and International Environment of the Gontr 
mittee on Foreign Relations^ United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, Sec
ond Session, pp. 1^19. Sen. PeU put these questions to Dr. Ikl6 on Jan. 23 (ante, 
pp. 13-14). The answers were transmitted in an attachment to a letter by Dr. 
Ikl6, supra.

 ̂I.e., the “Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use 
of Environmental Modification Techniques.” For text, see Documents on Dis
armament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
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the Netherlands Government has obseryed that the commitment should 
apply to all states, not just to States Parties.^

Question 5. In Article V, paragraph 2 of the Convention, it states 
that complaints must be lodged with the Security Council. Wouldn’t it 
be more effective to have some other body of the U.N. hear complaints 
in order to avoid vetoes?

Answer. I t is unlikely, as a practical matter, that a permanent mem
ber of the Security Council would exercise its veto to prevent an in
vestigation of a complaint brought against it (or an ally), since such 
an act would probably be taken as confirmation of a violation by many 
U.N. members.

Question 6, What have other delegations said on this point?
Answer. Sweden has expressed concern about the complaint proce

dure, and argued that States bound by the Convention should be 
treated on an equal basis. I t has stated that another more acceptable 
complaint procedure must be developed or that the permanent mem
bers of the Security Council must bind themselves formally not to use 
their right of veto.

Australia has stated that it shares Sweden’s concern and supports the 
Swedish suggestions with some qualifications. Australia has proposed 
that in view of a lack of technical expertise in the Security Council, 
it should have the power to call upon technical advice from any expert 
body, within or outside the U.N. system, when investigating a com
plaint. Australia has further noted that it does not believe it to be 
possible or desirable for U.N. technical bodies such as the United Na
tions Environment Programme to adjudicate disputes.

The Netherlands CCD delegation has stated that the complaints pro
cedure in Article V is unsatisfactory for several reasons. The delega
tion has said that responsibility for investigating suspected violations 
should be given to the U.N. Secretary-General instead of to the Secu
rity Council and has suggested the creation of a committee of 10-15 
treaty parties to assist the Secretary-General in fact-finding. In  their 
view the committee could also advise the Secretary-General on what to 
do with the results of an investigation, including reporting to the 
Security Council, and making preparations for periodic review 
conferences.

Question 7. What are your responses to the specific suggestions and 
observations made in the testimony given by Congressman Gude and 
Dr. Weiss? ^

Answer. Kepresentative G ude. Mr. Gude’s first observation deals 
with the scope of the prohibition in Article I  of the draft Convention. 
He raises the question whether the phrase “widespread, long-lasting, 
or severe” should be deleted because of its ambiguity. This observation 
is addressed in the letter to which these answers are attached. I t is

® Ante, p. 85.
 ̂See ProhiMUng Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techmques: Hear

ing , pp. 2-3, 28-^0.
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correct, as Mr. Gude has stated, that weather modijficatiorx may produce 
unintended results. In this respect, the language of the draft is quite 
clear. Any hostile use having widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects, 
regardless of the mtended scope, would violate the Convention. The 
hostile uses of some techniques, such as earthquake and tsunami gen
eration, are considered as invariably having widespread, long-lasting, 
or severe effects, and are, therefore, prohibited outright.

Kepresentative Gude’s second observation deals with the analogy 
to the Biological Weapons Convention, which he suggests can pro
vide a model for a prohibition on research and development of environ
mental modification, has been addressed in the response to the first 
question of this set [sic].

Finally, Mr. Gude suggested that all environmental modification 
research be removed from the Department of Defense and the intelli
gence agencies. This suggestion has been addressed in the response 
to the second question in this set.

Dr. W m ss . Dr. Weiss’ first observation questions the advisability of 
restricting the scope of the draft Convention to widespread, long- 
lasting, or severe effects. The comments in the letter to which these 
answers are attached and those above apply to this observation.

Dr. Weiss’ second observation questions whether certain uses of en
vironmental modification techniques are covered by the draft Conven
tion. She cites as examples the non-hostile use of fog dispersal tech
niques to facilitate aircraft movement at one’s own airfields, and pre
cipitation modification techniques to increase snowpack in mountain 
passes or to increase rainfall to wash out jungle trails. I t  is clear that 
non-hostile uses of environmental modification techniques are not 
covered by the terms of the draft Convention. Thus, fog dispersal over 
one’s own airfields would not be prohibited by the Convention. With 
respect to other types of activities affecting another State Party, 
if such use constitutes a means of damage, destruction, or injury and 
has widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects, it would be prohibited. 
Snowpack enhancement and washing out jungle trails would therefore 
be prohibited. The third observation made by Dr. Weiss concerns the 
correlation of the prohibition contained in Article I  with the list of 
effects of the use of environmental modification techniques in Article 
II. Because certain effects are not listed, she questions whether all 
uses are prohibited. The presence or absence of any technique in the 
list does not indicate that it is allowed or prohibited— hostile uses of 
all environmental modification techniques having widespread, long- 
lasting, or severe effects would be prohibited by the Convention.

Dr. Weiss’ fourth observation concerns possible damage that might 
be caused to international cooperation in meteorology and the atmos
pheric sciences.

The Executive Branch attaches great importance to international 
cooperation in this area and would not wish to jeopardize it in any way. 
I f  it became clear that the draft Convention would have a serious ad
verse effect on international cooperation, we would, of course, review 
our position very carefully.
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The fifth observation by Dr. Weiss concerns the use of environmen
tal modification techniques to facilitate the effectiveness of other 
weapons. Admiral Davies noted in his testimony that the treaty would 
not prohibit clearing fog from an airport to facilitate landing of air
craft after a mission. He also indicated that clearing fog over an 
enemy airport to facilitate bombing it, while perhaps unrealistic, 
would be permitted under the draft CS)nvention.^

Dr. Weiss’ sixth observation concerns the complaint procedure. This 
has been addressed above in the response to the fifth and sixth ques
tions of this set.

Dr. Weiss’ seventh observation concerns the obligation to provide 
assistance to other States Parties to the Convention harmed or likely 
to be harmed as a result of a violation. Dr. Weiss cites Principles 21 
and 22 of the Stockholm Declaration on the Human Environment, 
which have been agreed to by the U.S., as inconsistent with this obli
gation. I t  should be noted that the Stockholm Declaration was devel
oped in the context of peaceful activities of States.^

As her eighth observation Dr. Weiss cites the terms biota, litho
sphere, hydrosphere and atmosphere in Article I I  and asks whether all 
paits of the environment are included. By using the terms ‘‘Earth” and 
“outer space,” Article I I  makes it clear that “environment” is to be 
interpreted in a very broad sense. In  order to illustrate some of the 
components of the envirormient, the terms “biota,” “lithosphere,” “hy
drosphere,” and “atmo^here” were used. They should not be taken 
as limiting the scope of the treaty. Techniques for modifying any part 
of the environment are envisioned as coming under the Convention.

Dr. Weiss’ last observation concerns the need to develop regulations 
on the peaceful uses of weather modification. The view of the Execu
tive Branch remains that, when and if the need for such regulation 
develops, the draft Convention and whatever regulations on peaceful 
uses are deemed appropriate should be consistent, but that it is not 
necessary or desirable to attempt to regulate peaceful uses in this 
Convention.

Statement by the Argentine Representative (Berasategui) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, March 18, 1976 ^

Today my delegation would like to refer again to the draft con
ventions on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques (CCD/471 and 472).^

To be quite frank, we would have preferred the Committee to take 
up first of all a number of other matters of unquestionably high pri

 ̂Prohibiting Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques: Hear
ing . . p. 13.

® For text of the declaration, see UN Monthly Ohronidley vol. IX, no. 7 (July 
1972). pp. 80^90.

 ̂OOD/PV.695, pp. 6-14.
* Boomfuewts on Disarmament^ 1975y pp. 385-388.

253-754 0  - 78 -9
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ority which have been pending on its agenda for some considerable 
time. Since, however, it is planned to hold informal meetings on the 
item under consideration, it seemed logical to make a few constructive 
comments which, we hope, may contribute to an in-depth analysis of 
those drafts at the informal meetings.

In embarking on a consideration of the draft conventions and the 
remarks made on them, it is appropriate to establish clearly the current 
state of our work on the matter.

I t  has been stated in this Committee that the General Assembly has 
endorsed the two drafts and that no one should do anything to com
plicate or delay an agreement. I t  has also been said that attempts to 
achieve excessive precision might cause unnecessary delays in our work 
and raise additional difficulties in implementing the convention.

On this point, it might be useful to recall the following:
Firstly, in the final paragraph of the preamble to its resolution 

3475 (XXX) the Greneral Assembly merely noted with satisfaction 
the syhmiamm of the two drafts, on an equal footing with the presen
tation of suggestions and preliminary observations by other delega
tions. Thus, there was no endorsement by the General Assembly, and 
the suggestions and preliminary observations as well as the draft con
ventions must be taken into account in endeavouring to reach an agree
ment, as requested by operative paragraph 1 of the resolution, with
out those suggestions being lost from sight in the Committee’s records.

Secondly, in requesting that negotiations should be continued, the 
resolution in question states specifically that agreement on the text 
of a convention might be reached i f  possible during the 1976 session 
of the CCD. In other words, there are to be negotiations, and, if these 
are successful, we shall have a consensus text this year. Otherwise, it 
will be for the General Assembly to resolve the matter, either by intro
ducing the amendments which it deems appropriate or by enjoining 
the CCD to make further efforts to conclude a convention. There is 
nothing new or surprising in this procedure. The same thing happened 
in 1969, when the General Assembly referred back to the Committee 
the draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor.*

I  can assure the Committee that the Argentine delegation will play 
an active part in efforts to reach an agreement, so that an acceptable 
text can be worked out during 1976. But, this does not mean that the 
process of negotiation and mutual concessions in the spirit of the reso
lution adopted by the General Assembly should be sacrificed to that 
objective.

Thirdly, we agree that it is impossible to devise an absolutely perfect 
instrument. Nevertheless, there is a difference between that and im-

pp. 78^789.
* For the G.A. res., see ibid., 1969, p. 715. For the draft treaty, see ibid., pp. 507- 

509.
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proving a draft so as to eliminate discrepancies and make it con
sistent with its declared objective. All the proposals we have heard 
relate to the two texts, which reflect a basic agreement between both 
super-Powers, and may therefore be considered realistic. We should 
also agree, however, that this bilateral agreement can be no more than 
a basis for seeking a consensus; it cannot constitute the consensus 
itself.

In  our previous statement to the Committee on this matter, on 
26 August 1975,® we put a number of questions to the sponsors of 
the draft conventions. We subsequently, on 18 November 1975, re
called those questions in the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
and expressed the hope that the sponsors of the drafts would be able 
to answer them at the present session of the CCD.®

In his recent statements on the item, Ambassador Martin, the 
United States representative, referred in detail to a number of provi
sions of the drafts.^ Ambassador Eoshchin, the Soviet representative, 
later stated:

We believe that the arguments of the United States delegation in favour 
of the provisions^  ̂set out in the identical d raft conventions submitted to the 
Committee are sound.®

We should like to thank the co-sponsors for these additional clarifi
cations, which reflect their concern to dispel doubts and anxieties 
and, at the same time, provide the opportunity for an exchange of 
opinions which is at all events necessary in view of the dijffering 
observations which the drafts have elicited.

We should like to contribute to this exchange of views by going 
back to our earlier comments and comparing them to the statements 
of the co-sponsors.

Our questions concerning the preamble to the draft conventions 
have not yet been answered. Whether or not this implies tacit recog
nition of the validity of our comments, it is not for us to say; we 
merely draw attention to the fact.

As regards the operative part, which, as we said in our previous 
statement, raises more serious and disturbing misgivings, we should 
like to recall our observations at that time regarding the use of the 
terms ‘‘widespread, long-lasting or severe effects” in limiting the scope 
of the ban laid down in article I  of the drafts.

In his statement on this question. Ambassador van der Klaauw, 
the Netherlands representative, made a series of sound observations 
on the difficulties raised by those terms.® We share his views and would 
like to mention a number of other considerations which seem to us 
to be equally valid.

Firstly, no one has explained what the terms ‘‘widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects” mean, despite the fact that, in our earlier

® CCD/PV.686, pp. 17-23 and erratum for p. 19.
* A/C.1/PV.2090, pp. 3-11.

pp. 44r-46, 85-90.
^Ante, p. 82.
’ Ante, pp. 83-85. •
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statement, we indicated the precise meaning given to them in the 
context of article 33, paragraph 3, of draft Protocol I  on international 
humanitarian law applicable in armed conflicts. There is no need to 
explain to this Committee that this method of interpretation is valid 
in international law. Is this expression intended to cover destruction, 
damage or injury measurable in terms of decades, or such as may 
long jeopardize the survival of the population or create serious and 
lasting health problems ?

On that occasion, we said:

Article I  of the two drafts could thus legitimize the development and 
also the use of techniques for military or other hostile purposes up to the 
point where they become true weapons of mass destruction. The problem 
is then where to place that point, who is to determine it  and what the grave 
consequences of such a state of affairs may be.̂ ®

In the light of these considerations, the recent assertion that the 
draft takes into account the need to provide effective protection against 
the dangers to which the convention is addressed is dubious, to say 
the least.

Secondly, we agree with the United States representative, Ambas
sador Maitin, that it is necessary to draw a clear distinction between 
the draft conventions we are considering and the draft protocols under 
discussion at the Diplomatic Conference. In his statement, Ambas
sador Martin said:

Thus, since the convention and protocols serve different purposes and 
are addressed to different weapons, it seems appropriate to my delegation 
th a t they differ in their provisions and terminology.’̂

Our concern is precisely that there is no basic difference in the 
terminology of the two drafts, since they use practically the same 
words to describe the scope of the standards they lay down.

Thirdly, it has also been stated that the use of the terms in question 
will ensure that the prohibition will be implemented faithfully and 
will not give rise to friction and controversy over trivial issues.

There seems to us to be a blatant contradiction in this approach. 
On the one hand, verification is of decisive importance in determining 
the scope of the ban, while on the other hand—and here I  am referring 
to article V, paragraph 2— t̂he effectiveness of such verification is 
reduced by making it subject to the veto of the permanent members 
of the Security Council. In any event, as Ambassador van der Klaauw 
demonstrated, the importance attached to verification in determining 
the scope of the ban is questionable.

As regards the so-called ‘̂trivial issues”, we should like to point out 
that such issues arise not from the scope of a ban but from a lack of 
mutual trust among the parties to a convention. We do not believe 
that the chances of such issues arising in this case are greater, for in
stance, than in the case of the far broader ban on bacteriological and

"  CCD/PV.686, Aug. 26, 1975, p. 22. 
“ Ante, p. 60.
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toxin weapons. We have not heard of any trivial issues having been 
raised under the Convention on that subject.

Nor can it be maintained that the scope of the ban on bacteriological 
and toxin weapons was influenced by the real prospects of ensuring 
effective verification, especially as regards such activities as research 
and development.

Furthermore, in the event that a particular State is concerned over 
a possible or suspected violation, the draft conventions themselves 
provide an adequate solution by making it obligatory for the parties, 
to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any problems which 
may arise. As Ambassador Martin stated:

this procedure should provide an adequate means for solving most if not aU 
differences that might arise between parties.^

In our view, it is through consultation and not through such an un
certain limitation of what is to be prohibited that friction and con
troversy will be eliminated.

Fourthly, Ambassador Martin has described to us those environ
mental modification, techniques which would have widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects. Apart from the fact that this list contains 
only a few examples, there is no guarantee that other Governments 
will concur in his opinion or will agree in the future with what a 
Government today considers should be inchided in the prohibition.

For these reasons, the expression “having widespread, long-lasting 
or severe effects” should, in our opinion, be deleted from article I. 
Such a course would solve the difficulties of interpretation to which 
the representative of Bulgaria very pertinently referred at the 694th 
meeting of the Committee.^^

We believe that this would have the effect of broadening the scope 
of the prohibition in two respects: (a) techniques which are not at 
present covered by article I  would be included; and (b) the techniques 
to which the article has reference would still be prohibited, even if 
they did not have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects.

In addition, we considered that all the expressions of concern which 
have been advanced with regard to a broad prohibition are appropri
ately covered by the prohibition of the use of techniques “as the 
means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party”, as 
stated in article I.

We also pointed out in our previous statement that no provision had 
been made in this article for the prohibition of research and develop
ment. In this respect, we share the pertinent views expressed by Am
bassador van der Klaauw,^^ and by Ambassador Domokos, the rep
resentative of Hungary, who also referred to this question.̂ ®

Last year we mentioned article I I I  of the draft conventions. We 
asked whether there was any reason why a provision similar to article

^ Afite, p. 59.
“  CCd ’/ pV. ^ 4 , Mar. 16,1976, pp. 13-20.

Ante, p. 86.
“  COD>PV. 693, Mar. 11,1976, pp. 7-13.



108 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

X, paragraph 1, of the Convention on Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons should not have been included.

I t was pointed out to us in this connection that there is no clear 
parallel between the peaceful use of biological agents and the uses, 
largely undeveloped, of environmental modification techniques for 
peaceful purposes. I t  was also stated that the parties should not under
take to encourage and promote the development of these techniques, 
since it is not yet clear what the benefits will be, or whether they will 
offset tihe risks which might arise.

On this question, we should like to state the following.
Firstly, the draft texts envisage a convention of unlimited duration. 

I t would, in our opinion, be wrong to suppose that the present situa
tion will rem'ain unchanged. On the contrary, it is an undeniable fact 
that research and development on techniques which have not yet been 
perfected is a daily reality.

Secondly, the possibilities of the peaceful use of bacteriological 
agents and toxins have certainly not been exhausted.

At first sight, therefore, it would have been equally inadvisable to 
include the existing article X, paragraph 1, in the Convention on Bac
teriological and Toxin Weapons. Nevertheless, this provision was in
cluded, although the sponsors of the texts before us were also sponsors 
of that convention.

Thirdly, in general, we agree with the division into the four cate
gories whidh Ambassador Domokos mentioned in his recent statement. 
This does not, however, constitute an obstacle impeding the adoption 
of wording such as that proposed, since it did not constitute an ob
stacle in the case of the Convention on Bacteriological and Toxin 
Weapons, in respect of which questions of competence could also have 
been raised.

In  this connexion, it is pertinent to recall what was said at the 527th 
plenary meeting of the Committee by the United States representa
tive at that time, when, on 5 August 1971, he submitted a revised draft 
convention on bacteriological and toxin weapons. On that occasion he 
said that the article on which we are commenting

. . . calls attention to the importance attached to co-operation among States in 
the continued development of i)eaceful applications of biological agents and 
toxins. The need for such co-operation is clear in the light of the global char
acter of the problems to which these applications are relevant, particularly 
those in the areas of health, nutrition and environmental protection. These are 
not, of course, matters within the primary competence of this Committee; and 
the elaboration of new practical measures of co-operation in this area must be 
left to other national and international bodies.̂ "̂

In any case, one cannot lose sight of the importance of peaceful ap
plications for the developing countries. In my country, for example, 
reseiEtrch is being carried out with a view to using environmental modi
fication techniques to combat hail and frost, and for the control and 
reg^^ation of heavy rains. We also know of other developing countries 
which are undertaking similar programmes.

“ Doouments on Disarmamenty 1972, pp. 133-138.
” lUd., m i ,  p. 471.
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Fourthly, the existence of the exchange of information on peaceful 
applications of environmental modification techniques is already a 
reality. In this connexion, suffice it to recall the activities undertaken 
by the World Meteorological Organization and the interest aroused 
by the United Nations Environment Progranmie.

Fifthly, Ambassador Martin has told us that none of the research 
being carried out in his country is secret. We are grateful for this in
formation, but we have not heard a similar statement by the other 
sponsoring delegation. In  any event, we believe that this circumstance 
should facilitate an agreement on the matter.

Next Mr. Chairman, I  should like to comment on a suggestion made 
by other delegations which should, in our opinion, be given careful 
consideration and be endorsed by the sponsors.

I  refer to article V, paragraph 2, of the draft conventions, on which 
comments were made by Sweden and Australia in the working papers 
recently submitted to the Committee.^^ In addition to these comments, 
a statement was made on the same subject by Ambassador van der 
Klaauw, the representative of the Netherlands, in which he suggested 
an interesting alternative to the procedure provided for in the draft 
conventions.^^

As regards the remaining articles, we do not believe that they pre
sent any difficulties. In  principle, we consider the wording of article
I I  appropriate. The examples given in the final part of this article 
are useful as a complement to the definition of what is meant by en
vironmental modification techniques. These examples are, moreover, 
merely declaratory and we do not interpret them as exclusive. But we 
do think that consideration should be given to the possibility of ex
tending these examples by including others of a less sophisticated 
character, since we are concerned with a convention which is multi
lateral in scope and not witii a bilateral agreement between Powers 
possessing highly developed technology. I t  would certainly not seem 
easy or necessary to compile an exhaustive list in the convention or in 
an annex, especially in view of the opinions which we expressed on 
the continuing development of environmental modification techniques. 
But this does not rule out additions which would illustrate more 
clearly what is prohibited, particularly in the case of countries which 
are far from possessing the technological capacity presupposed by 
most of the examples given in this article.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we should like to recall the assessment 
of our work which was made by the United States representative on 
the resumption of the Committee’s meetings. Ambassador Martin 
said:

The discussion to date has shown that we have already reached a consensus 
concerning the basic objective of our work. As reflected in the Assembly’s 
resolution, there is a consensus that it is desirable to develop a multilateral 
convention to spare mankind from the potential dangers of environmental war
fare. The task now before the CCD is to determine how this objective can best 
be achieved.*®

“ OOD/479 and OOD/480. 
“ Ante, p. 88.
^ Ante, pp. 44- 45.
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We fully agree with this statement, and we hope that our comments 
may usefully contribute to the objective we have set ourselves.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive 
Test Ban, March 18, 1976^

Today we should like to touch on a number of questions connected 
with nuclear disarmament. The elimination of the threat of nuclear 
war and the abolition of nuclear weapons is undoubtedly one of the 
most important tasks of modern times. The fate of all the peoples of 
the world, of all mankind, depends on how it is faced. Of material im
portance in dealing with this task is the problem of the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. This problem assumes 
the more significance, since its solution would help to bring about the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear dis
armament. The importance of this problem and the need for an all-out 
effort to conclude an international treaty on the general and complete 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests were stressed once again in the report 
of L. I. Brezhnev, the General Secretary of the Central Conmiitt^ of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, at the Twenty-fifth Con
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.^ Important steps 
have already been taken on the road to the complete prohibition of 
nuclear tests. The Moscow Treaty of 1963 bans nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere, outer space and under water.® An important step in that 
direction was the Soviet-United States Treaty of 3 July 1974 on the 
Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests.^

The conclusion of an international treaty outlawing all nuclear 
weapon tests would be a major contribution to the cause of limiting the 
arms race, and would thus promote the further development and deep
ening of the process of detente^ and help to eliminate the danger of a 
nuclear conflict. At the thirtieth session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, the USSR submitted a special draft treaty on this 
subject.®

By a considerable majority, the General Assembly approved, upon 
the proposal of the USSR, a resolution calling upon all nuclear-weapon 
States to enter into negotiations, not later than 31 March 1976, with a 
view to reaching agreement on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests.® For its part, the Soviet Union declares its readi
ness to take part m  negotiations on this question.

The General Assembly recognized the importance of ensuring the 
participation of non-nuclear-weapon States as well as nuclear-weapon

" COD/PV.695, pp. 18-22.
* AntCf pp. 4 9 -^ .
* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.

1974, pp. 228-231.
® lUd., 1975, pp. *486-490.
* G.A. res. 3478 (XXX) ; for text, see iMd., 1975, pp. 793-798.
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States in the negotiations on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. 
In  accordance with the General Assembly resolution in question, 
twenty-five to thirty non-nuclear-weapon States will be invited to 
participate in the negotiations; they are to be appointed by the Pres
ident of the thirtieth session of the General Assembly after consulta
tions with all regional groups.

The Soviet Union considers it very important that in the negotia
tions on the cessation of nuclear tests representatives of non-nuclear- 
weapon States should participate with nuclear-weapon States from 
the very outset. The non-nuclear-weapon States would thus be able to 
make a useful contribution to the accomplishment of this important 
and urgent task.

In our opinion, the consideration over many years in the Committee 
on Disarmament of the problem of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. 
and the experience of working out a number of agreements now in ef
fect in the sphere of armaments limitation and disarmament, provide 
a good basis for conducting negotiations on the conclusion of a treaty 
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

What obstacles are in the way of such negotiations ? Several States 
have referred to technical difficulties in controlling the observance of 
a nuclear test ban, and to technical difficulties in dealing with the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions under test ban conditions.

The reaction of a certain category of States to our proposal concern
ing negotiations for the purpose of drawing up and concluding a 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests shows that the main obstacle to a solution of this important prob
lem is the negative attitude of these States to the substance of the ques
tion, their unwillingness to stop testing. That is why they do not 
wish to enter into concrete negotiations. Keferences to technical dif
ficulties cannot justify a refusal to participate in negotiations, since 
it is precisely in the course of negotiations that ways can be found of 
overcoming the technical difficulties as well as the political ones.

I  should like to refer in this connexion to the recent statement by 
Mrs. Thorsson, the representative of Sweden, who, confirming the pos
sibility of solving the problem of verifying the observance of a nuclear 
test ban by seismological means, said with complete justification in 
the Committee on 19 February:

• I t is customary to refer to various technical obstacles when the political will
to undertake a specific measure towards disarmament is lacking.’

The Soviet delegation agrees with the view thus expressed by Mrs. 
Thorsson. The Soviet side has frequently stressed in its statements in 
the Committee on Disarmament and at the sessions of the General As
sembly that for solving the problem of control over the prohibition of 
all nuclear weapon tests enough technical studies have been carried 
out to show that such control can be effected by national means of

’ CCD/PV.689, p. 9.
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detection supplemented by the international exchange of seismological 
data. I f  such tests are to be stopped, there must be a political decision, 
based on the willingness of all the nuclear Powers to refrain from 
carrying out nuclear weapon tests.

I  should also like to refer to another statement by the representative 
of Sweden in which she said:

Although a universal adherence to a CTB . . .  is a most desirable goal, 
it  is up to the two nations which possess a vast superiority in nuclear arsenals, 
namely the United States and Soviet Union, to be the first to s ta rt this process.®

The same point of view was expressed by Mr. Ogiso, the representative 
of Japan, at the Committee’s meeting on 9 March.®

I  should first like to draw attention to the fact that the process to 
which Mrs. Thorsson referred was started thirteen years ago, with the 
conclusion of the Moscow Partial Test Ban Treaty. Ambassador 
Domokos, the representative of Hungary, was therefore quite right 
when, in his statement on 11 March, he questioned the view that the 
example of the two nuclear States could induce other nuclear States 
to accede to the test ban treaty at a later stage. Ambassador Domokos 
was fully justified in pointing out that in the thirteen years that have 
passed since the conclusion of the Moscow Partial Test Ban Treaty 
there has been no substantial change in the position of the nuclear 
States which did not sign that treaty.^®

I  should also like to point out that a further stage in the develop
ment of the test ban process was marked by the signature in 1974 of 
the Soviet-United States Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Tests. To that step forward, too, however, the reaction of the other 
nuclear Powers gave no promising signs of a favorable change in 
their position on this matter. The negative attitude of a number of 
nuclear States to the solution of the problem of the cessation every
where and by all of nuclear weapon tests was also evident in their at
titude to the Soviet Union’s proposal on this question.

That is why we cannot rely on the assumption that in the future 
other nuclear States will, to quote Ambassador Ogiso of Japan, “feel 
able to accede to it [i.e., to a test ban treaty] at a later stage. . . ”

Such an approach to this question would lead first of all to the crea
tion of unilateral military advantages for some States to the detri
ment of others. To safeguard a State’s security interests, it is of course 
essential to take account of the total balance of forces, and not only of 
whether that State is in the forefront or lagging behind as regards a 
particular type of armament. Secondly, the proposed “good example” 
approach is not an effective one, for not only does it not involve broad 
international action to secure the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests, but it actually connives at the building up of the

pp. 9-10.
^AntOf pp. 74-7S.

COD/PV. 68ia, pp. 11-12. 
^ Ante, p. 78.
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nuclear power of States whose participation is not considered essen
tial by its proponents.

I t has been and still is the Soviet Union’s belief that the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests can be achieved only 
when all the nuclear Powers agree to such a measure. Without such 
agreement there can be no complete and general cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.

Of course, certain measures are required in order to involve all 
nuclear States in the test ban negotiations, and influence must be 
brought to bear on the opponents of a positive solution to the question 
of achieving a total and comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon tests. 
This influence must be exerted by all States interested in strengthening 
international security.

In our view—and we should like to emphasize this once again— t̂he 
most effective and correct method of carrying out this task is to adopt 
measures to hold the negotiations proposed by the Soviet Union. We 
should like to hope that the States members of the Committee on Dis
armament will make their contribution in this matter.

In my statement today on nuclear disarmament,^ it is necessary to 
note once again the particular importance of the task of achieving 
the universality of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.^^ In this connexion,, the Soviet delegation listened with in
terest to the statement made in the Committee on Disarmament on 9 
March 1976 by Ambassador Ogiso, the representative of Japan, to 
the effect that his country intends to continue its efforts to ratify that 
Treaty at the earliest possible date so as to be able to participate in 
name as well as in fact in the international efforts aimed at nuclear 
non-proliferation.^®

While mentioning our interest in this statement, we are neverthe
less bound to express concern at the delay by Japan in the process of 
ratification, in view of the fact that almost a year has elapsed since 
the beginning of that process. We refer to the information given by 
the representative of Japan in the Committee on Disarmament on 
24 June 1975 to the effect that the Government of Japan had, on 25 
April of that year, submitted a bill on the ratification of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty to the Diet. At that time, the representative of 
Japan stated:

Since then, earnest discussions have taken place in the Diet, in which the 
results of the Review Conference and other relevant matters are fully taken 
into consideration. My Government intends to continue its utmost efforts 
in order to obtain the Diet’s approval of the ratification of the Treaty

These are the. comments of the Soviet side on some questions re
lated to the problem of limiting and halting the nuclear arms race, 
that is, to nuclear disarmament.

“ For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1968j pp. 461-465.
“ OCD/PV.692, p. 23.

COD/PV.666, p. 22.
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Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental Modifi
cation [Extract], March 18, 1976^

As Ambassador Clark pointed out at our 693rd meeting, the CCD 
has not negotiated the text of any disarmament agreement since 1972. 
We believe that the proposed convention provides the CCD with the 
opportunity to produce positive results in 1976. We believe moreover 
that a convention of the sort proposed will be a valid contribution to 
the cause of disarmament. Problems in other fields of disarmament 
may, sadly, remain unresolved, but it will be no small achievement 
if we can remove the horrifying prospect of the use of environmental 
techniques for hostile purposes. This possibility, remote though it may 
be, was vividly conjured up for us at the meeting of experts in August 
last year.

My first comment must be to congratulate the United States and 
Soviet delegations for producing an agreed draft on this difficult sub
ject. There is obviously still work to be done on the draft, but it does 
provide us with a sound basis for negotiation.^

Ambassador Domokos pointed out in the same 693rd meeting that 
there are limits to the amount of precision which can be expected in 
this convention. I t  is designed to cover techniques which mostly do not 
exist and which in some cases are only the subject of scientific specula
tion. Nonetheless there are a number of points in the draft at which 
we think a greater degree of precision can usefully be achieved.

I  turn first to article I, paragraph 1, of the draft. A number of 
delegations have que^ioned the need for the word “military” in this 
paragraph and indeed in the title of the convention itself. We share 
these doubts. I t  seems to us that it is the intention behind the action 
which is relevant for the purposes of this draft convention rather than 
the status of the person who carries it out. I f  an action is hostile it does 
not seem to us to matter whether its perpetrator is or is not wearing 
uniform. Nor do we see any need to distinguish between the techniques 
of open and covert warfare. The word ‘̂hostile” appears to us to cover 
not only actions embarked upon in wartime but also those which might 
be initiated covertly or without any formal declaration of war.

We agree with Ambassador Martin that the prohibitions in the con
vention should be so defined as to prevent friction and controversy aris
ing out of minor complaints. The possibility of environmental modi
fication techniques being used in hostile fashion may be specially liable 
to inflame public opinion in a given country and migKt all too easily 
become a subject of suspicion between countries whose mutual political 
relations were under strain. We have all met people who say that the

 ̂CCD/PV. 695, pp. 22-25.
® For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1975̂  pp. 385-388.
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weather is not what it used to be in the old days, and who blame it 
without thought on what they call “the bomb” or even “the atomic”. In 
the 1920s there were many people in Britain who believed that sound 
radio had affected the weather for the worse.

We believe that the convention should discourage the escalation of 
any such fears into major controversies, and we consider that the words 
“widespread, long-lasting or severe” are wide enough ta  ensure this. 
Nonetheless, it is our view that there is a need for some definition of 
these terms. The definitions, and possibly others relating to the draft 
text, could perhaps be included in an annex to the convention.

A further question arising from article I, paragraph 1, is whether 
environmental modification techniques conducted on one’s own ter
ritory as a means of repelling an invader would be prohibited. A 
country might for instance conceivably decide that the diversion of 
a river, or the precipitation of rain, would be the most effective way, 
or even the only way, of stopping an invading enemy. Would these 
things be prohibited under article I, paragraph 1, if carried out. on 
one’s own territory ?

Article I I  raises a number of questions, too. The definition of en
vironmental modification techniques in the first part of the article 
has clearly been very carefully worked out, and is admirably com-̂  
pact. But all the same, and despite the illustrative examples which 
follow the definition, we find ourselves in some doubt as to which ac
tivities would and would not be proscribed under the convention. 
What, for instance, would be the position of “dam-busting” ? Is this 
a manipulation of the hydrosphere? I t could certainly have wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects. But does the modification by 
man of natural features alter their status as elements of the environ
ment ? What about the herbicides ? We presume that they would be in
cluded, as being the instruments of the upsetting of the ecolc^cal 
balance of a region. But that leads to another question of definition. 
How does one define ecological balance? And can the use of herbicides 
be said to constitute a manipulation of natural processes ?

Another point of definition is the difference between weather pat
terns and climate patterns.

We have listened with interest to the views of different delegations 
about the complaints procedure of the convention. There are, as we 
see it, two sides to this problem. On the one hand, we believe that it 
will be desirable to provide some deterrent against the escalation of 
minor complaints into major issues. On the other hand, immediate 
recourse to the Security Council would have the effect of politicizing 
a question which might be soluble by means of technical investiga
tion. We listened with interest to Ambassador van der Klaauw’s pro
posal for a committee of countries which would assist the Secretaiy- 
General in the handling and investigation of complaints. This is a 
novel and unconventional approach.® It may be an appropriate way

® Ante, p. 89.
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of dealing with a problem which is itself unconventional; thongti 
there may be equally effective ways of providing for complaints with
out breaMng so much new constitutional ground. We shall want to 
think this over carefully and to study the views of other delegations.

Article VI of the convention seems to us to need rather tighter draft
ing in order to prevent over-hasty or even discriminatory changes in 
the text. We suggest that it might be required that any amendments 
should be sponsored by at least ten States and should require the 
support of two-thirds of the original signatories before coming into 
force.

A number of delegations have said that there should be provision 
for the review of the convention. We agree. The very fact that we are 
trying to legislate about techniques which hardly exist makes it likely 
that the formulation which we build into the convention, however apt, 
will be overtaken or proved wanting by scientific developments which 
we cannot foresee. On the other hand, we are not in favour of review 
conferences with little or nothing to discuss. Such conferences can only 
call into question the validity of the convention concerned and the 
seriousness of purpose of those countries party to it. I t  is at present 
not possible in our view to foresee when a review conference would 
become necessary. We therefore propose that the convention should 
include an article which would make provision for review conferences 
but would lay it down that a review conference could be held at the 
request of, say, 50 per cent of the States parties to the convention 
with a minimum of, say, three years between conferences and a maxi
mum of ten.

These are our preliminary comments on the draft. My delegation 
looks forward to taking an active part in the discussions during the 
remainder of this session, and in particular in the informal meetings 
planned for April.

Address by Secretary of State Kissinger: Strategic Arms 
Limitation [Extract], March 22, 1976^

Our nation’s security requires, first and foremost, strategic forces 
that can deter attack and that insure swift and flexible retaliation if 
aggression occurs.

We have such forces today. Our technology has always been ahead 
of the U.S.S.E. by at least five years; with appropriate effort we can 
insure that this will continue to be the case.

We are determined to maintain the strategic balance at whatever 
level is required. We will never allow the balance to be tipped against 
us either by unilateral decision or a buildup of the other side, by a 
one-sided agreement or by a violation of an agreement.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, April 12,1976, pp. 460-462.
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But we must be clear what maintaining the balance means. We 
must not mesmerize ourselves with fictitious “gaps.” Our forces were 
designed according to different criteria than those of the Soviet Un
ion; their adequacy must be judged by our strategic needs, not theirs.

In the middle sixties we could have continued the deployment 
of heavy throwweight missiles, following the Titan or the Atlas. But 
the Administration then in office decided instead to rely— în addition 
to our large bomber force—on an arsenal of 1,000 new relatively light, 
sophisticated, and extremely accurate intercontinental ballistic mis
siles and 656 submarine-launched missiles on 41 boats. We deployed 
these systems rapidly, halting our buildup of launchers in the 1960’s 
when it was judged that technological improvements were more im
portant than an increase in numbers.

The Soviet Union chose a different course. Because of its more 
limited technological capabilities, it emphasized missiles whose 
greater throwweight compensated for their substantially poorer ac
curacy. But—contrary to the expectations of American officials in 
the 1960’s—the Soviets also chose to expand their numbers of launch
ers beyond what we had. Thus, the Soviets passed our numerical levels 
by 1970 and continued to add an average of 200 missiles a year— 
until we succeeded in halting this buildup in the SALT agreement of 
1972.2

Therefore—as a consequence of unilateral decisions made a decade 
ago by both sides—Soviet missile forces today are somewhat larger 
in number and considerably heavier in throwweight, while ours are 
superior in reliability, accuracy, diversity, and sophistication. We 
possess far larger numbers of warheads—8,500 to their 2,500—and 
we have several hundred more strategic bombers.

Whether we move in the direction of greater throwweight will 
largely depend on recommendations made by the Department of De
fense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; it is not essentially a foreign pol
icy decision. But in making it we will be governed by our needs, not 
by a compulsion to duplicate the Soviet force structure.

The destructiveness of missiles depends on a combination of explo
sive power and accuracy. For most purposes, as accuracy improves, 
explosive power becomes less important—and heavy land-based mis
siles become in fact more vulnerable. Since we have stressed accuracy, 
we may decide that we do not need to approach the level of throw
weight of Soviet weapons, though nothing—certainly no SALT 
agreement—prevents us from substantially increasing our throw
weight if we choose.

Whatever our decision regarding technical issues, no responsible 
leader should encourage the illusion that America can ever again re
capture the strategic superiority of the early postwar period. In the 
forties, we had a nuclear monopoly. In the fifties and early sixties, 
we had overwhelming preponderance. As late as the Cuban missile

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 197-207.
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crisis of 1962, the Soviet Union possessed less than 100 strategic sys
tems while we had thousands.

But today, when each side has thousands of launchers and many 
more warheads, a decisive or politically significant margin of superi
ority is out of reach. I f  one side expands or improves its forces, sooner 
or later the other side will balance the ejffort.

The Soviet Union first developed an ICBM ; we matched it. We then 
added a lead in numbers of strategic missiles to the lead we already 
had in bombers; they caught up and surpassed us in missile numbers, 
though we still remain far ahead in numbers of bombers. When our 
Trident submarines are in production by the end of this decade, we 
will begin to redress that numerical imbalance as well as improve the 
flexibility and survivability of our forces.

We were the first to put modern ballistic missiles on submarines, and 
we were the first to put multiple warheads on missiles. Though we re
main ahead in both categories, the Soviets found ways to narrow the 
gap. And the same will be true in the future, whether in missile accu
racy or submarine, aircraft, or cruise missile technology.

The pattern is clear. No net advantage can long be preserved by 
either side. A perceived inequality could shake the confidence of other 
countries even when its precise military significance is difficult to de
fine. Therefore we certainly will not permit a perceived or actual 
imbalance to arise against us and the Soviet Union is likely to follow 
similar principles.

The probable outcome of each succeeding round of the strategic arms 
race will be the restoration of equilibrium, at a higher and costlier 
level of forces and probably with less political stability. Such tempo
rary advantages as can be achieved are not strategically decisive.

The long leadtimes for the deployment of modern weapons should 
always permit countermeasures to be taken. If both sides remain 
vigilant, neither side will be able to reduce the effects of a counterblow 
against it to acceptable levels.

Those who paint dark vistas of a looming U.S. inferiority in stra
tegic weapons ignore these facts and the real choices facing modern 
leaders.

No nuclear weapon has ever been used in modern wartime conditions 
or against an opponent possessing means of retaliation. Indeed, neither 
side has even tested the launching of more than a few missiles at a 
time; neither side has ever fired them in a north-south direction as 
they would have to do in wartime. Yet initiation of an all-out surprise 
attack would depend on substantial confidence that thousands of re
entry vehicles laimched in carefullv coordinated attacks—from land, 
sea, and air^would knock out all their targets thousands of miles away 
with a timing and reliability exactly as predicted, before the other 
side launched any forces to preempt or retaliate, and with such effec
tiveness that retaliation would not produce unacceptable damage. Any 
miscalculation or technical failure would mean national catastrophe. 
Assertions that one side is “ahead” by the margins now under discus
sion pale in significance when an attack would depend on decisions 
based on such massive uncertainties and risks.
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For these reasons, the strategic arsenals of the two sides find their 
principal purpose in matching and deterring the forces of the oppo
nent and in making certain that third countries perceive no inequality. 
In no recent crisis has an American President come close to considering 
the use of strategic nuclear weapons. In  no crisis since 1962—and per
haps not even then— ĥas the strategic balance been the decisive factor. 
Even in Korea, when we possessed an overwhelming superiority, it 
was not relevant to the outcome.

S t r a t e g ic  A r m s  L im i t a t i o n

I t  is against this background that we have vigorously negotiated 
mutual limitations in strategic arms. These are compelling reasons for 
pursuing such talks.

—Since successive rounds of competitive programs will almost cer
tainly yield only equilibrium, we have sought to regulate the compe
tition and to maintain the equivalence that will exist in any case at 
lower levels.

—Stabilizing the strategic balance frees resources to strengthen our 
forces in areas where they are most needed; it will ease the problem 
of enhancing our capabilities for regional defense and in seapower, the 
areas where an imbalance could have serious geopolitical consequences.

—Agreed limitations and a more calculable strategic relationship 
will facilitate efforts to reduce political confrontations and crises.

—^And, finally, the American people expect their leaders to pursue 
every responsible approach to peace and stability in the thermonuclear 
era. Only then can we expect them to support the sacrifices necessary 
to maintain our defensive strength.

We have made progress toward these goals. In the 1972 SALT 
agreements we froze antiballistic missile systems in their infancy and 
thus avoided potentially massive expenditures and instabilities. We 
halted the momentum of the Soviet missile buildup for five years—a 
period in which, because of the long leadtimes involved, we had no 
capacity for deployment of our own. We intended to use that five-year 
interval to negotiate a longer term and more comprehensive agree
ment based on numerical equality and, failing that, to close the nu
merical gap by our own efforts as our modernization programs de
veloped.

This is precisely what President Ford achieved at Vladivostok  ̂ a 
year and a half ago and what we are trying to enshrine in a binding 
treaty that would run through 1985. Both sides would have equal 
ceilings on missiles, heavy bombers, and on multiwarhead missiles; 
this would require the Soviets to dismantle weapons, while our planned 
forces would not be affected. And neither the weapons of our allies nor 
our forward-based nuclear systems, such as carriers and tactical air
craft, would be included; these had been Soviet demands since 1969.

These are major accomplishments which are overwhelmin^^ly in our 
interest, particularly when we compare them to the situation which 
could have prevailed had we failed to achieve restraints on Soviet pro

* lUd,, 1974. pp. 746-747.
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grams. N*evertheless, very important issues remain to be resolved. We 
will make every effort to conclude a satisfactory agreement, but we 
will be driven solely by the national interest and not by arbitrary or 
artij&cial deadlines.

The SALT agreements are the opposite of one-sided concessions to 
the XJ.S.S.E., as they are so often portrayed. Soviet offensive programs 
were slowed; none of ours were affected. Nor has the Administration 
countenanced Soviet violations of the first SALT agreement, as has 
been irresponsibly charged. In fact we have carefully watched every 
aspect of Soviet performance. I t  is the unanimous view of all agencies 
of our government—only recently reconfirmed— t̂hat no Soviet viola
tion has occurred and that none of the ambiguous actions that we have 
noted and raised has affected our security. But we will remain vigilant. 
All ambiguous information will be carefully analyzed. No violations 
will be tolerated. We will insist on full explanations where question
able activity has occurred.

We will maintain the strategic balance at whatever level is re
quired—^preferably within the limits of successful SALT negotiations 
but, if necessary, without those limits. We will not heed those who 
maintain that all that is required are Hmifed, minimum detei-rence 
forces— t̂o threaten the Soviet civilian population. To follow their ad
vice would deprive^ us of all options save capitulation and the massive 
destruction of civilian life; it would create a large numerical imbal
ance against us, which could have significant political consequences, 
possibly tempting our adversaries and upsetting our friends.

But neither will we be deflected by contrived and incredible sce
narios, by inflated versions of Soviet strength, or by irresponsible at
tacks on SALT into diverting defense resources aw'â  ̂ from vital 
areas— t̂he forces for regional and local defense and our Navy. For 
these are the areas where shortfalls and imbalances can rapidly turn 
into geopolitical shifts that jeopardize our fundamental interests and 
those of our allies.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Subcommittee on 
International Security and Scientific Affairs of the House 
Committee on International Relations: First Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, March 25 , 1976 ^

Mr. Chairman, I  welcome the opportunity to appear today before 
you and the other members of the subcommittee to discuss a question 
in which I  have had a longstanding interest, the question of first use 
of nuclear weapons.

 ̂First Use of Nuclear Weapons: Preserving Responsible Control: Hearings 
before the Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the 
Committee on International Relations^ House of Representatives^ "Ninety-fourth 
Congress, Second Session, Mar. 16,18,23, and 25,1976, pp. 154-155.
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In talking about first use of nuclear weapons, it must be made clear 
that we are talking about a defensive resort to nuclear arms in the 
event of an overwhelming conventional attack that U.S. allied forces 
cannot turn back with conventional arms alone. I  am not at this point 
speaking of a strategic “first strike” designed to eliminate the retalia
tory capability of Soviet strategic forces, a point addressed later in 
my statement.

Over the last 25 years there has been a significant, albeit slow, de
velopment in U.S. attitudes and doctrines regarding such first use of 
nuclear weapons. This development can be fairly summarized as a 
narrowing of possible events for which U.S. policy envisages first use. 
Thus, in his 1954 message to Congress, President Eisenhower said: 
‘‘A wide variety of atomic weapons—considered in 1946 to be mere 
possibilities of a distant future— l̂iave today achieved conventional 
status in the arsenals of our armed f o r c e s . ”   ̂ B y  contrast, in a press 
conference in 1971, President Mxon explicitly ruled out the sugges
tion— ĥe called it “rather ridiculous”—that our use of air power in 
Indochina might include tactical nuclear weapons.

Two formal steps—one in 1971; the other in 1974—are illustrative 
of this narrowing of fixst-use contingencies.

On May 12, 1971, the United States Government through its ratifi
cation of additional Protocol I I  to the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, the so-called Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
undertook not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against Latin 
American states party to the Treaty’s nuclear-free-zone arrangement. 
In adhering to Protocol II, the U.S. submitted a formal statement of 
understanding that: The United States Government would have to 
consider that an armed attack by a contracting party, in which it was 
assisted by a nuclear-weapon state, would be incompatible with .the 
contracting party’s corresponding obligations under Article I  of the 
treaty.^

In May 1974, in answering Swedish questions about low-yield nu
clear weapons, the U.S. Delegate to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament stated:

In resiK)nse 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 U.S. 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.*

But while we have been moving in a positi^vway to reduce the 
number of possible first-use contingencies, we do not believe that an

 ̂PuhUo Papers of the Presidents of the TJrdted States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
1954, pp. 261-262.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, p. 311. The treaty and its protocols appear 
iUd,, 1961, pp. 69-83.

m i ,  p. i63.
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unqualified no-first-use undertaking by the United States is advisable. 
At the May 1975 Keview Conference of the Parties to  the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, many npn-aligned States 
called for commitments by the nuclear powers never to use or threaten 
to use nuclear weapons against Non-Nuclear-Weapon States. The 
United States and the other nuclear powers opposed such an imder- 
taking. The U.S. noted that mutual security arrangements have alle
viated the security concerns of many Non-Nuclear-Weapon States and 
that non-use assurances could imdercut such commitments to Allies, 
thus raising concerns about their security, and thereby increasing their 
incentive to acquire independent nuclear-weapon capabilities. Pointing 
out that the principal security concern of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 
is not the threat of nuclear attack by the U.S., U.S.S.K., or the U.K., 
but rather the possibility of conventional armed conflict with neighbor
ing Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, the U.S. expressed doubt at the Con
ference that a worldwide non-use commitment would serve as a power
ful incentive to renounce nuclear weapons.

Further, we are faced—at least for several years—^with certain sig
nificant imbalances in conventional strength in areas where we have 
important commitments: I  refer in particular to NATO’s central 
front. Rectification of this imbalance in Europe is being sought both 
through the Mutual Balanced Force Reduction negotiations and by 
U.S. and Allied conventional defense improvements. In  this context, 
it must be remembered that our principal goal is the deterrence of war 
altogether, and that NATO’s doctrine of potential first use can en
hance this deterrence.

In  the longer term, under appropriate circumstances and in particu
lar regions of the world, it is possible that a non-use pledge in conjujic- 
tion with an effective nuclear-weapon-fre^ zone arrangement might 
supplement the security of the Non-Nuclear-Weapon States concerned, 
as did the Treaty of Tlatelolco, to which I  earlier referred.

As we consider any such non-use undertaking, however, we must 
keep in mind that our Allies might be concerned that such assurances 
could lead to even broader non-use undertakings. Among the most geo
graphically exposed of our Allies are major industrial nations which 
in the interest of global stability, have decided not to develop nuclear 
weapons, although they unquestionably possess the technical and in
dustrial resources to do so. The willingness of such nations to forswear 
nuclear weapons depends to a considerable extent upon their continued 
faith in the reliability of their alliance with the United States.

Yet, our refusal to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons should 
not be misimderstood. I t  is not a belligerent posture. I t  does not pro
pose that nuclear weapons would be used except in the most extreme 
circumstances where large-scale military aggi*ession threatened the 
vital interests of the United States and its Allies. Indeed, one of our 
principal security objectives is to reduce reliance on nuclear forces 
by strengthening our conventional military posture, and particularly 
by redressing the imbalance in conventional forces on NATO’s central
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front. I f  the imbalance in conventional arms can be reduced over the 
years to coijdie—^through improvements in U.S. and Allied conven
tional defenses and through arms control arrangements—our reliance 
on first use could become less important. Such a trend would be all 
to the good.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I  urge that the Congress reject 
those proposed resolutions before you which would explicitly require 
the United States to forswear the first use of nuclear weapons, namely 
House Resoilution 11, House Joint Resolutions 533, 534, 535, 536, 575, 
630,713, and 723.

We appreciate the spirit underlying House Joint Resolutions 618, 
626, and 714. I t  is in fact U.S. policy not to seek to develop a disarm
ing first-strike capability. However, we believe the proposed resolu
tions would be unhelpful for two reasons. First, they fail to recognize 
that the development of a disarming first-strike capability is contrary 
to existing U.S. policy and suggest, erroneously, that the U.S. is cur
rently seeking to achieve such a capability. Second, by failing to dis
tinguish between a disarming first-strike capability and other kinds of 
capabilities against military forces, the resolution could be read as 
condemning, without distinction, all strategic capabilities for attack
ing military targets.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. I  would welcome any 
questions you may have.

Statement by the Director of the Bureau of Politico-Military 
Affairs of the Department of State (Vest) Before the Subcom
mittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs of the 
House Committee on International Relations: First Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, March 25, 1976^

I  welcome this opportunity to discuss with you the issues relating 
to the possible initial use of nuclear weapons. The Department of 
State shares the concern underlying the proposals which these hearings 
are considering. We must try to make nuclear war less likely and do 
so in ways which preserve this country’s security.

I  would like to discuss first the reasoning which underlies our policy 
regarding the initial use of nuclear weapons. The central objective of 
U.S. strategic nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attack on and nuclear 
coercion of the United States and its allies. This objective requires as 
a minimum that these forces, even after absorbing an all-out first 
strike, be able to inflict an unacceptable level of damage on our enemies. 
In addition, we must maintain an overall military capability that can 
meet any level of enemy attack with a deliberate and credible response. 
Recent improvements in U.S. strategic forces and in command and con-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Apr. 19,1976, pp. 518-520.
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trol are intended to enhance the flexibility of our forces to meet all 
these contingencies. Flexibility— t̂hat is, the ability to use our forces in 
a variety of ways—should help to decrease the chance of aggression.

I  want to emphasize that this policy in no sense implies that the 
United States is embracing as our national policy the concept of a dis
arming first strike. By “disarming first strike,” I  mean an attack 
designed to deprive a potential enemy of its basic strategic retaliatory 
capability. We recognize that an attempt to develop a capability for 
such an attack could be destabilizing in a crisis situation and thus 
contrary to our best interests.

In point of fact, neither we nor the Soviet Union now or foreseeably 
have the technical means of acquiring a first-strike capability. Our 
strategic arsenal is sufficiently large, flexible, diversified, and surviv- 
able so that our basic retaliatory force would survive an enemy first 
strike. The U.S.S.R. has the same capacity.

Turning to the question of how best to deter a conventional attack, 
our reasoning is that the primary defense against such an attack is 
the conventional capability of the United States allied to the collec
tive or individual conventional capabilities of our partners. Because of 
the horrors of nuclear warfare, we believe that this must continue to 
be our policy. We cannot, however, categorically rule out the tactical 
use of nuclear weapons in response to major non-nuclear aggression if 
such an attack could not be contained by conventional forces. While 
such an eventuality may be extremely remote, in situations where our 
vital interests are at stake our choice must not be restricted to either 
holocaust or surrender; rather we must maintain the option for limited 
use of nuclear weapons to achieve a limited political and military 
objective.

I  believe this reasoning is valid in a world where nuclear forces 
exist, where resources for conventional forces are finite, where tensions 
remain, where countries continue to rely on U.S. power to assist in 
deterring aggression, and where the United States is also dependent 
on its allies to mount an adequate level of deterrent force.

Let me now turn from the basic reasoning underlying our position 
on the use of nuclear weapons to the issues raised by these hearings.

I see three specific points which the Congress might address as it 
considers the various proposals before this subcommittee.

The first and most basic question, of course, is: What would be the 
effect on deterrence and on control of escalation if the United States 
were to renounce the possibility of being the first to use nuclear 
weapons? I t is axiomatic, I  would maintain, that U.S. nuclear 
capability and the willingness to use it are fundamental factors in 
deterring the outbreak of war or in deterring the escalation of a war to 
levels of intensity that could properly be described as a nuclear 
holocaust.

A potential aggressor could interpret an American renunciation of 
the first use of nuclear weapons as a guarantee that he could use any
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level of conventional forces without fear of provoking a nuclear re
sponse. This interpretation would undermine the implicit escalatory 
risk which is central to deterring aggression against the United States 
and its allies. Moreover, by reducing any enemy’s uncertainty, renun
ciation of first use would greatly simplify his planning and conduct 
of conventional operations.

I  think that we should also consider the effects on our planning of a 
policy which would limit policymakers to a choice of either conven
tional response or possible defeat. One might cynically argue that in 
the final analysis all bets are off if the United States were faced with 
an impending defeat, but I  think we should recognize that a delay in 
using a limited number of small-yield nuclear weapons might require 
the United States to plan on using more and larger nuclear weapons 
later to stave off defeat.

Present U.S. defense concepts envisage limited nuclear retaliation if 
necessary to demonstrate resolve to an attacker, to gain time for re
newed diplomatic action to control escalation, or to convince the ag
gressor to restore the status quo. This approach, we believe, does not 
increase the likelihood of nuclear war but, on the contrary, reduces 
it by strengthening deterrence and thus reducing the possibility that 
war will break out in the first place.

A second question is: What would be the effect on our allies of a 
U.S. renunciation of first use ? The security relationships we have with 
these countries have contributed to the stability of entire regions of the 
world. The present strategic parity between ourselves and the Soviet 
Union makes all the more important the maintenance of the collec
tive strength of our alliance systems,

In my judgment, if we were to sever the escalatory ladder between 
conventional defense and strategic retaliation, allied states might 
doubt U.S. willingness to employ its strategic forces for their defense. 
The general effect would be to undermine our allies’ faith in our com
mitments and cause them to question the willingness of the United 
States to come to their aid against any kind of armed aggression.

A third important question is : What would be the effect of a renunci
ation of first use on the likelihood of nuclear-weapon proliferation? 
I  fear that renunciation would raise the question of whether an attack 
on our allies would become more likely because potential enemies 
have been assured that the United States and the allies would only 
respond conventionally.

Reducing the protection of our nuclear umbrella might cause some 
near-nuclear-weapon states to decide that they could no loiiger fully 
rely on us to assist in deterrence and defense and that they should 
therefore develop their own nuclear-weapon capability. I  believe 
that this might also be the case even with the more limited proposal 
to forswear first use against non-nuclear-weapon states party to the 
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT).^

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-i65.
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A no-first-use policy against non-nuclear-weapon states party to the 
ITPT is designed, obviously, to encourage wider NPT adherence and 
enhance the security of l ^ T  parties. The most pressing security 
concern, however, for many non-nuclear-weapon s^tes is often the 
possibility of conventional armed conflict—probably with neighbor
ing non-nuclear-weapon states—and not the activities of the major 
nuclear powers. To the extent that nuclear weapons are the object 
of concern in such situations, it is typically, if not invariably, the 
fear that their neighbors might develop these weapons, thereby up
setting regional power relationships. I  question whether a no-first-use 
policy adopted by the United States would alleviate that type of 
security concern. I  should add that, in my opinion, a limited nonuse 
assurance could be seen by allies and potential enemies as the opening 
wedge to the more sweeping nonuse pledges, and thus at least some of 
the problems I  discussed in association with the broader no-first-use 
policy could arise with these limited assurances.

Lastly, I  would like to stress that I  take it as a categorical impera
tive that the United States m u^ strive to minimize and, if possible, 
eliminate resort to military force— b̂oth nuclear and conventional. 
Focusing on only one form of conflict, as these resolutions do, not 
only distorts the problem but, more seriously, could even make the 
other form of warfare—conventional—more likely.

In  summary, Mr. Chairman, the Department of State shares the 
deep desire of the sponsors of these resolutions to find ways of reducing 
the likelihood of nuclear war and inhibiting the proliferation of nu
clear weapons and thereby better to assure a peaceful world that is 
consistent with our national interests. We constantly strive to reach 
this goal, but our reasoning has taken us in a different direction than 
that advocated by the sponsors of these resolutions.

Statement by the FRG Representative (Schlaich) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, March 25, 1976^

In commenting today on the question of environmental warfare 
I  should like to refer to the statements by the Federal Republic of 
Grermany at the thirtieth session of the United Nations General As
sembly and in the CCD setting out our basically positive attitude 
towards this issue. At the same time I  would emphasize that the dis
cussion of the present draft must not divert our attention from the 
need to call a halt to the arms race in the field of already known and 
tested weapons. In  our view a convention on the prohibition of chemi
cal weapons and a comprehensive test ban treaty, both items on our 
agenda, are of greater importance in the overall context of arms con-

 ̂COD/PV.697, pp. 6-13.
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trol than the problem of environmental warfare. We are, however, 
aware that it may well be easier to reach agreement on a convention 
prohibiting this type of warfare. The Government of the Federal 
Republic of Germany would welcome the conclusion of negotiations 
this year and believes there are good prospects for this, particularly 
if no State represented here regards its proposals as final and not 
subject to amendment, and if all are willing to make constructive 
compromises.

Accordingly, our proposals are in no sense intended as the last word 
to be said on the matter, but simply as a basis for discussion.

We approve by and large the general concept on which the present 
drafts are based, although we have certain objections in principle 
against the envisaged complaints procedure.

I  should like now to comment on some of the articles in the draft 
convention.^

As regards article I, I  should like to make three points. The first 
is concerned with the limitation of the prohibition’s scope by the 
terms “wide-spread, long-lasting” and “severe”. The question has been 
raised whether it would not be better to drop this limitation.

We feel that this would not be advisable, and rather take the view 
that the prohibition should be limited to significant cases of the 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques. The United 
States delegate has, in our opinion, put forward convincing arguments 
for this. We, too, fear that an unlimited prohibition might easily give 
rise to controversy over rather trivial issues and to a number of un- 
pro vable accusations. This could pose problems for the implementa
tion of the convention and for securing compliance with its provisions.

We are well aware of the difficulty of satisfactorily defining the 
scope of the prohibition by means of these three terms. The examples 
given in article I I  do already provide a certain yard^ck  for inter
pretation, but this in itself does not seem sufficient. An exact defini
tion in numerical terms of the concepts “wide-spread” and “long- 
lasting” is, we believe, hardly feasible. However, a specification Q.f the 
envisaged scale should be possible. In the case of the term “severe” a 
numerical definition is obviously out of the question, and here a con
ceptual clarification should be attempted. We would, however, advise 
against incorporating more specific definitions of these three terms 
in the text of the convention itself. I t  ought to be possible outside the 
convention text to establish an adequate basis for an interpretation on 
which all can agree.

The second point is a suggestion concerning the wording of para
graph 1 of article I. I t is designed to ensure the clearest possible 
wording of the text, and, according to our interpretation of the draft, 
has no bearing on its substance.

*The text of the draft convention is printed in Documents on Disarmament,
1975, pp. 385^88.
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The term we would like to see amended is ‘̂military or 'any other 
hostile use”- This term was criticized on 14 November last year in the 
First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly by the 
Swedish delegate who pointed oult that it was both contradictory and 
confusing, since not all military uses are necessarily “hostile”— 
manoeuvres, for instance, being military by nature but in most cases 
serving no hostile purpose.^

We also believe the text of the convention should take into account 
the fact that the term “military” does not necessarily imply hostile 
intent. For example, manoeuvres will indeed generally have no such 
intent. Nor does the term “military” always imply use in armed 
conflict.

We therefore suggest that paragraph 1 of article I  be worded as 
follows:

Bach State Party to this Oonvention undertakes not to apply in armed con
flict environmental modification techniques having wide-spread, long-lasting 
or severe effects, nor to engage In any other hostile use of such techniques as 
the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party.

The third paragraph could accordingly begin as follows:

Realizing thiat the use of environmental modification techniques in armed 
conflicts could have . . .

One might also consider employing the term “hostile” only and 
deleting “military” altogether. This would scarcely involve a change 
of substance. But in our view it should not be forgotten that the aim 
of the convention, according to the preamble and also the mandate 
from the General Assembly, is to save mankind from the danger of 
using new means of warfare. The convention should therefore in its 
operative part make it clear that it is equally relevant during armed 
conflict and when there is no armed conflict.

The third point concerns the proposal made by Sweden at the thir
tieth session of the United Nations General Assembly to provide in 
article I  also for a pro*hibition of threats to make hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques.^

As we see it, it would indeed be appropriate to consider prohibiting 
not only the use but also the threat of use. The reservations on this 
proposal expressed by the United States side should, however, be 
given careful consideration.

I  should now like to spell out our thinking on the definition of the 
techniques to be covered by the prohibition, and in particular on the 
examples listed in article H.

We feel that the draft adopts in principle the right approach to the 
problem of defining the environmental modification techniques to be 
covered by the prohibition. A definition based on a general clause in 
conjunction with illustrative examples seems appropriate. A general 
clause has the advantage of covering 'both existing and possible future

*A/C.1/PV.2088, p. 8.
*IMd,



SCHLAICH STATEMENT, MARCH 25 129

techniques. I t  would, moreover, be impossible to draw up an exhaus
tive list either of existing or of possible 'future techniques, and con
siderable work would be necessary to keep it up to date. On the other 
hand, we feel there should be some reference to significant examples 
of environmental modification techniques, for otherwise the general 
public would find it very difficult, in view of the complex issues in
volved, to understand what the convention is all about. As I  pointed 
out earlier the citing of examples also establishes certain criteria for 
the interpretation of the rather vague terms ‘‘wide-spread, long-lasting 
or severe”.

The next point I  should like to deal with is the choice of examples 
listed.

For the purposes of the definition contained in article I, the exam
ples specified should meet at least one of the three criteria: wide
spread, long-lasting or severe.

We believe furthermore, that the examples selected should have a 
certain relevance to reality, for we should avoid giving the impression 
that we are talking of the world of science fiction and should concen
trate rather on the dangers in the real world. But we can only assess 
these dangers for the present and the foreseeable future. One criterion 
for the choice of examples should therefore be whether, according to 
serious scientific opinion, the use of environmental modification tech
niques as a mieans of warfare would be possible in the foreseeable 
future.

The following factors have to be taken into account in assessing to 
what extent the use of such techniques would be possible:

(a) technical feasibility,
(b) suitability as a means of causing damage to another State. This 

would be non-existent or doubtful unless the time and place of 
the damage can be more or less accurately determined, particu
larly when the State using such techniques could also cause 
grave damage to itself or third coimtries,

(c) the ratio between costs and desired effect. The use of exceed
ingly costly techniques is unlikely if much cheaper ways of 
causing the intended damage are available.

Applying these criteria, we have come with the help of our experts 
to the following conclusions as regards the examples listed in article 
I I :

1. An upset in the ecological balance of a region is an appropriate 
example.

2. The same applies to changes in weather patterns, although we 
feel that more precise wording would be desirable here. In  the light 
of article I  there should be no doubt in this context that only meas
ures having wide-spread, long-lasting or severe effects are meant. The 
term ‘‘clouds” does not seem to fall under this heading, and we believe 
it would therefore be better to substitute “cloud systems” for “clouds”.
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This would make it clear that this provision does not apply to activi
ties conducted in a limited area and over a short period only.

3. We approve also of the example of changes in climate patterns.
4. As far as its ejffects are concerned, we feel that the use of tsunamis 

as a means of causing damage within the meaning of the convention 
is a graphic example. We do not discount the possibility that it may 
be technically feasible for countries possessing thermo-nuclear devices 
to cause tsunamis. However, particularly in the light of the ratio of 
necessary costs to desired effects, which are virtually incalculable in 
advance, the use of this technique seems problematic. I t  is doubtful 
whether one State wanting to cause damage to another would adopt 
this roundabout course when it possessed the means to inflict the dam
age directly, especially since tsunamis can hardly be regarded as a 
means of “secret warfare”. We would be interested to know to what 
extent other countries think these examples are realistic.

5. Earthquakes, whose effects can be considered wide-spread, long- 
lasting or severe would, according to our experts be caused only in 
locations where they normally occur from natural causes, that is in 
the fault zones on the earth’s crust with their unstable tensions and 
at times when an earthquake is imminent. The possibility of setting 
off or, rather, precipitating earthquakes depends on the ability to 
forecast earthquakes, which today we do not possess. I t  is more or less 
impossible to know when science will hav^ this ability. Nevertheless 
it cannot be entirely excluded that this stage will be reached in the 
foreseeable future. We also have doubts as to how far this technique is 
suitable as a means of warfare within the meaning of the convention. 
I t  is difficult to see how and when the effects can be calculated with 
such accuracy that there is no likelihood of damage to the country em
ploying it or to neighbouring countries. Nevertheless, activities of this 
kind, although not very likely to be undertaken are, in the foreseeable 
future, not entirely beyond the bounds of possibility. We therefore 
hesitate to suggest that this example should be deleted. We would, 
however, appreciate other States’ views on this point.

6. We need not go into detail on the possibility in principle of caus
ing changes in the state of the ozone layer. There is world-wide con
cern that such changes could result from the unintended side-effects 
of peaceful activities.

Our experts, however, have considerable doubts as to the feasibility 
of using such changes to cause specific damage to another State. They 
believe that less concentrated parts of the ozone layer could, as the 
result of air currents and turbulence, quickly and unpredictably shift 
and change, move over regions of continental size and be regenerated. 
The modified parts of the ozone layer would therefore not renmin suffi
ciently long over the area in question nor remain sufficiently permeable 
to cause damage as the result of an increase in ultraviolet radiation. 
And at the ^m e time the possibility of damage to neutral, friendly or 
even the State’s own territory could not be excluded. Under these cir
cumstances it seems improbable that a country would use this technique
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as a weapon against another State. On this point, also, we would be 
interested to leam the views of other countries on the reservations 
we have expressed.

7. Similarly, we think it is doubtful whether changes in the state 
of the ionosphere can be considered an appropriate example. Here, 
too, the effects would probably be felt by both friend and foe. I t is also 
questionable whether changes resulting in a disturbance in the propa
gating conditions of electro-magnetic waves do in fact have effects 
which could be termed as destruction, damage or injury within the 
meaning of the convention.

8. In  the opinion of our experts, changes in ocean currents, as far 
as global current areas such as the Gxdf Stream or the Kuro Shiwo 
are concerned, can neither at present nor for the foreseeable future 
be regarded as technically feasible. The volume of water carried by 
the Gulf Stream is equivalent to several thousand times the volume 
of the biggest rivers of the earth. Even taking into account the future 
potential of nuclear technology, there is probably no way of modifying 
ocean currents of this magnitude.

We therefore propose that this example be deleted.
9. We would however suggest, in order to bring out the two aspects 

of feasibility and intelligibility to the general public, that instead of 
changes in ocean currents, a new example—̂ altering the course of 
rivers and modifying natural drainage systems— b̂e included in the 
list. The reason for drawing attention to such activities, which could 
both disturb the ecological balance and cause changes in climate pat
terns, lies in particular in the possibly grave and direct consequences 
of depriving the population and natural environment of whole regions 
of water supplies.

And now a brief comment on article III. In our view this article, 
which explicitly excludes the use of environmental modification tech
niques for peaceful purposes from the prohibition, is an important 
provision. I t  is in line with the approach adopted in other arms con
trol conventions, which specifically exclude peaceful activities. We 
f^ l, however, that the present wording could be improved, and we 
support the Swedish proposal to amend the phrase “the provisions 
of this Convention shall not hinder . . . ” to read: “the provisions of 
this Convention do not apply . . . ”. The point of this would be to 
prevent any misunderstandings concerning the possibility and need 
for international rules regarding the use of environmental modification 
techniques for peaceful purposes.

I  should like now to discuss the complaints procedure. Already in tlie 
First Comanittee, at the thirtieth session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, we have set out our reservations regarding the 
complaints procedure as envisaged in the draft, and we have empha
sized that provision must be made to ensure that it cannot be blocked 
by the veto of the permanent members of the Security Council.

To spell out our thinking on this matter more clearly we should 
like to draw attention to the following problems: arms control treaties
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which do not provide for a proper verification procedure but simply 
for complaints to be lodged with the United Nations Security Council 
can hardly claim to have made available the necessary instruments to 
ensure verification. One example along these lines is the Convention 
on the Prohibition of Bacteriological Weapons.® As we stated at the 
time, we do not envisage the complaints procedure provided for in that 
Convention as a model for future arms control treaties, and we regret 
that both the present draft convention on the prohibition of environ
mental warfare, as well as another draft submitted at the last session 
of the United Nations General Assembly, adopt the procedure pro
vided for in the Convention on Bacteriological Weapons.

Not only general consideration of arms control policy but also the 
equality of States provide grounds for reservation regarding the 
envisaged complaints procedure, as it would not exclude the possibility 
of the veto right of certain States being extended to the field covered 
by the convention now under consideration. The unique structure of 
the Security Council can be understood only in the context of the 
special powers assigned to this body under the United Nations Charter. 
This structure is closely linked with the spheres covered by the Charter 
and is not appropriate for other spheres subject to contractual reg
ulation. Also for this reason we believe it would be proper to establish, 
for verification and complaints procedures under the convention, a 
separate body outside the United Nations system. Another point in 
favour of this solution would be that States which are not members 
of the United Nations could also become parties to the convention. 
Any State with a complaint would, of course, be free to submit it to 
the Sexiurity Council, where the conditions for such a step laid down 
in the United Nations Charter are fulfilled.

The scientific complexity of the subject matter of the convention 
and its largely unresearched nature also argues for the setting up of a 
special verification committee. A body concerned solely with the veri
fication of this convention could concentrate more on keeping up to 
date with relevant scientific and technological developments than the 
Security Council, which has many other problems to deal with. The 
consideration that the detection of a variety of conceivable violations 
of the convention might be possible only after many years of obser
vation— t̂he example of changes in climate patterns with hostile intent 
might be cited here—also points to the establishment of a special veri
fication committee. Such a committee should be composed of a limited 
number of representatives of States which have ratified the convention. 
Its composition would naturally also have to reflect the different re
gional and political characteristics of the contracting parties.

The task of the verification committee would be to establish as far 
as possible the facts of the case. All States party to the convention 
should undertake to co-operate at any rate by providing tlie necessary 
information. Where there is no alternative, on-site inspection should

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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not in principle be excluded. Our aim is to establish a body capable of 
carrying out the tasks assigned to it. For this reason the complainant 
as well as the representative of the State against which the complaint 
is directed should abstain from voting on the decisions of the com
mittee. The aim should be to take decisions by consensus, but if this 
cannot be achieved it should be possible to adopt a recommendation by 
a majority of votes. If the verification committee concludes that a 
serious violation of the convention has occurred which might, depend
ing on the circumstances, necessitate Security Council action, it would 
be obliged to submit its findings without delay to the Security Council.

The procedure we propose would have the advantage that at least 
the investigation of a complaint could not be blocked right from the 
beginning. Nor, incidentally, would the powers of the Security Council 
be curtailed.

The composition of the verification committee and its powers must, 
of course, be the subject of detailed further discussion. We do not feel 
it would be appropriate at this stage to be more specific until it is clear 
whether there is sufficient support for these suggestions among the 
CCD member States. W^would be grateful for a considered response 
to our suggestions and welcome comments which will make possible 
further progress.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extracts], 
March 25, 1976"

In my statement this morning I  am going to discuss the possibilities 
of reaching an international agreement on the ban of chemical weap
ons, I  shall comment further on the draft convention banning environ
mental warfare and I  shall put down the Swedish position regarding 
certain aspects of the CCD set-up and procedures.

But before I  do so, I  shall have a few words to say on an issue before 
us for years, time and time again given— b̂y the General Assembly— 
the highest priority on our agenda. I  find it unbelievable that the 
parties carrying the main responsibility for the sordid fact that this 
issue still remains imsolved can appear untouched by the continued 
political and moral pressure exerted on them finally to show the polit* 
ical will and capacity to solve it. I  am, of course, referring to the com
prehensive test ban agreement.

I  would like to recall that in my intervention in the CCD on 19 
February 1976,̂  I  dwelt at some length on the possibilities of conclud
ing, soon, such an agreement. And I called on the two super-Powers 
members of the CCD, which would not expose themselves to any risks 
for their military security by taking the lead in starting the process

 ̂OCD/PV.e97, pp. 20-28.
* COD/PV.689, pp. 6-11.
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towards a CTB, to give the final proof of their will and capacity to 
contribute to the cause of disarmament by taking such a step.

A few days ago I  spent a couple of hours in Vienna discussing with 
Dr. Eklund and some of his staff at IAEA the present situation and 
future prospects concerning the use of nuclear energy. We agreed that 
one of three measures necessary to reserve the use of nuclear energy 
solely for peaceful purposes and stop nuclear weapons proliferation— 
perhaps the most necessary measure—was an agreement on a CTB. I 
do most seriously believe that all of us representatives of non-nuclear- 
weapon States around this table should not rest until we have made 
the nuclear-weapon States understand what, at this decisive stage of 
our nuclear era, humanity requests of them. In  a few days the Swedish 
delegation will present two working papers covering various aspects 
on the political and technical problems still considered to constitute ob
stacles on the way towards a CTB. I t  is our hope that, through their 
analysis of these problems, these papers will be of assistance to the ex
pert meeting on a CTB to be convened in late April. I t  is my firm view 
that, following that meeting, we should move decisively towards the 
political process of negotiating a CTB agreement.

The task of reaching an agreement on the prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons has been 
on the agenda of the CCD as a matter of high priority for years. De
spite the serious and highly qualified work which has been devoted 
to this item by many delegations, no real results have yet been 
reached. Our only visible success is the prohibition regarding toxin 
weapons, contained in the biological convention.^ I t  is certainly im
portant that this prohibition exists, but it is only a small part of a 
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. The total absence of verifi
cation measures in the biological convention will make it necessary to 
extend the verification provisions in a CW treaty also to toxins.

The work of the CCD has been stalled for two years because of the 
continued non-appearance of the joint initiative by the United States 
and the Soviet Union for an international agreement prohibiting the 
most dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare. My delegation be
longed to those who, in 19T4, hoped that this “joint initiative” would 
represent a first step towards the total prohibition of these weapons.'* 
As I  have stated before, the initiative has lost credibility. I  presup
pose in my statement today that it shall no longer block our work in 
the CCD to reach progress with respect to the chemical weapons.

In this situation, the CCD must make a fresh start so that substan
tive and concrete negotiations aimirig at an international agreement 
can be initiated at the earliest possible date, at the latest next year. 
My delegation is prepared to participate actively in such negotiations.

Lack of political will is a major but not the only reason for the ab
sence of results. Informal meetings with experts throughout the years

*The text of the biological weapons convention is included in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1912, pp. 133-138.

"See iUd,,19i4, p. 236.
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have shown also that the banning of the possession of chemical weapons 
is technically a complicated matter. We thus welcome the proposal by 
the Federal Kepublic of Germany for another experts meeting during 
the summer session preferably to be held as early as possible in July. 
We hope that by then the negotiating positions will begin to appear in 
order to permit substantive negotiations.

There are two draft CW treaties before us right now. I  am of course 
referring to the text tabled in 1972 by the seven Eastern delegations 
(CCD/361) ® and the one tabled in 1974 by the delegation of Japan 
(CCD/420).^ Our views with regard to these proposals can be briefly 
summarized as follows: CCD/361 follows closely the text of the con
vention on biological weapons. Since there are vast differences be
tween the two types of weapons, this draft treaty would obviously re
quire major amendments in order to be useful as a single negotiable 
document. In  our view, it would be advisable to consider this text to
gether with the Japanese proposal (CCD/420), which has taken into 
account the results of the following two years of discussion in the 
CCD.

Our main problem with that text is that too many options are left 
open, which tends to limit its value. The verification question needs 
further elaboration. Also, the intended exemptions from the prohibi
tion seem to be too many and too difficult to manage. Most of the dif
ficulties that we experience today with regard to these two draft 
treaties were already touched upon in a working paper (CCD/400) 
tabled by us together with 9 other non-aligned delegations a few years 
ago.*̂

The most penetrating discussions in the CCD have so far concerned 
the scope of a treaty. Views have ranged from a very wide scope with 
regard to agents, over the idea to prohibit only the most dangerous, 
lethal agents, to various proposals for a step-by-step approach. The 
last point of view is most clearly reflected in the draft treaty put for
ward by the delegation of Japan, which maintains the essential idea 
of a comprehensive treaty. In our view such a treaty can serve as a 
sort of “umbrella”. My delegation attempted last year to construct a 
model in order to show that the classification problems can be solved 
and that they cannot be used as an excuse for not accepting a compre
hensive treaty (CCD/461 ® and CCD/PV.676 ®). In our view it is not 
necessary to introduce as many temporary exemptions as suggested 
in the Japanese text.

In  this connexion we have noted the statement by Ambassador Mar
tin last year (CCD/PV.687) to the effect that “an initial prohibition 
should deal with all lethal agents”. We would appreciate an elabora-

® i m ,  pp. 120-124. 
«lUd., 1974, pp. 99-106.
 ̂lUd,, 1973, pp. 206-209.

1975, pp. 293-303. 
^m d .,  pp. 287-291. 

p. 416.
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tion of this statement. How should the concept “lethal” be defined? 
Whi^h toxicity limits would the United States propose? Would mus
tards be included ? I t  also seems pertinent to ask if this move towards 
greater comprehensiveness is a result, after all, of the discussions on 
the ‘̂ joint initiative” and thus demonstrates some amount of under
standing between the two Powers.

I f  a more generally agreed view concerning agents to be included 
in a treaty is appearing, then it is high time to devote efforts to 
determine what other chemical warfare activities should be within 
the scope of the treaty. After all the chemical agents, the chemical 
substances as such, are only a part—and perhaps only a minor part— 
of a chemical warfare capability.

Some of the related problems were discussed by Ambassador Rosen
berg Polak of the Netherlands on 27 April 1972:

F irst of aU, for those countries tha t now have an operational capability 
for chemical warfare the total elimination of chemical weapons would logically 
result in changes in military doctrine, training and equipment. Probably 
those changes would to some degree be perceptible without intrusive measures 
of verification, provided, however, that chemical disarmament were compre
hensive. On the other hand, if a CW agreement would permit armies to 
remain equipped with certain types of chemical weapons, there would be 
no or only some ambiguous side-effects of the kind I referred to.“

A Swedish working paper (CCD/395) on amplified verification en
visages e.g. offensive military training as a forbidden a c t i v i t y . ^ ^  Fur
thermore—and maybe of even greater importance—in the la^  couple 
of years the question of binary chemical weapons has raised uncer
tainties regarding the question of military preparedness.

We must keep in mind that a treaty banning chemical weapons is 
a very serious matter involving high degrees of national security. 
We cannot expect any State to accept a treaty, where it cannot feel 
adequately secure as to whether the implementation is observed by 
other States parties. Thus we have to realize that many problems 
on verification have still not been fully penetrated. So far we have 
considered methods of finding indications of possible violations that 
may serve as starting points for discussions in agreed fora on more 
intrusive verification measures, such as verification by challenge or 
outright on-site inspection. I t is important to devise confidence- 
building measures, but it is at the same time necessary to tackle the 
main verification problems, even if we know that a reliable verifica
tion structure will be difficult to arrive at.

With regard to verification a most disturbing incident occurred 
recently, i.e. the production of a nerve agent by criminals in Austria. 
I t has now been shown that such production can be undertaken 
privately, e.g., by terrorist groups. This incident points both to the 
need for and the difficulty of providing for adequate verification of 
prohibited production of chemical warfare agents. In the case re

^ COD/PV.560, p. 8.
^ Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 33-38.
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ferred to, the police luckily found out about the activity before it 
was too late. The case also points to the need for adequate protection 
not only in military connexions, but also that society may need to draw 
upon military protective experience, the fact being that adequate 
protection drastically reduces the threat posed by the use of chemical 
weapons. States will have to bear a heavy responsibility in creating 
control systems against the occurrence of acts of this kind.

If  the verification methods discussed so far in the CCD mainly 
have been “non-intrusive”, we nevertheless find that they can be of 
some value. I t remains for States to test them and to give their opin
ion on their possible use. But we still have to find and to agree upon 
more effective methods. In this connexion and before concluding this 
part of my statement I would like to revert to the proposed experts 
meeting. I t might serve as a new start. We for our part would like 
to remind the members of the CCD of the need for getting rid of 
existing stockpiles of chemical weapons under a treaty. For the ful
filment of this activity it is obvious that some kind of on-site verifi
cation is necessary. These questions have partly been discussed earlier 
and several working papers touching on the subject have been tabled 
through the years. We think, however, that this might be a field 
where new developments may help to solve our difficulties. Accord
ingly, we would appreciate it if this issue could be considered during 
the coming experts meeting.

I  turn now to some comments with regard to the draft convention 
on the prohibition of military or any other hostile uses of environ
mental modification techniques, submitted to the Committee by the So
viet Union and the United States.^^

During last year’s General Assembly session, I  had the opportunity 
of stating the Swedish position with regard to several provisions of 
the draft. The text of that statement has been circulated to delegations. 
Consequently, I  do not deem it necessary to repeat here in great detail 
all the points raised in that statement. In view of the penetrating dis
cussion of the matter in Ambassador Martin's interesting statement 
of 4 March 1976,̂  ̂it might be useful for the sake of clarity to touch on 
some of the points which we have raised before.

First, I  would like to dwell somewhat on the important question of 
compliance with the provisions of the convention. This is an issue of 
high general significance for the entire field of disarmament. What I  
have to say in this regard is thus also relevant to our position both on 
the renewed discussion of an international agreement to prohibit the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
the proposal for an agreement on the prohibition of the development 
and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction.

My delegation agrees with Ambassador Martin that special emphasis 
should be laid on the consultation procedure foreseen in article V.l of

For text, see ibid., 1975  ̂pp. 385-388. 
AntCf pp. 56-61.
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the draft. I t  is important to distinguish between technical fact-finding 
and a political complaints procedure. In our view the reference to con
sultation and co-operation within the framework of the United Na
tions should be strengthened and amplified. The paragraph should 
preferably include certain rules about international exchange of in
formation, thus specifying considerably the present vague wording 
about the duties of parties to “co-operate” and “consult” in the interest 
of verification. This co-operation may consist of a sequence of inquiries, 
exchange of information and other suitable methods of verification 
agreed upon.

With regard to the second part of article V.l, some international 
macliinery should be indicated which can serve as a guarantee for 
States parties to the treaty that o>bjective vei ification procedures are 
available at the international level before a matter is referred to the 
Security Council. We are interested in the idea, mentioned in this de
bate by the distinguished Ambassador of the Netherlands, of entrust
ing such a function to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
assisted, by a group of experts appointed by him and drawn from 
States parties to the treaty.^®

In our view a recourse to the Security Council should be preserved 
as the last resort.

We have thus no difficulties in accepting the principle that the Se
curity Council be given the possibility to consider a complaint about 
breax^h of treaty obligations, but my Government continues to oppose 
the complaints procedure through the Security Council as proposed in 
the draft.

The suggested procedure contains in fact, if not in form, an element 
of inequality between States, permanent members of the Council, and 
others. We have always considered this feature of the B-weapons Con
vention as an unfortunate relapse into unequal treaty relations. Pro
vided that the political will exists to solve this problem—common, I 
thinlv, to all States non-permanent members of the Security Council— 
the deficiency could, in our view, easily be remedied if the initiation of 
an investigation by the Council is seen as a procedural matter for 
which the right of veto would not apply. This principle should be 
stated in article V.2. My delegation will insist on a change in this di
rection during the negotiations to take place later this year.

Let me now turn to some other aspects of the draft convention.
My delegation continues to hold the view that not only the use but 

also the threat of use of an environmental modification technique 
should be forbidden. Such a construction would correspond to one of 
the basic principles laid down in article 2(4) of the United Nations 
Charter, which bans not only the use of force but also the threat of 
such use.

We note with satisfaction that Ambassador Martin does not consider 
the phrase “military or any other” in article I essential to the technical

“ Ante, p. 89.
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definition of the prohibition in that article. In the General Assembly 
my delegation has pointed to the risk of confusion if the present 
contradictory language “military or any other hostile use” were to be 
retained. In our view one should settle for the term “hostile use”.

If  the scope of article I  is limited to hostile use, I  cannot see the need 
for article III. The wording of article I I I  which states that “the pro
visions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of environmental 
modification techniques for peaceful purposes” could be misinterpreted 
in the sense that every application of this technique is free and permis
sible as long as no hostile purpose is involved. Such an interpretation 
is, as we know, wrong and dangerous. We have noted the statement 
of Ambassador Martin indicating flexibility as to the wording of this 
article. As I  have said, we for our part think that it could be excluded 
without affecting the contents of the convention.

This leads me to another matter of importance. I t  is often very diffi
cult to prove what the subjective intent of a belligerent may be. We 
share the Netherlands view that the convention should cover not only 
the use of environmental modification tecliniques which deliberately 
aim at causing “widespread, long-lasting or severe” effects, but also 
those which must reasonably be expected to liave such effects. By mak
ing such a change one would close the loophole that a party could 
argue that the effects described were not intended and hence not forbid
den. Of course, we do not mean to suggest that any incidental grave 
environmental damage of the kind referred to should be prohibited; 
but in our view the convention should cover hostile environmental 
modification techniques which a party must realize can be expected to 
have incidental “widespread, long-lasting or severe” effects on another 
State party, although this may not be the primary aim of the action.

We continue to have difficulties with the list of examples given in 
article II. The list seems to us to be superfluous. I t  would have no legal 
effect, but by being limited to these cases, which apparently would in
variably fall under the ban, the list gives an impression that the thresh
old of the whole treaty is higher than is actually the case. There is 
also the risk, as we have said before, that such examples could focus 
attention on methods for environmental modification for hostile pur
poses which might prove to be insignificant in the future and which 
might divert attention from serious developments in other fields.

Finally, we believe that an effort must be made to define the words 
“widespread, long-lasting or severe”. Ambassador Martin has already 
made some comments on this matter. I t  would be greatly appreciated 
if the authors of the draft convention would indicate in somewhat 
more precise terms what they have in mind.

Summing up, we have three specific requests to the members of the 
CCD: two relating to the substantive matters that I  have discussed in 
my statement and the last one concerning the set-up and organization 
of work of the CCD.
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Our first request is that the CCD this year move decisively towards 
the political process of negotiating a CTB treaty.

Our second request is that the CCD initiate substantive and concrete 
negotiations at the earliest possible date and at the latest next year 
aimed at the prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons.

Our third request is that an open discussion take place in the CCD 
on the problem of the Co-Chairmanship institution so that different 
models for solution can be brought forward.

Finally, I  want to express my conviction that it should be possible to 
reach an agreement this year on a convention on the prohibition of 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques. We have made 
several comments with regard to some of the main articles of the exist
ing draft. I  want to repeat in this connexion that we are going to insist 
on a change of the present wording of article V.2.

Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The Test Ban Issue [Extract], 
March 26, 1976^

The extensive development of nuclear weapons and delivery systems 
had reached something of a plateau and the prospect of another waste
ful and dangerous raxie for antiballistic missiles and other develop
ments of strategic weaponry contributed to the establishment of the 
bilateral Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), starting in 1969. 
In 1972 the SALT succeeded in halting the ABM race and in estab
lishing a provisional upper limit to offensive strategic nuclear weap
ons.  ̂Since then the United States and the Soviet Union have engaged 
in further and still on-going SALT efforts. This is not the place to 
try to elaborate their details. For the purpose of this paper it is suffi
cient to note that these talks should have considerably increased the 
understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union on im
portant aspects of disarmament. In particular the development of rec
ognized mutual monitoring, by national means, of arms control meas
ures and the setting up of a Standing Consultative Commission to 
deal with the monitoring and observance of the first SALT agree
ments, show how far the United States and the Soviet Union have 
moved from their positions in 1962 of mutual distrust and suspicion.

The Soviet Union has in later years taken the position that an un
derground test ban should be universal in the sense that all nuclear 
weapon powers must subscribe to it, rather than only the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom and the United States. Most recently this 
view has been embodied in the Soviet proposal in the United Nations

" CCD/481, Mar. 26,1976.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 197 ff.
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resolution 3478 (XXX) Such a goal is, of course, more difficult to 
attain than a CTB engaging only the nuclear weapon powers active 
in the CCD. In effect it seems that this Soviet position would raise an 
additional serious obstacle which could, if maintained, block the CTB 
issue for a long time.

Another consequence of the changed attitudes of the super-Powers 
towards the CTB is their agreement, in 1974, but not yet implemented, 
on a threshold test ban treaty (TTBT), limiting their testing to yields 
below 150 kt and to designated test sites.^ One can say that the TTBT 
would be a CTB for these States outside their test sites. The detailed 
and rather co-operative bilateral control, involving calibration ex
plosions and exchange of geological data about test sites, shows how 
much easier it has become for the super-Powers to agree on test ban 
control. At the same time the very nature of the TTBT means that 
the majority of tests, namely those below 150 kt, would remain un
affected. This in turn means that the United States and the Soviet 
Union are content to adhieve only a partial solution of the CTB is
sue and to defer the complete solution to a distant future, in spite of 
their repeated public statements in favour of a CTB.

1.4 Nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes v/tider a CTB

A CTB would require a solution to the problem of nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes (PNE). According to present treaties, nu
clear explosions for peaceful purposes could be made under a num
ber of different treaty circumstances, according to the States involved. 
The matter is at present under consideration by experts under the 
aegis of the IAEA. In the context of this CCD-experts’ meeting it is 
sufficient to note that there are two particularly important cases. Nu
clear weapon States parties to the NPT are expected to make peace
ful nuclear explosions for the benefit of other parties to that treaty 
and, in the other case, they could make nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes of their own. The essential problem in relation to a CTB 
would be to avoid that peaceful nuclear explosions under a CTB would 
also be used for development and testing of nuclear explosives for 
military purposes.

In our view there are possibilities to deal with this problem by 
expert observation and on-site inspection of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes. One possibility could ibe to monitor the composi
tion of radioactive debris produced at the explosion site. Thereby one 
could check that nuclear devices of well known design were not re
placed by grossly different constructions. Another and in our view 
quite effective way would be to make sure, by expert inspection, that 
the explosions are not used for what is called diagnostic measure
ments of the explosion itself in its very early stages. In this way it 
could, in our view, be possible to reduce any weapon development ad
vantages to a minimum.

pp. 793-708. 
pp. 225-227.
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The matter of peaceful nuclear explosions and their observation 
as to the absence of military testing is reported to have been discussed 
between the United States and the Soviet Union in the context of their 
negotiations about the implementation of the TTBT. We would be 
much helped by learning about their conclusions regarding these 
matters.

1.5 Swedish contribuHons towards the attainment of a CTB

The development and present status of the test ban issue sketched 
here above has concentrated on the CTB issue between the super- 
Powers. The issue is, however, fundamental to other States. In par
ticular the Swedish Government sees the 'CTB as an essential measure 
of arms control, designed to affect the very core of nuclear weap
ons development and emplojrment. I t  would also provide concrete 
evidence of the super-Powers’ will to initiate nuclear disarmament, 
as imdertaken by them in the preamble and article VI of the NPT.®

Sweden has therefore been and still is intent on a CTB and has in 
various ways endeavoured, in the CCD and elsewhere, to assist towards 
that end. One such contribution is a draft underground test ban treaty 
text with provisions for co-operative control for nuclear explosions 
for peaceful purposes. This draft (CCD/348) has been before the 
Committee since 1971.® Another contribution has been to undertake 
scientific research into the problems of test ban control. The results 
obtained by the Hagfors Observatory are summarized in the later part 
of this working paper and also in a separate working paper ( CCD/ 
482) on co-operative international measures to monitor a CTB.^

2. Monitoring a C TB: Political requirements and technical possibil
ities

2.1 Yerifjcation requirements

In any worthwhile agreement one basic assumption would have to 
be that the parties to the treaJty generally have the intention to adhere 
to the provisions of the treaty and not to carry out any illicit actions. 
The purpose of a sysitem designed to monitor a test ban treaty would 
be to counteract unfounded suspicions arising out of lack of infor
mation and to monitor with such a high credibility that it 
deters parties from any plans to carry out clandesftine testing. 
For the latter purpose the system should have enoug^h capability to 
disclose clandestine test programmes being of significance for the 
militairy and political balance. On the other hand the monitoring sys
tem should not give rise to a substantial number of false alarms about 
earthquakes.

I t  is striking to see how the verification issue has dominated the 
CTB discussion, much more than in the discussions of other disarm

1908, pp. 461-465.
i97i,pp. 540-543.

’ Infra,
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ament treaties. The proposed verification requirements for the CTB 
are indeed considerably more far-reaching than for other treaties con
cluded so far about nuclear weapon matters.

The technical verification procedures are significantly different from 
treaty to treaty. There is no international control procedure at all 
in the PTBT,® the Antarctic Treaty ® has some, while the Tlatelolco 
Treaty/® the Non-Proliferation Treaty and also the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty have rather elaborate control procedures.

The bilateral Threshold Test Ban Treaty of 1974 is of panticular 
inteirest here. Nuclear explosions under the Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
shall be carried out only at specified test sites and all tests should^be re
ported when conducted.

It is also of interest to note that elaborate evasion techniques have 
been extensively analysed in the CTB context, whereas in the SALT 
agreements of 1972 the use of evasion methods were simply ruled out 
in the treaty by stipulating:

Each party undertakes not to use deUberate concealment measures which 
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the pro
visions of this Interim Agreement.^

It would be impossible to create a verification system that would 
secure the timely detection of any violation of a treaty at any time. 
The level of control considered necessary would depend on the con
sequences of clandestine violation. The expected internal pressure on 
parties to violate a treaty would also have to be considered.  ̂The pres
sure to violate a treaty of course depends on what the treaty forbids. 
The Partial Test Ban Treaty does not severely limit the test activities 
and does not hinder nuclear device development. Only little pressure 
to violate the treaty could therefore be expected and verification pro
cedures were not explicitly included in the treaty. This simplicity was, 
however, facilitated by the easiness of radioactive monitoring and the 
absence of obvious natural phenomena which could cause false alarms.

In designing a verification procedure for a comprehensive test ban 
treaty, it is necessary to know the control requirements of the parties. 
Such requirements have so far been stated only in most general terms. 
The Soviet Union considers national means of verification, assisted by 
an international data exchange, as adequate and is in particular against 
the on-site inspections required by the United States. The United 
States have repeatedly stated that they want to achieve an adequately 
verified CTB, which has been further defined as implying a verifica
tion system. “ which would reduce to an acceptable level the risk that 
clandestine test programmes of military significance could be conducted 
under a CTB” (CCD/PV.580, 1972).̂  ̂ For this the United States

® Documents on Disa/rmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
® IMd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.

pp. 69-83.
^ IMd., 1968, pp. 461-465.

1972, p. 200.
^Ihid., p. 589.
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consider on-site inspections necessary. What are then “acceptable risk 
level” and “test programmes of military significance” ? Little or no 
guidance has been given in interpreting “acceptable risk level”. Per
haps one can assume that acceptable risk levels would have to be lower 
the more significant the tests are.

The “military significance” of a test would generally increase with 
the yield of the explosion. Low yield tests could therefore more easily 
be dispensed of than could larger. In 1973 Dr. John Foster, Director 
for Research and Development in the United States Department of 
Defence touched on this question in a statement before a United States 
Senate Committee:

A kiloton is  a very significant yield. N ow I wiU adm it there are som e cases 
w here a h a lf  kiloton can be very significant or a quarter o f a kiloton. B u t cer
ta in ly  I know  from  my experience th at a k iloton  is  a very sign ificant y ield  from  
a m ilitary  point o f  view.^*

This statement indicates that the military significance of sub-kiloton 
tests would be essentially less than that of larger tests. The discussion 
of the verification of a CTB has also so far mainly been limited to 
events above magnitude 4, corresponding to a hard rock yield of about 
1 kiloton, which is generally considered to be the lower limits of tele- 
seismic detection. On-site inspection, suggested by the United States 
to improve the verification of events detected by seismological means 
cannot improve this detection capability.

Such a threshold of 1 kt would be of interest primarily for the mon
itoring of the present nuclear weapon States. As all the first nuclear 
explosions of the present nuclear weapon powers have had yields 
around 10 to 20 kt., that yield range could be a sufficient lower limit for 
monitoring those non-nuclear States that might have the ambition of 
going nuclear.

2.2 Present monitoring capabilities

Seismological methods have been those primarily discussed to moni
tor a CTB. In this section we discuss detection, location, depth estima
tion and identification of explosions and earthquakes by seismological 
methods. We will also discuss some evasion methods which have been 
suggested as possibilities to increase the difficulties to detect and iden
tify the explosions. Finally the use of nonseismological methods in 
monitoring a CTB is briefly discussed.

2.2.1 Detection

The sensitivity of the seismological stations depends on the seismic 
background disturbances and on the recording equipment. The detec
tion threshold, defined by the so called incremental probability of de-

To Promote Negotiations For a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty: Hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Con
gress, First Session, on S. Res. 67 Calling on the President to Promote Negotia
tions For a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, M ay 1,1973, p. 91.
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tecting sign'als with a given magnitude, range from below mb (usgs) =
4 for the most sensitive stations to above mb (usgs) =5 for stations in 
distur'bed regions. Some stations show strong regional variations in 
their detection capabilities. For example Hagfors has a 90 per cent in
cremental detection threshold of about mb (HFS) =4.2 for events in 
Eurasia, whereas its threshold for events in the western United States 
is about mb (HFS) =4.9. According to at present available data mb 
(HFS) =4.2 corresponds to a yield of about half a kiloton for explo
sions in hard rock in Central Asia. The detection capability of long 
period stations ranges from surface wave magnitude 2.5 up to above
5 for stations equipped with less sensitive instruments. The long pe
riod detection threshold also changes considerably with time, as the 
noise level changes.

More interesting than the detection capabilities of individual sta
tions is the detection capability of a network of stations, as data from 
several stations are needed to locate and identify an event conJfidently. 
Seismic station networks can consist of both single stations and arrays. 
The detection capability of a network of short period stations strictly 
means the capability to define seismic events from detected signals. 
Several theoretical studies of the detection capabilities of a global net
work of both existing and suggested stations have been published, all 
indicating a systematic difference of somewhat more than half a mag
nitude between the detection capabilities in the northern and southern 
hemisphere. An evaluation of the International Seismic Month, during 
which by a special effort the so far most comprehensive set of seismo- 
logical data was collected (CCD/388), showed that a globally dis
tributed selection of 32 of the at present existing stations, used as a net
work, will give a short period detection threshold of about mb 
(USGS) =4 in Eurasia and North America and between 4.5 and 5 in 
the southern hemisphere.^®

2.2.2 Depnition and location

Event definition is the fundamental process by which a seismic 
event is born from seismic records. The definition of large events 
recorded at a lafge number of stations is fairly trivial, but the defini
tion of >an event from weak signals recorded at only a few stations can 
be a delicate task. Definition specifies the events to be subject to 
further considerations and is usually done implicitly when the event 
is located, By the location of a seismic event we mean the estimates 
of its latitude, longitude and origin time.

In the context of seismic monitoring of a CTB the most interesting 
question concerning event location might be to decide whether an 
event was within the borders of a certain country or not. Under the 
Threshold Test Ban Treaty accurate event locations might be needed 
to tell whether an event is within a certain test area and generally 
to point out a certain area for further studies, e.g. by satellite data.

“ See Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 591-611.
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Event locations can be carried out either by using single array sta
tions or by networks of seismic stations at global or local distances.

One array station alone can locate a seismic event with an expected 
accuracy of a few hundred kilometers, the exact figure differs some
what between the arrays and from one source region to another.

The most common way to locate seismic events is, however, to use 
P-wave arrival times from many stations distributed around the epi
centre of the event. The location errors obtained are generally much 
smaller than those obtained by array stations alone. The error con
sists of one systematic and one random part. The random part depends 
on the number and the distribution of the recording stations and on 
the accuracy of the estimates of the arrival times.

The systematic part of the location errors depends on the difference 
between the employed travel time model and the real earth. Such 
errors can be disclosed only by calibration events with known epi
centres. A location study, using data from 19 explosions with an
nounced positions at NTS, and arrival times reported from all or 
a large number of 32 globally distributed seismological stations, 
showed a systematic location error of 12 km. The random errors were 
less than 8 km.

Highly accurate location can be achieved when source data from 
many explosions and stations at short distances are available. The 
location errors for NTS explosions, when such local data were em
ployed, were considerably smaller than when only global data were 
used. Ninety per cent of the location errors were less than 4 km. Such 
errors must be regarded as the best that possibly can be achieved from 
arrival times, when good calibration data and data from local stations 
are available.

2.2.3 Identiftcation ~by depth estimation

Methods for the estimation of the depths of explosions and earth
quakes are of a great practical value for discrimination between earth
quakes and underground explosions. A seismic event confidently lo
cated to a depth impossible to reach by drilling, can be confidently 
identified as an earthquake.

Two methods for depth estimation are widely and routinely used 
by national and international seismic services. They are based on 
the surface reflections of P- and S-waves and on arrival times of short 
period P-waves respectively. Although these methods have been used 
for a long time, surprisingly little has been published on their quali
tative effectiveness and applicability.

Fairly accurate depth estimates can be obtained when data from 
local station networks at near distances from the event are available. 
Depth estimation methods based on the waveform of long and short 
period signals have also been suggested. The present depth estimation 
methods are quite bad, when applied to shallow events, but it is likely
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that a combination of several depth estimation methods would sig
nificantly improve the accuracy and the applicability of such estimates. 
Combined use of data from several stations will probably prove to be 
of considerable importance in this context.

2.2.4 Identification of wave form

Tlie central question in the discussion of ways to achieve an ade
quate capability to monitor a CTB is that of confidently identifying 
the observed events. As far as seismic identification is concerned, this 
means to tell whether the observed signals were generated by an under
ground nuclear explosion or by an earthquake. We have already dis
cussed the estimation of event locations and depths. These parameters 
are of main importance for the identification of seismic events. Events 
in areas, where the occurrence of nuclear explosions a priori can be 
excluded or at depths below those which can be reached by drilling, 
can be classified as earthquakes. The identification methods discussed 
in this paragraph utilize recorded wave forms and are used when 
an event can not be confidently identified on the basis of its location 
and estimated depth alone.

When discussing identification methods one has to consider both 
the efficiency of the methods, i.e. their ability to separate explosions 
and earthquakes, and the applicability of the methods, i.e. the mini
mum event strength to which the methods can be applied. There is 
generally a trade off between efficiency and applicability so that the 
most efficient identification methods can not be applied to weak events. 
In this chapter we will see examples of these limitations.

The so-called mb (Mg) discriminant is based on a comparison of 
short and long period signals amplitudes or magnitudes and is the 
identification method which has gained the widest use and the widest 
acceptance.

In many studies of observations obtained from explosions and earth
quakes in different parts of the world the mb (Ms) method has given 
a good separation between explosions and earthquakes. I t  has also 
been shown that this efficiency of separation is maintained with weak 
events, equivalent to hard rock explosions of the order of one kiloton. 
The applicability of the mb (Mg) method, however, is determined by 
the ability to detect the long period surface waves. The present detec
tion capability of the most sensitive long-period stations, at teleseismic 
distances from the explosions but on the same continent, is equivalent 
to hard rock explosions with yields of the order of ten kilotons. The 
mb (Ms) method can be applied to weaker explosions when data from 
close-in stations are available or when the method of identification 
by negative evidence is applied.

Another class of valuable tools for identification are certain param
eters extracted from shoit period measurements. The wave form com
plexity and the spectrum of the short period signals are the most
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widely utilized characteristics for defining short period discrimi
nants. Other effective short period discriminants have been designed. 
They can have either one or several dimensions, i.e. characterizing 
a short period signal with one or several numbers.

Such short period parameters are generally subject to large regional 
variations and provide less separation between the explosion and the 
earthquake populations than the mb (M s)  discriminant. They can on 
the other hand be applied to weaker events, close to the short period 
detection threshold.

Observations at the Hagfors Observatory of short period signals 
from explosions in Central Asia with estimated hard rock yields down 
to about one kiloton have been separated from signals from Central 
Asian earthquakes of similar magnitudes.

By combining either several identification parameters obtained at 
one station or identification parameters obtained at different stations, 
their identification capability is significantly increased over that of 
one station alone or one parameter alone. Case studies of combinations 
of multistation short period identification data have yielded identi
fication capabilites comparable to those obtained by the mb (Mg) 
method.

The fundamental question when identifying seismic events has often 
been: Is this event an explosion or not? In most cases it is not pos
sible to answer this question by assertion. The random nature of earth
quakes and also of explosions makes it necessary to give the answer 
in statistical terms of (preferably high) probabilities for correct iden
tification of explosions and (preferably low) probabilities for false 
alarms about earthquakes. Then there is an additional complication, 
namely that explosions might in a CTB situation be fired in completely 
new places, where no reference explosions are available. The earthr 
quakes are on the other hand completely or nearly unaffected by 
human activities and international treaties and they will continue 
to occur in areas where they have occurred for hundreds and thousands 
of years. I t  is therefore possible to acquire adequate data bases and 
to build statistical models for the occurrence of earthquakes. We there
fore think that a particular fruitful approach to the identification 
problem will be one with routines for identification of earthquakes 
as such. This statistical screening of the earthquakes would then be 
complemented by several procedures to consider the rather few non
earthquakelike events from case to case.

2.2.5 Identification by non-seismological methods

Throughout the long history of Comprehensive Test Ban discus
sions most of the attention has been devoted to the verification 
problem. Seismological verification methods have been most thor
oughly discussed but also other verification methods have been pro
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posed, as supplements. The non-seismological methods of on-site in
spections and of reconnaissance from satellites must be regarded as 
only complements to the seismological methods, as these methods can 
not be used to detect any new explosions, only to add to the clarifi
cation process of already detected events. In  this connexion the United 
States have, since the CTB discussion started, maintained that on
site inspections are necessary for an adequate verification of a CTB. 
The Soviet Union has been opposed to such inspections and has re
peatedly declared that national means would provide adequate veri
fication of a CTB. These two opposing positions of the two super- 
Powers have indeed been claimed to be the main technical reason why 
the CTB negotiations have not made substantial progress over the* 
years.

Over the years there has been a lot of general and political argument 
about on-site inspections, but only few technical discussions of on-site 
inspection techniques and their expected capability are to be found. 
In 1971 the director of the United States Advanced Eesearch Projects 
Agency, stated that

of aU the on-site inspection techniques studied only two appear to be use
ful : Visual inspection and radiochemical analysis. Sufficiently deep burial will 
preclude surface effects and seepage of radioactive gas to the surface. While 
careful planning and execution of a clandestine test would defeat on-site 
inspection any nation must contend with human fallibility (Lukasik, 1971).“

This statement suggests that only a few on-site inspection methods 
would be practical and also that the overall efficiency of such methods 
is low. The applicability of on-site inspections is of course limited to 
those events, which hai-e been detected and located by seismological 
means. On-site inspections can therefore not increase the detection 
capability of the verification system or counteract the detection eva
sion techniques of cavity decoupling and of hiding in earthquakes. 
The basic idea with these evasion techniques is that the seismic sig
nals from the illicit explosions should go undetected.

I t is hard to imagine that a country would allow inspections in 
an area where an illicit explosion has been conducted and therefore 
one must presume that there never will be any on-site inspection. The 
expected rejection of requests for on-site inspections would indeed 
be their main function.

Another and more positive way of using on-site inspections or 
rather on-site observations would be to verify that explosions for 
peaceful purposes are not used for the development of nuclear weap
ons. Such on-site observations by invitation, to verify either PNE 
or large chemical explosions that could be misinterpreted as clan-

“ Status of Current Technology to Identify Seismic Events as Natural or 
Man Made: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Research^ Development, and 
Radiation of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress of the United 
States, Ninety-second Congress, First Session, on Extent of Present Capabilities 
for Detecting and Determining Nature of Underground Events, Oct. 27 and 28,
1971.
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destine nuclear weapon tests, indeed seem to be an important or 
rather an indispensible element in a verification scheme for a CTB.

Reconnaissance satellites equipped with various sensor systems have 
dramatically increased the amount of information available to the 
two super-Powers on features on the surface of the globe.

In a CTB monitoring operation it is important to have ways to 
verify that the earthquakes which on rare occasions appear explosion
like according to the seismic discrimination criteria, really are earth
quakes. After detection, location and identification by seismological 
means satellite data would be used to disclose any human activities 
in the area that could or could not be associated with an explosion.

The precautions needed to completely hide from satellite recon
naissance the logistical operation needed to fire a nuclear device in 
a remote place would considerably increase the complexity and the 
difficulty of the operation.

Reconnaissance satellite data are today, as far as we know, avail
able only to the United States and the Soviet Union. If satellite data 
should be used for monitoring a CTB to which a large number of 
States, and hopefully all States on the globe, are parties, then such 
satellite data must be generally and easily available. The launching 
of satellites and the operation of an adequate data collection system 
is a complicated and expensive operation and few States will in 
a foreseeable future have the ability to deploy their own systems. 
The two super-Powers, that have the necessary equipment operating 
today, must here undertake to distribute adequate parts of the col
lected data to States that want to monitor the CTB.

Little has been published on the technical and non-technical intel
ligence methods used by States to acquire information on what is 
going on in other countries. To maintain the secrecy of what can 
be achieved by such methods is considered to be of prime interest to 
the States and organizations involved. Although such intelligence 
information might be of considerable importance for monitoring bi
lateral agreements it seems difficult to include such information, ob
tained through unspecified sources, in any organized international 
data exchange or to present such information as indices of a clandes
tine test. In a multilateral treaty all parties might request access to 
information needed to monitor the treaty or to the information on 
which a certain country would base its complaints or withdrawal from 
the treaty. In our view disclosure of intelligence information would 
not be necessary to achieve an adequate verification of a CTB.

2.2.6 Evasion

The possibility of using so-called evasion methods has been discussed 
in connexion with the monitoring of a CTB. By such methods the 
seismic signals from underground nuclear explosions are supposed 
to be either reduced below the detection threshold of the monitoring
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network or manipulated in such a way that the explosions are iden
tified as earthquakes.

Some evasion methods are based on published experimental data, 
whereas others are based on unpublished theoretical calculations- 
(CCD/404, 1973).^’’ The methods can be divided into three groups: 
decoupling, hiding in earthquakes and multiple explosions. In decou
pling the strength of the seismic signals from tilie explosion is reduced 
by firing the explosion in a low coupling medium or in an underground 
cavity. In multiple explosions several charges are e!mplaced in a geo
metrical pattern and fired in 'a time sequence designed to produce seis
mic signals like those coming from an earthquake. When hiding in 
earthquakes, the explosion would be set off at the time of a strong earth
quake, so that the seismic signals from the explosion are hidden in 
tho^e from the earthquake?.

The method of multiple explosions would, unlike other evasion 
methods, give discernible seismic signals at a number of stations and is 
therefore critically dependent on the possibility to predict and con
trol the seismic signals from a number of explosions fired in a seismic 
region. As the explosions will be detected and located the operation 
at the test site also has to be concealed from satellite and other recon
naissance. From published failures to predict and control some effects 
of underground explosions at established test sites, we conclude that 
a potential violator would not find this method reliable enough to 
carry out clandestine testing under a CTB.

For the hiding in earthquakes we think that it might be technically 
feasible to pre-emplace a device in a seismic area and to wait for an 
earthquake to occur nearby. The risk of making a wrong estimate 
of the signatures of the earthquake signals at globally distributed 
stations seems, however, too great to make the method credible to us. 
Hiding in a distant but very large earthquake instead would in our 
mind involve a high risk that the explosion signals are clearly recorded 
and recognized at some stations in the shadow zone of the earthquake. 
Providing that an adequate global monitoring network exists, the 
hiding of the surface waves of an explosion will therefore not prevent 
the explosion from being confidently identified using short period 
identification methods.

Many experiments at the Nevada Test Site have demonstrated that 
the seismic signals from low yield explosions in low coupling media, 
such as alluvium, were reduced by something like a factor of five 
below those from explosions in hard rock. There are also strong reasons 
to believe that a similar degree of decoupling can be achieved from 
low yield explosions in cavities, although decoupling in cavities so 
far has been demonstrated only for explosions with yields below 1 kt. 
The decoupling techniques therefore are the only evasion methods that 
could conceal tests, by reducing the explosion signals below the detec-

Documents on Disa/rmament, 197S, pp. 376-402.

253-754 0  - 78 - 12
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tion threshold of the monitoring network. The method is, however, 
dependent on the availability of very large underground cavities 
or of deep and dry alluvial layers. For these reasons the method ap
pears to be applicable only to yields of one or a few kilotons.

3. Co-operative international measures to monitor a CTB

In a separate working paper (CCD/482)^® the Swedish delegation 
describes measures of international co-operation which would facili
tate an adequate monitoring of a CTB. The measures include the 
establishment of a network of some 60 globally distributed and highly 
sensitive seismological stations. Most of these stations exist already 
today. Evaluated data from the stations, including appropriate iden
tification parameters, should regularly be sent to an international data 
centre. The centre should routinely carry out location and definition 
of reported events and apply various identification criteria. Proce
dures should also be instituted by which the centre, in consultation 
with the country concerned, could obtain additional data and infor
mation for events insufiiciently described by the data routinely 
available.

Such a centre could be organized either as a separate institute or 
as part of the special disarmament organization earlier proposed by 
the Swedish delegation (CCD/PV.601).^^

I t  is important that such co-operative measures are implemented 
without any further delay, to demonstrate the operative capability 
of such a network and centre. Such an implementation already now 
would eliminate remaining technical obstacles to control a CTB.

In our opinion such a station network and international data 
centre would have a detection threshold around body wave magnitude 
4 for Eurasia and North America and slightly above body wave 
magnitude 4 for the southern hemisphere. I t  also seems possible for 
such a system to provide identification data for earthquakes down to 
or slightly above body wave magnitude 4 in the northern hemisphere.

Swedish Working Paper SubmiHed to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Cooperative International
Measures To Monitor a CTB, March 26, 1976^

1. Introduction

It is of great importance for the CTB discussion that the remaining 
technical questions on systems and procedures needed to achieve an 
adequate verification of such a treaty ‘be solved without further delay. 
Throughout the many years of CTB negotiations proposals pertaining

“  Infra.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1978, pp. 165-172.
" COD/482, Mar. 26,1976.
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to monitoring systems and other high quality seismological networks 
have been presented by several delegations at the CCD (CCD/2%,^ 
305,̂  404  ̂and 405). Many countries have, by their acceptam^e of Gen
eral Assembly resolution 2604 A (XXIV),® committed themselves to 
an international exchange of seismological data. Seismological data 
for the detection and location of seismic events have for a long time 
been exchanged on a routine basis between scientific institutes. Data to 
identify seismic events have on the other hand beeoi exchanged only 
to a veiy limited extent and not on a routine basis. The improved 
identification capabilities obtained by combining identification data 
from several seismic stations have been demonstrated in Canadian- 
Swedish and Japanese-Swedish working papers (CCD/380® and 
CCD/441). The Swedish delegation has consistently underlined the 
importance of estaiblishing an exchange of data also for event identifi
cation and has proposed the setting up of an international data centre 
to collect, analyse and disseminate identification parameters (CCD/ 
PV.610, CCD/PV.614).^

The aim of this working paper is to discuss further possible inter
national cooperative measures to facilitate the g'lo'bal monitoring of a 
CTB. The intention of such measures would be to enable also States 
having limited resources as regards detection seismology, to make an 
independent assessment of globally collected and preanalysed data. 
The Avorking paper outlines a possible international system consisting 
of a network of selected , seismological stations, a communication net
work and an international data centre. This system should be regarded 
as a tentative proposal, to be discussed further by an international 
group of experts which should be appointed to study this matter.

2. Seismic station wtworh

2.1 Principles for network design

One basic idea behind the design of the seismic network presented 
here is to utilize, to the greatest possible extent, already existing or 
planned seismological installations. A utilization of existing facilities 
also keeps the necessary investments at a low levê l and enaibles the 
monitoring system to be put into operation with a short delay.

K  network could consist of higlily sensitive single stations and 
arrays. There is no requirement of uniform equipment or detection 
procedures at the stations. Each station could be optimized for the 
local conditions at its siite. By leaving to the individual countries to 
decide on the design and operation of their stations many standardiza
tion difficulties would be avoided.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19'tO, pip. S42-350. 
® m d .,  pp. 390-393.

m s ,  pp. 376-402.
1969, pp. 719-720.
1972, pp. 542-546.

" lUd,, m s ,  pp. 402-409, 455-459.
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The operational and economic responsibilities for the individual 
stations should stay with the owner countries. They could also be dis
charged in bilateral co-operation between countries. In this connexion 
the notion of “sister observatories” and other organizational matters 
have been taken up in an earlier Swedish working paper (CCD/405).

I t is important that the individual stations of a network have com
parable, if not equal, capabilities. A station with an exceptional sensi
tivity could yield detections which could not be verified by other sta
tions. Similarly a relatively unsensitive station would make little con
tribution to the joint capability of a network.

The number of stations in a network could be kept fairly small. I t 
has been demonstrated for example during the International Seismic 
Month in 1972 (CCD/388),® that carefully analysed data from ap
propriately selected stations can provide detection and location ca
pabilities comparable with and even superior to those routinely 
achieved at present from the analysis of data from all seismological 
stations on the globe. A limited number of stations will also keep the 
data flow at a manageable level.

A global seismic station network might be supplemented by net
works of local stations, to monitor regions of special interest, e.g. areas 
containing thick deposits of low coupling media.

It is important that careful analysis is carried out at each individual 
station. Besides arrival times, signal amplitudes and period data, 
which are generally reported at present, the analysis should extract 
special identification parameters, based on short as well as long pe
riod recordings and also information oh depth phases and other sec
ondary phases. The identification parameters could well differ from 
station to station depending on the facilities available and on the re
ceiving conditions for seismic signals. The analysis at the stations 
would materially reduce the amount of data to be transmitted for joint 
analysis at the data centre described later on in this paper. Today only 
a few stations routinely conduct the type of analysis outlined here.

The oper^ion of several of the arrays are at present in a more or 
less experimental stage. In a monitoring situation one has to put strong 
demands on maintenance and calibration, to obtain high quality data 
and to enhance the operational reliability of the stations.

2.2 An example of a networh

The map in Figure 1 shows the geographical distribution of the 
seismic stations selected here to constitute an example of a highly 
sensitive seismic station network having global coverage. Networfe 
of local stations, which might be desirable, are not discussed here. 
The stations, which are listed in Table 1, can be grouped into the fol
lowing categories according to their equipment:

^IUd„ 1972, pp. 590-611.



SWEDISH WORKING PAPER, MARCH 26 155

CATEGORY NO. OF STATIONS

Arra.y with short and long period systems 
Seisniological Eesearch Observatory 
Array with short period systems 
Single station with short period system 
Array with long period systems 
Very long period experiment station

5
11
7

14
2
7

This makes in all 46 stations, 37 of which have short period and 25 
long period instruments. The stations are distributed over 26 coun
tries, as can be seen from Table 1. The total number of stations is 
somewhat larger than the minimum necessary in order not to make 
the network critically dependent on certain stations. The capabilities 
of this network would not be significantly reduced even if some ten 
stations became inoperative for certain events or ceased to operate in 
the network.

The station network in Figure 1 has been selected to obtain a global 
coverage utilizing as many stations as possible already existing or 
under installation. Only two African stations have been selected. The 
extremely favourable recording conditions in Africa would, how
ever, make it worthwhile to consider the establishment of a few more 
well equipped stations especially in the Central and JSTorthern parts 
of the continent.

3. Data exchange

Paramueters extracted from the recordings at the individu^ stations 
should be transmitted regularly in the form of a bulletin to the data 
centre. The total number of parameters in the station bulletins is 
estimated to be not more than 20 per event. A highly sensitive array 
with both short and long period recording systems can be expected to 
detect rouglily 30 events per day. This would mean that the average 
number of parameters to be transmitted from a station is not greater 
than 600 per day. I t is important that every station transmiits the data 
in a consistent format, but it is not necessary that all stations use the 
same format.

Ordinary telex channels provide a convenient way of transmitting 
seismic bulletin data. The global telecommunication system of the 
World Meteorological Organization has been discussed for transmis
sion of seismological data for this and for other purposes. These sys
tems are simple and easily accessible to most countries and are also 
compatible with computers. Exchange of full recordings, which is 
supposed to be conduced on a much smaller scale, could probably be 
handled by ordinary mail. If  recordings are to be sent as digital mag
netic tapes, the problems with achieving compatibility between com
puters must be considered. Large and technically advanced computer 
communication networks like the ARPA NET (CCD/388)^ would
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be helpful but not necessary for handling the limited amount of data 
discussed here.

4. Data centre

The task of the international data centre would be to assist States 
wishing to monitor the CTB, by collecting and processing data about 
seismic events. The data and the results arrived at would be made 
available to the parties. In this way the data centre would be particu
larly valuable to countries with only limited expertise and facilities. 
The political assessment of the events analysed by the data centre 
could be left to the parties of the treaty.

In particular the data centre should have the following main 
functions:

—Collect data from the network of selected seismological stations;
—Define seismic events and estimate their epicentres and depths;
—^Apply various seismic identification criteria, to the events defined;
—Distribute the results to interested parties;
—^Conduct consultations and make inquiries with designated insti

tutes to obtain additional data and information about events insuffi
ciently described by the data routinely available; and

—Provide experts to observe, by invitation, nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes and large chemical explosions.

The detailed procedures of the centre should be further discussed. 
The procedures outlined here have been worked out to facilitate and 
promote such discussions.

The procedure of analysing seismic events, whicih could be under
taken in various ways, would have to be agreed upon among the par
ties concerned. Even if the current seismic event identification tech
niques are highly effective there will probably be a small residue of 
events defined by the data centre which could not be sufficiently 
analysed by routinely applied teleseismic methods. Further analysis 
would then be made by acquiring additional seismological data, e.g. 
from local seismic station networks or by applying more refined analy
sis methods than would be applied on a routine basis. Satellite photo
graphs for relevant areas could also be requested and analysed in order 
to facilitate the clarification of residual events.

I f  the nature of a seismic event can not be confidently clarified, the 
centre could consult designated agencies in the country, to which the 
event had been located, for further clarification. I f  doubts still remain 
about the nature of the event, the countries concerned should be noti
fied and they could then make their own interpretation of such events 
and take the steps they may find appropriate. Obviously, the data 
centre should confine itself to scientific tasks. Political evaluations of 
the events should be left to the Governments parties of the treaty.
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The monitoring system should operate with a time delay that would 
be sufficient in order to take appropriate political action after a viola
tion of the treaty. The length of this time delay would have to be 
agreed upon.

The observation, by invitation, of nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes and of large chemical explosions would be an important 
element in the monitoring of a CTB. The participation in such activi
ties would be an important task for the centre. The details should, 
however, be analysed separately.

To conduct the tasks outlined above, a staff of some 40 professionals 
and technicians and appropriate technical equipment and computers 
would be required for the data centre. The estimated cost of such a 
data centre is of the order of $2 million per year.

The data centre could be seit up as an independent international 
institute or be included in an already existing international agency or 
part of a disarmament monitoring agency of the kind earlier proposed 
by the Swedish delegation (CCD/PV.610).

5. Expert study of co-operative international measures

To promote a comprehensive discussion of co-operative interna
tional mieasures to facilitate the monitoring of a CTB, a group of ex
perts should be appointed to investigate this matter further. Such an 
expert study should include discussions of the following items:

— suitable global network of seismological stations, based primar
ily on existing and planned installaitions.
—The data analysis required at the stations to produce data to fa
cilitate the detection, location and identification of seismic events. 
—The data transmission facilities for the exchange of data between 
the seismological stations and the data centre.
—^The facilities and procedures needed at the data centre to detect, 
define and locate seismic events from reported data.
—^The acquisition by the centre of satellite data and other non- 
seismic data.
—The methods, seismic and non-seismic, and the procedures to be 
used at the data centre for the analysis of observed events.

Such an expert group should be appointed without further delay 
and should report at regular intervals to the CCD and should deliver 
its first report as soon as possible.

The matters of observation, by invitation, of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes and of large chemical explosions are also of great 
importance but would have to be investigated separately.
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T a b l e  1

S e is m ic  S t a t io n s  S e l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  M o n it o r in g  N e t w o r k  

E x a m p l e  C o n s id e r e d  ^

state Station name Station code Tsrpe of station

Afghanistan Kabul KBL SRO
Australia Perth PER SRO

Warramunga WRA SP
Charters Towers CTA VLPE

Bolivia Zongo ZLP S and VLPE
Brazil Brasilia BDF SP
Canada Yellowknife YKA SPLP

Mould Bay MBC S
China Poatou BTO s

Wuhan WHN s
Wulumuchi WMQ s

Colombia Bogota BOG SRO
Ethiopia Addis Ababa AAE SRO
France Domestic CEA network SP
FRG Graefenberg GRF SP
GDR Moxa MOX s
India Gauribidanur GBA SPLP

New Delhi NDI SRO
Iran Teheran TEH LP
Israel Eliat EIL VLPE
Japan Matsushiro MAT VLPE
New Zealand Wellington WEL SRO

Scott Base SBA S
Norway Norsar NAO SPLP
South Korea Seoul SEO SP
Spain Toledo TOL VLPE
Swaziland SWD SRO
Sweden Hagfors HFS SPLP
Thailand Chiengmai CHG SRO
Turkey Istanbul 1ST SRO
United Kingdom Eskdalemuir ESK SP
United States Lasa LAO SPLP

Albuquerque ALQ SRO
Guam GNA SRO
Unita Basin UBO SP
College COL s
South Pole SPA s
Alpa FBK LP
Honolulu HNL VLPE
Ogdensburg OGD VLPE

USSR Bodaybo BOD S
Eltsouka ELT s
Obninsk OBN s
Sverdlovsk SVE s
Yakutsk YAK s

SPLP =  Array with short and long period systems 
SRO =  Seismological Research Observatory 
SP =  Array with short period systems 
S =  Single station with short period systems 
LP =  Array with long period systems 
VLPE =  Very long period experiment station

 ̂Names of States and stations are given for identification purposes only.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, March 30, 1976 ^

One of the important questions under consideration by the Commit
tee on Disarmament is the problem of the prohibition of the use of en
vironmental modification techniques for military or other hostile 
purposes.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to this question. Its 
solution would place a barrier in the way of the use of means of war
fare involving environmental modification for military or other hostile 
purposes. The importance of solving this problem, and the need to 
conclude an international agreement on this question, were noted in the 
report by the General Secretary of the Central Committee o»f the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, to the Twenty- 
fifth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. One of 
the objectives set forth in the Programme for Peace approved by the 
Congress, which constitutes the basic orientation for the foreign 
policy activities of the Soviet State, is the attempt to achieve the con
clusion of an agreement on the prohibition of action to influence the 
environment for military purposes.

The Conmiittee on Disarmament has before it identical drafts of a 
convention on this problem submitted by the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America.^ The United Nations General Assembly 
has requested the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations 
with a view to reaching early agreement, if possible during 1976, on 
the text of a convention on the prohibition of environmental warfare.^

During the present spring session of the Committee on Disarmament, 
a number of delegations— t̂hose of Sweden, the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, Argentina, and 
others— ĥave expressed some considerations on this question. These 
statements are being studied by the Soviet side with due attention.

For its part, the USSR delegation likewise intends today to ex
press some considerations of a preliminary nature on the question at 
issue.

Many considerations and proposals have been expressed concerning 
the provisions of the draft convention which define the scope of the 
prohibition and which therefore constitute the very heart of the draft 
under discussion (CCD/471 and 472, articles I  and I I ) .

First of all, I  should like to refer to the considerations expressed by 
delegations concerning an extension of the scope of the prohibition. A 
number of representatives have referred in their statements to the cor
responding provisions of the Soviet draft of 1974 as being preferable, in 
their view, to those in the present text.^ Indeed, in the draft convention

‘ CCD/PV.698, pp. 14r-20.
* Documents on Disarmamentj 1975y pp. 385-388. 

p. 789.
" IMd., 1974, pp. 517-521.
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submitted by the Soviet Union to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
ninth session (annex to resolution 3264 (XXIX)®), the scope of the 
proposed prohibition is wider than it is in the draft convention sub
mitted to the Committee by the Soviet Union and the United States of 
Amcrica (CCD/471 and 472). The changes which have been made are 
the result of the harmonization of the positions of the two sides 
achieved during the Soviet-United States negotiations on this question. 
Some delegations have in essence advocated a return to the provisions 
which appeared in the basic articles of the original Soviet draft. In 
this respect, the considerations expressed by certain representatives 
concerning an extension of the scope of the prohibition have been 
linked by them to a substantial change in the procedure for ensuring 
compliance with the convention. With reference to these considera
tions, we believe that the draft convention submitted by the USSR 
and the United States offers the optimum solution to both these prob
lems, i.e., to the problem of the scope of the prohibition land the problem 
of guaranteeing this prohibition. Since we intend to dwell on both these 
problems in greater detail later, we shall now pass on to the considera
tion of the specific comments made on the content of the draft articles 
relating to the scope of the prohibition of the use of environmental 
modification techniques for hostile purposes (articles I  and II ) .

A number of delegations have referred to the formulation ‘‘wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects” contained in article I, paragraph 
1. This restrictive formulation of the prohibition was included in the 
text of the article in order to indicate in the convention that the pro
hibition applies to substantial measures to modify the environment— 
measures which are obvious and which cannot give rise to any doubt 
as to whether they are occurring or not. This narrows the possibility 
of creating debatable situations in which the effects of the use of en
vironmental modification techniques would not be of a “widespread, 
long-lasting or severe” nature. Of course, this limitation of the scope of 
the prohibition is not mathematically precise. But, this requirement 
cannot, in our view, be applied to the definition of the scope of the pro
hibition contained in article I, which raises as a matter of principle the 
question of the prohibition of the most substantial environmental modi
fication technique, whose use would be obvious and should not therefore 
give rise to any doubts. The scope of the prohibition formulated in 
article I  is clarified in article II, which lists a number of specific en
vironmental modification techniques which are subject to the prohibi
tion. This method of defining the prohibition seems to us to be reason
able and justified in the light of the objective to be attained.

Some delegations have raised the question of making changes in the 
list of environmental modification techniques contained in article II. 
In  particular, detailed comments on this point were made by the dis
tinguished representative of the Federal Republic of Germany, Am

“/Wd., pp. 814r-816.
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bassador Schlaich.® I t seems to us that the manner in which he has 
formulated certain problems is open to question and calls for consid
eration at the expert level. I do not intend to touch on these matters in 
my statement today. We shall be willing to discuss these questions at 
the informal meetings of the Committee which begin on 5 April. On 
our side, these meetings will be attended by technical experts, Academi
cian E. K. Fedorov and Professor 1.1. Burtsev, who will, we think, be 
able to give the necessary clarifications in regard to article II. For the 
moment, I  should like merely to mention as a preliminary remark that, 
although some of the environmental modification techniques mentioned 
in article I I  may today seem to be conceivable only in the future, the 
possibility of their use is nevertheless by no means a fantasy, in view 
of the rapid development of science and technology and their present 
levels. The use of these techniques would not require such substantial 
material expenditure and effort as some delegations believe.

The Soviet experts will also be able to answer some other questions 
which have been raised here concerning the interpretation of concepts 
and terms such as “an upset in the ecological balance”, ‘‘climate pat
terns”, “weather patterns”, and so forth. We shall not therefore touch 
upon these special questions at the present time.

In their remarks on article I  of the draft convention, concerning the 
definition of what is to be prohibited, some delegations have advocated 
the d,eletion of the words “military use” from the text of paragraph 1 
of this article, so as to leave only the term “hostile use”, on the grounds 
that this latter term covers also military use. I t is necessary to point 
out in this connexion that military use is mentioned in the text of this 
article in order to emphasize the need to prohibit precisely the mili
tary use of environmental modification techniques. This formulation 
has a certain merit. Moreover, we do not see any valid reasons for 
deleting the reference to “military” use. If we delete the reference to 
“military” use, the meaning of the article will not be changed, but its 
political emphasis will be weakened. The representative of Sweden, 
Mrs. Thorsson, expressed the view that the present formulation, which 
contains a reference to “military” use might be interpreted as includ
ing also military manoeuvres which are not hostile acts. In our 
opinion, manoeuvres of this kind would not be prohibited by the con
vention, since according to the present draft the prohibition applies 
to the use of environmental modification techniques as the means of 
destruction, damage or injury to another State Party.

The question has been raised as to why article I  of the draft con
vention does not contain a provision prohibiting the use of environ
mental modification techniques against States which are not parties to 
the convention.

In our opinion, if the application of such techniques to States not 
parties to the convention were prohibited as well, the latter would be 
in a special position. They would enjoy the privileges deriving from

AntCy pp. 126-133.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, MARCH 30 163

the convention, but at the same time would remain free to apply 
environmental modification techniques for military purposes against 
parties to the convention. Thus, States not parties to the convention 
would, have no incentive to accede to this international agreement.

The question was also raised as to whether not only the uses of envi
ronmental modification techniques for military purposes should be 
prohibited, but also the threat of such use. Tlie explanation given by 
the representative of the United States, Ambassador Martin, on this 
question, seems to us to carry conviction, when he said that the prohi
bition of the use of such techniques would, of course, also include the 
threat of such use."̂  Indeed, if a State undertook not to use environmen
tal modification techniques, how could it threaten to use such 
techniques ?

The representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Allen, 
wished to know whether States parties to the convention would have 
the right to use the techniques prohibited by the convention in their 
own territories, in order to ward off aggression.^ The text of the draft 
convention, in particular, paragraph 1 of article I, does not allow of 
differing interpretations on this question. I t is clear, and prohibits 
unequivocally the military or any other hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe 
effects as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State 
party. This prohibition is very specific and not connected with any ter
ritorial boundaries.

In this connexion, it may be noted that the 1925 Geneva Protocol for 
the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological methods of 
warfare was also based on such an approach.®

A number of representatives have made observations and remarks 
on the provisions concerning the use of environmental modification 
techniques for peaceful purposes (article I I I  of the draft convention).

The fear was voiced that this article might be construed to mean 
that any use of these techniques was free and permissible provided it 
did not pursue hostile purposes, peaceful use not being subject to regu
lation by international rules. On these grounds, it was suggested that 
the article should be deleted altogether, or modified.

On the other hand, a number of representatives spoke in favour of 
retaining the article and even of amplifying it, by including a provi
sion to the effect that peaceful action to modify the environment should 
be carried out in compliance with the provisions of existing interna
tional law.

Under article I I I  of the draft, the convention is not to hinder the 
use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, 
or international economic and scientific co-operation in tliis field. At 
the same time, it seems to us that the convention should not touch upon 
complex questions of the procedure for regulating peaceful activities

Ante, p. 45.
” Ante, p. 115.
® For text of protocol, see iMd., 1969, pp. 764-765.
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and international exchanges in this sphere. Besides, these matters 
are outside the field of competence of the Committee on Disarmament.

We consider that, in its present form, article I I I  of the draft duly 
reflects this approach to the problem of peaceful activities in the area 
under consideration.

Those who spoke on the draft convention in the Committee devoted 
considerable attention to the provisions concerning the measures that 
may be taken in the event of a breach of the obligations deriving from 
the convention. These provisions, which are set forth in article V of the 
draft convention, provide for the obligation of States parties to the 
convention to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any 
problems which may arise in the application of the convention, and for 
the possibility of lodging a complaint with the Security Council if any 
State party acts in breach of its obligations under the convention.

The procedure proposed in the draft convention for lodging com
plaints with the United Nations Security Council is the most appro
priate and practical one. Under the U n it^  Nations Charter, the body 
responsible for maintaining peace and security is the Security Coun
cil. In accordance with its powers, the Council will determine, on the 
basis of article V of the convention, the procedure for considering 
complaints received by it regarding the violation of the convention.

A few delegations, speaking on the said draft convention, have made 
some critical observations and comments on that part of article V 
which deals with the consideration of complaints against a violation 
of the convention. Thus, the representative of the Netherlands, Am
bassador Van der Klaauw, stated that his Government is not at all 
happy with the fact that the Security Council would be the only body 
that could consider complaints against a violation of the convention 
and carry out an investigation. He spoke in favour of creating an “in
termediate body” for the preliminary consideration of complaints, 
with the co-operation of experts. He suggested that the Secretary-Gen- 
eral of the United Nations should be given fact-finding powers in the 
event of a violation of the convention, in which task he would be 
assisted by a committee, composed of parties to the Treaty.^®

The Soviet side considers that the procedure for solving problems 
arising from a violation of the convention, dealt with in article V of 
the draft convention is fully justified. This procedure is based on gen
erally accepted rules of international law, namely: on the use of an 
appropriate international procedure within the framework of the 
United Nations and in accordance with its Charter. The procedures 
established in the United Nations Charter for considering problems of 
the maintenance of international peace and security represent the most 
perfect expression and application of the universally accepted rules of 
international law, which most fully express the real means and possi
bilities regarding the settlement of controversial international issues 
and situations. These rules have acquired universal recognition, as

Ante, p. 89.
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expressed in the broad membership of States in the United Nations and 
in their recognition of the United Nations Charter.

Moreover, the procedure for investigation proposed in the draft con
vention has already been widely adopted in international practice. I t 
has been adopted in a number of international agreements concluded 
on the limitation of arms and on disarmament, and prepared within the 
framework of the Committee on Disarmament. Thus, article I I I  of the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons 
and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean 
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof provides, in particular, for consul
tation and co-operation between the parties to the Treaty if any 
doubts arise concerning the fulfilment of the obligations assumed un
der the Tieaty.^^ If such consultation and co-operation do not remove 
the doubts, a State party may, in accordance with the provisions of 
that article refer the matter to the Security Council for consideration. 
The convention on the prohibition of bacteriological and toxin weap
ons (articles Y and VI) provides for the same procedure for the con
sideration of complaints against a violation of the convention as is 
proposed in the draft convention on the prohibition of environmental 
modification techniques for hostile purposes now under consideration 
in the Committee.^^

Some remarks have been made in favour of giving the United 
Nations Secretary-General fact-finding powers in the event of a 
violation of the convention. The Soviet side does not share this atti
tude. The Secretary-General is the chief administrator of the Or
ganization and it does not seem appropriate to enlist his aid in resolv
ing questions and situations which are sometimes not only of a technical 
nature, but also political.

It has been argued that it would be inappropriate to lodge com
plaints directly witli the Security Council, since ‘‘A State would be 
reluctant to lodge a complaint with the Security Council if it did 
not possess conclusive evidence that a violation of the treaty had 
occurred”.̂ ^

In this connexion, we should like to note that article V, paragraph 
1, of the draft convention provides for procedures other than the 
lodging of complaints to the Security Council, namely: consultation 
and co-operation of States parties to the Convention in solving any 
problems which may arise in connexion with the application or vio
lation of the convention. A complaint would be lodged with the Secu
rity Council only after all other possibilities of dealing with a contro
versial issue or situation, either by direct consultations between the in
terested parties, or by the use of appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with 
its Charter, had been exhausted.

^ See Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 7-11.
“ For text of the biological weapons convention, see ibid., 1972, pp. 133-138. 
“  Ante, p. 88.
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The establishment of an intermediate body would create complica
tions of a political and legal nature at the international level.

For the reasons I  have stated, the Soviet side does not share the 
opinion expressed regarding an alteration of the procedure—provided 
for in article V of the draft convention now being considered by the 
Committee on Disarmament—for solving problems arising from a 
possible violation of the convention on the prohibition of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for hostile purposes.

Those are the observations we should like to make in connexion with 
the discussion in this Committee of the draft convention on the pro
hibition of the use of environmental modification techniques for 
hostile purposes. I  would note, once again, that these observations are 
of a preliminary nature.

We hope that both the current exchange of views on the problem 
under consideration, and the meetings of the Committee on Disarma
ment to be held with the participation of experts, starting on 5 April 
next, will help towards the Committee’s completing its work on the 
text of the convention already this year, and submitting it to the 
United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-first session.

United States Statement on Negotiating an Agreement on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, 
March 31, 1976"

The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) was signed on July 3, 
1974, and scheduled to take effect on March 31, 1976. However, arti
cle I I I  of that treaty calls for the United States and U.S.S.R. to nego
tiate a separate agreement governing the conduct of underground nu
clear explosions for peaceful purposes (PNE’s).^ At the time of sign
ing the TTBT and on several subsequent occasions, we stated that in 
view of the close relationship between the verification of a threshold on 
nuclear-weapon tests and the conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions, 
we would not present the TTBT to the Senate for ratification until 
a satisfactory PNE agreement had been concluded.

The negotiations for a PNE agreement began in October 1974 with 
the agreed objective of insuring that peaceful nuclear explosions 
would not be conducted so as to provide weapons-related benefits that 
were otherwise precluded by the TTBT. The two sides have made con
siderable progress in completing an agreement, and the negotiations 
are continuing in Moscow to resolve the few remaining issues.

The two sides hope that a satisfactory agreement can be concluded 
within the next several weeks. During this period, we expect that 
neither side will conduct weapons tests above the threshold of 150

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 19,1976, p. 507.
 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 225-227.
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kilotons. For the immediate future, we have no plans for high-yield 
weapons tests above the threshold of 150 kilotons.

Statement by British Foreign Secretary Callaghan in the House 
of Commons: Nuclear Export Policy, March 31, 1976 ^

When considering the export of nuclear equipment, material or 
technology, we shall study each case on its merits. Our first consider
ation will always be the provisions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
the Euratom Treaty, and whether or not the prospective customer 
has concluded a Safeguards Agreement with the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.^

Our detailed requirements will include the application of IAEA 
safeguards or comparable safeguards which are verified by the IAEA 
to exported nuclear equipment and material; an assurance that what
ever we export will not be used to manufacture nuclear explosives for 
any purpose; an assurance that our exports will be adequately pro
tected against the possibility of theft or sabotage; and assurances that 
if the equipment or material that we export is re-exported, then the 
new purchaser will be required to give the same assurances on. safe
guards, nonexplosive use and physical protection as were given by the 
original customer.

We shall also study with particular care proposals for the export of 
sensitive equipment or technology. By sensitive I  mean equipment or 
technology which could lead to the construction of uranium enrich
ment plants, reprocessing plants or heavy water production plants. 
In general we shall exercise restraint in the export of such plants or 
their technology, and we are at present contributing to the IAEA’s 
study of the feasibility of including such plants in regional fuel cen
tres in the future. When we decide to export them we shall, of course, 
require assurances that any sensitive plants using transferred tech
nology, now or in the future will be subject to IAEA safeguards. We 
shall also need to be consulted before our customers can re-export any 
sensitive nuclear materials or sensitive equipment or technology to a 
third country.

I  wish to emphasise that the foregoing is the policy of Her Majesty’s 
Government. I t  is not for me to say what policy other Governments will 
adopt. They will make their own decisions on their policies and in 
what to say aibout them. On the whole question of non-proliferation 
and nuclear exports, we are of course in close touch with other in
terested Government and international bodies and organisations.

^Great Britain. Parliamentary Dehates (Hansard), House of Commons, Offi
cial Report, vol. 908, no. 81, cols. 515-516.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
1971, pp. 218-244.
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Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environ
mental Modification, April 1, 1976^

As stated at the 692d meeting, on 9 March, I  believe that the ques
tions of nuclear arms control and nuclear disarmament will have 'to 
be given the highest priority in the deliberations of this Committee. 
At the same time, however, I  would like to stress as well, that the im
portance of arms control and disarmament measures other than nu
clear ai’ms control and disarmament must not be underestimated. 
Among the non-nuclear arms control and disarmament measures, the 
question of the prohibition of the military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques is one of the current problems 
wliich is receiving public attention. The military use of those tech
niques by which the environment can be artificially modified is certainly 
contrary to the well-being and health of the entire human race, and so 
there is no need to say that the use of these techniques for military 
purposes must be completely banned.

My delegation considers it is desirable to prepare, even at this stage, 
effective legislative measures to prevent these environmental modifica
tion techniques from being applied for military or other hostile uses. 
For this reason, my delegation supports the basic ideas contained in 
the draft convention submitted to this Committee by the United States 
and the Soviet Union last August, and appreciates this draft conven
tion as greatly expediting negotiations on this matter. From this stand
point, when the United Nations General Assembly adopted resolution 
3474[5] (XXX) on this question by a consensus on 11 December last 
year, my country became one of the co-sponsors. In operative para
graph 1 of this resolution, the United Nations General Assembly re
quests the CCD to continue negotiations “with a view to reaching early 
agreement, if possible during the Committee’s 1976 session, on the text 
of a convention on the prohibition of military or other hostile uses of 
environmental modification techniques”, and in line with this directive 
informal meetings of this Committee with the participation of ex
ports on this subject are to be held as from 5 April.^

Japan will certainly participate in the efforts of the CCD to elab
orate at the earliest possible date a draft convention on this question, 
so that we can present it in time to this year’s United Nations General 
Assembly.

From this basic position of my country I  shall now proceed to ex
press our views concerning the draft convention of the United States 
and the Soviet Union.^

As pointed out by the distinguished representatives of the Nether
lands, Sweden, Iran, the Federal Eepublic of Germany and the United

 ̂COD/PV.699, pp. 6-10.
* Documents on Disarmamentj 1915, pp. 788-789.

pp. 385-388.
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Kingdom, the most difficult problem in elaborating this convention 
will be to define the scope of what is to be banned. This difficulty is 
due to the nature of the environmental modification techniques them
selves, as many unknown elements are considered to exist in estimating 
the effects of the techniques which could artificially modify environ
ment, at least on a large scale. Also, when for instance a large degree of 
change is effected in atmospheric, oceanic and other environments by 
modification techniques, it is extremely hard to limit and confme the 
effects of propagation within the intended target area and time of 
duration, even if we try to do so. This is because the atmosphere, the 
ocean and other elements belong to an open system and because many 
natural processes are interrelated and vigorously act on each other. 
This is evident when we note that long-lasting and universally ex
pended influences have been caused by the atmospheric nuclear tests 
which have already been conducted without taking into consideration 
the implications of environmental modification, and even to this day 
we cannot precisely estimate their effects.

As I  have already stated, it should be recognized that this conven
tion will be an arms control measure that encompasses mainly the en
vironmental modification techniques which may be developed in fu
ture, and as such it is a preventive measure. Article I  of the draft con
vention limits its scope to “military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques huving widespread, long-lasting or se
vere effects”, but as some representatives, including the representative 
of the Netherlands, have pointed out in this Committee, the scope of 
prohibition is not entirely clear. Since the language of article I, para
graph 1, of the draft convention, which reads “techniques having 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects” might risk leading to the 
interpretation that only those techniques which have been proved to 
fall into these definitions are prohibited, we consider it desirable to 
amend this passage to read either “techniques which are likely to cause 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”, or, following the provision 
in proposed article 48 Ms of draft additional protocol I  to the Geneva 
Conventions on humanitarian law, “techniques which are intended or 
might be expected to cause widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”. 
Although there is no doubt that the convention should aim at banning 
entirely military or any other hostile use of such techniques, “the pos
sibilities for verification decrease as the size, duration, or severity of 
the activity diminishes”, as pointed out by Antibassador Martin of the 
United States (CCD/PV. 684, p. 11).  ̂ Therefore it obliges us, as a 
practical measure, to focus on “only the techniques which cause the 
gravest damage”. At the same time we should try to make clear the 
meaning of “widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects” in parallel 
with our efforts to elaborate verification means for the purpose of en
suring compliance with the obligations deriving from the convention. 
These considerations require us to continue co-operation in the field of 
international exchange of the data and reports on research work on

p. 383.
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environmental modification. In this connexion, we welcome the state
ment made on 4 March by Ambassador Martin of the United States in 
reference to the peaceful uses of the environmental modification tech
niques, “I  should point out that all United States research in the field 
of environmental modification is conducted on an unclassified basis, 
and there is absolutely no desire on our part not to share technical in
formation”,® and furthermore we call upon other States to make tech
nical information known and to co-operate positively in free interna
tional exchanges of information such as data and reports on research 
work.

In view of the widespread effects that may be caused by the use of 
such techniques, it would seem appropriate to generalize the obligation 
of article I, paragraph 1, rather than to apply it only to each State 
party to the Convention, and to modify the words ‘‘to another State”. 
As to the word “use” in article I, a point which is worth examining is 
the prohibiting not only of “use” but also of “threat of use” as well, as 
suggested by the distinguished representative of Sweden in the First 
Committee of the United Nations General Assembly last year, and by 
ifiany other representatives in this Committee. As it is presumed that 
both the United States and the Soviet Union have no objection to ban
ning the threat of use per sê  we consider that there is no difference of 
opinion on a matter of substance. I f  this is the case, there will not be 
much difiiculty in following the example of Article 2 of the United Na
tions Charter, which refers to both use and threat of use of force, and 
in adding a ban on the threat of use in this instance.

In the draft convention of the United States and the Soviet Union, 
article I I  gives some definitions of “environment modification tech
niques”- The expression of the parenthesized passage that comes after 
“weather patterns” should be made as precise as possible, and for this 
purpose it might be necessary to include those techniques that disperse 
clouds, prevent rainfall and influence crops, by inserting “generation 
or dispersion of” in front of “clouds”. Furthermore, it appears that we 
need to take into consideration the great importance of the modifica
tion of ocean currents and climates that would be caused by altering 
icebergs in the Arctic Ocean and/or the ice-cap of the Antarctic Conti
nent. So it is worth examining replacing the words “or in ocean cur
rents” by “in ocean currents, or in distribution of ice and snow masses 
on land surfaces and oceans”.

Also, in order to make as concrete as possible the definitions of en
vironmental modification techniques as provided for in article I I  of 
the draft convention and thus prevent the risk of the emergence of 
different interpretations in future, we should consider elaborating a 
list of environmental modification techniques, using “widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects” as a yardstick and, by using, for example, the 
working paper submitted by Canada to the Committee during last

® AntCf p. 60.
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year’s summer session.® As to the techniques which may be developed in 
future and therefore may be left out from this list at the initial stage, 
we may convene review conferences and examine whether these tech
niques need to be included in the list. I  shall come back in a few min
utes to the question of review conferences.

I  do believe that environment modification will bring immeasurable 
advantages to the welfare of human beings if it is limited to preserv
ing and ameliorating the environment. Eegarding this point I  would 
like to call attention to the passage of the draft convention which says: 
“The provisions of this convention shall not hinder the use of environ
mental modification techniques for peaceful purposes”. In this connex
ion, it is possible that even the use for peaceful purposes of those 
techniques that are excluded from the scope of this convention may 
produce serious harm to the neighbouring territories of a State which is 
using them, and thus, it could become a cause of international conflict, 
as pointed out by the distinguished representative of the Netherlands. 
As to questions of this nature, there are, of course, the forums such as 
the UNEP that are now separately examining it. Therefore, this as
pect may be entrusted to the efforts which those organizations are 
making.

Now, article IV of the draft convention of the United States and the 
Soviet Union is intended “to prohibit and prevent any activity in vio
lation of the provisions of the convention anywhere under its jurisdic
tion or control”. In order that States parties may ensure compliance 
with the convention under their respective jurisdiction or control, it 
is necessary to make clear the scope of prohibition to the best possible 
extent. However, due to the preventive character of the convention, 
which includes within its scope techniques that may be developed in 
future, we must admit that there is a limit to these efforts. Taking these 
factors into consideration, therefore, we should make further efforts to 
make clear as far as possible the scope of prohibition for achieving 
the purpose of article IV.

According to paragraph 2 of article V of the draft convention, the 
Security Council is the organ designated to receive complaints of vio
lation of the convention from States parties. However, as stated by the 
distinguished representative of Sweden in the General Assembly on 
4 [14] November 1975,̂  ̂this procedure does not appear very appropri
ate, as the Security Council allows vetoes. Moreover, the latter part of 
paragraph 1 of article V provides that consultations knd co-operation 
pursuant to article V may also be undertaken through appropriate in
ternational procedures within the framework of the United Nations 
and in accordance with the United Nations Charter. As pointed out 
by Ambassador Eoshchin of the Soviet Union on 30 March,^ this pro
vision has important implications, and so my delegation would like

® CCD/463, Aug. 5,1975. 
"A /O .V PV .2088,p.ll.
 ̂Ante, pp. 16^165.
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to know the concrete views of the United States and the Soviet Union 
on what they mean by “international procedures”. For our part, we 
consider that further concrete provisions should be provided concern
ing consultation and co-operation. For instance, as suggested by the 
representative of the Netherlands, the paragraph may be amended to 
read in effect that any State party which finds that any other State 
party is acting in breach of obligations under the convention may re
quest the Secretary-General to provide the necessary technical assist
ance for the purpose of verifying the violation, or alternatively, that 
a committee be established as a subordinate body of the conference of 
the States parties to the convention with a view to examining any 
complaints submitted by States parties.

Now I  turn to the review conference. While the original draft con
vention submitted by the Soviet Union to the twenty-ninth session 
of the General Assembly contained a provision for review confer
ences,® this provision does not appear in the United States and Soviet 
Union draft convention. In  our view, it seems desirable that, taking 
into consideration the possible future development of environmental 
modification techniques, the convention should contain such a pro
vision for review conferences to be regularly convened on the pro
posal of a majority of the States parties.

I  have expressed the basic views of my country on the United States 
and Soviet Union draft convention.

As we know, this Committee is to hold informal meetings on this 
subject on 5 and 6 April. I  believe that, if proposals and suggestions 
made concerning the draft convention by the delegations can be classi
fied under the respective articles, it would serve as a very useful ref
erence at the informal meetings. Accordingly, I  would suggest re
questing the Secretariat to prepare and distribute such a document.

I  would like to end my statement by expressing our earnest hope 
that the draft convention will be further elaborated in a technical 
mannner in the coming deliberations of this Committee, including the 
informal meetings.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Barton) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environ
mental Modification, April 1, 1976^

As a preliminary to the informal discussions which are to take place 
next week, on the draft convention on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, I  
should like to put before the CCD the preliminary views of the Ca
nadian delegation. We are pleased, of course, that the USSR and the 
United States have been able to prepare an agreed draft for our con

® Documents on Disdrmament, 1974j pp. 517-521.
" OCD/PV.699, pp. 11-15.
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sideration,^ and we believe that when the negotiations are completed 
and the convention adopted, the nations of the world can take satisfac
tion that at least in this area of potential conflict some useful pre
ventive measures have been taken. But the fact remains that we are 
taking up our time with a weapon which must, in all honesty, be de
scribed as hypothetical rather than real, instead of coming to grips with 
the problems which we all know are of highest priority—^namely a 
Comprehensive Test Ban and a treaty to ban chemical weapons. I t  is 
a matter of deep regret to my delegation that this should be so.

Our preliminary comments on the provisions of the draft conven
tion are largely tentative suggestions for the Committee’s considera
tion. At this stage, we believe there are still some clarifications needed 
before firmer views can be expressed.

The preamble has the virtue of relative brevity. We would, how
ever, favour a reversal of the order and a division into two paragraphs 
of the thought contained in the third preambular paragraph in order 
to make a clearer distinction between an acknowledgement of the po
tential peaceful value o>f environmental modification tedhniques and 
the dangers of the hostile use of such teclmiques. Also, for the rea
sons outlined below, we would prefer that the convention refer only 
to “hostile use” and not to “military use”. Divided into two para
graphs, preambular paragraph 3 might then read:

Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful 
purposes could improve the interrelationship of man and nature and contribute 
to the preservation and improvement of the environment for the benefit of 
present and future generations;

Realizing, however, that the hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques could have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects harmful to human 
w elfare;

For reasons of consistency, we would also favour the amendment 
of the fourth preambular paragraph. In its present form this para
graph refers to “means of warfare involving the use of environmen
tal modification techniques”, whereas the convention is designed to 
prohibit hostile use even when warfare is not in progress. The fourth 
preambular paragraph might be re-worded to read:

Desiring to limit the potential danger to mankind from the hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques;

AETICLE I

We agree that the convention should, as it is intended, cover hostile 
use not only in armed conflicts or to initiate such conflicts, but also 
when no other weapons are used or there is no military operation tak
ing place. We are inclined to support some other delegations’ sugges
tions that the convention should prohibit “any hostile use” and that 
the word “military” be deleted, since all military uses are not neces
sarily hostile.

We understand the concern of the delegations which have proposed 
that research and development should be banned. We are persuaded.

* The draft convention can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp.
385-388.
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however, that a broadening of the prohibition to cover research and 
development activities would be largely ineffective in view of the dual 
civilian and military applicability of much research and development 
in this field land the extreme difficulty and, in many instance, impos
sibility of verifying such a prohibition. In our working paper submit
ted to the CCD in August 1975,  ̂ the preliminary identification and 
analysis of conceivaible tec^hniques seem to indicate a fairly close cor
relation between known or potential weapon feasibility and proven or 
possible peaceful use. Most of the techniques identifi^ in this paper 
as having no known or limited potential for peaceful applioiation 
would also appear to have highly questionable potential as weapons 
and, in our view, are unlikely to be subjects of research and 
development.

We would favour reitention, in its pre^sent form, of the phrase “as 
a means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party”. As 
the distinguished United States representative has pointed out, this 
phrase, together with article II, makes it clear that the convention 
prohibits the hostile use of environmental modification techniques as 
a weapon for the specific purpose of causing destruction, damage or 
injury to another State party, and does not apply to uses, be they mili
tary or peaceful, that incidentally or as a side effect cause such de
struction, damage or injury. We also agree with the need to avoid, 
by the use of this phrase, the prohibition of the use of environmental 
modification techniques by a State to protect itself or its own forces 
from environmental hazards.

We have no strong views on the proposal made by some delegations 
to delete the word “Party” at the end of article I, paragraph 1. On 
balance, however, we would tend to favour its retention, for whatever 
incentive value it may have in encouraging States to adhere to the 
convention.

Some delegations have stressed the importance of harmonizing this 
draft convention and the articles concerning the protection of the en
vironment that have been included in the draft protocols being nego
tiated at the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Develop
ment of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Con
flicts.  ̂After preliminary study, it does not appear to us that it would 
be necessary or desirable to amend the draft convention to bring it 
more into line with the Geneva protocols. There are significant differ
ences between the draft protocols and the draft convention. In at least 
two respects the scope of the prohibition in the draft convention is 
broader than that of the Geneva protocols. The prohibitions provided 
for in the Geneva protocols apply only to warfare and internal con
flict, whereas the prohibition in the draft convention would, unlike 
those of the protocols, apply also to hostile activities when military ac
tion is absent. In addition, article I  of the draft convention is broader 
in scope than the protocols in that only one of the three effects (wide
spread, long-lasting or severe) rather than all three of them would

A no* p;
 ̂A/10195, Annex I ; A/ai/16a, Annexes I and II.
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bring the prohibition into effect. We are aware of no suggestion that 
the scope of the draft convention be restricted to bring it closer into 
line in these respects with the Geneva protocols, and see no merit in 
such a restriction.

The Geneva protocols, unlike this draft convention, apply to ac
tivities which “are intended or may be expected to cause” such damage. 
Some delegations have suggested that a phrase similar to “may be 
expected to cause” be included in article I  of the convention. Presum
ably they believe that this would broaden the scope of the prohibition. 
In our view, the inclusion of such a phrase could lead to a narrowing, 
not an expansion of the prohibition. As it is now drafted, article I, 
paragraph 1, prohibits hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques “having widespread, long-lajsting or severe effects ” In  other
words, article I  prohibits any hostile use having widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects, whether or not these effects were intended or 
foreseen. The words “deliberate manipulation” in article I I  apply to 
the xise of techniques rather than the effects which may result from the 
use of those techniques. A formulation parallel to that in the draft 
Geneva protocols, i.e. “methods or means of warfare which are in
tended or might he expected to cause” widespread etc., would not pro
hibit a hostile use having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects 
which was neither intended nor foreseen. We do not, therefore, favour 
this proposed amendment.

AETICLE I I

We recognize that the words “cause such effects as” in the present 
text are intended to give the list of examples an illustrative rather than 
exhaustive character. We would favour an effort to find language that 
would make its illustrative character even clearer. We have some res
ervations about the suggestion that an attempt be made to give the list 
of effects greater precision. This could tend to restrict the scope of the 
prohibition unnecessarily. In any event, the adequacy of article I I  
could be examined during regular reviews of the convention.

ARTICLE V

We are conscious of the problems raised by the complaints procedure 
as proposed in article V, paragraphs 2 and 3, of the draft, but we are 
dou/btful that it will be possible to find a better solution that will be 
generally acceptable, and, at this stage, we have no particular com
ments or suggestions to advance on this subject.

We would, however, propose for consideration some minor amend
ments to the language of article V, paragraph 2. As now worded, article 
V, paragraph 2, enables a State party to the convention to lodge a com
plaint with the Security Council when it “finds that any other State 
Party is acting in hreach of ohligations deriving from the provisions
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of the Convention”. There may be situations in which a State will 
strongly suspect that a breach is taking place but will not be prepared 
to make a judgement because of insufficient evidence. I t would there
fore appear desirable to allow a State to lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council when it “has reason to believe” that another State 
party is acting in breach of its obligations, and to require that such 
a complaint “be accompanied by all relevant information” rather 
than “include all possible evidence confirming its validity” as now ap
pears in the text. Moreover, the words “finds” and “evidence confirm
ing its validity” in the present text would appear to prejudge the valid
ity of any complaint that may be lodged. With these suggested amend
ments, article V, paragraph 2, would read:

Any State Party to this Convention which has reason to believe that any 
other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provi
sions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the 
United Nations. Such a complaint should be accompanied by all relevant 
information and a request for its consideration by the Security Council.

We would also be grateful to receive from the co-authors of the 
draft project their interpretation of the kind of assistance envisaged 
in article V, paragraph 4.

ARTICLE VI

The present text of article VI appears to us acceptable, and we be
lieve it should include a stipulation in the first sentence of paragraph
2 (as in the BW Convention that an amendment shall enter into force 
for all States parties which have accepted it upon the deposit of in
struments of acceptance by a majority of States parties to the 
convention.

REVIEWS

Because of the kinds of activities that the proposed convention is 
designed to prohibit, the uncertainty of future scientific and techno
logical achievements in the field of environmental modification, and 
unavoidable ambiguities in the language of the draft convention, we 
are strongly of the view that the convention should include a specific 
provision for periodic reviews. Such reviews should, in our judg
ment, be undertaken not less than every 10 years and at any other time 
if requested by a majority of parties. Therefore, we support the pro
posal made by various delegations that such a provision for periodical 
reviews be included in the convention.

In closing, may I  express the hope that the impending informal con
sultations will be productive and that we will be successful in the ne
gotiation of an agreed text at our summer session for presentation to 
the General Assembly next autumn.

"The biological Wjeapons convention can be found in Documents on Disarma-
mmty 1972, pp. 133-138.
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Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Question of Chemical Warfare 
Agents To Be Prohibited by the Convention on the Prohibition 
of Chemical Weapons, April 8, 1976 ^

The draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
(CCD/420), submitted by the Japanese delegation on 30 April 1974, 
provides for a comprehensive ban in article 1 (a) using purpose criteria 
on “chemical warfare agents of types and in quantities that have no 
justification for protective or other peaceful purposes”, while limiting 
the ban initially, by virtue of article IV and Annex I, to those CWAs 
(chemical warfare agents) for which verification measures are as
sured. Those CWAs which are initially left out of the ban would be 
reduced by stages until a comprehensive ban will be eventually 
realized.^

Furthermore, Japan suggested in Annex I  of the draft convention 
a ‘‘table A” on CWAs to be excluded tentatively from the prohibition 
and a “table B” on CWAs to be prohibited from the outset. Since then, 
a variety of comments have been made on Annex I  by the delegations 
of Canada, Iran and Sweden. Taking these comments into considera
tion, an attempt has been made in this paper to visualize the whole 
range of CWAs by classifying them into CWAs which should be pro
hibited, CWAs to be prohibited from the beginning and CWAs tenta
tively excluded from prohibition at the outset, with a view to facilitat
ing the conclusion of the convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. It is to be clearly imderstood that the mention “CWAs of 
types and in quantities” in article I  (a) of the draft convention should 
now read “CWAs of types 2iTidi/or in quantities”.

1. Separation of CWAs to he prohibited from among chemical 
suhstances.

When viewed from the need of separating CWAs from among chem
ical substances, chemical substances can be divided into four groups, 
namelj^: (1) single purpose chemical warfare agents (SPW A ); (2) 
dual purpose chemical agents for either military or peaceful uses 
(D PW A ); (3) chemical substances only for peaceful use (CCFP) 
and (4) chemical substances that may be discovered or made known 
in the future (CCUK) (these are included in each of (1), (2) and 
(3)).

When viewed from the angle of grouping together those to be pro
hibited, chemical substances are classified into (a) CWAs to be pro
hibited and (b) other chemical substances.

“CWAs to be prohibited” refers to the chemical substances belong
ing to groups (1) and (2) and those in group (4) which may be used as

'  CCD/483, Apr. 8,1976. The working paper was introduced on Apr. 13, see post, 
pp. 221-225.

 ̂The draft convention can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 191/4, pp.
99-106.
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CWAs. “Other (Chemical substances” refers to those belonging to group 
(3) and those in group (4) which could not be used as CWAs.

Witli this whole range of chemical substances as a background, an 
attempt has been made to show the locations of ‘̂ CWAs to be pro
hibited from the beginning of the entry into force of the Convention 
as indicated in Alternative B in CCD/420” and “CWAs to be excluded 
tentatively at the beginning as indicated Alternative A in CCD/420”, 
in Table 1 attached to this working paper. This was done in the hope 
that the locations of the CWAs in the whole family of chemical sub
stances will be clearly sketched out and identified.

2. Olassif cation of the CWAs to he 'prohibited.

Under present circumstances, the CWAs to be prohibited may be 
classified depending on their uses as follows:

(i) CWAs which have established themselves as part of the 
weapon systems of States, and are retained and stockpiled in 

their arsenals, and on which manuals have been published.
(ii) CWAs which were used during past wars sudh as World War 

I, excepting those falling in (i) above.
(iii) Chemical substances which by nature of characteristics such as 

toxicity could be used as CWAs.
(iv) (Chemical substances which may be developed or made Imown 

in the future taken out of those falling in (iii) above.
The fii*st important step to be taken in this regard would be to 

formulate “A table of CWAs to be prohibited” by listing them re
spectively under these four groups and arrange them systematically. 
In that case, since all the CWAs (belonging to groups (i) and (ii) can 
be listed in a concrete and exhaustive manner, objective criteria such 
as toxicity, chemical structural formulae and physical and chemical 
characteristics are required in sorting out only those falling in groups 
of (iii) and (iv).

3. Formulation of a table of the CWAs to he prohibited.

On the basis of the above considerations, it is suggested listing the 
CWAs to be prohibited falling in these four groups and formulate “a 
table of the CWAs to be prohibited” as indicated in Table 2 of this 
working paper.

The table consists of two supplements (S.T.), one for single purpose 
CWAs which are banned altogether (S.T.-l) and the other for dual 
purpose CWAs wliich are banned except those in quantities for peace
ful uses (S.T.-2). CWAs to be prohibited from the outset are distin
guished from other chemicals to be excluded tentatively from the ban 
under item “f” as provided for in the two supplementary tables.

Thus the two alternative tables, namely “table B, the CWAs excluded 
from the prohibition tentatively” and “table A, the CWAs to be pro
hibited from the outset” in Annex I  of the Japanese draft convention, 
may be converted into each of the two supplementary tables of Table
2 of this working paper.
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Press Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
April 8, 1976 ^

The negotiating round just ended has been useful. Western partici
pants have used it to explain the concepts underlying the important 
new reduction proposals introduced by the West on Dec. 16. As a re
sult, we believe the East has gained a better understanding of these 
proposals.

Tlie primary Western requirement for an MBFR agreement con
tinues to be the creation of greater stability in the area, eliminating 
the destabilizing Eastern superiority in ground force manpower and 
the reduction of the Eastern superiority in tanks in Central Europe, 
through agreement on a common collective ceiling and the withdrawal 
of a Soviet tank army. The inequality in ground forces is the main de
stabilizing factor in Central Europe.

As you know, on December 16, the West made a signijficant addition 
to its previous reduction proposals. Without asking for additional 
Eastern reductions, the West offered to withdraw from Central 
Europe a number of U.S. nuclear warheads and U.S. nuclear-capable 
F-4 aircraft and U.S. surface-to-surface Pershing Ballistic Missile 
Launchers. The West has also offered to limit these United States nu
clear armaments for the term of the agreement at their residual levels 
after these withdrawals.

However, the West has also told the East that this is a one
time offer designed to gain Eastern agreement to the previous Western 
proposals and that the West was unwilling to increase this offer 
through further reductions of armaments or additional armament 
limitations.

Furthermore, the West has proposed that, in addition to the com
mon collective ceiling for ground force manpower to be reached in 
Phase II, there would be a combined common collective ceiling cover
ing air as well as ground force manpower.

Both the reductions and associated limitations we have offered are 
highly significant. F-4’s and Pershing’s are the most important 
United States nuclear delivery systems in the area. This is the first 
time that an offer has been made in an international negotiation to 
reduce and limit United States tactical nuclear weapons.

Thus, the West has made a considerable addition to the Western re
duction offer to obtain Eastern acceptance of the overall Western pro
posal for an agreement. But, at the same time, we want to make clear 
that the Wei  ̂is not interested in an agreement merely for the sake of 
an agreement, particularly an agreement which would codify the ex
isting Eastern superiority in ground forces in Central Europe. The 
fact that the East has far larger forces in Central Europe than the 
West is well known and must be dealt with.

 ̂AODA press release.
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For this reason, the Western participants do not accept the Eastern 
approach that all forces must be reduced by an equal percentage. This 
approach would not only leave intact the current Eastern superiority 
in ground forces. I t would diminish Western security because these 
inequalities would be frozen and in effect contractualized in an inter
national agreement. Moreover, the advantages which the Soviet Union 
derives from its position contiguous to the reduction area must be 
taken into account.

When all these factors are taken into consideration, we consider 
that the Western objective of seeking the withdrawal of a Soviet tank 
army and agreement in Phase I  to a common collective ceiling on the 
ground force manpower of both sides continues to be sound and justi
fied. Taken as a whole, the reductions and limitations we are propos
ing for both sides provide for an equitable outcome.

As regards the Eastern position, the latest version of the basic East
ern proposal put forward on February 19 was disappointing. The East 
is sti]] seeking, through equal number of equal percentage reductions 
by each direct participant, to contractualize the existing disparities in 
the area, to the advantage of the East. Moreover, despite its claims to 
have moved toward accepting the Western phasing concept, the East 
is still requiring that, before any reductions are carried out, all direct 
participants must undertake precise obligations regarding the scope 
and timing of their reductions.

The Western phasing concept is that certain steps must be taken 
first to create the confidence necessary for non-U.S. Western direct 
participants to make specific decisions regarding reduction of their 
forces. Thus, confidence would be created by a Phase I  agreement 
which provides for an equitable outcome to the negotiating process in 
the form of a common collective ceiling and by implementation of 
Soviet and U.S. reductions which make significant movement toward 
that goal.

Discussions in this round have made it even more clear than before 
that an exchange and discussion of data on the totals of military per
sonnel in the area are urgently needed. More than two years ago, at the 
outset of these negotiations, the West tabled data on ground forces. 
They demonstrate the existence of a significant Eastern superiority 
in ground force manpower and main battle tanks.

To date, the East has challenged Western data but has de
clined either to put down its own figures or to specify to what extent 
it thdught Western data were wrong. We believe the time for the East 
to present its data is long overdue. The continued delay by the East in 
producing data is hampering progress in these talks. We think par
ticipants should move without further delay to a discussion of data— 
that is, of the facts underlying these negotiations.

We look forward in the next round to further discussion with the 
East of the augmented Western reduction proposals which we believe 
provide a practical and equitable basis for agreement. We will con
tinue to press for their acceptance.

253-754 0 - 7 8 - 1 4
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Press Conference Statement by the Czechoslovak Representative 
(Lahoda) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
April 8, 1976"

Today’s plenary meeting has been the last before the spring recess 
in our negotiations on mutual reductions of armed forces and arma
ments in Central Europe. May I  avail myself of this opportunity to 
draw up for you, in gross lines, our view on the present stage of these 
talks which the Socialist countries consider of the highest importance. 
As you know, we have been striving all this time to develop and deepen 
in the field of international relations the positive trend of detente 
which got, by the successful termination of the all-European Confer
ence in Helsinki, good prospects for application in the military field 
as well. The task to enhance stability and to strengthen security on our 
continent is a highly topical one. This undisputable circumstance de
termines also the role incumbent to the Vienna negotiations. The 
Czechoslovak Socialist Eepublic, as well as the other participant So
cialist countries, are from the very outset conscious of their signifi
cance. That is why—as Mr. Bohuslav Chnoupek, the Czechoslovak 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, has stressed on 31 March— t̂hey devote 
the highest care and attention to the reduction of the present high con
centration of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe. This in
terest of the Socialist countries is moreover being proved by declarations 
made these last times by the highest representatives of the Socialist 
countries at Congresses of Communist Parties, whose foreign 
policy line consists in a constant development of the Programme of 
peace set down at the XXIVth and further elaborated at the XXVth 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

Our present negotiations have been marked for more than two 
months by an intensive activity and by a live[ly] exchange of views on 
the various fundamental problems related to the matter at hand. I t 
has been mainly due to the last important proposal tabled on 19 Feb
ruary by the delegations of the Soviet Union, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Polish People’s Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic. This constructive contribution to our talks creates a new 
situation, since it widens in a substantial manner our negotiating 
ground. It could permit us to start in a realistic way and in full con
formity with the principles agreed upon in the course of the preparatory 
consultations, the practical working out of an agreement on substantial 
mutual reductions of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe. I t  respects the legitimate interests of all participants, while 
strictly abiding by the principle of undiminished security of any State. 
This new proposal is developing further the initial programme of re
ductions proposed by the delegations of the Socialist countries at the 
very start of our negotiations, on 8 November 1973. I t  bears in mind a 
comprehensive conception of the reductions of all kinds of forces and 
armaments, including nuclear weapons. These reductions should be

 ̂Press release, Czechoslovak Embassy, Vienna.
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carried out, within the framework of clearly stated commitments, by 
all direct participants to the negotiations. Whereas the Soviet Union, 
the Polish People’s Republic, the German Democratic Republic and 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic have at the very beginning of 
our negotiations declared themselves ready to do so, for more than 
two years Belgium, the Netherlands, Canada, Luxembourg, the Fed
eral Republic of Germany and Great Britain have been refusing to 
answer concretely the question when and in what a scope they would 
undertake, together with us, commitments of this kind.

A full implementation of the principle of mutuality in reductions 
goes hand in hand with the actual participation of each individual 
State in the negotiations and must therefore reflect itself in equal 
obligations which would be complied with in agreed terms. I'he new 
proposal provides for equal percentage reductions of the armed forces 
of every potential participant to a future agreement. This method of 
reductions does not lead to a change of the relationship of forces and 
thus does not grant anyone unilateral milita^ry advantages.

A number of major steps of compromise, contained in the new pro
posal of the Socialist countries, are proof of their flexible, construc
tive and responsible approach to the negotiations and of their earnest 
desire to reach a mutually acceptable solution which would permit the 
working out of an agreement on reductions of armed forces and arma
ments. This character of compromise consists concretely in the 
following:

The consent given by the Socialist States that the process of re
ductions be divided into two stages [sic]. The two-phase method of re
ductions of armed forces is, as you know, one of the main elements of 
the Western position. In  order to contribute to the rapprochement of 
positions and to create optimum conditions for the working out of an 
agreement, we have taken this element into account. We have equally 
taken into consideration another basic requirement of NATO States,
i.e. their wish that the Soviet Union and the United States be the 
only ones to reduce their forces and armaments in the first stage. The 
other States—potential participants to the agreement—would at this 
point ‘̂freeze” their armed forces. They would commit themselves in 
a general manner to reduce in the second stage. The Socialist States 
have at the same time yielded to the remarks of the so-called flanl?: 
countries, that reductions in the area of Central Europe should not 
have negative eftects in othev adjacent areas. That is why they propose 
that all forces withdrawn from the area of reductions be disbanded 
on their national territories.

I t  appears from what has been said that the new proposal of the So
cialist countries, by taking into account a number of key elements -pf 
the conception held by NATO States, goes farther than half the ^vay 
to meet their requirements. I t is understandable that we could not, 
when working out our new proposal, accept those parts of the Western 
scheme which go counter to the principle of undiminished security of 
all participants and which do not respect the principle of mutuality 
and equivalence of reductions by all parties to the negotiations.
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With regards to nuclear weapons, the proposal of the Socialist 
countries provides in conformity with the general concept of equitable 
reductions that those weapons of mass destruction and their means of 
delivery should be reduced by all States-direct participants which 
hold them. I t cannot be a matter of a one-time action, carried out by 
one single State, conditioned moreover by various requirements. The 
fact in itself that the Western delegations have, at last, come to recog
nize the necessity to deal with at least a certain part of nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery— b̂e it US nuclear arms only—does but 
confirm the rightness of our requirement that nuclear armaments 
must be an integral part of the programme of reductions. In this 
respect, the Western States should elaborate to a full measure those 
positive elements which, for the first time, have appeared in their 
proposal of 16 December in connection with nuclear weapons.

To conclude my statement, I  should like to stress that we consider 
the discussion we had in the course of this eighth round of negotia
tions as a useful and mutually fruitful exchange of views. There has 
been, inter alia, a profitable and concrete debate in order to reach a 
clear definition of the “armed forces”, just for all participants. I t  bore 
namely on what should be included in or excluded from reductions 
and on what should be related to ground forces and to air forces. This 
debate has not only permitted to elucidate to a greater extent and in 
a more detailed manner the viewpoints of the various participants to 
the negotiations, it has also been leading us in our search of ways to 
attain mutually acceptable solutions. The gradual widening of these 
ways could bring about, within a measurable space of time, the work
ing out of an agreement. This depends, however, on the good will of 
all participants and makes it essential that our Western colleagues 
take into due account the legitimate requirements of the Socialist 
States and renounce their attempts to obtain, by means of our nego
tiations, unilateral military advantages.

. Swedish Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Some Aspects of On-Site 
Verification of the Destruction of Stockpiles of Chemical 
Weapons, April 9, 1976 ^

S um m ary

One of the important verification issues with regard to a treaty pro
hibiting development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons 
concerns destruction of existing stockpiles. The present Working 
Paper tries to summarize the difficulties and possibilities which have 
appeared in the discussions so far. They are displayed schematically 
in the attached scheme of options.
-------

" CCD/485, Apr. 9,1976.
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By emphasizing the possibilities offered in using toxicity determina
tions as one verification method some concerns shown by the USSR 
delegation can be dispensed with. The resulting verification possibil
ity might be applied as a confidence building measure for the negotia
tions on a chemical weapons ban.

I n t r o d u c t io n

The question of verification of destruction of stockpiles of chemical 
warfare agents and weapons displays one major difficulty: no means 
are available for disclosure of hidden stocks, (I t is not even possible 
to rely upon on-site inspection to find such hidden stocks.)

However, irrespective of this difficulty the responsibility remains 
to discuss the existing option: verification of destruction of stockpiles 
with known locations. At such locations installations and activities 
other than those concerned with the chemical stockpiles may exist. A 
party which has kept his stockpiles non-accessible (or even secret) 
may thus wish, for this and other reasons, to continue to do so, even 
if he accedes to let some type of on-site verification of destruction of 
declared stocks take place. In such cases the party might select partic
ular destruction sites, which would be freely accessible for verification 
personnel.

Presently it seems impossible to verify destruction without at least 
some limited on-site presence. Accordingly a second difficulty depends 
on the reluctance by some countries to agree to some forms of on-site 
activity with respect to verifying destruction of chemical weapons. 
They are arguing i.a. [sic] the risk for unwanted spread of secret infor
mation leading to proliferation. These thoughts were expressed by the 
Soviet delegation (CCD/PV. 647, p. 18^ and CCD/PV. 652, pp. 
19-20 )̂ saying that on-site verification of stockpile destruction would 
reveal the nature of a chemical warfare agent, which might otherwise 
perhaps have been kept secret. Such a disclosure could not only lead 
to the unwanted spread of knowledge but might also infringe on 
industrial rights.

Without disputing these claims the present Working Paper aims at 
showing in prineiple that effective on-site verification of destruction 
of stockpiles containing chemical warfare agents can be carried out 
without disclosing the chemical nature of the agent in question or 
infringing on industrial secrets.

To avoid complicating details in the present account conversion of 
agent stockpiles into peacefully usable chemicals is not treated here. 
However, similar thoug'hts can be applied also for that activity. See 
also below on destruction of stocks of dual-purpose agents.

Generally, rather satisfactory methods now seem to be available for 
on-site verification of destruction. Different aspects have been touched 
upon in many Working Papers through the years, e.g. CCD/324,^ 344,

* Documents on Disarmament, 19H, pp. 364-369.
pp. 416-419.

" Printed Hid., 1911, pp. 180-183.
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366,5 307^6 4 3 2  ̂4 3 4  ̂4 3 0  7 ^nd 453. Especially OCD/434 and 436 by the 
Canadian and United States delegations respectively make clear how 
complicated an affair it is to destroy chemical weapons but also that 
it is feasible. Verificajtion of destruction of stockpiles is envisaged in 
the Japanese draft convention (OCD/420, 30 April 1974)

However, the use of toxicological verification^ described below, has 
so far not been analysed sufficiently. The discussion of this method and 
its implications for verification is the main purpose of this paper. The 
implications of chemical analysis for verification purposes are treated 
for comparison. The different options resulting from application of 
the two types of analyses alone or together are displayed in the 
attached scheme.

A successful verification of destruction performed according to 
carefully established conditions might be an important confidence 
building measure in trying out acceptable means of verification for a 
treaty prohibiting development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons.

Some aspects of such verification activities are outlined below.

C o n d it io n s  fo r  O n - S it e  V e r if ic a t io n  A c t iv it ie s

It is assumed that the verification activities are to be carried out 
by analysts from other countries (in national or international teams). 
National verification teams from the country, whose stocks are be
ing verified could of course at the same time undertake the same 
analy^s.

In principle destruction of chemical agents (in bulk or in munition, 
etc.) m u^ take place at any of tihe following premises:

(a) iat or near production plants for chemical warfare agents (in
cluding munition filling installations);

(b) at or near existing stockpiles of chemical warfare agents or 
weapons;

(c) at special, per'haps mobile, destruction plants or facilities.

In the present context alternatives (a) and (b) probaJbly will not 
be pertinent to discuss for reasons of secrecy presented above. Alter
native (c) probably is the one to calculate with. As pointed out in the 
Introduction it seems possible for a party which does not wish to dis
close other secrets to choose a destruction site where such risks do 
not appear and is freely availaible for the verification analysts.

I t is assumed in the following (with one exception) that the chemi
cal nature of the agents shall not be disclosed by the verification ac
tivity. In most circumstances this need not be a necessary condition:

® Printed ibid., m 2 ,  pp. 348-352.
® Printed itid., pp. 352-354.
’'lUd., 19U, pp. 335^40. 

pp. 99-106.
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obviously large parts of existing stockpiles most probably will con
sist of well-known clieinical agents.

One further reason for secrecy might be that the proportions be
tween different stockpiled agents should not be disclosed. However, 
this may be of ijnpoitance only in the long run, and be of less impor
tance as long as confidence building measures are being tested.

V e r if ic a t io n  b y  T o x ic it y  D e t e r m in a t io n — ^To x ic o lo g ic a l , 
V e r if ic a t io n

Basically this method utilizes the fact that thorough destruction of 
a toxic substance leads to non-toxic destruction products. This is 
valid irrespective of the type of su'bstance. Thus, measuring the tox
icity of the (known or unknown) substance going into and coming 
out from the destruction process, it is possible to veflfify that the sub
stance has been destroyed. The various aspects of the method are de
scribed below.

A prerequisite for the method is that the substance being destroyed 
really is sufficiently toxic to be of interest as a chemical warfare 
agent—preferably supertoxic. Even if it can be envisaged that, for 
the purpose of evasion, other substances than actual warfare agents 
will be destmyed this is of minor importance as it oibviously has to 
be a substance with a comparable toxicity and thus also to some ex
tent usable as a warfare agent.

Substances with a low toxicity which can also have civilian use 
could of coui'se always be used in war with some effect, e.g. phosgene, 
cyanides and even chlorine as has been pointed out on many occasions. 
However, since stocks for civilian purposes would be kept anyway, 
there would be no sense in trying to verify destruction of dual-pur
pose agents with a relatively low toxicity. If  aibnormally large stocks 
of such agents were found the most obvious way of disposal would 
be through the chemical production processes for which they normally 
are used.

Tlie reliaibility of the toxicity and quantity determination will de
pend upon randomized sampling methods. Thus the sampling routines 
must be constructed and performed with great care in order to get 
representative samples. The fact that samples will have to be taken 
does not imply that knowledge of the substance to be destroyed has 
to be passed on. However, the agent containers (for (bulk stwkpiles 
or as mimition) must be allowed to be measured and counted by the 
inspection team. Different means of evading a determination of the 
amount of agent to be destroyed have been pointed out in tlie United 
States Working Paiper OCD/436. On the other hand such attempts 
could most probably be revealed or indicated by the randomized 
sampling.

Standardized handling of the samples could guarantee that no parts 
of samples were withheld by verification teams for a later, more reveal
ing analysis. One could even conceive of a scheme allowing the sam
pling and experimental work to be performed, by a national verifica
tion team under close surveillance of international observers.
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The toxicity determination is preferably performed by simple tests 
on animals: ®

(a) injections of series of diluted solutions of the substance in the 
belly of mice (intraperitoneally);

(b) application of series of diluted solutions on the skin of mice 
(percutaneously).

After a standard time the number of dead animals in each series 
should be counted and the toxicity be calculated from the results (so 
called LD50 tests). Skin damages could be registered in the same way 
and form the basis for toxicity calculations.

I t  would not be necessary to observe symptoms leading to the death 
of the animals since the calculations of the toxicity are based only 
upon the final outcome. Knowledge of the symptoms might lead to 
unwanted knowledge of the nature of the substance being destroyed.

A toxicological verification of destruction of chemical warfare 
agents could be carried out according to the following principal 
scheme:

(a) quantity and toxicity of agents stockpiled on the place for the 
destruction, or being transported there, are determined;

(b) a “perimeter” inspection is performed to ensure that no hidden 
means exist of removing agents without destrojdng them;

(c) randomized sampling of open, departing transports ensure that 
no toxic material is taken away by such transport;

(d) after the destruction is declared finished an on-site inspection 
should be imdertaken to ensure that no toxic material is left 
in the place.

The conclusion is that by a limited on-site activity, i.e. the type of 
toxicological verification described above, effective results can be ob
tained, taking care of some of the objections, which so far have been 
raised against on-site verification of destruction of known stockpiles 
of chemical weapons.

V e r if ic a t io n  b y  C h e m ic a l  A n a l y s is

The most obvious method for verification of destruction is chemical 
analysis of in- and outgoing substances. Such methods have been out
lined in several of the Working Papers mentioned in the Introduc
tion. (In this paper by “chemical analysis” is understood many dif
ferent methods ranging from biochemical to physicochemical meth
ods.)

Direct chemical analysis of the samples of the substances in the 
destruction process would lead to disclosure of which substance is to 
be destroyed. In controlling also the amounts being destroyed, as 
mentioned before, these activities might be used to check declared in
tentions of destruction. This would in most cases seem to be the most 
rational way of acting and could be used as soon as the agents to 
be destroyed are known.

® For a discussion of the method, see e.g., CCD/435,16 July 1974, working pai)er 
on toxicity of chemical warfare agents, by the U.S. delegation Documents on 
Disarmament, 1974, pp. 330-335).
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Another option would be to allow only “perimeter” sampling from 
the surroundings of the destruction site. I t seems conceivable that 
from chemical analysis of such samples one might indicate at least 
that a chemical warfare agent was being destroyed and perhaps also 
to which group of agents it might belong.

Further, the actual investigations on the destruction site might be 
kept to a minimum. The method might accordingly be suitable for 
sites where other activities must be kept secret.

I t  is even conceivable that the actual chemical analysis might be car
ried out at laboratories separated from the destruction site. The con
cept of ‘‘black boxes” should be evaluated with respect to this alterna
tive.

An obvious drawback with regard to performing chemical analysis 
only of perimeter samples is that no estimation can be made about 
the amount of agent being destroyed. However, chemical analysis of 
perimeter samples, combined with toxicity tests on randomized sam
ples of the agent might result in a fairly good assessment of the type 
of substance and the amounts being destroyed.

The conclusion is that use of chemical methods—combined or not 
with toxicological methods—^might result in a series of options, 
ranging from demonstration of destruction activities to complete 
quantitative and qualitative identification of stockpile agents being 
destroyed.

Information on actual experiences of applying these options would 
most probably increase the prospects for the selection of a proper 
course of action.

S c h e m e  of  Op t io n s  o n  V e r if ic a t io n  o f  D e st r u c t io n  o f  
S t o c k p il e s  o f  C h e m ic a l  W e a p o n s

Options Technical aspects Consequences

Stockpile sites unknown

Stockpile sites known 
No ^on-site activity 
allowed

Perimeter inspection al
lowed

Chemical analysis of 
perimeter samples

Toxicity determina
tions of perimeter 
samples 

Sampling allowed
Chemical analysis of

Methods to find hidden stock
piles do not exist presently

Methods for remote verifica
tion of destruction do not 
exist presently

Chemical type of agent might 
be inferred from identification 
of decomposition or destruc
tion products 
Not applicable

Agent will be identified

No verification 
possible

No verification 
possible

Verification of de
struction activity

Not applicable

Toxicity determination 
of samples

Verification 
possible

Presence and destruction of Verification 
toxic material will be demon- possible 
strated; identification of agent 
not possible



192 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The United Kingdom’s Contri
bution to Research on Seismological Problems Relating to 
Underground Nuclear Tests, April 12, 1976^

Introduction

1 . During the past ten years, the United Kingdom has presented the 
CCD with ten progress reports on seismological research into the 
problems of detecting and identifying nndergromid nuclear tests. A 
reference list and synopses of these Working Papers appear at Annex.

2 . I t  is now about four years since the Committee reviewed the 
United Kingdom’s programme and it is opportune to do so once again 
and to outline how the seismologists connected with the United King
dom programme see future trends.

Detection at long range

3. In  1961, the principle of the electronically steered seismic 'array  ̂
was proved using an array of seismometers in the United Kingdom. 
Unlike the “sum-only” arrays as recommended by the Conference of 
Experts in 1958, steerable arrays can be made larger to enhance the 
signal-to-noise ratio and to discriminate 'against unwanted or spurious 
signals. I t  was also recognized that if these larger arrays were sited 
at geologically favourable locations where the ambient noise level was 
low, some 20 or 30 arrays would do as well as the network of 180 sta
tions proposed in 1958. These developments, after discussion with 
United States’ scientists were described to the CCD in September 
1965 (ENDC/155).«

4. A Special Eeport, issued by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy 
Authority in December 1965, confirmed that seismic signals recorded 
at ranges of between 3,000 Km  and 10,000  Km from the source of the 
disturbance were less affected iby transmission through the earth than 
those signals recorded closer to their source after travelling through 
the more complex outer shells of the earth. The range bracket of 3,000 
to 10,000 Km was termed the “source window”.

Diagnostic criteria and aids

5. A t the time of the 1965 Special Report, the discrimination be
tween earthquakes and underground nuclear events depended upon the 
application of the first motion criterion (i.e. an initial downward dis
placement of the signals at all recording stations), the measurement,

^COD/486, Apr. 12, 1976.
^When the size of a seismic array is sufficiently large, allowance must be 

made for the time it takes a seismic wave to traverse from one end of the array 
to the other. The corrections for traverse time must be made before the indi
vidual seismometer signals are summed and this process is called “stî prinp^”  ̂’• 
“beam forming.” (Footnote in original.)

^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 408-411.
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where possible of the depth of focus of the disturbance, and the inter
pretation of the complexity of the recorded waveform. These tech
niques helped to discriminate against a large number of earthquakes 
but where their application gave rise to am bi^ities, there was no alter
native to the visual inspection of the area of the event as indicated by 
the seismic evidence on the location of the disturbance.

6 . The Special Keport drew attention to the possibility of comparing 
body wave (P) and surface wave (R) amplitudes as a means of recog
nizing explosions as well as earthquakes. In  due course, the value of the 
mb: Ms criterion, as the body to surface wave comparison came to be 
called, was established 'and it stimulated new studies of the capabilities 
of seismic networks. The United Kingdom was associated with three of 
them.

7. Under the auspices of the Stockholm International Peace Re
search Institute (S IPR I), representatives of 1 0  member countries of 
the CCD met in 1968 and concluded that the 1968 seismic network 
would be able to detect and identify explosions of between 2 0  and 60 
kilotons detonated in granite or rocks of similar characteristics.^ Then 
in July 1970 (CCD/296), the United Kingdom presented the results of 
a theoretical study on the performance of 1968 network, improved on 
the lines which the SIPR I study group had agreed as being both 
practicable and capable of being evaluated with acceptable accuracy. 
This indicated that, although the detection threshold could Ibe brought 
down to 1 to 2  kilotons in hard rock, the identification threshold for the 
same conditions was more like 6  to 12 Idlotons. I t  was estimated that 
this improved 1968 network could be deployed for £15 million and 
operated with national staff at the annual cost of £ 2  million.® To some 
these costs seemed excessive; to others a reasonable price to pay.

8 . Finally, in 1971, Canada initiated a study of 4,000 standard 
(WWSSN) seismograms of earthquakes and explosions in Eurasia. 
Canadian and British seismologists working together concluded that, 
under the conditions then prevailing and assuming no deliberate at
tempts were made to make explosions less detectable, the existing 
arrays and the 1969 standard network could detect surface waves gen
erated by explosions of 'about 2 0  kilotons in hard rock. I t  was ^timated 
that with improvements to about 40 of the standard stations at a cost 
of much less than £15 million, the threshold could be reduced to between 
5 and 10 kilotons.

Measures for reducing the detectability of underground explosions

9. The 1970 United Kingdom Working Paper examined the effect 
on theoretically possible thresholds if deliberate attempts were made 
to minimize the detectability of underground explosions.® Experi-

* m a., 1968, pp. 455-458.
Ibid., 1970, pp. 342-^49.
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mental results published in the Umted States of America indicated 
that, given a suitable thickness of dry alluvium, explosions of up to 2 0  
kilotons could be seismically decoupled by factors of up to 10  over the 
hard rock coupling case. Theoretical studies and small scale experi
ments suggested that decoupling factors 1 0  times or more greater than 
this could be achieved by detonating the explosive in a large cavity; 
for example a cavity 1 1 0  m in diameter would decouple 1 0  kilotons by 
this sort of factor. Other possible routes for minimizing detectability 
include hiding signals from explosions up to 1 0 0  kilotons in the wave
forms from suitable earthquakes and simulating earthquake wave
forms by detonating a series of explosions so as to reproduce earth- 
quake-like first motions, complexities and mb :Mg ratios.

10. While the practicability of some of these techniques may be 
questioned, there is little doulbt that, within a large country, it should 
be possible to find suitable porous dry rocks in which to decouple small 
explosions and thereby avoid detection by seismographs sited outside 
the country concerned. Consequently United Kingdom seismologists 
came to the conclusion that there w ^  little point in trying to improve 
techniques for identifying explosions smaller than about 1 0  kilotons. 
The normal limit for seismic identification could therefore be set at the 
convenient practical level of seismic magnitude mb 4%, which repre
sents a fully coupled explosion in hard rock of between 3 and 6  kilo- 
tons.*̂  I t  does not, however, follow that, having set this limit, all 
explosions below the limit would escape detection and identification. 
Anyone seeking to carry out an explosion would have to take into 
account the uncertainties associated with seismic outputs and allow a 
safety factor if  a high assurance of non-detectability were desired.

1 1 . The possibility of confusing a detection network by simulating 
an earthquake by detonating a series of explosions at appropriate time 
intervals seemed attractive because, in principle, there is no upper 
limit to the yield of the device which can be tested, no need to wait 
for suitable earthquakes to mask the explosion signals and no major 
engineering work on excavating large cavities to provide seismic de
coupling. Earthquake simulation has been studied in detail and has 
been reported upon in the scientific press.® An attempt to confuse the 
detection system by this means can, however, be countered when the 
seismic network is equipped with seismometers having “a broad re
ceiving band with a constant magnification of the order of 10^ to 2 X 

10  ̂in the period range 1 to 10 seconds” as described and recommended 
by the Geneva Conference of Experts.^ Outside the Soviet Union,

This nominal limit of mb 4% appUes for a verification system located outside 
a large country. I t  could be lower when it is i>ossible to locate seismographs nearer 
to the source of the explosion. CFootnote in original.)

®'‘Earthquake Simulation by Nuclear Explosions,” Nature, vol. 253, Jan. 24, 
1975. (Footnote in original.)

* This broad band characteristic is in respect of body waves, i.e., the P and S 
waves. The present United Kingdom broad band systems are receptive to a pe
riod range of 0.1 to 15 seconds with a magnification of 6 X 10®; the increased 
m a^fica tion  is achieved because of the more sophisticated data processing 
which can be carried put on magnetic tape recordings. (Footnote in original.)
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little attention was paid to the possibility of broad band signal record
ing because the earth is usually so noisy in this part of the seismic 
spectrum. I t is now appreciated, however, that where large explosions 
or earthquakes are involved, the spectral differences over the broad 
band are so distinctive that each can be identified for what they are, 
no matter how much ingenuity is used to confuse the situation.^® The
1975 Working Paper (CCD/459) demonstrated how the upper limit 
of yield in a simulated earthquake could be constrained by the use 
of broad band seismographs to the point where earthquake simula 
tion becomes a much less attractive means of confusing a detection 
system.

1 2 . There is, of course, the converse problem of attempting to en
sure that no earthquake is incorrectly identified as an explosion. This 
was mentioned in the 1970 United Kingdom Working Paper (CCD/ 
296) and a method of reducing the probability of misidentifying an 
earthquake was described in the 1974 Working Paper (CCD/440).^^ 
This depended upon estimating the source mechanism and depth of 
focus more reliably with the help of seismogram modelling. I t is not 
yet known how many earthquakes and of what magnitude would con
tinue to be mis-identified after application of these procedures.

The future for broad hand systems

13. As a consequence of the above considerations, United Kingdom 
research effort was concentrated on improving signal fidelity by the 
development of processing and display techniques which broaden the 
short period receiver response as a means of reducing the uncertainty 
in discriminating between earthquakes and explosions, especially in 
cases where attempts were made to disguise or minimize the explosion 
signal. This change of emphasis was made at the expense of work on 
more engineering-orientated problems of detecting very small yields 
with narrow-band receivers. The results of the new work were re
ported in CCD/363 on the relationship between magnitudes and 
y ie ld s ,in  CCD/402 on estimating focal depths and in CCD/401 
and 440 on the development of modelling techniques designed to use 
all the data in a seismogram to aid discrimination.

14. At the same time, it was decided to develop steered-array sys
tems and data communication procedures (CCD/386) so as to be ready 
for any requirement to monitor compliance with a test ban in co-oper
ation with other signatories should a treaty come into f orce.̂ ®

“ “Recognizing Simulated Earthquakes,” Nature^ vol. 259, Feb. 5, 1976. (Foot
note in original.)

^ Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 393-397.
”  IMd., 1972, pp. 176-188.
“  m a ., 1973, pp. 339 -̂344.

1974, pp. 393-397.
^lUd., 1972, pp. 577-583.
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15. A further step in the broad band field was the decision to investi
gate the potential of arrays with broad band response and with digital 
recording and this was proved more rewarding than expected. I t  has 
shown that the spectral content of moderately sized explosions and 
shallow earthquakes supply unambiguous and readily ^ipplied criteria 
for discrimination when signals are recorded above the background 
noise. I t  has also shown that the coherent properties of the noise 
recorded by a properly designed wide band array allow the signals to 
be processed by a computer to enhance the signal to noise ratio by more 
than would be predicted from a simple summation of individual sig
nals from the array- Finally it has been demonstrated that the seismom
eter array station processor (SA SP), which was developed to convert 
experimental seismic stations into components of an operational net
work, attains optimum processing speed with fewer spurious signals 
when the original data are recorded in digital form. There is now a 
good prospect of achieving the short period verification threshold of 
nib which was proposed by the United Kingdom experts in 1970. 
Discrimination of events at or near this threshold would be achieved 
by modelling techniques; larger events would be id,entified by either 
the mb: Ms criterion or by spectral differences observed on broad band 
recordings.

16. The advances which have been made have only been possible 
because of the availability of versatile small computers and digital 
recorders. The use of digital recorders is especially crucial to the con
cept of broad band arrays because they allow the signal and, noise to 
be recorded with high fidelity. The amplitudes of earth noise in the 
wide band are very variable— t̂oo large to be handled without over
loading by analogue tape recorders.

Network design and cost

17. I t  is as yet too early to predict how the advent of the broad band 
technology will affect the d,esign and cost of a network to monitor 
compliance with a test ban treaty (CCD/296); a full scale experi
mental trial must first be completed. However, the broad outlines can 
be forecast. I t  is envisaged that there would be a network of some 2 0  
to 25 control posts— t̂he higher number assumes that 3 or 4 stations 
could be located in the Soviet Union—distributed as evenly as possible 
over the continents. Each station would be equipped with a United 
Kingdom type array of seismometers with digital recording of its out
put so that any spectral band of interest could be re-produced on 
replay. I t  should not, however, be necessary to resort to the large and 
expensive arrays for long period instruments specified in CCD/296.^® 
Seismometers of an existing design might suffice. In this connexion, it 
should be noted that the United Kingdom is sponsoring a university 
research programme on the design of seismometers especially for broad

“ /6id5., m o ,  pp. 342-349.
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band arrays. I t is considered that it would only be worthwhile record
ing the vertical component of the seismic signal. The seismometers 
would be installed in bore-holes some 1 0 0  m deep in hard rock of the 
oldest geological formation available in the area and, as a general 
principle, the choice of sites would be dictated by good geology and a 
low noise level rather than by consideration of easy logistics. Each 
control station would, be equipped with an array processor and data 
would be communicated by either radio or commercial telex to all co
operating centres.

18. The expectation is that a network on the above lines would be 
able to detect and identify an explosion of between 3 and 50 kilotons, 
depending upon the location of the explosion and the chance noise 
level at the time it occurred. This estimate assumes that no special 
effort is made to decouple the explosion from its surroundings other 
than perhaps by detonating it in a strata of rock equivalent to the d.ry 
alluvium present in Nevada. I f  special decoupling measures are prac
tised, explosions in the lower half of the 3 to 50 kiloton yield band 
might not be detected at all. I f  explosions are fired at the appropriate 
time and place in conjunction with a suitably chosen earthquake, the 
explosion might also remain undetected within that of the earthquake 
signal. Any attempt to hide explosions by simulating earthquakes is 
however likely to be revealed providing the largest of the explosions 
within the earthquake simulating salvo is detectable.

19. The cost of deploying 20 control posts of the type described 
above might be about £5 million, or half the figure given in CCD/386. 
The operating cost might amount to an average of £25 thousand per 
station per year. In the light however of the possibilities described in 
paragraph 18 of avoiding detection of small yields, it is questionable 
whether or not it would be better to proceed with a special test ban 
monitoring network or to improve the existing WWSSN as suggested 
by Canada in 1971 in CCD/327.^^ The performance of the existing
1976 array and standard station network AVWSSN in respect of dis
criminating between earthquakes and explosions is not very different 
from that estimated, by the Canadian study for the 1969 network. 
Since that time the United Kingdom has been able to reduce the un
certainties in the discrimination process by realizing broad band 
recording and analysing potentials and has established an upper limit 
of 50 kilotons as the largest explosion which might with low probabil
ity escape detection.

Conclusions

20. Prom the foregoing we may derive the following conclusions:
(a) there is no reliable seismological method of detecting low 

yield explosions when steps are taken to minimize the 
detectability of such explosions;

1911, pp. 342-357.
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(b) there is some uncertainty about the number and size of 
shallow earthquakes which produce seismic signals indis
tinguishable from those of explosions;

(c) subject to these uncertainties, the capability of a network 
to monitor compliance with a test ban lies between 3  and 
50 kilotons;

(d) following the advice of the Geneva Conference of Experts, 
broad band techniques should be used to increase the 
chance of correctly identifying detected seismic events.

2 1 . In the light of these findings, a sound policy for the future of 
forensic seismology would be to realize the full potential of broad band 
techniques for isolating the source function from the effects of the 
transmission path and to apply the results of current broad band 
research to existing seismic stations so as to obtain experience on their 
effectiveness.

ANNEX

A L i s t  o f  N o t e s  a n d  W o r k i n g  P a p e r s  o n  S e i s m o l o g ic a l  

B e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  K in g d o m

ENDC/166^September 1965
Notes on United Kingdom Eesearch of Techniques for distinguish

ing between Earthquakes and Underground Explosions.
Proposed, 2 0  to 25 control stations comprising steered arrays on 

carefully chosen low noise sites. Concluded that on-site inspection 
necessary to verify residue of unidentified events.

ENDC/268^ 1 4  August 1969
Further Notes on United Kingdom Eesearch of Techniques for 

Distinguishing Between Earthquakes and Underground Explosions.
Eeviewed a Special Eeport of the United Kingdom Atomic Energy 

Authorty (1965)2® and the report of the SIPE I study group (1968).^  ̂
Eeported the results of complexity studies and on the capacity of 
mb :Ms ratios to identify explosions. Concluded that for practical pur
poses the seismological limit for discrimination is 1 0  kilotons.

CCD/296,28 July 1970
Working Paper on Verification of a Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty.
A detailed study of the capacity of a seismological network to moni

tor compliance with a test ban based on SIPEI study group recom
mendations. Concluded that the identification of explosions of mb 4% 
or larger is theoretically possible and that because of the opportunities 
for evading detection this is probably the practical seismological limit.

“ See n. 3, above.
Documents on Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 405-408.

^ CCD/155.
^ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 455-458.
“ See n. 5, above.
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CCD/851̂  23 Septemher 1971

Working Paper Containing Comments on the Canadian study of 
the Seismological Detection and Identification of Underground Nu
clear Explosions (CCD/327) and on its implication for the ex
panded seismic array system outlined in the United Kingdom Work
ing Paper CCD/296.^^

Keconciled a Canadian study of the capacity of the 1969 network 
with the theoretical study of CCD/296. Eeaches similar conclusions 
as to the limits of seismological techniques. Emphasized that useful 
technical contributiojis of this kind are open to all to make for them
selves.

CCD/363, 25 April 1972

Working Paper on seismic yields of underground explosions—esti
mating yields of underground explosions from amplitude of seismic 
signals.

Demonstrated the uncertainties in reconciling a seismic yield with 
true yields and the problems these pose for a test ban. Proposed using 
surface (R) waves in preference to P waves to reduce the scatter of 
data.

CCD/386,22 Augm t 1972

Working Paper on seismic data handling and analysis for a com
prehensive test ban.

Described the United Kingdom proposals for developing a seis
mometer array station processor (SASP) to facilitate the handling, 
processing and analysis of data under test ban conditions.

C C D /m , ^8 Jwne 1973

Working Paper on a review of the United Kingdom seismological 
research and development programme.

Reviewed the United Kingdom programme and introduced the con
cepts of broad band detection systems and seismogram modelling as 
means to reduce uncertainties of identifying seismic disturbances, es
pecially when it is suspected that deliberate attempts might be made 
to test in secret.

C C D /m , ^8 June 1973

Working Paper on the estimation of depth of seismic events.
Described the vabie of and the methods for estimating depths to the 

focus of seismic disturbances. Introduced a method which effectively 
broadens the reception band by removing the distorting effect of the

“ See n. 17, above.
See n. 16, above.

^ See n. 12, above.
^ See n. 15, above.
” See n. 13, above.

253-754 0  - 78 - 15
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seismograph as well as the transmission path in order to recover the 
original signal and its surface reflection.

C C D /W , 13 August 197A

Working Paper on a development in discriminating between seismic 
sources.

Expanded the seismogram modelling technique and proposed its 
adoption to deal with ‘anomalous’ events.

CCD/459, July 1975

Working Paper on safeguards against the employment of multiple 
explosions to simulate earthquakes.

Demonstrated the value of broad band records for revealing at
tempts to simulate earthquakes by a series of explosions. Proposed an 
upper limit yield of 50 kilotons to attempts at evasion and advocated 
not specifying a threshold (for a CTB) in order to reduce this limit at 
least to half by causing the violator to introduce adequate safety fac
tors in order to be certain of avoiding detection.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The Processing and Communi
cation of Seismic Data To Provide for National Means of 
Verifying a Test Ban  ̂ April 12, 1976 ^

I n t r o d u c t io n

The need for processing recorded data to make the best use of seis
mometer arrays was referred to in United Kingdom Working Papers 
ENDC/155, September 1965  ̂ and CCD/296, July 1970.̂  I t  was pro
posed that the main component of the processing system should 
operate at the array stations themselves. For this reason it was named 
a seismometer array station processor, or SASP for short. The ad
vantage of processing at the station was to reduce by many times the 
quantity of data which would otherwise have to be transmitted to col
lating centres of which there may be several depending on the degree of 
national interest in making independent assessments. A processor of 
this kind however involves a small but very fast computer, and seis
mometer arrays are not sited in comfortable city squares where the 
housing of a complex pie<5e of machinery would pose no environmental 
problems. It is therefore necessary to verify experimentally whether 
the United Kingdom proposal is realistic or not.

This working paper brings the CCD up to date on the progress of 
this project. At the same time it reports on the data communication

* See n. 14, above.
' CCD/487, Apr. 12, 1976.
‘̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 408-411.
® IUd„ 1970, pp. 342-349.
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links which were established last year and on which the United 
Kingdom bases its national capacity to verify a test ban by seismologi- 
cal means alone.

T k E  P r o t o t y p e  SASP

To make the best use of the data from the arrays, the usual process
ing method is to sum each of the seismometers (normally up to 2 0  in 
all) after making corrections for the differences in the arrival time of 
a signal at each seismometer. This procedure is often called “beam 
forming” or ‘‘steering”. The seismic waves from areas of interest tra
verse the arrays with apparent velocities of between 10 kms"  ̂ and 25 
kms"  ̂ (increasing as the distance to the source increases from 3,000 km 
to 10,000  km) so the differences in arrival time between one end of the 
array and the other could be as much as 2 s.

Each seismometer in the arrays deployed in association with the 
United Kingdom is recorded on magnetic tape in analogue form. To 
delay and sum in a sufficient number of event search conditions to 
ensure optimum performance, the sequences must be carried out at a 
speed which only a digital computer can match. All twenty analogue 
records of a United Kingdom type array are therefore converted to 
digits before searches can commence.

The steering sequence is carried out off-line to take advantage of the 
great speed with which computers available in the last few years can 
operate. This enables the computer to be used by station staff for 
further analyses of detected signals during a normal 8 -hour working 
day. Off-line processing also means that a breakdown does not affect 
the data recording systems. There is of course a delay of twenty-four 
hours built-in to the event assessing procedures, but this is acceptable 
under the terms of reference.

The method of converting the analogue recordings to digits is 
relatively new in that the data are divided into two streams, one of 
which is heavily filtered for signal detection, the other unfiltered for 
analysis. These two streams are now digitised simultaneously. The 
method of steering the array by forming a sufficient number of beams 
is similar to that employed by others, and the problem of false detec
tions due to tape defects and spurious signals is also familiar.

At the time the prototype SASP was being designed, another team 
concerned itself with the solution of the threat to a satisfactory CTB 
imposed by the possibility of simulating earthquakes with a series of 
explosions. As the United Kingdom Working Paper demonstrated last 
year the safeguard against this device is a broad band recording 
system and the ideal method of so recording, in order to minimize the 
background noise by appropriate processing, is by digital techniques.^ 
Bringing the two results together it was self-evident that the next gen
eration of SASP must begin with digital recordings and thereby 
eliminate the analogue tape recording altogether. This proved to be a

 ̂CCD/459, July 24,1975.
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convenient solution also to the principal disadvantage of analogue 
recording which was revealed by the prototype SASP. This is the large 
number of triggers which turned out to be spurious signals generated 
in the analogue replay system. To avoid some of these “false alarms” it 
was decided to reduce the speed of editing by half to X 8 the recording 
time. This allows time to employ more elaborate detection programmes, 
but somewhat reduces the time available for further analysis by the 
station operators. Nonetheless the prototype system will be useful for 
research programmes for some years to come because of the library of 
existing analogue recordings.

A comparison of the SASP detection system was made using the re
sults of the International Seismic Month.

C o m m u n ic a t in g  t h e  D a t a

After steering the array, and measuring the record so displayed, it is 
possible roughly to estimate the location and size of each seismic dis
turbance and to make a first assessment of what it might be. The process 
is outlined in the Annex to United Kingdom Working Paper CCD/386 
of 2 2  August 1972.® However, better accuracy in location and size and 
more certain assessments may be achieved if data from a number of 
well distributed arrays could be scrutinised together and in some cases 
be re-processed. I t  is therefore an advantage to establish rapid means 
of communicating data each day to other national centres and to have 
the facility for transcribing and despatching recordings on request. 
The figure illustrates the arrangements which have been developed so 
far in the United Kingdom for this purpose. There are two principal 
means of communication:

(a) by standard commercial services from arrays in Australia, 
Canada and India with which the United Kingdom has been 
associated;

(b) by AEPANET from the arrays associated with the United 
States. (ARPANET is sponsored by the Defence Advanced Re
search Projects Agency of the United States. In essence, it fa
cilitates the access to the principal coniputing centres of the 
United States and Europe with the help of the communication 
on-line satellite, (seefigure))

Between them they test the variety and reliability of methods which 
are available for national verification of a test ban.

Where the commercial telex is available for only part of the way, 
the gaps can be bridged by air services or, as demonstrated by India, 
by a purpose-built radio link, GBA to Trombay. The data from Can
ada (YKA) is to be obtained in digital form through the post office 
dialled line services. The United Kingdom stations EKA and Wolver- 
ton are near enough to the data centre to afford direct private lines.

® Documents on Disdrmamentj 1972, pp. 557-583.
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Because it is close-by and is linked to the ARPANET, it is also con
venient to use the United Kingdom computer complex mainly con
cerned with university research for performing analyses of the data 
including estimates of epicentre and magnitude and for organizing and 
storing the data in bulletin form. Seismic disturbances near to estab
lished testing grounds or in aseismic areas are especially noted, but the 
intention is to develop the analysis to a level at which the great major
ity of all reported detections will be located and identified. For the 
time being, the onset times, amplitudes and periods of the P-wave are 
reported. (Ejfforts are now being made to have similar data measured 
for the R-wave.) These data are mailed to a number of contributors 
and are made immediately accessible via the experimental network of 
computers sponsored by the United States (ARPANET). I t  is also 
through ARPANET that the United Kingdom obtains data derived 
from other national detection systems which contribute to the experi
ment.

Essential to these communications is the terminal operated by the 
University of London’s Institute of Computer Science, the submarine 
cable to Norway and the trans-Atlantic communications satellite. The 
ARPANET experiment as a whole has objectives concerned with relia
ble and economic communication of data and with the remote opera
tion of computers and computer programmes. Consequently the future 
of the system will depend on the results of these experiments as well 
as on its possible role in. national arrangements for verifying a test 
ban.

S u m m a r y  o f  R e s u l t s

With the exception of Eskdalemuir the data links described above 
have been developed using the readings from a single seismometer 
within each array as data. Eight seismometers, summed without phas
ing are used at Eskdalemuir. (The data from the output of an array 
processor would be different only in quantity because smaller disturb
ances would be reported.) Data from explosions in 1975 have been used 
to demonstrate the capacity of the arrangements shown on the accom
panying figure. No interrogations were made to verify detections 
which might have been missed. Only those data which allowed an as
sessment to be made within a week were employed. (This excluded 
Yellowknife, NORSAR and LAS A for the whole of the year, and 
Warramimga for the first nine months of 1975.) Data from the con
tributing stations are collated once a week, and each batch remains in 
the files of the United Kingdom ARPANET host for thirty days.

Of the thirty-six nuclear explosions reported for 1975 by public in
formation services, ten were not detected by this “United Kingdom 
network”. Of these, two were the first two small underground tests in 
the south-west Pacific island of Fangataufa, one was an unusually 
small (mb4) explosion in East Kazakh and seven were in Nevada for 
which the network is badly distributed in the absence of Yellowknife.
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The detection threshold for Asia is about or roughly the practi
cal limit to verification by seismological techniques alone. The 
threshold for the stations sited within the United Kingdom alone is 
about 4.7 for the aseismic areas of Asia, and one of the lessons learnt 
from the experience of this experiment is the advantage of making the 
best of stations and recordings to which the data centre has inmiediate 
access, even when the present capacity of the national network is evi
dently poorer than the more widely distributed and better sited net
work of all contributing stations.

The actual threshold of detection achieved, however, during the ex
periment is secondary to the purpose of demonstrating the techniques 
and problems involved in establishing a national means of day-to-day 
verification of a test ban. As a matter of incidental interest, this is the 
first publicly reported demonstration of its kind, albeit limited to the 
relatively easier task of monitoring existing test sites and aseismic 
areas where nuclear explosives for civil works are being tested. The 
more difficult job of extending surveillance to seismic areas is to be 
tackled next by including surface wave magnitudes (Ms) in the data 
stream. Thereby it is expected that anomalously high mb values will be 
revealed indicating the presence of seismic disturbances which require 
more detailed study to identify the source.

The advantage is that the identification of earthquakes and explo
sions is simplified: any spectral differences between earthquake and ex
plosion signals are clearly seen, depth of focus more reliably estimated 
and first motion more easily observed. There is also a greater possibil
ity of observing differences between the pulse shapes due to the spread
ing of the earthquake fracture. The most difficult disturbances to iden
tify are caused by very shallow earthquakes, of small source dimen
sions, that are oriented so as to radiate upward first motion of the 
ground to all distant stations. Such an earthquake might be mistaken 
for an explosion. So far, the United Kingdom can cite no evidence 
that such earthquakes occur, but if they do at magnitudes mb 4.5 or 
more, the only way these might be identified using P-waves is by the 
shape of the pulses as recorded on broad band seismographs.

The results of this research have demonstrably reduced uncertainties 
in identifying seismic disturbances of magnitude mb 4i/̂  or more. Sev
eral promising lines are being cultivated further.

British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament: The Recording and Processing of 
P Waves To Provide Seismograms Suitable for Discriminating 
Betv/een Earthquakes and Underground Explosions, April 12, 
1976^

1 . Introduction

For several years the United Kingdom has been investigating the 
value of using broad band seismograms (covering the period range 
lOs-O.ls) for discriminating between earthquakes and explosions in as-

' CCD/488, Apr. 12,1976.
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sociation with the conventional narrow band seismograms (CCD/402, 
CCD/44:0 2). Such broad band seismograms are not commonly made 
anywhere except in the USSR and neighbouring countries; the United 
Kingdom began recording broad band seismograms to try to reconcile 
disagreements on body wave magnitudes (mb) between seismologists in 
the Soviet Union who measure mb on broad band seismograms, with 
those in the United Kingdom who measure mb on narrow band seiemo- 
grams. Once the United Kingdom work was imderway, however, it 
became clear that there are advantages in using broad band recordings 
for discrimination, particularly to recognize attempts to simulate an 
earthquake using a sequence of explosions. The only difficulty is that 
the detection threshold for broad band recording is one order of mag
nitude or more greater than the detection threshold for narrow band 
systems.

This paper:

(1 ) explains in general terms why broad band seismograms should 
be more reliable for discrimination than narrow band seismo
grams ;

(2 ) discusses methods of lowering the detection threshold; and
(3) suggests how it might be possible to obtain broad band seismo

grams from conventional narrow band recordings on short pe
riod seismographs.

2 . Broad ha/nd seismograms and discrimination

The principal wave type shown on broad band seismograms of the 
kind discussed in this paper are the body waves, particularly the P 
waves. The spectra of the P  waves radiated from earthquakes with 
small source dimensions ( l- 2 kms) and from explosions are probably 
not greatly different since they are of roughly constant amplitude up 
to some limit of around Is period and at shorter periods they fall off 
rapidly towards zero. The spectra of earthquakes with large source di
mensions however contain relatively little short period energy; the 
bulk of the energy is at periods greater than a few seconds. For explo
sions the short period energy generated, relative to the long period 
energy, does decrease with increasing yield but even for the largest 
realistic yields there seems to be considerable energy at periods as 
short as 2s. I f  the signals radiated from earthquakes and explosions 
and discussed above in terms of spectra were recorded close to the 
source they would each appear as a pulse; for earthquakes of small 
source dimensions and explosions these pulses would last 0 - 2 s; for 
earthquakes of large source dimensions the pulse might last many 
tens of seconds.

At a distant station, the spectrum of the ground motion due to P 
waves initiated by these pulses depends both on the spectrum at source 
and the effects of transmission through the earth. The main effect of

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1974, pp. 39^-397.
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the transmission path is that the short period energy in the seismic 
signal is absorbed so that it is rare for significant energy above say 
about 0.3s period, to be recorded at long range. In addition to this ab
sorption, interference between the direct P  wave and any reflected 
arrivals complicates the observed spectrum. Thus the ground motion 
at a distant station is a series of pulses, each pulse being as radiated 
from the source except that the short period components have been 
reduced by absorption. The apparent period of this ground motion de
pends on the pulse width; if the pulses last about a second then ap
parent periods of 0.5-2s should be observed; if pulse widths are many 
seconds in length, the apparent period will usually be of similar length. 
The precise period observed depends on the time difference between 
the arrival of each pulse.

For all earthquakes for which the source dimensions are large enough 
for the pulse length to be greater than that of the largest yield explo
sion, say about 3s, it should be possible to discriminate simply by ob
serving the apparent period of the ground motion at a distant station. 
The criterion cannot be applied when P  waves are recorded in a nar
row band of periods around Is (the so-called short period band) be
cause the energy that lies only in this band is displayed; the periods 
where the difference between the earthquakes and explosions might 
be marked are not displayed, and so goes unnoticed.

Is there any way of identifying the smaller earthquakes that radiate 
short pulses with spectra at source similar to those of explosions? The 
answer is given in CCD/402 and CCD/440 where it is shown that if 
conventional short period records are processed to display broader 
band records, then it is often possible to separate out the individual 
pulses in the seismogram,, to identfy the direct P wave and the surface 
reflection pP and to use the time difference between the two in order 
to estimate the depth of the source. In CCD/402 the application of 
this method to explosion records is shown; it demonstrates that the 
observed seismograms are for very shallow sources and hence could 
be explosions. In the later paper (CCD/440), a seismic source (that 
might be mistaken for a series of explosions if only the short period 
seismograms were examined) is identified as an earthquake at a depth 
of 20-30kms from the broad band recordings; the broad band record
ings allow P and pP to be identified unambiguously and thus a reliable 
depth estimate to be oibtained. The paper also illustrates that the first 
motion of a signal can often be more clearly defined on broad band 
seismograms than on narrow band; the use of broad band seismograms 
may thus make the first motion criterion a more useful method for 
identifying earthquakes than it has been in the past.

Finally although differences between the spectra of explosions and 
some earthquakes may be small, there may be subtle differences in the 
pulse shapes radiated from explosions and earthquakes that arise be
cause of the differences in the source mechanism; earthquakes are 
thought to be spreading fractures whereas explosions are the result of
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the expansion of a spherical region. There is some evidence that the 
differences in pulse shape might be visible on broad band records; 
this evidence is mider close examination.

3. Broad hand detection thresholds

If  broad band seismograms are the most suitable for discriminating 
between earthquakes and explosions why are P waves mainly recorded 
in the short period band ? Because at these short periods the signals 
stand out most clearly against the background noise; at even shorter 
periods the signal amplitudes are usually much smaller than the noise 
(either because they are only weakly generated at source or have 
been aibsorbed by transmission through the earth) while at longer pe
riods the noise amplitudes are relatively very much larger. Because 
of the difficulty of detecting the smaller explosions, designs of seis
mometer arrays tend to favour detection at the expense of discrimi
nation.

For large amplitude signals however there is no necessity to con
fine the recording band to the conventional short period band and it 
has been shown that the body wave signals from seismic sources of 
magnitude around mb 5.8 and greater can be recorded with sufficiently 
large signal-to-noise ratio at the predominant period of the signal. 
The United Kingdom Working Paper CCD/459 describes how differ
ences in the observed predominant periods between earthquakes and 
explosions can be used to identify explosions unambiguously, and ex
plains why earthquakes cannot easily be simulated by a sequence of 
explosions when broad band records are used.

The results have been so encouraging that the United Kingdom has 
begun investigating ways of using arrays of seismographs to suppress 
noise in the wider band recordings so as to lower the detection thresh
old in this band. Nonetheless, even if the threshold can be lowered ap
preciably, it is unlikely ever to reach the level of around mb 4 achieved 
with SP arrays, but as the United Kingdom has suggested for other 
reasons that a realistic threshold to aim for is mb 4i/ ,̂ this is not a se
rious limitation.

The United Kingdom Working Paper CCD/401 describes the be
ginning of this work and outlines the United Kingdom’s plan for in
stalling a 4-element array of broad band seismographs to study the use 
of array techniques for the suppression of noise.  ̂ Some of the results 
are described in the next section.

4. Seismic noise and methods of array processing

Seismic noise is generated in many ways but the most important 
seems to be the action of wind on the sea surface, on topography and 
on vegetation. Human activity also generates seismic noise but by 
siting seismograph stations away from towns, industrial machinery.

® pp. 339-344.
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road, rail and air transport this noise can be reduced to negligible pro
portions.

The most important source of natural seismic noise is that generated 
by wind action at sea which results in sea waves that interact with the 
ocean bed to produce seismic noise— t̂he so-called oceanic microseisms 
—^which are recorded on land with peak amplitudes in the period 
range 6~8s. The amplitude of the ground motion of the oceanic micro
seisms varies greatly from day to day depending on the storm activity 
over the oceans; at a maximum the amplitudes of microseisms can be 
10,000  times larger than the smallest detectable P wave. Usually 
oceanic microseisms have their largest amplitudes during winter when 
storms are most frequent. The amplitudes also depend on the distance 
of a recording station from a coastline because microseismic ampli
tudes decay as they travel away from coastlines. Of the array stations 
from which the United Kingdom obtains magnetic tape data, two 
(Warramunga, Australia and Yellowknife, Canada) are in the middle 
of large continents and are less noisy in the oceanic microseism band 
than Eskdalemuir, badly affected by Atlantic storms, and than Gau- 
ribidanur which is affected, though less badly, by the monsoons over 
the Indian Ocean.

In considering how well an array will suppress noise the noise prop
erties must be considered, in particular what is called the organiza
tion of the noise. If  the noise consists of one or more coherent wave 
trains propagating with fixed velocity from distant sources (storm 
centres in the ocean for example) it can be described as organized. Any 
one component wave train will be recorded in turn by each seismo
graph, the resulting noise being a combination of all the wave trains 
with different arrival times. I f  the noise at any given seismometer is 
independent of the noise at any other seismometer, the noise is not 
organized and is usually described as being incoherent.

For incoherent noise it is only possible to achieve on average an 
improvement in signal to noise ratio of the square root of n, the number 
of seismometers in the array (usually described as “root n” improve
ment). For example, if the signal from an array of 25 seismometers 
was delayed and summed (^phased’, beam steered) the average reduc
tion in noise relative to the signal compared with any one seismometer 
output would be 5. I f  the noise is organized then beam steering may 
result in the noise being suppressed by more or less than “root n”, 
depending on the velocity and wavelength of the noise, the size or 
aperture of the array and the spacing of the seismometers in the array ; 
the process of beam steering is not optimum for suppressing organized 
noise. Studies of the organization of seismic noise recorded in the 
short period band show that provided the seismometers are spaced 
at 2.5 km or more apart the noise is effectively incoherent and the 
beam steering process can be used to suppress the noise; up till now 
this has been the approach to array design and processing used by the 
United Kingdom. However, there is evidence that the noise in the
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oceanic microseism band is organized and so other forms of processing 
should be used to exploit the organization of this noise and perhaps 
achieve noise reductions of more than “root n”.

The most promising method for suppressing organized noise ap
pears to be that developed by Lincoln Laboratories in the United 
States of America and usually known as the “Maximum Likelihood 
Method”. With this method filters are computed to suppress the noise 
with the constraint that any signal present is left untouched. If  the 
noise is organized reductions of better than “root n” should be possible; 
if the noise is incoherent the process degenerates into simple beam 
steering with “root n” improvement in the signal to noise ratio. United 
Kingdom scientists have recently carried out experiments to test the 
value of the “Maximum Likelihood Method” for processing broad 
band data; so far the results of this work show that signal to noise 
improvements of greater than “root n” can always be achieved using 
this method but sometimes the improvement is trivial while at others 
it is much greater.

These initial experiments have been made using an array of 4 seis
mometers situated in the south of England where, being close to the 
Atlantic Ocean, it can be very noisy. The four seismometers record 
broad band information (15s to 0.16s period) directly onto magnetic 
tape. To extrapolate from these results to arrays of larger numbers of 
seismometers at mid-continental sites is difficult and no directly re
corded broad band information is available for such arrays and sites. 
I t is, however, possible, at least in theory, to extract some broad band 
information from existing short period array recordings. To try and 
get some information on how broad band arrays of up to 2 0  seismom
eters would work at mid-continental sites, an attempt has been 
made to extract broad band information from short period recordings 
made at the mid-continental site of Yellowknife in Canada.

5. Broad hand seismogmms from short period recordings

Although short period seismographs are usually described as record
ing only in a narrow band aroimd Is period, this is not strictly cor
rect ; at periods away from Is the signal is attenuated but not elimi
nated so that with suitable processing, short period records can be con
verted to broad band records by enhancing those periods away from 
Is period that the short period seismograph suppresses. This is al
ways possible in theory but in practice it is more difficult because of 
the amplitudes at a particular period may have been so attenuated by 
the short period seismograph as to be less than the noise generated 
within the seismograph (including the recorder). There is then no way 
that the earth noise at this period can be recovered. In recovering 
broad band information from recordings made on short period sys
tems, the problem becomes progressively more difficult on moving
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from Is to longer and longer periods. However, as the Working Paper 
CCD/402 described, the short period band can be converted to some 
extent using the technique of spike filtering. In applying this tech
nique the band width was effectively widened to cover the period range 
3.0s to 0.1s. More recently studies in the United Kingdom show that 
it is possible to convert short period seismograms into seismograms 
equivalent to a broad band of lOs-O.ls without much difficulty; indeed 
the best use of magnetic tape storage capacity is made by storing 
seismic data on magnetic tape as short period seismograms before con
verting them as required to broad band seismograms.

Broadening the band by spike filtering provides useful results down 
to at least mb 4.8 for Yellowknife recordings; with a long period cut
off at 3s period. Broadening to cover the period range lOs-O.ls limits 
the detection threshold to about mb 5.3. These results however have 
been (Obtained using conventional beam steering methods of array 
processing and it remains to be seen if by “Maximum Likelihood” 
processing these thresholds can be lowered appreciably.

6 . CoruihmoTis

Current research in the United Kingdom suggests that it is possible 
to produce P seismograms covering a broader band of ground motion 
than is displayed on standard short period seismograms, down to 
thresholds of less than mb 5 and probably down to mb 4^^. Ideally 
these broad band seismograms would cover the period range lOs-O.ls 
but it may not be possible to obtain adequate signal to noise at mb 5 or 
less with this full P wave bandwidth; at lower magnitudes the band 
may have to be narrower, say 3.0s to 0.1s.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weopons, April 13, 1976^

Over the last several years this Committee has assembled an impres
sive amount of information as a foundation for its work in achieving 
effective restraints on chemical weapons. Numerous, detailed presenta
tions on CW have been made in working papers, during informal 
meetings with experts, and in plenary statements—most recently on 
25 March by the distinguished representative of Sweden, where she 
emphasized, among other things, the necessity of solving problems 
of verification.^ These presentations have been indispensable for in
creasing our understanding of this technically complex arms control 
issue. Much of the information already presented to the Committee 
will no doubt prove invaluable for the task of negotiating and, at a 
later stage, for implementing CW treaty constraints.

In the light of this available useful information, some delegations 
have assumed that we now have all the elements we need to build an

 ̂CCD/PV.702, pp. 6-17. 
^A nie,vv-133-140.
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eflEective CW agreement—and, accordingly, that all that is now re
quired is a political decision to conclude an agreement. My Govern
ment does not share this assumption. In our judgement it fails to take 
into account crucial questions that are still unanswered.

I t  is particularly in the area of verification where effective solutions 
are not yet at hand. Understandably, the Committee has tended to 
concentrate on CW verification measures, such as statistical monitor
ing, that seem amenable to detailed analysis and that also seem non- 
intrusive and therefore negotiable. But such measures, even under the 
most favourable conditions, could serve only as a marginally useful 
supplement to more direct verification techniques. Much less atten
tion has been devoted by the Committee to other problems that appear 
less tractable, such as devising politically acceptable and technically 
effective on-site observation procedures. However, these less tractable 
problems are clearly most important to the effort of devising an ade
quate CW verification system.

Before we can reach agreement on a CW ban, we must achieve a 
shared understanding of CW verification issues and especially of 
those techniques that might make the most significant contribution 
to verification. More concretely, before we can make judgments con
cerning the adequacy and acceptability of these potentially useful ver
ification procedures, we must have a clear idea of how such procedures 
would operate. Later in this statement I will make some specific sug
gestions for approaching the verification problem. As a means of 
focusing that discussion of verification issues, I  would like now to 
outline my Government’s views on several CW issues where an ade
quate basis for forming judgements already seems to exist, and where 
agreement may be possible in the relatively near future.

The first of these issues concerns the scope of an initial CW prohibi
tion. The United States holds that the scope of an initial CW agree
ment must be based on current verification capabilities. As long as 
the retention of some CW stocks is regarded as important for deter
ring an adversary from using CW, it would not be realistic to expect 
the United States of America, or other States, to give up their entire 
CW capability without adequate assurance that other States were 
doing the same. Such assurance would require verification measures 
capable of detecting clandestine CW stocks—measures that we pres
ently have little prospect of achieving.

For this reason, we believe that the objective of the complete pro
hibition of chemical weapons cannot be realized in a single, compre
hensive agreement. Other members of the Committee have come to 
the same conclusion. The draft CW convention submitted by the dele
gation of Japan,® for example, is based on the principle that initial

• The draft convention can be found in Documents on Diaarmamentj 1974j PP-
99-106.
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restraints should be partial in nature and that the scope of the agree
ment should be broadened as verification capabilities improve.

This implies a phased approach to CW prohibitions. The question 
arises as to what should be the organizing principle of a phased agree
ment. Should it initially deal with all activities affecting only cer
tain CW agents, with certain activities affecting all agents, or with 
certain agents and certain activities? Various suggestions have been 
made in this Committee for dealing initially with certain CW agents. 
I t has been suggested that we begin by covering only supertoxic agents, 
or all so-called single-purpose agents— t̂hat is, agents usable only for 
hostile purposes. Another suggestion would have us agree on certain 
criteria, such as volatility, shelf life, and toxicity, to distinguish those 
chemical substances that are the most suitable as CW agents and then 
initially ban only those agents. The argument in favour of this gen
eral approach of dealing with certain lethal CW agents first seems to 
be that, as long as it is necessary to have a phased approach, it would 
be advisable to begin with those agents that pose the most serious 
threat and whose production or stockpiling might be most easily 
verified.

As an alternative to dealing initially with certain highly toxic 
agents, suggestions have been put forward for including all lethal 
chemical agents in an initial agreement. In 1973 ten non-aligned dele
gations submitted a working paper (CCD/400) pointing out that the 
dangers posed by CW depend not only on the toxicity of the agents 
used, but also on means of delivery and on the protection available to 
the intended victim of CW attack. The paper noted that since effec
tive means of protection are not available to many States, less toxic 
agents could pose as great a threat as highly toxic ones and should 
therefore be prohibited.^ There is another argument against a phased 
agreement dealing with highly toxic agents only. I t  is that, while the 
verifiability of the production or stockpiling of highly toxic single- 
purpose agents may in some cases be somewhat greater than the veri
fiability of the production or stockpiling of less toxic dual-purpose 
agents, any such differences are not very consequential in light of the 
inherent difficulties of verifying any type of CW production or 
stockpiling.

As I  indicated here in the CCD in August 1975, the United States 
regards as persuasive the arguments against a phased agreement that 
deals only with highly toxic agents, and has concluded therefore that 
a first-stage agreement should cover all lethal CW agents (CCD/PV.- 
687).®

If  an initial agreement were to cover all lethal agents, as we favour, 
it would be necessary to construct a phased agreement on the basis of 
activities. This could be done in a number of ways. Theoretically, an 
initial agreement could simply require a reduction of existing lethal

* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 206-209.
® IMd., 1975, pp. 413-417.
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CW stocks to agreed levels and restrict CW  production to replacement 
within the agreed level. I f  the stockpile destruction process were effec- 
tively verified, such an agreement could have some arms control bene
fits. Nonetheless, the approach would appear to have overriding draw
backs. Because of the currently unsolvable problem of hidden stock
piles, it would not be possible to verify that the agreed levels were not 
being exceeded. Moreover, it would permit the production of new 
agents to replace destroyed agents and would not constrain States 
previously not possessing CW stocks from developing a CW stockpile.

A second option might be to ban all lethal CW production, without 
affecting existing CW stocks. Some delegations, including the authors 
of CCD/400, have maintained that such an agreement would discrimi
nate against States that did not possess CW stocks. My delegation does 
not believe that such an agreement would be discriminatory.

Acceptance of a production ban in a region where chemical weapons 
are not produced, and stocks do not exist, would have the significant 
benefit of eliminating the danger of future regional competition in 
CW. In most cases. States that had previously not produced CW, pre
sumably because it was not in their security interest to do so, would 
not be giving up a military option that they would otherwise pursue. 
On the other hand. States already possessing CW—with production 
facilities already in being and, in some cases, with a specific CW 
threat to their security—would indeed be giving up a significant mili
tary option.

Another approach might be to prohibit all production of lethal CW 
and, in addition, to require the phased destruction of all lethal CW 
stocks over a specified period of time. That approach, however, runs 
into the same serious problem that blocks agreement on a single-step 
comprehensive ban. That is, just as we currently lack the means to 
verify a comprehensive CW ban, no one can guarantee that those 
means would be available at a particular date in the future.

Still another approach would be to ban all lethal CW production 
and, in addition, to require the destruction of a certain amount 
of lethal CW stocks over a specified period. Members of this Commit
tee will recall that the delegation of Canada suggested this approach 
in July 1974 (CCD/PV.643).® I t  appears to represent a realistic com
promise between the desire to achieve the complete elimination of CW 
and the desire to retain some CW capability as a deterrent until means 
are available to assure treaty parties that their security would not be 
jeopardized by relinquishing that capability. We believe this option, 
which has not yet received much attention, shows promise and merits 
serious consideration by the Committee.

The duration of an agreement based on this approach would be an 
important question. The agreement might, for example, be of limited 
duration, during which time no production would take place and a 
specified amount of CW stocks would be destroyed. There could be 
provisions for a review and extension, and if the treaty regime proved 
satisfactory, further steps could then be taken. Alternatively, as in the

1974, pp. 352-n355.
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Japanese draft convention, the agreement might be comprehensive in 
framework. I t  could ban production indefinitely, contain a commit
ment to the eventual elimination of all CW stocks, and call for the 
destruction of a specified amount of CW stocks over a definite period 
of time. Under this approach further steps toward total stockpile de
struction would not be taken until a subsequent agreement or agree
ments were reached, presumably including additional verification 
measures.

The thorough preparatory work that has already been done in the 
CCD on various criteria for defining the CW agents to be covered pro
vides a sound basis for deciding on criteria suitable to define lethal 
chemical agents in an initial agreement. I t is our tentative view that it 
would be adequate, as Canada has proposed, to rely on a general pur
pose criterion and two toxicity standards— t̂he lower one to distin
guish lethal chemical substances from other substances and the higher 
one to distinguish super-toxic substances from less toxic but nonethe
less lethal substances. These criteria could be supplemented by other 
means, including illustrative lists or structural formulas, if such ad
ditional means are considered desirable.

The general purpose criterion would apply to all lethal chemical 
substances— t̂hat is, all substances falling above the lower toxicity 
standard. According to that criterion, the production of all single
purpose lethal substances would be prohibited, while the production 
of all dual-purpose substances would be permitted only for peaceful 
purposes. In addition, the production of all precursors of lethal CW 
agents, including precursors used in multicomponent weapons, would 
be prohibited. The upper toxicity standard would assist in the appli
cation of the general purpose criterion. All substances falling above 
the upper threshold would be presumed, because of their extremely 
high toxicity, to be single-purpose CW agents. The production of such 
substances would therefore be banned, except those that were demon
strated to be necessary for peaceful purposes, in which cases special 
control procedures would apply. In practice, we would expect very 
few supertoxic substances to be required for peaceful purposes.

Important work has also already been done in the Committee on 
means of establishing specific toxicity standards. In the promising ap
proach outlined by Canada in document CCD/473, for both the lower 
and upper toxicity levels separate standards of lethality would be 
adopted for each of the three principal routes of entry into the human 
body. These standards might be expressed in terms of LD50 

values (that is, doses lethal to 50 per cent of animal test cases) or, as 
Canada suggests, in terms of reference chemical substances. I t  would 
of course be necessary to provide for standard laboratory procedures 
to apply these standards to particular chemicals.*^

A phased ban on activities that includes an initial reduction of stocks 
would of course contain an explicit agreement on the quantity of stocks 
to be destroyed. This quantity might be expressed in various ways.

See iUd., 1975, pp. 3 8 ^ 9 5 .
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One approach would be to specify that each party would destroy a 
certain percentage of its stocks. The chief advantage of equal percent
age reductions is that such an arrangement would apply in a balanced 
manner to all parties. I t  would also provide a quantitative measure of 
the progress being made toward the complete elimination of CW 
stocks. Nevertheless, percentage reductions have a serious drawback. 
Since we would not have a reliable way of knowing the total quantity 
of each party’s CW stocks, we could not verify that the quantity ob
served to be destroyed under the agreement was actually equivalent to 
the percentage of total stocks that the party was committed to destroy.

A second approach would be to specify the destruction of an abso
lute quantity of CW agents, expressed perhaps in tons. Since observa
tion procedures for stockpile destruction could be devised that would 
provide a reasonably accurate measurement of the amount of CW 
agent being destroyed, this approach, unlike the first, would provide a 
reliable basis for determining that parties were complying with the 
requirements of the treaty. The principal difficulty is that States with 
small stockpiles would be required to eliminate a larger share of their 
CW stocks than States with larger stockpiles.

A third possibility would be an agreement requiring the destruction 
of some quantity of CW stocks, without committing the parties to de
stroy any specific quantity. This alternative would provide flexibility 
so that States could destroy a quantity of CW agents appropriate to 
the size of their respective stockpiles, taking into account any special 
security problems. Under the arrangement. States would be free to 
employ a system of destruction by mutual example, each relating its 
own stockpile destruction plans to what it observed of the others’ de
struction programmes. States would also be free under the arrange
ment to conclude separate bilateral or multilateral agreements—either 
outside the context of the basic CW measure or perhaps as protocols 
to it—specifying an absolute quantity of stocks to be destroyed. Of 
course, the major drawback of any commitment to destroy an unspeci
fied amount of stocks—unless it is backed up by specific commitments 
by particular groups of States—is that it provides no minimimi stand
ard of performance under the treaty.

Variations of these three approaches, or combinations of them, 
might be considered, such as giving treaty parties the option of de
stroying either an absolute quantity or a percentage of their total 
stocks. Many other possibilities obviously exist. We would be inter
ested in hearing the views of other delegations on this matter, which 
has yet to be considered in detail.

This concludes my remarks on several aspects of the scope and defi
nition of a phased agreement on chemical weapons.

As I  noted earlier, our inability to find effective solutions in the area 
of verification is the principal obstacle to a CW agreement. I  sug
gested that the only way to overcome this obstacle is to seek a fuller
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understanding of verification issues, especially of those techniques that 
might be expected to contribute significantly to the reliability of a CW 
verification system. A useful way of approaching this problem might 
be to begin by considering verification measures that might be of value 
for a first-stage agreement to ban the production of all lethal CW 
agents and to destroy an agreed quantity of CW stocks.

A verification system for such an agreement would not, in the first 
place, have to meet all the requirements of a control system for a 
comprehensive ban. In particular, it would not be required to detect the 
clandestine possession of CW stocks. I t would, however, have to provide 
an adequate assurance that CW agents were not being produced and 
that the agreed quantity of stocks was actually destroyed.

There are inherent difficulties in verifying a ban on CW production. 
The production of chemical warfare agents involves processes and 
equipment similar to the processes and equipment used in the chemi
cal industry. Research conducted in the United States—and pre
sented to the Committee in 1970 (CCD/293)—demonstrated that, 
given the external similarities between nerve agent plants and commer
cial chemical plants, it would not be feasible to determine by off-site 
observation whether or not a plant was producing nerve agents. The 
United States working paper also pointed out that, with the advent of 
highly complex, interrelated chemical production facilities, a wide 
variety of products—including commercial chemical products and 
nerve agents—could be produced at the same time within a single ex
tensive complex. This possibility further compounds the difficulties of 
verification.®

Because of these inherent difficulties of verifying a ban on CW pro
duction, we have not been able to find a practicable verification ar
rangement that would guarantee detection of .the clandestine produc
tion of militarily significant quantities of CW agent. We do not, how
ever, regard it as essential to provide an absolute guarantee. What is 
essential is to devise verification techniques that would set the diffi
culties of evasion, and the probabilities of detection, high enough to 
act as an effective deterrent to treaty violations. In other words, the 
verification system must reduce the inherent uncertainties of CW 
verification to a level that is acceptable to all treaty parties. What is 
acceptable, of course, will vary from State to State, depending on 
such factors as the perception of each State of the threat to its security 
posed by the CW capability of others, its own CW deterrent capabil
ities, and the opportunities for evasion available to potential adver
saries.

A verification system suitable for an agreement that bans CW pro
duction and reduces stockpiles would presumably involve a variety of 
verification techniques. One technique that has been widely supported 
in the Committee is the exchange of information, either in the form

^IUd„ pp. 32^-326.
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of national declarations or through periodic reporting to an inter
national verification authority. Studies conducted by my Government 
indicate that the effectiveness of this technique in detecting deter
mined evasion schemes would be extremely limited, especially in large 
countries with closed societies and self-sufficient, highly centralized 
economies. These studies also indicate, however, that while information 
exchange cannot provide adequate assurance of compliance, it can 
be of ancillary use as a confidence-building measure and as a basis of 
corroborating information obtained by other means.

We believe it would be useful for the Committee to seek a common 
understanding regarding the information that treaty parties should 
provide. In general, this information should be complete and detailed 
enough to play a useful role in verification, but should not compromise 
commercial secrets or place a reporting burden on parties dispropor
tionate to the verification benefits received. For the most important 
categories of data, it might be useful, as in article I I  of the Protocol to 
the Threshold Test Ban Treaty, to have a “familiarization exchange” 
before the agreement enters into force.®

A reporting system on chemical production might, for example, cov
er dual-purpose inorganic phosphorus-containing chemicals used in 
producing nerve agents; dual-purpose organic phosphorus-containing 
chemicals that can be used in producing nerve agents; and key dual- 
purpose chemicals, like phosgene and hydrogen cyanide, that have been 
used as CW agents. For each of the chemicals covered in the reporting 
system, parties might provide such information as location and owner
ship of all production facilities, aggregate quantities produced, aggre
gate quantities imported, aggregate quantities exported, and consump
tion by use category—for example, 50 percent for plastics, 10 percent 
for fertilizer, and so on.

In addition to these production data, treaty parties might provide 
information periodically on the location and use of all facilities that 
formerly produced supertoxic chemicals or were designed for such 
production. Also, in view of concerns that may arise from extensive 
activities related to CW protection, we believe it would be useful, as 
a confidence-building device, for parties to exchange information on 
activities related to protection against CW agents, such as the level 
of expenditures and the purpose of research, development, and testing 
activities.

Under an agreement banning CW production, all production facili
ties would have to be dismantled, shut down, or converted to peaceful 
purposes. Where plants are closed down, various verification tech
niques might be used to determine that production is not resumed. 
In an earlier presentation to the Committee (CCD/332), we mentioned 
the use of unattended, tamper-proof seals and monitoring devices to 
provide such assurance.^® At present, an inexpensive tamper-proof

® m d ., 1974. pp. 228-229.
lUd., 1971, pp. 389-395.
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seal that can be monitored remotely is under development. We hope to 
be able to present more details on this during the summer session.

In  addition to these on-site but non-intrusive technical methods, 
treaty parties can be expected to rely on their own national means of 
verification to monitor continued inactivity at mothballed CW produc
tion plants. An agreement might therefore contain provisions aimed 
at facilitating such verification. An analogy would be the provisions 
in the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and its Protocol requiring that all 
nuclear weapon tests be conducted at designated test sites and that 
data on the geology of the test sites be exchanged in order to permit 
more accurate measurements by national technical means. Such means 
of facilitating CW verification have rarely, if ever, been considered by 
the Committee, but they seem to warrant further examination.

Although the United States has examined many techniques for veri
fying a CW production ban, none has been found to be more reliable 
for resolving serious questions regarding compliance, and for restor
ing confidence in compliance, than on-site inspection of the facilities 
involved. The relative utility of on-site inspection has been recognized 
widely in the Committee; although, because of anticipated political ob
jections as well as the desire to protect commercial secrets, support for 
on-site inspection has nxost^bften taken the form of support for the con
cept of “inspection by challenge”. This concept would give a State 
asked about activities on its territory the authority to accept or reject 
a request for on-site inspection. A provision for fnspection by challenge 
is, of course, contained in the Japanese draft convention.

While a number of delegations have endorsed the idea of inspection 
by challenge, I  would agree with the representative of Canada, who at 
our 643d meeting commented that we are “substantially lacking in the 
sort of detail that would permit such a system to be applied”.̂  ̂I  would 
suggest, therefore, that the Committee thoroughly consider the mo
dalities of an on-site inspection system— b̂oth of inspection by challenge 
and mandatory inspection, although the two systems would have many 
features in conmion.

As a basis for assessing the effectiveness and acceptability of on-site 
procedures in relation to a production ban, several aspects of a possible 
verification system should be explored, including:

—procedures to be used in investigating the possible production of 
single-purpose agents compared to procedures for investigating the 
possible production of dual-purpose agents for weapons purposes;

— t̂he utility and method of interviewing officials responsible for a 
production facility in advance of inspecting that facility;

— t̂he utility of visual inspection of grounds surrounding a facility;
, — t̂he utility of, and procedures for, technical sampling of the en

vironment surrounding a facility—for example, the soil, ground water, 
vegetation, and surface of the outer walls of buildings;

—circumstances under which visual inspection and/or sampling in
side a facility would be permitted;

1974, p. 354.
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— t̂he nature and amount of equipment that observers would be per
mitted to use;

—procedures for conducting a chemical analysis of samples, par
ticularly whether this should be done on-site or at remote locations;

—whether, after an on-site inspection and subsequent analysis of the 
data, return visits should be permitted to confirm the results or to ob
tain additional information.

These, of course, are only a few of the many aspects of an on-site 
inspection system that should be examined.

Aside from providing an adequate level of assurance that clandestine 
CW production is not taking place, a verification system suitable for 
an agreement to ban CW production and to destroy an agreed quantity 
of CW stocks would have to provide assurance that the quantity of 
CW stocks specified for destruction was actually destroyed. In August 
1974, at our 654th meeting, I  pointed out that the United States knew 
of no way to verify the destruction of declared stockpiles except by on
site observation of the actual process. The State destroying the agent 
could select a site far removed from other military or civilian installa
tions, or perhaps located in a third country.^ My Government there
fore believes that a procedure could be devised that would not reveal 
industrial or military secrets. Others in the Committee have indicated 
that they share this view.

An effective verification system for destruction of declared stock
piles must be capable of confirming that the type and quantity of the 
agent being destroyed have ibeen correctly represented, and that no 
agent is being diverted during the destruction process. My delegation 
hopes to submit in the near future a working paper describing proce
dures, involving both monitoring instruments and inspection person
nel, that we believe would be useful in achieving these objectives.

As part of the Committee’s examination of verification of a CW pra- 
duction ban and verification of CW stockpile destruction, it might be 
useful to consider the feasibility and utility of technical exchange 
visits to selected chemical production or disposal facilities of various 
types in different countries.

Considerable attention has already been given in the Committee to 
the role that an international treaty authority could play, not only as 
an element in a CW verification system, but more generally as a means 
of ensuring the efficient operation of a CW treaty regime. My Govern
ment believes that such a body would be useful for the implementation 
of a CW agreement, and wishes now to present some thoughts regard
ing its organization and functions.

We think that the effective operation of the treaty regime should be 
the responsibility of the parties themselves, and not the responsibility 
of a new international organization established for the purpose. A con
sultative body might accordingly be set up, with membership open

pp. 423-426.
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to all parties or composed of a smaller group selected on a rotational 
basis. This body could draw on the technical expertise of its member 
States, and might also decide on occasion to seek the assistance of ex
perts from other States, or from professional associations or interna
tional organizations with special expertise. Such a body could be con
vened periodically and as need arises. We anticipate that there would 
be some need for a permanent staff for the consultative body and for 
some services to be performed throughout the year, and we believe that 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations and his staff might play 
a useful role in this area.

We would expect the consultative body to perform a wide variety of 
functions. I t could provide an opportunity for treaty parties to con
sider new scientific and technical developments that could affect the 
operation of the agreement. I t could receive and discuss periodic re
ports by parties of chemical production data and other information 
deemed useful to treaty implementation. The circulation of such re
ports to treaty parties could be a responsibility of the permanent staff. 
The consultative body could also assume important responsibilities 
with regard to treaty compliance, including making arrangements for 
any on-site inspections.

In the first part of my statement I  discussed several aspects of the 
scope and definition of phased CW limitations. In the second part, I  
have discussed various means that might be used to verify such limita
tions, and pointed to critical areas that, in our view, deserve particular 
attention.

Pursuant to the summit commitments of July and November 1&74 to 
consider a joint CW initiative at the GCD, my Government has dis
cussed these issues with the Government of the Soviet Union. The 
United States plans to continue its contacts with the Soviet Union with 
a view to developing a joint initiative. We can fully associate ourselves 
with the remarks of several delegations at this session that the United 
States-Soviet commitment to consider a joint initiative should not dis
tract the Committee from working toward a CW agreement. We be
lieve that useful work toward CW prohibitions can proceed on both 
tracks. We therefore look forward to hearing views of others on these 
important issues, both in our plenary meetings and in the informal 
meetings with experts scheduled at the initiative of the Federal Re
public of Germany, during the CCD’s summer session.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, April 13 ,1 9 7 6  ^

The purpose of my intervention today is to state the views of my 
delegation on the question of banning chemical weapons and to offer 
some explanations on the “Working paper on the question of chemical

' O O D/^.702, pp. 17-21.
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warfare agents to be prohibited by the convention on the prohibition 
of chemical weapons” which was submitted by my delegation and is 
now before us.̂

Before entering into substance, however, I  wish to express the ap
preciation of my delegation for the detailed statement made by the 
distinguished United States representative, Ambassador Martin. That 
statement contains important and interesting points which will be 
carefully studied by my delegation.

The question of banning chemical weapons has of course continued 
to be given high priority in the deliberations at this Committee. In 
the meantime, two draft conventions have been submitted, one by the 
Eastern countries'* and one by Japan,^ and so has a working paper 
of the non-aligned countries containing views on the main provisions 
for an agreement on banning chemical weapons.^ Also numerous state
ments were made and working papers submitted. However, when we 
view this question in terms of completing a convention, we note that 
there are a number of problems to be solved, starting from the prob
lem as to whether we should aim ait a comprehensive ban from the 
beginning or realize this by stages, and going on to the problems of 
deciding the scope of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited and 
of the function and organization of verification.

Against this background, we have been hoping that steps would be 
taken to materialize the joint initiative on banning the “most dan
gerous, lethal means of chemical warfare” as set out in the joint state
ment at the summit talks between the United States of America and 
the Soviet Union in July 1974 ; ® and, such being the case, we regret 
that no progress has been made to this day. In view of the lack of 
progress for the past 2  years in the CCD on this question, though in 
expectation of the joint initiative, I  would call upon all the delega
tions present here to renew their efforts for the conclusion of a conven
tion banning chemical weapons.

It is in this context that my delegation welcomes and supports the 
proposal made by the Federal Eepublic of Germany to hold an in
formal expert meeting of the Committee on the question of chemical 
weapons during its summer session. My delegation hopes that, during 
this informal meeting, we shall be able to put into order proposals 
and suggestions submitted in the past and to lay a firm groundwork 
for facilitating future deliberations on this question.

I  shall now address myself to the current main problem concerning 
the question of banning chemical weapons—^namely, to the problem

* AntCy pp. 177-181.
* Dooumenta on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 120-124.
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of defining the scope of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited in 
the convention.

The draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
(CCD/420) which my delegation submitted in April 1974 contains 
two basic principles—^namely, (1 ) that the convention provides for a 
comprehensive ban as the ultimate aim, and (2 ) that the comprehen
sive ban should be realized by stages/ Though a comprehensive ban 
as our first principle should undoubtedly te  our ultimate aim, it 
would be unrealistic to imagine that it can be achieved outright since 
the chemical warfare agents to be prohibited include dual-purpose 
agents which can also be used for peaceful purposes, and since there 
are problems which have to be solved such as finding verification 
measures to ensure compliance with the convention by States Parties. 
So, our approach should be in line with the second principle that a 
comprehensive ban should be realized by stages. In this respect, we 
associate ourselves fully with the statement made on 23 March by 
Ambassador Schlaich of the Federal Republic of Germany in which 
he said, “Given the realities of the situation, the only alternative is 
to adopt a step-by-step policy, without at the same time losing sight 
of the ultimate goal of a ban on chemical weapons.” ® And we believe 
that this concept of how the subject should be approached is shared by 
many distinguished representatives.

As I  have just stated, the draft convention which my delegation 
submitted provides for the first principle of a comprehensive ban in 
article I  by adopting purpose criteria in banning “Chemical warfare 
agents of types and in quantities that have no justification for protec
tive or other peaceful purposes”. At the same time, it provides for the 
second principle of achieving a comprehensive ban by stages, by ban
ning those agents for which verification measures are available. This 
principle is contained in article IV, by virtue of which some chemi
cal agents are to be excluded tentatively from the initial ban. To put 
these two principles into execution, two steps should be taken— 
namely, (1 ) to define the scope of chemical warfare agents to be 
prohibited ultimately, and (2 ) to define the scope of chemical warfare 
agents to be prohibited initially. This (takes us to paragraph 2  of our 
working paper before us.

As stated in the paragraph, chemical warfare agents which should 
be ultimately banned in a comprehensive ban may be classified into 
four groups. Group 1 are those which have established themselves 
as part of the weapon systems of States and are retained and stock
piled in their arsenals. Group 2  are those which were used in past 
wars such as the First World War. There may be some which fall 
into both group 1 and group 2  concurrently, but this does not affect

 ̂See n. 4, above.
® OOD/PV.68S, p. 8.
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the matter here. We can list individual chemical warfare agents fall
ing in groups 1 and 2  in a concrete and exhaustive manner. Group 3 
are the chemical substances which are presently not called chemical 
warfare agents but have such dangerous, chemical and physical char
acteristics that they could be used as chemical warfare agents. Group 
4 consists of chemical substances which may be developed in the fu
ture progress of the chemical industry and which could be used as 
chemical warfare agents. In  selecting from group 3 and 4 chemical war
fare agents for the purpose of prohibiting them, we shall have to 
use such objective criteria as toxicity, and chemical structural form
ulae. If  we continue our work stea^ly in this manner, we shall be 
able to define the scope of chemical warfare agents which should ul
timately be prohibited.

As to the chemical warfare agents which should be prohibited from 
the outset, my delegation has suggested in our working paper (CCD/ 
430) 54 kinds of supertoxic organophosphorus compounds, using the 
possibility of verification as a principal criterion.® This was because 
we considered that these supertoxic organophosphorus compounds can 
be verified by using simultaneously such means of examination as 
statistical data on the amount of production and consumption as well 
as of exports and imports, and physical and chemical analytical 
methods.

On the other hand, we are also aware of the view that less toxic 
chemical warfare agents such as those used during the First World 
War should be prohibited from the outset. We are ready to share this 
opinion if it becomes prevalent in this Committee. In  that case, how
ever, dual purpose agents will inevitably be included among those to 
be prohibited from the beginning, and so it will become more difficult 
to find verification measures for those agents. In  any event, it is es
sential to define the scope of “chemical warfare agents to be prohibited 
from the outset” in such a way that most States will be able to agree.

To further our work on defining the scope of chemical warfare 
agents which should eventually be banned, and those which sihould be 
banned from the outset as I  have explained above, table 2  attached 
to the working paper which I  am introducing now should serve as a 
useful reference. By filling in and completing this table, we shall be 
able to define the scope of the chemical warfare agents to be prohibited 
ultimately—^namely, the scope of a comprehensive ban which is the 
first principle I  mentioned earlier. I  believe that, in this manner, we 
shall be able to remove the preconceived idea that the question of ban
ning chemical weapons is so entangled as to be difficult to comprehend 
and thus to facilitate smooth progress.

Furthermore, we may define the scope of chemical warfare agents 
to be prohibited from the outset by screening the list in table 2  and

® Documents on Disarmament, 1974̂  PP- 306-325.
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distinguishing them from those requiring to be excluded from the 
ban initially. For the purpose of marking them out, item ^̂ f” is pro
vided in the two supplementary t ables of table 2 .

Attention should b3 paid to the fact that chemical warfare agents 
consist of single-purpose chemical warfare agents which are only con
sidered in terms of use as weapons on the one hand, and dual-purpose 
agents on the other hand which can be used for both peaceful and 
warlike purposes and which must in quantities that have justification 
for peaceful purposes be excluded from the ban. Accordingly, these 
two groups of agents should be treated separately, and so in table 2  
of our working paper we have provided two supplementary tables 
corresponding to each of them.

In closing my statement today, I  hope sincerely that useful as well 
as constructive comments and suggestions will be made on the pro
posals so far made, including my statement of today and the working 
paper which my delegation submitted. In particular, we would like to 
hear comments and suggestions on the chemical warfare agents which 
are to be prohibited from the outset. I  hope that, in this manner, 
steps will steadily be taken towards the conclusion of a convention 
banning chemical weapons.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The Estimation of Focal Depth 
by pP and sP Phases, April 13, 1976"

This paper was prepared as a contribution to the problem of focal 
depth determination, which is one of the important discrimination 
criteria.

A seismic event, whose depth of focus is estimated to be below the 
maximum feasible depth for drilling a hole, is by definition a natural 
earthquake, even if its seismogram looks like an explosion, for in
stance, because of its deep focus. Therefore, effective methods of esti
mating focal depth play a significant role in identifying underground 
nuclear explosions.

Focal depth determination

(a) Arrival times of the P phase

This is a procedure, currently used, to estimate focal depth. How
ever, it can be the cause of large errors in the estimated depth 
if the stations are small in number and badly located. Calculat
ing focal depth by this routine procedure is not generally very 
accurate.

 ̂CCD/489, Apr. 13, 1976.
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(b) Reflected P and S waves

The most reliable way to estimate the focal depth using only 
teleseismic data, at present, is probably to use the reflected P 
and S waves on the surface of the earth, i.e., the pP and sP 
phases. Such depth phases measured only from a single station, 
nevertheless, are not adequate for precise focal depth determi
nation. But if readings from several stations are correlated, it 
is a powerful and reliable gauge.

Procedure for focal depth estimation

Positively identified pP and sP phases usually provide accurate 
depth estimates. In the following, a depth estimation procedure is 
proposed, by which pP and sP phases are picked out from a given set 
of unidentified secondary phases over a network of seismic stations. 
These phases are then used to estimate the focal depth.

The procedure is carried out in several steps and is illustrated by 
an example in Table 1 . This example uses data from a Japanese earth
quake o*f 14 February 1973.

T a b l e  1

E x a m p l e s  I l l u s t r a t in g  F ocal D e p t h  E st im a t io n  P r o c e d u r e  ^

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Distance X —Ptime Depth corresponding to Identified
Station degree second pP sP phase

(kilometers)

GMA 4L 8 26. 1 112 71 pP
PM R 47. 0 37.9 170 109 sP
GIL 47. 5 38.5 173 110 sP
MBC 54. 6 27. 0 111 72 pP
ALE 58. 1 26. 1 106 69 pP
KJF 64 8 9. 8 32 22 X
NUR 68.2 21. 0 80 54 PcP
NAG 72. 7 24 5 94 64 X
JAS 72. 7 10.2 34 23 X
LAO 75.4 29. 3 116 77 pp
CGC 78. 8 28. 3 110 74 pp
PRA 79. 8 26. 0 100 67 pp
KHG 80. 9 29. 0 113 76 pp
TUG 82. 4 30. 0 117 79 pp
ALQ 83. 2 29. 5 116 77 pp
FRU 49. 5 26. 5 113 72 pp
MAG 21. 4 34 0 184 102 sP
GAR 54 0 29. 0 122 78 X
MOS 65. 7 27. 0 109 72 PcP
MOS 65. 7 39.0 164 108 sP
OBN 66. 6 26.0 104 69 PcP
OBN 66. 6 39.0 163 108 sP
BKR 70. 5 26. 5 103 70 pP
HFS 72. 3 26. 8 104 71 pP
HFS 72. 3 38. 8 159 106 sP

See footnotes at end of table.
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Results of Iteration Procedure
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Depth interval Number of fitting phases
H =b BW pP sP Total

(kilometers)

63. 3 8.2 0 6 6
67.4 8.4 0 9 9
71. 6 8. 6 0 14 14
75. 9 8. 8 0 13 13
80.2 9. 0 0 8 8
84. 8 9. 2 1 5 6
94. 1 9. 7 3 1 4
99. 0 9. 9 5 5 10

104. 9 10. 2 10 6 16
109. 0 10. 5 12 6 2 18
114. 3 10. 7 11 5 16
119. 6 11. 0 9 1 10
125. 1 11. 3 4 0 4
130. 8 11. 5 0 0 0

1 The data have been taken from the U.S. Geological Survey (EDR No. 12, 
1973), the Institute of Physics of the Earth, Moscow (Bulletin, No. 5, 1973), and 
the Hagfors Observatory (HFS).

2 Accepted solution.

The epicentral distance and the X (reported as secondary phase) 
minus P arrival times are oalculated for each second<ary phase at each 
station (columns (1 ) and (2 ) respectively in Table 1 ).

Possible PcP phases are eliminated. I f  the X —P time differences 
has a possibility of PcP phase for any depth from 0  to 700 km, the 
X phases are interpreted as PcP phases and they iare not used in the 
subsequent analysis. Even if some genuine pP and phases may be 
excluded, this procedure will prevent PcP phases from being mistaken 
for depth phases. In the example in Table 1 , the readings at the sta
tions NUE, MOS and OBN are excluded as they fall in the PcP zone.

Two focal depths are calculated for each of the remaining X phases. 
These depths depend on the assumption that the X phase is a pP or 
sP phase. The resulting depths in the example of Table 1 are given 
in columns (3) and (4).

The depths in columns (3) and (4) of Table 1 are then analyzed 
by the following iteration procedure. This process is followed to find 
out the depth at which the maximum number of phases can be inter
preted as pP or sP phases from the data given in columns (3) and 
(4). In the k’th step, the depth is assumed to be H (k) ± BW(k) and 
the total number of phases that can be interpreted as pP or sP with 
this depth range is calculated. The band width BW (k) is

BW(k) = 5 + 0.05 xH (k)

and H(k) is

H (k )= H (k - l)  + B W (k -) xO.25

In this study, the constant figures of these formulae are temporary, 
and may be changed after more detailed studies.
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Once the step of the iteration that gives the maximum number, 
N (k) 5 of fitting phases is found, the combination of pP and sP phases 
designated in this step is used to re-calculate the depth, which is the 
straight average of the depths corresponding to each fitting phase.

The data used in the final estimation in our ex'ample have been 
italicized in Table 1 . The maximum values of N (k) become 18 with 
12  pP and 6  sP phases, and the estimated depth is 109 km with a 
standard deviation of 5 km.

The remaining 4 phases do not fit this depth and they are, therefore, 
considered as unknown phases. In this study the Jeffreys-Bullen 
(1967) travel times have been employed.

Basic data

The depth estimation procedure was first applied to 279 earthquakes 
all of which occurred in or near Japan from January to September 
1973. Then, the same procedure was also applied to 203 events, which 
occurred in central and western USSR in 1972. For these two oases, 
the following procedures were used:

1 . Some of the phases have already been interpreted as the pP or 
the sP phase in the bulletins, but this phase identification was not 
taken into account.

2 . The procedure was applied to events having more than five re
ported later phases in the bulletin. For the solution to be accepted, we 
set a limit that the minimum number of fitting phases should be at 
least three.

The results from the Japanese earthquakes

Depth estimates could be obtained for 8 8  out of the 279 events as 
shown in Table 2-1 by this procedure.

Totally, more than 1,000 reported phases are processed and identified 
as follows:

pP sP PcP X
56% 9% 18% 18%

This means that about 65 percent of the reported phases could be 
interpreted as pP or sP, and only 18 percent went unclassified.

Figure 1 illustrates the applicaibility of the procedure as a function 
of depth and magnitude, mib(<jrS). From this diagram, for deep events 
below 1 0 0  km, focal depth could be obtained as many as more than 1 0  
stations for all events down to mb = 5.0. For events above 100 km, no 
clear depth effect is shown by the diagram, and the applicability for 
these events becomes primarily a function of the magnitude. Figure
2  shows at mb(GS) =  5.0 depth estimates could be made for about 30 
percent of the events.

The cumulative applicability at mb(GS) =  5.0, i.e., for events 
mb(GS) ^  5.0, is about 70 percenit. I t  might be noted that the corre
sponding value for GS using pP phases is about 42 percent.
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T a b l e  2-1

E v e n t s  i n  J a p a n  to  W h ic h  F ocal  D e p t h  E st im a t io n  P r o c e d u r e s  i n  T h is  
S t u d y  C o u l d  B e  A p p l ie d

Focal
Depth

DATE 0 . TIME LONG LAT MB JMA G.S CALCi S.D2 NST

730115 015316 142. 8 45. 5 5. 1 340 354D 351 9 16
730115 090300 140. 6 27. 2 5.8 460 477D 476 13 11
730120 101347 141. 0 34. 8 5. 0 20 43 36 2 3
730131 205554 139. 8 28. 3 6. 0 500 498D 508 14 35
730205 043034 147. 4 43. 6 5.3 10 53D 53 1 3
730214 214543 141. 5 39. 0 5. 1 110 HOD 109 5 18
730311 133746 142. 0 41. 6 5. 5 70 73D 72 4 18
730319 170307 141. 1 36. 6 4. 6 50 60 54 6 3
730323 194233 130. 3 29. 0 5. 9 0 34D 38 4 11
730324 003438 139. 1 31. 9 5. 6 0 20D 19 3 10
730412 050319 142. 1 41. 6 5.4 60 73D 68 7 4
730424 094952 143. 6 40. 6 4. 9 30 32 31 2 3
730425 142113 140. 9 33. 5 5. 7 50 65 67 4 8
730430 223746 141. 6 36. 2 4. 8 40 51 33 4 6
730505 035226 141. 5 37. 1 5.4 50 41D 42 3 12
730506 143929 133. 0 43. 5 5. 3 560 497D 497 5 17
730515 061410 141. 8 37. 8 4.8 60 50 44 3 3
730526 021534 141. 5 37.2 5. 0 40 56 44 2 7
730617 035501 145. 9 43. 0 6. 5 40 48D 49 4 7
730617 081744 146. 5 42. 6 5.2 20 41D 41 3 7
730617 084816 146. 6 42. 6 5. 2 30 37D 36 4 8
730617 121427 145. 5 42. 9 5. 5 40 41D 42 1 4
730617 122433 146. 4 42. 5 5. 5 40 36D 41 1 6
730617 133327 145. 5 42. 9 5. 6 40 46 41 2 8
730617 134307 146. 7 42. 6 5.5 30 40D 36 4 6
730617 185537 146. 5 42. 7 5. 7 30 45 48 3 6
730617 190333 146. 4 42. 5 5.6 30 32D 34 3 6
730617 203754 146. 1 42. 5 6. 0 40 50D 54 4 7
730617 212614 145. 3 42. 9 5. 2 40 50 41 2 9
730618 021201 147. 1 42. 7 4.9 20 36D 41 3 3
730618 021929 146. 2 42. 5 5.2 20 30D 28 3 8
730618 053735 146.4 42. 4 5. 5 40 38D 33 3 9
730618 174541 146. 1 42. 4 5. 8 20 29D 27 2 18
730618 182415 145.8 42. 1 5.3 10 29D 29 3 8
730619 025410 146. 0 42. 7 5.6 40 43D 43 3 20
730619 063752 146. 5 42. 7 5. 3 0 42D 41 3 17
730619 083616 146. 7 42. 9 5. 3 30 36D 33 3 7
730619 093716 146.6 42. 7 5. 1 20 42D 38 5 4
730619 114055 146. 1 42. 5 4. 9 0 33D 33 2 8
730619 171013 145.9 42.5 5.3 20 41D 41 2 10
730619 200553 146. 1 42. 7 5. 3 10 45D 45 4 7
730619 223118 140. 6 36. 5 5. 2 60 65 74 5 3
730622 060733 146. 5 42. 6 5. 5 30 53D 54 2 10
730623 020939 147. 2 42. 8 5. 5 30 41D 40 4 9
730624 024321 146. 7 42. 9 6. 3 30 50 29 3 4
730624 030415 147.0 42. 9 5. 8 30 55 43 2 3
730624 032833 147. 1 42. 9 5.5 30 47 17 1 6
730624 034740 147. 2 42. 9 5.0 40 37D 37 2 5
730624 050744 146. 6 42. 7 5. 8 10 44D 44 4 12
730624 105350 146. 7 42. 8 5.4 30 60 42 3 3
730624 200014 146. 6 42. 8 5. 1 0 51D 51 2 8
730626 180220 147. 2 42. 6 5. 6 10 39D 38 3 11
730626 223156 146.6 42. 7 5.8 10 50 33 1 3
730626 224130 146.9 42. 5 5.5 30 41D 34 3 12
730626 224528 146.7 42. 6 5.4 0 44D 45 2 5
730626 225710 146.8 42. 7 5. 3 30 44 39 3 8
See tootnotes at end of table.
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T a b l e  2-1—Continued

DATE 0. TIME LONG LAT MB JMA

Focal
Depth

G.S CALC 1 S.D2 NST 3

730627 010256 146. 7 42. 6 5. 1 10 41D 42 1 4
730627 014116 146. 5 42. 9 5.4 40 46D 42 4 11
730627 031519 146. 8 42. 9 5. 0 30 45 G 35 4 5
730627 034235 145. 9 42.4 5.2 30 38D 39 2 6
730629 032654 145. 9 43. 1 5.9 50 50G 45 4 13
730702 055129 145. 5 42. 8 5. 2 30 57 42 2 16
730705 005846 147. 6 43.3 5. 5 0 40D 43 3 11
730706 133752 142. 6 40.2 5. 1 30 51 49 5 7
730708 095944 146. 5 43.3 5.0 40 61 38 3 3
730710 232528 142. 6 37. 5 5.2 30 45 29 2 11
730712 075609 147. 1 42.6 5.3 20 21 34 4 7
730715 140647 146. 6 43.3 5.4 20 43 36 2 11
730720 081253 141. 0 36.4 5.8 40 46D 46 4 16
730728 142843 143. 3 40.9 5. 3 60 37D 37 1 7
730728 200636 148. 8 50.5 5.5  ̂ 592 592D 598 12 27
730729 145100 146. 8 42. 8 5.4 20 52 24 4 7
730730 141613 131. 9 31. 8 4.8 30 41 36 2 5
730809 104424 146. 6 43.2 6. 0 40 55 45 3 10
730818 020832 142. 5 42. 0 5.2 70 71 64 6 3
730819 192949 142. 3 21. 4 5.4 360 326D 315 12 7
730822 015419 134. 8 36.8 4. 6 400 383D 383 4 3
730823 191641 139. 7 36. 5 5. 1 110 115 105 5 3
730823 235030 142. 2 37.2 5.7 20 34 21 4 4
730905 003054 139.9 40. 6 5.6 200 191 197 10 15
730905 130311 143. 4 39. 5 5. 5 40 41 51 1 3
730909 051632 143. 7 39.9 4. 6 40 23 27 0 3
730909 182547 143. 6 39.5 5. 7 30 23 13 2 4
730910 074332 131. 3 42. 5 6. 0 600 532 564 10 36
730921 022104 134.5 35. 1 5. 1 10 23 13 2 6
730921 050706 137. 9 33. 6 5.7 360 352 343 3 5
730929 004358 131. 0 42. 2 6. 5 600 575G 617 18 32
730930 061752 140.7 35. 6 5. 9 50 62 46 4 9

1 CALC refers to depth in this study.
2 S.D refers to the standard deviation.
3 NST refers to the number of stations.
* This depth is taken from GS.

The cumulative applicability of 70 percent at mib(GS) =  5.0 is 
quite encouraging for the solution of the problem of discrimination 
tetween explosions and earthquakes.

Reading capability of pP a'nd sP phases at a single station

The procedure for depth estimation used in this study is critically 
dependent on the detection capability of pP and sP phases at individ
ual stations. To evaluate the detectability and reading confidence of 
these phases at a single station, a case study was conducted using 
seismograms recorded at the Hagfors Observatory in Sweden.

In all, 33 events at depths ranging over an interval of 13-617 km 
were selected for this purpose. Short period vertical seismograms at 
the three substations of the Hagfors array were independently read by 
7 seismologists. Both unfiltered and band-pass filtered (0.5-2 cps)
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Figure 1. The number of reported pP and sP phases as a function of depth and 
magnitude.
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Figure 2. Histogram showing all events and the number of events for which esti
mates of depth are obtained (shaded area) as a function of the magni
tude of the event.
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traces were used in the analysis. The 'arrival times picked by the ana
lysts were then associated with expected arrival times for pP, sP and 
PcP phases. If  the agreement is within ±: 1 second, we assume that the 
picked-up phase is one of these phases.

Figure 3 shows the number of analysts picking a pP phase as a 
function of event depth and mb(GS). This diagram indicated that 
below mb(GS) =5.0 the eflSlciency in picking pP phases declines con
siderably. Any striking effect on the focal depth cannot be seen from 
the diagram.

One should, however, expect more complex seismograms for shallow 
earthquakes which in turn would make it more difficult to pick second
ary phases for such earthquakes.

The results obtained from HFS have been compared with other 
single stations. Here we had to restrict ourselves to data reported in 
the EDK. For 33 events analysed, 109 stations have reported at least 
one secondary phase. However, if  only associated pP and sP phases are 
considered, about 40 percent of the stations reported such phases for 
more than four events. At HFS associated secondary phases were ob
tained for 24 of the 33 events in the data set.

Interestingly, only 14 percent of 15 stations have reported pP and 
sP phases for more than 6 events. In  using these 15 stations without 
considering their geographical distribution, it turned out to be possi
ble to obtain depth estimates for 21 events requiring at least 3 pP or 
sP phases. The depth estimates for only 5 more events could be obtained 
if all the 109 stations were used. So the results from 15 stations are 
nearly as good as that from 109 stations.

The results from the events in the USSR

These events of 1972 in USSE, the number of natural earthquakes 
was 185, were used.

A'p'plicahiLity

Estimates of depth by the present procedure, using ISC bulletins, 
could be made for 25 events as shown in Table 2-2. This number is 
higher compared to other organizations, i.e., GS is 4 and ISC is 5. 
Depths obtained by the present procedure and from other organiza
tions show considerable agreement. However, one event sihows quite 
a large difference. Its depth (event 12 November) is given as only 33 
km by GS. But, MOS and ISC give 130 and 111 km, respectively. In 
this study, it is estimated to be 126 km. Figure 4 for the USSR events, 
which is drawn in the same way as Figure 1 for the Japanese events, 
illustrates the applicalbility of the procedure as a function of depth 
and magnitude. This figure shows nearly the same pattern as in 
Figure 1 and suggests that this method is useful not only for Japanese 
events but also for USSR events. The cumulative applicability for 
events mb 5.0 is about 68 percent (see Figure 5).
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Figure 3. The reading capability a t HFS as a function of depth and magnitude.
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Figure 5. (Bottom) histogram showing all events and the number of events for 
which estimates of depth were obtained (shaded area), and (top) 
cumulative applicability as a function of event magnitude.
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T a b l e  2-2

E v e n t s  i n  t h e  U.S.S.R. to  W h ic h  F o c a l  D e p t h  E s t im a t io n  P r o c e d u r e s  i n  
T h is  S t u d y  C o u l d  b e  A p p l i e d

DATE H M LONG LAT
FOCAL D E P T H  

MB G.S MOS ISC CALC S.D NST

720112 1837 75. 1 37. 7 5. 6 84 100 96 104 5 47
720113 1724 147. 0 61. 9 5. 3 33N 33 15 2 4
720115 1808 120. 7 58. 1 4. 7 13D 7 14 2 6
720120 1136 70. 7 36.4 6. 0 213 210 214 214 6 15
720216 2319 80. 7 41. 7 4. 8 29D 40 28 2 7
720222 0114 70. 5 36.5 5. 3 212 210 213 223 10 40
720226 2331 97. 1 50.6 5. 3 33N 36 35 3 4
720317 0917 69. 7 40. 1 5.2 26D 25 43 25 2 21
720322 0051 42.2 40.4 4.8 34 2 50 2 4
720405 2238 73. 5 38.4 5. 0 118 120 116 121 4 4
720523 1817 69.9 38.4 4.9 33N 54 29 4 4
720529 1907 70. 8 36. 5 5.2 236 220 221 241 4 4
720613 1045 126. 5 54.9 4.8 33N 10 16 25 3 5
720614 0049 51. 9 40. 1 4. 7 47 39 55 3 5
720620 0526 71. 6 36. 6 5. 1 110 110 99 106 4 4
720708 0649 71.4 36.4 5. 6 121 100 105 115 6 18
720711 0554 70. 7 36. 5 5.4 206 200 199 206 6 30
720722 0510 37. 1 45. 0 4. 6 33N 40 5 4
720809 1942 107.7 52.9 5. 1 33N 33 11 2 3
720809 2051 127.4 56.8 4.8 36 36 19 3 4
720831 1403 95. 3 52.4 5. 5 33N 21 11 3 14
720904 0050 73.2 36.0 5. 3 68 80 50 75 6 3
720930 0659 70. 6 36.5 4.9 204 210 203 199 4 18
721105 1306 47.4 41.2 4. 7 61 20 63 4 3
721112 1756 73.2 38.3 6.0 33N 130 111 126 5 29

Concl/asion

The data in this study are 'based on the currently published bulletin 
without any specially careful readings. I t  gives, nevertheless, quite 
encouraging results. ^

The applicability for events of mb=5 and over is about 70 percent 
for Japanese and USSR events. This applicability is quite encouraging 
for the problem of discriminating Ibetween explosions and earthquakes.

The depth found by this method is tolerably consisistent with those 
found by ISC, MOS and GS. I f  a higher detection capability of pP 
and sP phases at some ten stations are secured, it will be possible to 
estimate depths of smaller events.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, April 20, 1976 ^

My delegation would like to express its appreciation to all members 
of the Committee that have set out their views on the draft convention

 ̂CCD/P. v. 703, Apr. 20,1976, pp. 8-10.
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on environmental warfare this session.  ̂The statements made in plen
ary meetings, and in the informal meetings on this subject two weeks 
ago, have reflected serious and thoughtful consideration of the best 
means of dealing with the danger of environmental modification for 
hostile purposes. There are a number of important issues that must be 
resolved as our negotiations proceed, but we believe these discussions 
have made a significant contribution to our work.

I  wish to comment briefly on some of the observations and sugges
tions made in recent weeks concerning the scope of the draft conven
tion as set out in articles I  and II. I  expect to refer to other questions 
when our work resumes in the summer.

Several delegations have asked for clarification of the terms ‘‘wide
spread, long-lasting or severe” used in article I. To some extent, of 
course, these terms are qualitative and do not lend themselves to precise 
mathematical definition. Nonetheless, we believe that certain general 
standards can reasonably be set out to indicate their meaning. Thus, 
we would interpret the term “widespread” as referring to an area 
on the scale of several hundred square kilometres. In our view, the 
scope of this term should not be dependent on the size or population 
of the area where the activity or its effects occur. I t should, however, 
be borne in mind that damage, destruction, or injury that might not 
meet the “widespread” criterion might nonetheless constitute “se
vere” harm to a small, densely populated coimtry.

The question has been asked whether the term “widespread” would 
encompass the cumulative effects over a region of a number of actions 
carried out over a period of time, each having in itself only localized 
effects. In order to meet the “widespread” criterion, in our view an 
entire area on the scale that I  have mentioned would have to experience 
destruction, damage, or injury at approximately the same time. This 
could result from a single operation or it could be the cumulative re
sult of a series of operations conducted over a period of months or 
years. However, it is also conceivable that, over the course of several 
years, a total area on the scale of several hundred square kilometres 
might be affected, but that the area actually suffering destruction, 
damage, or injury at any one time would be small. In such a case, 
the “widespread” criterion would not be met.

In the context of this convention, the term “long-lasting” in our view 
would involve a period of months or about a season. We would inter
pret “severe” as referring to any very serious disruption of the existing 
state of the environment as a means of causing very serious damage or 
inj ury to persons or property.

Some delegations have suggested that the convention should prohibit 
the hostile use not only of techniques having widespread, long-lasting 
or severe effects, but also of those that may be expected to have such 
effects.

^For text of draft convention, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp.
385-388.
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As I  have indicated before, the hostile use of certain environmental 
modification techniques, such as the generation of earthquakes and 
tsunamis, climate modification, and the steering or intensification of 
hurricanes, would result, or could reasonably be expected to result, in 
widespread, long-lasting or severe destruction, damage or injury. The 
draft convention is designed to ban all hostile uses of such techniques 
against States parties. On the other hand, the hostile use of certain 
other techniques, su<̂ h as precipitation modification, would not in all 
cases be expected to result in widespread, severe, or long-lasting dam
age, destruction, or injury, and therefore hostile uses of techniques in 
this category would not necessarily be banned. In  this category the 
draft convention is designed to apply only to those cases where such 
use actually results in widespread, severe or long-lasting damage, 
destruction or injury, or where it can be demonstrated that such use 
could reasonably have been expected to result in widespread, severe, 
or long-lasting damage, destruction or injury.

One other important question that has been raised with respect to 
article I  concerns the comprehensiveness of the basic undertaking “not 
(x) engage in military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication”. We believe the language makes clear that any hostile use of 
techniques having widespread, long-lasting, or severe effects as a means 
of destruction, damage, or injury to another State party would be 
prohibited, regardless of where the use takes place or where the effects 
occur. The convention would not apply, however, to uses of environ
mental modification other than as a means of destruction or damage 
to another State party.

Another issue regarding the scope of the prohibition that has Ibeen 
raised by a number of delegations is the question of research and 
development. During our informal meetings, my delegation pointed 
out the reasons why, in our view, a ban on hostile research and develop
ment activities would be unrealistic and ineffective. In particular, we 
cited the dual applicability to civilian and military ends of almost all 
research and development in the field of environmental modification 
and the diflŜ culties that could be encountered in determining whether 
all parties were observing the prohibition. A more productive course 
than attempting to establish a blanket or even qualified prohibition of 
research and development might be to consider measures capable of 
building confidence in the treaty regime. In  this connexion, considera
tion might be given to an exchange of information on research activi
ties in the field of environmental modification.

A number of delegations have offered detailed comments on the 
illustrative list of effects, or phenomena, contained in article I I  and 
raised specific questions alx)ut some elements of the list.

One question, raised most recently by the representative of the 
United Kingdom, is whether the use of herbicides as an instrument 
for upsetting the ecological balance of a region would be prohibited. 
In  our view, the convention would prohibit such use of herbicides as 
the means of destruction, damage, or injury if the effects were wide-
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spread, long-lasting, or severe. An upset of the ecological balance of 
a region through the use of such techniques would be, at a minimum, 
a widespread effect. The convention would not, of course, affect the 
use of herbicides for control of vegetation within military bases and 
installations around their immediate defensive perimeters. I  would 
note, in this connexion, that in April 1975 the United States renounced 
as a matter of policy the first use in war of the herbicide applications 
that would be covered by the convention.^

The term “ecological balance of a region,” as used in article II, 
should be understood as referring to the equilibrium existing in the re
gion among various species of plant and animal life in terms of num
bers and proportions.

I  would like to offer one other important clarification with respect 
to the effects mentioned in article II. In our view, all the particular 
effects, or environmental phenomena, listed in that article—earth
quakes and tsunamis, an upset in the ecological balance of a region, 
changes in weather patterns, in the state of the ozone layer or iono
sphere, in climate patterns, or in ocean currents—would result, or could 
be expected to result, in widespread, long-lasting, or severe damage, 
destruction or injury. The hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques so as to cause such phenomena as the means of destruction, 
damage, or injury to another State party would therefore be pro
hibited.

In conclusion, it is the hope of my delegation that the detailed and 
useful consideration of the draft environmental warfare convention 
this spring will provide a sound basis for productive treaty negotia
tions during our summer session.

Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: The Verification of a Compre
hensive Test Ban by Seismological Means, April 20, 1976^

1. In trodA w tion

The last occasion on which Canada contributed a technical working 
paper to the CCD on the subject of seismological verification of a 
CTB was in conjunction with the informal meeting of seismological 
experts held 10-13 July, 1973, CCD/406 (1). Since that meeting, Ca
nadian scientists have continued to undertake seismological research 
and development projects with the aim of contributing to the solu
tions of outstanding problems of seismological verification. Research 
work that has been published during the past three years is listed as 
references (2-6). Reference (2) presents the final results of a dis
crimination screening experiment that was presented in a prelimi
nary form in CCD/406 in 1973; reference (3) presents a Canadian

* Executive order 11850; see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 97-98.
" COD/490, Apr. 20,1976.
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summary view on the use of earthquake screening procedures in a 
practical monitoring scheme; reference (4) provides a detailed ac
count of the potential role of medium aperture arrays in an interna
tional discrimination network; reference (5) describes a new proc
essing technique that has been adopted for the Yellowknife seismo- 
logical array; and reference (6) describes the performance details of 
the Canadian Seismic Array Monitor (CANSAM) digital process
ing system at the Yellowknife array during its first full year of op
eration (1974). This research paper (6) has been distributed in pre
print form to CCD members by the Canadian Delegation, since it is 
not yet published.

Since 1973 Canada has also continued the informal scientific co-op
eration with Japan and Sweden on research related to the detection, 
location and identification of underground nuclear explosions by seis- 
mological means. The most recent conference of scientists from the 
three countries was held in Ottawa and Yellowknife, Canada, 14-19 
April, 1975. The summary proceedings of this conference were reported 
to the CCD in a tripartite working paper CCD/457 (7).^ This co-op- 
eration is continuing during 1976 with exchanges of seismological data, 
research results and scientific personnel.

In  this working paper the Canadian delegation would like to present 
brief discussions of the two fields of seismological verification re
search and development that have occupied Canadian scientists most 
recently. The first is a summary of recent developments at the Yellow
knife seismological array and a description of the contribution that 
can be envisaged for medium aperture arrays, such as Yellowknife, 
in any future international co-operative CTB monitoring procedures 
that might be established. The second is a general discussion of what 
is probably the most significant obstacle to significantly reducing the 
threshold of seismological discrimination between earthquakes and 
underground explosions— the potential for evasive detonation.

2 . Recent developments of the Yellowhnife array

In  the Canadian working paper of 1973 (1) a proposal was made 
for the integration of P-wave arrival information from the best ex
isting stations and medium aperture arrays. This followed the recog
nition that, for an optimum verification threshold on a world-wide 
basis, the existing large aperture arrays must be supplemented by a 
number of high-quality, single stations and smaller arrays.

One promising medium aperture array has existed in Canada since 
1962. Although digital data reduction has been possible since 1965, an 
on-line, real-time processing and detection system was installed only 
in 1974 (4). The prototype of this new system was tested on a data 
set that also formed the basis of an international co-operative effort 
in large scale integration of detection information, the International 
Seismic Month. In this experiment, the number of Yellowknife con

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 254-256.
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tributions to the final detection list was surpassed only by that of the 
United States LAS A array (8). Since that time, the CANSAM system 
has operated continuously for over two years, and considerable opera- 
ational experience and information on reliability have accumulated.

2.1 CANSAM 1974 performcmce

The first year’s operation of the digital processing system has been 
evaluated in detail (6). Briefly, CANSAM was operational 92 percent 
of the time during the interval 1 February to 31 December, 1974. By 
operational is meant that during this time at least a detection log and 
a beam monitor record were produced. Much of the lost time reflected 
the usual start-up problems, but modifications and expansions may be 
expected to cause similar down-time for a few years.

CANSAM processing consists of narrow band digital filtering to 
optimize the signal-to-noise ratio for the small events of interest in 
detection, followed by the formation of phased beams covering all 
distance ranges for P and PKP phases. The beam overlap is near 3 
db, which is considered an adequate compromise, but could be im
proved if it were desirable to have the array focused on particular 
regions. A novel method of lowering the false alarm rate for a given 
detection threshold is used in the CANSAM system: the raw data are 
transformed non-linearly (logarithmically) before filtering and fur
ther processing. The details of this procedure have been published in 
the scientific literature (5).

The detection threshold during the quiet winter months, from about 
December to May, has been confirmed to be near body-wave magnitude 
4.0, with a false alarm rate of 50 percent. Below this magnitude, false 
alarms increase by a factor of about two for each tenth of a magni
tude. During the summer and autumn months, the detection threshold 
increases due to noise from water waves on Great Slave Lake. During 
the summer of 1974, a 50 percent false alarm rate was reached at about 
magnitude 4.8. Considerable improvement was possible during the fol
lowing summer of 1975 by simply excluding certain beams from the 
detection search, without a detrimental effect on the others. However, 
an optimum solution to the summer noise problem would require con
siderable investment of research time and effort.

2.2 CAN SAM  detection bulletin and data exchange

Following the philosophy described in CCD/406 (1), Canada has 
continued to adopt a modest and economical approach to on-line, 
real-time detection bulletins and data exchange. As a consequence, the 
CANSAM detection bulletin is routinely transmitted to Ottawa onl}̂  
once a day. In the Ottawa computer, the raw detection bulletin is fur
ther processed to give an approximate epicentral region (azimuth and 
slowness), a signal-to-noise ratio and magnitude estimate. On special 
request, the raw data, of course, can be obtained from Yellowknife at 
any time of the day, and more frequently, if desired.
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Event arrival times are given automatically to the nearest tenth of 
a second; the standard deviation of these arrival times throughout 
1974 was about 1 sec when compared with arrival times read by an 
analyst. This accuracy is considered adequate for inclusion in a rou
tine epicenter determination programme. For events of particular 
interest, manual intervention and accurate analyst reading of arrival 
time and other parameters will never, in our view, be easily replaced 
by automation.

The CANSAM detection bulletin can be sent to interested parties 
by daily airmail. I t  has also been placed on a large scale computing 
system so that it can be accessed internationally by telephone. The 
bulletin is currently being sent to Hagf ors Observatory research group 
in Sweden by daily airmail. Kesearch groups at Blacknest in the 
United Kingdom and at the Seismic Data Analysis Centre in the 
United States are currently making arrangements for telephone ac
cess to the bulletin in the Ottawa computing system. In  addition, a 
digital tape of all detected events is created. These tapes contain be
tween about three and eight days of unfiltered event data, depending 
on the season. They are airmailed from Yellowknife to Ottawa where 
they are routinely available one to two weeks after the events have oc
curred. Special requests for a copy of these digital data could be 
handled faster.

3. Discriminating ‘‘evasive^  ̂ explosions

In recent years the implications of potential evasive detonations for 
the verification of a comprehensive test ban treaty by seismological 
means have become increasingly important. The possibility exists that 
clandestine testing at significant yields in a treaty situation could not 
be discriminated if the tester were to utilize evasion tactics 
successfully.

The 1973 United States working paper, CCD/4Q4 (9) outlined pos
sible techniques for evasive nuclear testing.^ These techniques may be 
classified into three general categories:

(i) ‘‘decoupling”—detonation in a cavity or low-coupling medi
um so that the seismic efficiency is reduced significantly,

(ii) “hiding in earthquake”—detonation in the vicinity of a large 
earthquake so that the teleseismic signals from the explosion 
are masked by those of the earthquake, and

(iii) “multiple explosions”-—detonation of a sequence of explosions 
so that the combined teleseismic signal simulates that of an 
earthquake.

3.1 Decoupling

Decoupling reduces the apparent size of an explosion as observed 
by a seismograph network. I f  this reduction decreases the apparent 
size below the event detection threshold the explosion will pass unno
ticed by the network. I f  the event is detected but decoupling decreases

® lUd., 1973, pp. 376-402.
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the size below which seismological discrimination criteria can be ef
fectively applied, the seismological method is again powerless.

These facts are well known and have led to the conclusion that effec
tive surveillance against decoupled clandestine tests, at yields below 
certain limits, must be nonseismological. The question of how large 
these yield limits might be can be answered by defining the capability 
of the seismological methods. Some partial answers will be presented 
below by considering the potential capabilities of various seismograph 
monitoring networks for fully coupled explosions and adjusting the 
results for various decoupling factors.

Considering first a seismograph network external to the territory of 
the country in which the explosion takes place, it was demonstrated in 
the 1973 Canadian working paper (1) for an Eurasian example that 
there was a 90 percent probability of applying discrimination tech
niques at bodywave magnitude mb 4.5, equivalent to 5 to 10 kiloton 
yield explosions fully coupled in hard rock. The technological limit 
was considered to be in the yield range 2 to 4 kilotons. For purposes 
of illustration, the external network will be considered capable of dis
criminating fully coupled explosions in this latter yield range.

I t has been shown by United States studies that the maximum de
coupling factor achievable by detonation in a cavity is about 75. I t has 
also been shown in a recent study by J. F. Evernden in the United 
States (10) that it is probably not feasible to construct a cavity, ap
propriate for explosion decoupling, with a diameter greater than 100 
metres. Such a cavity would provide the maximum decoupling for an 
explosion of about 10 kilotons yield, and, of course, partial decoupling 
for explosions of greater yield. Clearly, maximum decoupling for the 
10 kiloton explosion would reduce it far below the discrimination ca
pability of the external network. However, the uncertainties about 
achievable degrees of partial decoupling and the margin of safety re
quired iby the evader against discrimination by the external network 
would make unlikely attempts at clandestine decoupled testing at 
yields significantly above 10 kilotons.

I f  the testing area is in an active earthquake zone the evader, in 
general terms, need only reduce the apparent size of the explosion a 
sufficient safety margin below the discrimination threshold of the ex
ternal network. I f  the testing area is in an aseismic region the appar
ent size would need to be reduced below the seismic event det^tion 
threshold; any detected event in an aseismic region would be sus
picious. With maximum cavity decoupling of a 10 kiloton explosion, 
the latter could be achieved as the explosion would have an apparent 
yield of a few tenths of a kiloton, only.

Seismological surveillance of decoupled testing would be signifi
cantly improved by the availability of data from seismograph stations 
inside the territory of the evader. This internal network would be 
particularly powerful if it were situated to monitor the relatively
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small number of areas in which decoupled testing was feasible. The 
regions of the various countries in which the geological environment 
is suitable for decoupled testing are quite limited; reference (10), 
for example, has given a summary of the distribution of appropriate 
areas in the Soviet Union. Relatively simple stations could achieve at 
least an order-of-magnitude improvement in detection threshold over 
that of the external network discussed above. Seismic events of mb 3.0 
or lower (apparent yields of a small fraction of a kiloton) are readily 
detected by such stations at distances of about 200 km. Although the 
capacity of nearby stations to identify seismic events of these low 
magnitudes as explosions is not clearly defined, Canadian experience 
with distinguishing low magnitude earthquakes from industrial ex
plosions would suggest a capability in the range near mb 3.0. This 
scenario (i.e., internal stations at the distances mentioned above) 
would limit the evader to opportunities for fully decoupled tests of 
less than 5 kilotons; the specific yield would depend on the margin of 
safety against identification that the evader is willing to accept.

The actual upper limit at which any evader could attempt clan
destine decoupled tests will, therefore, depend on a number of factors, 
prim arily:

(a) the number and types of geological regions on the evader’s ter
ritory in which decoupled testing can be carried out;

(b) the number and types of seismograph stations in the external 
and/or internal surveillance networks and their distribution, 
particularly of the internal stations of the network, with re
spect to potential test areas;

(c) the margin of safety below the seismological identification 
threshold acceptable to the evader for a decoupled clandestine 
explosion; and

(d) the additional capability of non-seismological surveillance 
methods, particularly as they apply to the surveillance of the 
construction of an appropriate cavity or other engineering 
works in the areas suitable for such tests.

3.2 Hiding in earthquake

The possibilities of hiding the seismic signals from an underground 
explosion in the signals from an earthquake originating in the same 
epicentral area have been studied recently by American (10) and 
Swedish (11, 12) scientists. The results of the Swedish studies indi
cate that opportunities in the three selected regions of moderate 
seismicity are few, being one or less than one opportunity per year 
for an explosion equivalent to body-wave magnitude 4.5. However, 
in regions of high seismicity, such as the Aleutian-Kuril-Kamchatka 
chain, the opportunities are two to threefold greater. The conclusion 
of Swedish research is that evasion by hiding in earthquake is not a 
useful way of carrying out a cland^ine test programme under a 
comprehensive test ban treaty.
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The American study (10) provides a very detailed account of the 
possibilities of hiding the seismic signals of an explosion in those of 
an earthquake. The conclusions are similar to those of the Swedish 
study but suggest that the regions in which such attempts are possible 
would be severely restricted by the availability of a hydro-acoustic net
work capable of monitoring seismic events near the oceanic margins 
down to magnitudes near mb 4.0. In essence, for explosion/earthquake 
separations of about 200 km the low propagation velocity of hydro
acoustic waves would force longer delay times for the explosion after 
the earthquake in order to hide the hydro-acoustic signals; such delays 
may then be too long to have adequately hidden the seismic signals of 
the explosion in those of the earthquake.

Both the Swedish and American studies have treated hiding in 
earthquake evasion as a problem of detecting and locating the event. 
Although it is generally assumed that the threshold of event identifi
cation is higher than the threshold of event location, this may not be 
the case for this evasion technique. I t is argued in reference (10) that it 
is very unusual for an earthquake to occur outside the aftershock zone 
of a larger earthquake but within a few hundred kilometres of it with 
an origin time either leading or following it by several minutes. As it 
is very unlikely that the explosion would be in the aftershock zone, 
detection and location would be sufficient to make it suspicious.

It is clear from these results that an explosive device of even rela
tively small yield would need to be in place and ready for detonation 
with less than one minute’s notice for at least a few months, and possi
bly longer than a year, awaiting the opportunity for detonation pro
vided by the occurrence and immediate recognition of a near-by 
earthquake of sufficient magnitude. The evader would require a highly 
sophisticated on-line computer system that would, within one minute:

(a) detect and locate the large earthquake in the vicinity of the in- 
place explosion,

(b) decide that the magnitude, location and focal depth of the 
earthquake are adequate to hide the occurrence of the explo
sion from the surveillance network,

(c) activate the required test measuring equipment, and
(d) detonate the explosion.

3.3 Multiple explosions

Seismological discrimination in its early stages was based on a 
study of the characteristics of the teleseismic body wave signals and on 
the mb/Ms criterion. Based on these criteria, it would appear reason
able to assume that a sequence of explosions could be devised that 
might be classified as an earthquake. Thus hypothetical multiple-shot 
evasion scenarios have been designed to effect a significant shift in 
mb/Ms towards the earthquake population.
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To demonstrate the potential effects of multiple nuclear explosions 
on the discrimination capacity of the mb/Ms criterion, an analysis has 
been made of two explosion sequences. Scenario 1 has the largest indi
vidual explosion yield at 30 kt. The shooting sequence, with maximum 
shot spacing of 20 km and total time delay of 17.5 seconds, is intended 
to lengthen and complicate the body waves, thereby making them 
earthquake-like, and to produce an in-phase addition of the surface 
waves in one principal direction, presumably the direction toward the 
most powerful detecting stations. Scenario 2 is the explosion sequence 
from reference (13). The largest individual explosions are 100 kt, the 
maximum shot spacing is 7 km, the total time delay is 6.3 seconds, and 
the hoped-for effect is similar, although it was assumed in the study 
that tiie surface waves would be equally enhanced in all azimuths.

The mb/Ms discrimination effects of these two multiple shot se
quences are illustrated in Figure 1, in which scenario 1 is referred to 
experience with single American explosions and scenario 2 is referred 
to experience with single Soviet explosions. The initial points for the 
sequences are indicatied at the mt/Ms positions of a 30 kt American 
explosion and a 100 kt Soviet explosion, respectively. The effect im
plied for scenario 2 in reference (13) is shown as the box labelled (A ), 
that is, movement of the event into the edge of the earthquake 
population.

This theoretically successful evasion assumes that the seismological 
analyst has measured the mb for one of the 29 kt explosions to produce 
the significant mb reduction. However, if a careful analyst in a monitor
ing situation measured the mb from the largest signal on the seismo- 
gram, which in this case will not be smaller than that produced by one 
of the 100 kt explosions, the mb/Ms position of the multiple shot would 
then be the box labelled (B ), and evasion is less credible.

The mb/Ms effects of scenario 1 were simulated by computing and 
measuring synthetic body wave and surface wave signals typical of 
those generated by explosions at the United States Nevada test site. No 
reduction in mb is achieved and the Ms enhancement, assuming the sur
face waves have been detected in all azimuths, moves the event into the 
edge of the earthquake population in Figure 1.

These mb/Ms effects of multiple explosions must be viewed in the 
context of an operational verification scheme that includes a rigorous 
decision-making process. One such viable scheme was outlined briefly 
in sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the 1973 Canadian working paper (1). The 
important point is that no “earthquake decision” would be made on the 
basis of the mb/Ms evidence for the multiple explosions in Figure 1.

With the development of specialized instruments and sophisticated 
analytical techniques, and a better understanding of seismic signals, 
the capability to discriminate signals from earthquakes and multiple 
explosions has been enhanced. For an evader intending to carry out a 
multiple explosion, the restrictions are much more severe than those 
imposed by the mb/Ms criterion.
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Figure 1. Body wave/surface wave magnitude (mb/Ms) discrimination effects of 
the two multiple explosion sequences described in the test. The rela
tionships for single Soviet and American explosions and the earthquake 
data are from the Canadian working paper of 1971, CCD/327 (17).
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I t was demonstrated in the United Kingdom’s 1975 Working Paper 
CCD/459 (14) that the use of broad-band seismometers places an 
upper limit upon the maximum yield of an individual charge in such 
a scenario. For signals large enough to be recorded clearly on broad
band instruments, explosion signals are readily distinguishable from 
earthquake signals by a marked difference in the period of the asso
ciated first onsets. Even in the relatively noisy seismic environment of 
the United Kingdom, that of an island near the oceanic source of seis
mic noise, individual explosions with yields greater than about 50 kt 
can be identified. Further restrictions on maximum yield would be 
imposed by deploying the broad-band seismometers as close as possible 
to the anticipated shot points, by applying array processing techniques 
to broad-band signals (see reference (15)), and by selecting sites where 
the ambient microseismic noise level is low. The data available on av
erage microseismic noise conditions at Canadian seismograph stations
(16) indicate that mid-continental sites have average noise levels about 
a factor of two lower than ocean margin sites. The noise data also 
indicate, for both kinds of sites, that the winter noise levels are a factor 
of between two and six higher than the summer noise levels; the dis
crimination threshold for this method will therefore be seasonally- 
depcndent.

Three-component borehole seismometers have greater Stability in the 
horizontal components than the standard long-period instruments. 
The detection threshold of Love waves (surface waves with particle 
motion in the horizontal plane) is, therefore, better than for seismom
eters deployed on the Earth’s surface. Thus a surveillance network 
that has borehole seismometers deployed at strategic locations can uti
lize the potentially most promising discrimination criterion (for both 
single and multiple explosions), the relative amounts of Love and 
Rayleigh wave energy in the surface wave signal. In addition, an ana
lysis of the spectral characteristics of I^ove and Rayleigh waves re
veals important information on the nature of the source mechanism 
and on focal depth. For instance, the source mechanism and focal 
depth of several Canadian earthquakes in the magnitude mb 4 to 5 
range have been determined through the use of this technique. One 
seismic event of mb 3.7 that occurred in a potash mining region of the 
Canadian prairies was diagnosed as being due to the release of tec
tonic stresses rather than to a cavity collapse through a measurement 
of the ratio of Love and Rayleigh wave amplitudes. This was achieved 
using standard seismograph stations in the distance range of 600 to
2,000 km.

The primary purpose of the Seismic Research Observatories an
nounced by the United States in its 1973 working paper (9) is the 
acquisition of a high quality data base to assess this potential. The 
Canadian Government will be installing during 1976 a borehole seis
mograph system similar to those deployed in the United States pro
gramme. Studies using data from this new system, in conjunction
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with data from the Yellowknife array and other Canadian seismo  ̂
graph stations, will be undertaken within the next year to assess the 
Love wave discrimination between small earthquakes and low yield 
explosions.
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the Committee on Disarmament: Current Status of Research 
in Seismic Verification, April 20, 1976 ^

INTEODUCTION

Since its last presentation to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament on research related to problems in seismic verification 
(CCD/404, 10 July 1973),  ̂ the United States has continued to pur
sue solutions to these problems by developing an advanced seismic 
data acquisition system, by investigating practical verification tech
niques using new and existing data resources, and by supporting 
theoretical studies of seismic source and propagation phenomena in 
order to lay a sound scientific foundation for new and existing veri
fication procedures. Since 1973 our approach to systems for seismic 
research has emphasized the development of new data resources 
through greatly increasing the availability of a global network con
sisting of more than twenty high quality single stations and a few, 
medium-aperture long period arrays. This emphasis on new data 
resources is directed toward gaining a more widely distributed sample 
of the seismic field due to global seismicity and toward conducting 
research on a number of residual events which appear to remain dif
ficult to identify by applying conventional criteria at a small number 
of sites, or by employing analogue recordings.

This paper briefly reviews the research problems that remained in 
seismic verification at the time of our last report, the present status of 
the data resources and systems that are being developed to address 
these problems, and the advances that have been made toward their 
full evaluation and solution.

1971, m  342-357.
" OOD/491, Apr. 20,1976.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 376-402.
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SECTION I

E e m a i n i n g  E e s e a r c h  P r o b l e m s  i n  S e is m ic  V e r if ic a t io n

In our last working paper (CCD/404) we discussed in some detail 
several remaining problems in seismic verification research. Briefly 
these problems were:

1. Some seismic events are difficult to identify, because of source 
characteristics and/or propagation efforts, low signal to noise ratio 
or lack of relevant data.

Solutions of this problem may lie in more accurate location, depth, 
and magnitude determination, in wide azimuthal recording of signals 
in low noise conditions, and in development of data management sys
tems which allow research seismologists to gain access easily to a wide 
range of data from a specific event.

2. Some seismic signals are mixed with another interfering seismic 
signal, making the interpretation of either event ambiguous.

Although this problem will never be completely resolved, it can be 
reduced considerably through a network of widely distributed sta
tions, high dynamic range recorders, and by the use of high-resolution 
processing techniques at arrays, singly and in concert.

3. I t is possible to evade detection or identification either by hiding 
a clandestine explosion in earthquake signals, detonating an explosion 
in  a large cavity or low coupling medium, or by arranging a series of 
explosions in space and time such that the seismic signals resemble 
those of earthquakes when viewed through conventional discrimina
tion criteria.

Solution to, or reduction of, the evasion problem is related to the 
resolving of others stated above. I t  involves increasing the seismic 
signal to noise ratios, development of the capability to disentangle 
mixed signals, and the development of new discriminants.

We are now completing the development of new data sources and 
data management facilities which should provide increased research 
capability in the problem areas discussed above. During the three years 
since our last working paper we have made several advances in the full 
evaluation of our existing arrays and networks and in the solution to, 
or understanding of, the problems remaining in seismic verification. 
These topics are discussed in the sections that follow.

SECTION I I  

D e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  A p p l ic a t io n  o f  N e w  D a t a  R e so u r c e s  

Advanced horehole seismoToeter

Noise studies at the large arrays have demonstrated that about half 
of the seismic noise at long periods (20-40 seconds) was found to be
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non-propagating and is due to local atmospheric pressure cell develop
ing from topographic effects and fluctuations in wind velocity. This 
problem is particularly acute with long-period horizontal instru
ments. I t  has been demonstrated that it is impossible to design a prac
tical scheme in which a microbarograph could be used to correct the 
surface seismometer response for local wind-generated noise. I t has 
been shown experimentally and theoretically (Eef 1,2) that this 
noise attenuates exponentially with depth. Therefore, the way to 
minimize the effects of this non-propagating noise is to emplace the 
seismometer at depth. This could be done either by using existing, 
rather cumbersome, instrumentation in mines or tunnels or by develop
ing a new instrument which would be small enough to be lowered into 
a drilled hole, yet stable and quiet enough to yield useable signals at 
long periods.

These considerations have led to the development of the KS36000 
borehole seismometer: a new, three-component, broad-band acceler
ometer designed to operate at up to 300 metres depth in a drilled hole 
of 15 cm diameter. The cylinder containing the three seismometers, 
and the associated feed-back electronics needed to minimize the ef
fects of instrumental thermal noise, is about 3 metres long. The re
sponse of the instrument is flat to acceleration in the period band of 
1-50 seconds.

Figure 1 demonstrates the advantage of making long-period meas
urements at depth. I t shows seismogram sections from long-period 
horizontal instruments at the surface and 15 and 100 metres depth. 
The graph to the left of the seismograms shows the average wind 
velocity at the surface at the time these records were made. The rela
tion between the wind and the long-period surface noise and the re
duction of this noise with depth are obvious. Seismic signals that are 
obscured on the record of the surface instrument during periods of 
strong winds are clearly seen on the records of instruments emplaced 
in boreholes.

The Seismic Research Observatory network

The new borehole seismometers are being incorporated into a net
work of modern recording stations called Seismic Research Observa
tories (SRO). In addition to the new borehole seismometers, these sta
tions employ a modern digital data acquisition and recording system 
designed specifically for seismic applications. The signals from the 
seismometers are brought to the surface, filtered to conventional short 
and long period seismic bands, digitized using a process which is 
capable of 120 db of dynamic range, and recorded on magnetic tape. 
Analogue seismograms are also generated in order to monitor the 
performance of the system.

Although the system records the three-component long-period data 
continuously, a detection scheme is applied to the short-period data 
so that only arrivals of sufficient amplitude above the background 
noise are recorded. A single magnetic tape from one of these stations
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will be filled after about two weeks of operation, after which time the 
tape will be forwarded to the United States for quality control and 
merging with data from other SEO sites. The final product of the 
SRO network will be a series of network-day tapes which will contain 
all of the recordings of the entire network for a single day. These tapes 
will be made available, upon request, to any individual or group con
ducting research in seismology.

This network, which is nearing completion, could not have been 
developed without the interest and co-operation of the host countries 
in which the individual stations are located. Thirteen SRO installa
tions are planned. The sites of eleven of these are:

Albuquerque, New Mexico Ankara, Turkey
Guam, Mariana Islands Chiang Mai, Thailand
N* arrogin, Australia Mashhad, Iran
Taipei, Taiwan Shillong, India
Nairobi, Kenya Wellington, New Zealand
Bogota, Colombia

Agreements are currently being completed for the two remaining 
sites.

The most significant and promising new features of this data are 
the low noise environment of the long-period horizontal sensors, the 
digital form of the short-period data, and the high dynamic range 
capability of the entire system. I t has long been recognized that hori
zontal recordings of surface wave motion should be an effective addi
tion to any suite of identification criteria; however, horizontal instru
ments at the earth’s surface suffer severely, as discussed above, from 
considerable wind noise contamination. The long-period horizontal 
data from the SRO network will give seismologists an opportunity to 
make full use .of this often neglected dimension of discrimination at 
multiple azimuths from the source. The digital short-period data will 
permit evaluation of several short-period discriminants and techniques 
that have been suggested by various workers but that have not re
ceived complete study because of the lack of usable data from multiple 
sites.

The A 8 R 0  netvxjirk

In a project closely associated with the Seismic Research Observa
tory network some of the Very Long-Period Experiment (VUPE) 
seismograph stations will be furnished with vertical component short- 
period seismometers and the SRO recording system. These modified 
VLPE stations or Auxiliary Seismic Research Observatories 
(ASROs) will have functions, software, and digital data format 
identical to the SRO stations; the principal difference being that 
conventional long-period seismometers at these stations will continue 
in use. Five ASRO recording systems are being assembled and will 
be installed at La Paz, Bolivia; CJharters Towers, Australia; Kabul, 
Afghanistan, and arrangements for the two additional sites are pres
ently being made.
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New arrays

The United States has established two new medium aperture long- 
period seismic arrays in Iran and South Korea. These arrays are made 
up of 7, three component, borehole seismometers emplaced with 20 km 
spacing in a hexagonal pattern. The purpose of these arrays is to 
provide both added detection capability and added resolution of long- 
period surface waves for research efforts.

The Iranian Long-Period Array (ILPA) is located some 50 km 
southwest of Teheran; the Korean Seismic Itesearch Station (KSES) 
is sited about 90 km east of Seoul and has associated with it a 19-ele- 
ment short-period array of vertical sensors. The installation of (these 
arrays has been completed and evaluation of their capabilities as in
dividual sites and in the context of a global research network has 
begun.

jSeismic Data Management System

The Seismic Data Management System (SDMS), which was de
scribed in CGD/404, is being developed in order to allow research 
seismologists to manipulate and analyze, effectively and efficiently, 
the large quantities of digital data that are becoming available from 
the sources described above. Conventional means of handling digital 
seismic data are not adequate to use effectively the data resource rep
resented by the SRO, ASRO, and VLPE networks and the arrays 
LASA, ALPA, NORSAR, ILPA, and KSRS. To bring as much of 
this data as possible to bear efficiently on a single event or problem 
requires development of an alternative to the procedure of analysis 
station by station, or magnetic tape by magnetic tape. We are attempt
ing to develop this alternative in the SDMS.

Figure 2 gives an outline of this ^stem  as it exists today. Data 
is transmitted from the large arrays in real-time, via a computer com
munications network and leased telephone lines, to the Seismic Data 
Analysis Center. Here a Communications and Control Processor auto
matically monitors the quality of the data received, opens and closes 
network ports using file transmission protocols, and forwards the 
data to detection and event processors and to a large capacity digital 
storage device. The purpose of the event processor is to produce an ini
tial event summary, or seismic bulletin, which may be added to and 
improved as data from the other arrays and sites become available. 
The time series of long- and short-period array and single-site data, 
preliminary and final bulletins, and preliminary and final files of 
waveforms associated with each event in the bulletins are all stored 
on a large capacity digital storage device called a “mass store” or 
Datacomputer. The data from the SRO sites will be placed in the 
Datacomputer by the US Geological Survey Albuquerque Seismo- 
logical Cfenter after it 'has been checked for quality and copied. The 
SRO recording tapes are forwarded to Albuquerque by mail and we 
anticipate a 30-60 day delay in the accessibility of this data.
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Research sedsmologists interested in using any of the data described 
above may gain access to it through the Seismic Data Analysis Cen
ter. Such requests will normally be filled by transferring edited or 
composite tapes through the maila We plan to demonstrate that all 
types of the data described above may be retrieved from this sys
tem via computer and telecommunicatioi^ links and ithus be used 
effectively in improving and adding data to the event bulletins and in 
specific research programs.

Modification of the large arrays L A S A  amd A LP  A

In order to bring all of our array facilities to uniformity in a prac
tical manner, the Large Aperture Seismic Array (LASA) in Montana 
has been reduced in size, and the Alaskan Long-Period Array 
(ALPA) will soon be altered. The size of the LASA has been some
what reduced through the discontinued recording of the two outer 
rings of subarrays. The present LASA consists of 13 subarrays made 
up of short-period instruments, each subarray also containing one 
three-component set of long-period instruments. The present array 
aperture is approximately 80 km.

Seven sites of the ALPA are to be refitted with the newly developed, 
long-period, borehole seismometer. When this work is completed re
cording at the other sites will cease and the aperture of the seven ele
ment array will be 40 km. I t  is anticipated that the Rayleigh wave de
tection capability of the new ALPA will be slightly lees than before, 
while the Love wave detection capability nmy increase with the new 
borehole instruments.

In both cases, the sensitivity and azimuthal resolution of the altered 
arrays will be sufficient to provide the data needed to supplement the 
SRO, ASRO, and VLPE networks in our research program.

SECTION III

A d v a n c e s  i n  S e is m ic  V e r if ic a t io n  R e s e a r c h  

EestUts from the large array research 'program

The large array research program begun by the United States in 
1965 is now nearing completion. I t is therefore appropriate to sum
marize what we feel to be ithe most significant lessons we have learned 
from this program.

Large, ^ort-period arrays are sophisticated detection devices. Al
though the detection threshold of a large, short-period array may be 
several tenths of a magnitude unit below that of any single seismom
eter of a widely distributed network, the location resolution of a single 
array, or even a few large arrays used in concert, is much poorer 
than that of a network of, say, 20-40 well-sited, widely-distributed, 
single iostruments. This is chiefly due to perturbations in the indicated



U.S. WORKING PAPER, APRIL 20 259

slope of the time-distance curve of seismic waves, upon which array 
locations are based, caused by heterogeneities in the crust and upper 
mantle of the earth.

Short-period arrays should be designed to achieve signal to 
noise enhancement by the process of aligning and summing N sensors. 
This signal to noise gain is based on two assumptions: (1) that the noise 
is independent or incoherent, a condition that can be met by placing 
the array elements far apart; (2) that there is no signal loss or varia
tion beteween array elements, which can be ensured by keeping the 
elements close together. Obviously, there must be a compromise 
reached between these conflicting requirements. Experience has shown 
that minimum sensor spacings of 3-4 kilometers will th ieve  rela
tive noise reduction in the frequency band of 0.5 to 5.0 cycles/second. 
Experience has also shown that no known signal proce^ing tedinique 
can routinely do better than the relative noise reduction achieved 
through the align and sum method; i.e., normal beamsteering. The 
exception to-this is when the noise is in the form of an interfering sig
nal ; then optimum processing methods are considerably more effective 
than in the case of incoherent noise.

As with short-period arrays, detection of low-amplitude signals is 
the chief purpose for the deployment of arrays of long-period instru
ments. However, because the mixed signal problem is more severe for 
surface waves than that for body waves, the high directional resolu
tion of long-period arrays is an important secondary reason for using 
them in research or in a test ban monitoring network. Optimum proc
essing methods can increase the resolution of a long-period array by 
a factor of two or more and thus add to its usefulness in isolating in
terfering surf ace waves signals.

The design and processing principles for long-period arrays are 
more complicated than for short-period arrays because a significant 
fraction of the long-period noise propagates across the array as sur
face waves and is not incoherent at sensors separated by practical dis
tances. This noise, however, is directional and the array may use its 
directional resolvability to minimize its effects. The resolving power 
of a long-period array, although directly proportional to its diameter, 
is again limited by signal coherence and sensor spacing. For Eayleigh 
waves at teleseismic distances, the appropriate maximum instrument 
spacing is about 20 km for periods of 20 sec. Given proper array ele
ment spacing, signal to noise gain may be realized by delay and 
sum processing provided the aperture is large enough to resolve the 
signal and the noise. Optimum processing techniques can increase ar
ray resolution by a factor of two or more and thus increase the cases 
where relative gain can be achieved. I t  is occasionally possible to 
do slightly better than this through optimum processing but not to the 
extent that the gain would be operationally significant. However, the 
increased resolution through optimum methods is significant in isolat
ing interfering long-period signals.
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Sn/mmary of the detection capdbUity of the large arrays 

LASA, NORSAK, AND ALPA

As reported in a previous paper (CCD/388) ̂  the short-period detec
tion thresholds at LASA and NORSAR (for events between A = 80° 
and 85°) were given in terms of the body-wave magnitude (mb) at 
which 90% of the total events occurring at that magnitude were de
tected. Those thresholds were:

LASA mb = 3.9 (1.3 x 10 meters, minimum detectable 
signal amplitude measured from zero, 90% confidence)

NORSAR mb = 4.1 (1.9 x 10 meters, minimum detectable 
signal amplitude measured from zero, 90% confidence)

Since that report extensive evaluation of the long-period detection 
thresholds of the large arrays has been completed. In general, there 
was more variation in long-period detection thresholds, with season, 
region and distance, than in the short-period studies. The long-period 
detection thresholds are given in terms of that body wave magnitude 
(mb) at which at least 90% of the earthquakes studied had measurable 
vertical surface wave motions. These thresholds are for ALPA mb = 
4.5 winter and 4.4 summer, for NORSAR mb = 4.5 winter and 4.2 sum
mer, LASA mb = 4.5 winter and summer. These thresholds are valid 
within the distance range 20°:^ A—90°.

Results of the International Seismic Month?'̂  study

The International Seismic Month (ISM) is the informal name given 
by participating scientists to the multinational seismic co-operation 
study that was reported in CCD/388 by the United States. The ISM 
extended from February 20 to March 19, 1972. Participation in the 
ISM was voluntary on the part of individual scientists and groups. 
Although there was general agreement on some major objectives, par
ticipants were free to define and pursue their own interests as they 
saw fit.

The ISM was primarily an attempt to demonstrate the capabilities 
of seismic instrumentation then deployed as it applied to the seismic 
monitoring of underground explosions. By agreeing to a common time 
period participants could pool data to get a better view of the com
bined capability of many independent data sources. Emphasis was pri
marily in the area of system detection (long and short period) and 
location capabilities.

The ISM study, which resulted in a bulletin of some 966 events, was 
able to achieve a 90% incremental detection and location capability at 
about mb = 4.3 in Eurasia and mb =  4.6 worldwide using available 
short-period data (Ref 3). In retrospect it is clear that this could have 
been achieved from a modest number (say 32) of high-quality stations 
well located and carefully monitored (Ref 4).

* m 2 ,  pp. 590-611.
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Surface wave observations were made at 46 non-array stations in
cluding the VLPE sites (Ref 6). The resulting data consisted of some
15,000 long-period detections. This data was associated with the ISM 
event list insofar as possible, and surface wave magnitudes were as
signed to the events. With detections at two stations required for qual
ity control, the experiment assigned surface wave magnitudes to 90% 
of the shallow (depth less than 100 km) ISM earthquakes in Eurasia 
of mb =  4.8. For all ISM events this 90% incremental threshold was 
about mb = 5.5. A major conclusion from the analysis of this data was 
that proper association of detections is a difficult task which might be 
best done semi-automatically and interactively, using detection lists 
and event wave-forms stored in a computer system. Thus, the ISM ex
perience pointed to the major data processing, storage and analysis 
problems associated with routine thorough utilization of a network of 
seismometers.

CCD/406 and a subsequent paper (Eef 6) published by Canadian 
scientists contain results similar to some of those mentioned above. 
They applied an earthquake screening procedure which used location 
and short-period data, as well as Ms :mb in their identification study of 
ISM events.

Detection study of the Very Long‘Period Experiment

A study has been completed (Ref 7) of the detection capability of 
the Very Long-Period Experiment (VLPE) network, using twelve 
months of data recorded in 1972 and 1973 from 1,280 Eurasian events. 
In this study digital data recorded at the individual sites was used, as 
opposed to the photographic records used in the ISM study. The data 
from the horizontal components at each site was recombined to form 
the transverse and radial components with respect to the source under 
consideration. The data was then passed through a filter which attenu
ated signals at periods less than 18 and greater than 42 seconds. Visual 
analysis was then conducted on the resulting seismograms.

Surface waves were detected at two or more VLPE stations for 
90% of the Eurasian earthquakes that occurred at mb =  5.3. By com
bining the VLPE data with long-period data from the NORSAR and 
ALP A arrays the two-station 90% incremental threshold was lowered 
to mb =  4.9. The earthquakes used in this study were not restricted to 
those of shallow depth. The probability of two long-period signals 
being mixed at some VLPE station during this experiment was .22, 
the probability of this happening at all the stations was found to be 
.06. The availability of digital data varied greatly for the events used 
in this study. In some cases digital data from only a few of the VLPE 
stations was obtainable.

Discussion of the results of the ISM  and VLPE studies

I t must be pointed out that the two studies just described were 
detection, not identification, studies. That is, they were concerned only
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with the detection of surface waves from an event of a given nib. They 
did not apply stringent depth criteria or exclude epicenters located 
at sea.

The surface wave detection thresholds indicated by the operational 
studies which used array data are higher than the thresholds given 
for the individual arrays in an earlier section. This is because the 
individual array detection thresholds were not determined in an opera
tional context and thus the practical problems of mixed signals and 
availability of data for a specific event did not arise.

STUDIES ON IDENTIFICATION OF SEISMIC EVENTS

A recently published study (Kef 8) considers 884 events which oc
curred during the period January 25-February 28, 1972. Events esti
mated to be located more than 50 km deep and more than 25 km out to 
sea were judged to be natural and were not considered further. Records 
from VLPE instruments were used for Ms determination, and detec
tion of surface waves at a single station was considered acceptable. 
The most important result was that all events above mb=4.4 were 
classified by the author as earthquakes on the basis of estimated depth 
or Ms determination at one or more stations. Even though about 5% 
of the surface wave signals used were mixed in those of a larger ampli
tude, the location allowed many of these events to be classified as 
earthquakes.

A yet unpublished study by the same author contains an analysis of 
978 events during the period January 1-June 10,1972. All events listed 
in the Bulletin of the International Seismological Center which had 
adjusted mb values of 4.5 or greater were included. A major goal of 
this analysis was to determine the percentage of world-wide earth
quakes that must be accurately classified as “anomalous”. I t  was con
cluded that only 3 of the 978 (0.3%) may be considered anomalous on 
the basis of the data available. Two of the three events were located in 
oceanic areas (Tonga Islands and south of Alaska) and one was on 
land ('Southern Iran). The author suggested that the difficulty in 
classifying these events resulted from their remoteness and small size.

I t has been suggested in another recent study (Ref 10) that the use 
of higher mode surface wave amplitudes is an important method for 
identification of events. Although surface waves have more than one 
mode of propagation, it is the lowest or fimdamental mode which is 
usually observed and used in the determination of surface wave magni
tude. The author of the study believes that certain combinations of 
earth structure and earthquake source depth may give rise to rela
tively weak excitation of the fundamental mode Rayleigh wave and 
thus cause the event to be classified as an explosion by the Ms: mb cri
terion. In such cases, the suggestion continues, the amplitude of the 
first higher mode, if observable, may allow the event to be identified 
as a natural one.

This discrimination technique was applied (Ref 11) to a group of 
earthquakes occurring in the Tibetan region of central Asia, including 
those given in Table IV of our 1972 report to the Committee (CCD/
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338) [CCD/388]. The result was that some events which were origi
nally classified as anomalous based on an absence of indications of 
depth and weak fundamental mode Mg were assigned a larger surface 
wave magnitude and suited into the earthquake population. Rarefac- 
tional first motions were also found on several of the larger remaining 
anomalous events, indicating earthquake origin. Using these tech
niques the authors classified all events as earthquakes, although a 
number of these events were classified as such because of long-period 
waveform similarities to larger events, rather than as a result of actual 
first motion observations.

Although this technique appears promising and is based on sound 
seismological concepts, it has only recently come to light and will re
quire further evaluation. I t  may turn out to be limited to specific 
continental propagation paths. I f  this is the case, it will, nevertheless, 
be a valuable contribution to seismic verification.

Model studies of evasion scenarios

Within the last few months there have been published model studies 
of the problems associated with various evasion schemes (Ref 9). Such 
studies are useful in estimating what type of network is required to 
discourage or make infeasible evasion attempts at a certain level or 
above. Since these are lengthy and complicated studies based on as
sumptions which must be made in work of this type, a detailed critique 
and confirmation of them cannot be given at this time. However, one 
general result of these Judies is that, on a given landmass, a well-sited 
internal network of single stations may reduce by a full order of mag
nitude the yield at which an evader could be reasonably confident of 
escaping detection.

Developments in the theory of seismic sources

There has been continued development and use of dynamic (or 
stress relaxation) earthquake models (Ref 12). In contrast with Kine
matic (or dislocation) models, the dynamic models allow for interac
tion between the stress field in the source region and the faulting proc
ess. The dynamic models do not require that dislocation on the fault 
surface be pre-specified, as in the dislocation models, and they have the 
potential of allowing estimation of stress conditions in the source 
region. This capability may be of importance to seismic verification 
problems in that it could result in the mapping of the stress field in 
the various tectonic regions of the earth.

The primary importance of these earthquake models is that they 
may be used to lay a sound theoretical basis for various discrimination 
techniques. One general observation that seems to be emerging from 
the various theoretical studies has to be with the Mximb [Mg:mb?] 
discriminant. Apparently the effectiveness of this technique can be 
laid to two causes: (1) shear, or earthquake, sources are more efficient 
generators of Rayleigh waves than explosive sources and this may 
account for up to .6 of a unit of the observed difference in Mg :mb for
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the two source types (Ref 13); (2) earthquake sources, because of a 
larger relaxation volume, are more energetic at long periods (20 sec
onds), relative to short periods (1 second), than explosions are.

Betermiwition of earthquake source depth

Several refinements have been made (Ref 14) to the technique of 
using the spectrum of the spectnun, or cepstrum, to detect the delay 
times of surface reflections found in the short period coda of seismic 
signals from shallow sources. These delay times are directly propor
tional to the depth of the source. Hence, their accurate determination 
is important in seismic verification. The delay times may be directly 
measured from isolated peaks or maxima in the cepstrum. In order to 
apply this technique to data from a network of stations, a single net
work cepstrum is generated by randomly delaying and summing the 
individual cepstrum from each network site. That combination of 
delays which yields to sharpest peaks in the summed cepstrum is taken 
to be the correct one. Strictly speaking this technique is only applicable 
when all of the recording stations are about equidistant from the 
source. The combined cepstrum is then searched using theoretical pat
terns which contain the effects of both compressional and shear wave 
reflections. This matched filter or correlation technique attempts to 
collect all the source depth information from the short period coda onto 
a single trace containing a single or predominant maxima. Initial re
sults using these techniques are encouraging, particularly for events at 
depths of many shallow earthquakes, 20-100 km.

s e c t io n : IV

C o n c l u s io n

We have outlined above the remaining technical problems associated 
with seismic verification of a comprehensive test ban treaty as we saw 
them at our last presentation to this Committee. We have described 
the data resources which we are developing in an effort to gain solu
tions to these problems. The new data is now becoming available and 
is being distributed to research seismologists. We have set down the 
results of our evaluation of our current data systems and their capa
bilities. We have brought out the more interesting new results of our 
ongoing research effort in this area. We now look forward to apply
ing the newly completed data sources and facilities to these new ideas 
and concepts, and to the verification of potential capabilities listed 
in the last section.
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Statement by the British Expert (Fakley) at an Informal Meeting 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, April 20, 1976^

N uclear T est B ans

1. As has already been said this afternoon there are two principal
technical difficulties standing in the way of successful negotiation of
an agreement to ban the testing of nuclear weapons and other explo
sive nuclear devices in all environments; these are the question of

 ̂The statement was subsequently circulated in the CCD by the U.K. delegation 
in a working paper, CCD/492.
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verification and the problem of peaceful nuclear explosions. These 
two topics are bound to occupy a considerable proportion of the time 
available for discussion here this week.

2. There is a long history of debate on how it might be possible to 
verify by national technical means that the terms of any comprehen
sive nuclear test ban treaty were being observed. Verification that test
ing is not taking place in the environments proscribed by the 1963 
Partial Test Ban Treaty  ̂can be satisfactorily achieved and hence the 
current problem remains one of finding means whereby undergroimd 
nuclear tests can be detected and identified at long range. To this end 
the United Kingdom, along with other countries, has been devoting 
considerable resources to seismic research. The results of this work 
have been presented to the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment from time to time and my delegation has made a review of the 
United Kingdom contributions for this meeting. Our broad technical 
assessment is that it is now possible to establish a world-wide net
work of seismic stations capable of detecting and identifying seismic 
events down to a body wave magnitude of about 4i/ .̂ At somewhat 
lower magnitudes, events would still be detected but, seismologically, 
it would no longer be possible in many cases to decide with adequate 
assurance whether or not a particular event had been caused by an 
earthquake or an explosion. At even lower magnitudes, events could 
not even be detected with sufficient probability against the background 
seismic noise.

3. We equate a seismic magnitude of mb 41/̂  with an explosive yield 
of about 5 kilotons when the explosive is close coupled in granite or 
other hard rock. However, anyone seeking to evade a verification sys
tem established to monitor a comprehensive test ban is not going to 
set off his explosive in hard rock with close coupling if he can possibly 
avoid it. At a very minimum he would choose a more favourable geo
logic environment. Experimental results published in the United 
States show that explosive devices detonated in a suitable thickness 
of dry alluvium would produce seismic signals which were lower in 
magnitude by a factor of up to ten as compared with those from the 
same device detonated in hard rock. Therefore, in a place where there 
was a 300m or more thickness of dry soft rock, the detection and iden
tification threshold of a verification system must currently be meas
ured in terms of some tens of kilotons.

4. There are other ways of evading the verification system. One 
such way is the de-coupling of an explosion by setting it off in an 
underground cavity. Theoretical studies and small-scale experiments 
suggest that de-coupling factors of ten or more might be achieved by 
such means. For example it has been established that a cavity some 
110 metres in diameter would be capable of de-coupling a 10 kiloton 
shot so that it would produce a seismic signal equal to that from a 
fraction of a kiloton shot close coupled in the same medium. Another 
way is to seek to hide the seismic signal from an explosion in the

* For the treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1963̂  pp. 291-293.
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signal produced by a naturally occurring earthquake; this would re
quire awaiting until a suitable earthquake was available to mask the 
explosion signal and clearly this would be a disadvantage.

5. We can argue indefinitely about the practicability and effective
ness of the various measures for reducing the efficiency of a verifica
tion system for monitoring a comprehensive test ban but we cannot 
afford to ignore them. Taking them into account in a general sense, 
it must be concluded that it is not possible to propose a seismic veri
fication system capable of giving sufficient assurance that tests with 
yields up to a few tens of kilotons were not being carried out. This 
conclusion takes into account that to be reasonably sure of escaping 
detection, a would-be violator would have to be conservative in the 
choice of maximum yield he is prepared to test and would therefore 
have to leave some margin between this maximum and his assessment 
of the threshold capability of the verification system.

6. We therefore come to a crucial question. Given that tests of up 
to some tens of kilotons are not adequately verifiable, is this significant 
in a comprehensive test ban treaty context? As far as nuclear weapon 
states are concerned, nuclear testing is carried out for four main pur
poses. These are fo r:

(a) the maintenance of stockpiled weapons in an entirely safe yet 
serviceable condition;

(b) the investigation of the effects which nuclear explosions have 
on other items of equipment;

(c) the modification of nuclear explosive devices so that they can
be fitted into new delivery systems;

(d) the study of the physical principles of nuclear devices.

Can any of these purposes be served by tests with yields of up to a few 
tens of kilotons?

7. The maintenance of stockpiled weapons in a safe yet serviceable 
condition is of vital importance whilst such weapons continue to exist. 
Like all other types of hardware, nuclear weapons age; in fact they 
tend to age more rapidly than most other weapons because of the 
characteristics of the special materials used in their construction. From 
time to time they have to be repaired and this frequently requires some 
of the components to be replaced. These replacements are likely to be 
somewhat different from the originals if only because available mate
rials will have changed and because safety and security requirements 
have been made more stringent. The changes involved are usually 
small but it cannot be ascertained whether or not they are significant 
without nuclear testing. In  order to be sure that the refurbished weap
ons remain safe and serviceable, it is necessary to carry out a full 
scale test but a reduced-scale test can offer the required assurances 
in some circumstances, A significant amount of stockpile weapons 
testing could be carried out at yields of a few tens of kilotons.

8. The role of nuclear testing to investigate the effects of nuclear 
explosions on other items of equipment is obvious. I t is essential to 
assess the vulnerability of defence equipments to the nuclear explo-
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sions they may face in the course of their use. Some assessment work 
can be carried out theoretically and by using simulators but the final 
proof that equipment will withstand the effects of nuclear explosions 
to a sufficient degree can only be obtained by exposing it to the output 
from an actual nuclear explosion. Effects testing can be carried out 
using a source with a yield of a few tens of kilotons.

9. From time to time, requirements arise for new weapon systems 
to meet the changing strategic and tactical warfare situations and 
when any new delivery system is being developed, the problem of pro
ducing a suitable warhead has to be solved. The nuclear warhead has 
to be tailored to its delivery vehicle and to its operational role and in 
designing the warhead to achieve these objectives, uncertainties arise 
over whether the design incorporates changes from past knowledge 
which affect either its operation or its safety and security. These un
certainties can only be resolved finally by nuclear testing and normally 
such proof testing can be carried out if necessary at yields of a few 
tens of kilotons.

10. Finally, nuclear testing is still carried out to improve the under
standing of the physical principles of nuclear weapon design. Many 
weapon physics experiments can be carried out at yields of some tens 
of kilotons and such experiments can lead to improvements in weapon 
design.

11. This summary of the current purposes of nuclear weapon test
ing shows that much could be achieved by tests which fall into a yield 
range below the existing estimates of the threshold of a verification 
system for a comprehensive nuclear test ban based on national tech
nical means, even if these have a wide world distribution. On technical 
grounds the conclusion is simply that testing below the seismic veri
fication threshold would be significant. Non-intrusive verification does 
not give the necessary assurance that significant nuclear testing is not 
taking place. A lack of confidence in the effectiveness of the verifica
tion system would lead to unacceptable uncertainty in the nuclear 
weapon states and could itself have a destabilizing effect irrespective 
of whether or not violations of a comprehensive test ban were taking 
place.

12. The development of an adequate national verification system 
for all underground nuclear tests remains an unresolved problem. The 
other major technical difficulty relates to so-called Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions (PIsTEs). We have to ask the question, “How can one en
sure that a nuclear explosion, which ostensibly is being carried out 
for peaceful purposes, does not give opportunities for gaining weapons- 
related benefits?” Of the types of weapon related tests already de
scribed, a PNE could most readily be used to check that a refurbished 
warhead was functioning correctly. No special arrangements would be 
needed to meet this objective; one would simply use a weapon from 
the stockpile as a peaceful nuclear explosive. The fact that, on detona
tion, the explosive gave the expected yield would confirm that the 
weapon was functioning as intended and this would relieve the tester 
of the uncertainty about the viability of his stockpile weapon. Even
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with the most intrusive type of inspection at the test site, it is difficult 
to see how this type of weapons related benefit could be denied to any 
one carrying out PNEs. Extensive and intrusive on-site inspection 
would certainly be required to ensure that the other purposes for nu
clear testing were not being furthered by PNE operations. Without 
such inspection it would be possible to test warheads for new weapons 
systems, to carry out some weapon ejffects testing and to study the 
principles of weapon physics and design. PNEs, if permitted under 
a comprehensive ban, therefore provide a loophole for nuclear weapon 
testing.

13. Evasion under any test ban treaty assumes its most worrying 
proportions when the ban seeks to prohibit all nuclear weapon tests 
in all environments. In  these circumstances, any nuclear weapon state 
which continued, even on a small scale, to test covertly whether or not 
through the medium of permitted PNEs, could gain a significant ad
vantage. And if non-nuclear weapon states were permitted to con
duct PNEs using their own explosive under their own comprehensive 
test ban, they could appear to have achieved a nuclear weapon status 
in as much as the basic technologies of nuclear weapons and peaceful 
nuclear explosives are identical. Moreover if there were uncertainty 
about whether evasion was taking place under a comprehensive test 
ban this would be extremely disturbing to the confidence which needs 
to be built up between nations.

14. Summarising the position as it appears today, seismic methods 
of detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions are not 
capable of providing adequate national technical means of verifying 
a comprehensive test ban. They would leave scope for evasion which 
could be significant for the nuclear weapon states and they could breed 
a climate of distrust in world relations. A comprehensive test ban 
would also raise a major technical problem in relation to the carrying 
out of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. Therefore there is a 
continuing requirement for study and research into seismic methods 
of detection and identification of underground events and for further 
examination of the role of PNEs in a comprehensive test ban context. 
Perhaps this week we will be able to chart a course for the future.

Statement by the Japanese Expert (Suyehiro) at an Informal 
Meeting of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
Comprehensive Test Ban, April 20, 1976 ^

I n t r o d u c t io n

To begin with, I  would like to give a general explanation of seis- 
mological means of verification and related problems as I  did at the 
previous meetings in 1973, for I  believe that the object of these In-

 ̂The statement was subsequently circulated in the CCD by the Japanese dele
gation in a working paper. CCD/493.
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formal Meetings is to make the technical aspects of a CTB under
standable to the members of the CCD who can then proceed to make 
political judgements.

The fundamental procedure in seismological means of verification is 
firstly (1) to detect seismic waves which have been caused by a sudden 
shock in the earth, secondly (2) to locate their source, and finally (3) 
to identify whether they were caused naturally or artificially. To carry 
these procedures out from (1) to (3), we must make observations of 
seismic waves which have been propagated for a long distance in the 
earth or over its surface, and analyse the information which has been 
brought by these waves. As long as we employ seismic waves as a means 
of verifying information, we are essentially subject to two elements: 
one is the material through which the waves have been propagated, 
and the other is the background noise which exists around seismic ob
serving stations. For this reason, the procedure of extracting the in
formation necessary for verification becomes more difficult as the 
energy of the seismic waves becomes weaker.

When an object is to be weighed, we can judge the weight roughly 
by holding it or use scales if we want to Imow the weight more ac
curately. The verification means which depends on seismic waves is 
different from weighing an object, but somewhat similar to looking at 
a distant object through the shimmerings of warm air. In this case, 
the shape and colour of the object cannot always be identified clearly. 
The former is deterministic, while the latter is probabilistic.

In the discussions of this Committee and also in related working pa
pers, an explicit number such as 5 kT or 10 kT has sometimes been 
mentioned as a verification level. However, it does not mean that all 
explosions over 5 kT or 10 kT can be verified and smaller explosions 
cannot, at all. I t  simply means that 5 kT or 10 kT is a limit of verifi
cation with a certain probability. Seismological means of verification 
is a continuum. The verification probability becomes smaller and 
eventually diminishes to zero with the decreasing magnitude of the 
earthquakes caused by underground explosions. So, we must consider 
the probability of correctly identifying an explosion as such and the 
possibility of causing a false alarm about an earthquake. However, the 
purpose of verification is that it will be used as a deterrent against 
concealed testing, and a 100 percent accuracy is not necessary. I f  a 
political decision is made as to what degree of verification probability 
is needed to deter illegal explosions, an appropriate verification mech
anism can probably be foimd technically depending on the required 
accuracy.

Although seismological means of verificaition still pose complicated 
problems, more than twenty years have elapsed since scientific investi
gations started on it, during which new instruments and facilities 
have been introduced and the present technical progress gives the 
impression of having reached its final goal. I f  there were no other 
potential means of verification which could be a substitute for seismo
logical means, we could not but depend on it, even though it does not
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ensure 100 percent certainty. What remains to be done is to investigate 
problems which will arise when the seismological means of verification 
is put into practice.

The first step would be to make a test run of a verification system. 
Its operative capability would be demonstrated by doing so, and the 
resulting experience will promote political judgements. Thus, a politi
cal decision will be more easy to reach.

1. The present level and Imdtations of the seismological means of 
verification

Many studies and developments have been made on this problem, 
and related working papers are also abundant. No clear line can be 
drawn as to the so-called verification limit as explained previously. 
However, if the limit is interpreted as a lower threshold above which 
verification can be made with considerable confidence, the present 
level or limit can be explicitly indicated. Since this is an important 
point in the discussion of whether the verification capability is suffi
cient as a guarantee against a 0TB, discussions by experts are 
desirable.

With the co-operation of a limited number of comprehensive seis
mic stations and an agreement on a method of data exchange and proc
essing among these stations, a verification for underground explo
sions of more than intermediate size can be started in a very short 
time. I f  some technical improvements are made mainly in the commu
nication systems among these stations so as to make the data exchange 
nearly on the basis of real time, the verification threshold can be low
ered to 5 to 10 kT in hard rock.

You may ask whether this threshold will be lowered still further 
in the future. Unfortunately no substantial improvement in the veri
fication threshold can be anticipated. There are always background 
noises caused by ocean waves, winds and artificial disturbances near 
the surface of the earth where we are making seismic observations, 
and these background noises are beyond our control. Ground vibra
tions caused by explosions, from which we must extract information, 
if they are weak enough to be covered by this noise, cannot even be 
detected. For this reason, an ultimate barrier exists insofar as we de
pend on teleseismic observations, and we have already reached it. 
When I  said that the verification technique has reached its final goal, 
this is a part of what I  meant,

2. Demonstration of the operatwe capability of seismological m^ans 
of verification

How to carry out the demonstration should carefully be planned, 
and it could be included in the discussions of the experts’ group which 
has been suggested by Sweden. I  would, however, like to explain what 
the demonstration or the test run would look like for the purpose of 
a general understanding of the members of the CCD.
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(1 )  MONITORING SYSTEM

The verification procedure will have to be made with international 
co-operation, since extensive regions must be covered. Furthermore, 
the identifying procedure, which is the most difficult part of the veri
fication can be made more accurately if based on data from many 
stations in different regions than from a single station. To formulate 
such a system as soon as possible, the best way would be to make a test 
run for a short time (one or two months) with a tentative trial and 
to improve the system by studying the results of the test run.

Actually, for one month from February to March of 1972, a special 
observation period was set to study technical problems relevant to 
seismic verification with the co-operation mainly of Canada, Sweden, 
Norway, the United Kingdom, and the United S tat^ . This period is 
called “International Seismic Month”. I t  must be noted that high 
hopes of detecting and locating nearly all events in the Northern 
Hemisphere of a magnitude 4.0 and greater were realized by this 
Multi-national Seismic Experiment. I t  is reasonable to consider the 
coming test run, which will be the first approximation to an actual 
verification based on the experience of the ISM.

In the first place, a centre should be created to co-ordinate a number 
of stations, to accumulate a large amount of data, to analyse them and 
finally to make identification. At the time of the ISM in 1972, when 
tecihnical problems related mainly to detection and location were stud
ied, the Lincoln Laboratory of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology served as a centre. Especially for a verification system which 
must not only detect and locate events but also make decisions about 
their identity, the necessity for a centre is much higher. This inforinal 
meeting would become very constructive, if technical discussions could 
be held as to where the centre should be created and how it should be 
run, even though a final agreement on this matter cannot be made in 
a short time.

At present, about 2,000 seismic stations are operating all over the 
world and they may be classified into three categories:

(1) Large and medium aperture array stations (LASA, NORSAR, 
YKA, HFS, etc.), which have high detection, location and 
identification capability independently,

(2) Broad-band single stations, which have a broad observation 
window from very short-period waves to very long-period waves 
and have a high capability of detection and identification inde
pendently but not an independent capability of location,

(3) Other single stations, which are primarily for local events. <

It is not possible to accumulate all the data from these stations in a 
limited time and it is not necessary either. From the experience of the 
ISM, it will be possible to establish a feasible and capable monitoring 
system consisting of not more than 40 stations of categories (1) and
(2), which have an adequate geographical distribution. Since array 
Nations of category (1) have a high independent capability of veri-



SUYI3HIR0 STATEMENT, APRIL 20 273

fication and have computerized data processing facilities, the pro
posed monitoring system will depend largely on stations (1). When 
an actual verification is executed, it will be necessary to link the centre 
on-line with all the participating array stations. For a test run, the 
centre must have digital on-line access to at least one array station but 
not necessarily to all array stations, but some sort of digital linkage 
is highly preferable. Accordingly, data from stations (2) will be sup
plied to the centre not always, but as occasion demands.

(2) MONITORING PROCESS

The monitoring process, which reduces the number of doubtful 
events by screening out natural earthquakes, will be made in four 
stages, using mainly array data:

(1) First screening
Detection and preliminary location are made by data of P  arrival 

time from large and medium aperture array stations. If  the data from 
these array stations are combined, seismic events of mb greater than 
4.0-4.2 will not be missed. Sea and sufficiently deep events are screened 
out as natural earthquakes.

(2) Second screening
Depth phases (pP, sP, etc.) are searched for in the records of array 

stations by taking preliminary locations into account to find out a 
more accurate depth. All events, the depth of which is more than 10 
km, will be screened out, since these events are too deep to be artificial. 
In relation to this process, a Japanese Working Paper (CCD/489) 
was presented, in which a method was proposed to identify depth 
phases from the data of multiple stations and to make accurate esti
mations of focal depth.2 j f  array data are prociBSsed according to this 
method, the estimation of focal depth can be made more accurately.

(3) Third screening
Identification criteria (characteristic of P waves, mb vs Ms, etc.) 

are applied to array data. Obviously natural earthquakes are screened 
out.

(4) Fourth screening
Doubtful events are studied more carefully with the addition of 

identification data from single broad-band stations. Single stations 
will present necessary data to the centre on request at this stage.

(5) Final decision making
For real verification, a final decision will have to be made. However, 

for a test run, it will be sufficient to report all the remaining explosion
like events together with employed criteria and probabilities of their 
being explosions.

An expected verification threshold will be about 4.5 mb (5-10 kT in 
hard rock). A meaningful assessment can only be obtained after a

 ̂Antef pp. 225-237.
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test run is made. Although it is difficult to estimate a suitable length 
of time for a test run, at least one or two months will be needed to 
acquire significant experience.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 22, 
1976^

During the spring session of the Committee on Disarmament, a 
broad range of problems relating to the limitation of armaments and 
disarmaments were considered. At official and informal meetings of the 
Committee, comprehensive discussions were held on important ques
tions relating to the cessation of the arms race and the elimination of 
the danger of the use of the most destructive and devastating means of 
warfare in military conflicts.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the solution of dis
armament problems and especially to the cessation of the arms race 
in respect of weapons of mass destruction and annihilation. The 
Twenty-fifth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
held in February-March of this year, presented a broad programme 
for the continuation of the struggle for peace and international co
operation, providing for the development of efforts aimed at the im
plementation of a considerable number of specific measures in this field. 
The disarmament programme approved by the Congress and con
tained in the report of the General Secretary of the Central Commit
tee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, 
provides for the implementation of a whole series of measures aimed 
at the limitation of armaments and the prohibition of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction.^ These measures relate, inter alia  ̂ to 
the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, prohibition of 
the development of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion, and the prohibition of action to influence the environment for 
military and other hostile purposes. These matters were also the sub
ject of discussion at the spring session of the Committee on Disarma
ment. In  my statement today, I  intend to comment on some of the 
questions discussed.

I  should like first of all, to refer to the draft agreement proposed by 
the Soviet Union on the prohibition of the development and manufac
ture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of 
such weapons.® As we have already pointed out, the Soviet Union has 
raised this question for the purpose of preventing the emergence of 
new types and systems of such weapons, including those utilizing the 
latest discoveries of modern science and technology. In accordance with 
the decision of the United Nations General Assembly at its thirtieth 
session, the text of the draft agreement on this question should be

 ̂COD/PV. 704, pp. 12-18.
 ̂Ante, pp. 4 9 -^ .

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 800-303.
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worked out and approved by the Committee on Disarmament, with the 
assistance of qualified governmental experts.^

The Soviet side has taken a most active part in the Conmiittee’s con
sideration of this question. On its initiative a number of informal 
meetings of the Committee have been held, with the participation of 
experts, on the problem of the prohibition of these types of weapons 
of mass destruction. At the informal meetings of the Committee, the 
Soviet experts Academician A. V. Fokin and Colonel B. T. Surikov 
made important and useful comments on the problem under consider
ation, particularly with regard to the definition of new types and sys
tems of weapons of mass destruction. They pointed out that, pro
ceeding from general scientific considerations, the prohibition should 
apply to new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction which 
are based on physical, chemical and biological principles other than 
those of any of the types and systems of such weapons in existence at 
the time of the entry into force of the proposed agreement.

The Soviet side considers that the actual definition of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction could be worked out only through the 
joint efforts of many States, and above all those which are the most 
developed from the scientific and technical standpoint, interested in 
the prohibition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion. The approaches proposed by Soviet experts for the solution of 
the problem in question, together with the list of certain new types of 
such weapons, constitute a constructive contribution by the Soviet side 
to the formulation of the most important provisions of the agreement 
on the problem under consideration.

The Soviet experts sought to define the basic characteristics of the 
new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and proposed 
for consideration the following preliminary version of such a defini
tion:

New types and systems of weapons of mass destruction should be 
understood to mean those qualitatively new material means of waging 
war which are or may be at the development stage and which are based 
on new types of action—physical, chemical, biological and other ac
tion—designed to bring about destruction or devastation. Moreover, 
new types of weapons of mass destruction would be those whose use 
might lead to the mass annihilation of military personnel and the 
civilian population as a result of their pernicious effects on human 
beings both within and far beyond the area of use of such weapons, 
and both at the time when they are used and for a long time after
wards. New types of weapons of mass destruction would be those 
which, in their effectiveness, are comparable with existing types of 
weapons of mass destruction or even surpass them.

The formulation of the definition of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction carried out at the spring session is only 
the beginning of the process of working out the basic provisions of

pp. 798-800.
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the agreement under consideration. From the scientific and technical 
standpoint as well as from that of international law, these provisions 
should establish the subject of the prohibition and the content of the 
obligations of the parties to the proposed agreement, whose purpose 
is to avert the danger inherent in the use of the achievements of modem 
science for the creation of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
destruction. Such types and systems of weapons may be even more 
destructive and devastating than existing types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

We express our deep gratitude to the delegations of the Hungarian 
People^s Republic and the German Democratic Republic, whose ex
perts took an active part in the informal meetings of the Committee 
on Disarmament during the examination of the question we are con
sidering and effectively helped to elucidate the substance and signifi
cance of the problems connected with the prohibition of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction. At the same time, we 
cannot but express our concern at the fact that some of the most scien
tifically and technically developed States members of the Conmiittee 
on Disarmament chose not to make a constructive contribution to the 
fulfilment of a great and important task, on whose solution depends 
the fate of all countries of the world and, as has been rightly pointed 
out by one of the representatives in the Committee, the survival of 
mankind as a whole.

The delegation of the USSR expresses the hope that the Committee 
will be able, during its summer session, to make progress towards the 
solution of the task of prohibiting new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction, and that efforts in that direction will be made 
by a large number of States members of the Committee, and above 
all by the Powers possessing the means and capability of developing 
and producing such weapons.

The question of prohibiting the use of environmental modification 
techniques for hostile purposes was discussed actively and thoroughly 
at the spring session of the Committee on Disarmament. The detailed 
consideration of this question took place at formal and informal meet
ings of the Committ^, with the participation of experts from the 
USSR, the United States and the Federal Republic of Germany, as 
well as observers from the United Nations Environment Programme 
and the World Meteorological Organization.

Delegations which spoke on this question expressed satisfaction that 
the USSR and the United States had submitted an agreed draft of a 
convention on this problem,® which was the basis for discussion in the 
Committee. During its consideration, a large number of delegations 
presented proposals, additions to and comments on the draft. The 
observations made by delegations on the draft convention and the pro
posals they put forward will be studied by the Soviet side with due 
attention. Our preliminary comments on the questions referred to in

®/6id.,pp. 385-388.
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the discussion were set out in the statement of the USSR delegation 
in the Committee on 30 March 1976.®

With regard to the great interest shown by members of the Commit
tee in the provisions of the draft convention relating to the scope of 
prohibition and the procedure for examining complaints in cases of 
violation of the convention, we should like to point out that these 
provisions were carefully considered by the co-sponsors of the draft 
during the process of drawing up ah agreed text. Through their inter
relationship they constitute a balanced set of solutions to complex ques
tions concerning an extremely important problem— t̂hat of prohibiting 
environmental modification for hostile purposes at the international 
level.

We hope that, during the forthcoming summer session, it will be 
possible to reach agreement on the questions raised during the discus
sion. In this connexion, we should again like to refer to the request 
of the General Assembly for an early agreement if possible in 1976, 
on the text of a convention on the prohibition of environmental modifi
cation techniques for hostile purposes.^

At the present session of the Committee on Disarmament, consid
erable interest was expressed in the problem of prohibiting chemical 
weapons. We listened with interest to statements made on this question 
by the delegations of the United States,® the Federal Republic of 
Germany,® Japan,^® P o la n d ,H u n g a r y ,^ 2  Sw eden,and  others. The 
representative of the Federal Republic of Germany propo^d that 
informal meetings of the Committee should be held in July this year 
on this problem, with the participation of experts. The delegation of 
the USSR supported that proposal.

The Soviet Union is in favour of the rapid accomplishment of the 
task of prohibiting the development, production, and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and of their destruction. To this end, the USSR, 
together with other socialist countries, submitted a draft convention 
for the Committee’s consideration as far back as 1972.̂  ̂ This draft 
was thoroughly explained and argued by its co-sponsors for a number 
of years. Since then, a great many discussions and technological studies 
of the problem of controlling such a ban have taken place. The socialist 
countries, the co-sponsors of this draft convention, proposed a detailed 
system of control entailing the use of many forms and methods of 
observation and verification of the fulfilment, by parties to the conven
tion, of the obligations which they would assume concerning the prohi
bition of chemical means of warfare. This system, which is described

* Ante, pp. 160-166.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 788-789.

® Ante, pp. 56-61, 237-240.
® CCD/PV. 6, pp. 7-8.

Ante, pp. 168-172.
CCD/PV. 692, pp. 14-15.

“ CCD/PV. 693, p. 12.
“ Ante, pp. 138-139; CCD/PV. 704, pp. ^-8.

D ocum ^ts on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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in the draft convention and in the working paper of socialist countries 
of 28 June 1973 (CCD/403), provides fo r:

— t̂he establishment of national control committees to supervise the 
cessation of production of chemical weapons and the means of deliver
ing them, and the destruction of stockpiles of such weapons;

— t̂he exchange of information on questions relating to the imple
mentation of the obligations provided for by the convention;

— t̂he use of statistical and other methods of analysing materials 
relating to the cessation of production of chemical weapons and the 
destruction of stocks of such weapons;

— t̂he adoption by parties to the convention of specific legislative 
measures aimed at prohibiting chemical means of warfare, and par
ticularly the prohibition of the patenting of such means of warfare;

—co-operation and consultation among States in the consideration 
of controversial and doubtful situations relating to the implementa
tion of the convention;

—consideration by the United Nations Security Council of com
plaints regarding violations of the convention, etc.̂ ®

During the discussion of questions of control over the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, delegations also suggested other types and forms 
of control which deserve attention (observation by instruments, water, 
soil and atmospheric analyses, etc.), which could supplement the forms 
and methods of verification mentioned above.

We consider that all possible measures should be taken to activate 
the work of the Committee on Disarmament in the direction of con
sidering and reaching agreement on a draft convention on the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and on their destruction. For its part, the USSR will take 
an active part in this process. At the same time, the Soviet Union 
is prepared to continue its co-operation towards the achievement of a 
Soviet-United States declaration concerning a joint initiative on the 
prohibition of the most lethal chemical means of warfare.

We do not think that it is possible in today’s statement to express our 
views on the position of the USSR concerning questions referred to in 
the discussion relating to the prohibition of chemical weapons. We 
expect to do this during the Conmiittee’s summer session, after hav
ing studied the statements of delegations on these questions with due 
attention. We express the hope that substantial progress will be made 
towards the positive solution in the interest of all States of the prob
lem at issue as a result of its consideration at the Committee’s summer 
session.

Considerable attention has been devoted by delegations at the spring 
session of the Committee on Disarmament to questions connected with 
the reduction of the threat of nuclear war. I t  was emphasized that 
the fate of all peoples of the world depends on the solution of these 
problems. In this context, the Soviet Union presented a proposal for

“ lUd,, m s ,  pp. 344-346.
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the conclusion of an agreement on the complete and general cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests. The conclusion of an agreement making all 
nuclear weapon tests illegal would be a major contribution to the task 
of limiting the nuclear arms race and would, thereby, promote the 
further development and deepening of the process of international 
detente and the elimination of the danger of nuclear conflict. The 
delegation of the USSR made this Soviet proposal the subject of its 
statement in the Committee on 18 March 1976 in which it described its 
content and emphasized its great significance.̂ ® In accordance with 
the procedure recommended by the General Asse-mbly (resolution 3478 
(XXX) , this proposal is being considered by a group of States out
side the framework of the Committee on Disarmament, since not all 
nuclear States participate in its work.

Important steps toward strengthening international security and 
eliminating the threat of nuclear war are being taken by the Soviet 
Union in bilateral contacts and talks with the United States, which 
have resulted in agreements and understandings which are well known 
to members of the Committee. These agreements constitute an im
portant part of international efforts aimed at preventing the use of 
nuclear weapons in international conflicts and the establishment of 
a system of genuine guarantees of international security.

In its pursuit of the aim of strengthening international peace and 
ensuring the security of peoples, the Soviet Union propounds the goal 
of renouncing the use of force and the threat of the use of force to 
solve controversial international questions. This principle has been re
flected in a number of agreements between the USSR and other coun
tries. It*is contained in the Final Act of the All-European Conference.̂ ® 
A report by Mr. Brezhnev, approved by the Twenty-fifth Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has the following to say 
on this question:

In order further to diminish the danger of war and to create favourable con
ditions for progress towards disarmament, we propose that a world wide 
agreement on the non-use of force in international relations should be concluded 
now. The States parties to it, including of course the nuclear Powers, would 
assume the obUgation to refrain from the use of any types of weapons, includ
ing nuclear weapons, for the settlement of disputes among themselves. The 
Soviet Union is prepared to examine, together with other States, practical 
steps toward the implementation of this proposal.^

The conclusion of such a treaty would be of paramount importance 
for strengthening world peace and international security, and for 
prohibiting the use of all types of weapons, including nuclear and 
other weapons of mass destruction.

We hope that, during the summer session of the Committee on 
Disarmament, even greater efforts will be made by participants to 
create conditions in which the danger of catastrophic and devastating 
international conflicts will be eliminated.

^  Ante, pp. 110-113.
Documents on Disarmament, 1975y pp. 793-798. 

p.304.
” Ante, p. 52 (variant translation).
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Sfatement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 22, 
1976^

In my statement today, I  would like to address the question of a 
comprehensive test ban, the subject we are presently considering in 
informal meetings with experts. My Government’s position on this 
subject can be summarized quite briefly. In the absence of a reliable, 
mutual prohibition, we believe that our nuclear testing programme 
serves as an important means of maintaining the effectiveness of our 
nuclear deterrent. However, as representatives of the United States 
have stated on several previous occasions, we would be prepared to give 
up whatever benefits exist in continued testing if this were done pursu
ant to an adequately verified agreement that provided reasonable con
fidence that other parties to the agreement were also giving up those 
benefits. Inability to reach a common understanding on verification 
measures capable of providing such confidence has, in our view, been 
the principal reason why a CTB has remained beyond our grasp.

There is general agreement that seismic monitoring would be one of 
the essential means of providing confidence in compliance with a CTB. 
For this reason, my Government has expended substantial resources 
and effort to improving seismic verification capabilities. Document 
CCD/4:91, which my delegation is formally introducing today and 
which was outlined to members of the Committee during our informal 
meetings, reviews recent progress made in seismic verification research 
in the United States.^

The working paper describes the development and installation of 
new seismic systems, including the projected 13-station Seismic Re
search Observatory Network, which will add significantly to our ex
isting data sources. Concurrently, we are developing a sophisticated 
data processing facility, located in Alexandria, Virginia, which we ex
pect will enable a large volume of data from many sources to be ap
plied efficiently and effectively to seismic research problems.

The working paper also reports on some encouraging developments 
from our research efforts. For example, it describes a new technique 
that could improve our understanding of the anomalous event problem. 
This technique appears promising but requires further evaluation. 
Another development mentioned in the paper is the completion of a 
model study of evasion problems. This indicated that a well-sited net
work of single stations within a given land mass could, within that 
area, reduce by a full order of magnitude the yield at which an evader 
could be confident of escaping detection. We are hopeful that the ap
plication of the new data resources and these new analytical techniques 
to the principal remaining problems of seismic monitoring will result 
in a further improvement in seismic verification capabilities.

 ̂CCD/PV. 704, pp. 19-25.
 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 251-265.
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However, the results of several comprehensive detection and identi
fication studies, which were reported in the working paper, indicate 
that there are significant remaining limitations to seismic verification. 
This indication was confirmed by the presentation of experts from sev
eral delegations during the informal meetings. Because of these limita
tions, we do not presently foresee how a CTB verification system based 
solely on teleseismic means could provide adequate assurance that a 
party was not conducting a clandestine testing programme of military 
significance.

Differences of opinion were expressed by the experts this week on 
the seismic magnitude level at which nuclear explosions could be de
tected and identified with confidence. However, there was little dis
agreement that, below some level, the verification possibilities were ex
ceedingly limited. Some delegations have nonetheless stated that any 
clandestine testing that might be possible under a CTB would not be 
of military significance. We cannot agree with this conclusion. I t is 
noteworthy, in this connexion, that a significant number of United 
States nuclear tests during the last few years have had explosive yields 
of less than 20 kilotons. I'ests at these lower yields could provide much 
fundamental information useful both for tactical and strategic weap
ons development. For these reasons, we believe that the effects of a test
ing programme carried out at yields that might not be identified by 
teleseismic means could indeed have considerable military value.

Some delegations have claimed that national technical means of veri
fication other than seismic monitoring could facilitate verification of a 
CTB. We would agree that other methods of remote monitoring could, 
in principle, contribute to CTB verification. However, the value of such 
methods should not be overestimated, since they would have inherent 
practical limitations. For example, a determined evader might be able 
to disguise or avoid the characteristics of testing that such methods 
were intended to detect.

In view of the existing limitations of national technical means of 
verification, we believe that adequate verification of a CTB continues 
to require some on-site inspection. In many instances, on-site inspec
tion would be the only means of providing conclusive evidence—for 
example, through sampling for radioactivity— t̂hat a detected seismic 
event was a nuclear explosion rather than an earthquake or a conven
tional explosion. Thus, a verification system that included on-site in
spection would provide not only a substantial deterrent to clandestine 
testing by increasing the risks that any significant violation would be 
discovered, but also a means of assuring confidence in the treaty regime 
in those cases where seismic methods may have misidentified earth
quakes as explosions or presented ambiguous evidence concerning the 
nature of a seismic event.

Unmanned seismic observatories (USOs), sometimes called “black 
boxes,” have also been suggested as a means of verifying a CTB. USOs 
could lower the threshold magnitude for detection and identification, 
improve the capability to locate events, and thereby provide additional
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deterrence to a violation. However, they could not provide conclusive 
evidence that a seismic event was a nuclear explosion. Thus, USOs 
could make an important contribution to seismic verification of a CTB, 
but they are not the equivalent of, and should not be regarded as a sub
stitute for, on-site inspection. Nonetheless, we believe it is important 
that further effort be devoted to the development of tamperproof, re
liable, low maintenance USOs involving minimum intrusiveness, and 
also to evaluating the potential utility of such instruments to a CTB 
verification system.

The United States continues to regard international seismic co-op
eration as a promising component of a CTB verification system. We 
have in the past made a substantial amount of seismic information 
available internationally in an effort to promote greater understand
ing of how seismic data exchange could contribute to monitoring a 
CTB. In light of these efforts, we support the Swedish proposal that 
an ad hoc group of experts be established to examine the contribution 
that international seismic co-operation could make to the detection and 
identification of seismic events. We believe, however, that the project— 
which would be a major undertaking for the Committee—should be 
carefully conceived and that its terms of reference should be carefully 
formulated. In particular, we believe it should be made clear that the 
group’s responsibilities are technical in nature. We further feel that it 
should not attempt to make judgments that would more appropriately 
be made by Governments—such as an assessment of the adequacy of a 
given seismic monitoring system for verifying a CTB. We further be
lieve that the study should be confined strictly to seismic means of 
monitoring. We look forward to discussions early in the summer aimed 
at reaching broad agreement on acceptable terms of reference for the 
study.

Recently it has become widely recognized that the problem of 
clandestine weapon testing is not the only CTB verification issue still 
unresolved. There is, in addition, the critical question of whether, un
der a CTB, an adequately verifiable accommodation for PNEs can be 
worked out. In CCD/456, my Government took the view that, if PNEs 
were to be accommodated under a CTB, a verification system would 
have to be devised that would provide adequate assurance that weapons- 
related benefits were not being acquired from nuclear explosions car
ried out ostensibly for peaceful purposes. To achieve that objective, a 
control system, at a minimum, would have to prevent the testing of a 
new weapon concept, the substitution of a stockpiled weapon for the 
“PNE” explosive to verify its performance, and the carrying out of 
nuclear weapons effects studies.^

In CCD/481, the delegation of Sweden maintained that it was pos
sible to deal with the problem of PNE accommodation by expert ob
servation and on-site inspection. They discussed two different ap
proaches to solving the problem.

* Documents on Diaarmomentj 1975, pp. 247-254.
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One possibility could be to monitor the composition of radioactive debris 
produced a t the explosion site. Thereby one could check that nuclear devices of 
well-known design were not replaced by grossly different constructions. Another, 
and in our view quite effective, way would be to make sure, by expert inspec
tion, that the explosions are not used for what is called diagnostic measure
ments of the explosion itself in its very early stages. In this way it  could, in 
our view, be possible to reduce any weapon development advantages to a 
minimum.^

My Government cannot agree that the two approaches suggested 
by Sweden would meet the requirement of achieving adequate assur
ance that weapons-related benefits were not being derived from peace
ful explosions. Even if it were possible to demonstrate—by radio
chemical analysis or any other means— t̂hat the device used was of a 
“well-known design,” this would provide no assurance that the explo
sion was not contributing useful information to a weapons programme. 
In  addition, detailed diagnostic measurements are not essential for 
deriving important weapons-related information.

Further consideration is needed of the difficult and complex ques
tion of whether, under a CTB, an adequately verified accommodation 
for PNEs can be achieved. No satisfactory solution to this problem 
has yet been found.

A question that has recently surfaced as a significant issue in CTB 
discussions is whether the adherence of all nuclear-weapon States, or 
all nuclear-testing Powers, would be required before a CTB could en
ter into force. In light of the serious security implications of nuclear 
weapons testing, the question of participation would obviously have to 
be addressed in considering any CTB proposal. Among the factors 
that would presumably be taken into account in arriving at a position 
on this matter would be a testing State’s perception of its own nuclear 
capabilities and testing experience relative to the nuclear capabilities 
and testing experience of other testing Powers. However, we question 
the desirability and timeliness of taking a position on the participa
tion issue in the abstract, before resolving the principal problems hold
ing up a CTB—^namely, verification difficulties, including PNEs. Once 
they are resolved, several options would be available. These include: 
an agreement that would enter into force upon the adherence of all 
nuclear Powers; a limited duration agreement not requiring adher
ence by all nuclear Powers that would provide for review and exten
sion; and an unlimited duration agreement not requiring adherence 
by all nuclear Powers but containing a provision for withdrawal in 
the event that treaty parties considered their supreme interests to be 
jeopardized. For its part, the United States has not made a determina
tion whether a CTB should require the participation of all nuclear 
Powers before it could enter into force.

During the major portion of this week the Committee has consid
ered, in the words of the sponsors of the informal meetings, the ‘‘re
maining obstacles to a comprehensive test ban agreement.” I  would

• Ante, p. 141.
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like to conclude my discussion of the test ban issue with a few remarks 
about the nuclear testing restraints that, in the face of these remaining 
obstacles, the United States and Soviet Union agreed to adopt as a 
practical step toward the CTB objective. I  am referring, of course, 
to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty ® and its associated agreement on 
peaceful nuclear explosions.®

As members of this Committee are aware, the TTBT, which was 
signed in Moscow in July 1974, bans underground nuclear weapon 
tests with a yield exceeding 150 kilotons. In accordance with article 
I I I  of that Treaty, the United States and the USSK began negotia
tions in October 1974 on a separate agreement governing the conduct 
of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. On several 
occasions, my Government expressed the view that, because of the in
tegral relationship between the verification of a threshold on nuclear 
weapon tests and the conduct of PNEs, we would not present the 
TTBT to the Senate for ratification until a satisfactory agreement for 
peaceful nuclear explosions had been concluded.

I  can now report to the Committee that the United States and Soviet 
delegations have concluded their negotiations, and that an ad referen
dum agreement is being reviewed by the two Governments. I t  is our 
hope that the draft agreement will be formally approved by the Gov
ernments shortly and that the two agreements will be ratified and 
will enter into force in the near future. I  expect to be able to present 
a full report to the Committee during the summer session on the con
tents of the PNE agreement, its relationship to the TTBT, and the 
implications of the TTB/PNE regime for our comLmon objective of 
achieving further nuclear testing restraints.

Before leaving the test ban issue, I  would like to express my dele
gation's appreciation to the Swedish delegation, which took the ini
tiative to hold the current series of informal meetings, and to all the 
experts who have helped make those meetings a most constructive con
clusion to our spring session.

In  concluding this intervention, I  would like to touch briefly on 
another subject. During the spring session, considerable attention was 
devoted to the question of the Committee’s procedures. Informal meet
ings and consultations resulted in substantial progress toward agree
ment, if only on a provisional basis, on two important aspects of the 
operation of the CCD. Inability, so far, to achieve consensus on an 
additional item under discussion has prevented the Committee from 
taking a formal decision on these matters, and it appears at this time 
that consideration of these three questions will have to be deferred 
until the start of our summer session.

While we would have preferred to put these provisional decisions 
behind us before the recess, we see no cause for concern in the current 
status of our consideration of procedural questions. After all, changes

® For the text of the treaty and its protocol, see Documents on Disarmament^ 
pp. 225-229.

® The agreement was signed on May 28; see post, pp. 328-348.



SENATE RESOLUTION 406, MAY 5 285

in procedures, even those that may appear quite minor, may nonethe
less have important implications for the work of the Committee. They 
therefore deserve careful and detailed scrutiny, and they must be based 
on a true consensus of the OCD’s members. If  we can continue to ap
proach these matters in the same constructive spirit that all delega
tions have displayed to date, I  am certain that we can solve the re
maining difficulties early in the summer session, either individually 
as a package, or in the context of the comprehensive procedural re
view. This should give us time to make any adjustments in procedures, 
such as regarding the preparation of the annual report, without inter
fering with the smooth operation of the Committee.

I  would suggest that one item be given priority when we reconvene 
in June. Several delegations have expressed the view that it would 
be desirable to establish an informal working body to facilitate the 
negotiation of the draft convention on environmental warfare. My 
delegation shares this view. Whatever such a body is called, we be
lieve it should be established in the opening days, if not the opening 
hours, of our summer session. In our view, it should have a rotating 
chairmanship, it should enjoy the assistance of the Secretariat, it 
should be able to request the preparation of whatever records are 
deeemed advisable, and it should issue whatever reports are consid
ered necessary. We further believe it should not prejudice the work of 
the comprehensive procedural review— t̂o which my delegation looks 
forward.

Finally, I  can unequivocally say that this has been the most inter
esting, hardworking, and productive CCD session that I  have at
tended. I  want to express my appreciation to all of my colleagues for 
their co-operation and understanding which has made this possible. I  
would also like to thank Ambassador Hyvarinen and the Secretariat 
for all their excellent work, and in particular mention Mr. Corradini, 
Mrs. Gill, and the interpreters who put up with so much in our un
structured informal meetings.

Senate Resolution 406 on United States-Soviet Relations, 
May 5, 1976^

Resolved^ I t  is the sense of the Senate th a t:

(a) United States relations with the Soviet Union are a central 
aspect of United States foreign policy, and thus it is critically im
portant that we should sort out the difficulties that exist in the Soviet- 
American relationship, and define the national interest in that rela
tionship.

 ̂S. Res. 406, 94th Cong., 2d Sess. The resolution was submitted by Senators 
Cranston, Baker, Mansfield, Scott (Penn.), Sparkman, Case, Kennedy, Tower, 
Clark, Mathias, Jackson, and Byrd. I t  was approved by a vote of 86 to 7, with 7 
not voting.
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(b) Without illusions about the fundamental differences which 
separate the United iStates and the Soviet Union, we believe that the 
survival of the values we cherish in our free society requires the most 
careful and judicious regulation of relations between these two great 
powers. We proceed, then, from a recognition of the fact that the 
United States and the Soviet Union have, and are likely to have for 
some time, many competitive and conflicting interests. But we believe, 
nevertheless, that it is in the interest of both countries to regulate this 
competition and these conflicts so that they do not lead to war.

(c) The basic premise of the United States approach to this relation
ship is that the United States must remain unchallengeably strong 
militarily, both to insure United States security and to contribute to 
the security of our friends and allies abroad. This military strength 
must include a strategic capability which is fully sufficient to deter any 
Soviet attack on the United States or its allies, and which leaves no 
room for misperception by the Soviet Union of our readiness and de
termination to defend our vital interests and allies.

(d) Beyond this determination to do all that is necessary to defend 
and protect our Nation, we believe that an integral part of our na
tional security policy should be to seek through negotiations to reduce, 
moderate, and stabilize the military competition between the United 
States and the Soviet Union, in the belief that the lessening of inter
national tensions must remain a continuing United States goal, we 
therefore support:

(1) Efforts to conclude, as soon as practicable, negotiations on a 
timely basis to implement the principles of the November 1974 Vladi
vostok accords and, in addition, to continue to negotiate to reduce 
mutually the strategic military forces permitted each country under 
those accords.^ These agreements, to be submitted to the Senate as a 
treaty, should be based upon actions foimded on clearly stated and 
verifiable stipulations.

(2) Initiatives on the part of both the United States and the Soviet 
Union demonstrating a commitment to the achievement of peaceful 
solutions in present and potential areas of conflict, in ways consistent 
with the mutual obligations of both powers to refrain from seeking 
advantages by exploiting troubled areas of the world.

(3) Other diplomatic, economic, commercial, and cultural initia
tives which are undertaken with a careful regard for the balance of 
risks and advantages, which are implemented on a mutual and re
ciprocal basis, which are consistent with the economic and national 
security interests of the United States, and which support the imple
mentation of the Articles of the Final Act of the Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe—^particularly the provisions re
lating to respect for human rights and cooperation in humanitarian 
fields.

(4) Taking actions in all these matters in close consultation and 
cooperation with our allies.

 ̂See Documents on Diaarmamentf 1974f pp. 746-747.
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S e c . 2. The principle that any future treaty or agreement between 
the United States and the Soviet Union shall not limit the United 
States to levels of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the 
limits provided for the Soviet Union.

Sec. 3. A joint effort on the part of the United States and the 
Soviet Union to bring about the immediate withdrawal by Cuba of 
all of her armed forces from Africa.

Sec. 4. Finally, the American objective is to achieve individual 
freedom and peace in the world. We believe that the people of our 
country want their Government to translate this aspiration into prac
tical measures. We recognize that the possibilities for constructive co
operation between the United States and the Soviet Union may be 
limited but we declare it to be the American purpose to carry on a 
process whose ultimate aim is to enlarge the sphere of cooperation as 
much as may prove possible.

Sec. 5. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) the three Baltic nations of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have 
been illegally occupied by the Soviet Union since World War I I ;

(2) the Soviet Union appears to interpret the Final Act of the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, signed at Hel
sinki,^ as giving permanent status to the Soviet Union’s illegal an
nexation of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania; and

(3) although neither the President nor the Department of State 
issued a specific disclaimer in conjunction with the signing of the Final 
Act at Helsinki to make clear that the United iStates still does not 
recognize the forcible conquest of those nations by the Soviet Union, 
both the President in his public statement of July 25, 1975, and the 
Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs in his testimony 
before the Subcommittee on International Political and Military Af
fairs of the House Committee on International Kelations stated quite 
explicitly that the longstanding official policy of the United States on 
nonrecognition of the Soviet Union’s forcible incorporation and an
nexation of the Baltic nations is not affected by the results of the 
European Security Conference.

(b) Notwithstanding any interpretation which the Soviet Union 
or any other country may attempt to give to the Final Act of the Con
ference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, signed in Helsinki, it 
is the sense of the Congress (1) that there has been no change in the 
longstanding policy of the United States on nonrecognition of the 
illegal seizure and annexation by the Soviet Union of the three Baltic 
nations of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, and (2) that it will con
tinue to be the policy of the United States not to recognize in any way 
the annexation of the Baltic nations by the Soviet Union.

Sec. 6. This resolution shall be transmitted by the Secretary to the 
President of the United States.

* For the Final Act, see Depa/rtment of State Bulletin^ Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 327 ff.
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Presidential Veto of International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976, May 7, 1976 ^

To the Senate of the United States:

I  am returning, without my approval, S. “2662,̂  a bill that would 
seriously obstruct the exercise of the President’s constitutional respon
sibilities for the conduct of foreign affairs. In addition to raising 
fundamental constitutional problems, this bill includes a number of 
unwise restrictions that would seriously inhibit my ability to imple
ment a coherent and consistent foreign policy :

• By imposing an arbitrary arms sale ceiling, it limits our ability 
to respond to the legitimate defense needs of our friends and 
obstructs U.S. industry from competing fairly with foreign sup
pliers.

• By requiring compliance by recipient countries with visa prac
tices or human rights standards set by our Congress as a condi
tion for continued U.S. assistance, the bill ignores the many other 
complex factors which should govern our relationships with those 
countries; and it impairs our ability to deal by more appropriate 
means with objectionable practices of other nations.

• By removing my restrictions on trade with North and South Viet
nam, S. 2662 undercuts any incentive the North Vietnamese may 
have to provide an accounting for our MIAs.

• By mandating a termination of grant military assistance and 
military assistance advisory groups after fiscal year 1977 unless 
specifically authorized by Congress, the bill vitiates two impor
tant tools which enable us to respond to the needs of many coun
tries and maintain vital controls over military sales programs.

The bill also contains several provisions which violate the consti
tutional separation of executive and legislative powers. By a concur
rent resolution passed by a majority of both Houses, programs au
thorized by the Congress can be later reviewed, further restricted, or 
even terminated. Such frustration of the ability of the Executive to 
make operational decisions violates the President’s constitutional au
thority to conduct our relations with other nations.

While I  encourage increased Congressional involvement in the 
formulation of foreign policy, the pattern of unprecedented restrictions 
contained in this bill requires that I  reject such Congressional en
croachment on the Executive Branch’s constitutional authority to 
implement that policy.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 10, 1976, pp. 828-830.
*For the text of S2662, see the Congressional Record (daily), Apr. 6, 1976 

(vol. 122, no. 51), pp. H2952-2964, or Conference Report on International Security 
Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976, H. rept. 94-1013, 94th Cong., 
2d Sess., Apr. 6, 1976. The bill was passed by both the House and Senate on Apr. 
28, 1976. Subsequently, the President approved a revised bill, post, pp. 386-430. 
The President’s statement of approval is printed post, pp. 430^32.
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Constitutional Objections

With regard to the Constitutional issues posed by S. 2662, this bill 
contains an array of objectionable requirements whereby virtually all 
significant arms transfer decisions would be subjected on a case-by- 
case basis to a period of delay for Congressional review and possible 
disapproval by concurrent resolution of the Congress. These provi
sions are incompatible with the express provision in the Constitution 
that a resolution having the force and effect of law must be presented 
to the President and, if disapproved, repassed by a two-thirds majority 
in the Senate and the House of Representatives. They extend to the 
Congress the power to prohibit specific transactions authorized by law 
without changing the law—and without following the constitutional 
process such a change would require. Moreover, they would involve 
the Congress directly in the performance of Executive functions in 
disregard of the fundamental principle of separation of powers. Con
gress can, by duly adopted legislation, authorize or prohibit such ac
tions as the execution of contracts or the issuance of export licenses, 
but Congress cannot itself participate in the Executive functions of de
ciding whether to enter into a lawful contract or issue a lawful license, 
either directly or through the disapproval procedures contemplated in 
this bill.

The erosion of the basic distinction between legislative and Execu
tive functions which would result from the enactment of S. 2662, dis
plays itself in an increasing volume of similar legislation which this 
Congress has passed or is considering. Such legislation would pose a 
serious threat to our system of government, and would forge imper
missible shackles on the President’s ability to carry out the laws and 
conduct the foreign relations of the United States. The President can
not function effectively in domestic matters, and speak for the nation 
authoritatively in foreign affairs, if his decisions under authority pre
viously conferred can be reversed by a bare majority of the Congress. 
Also, the attempt of Congress to become a virtual co-administrator in 
operational decisions would seriously distract it from its proper legis
lative role. Inefficiency, delay, and uncertainty in the management of 
our nation’s foreign affairs would eventually follow.

Apart from these basic constitutional deficiencies which appear in 
six sections of the bill, S. 2662 is faulty legislation, containing niuner- 
ous unwise restrictions.

Annual Ceiling on Arms Sales

A further objectionable feature of S. 2662 is an annual ceiling of 
$9.0 billion on the total of government sales and commercial exports 
of military equipment and services. In our search to negotiate mutual 
restraints in the proliferation of conventional weapons, this self-im
posed ceiling would be an impediment to our efforts to obtain the co
operation of other arms-supplying nations. Such an arbitrary ceiling 
would also require individual transactions to be evaluated, not on 
their own merits, but on the basis of their relationship to the volume
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of other, unrelated transactions. This provision would establish an 
arbitrary, overall limitation as a substitute for case-by-case analyses 
and decisions based on foreign policy priorities and the legitimate se
curity needs of our allies and friends.

Discrimination and Human Rights
This bill also contains well-intended but misguided provisions to 

require the termination of military cooperation with countries which 
engage in practices that discriminate against United States citizens 
or practices constituting a consistent pattern of gross human rights vio
lations. This Administration is fully committed to a policy of not only 
actively opposing but also seeking the elimination of discrimination 
by foreign governments against United States citizens on the basis 
of their race, religion, national origin or sex, just as the Administra
tion is fully supportive of internationally recognized human rights as 
a standard for all nations to respect. The use of the proposed sanctions 
against sovereign nations is, however, an awkward and ineffective de
vice for the promotion of those policies. These provisions of the bill 
represent further attempts to ignore important and complex policy 
considerations by requiring simple legalistic tests to measure the con
duct of sovereign foreign governments. I f  Congress finds such conduct 
deficient, specific actions by the United States to terminate or limit 
our cooperation with the government concerned would be mandated. 
By making any single factor the effective determinant of relationships 
which must take into account other considerations, such provisions 
would add a new element of uncertainty to our security assistance pro
gram and would cast doubt upon the reliability of the United States 
in its dealings with other countries. Moreover, such restrictions would 
most likely be counterproductive as a means for eliminating discrimi
natory practices and promoting human rights. The likely result would 
be a selective disassociation of the United States from governments 
unpopular with the Congress, thereby diminishing our ability to ad
vance the cause of human rights through diplomatic means.

Trade with Vietnam

The bill would suspend for 180 days the President’s authority to 
control certain trade with North and South Vietnam, thereby remov
ing a vital bargaining instrument for the settlement of a number of 
differences between the United States and these countries. I  have the 
deepest sympathy for the intent of this provision, which is to obtain 
an accounting for Americans missing in action in Vietnam. However, 
the enactment of this legislation would not provide any real assur
ances that the Vietnamese would now fulfill their long-standing obli
gation to provide such an accounting. Indeed, the establishment of a 
direct linkage between trade and accounting for those missing in ac
tion might well only perpetuate Vietnamese demands for greater and 
greater concessions.

This Administration is prepared to be responsive to Vietnamese ac
tion on the question of Americans missing in action. Nevertheless, the
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delicate procjess of negotiations with the Vietnamese cannot be re
placed by a legislative mandate that would open up trade for a speci
fied number of days and then terminate that trade as a way to achieve 
our diplomatic objectives. This mandate represents an unacceptable 
attempt by Congress to manage the diplomatic relations of the United 
States.

Terrmrvcbtion of Grant Military Assistance and Advisory Groups
The legislation would terminate grant military assistance and mili

tary assistance advisory groups after fiscal year 1977 except where 
specifically authorized by Congress, thus creating a presumption 
against such programs and missions. Such a step would have a severe 
impact on our relations with other nations whose security and well
being are important to our own national interests. In the case of grant 
assistance, it would limit our flexibility to assist countries whose na
tional security is important to us but which are not themselves able to 
bear the full cost of their own defense. In the case of advisory groups, 
termination of missions by legislative fiat would impair close and long
standing military relationships with important allies. Moreover, such 
termination is inconsistent with increasing Congressional demands for 
the kind of information about and control over arms sales which these 
groups now provide. Such provisions would insert Congress deeply 
into the details of specific country programs, a role which Congress has 
neither the information nor the organizational structure to play.

I  particularly regret that, notwithstanding the spirit of genuine 
cooperation between the Legislative and Executive Branches that has 
characterized the deliberations on this legislation, we have been unable 
to overcome the major policy differences that exist.

In disapproving this bill, I  act as any Presidenit would, and must, 
to retain the ability to function as the foreign policy leader and 
spokesman of the Nation. In world affairs today, America can have 
only one foreign policy. Moreover, that foreign policy must be certain, 
clear and consistent. Foreign governments must know that they can 
treat with the President on foreign policy matters, and that when he 
speaks within his authority, they can rely upon his words.

Accordingly, I  must veto the bill.
G erald R . F ord.

Agreed Statement on the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, 
May 13, 1976^

The Parties to the Treaty Between the United States of America 
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground Nuclear

 ̂Arrm Control and Disarmament Agreements: Texts o/nd History of Negotia
tions (ACDA pub. 94; 1977), pp. 179-180. The statement accompanied the 
treaty and its protocol and was submitted with them to the Senate on July 26, 
1976, for advice and consent to ratification.
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Explosions for Peaceful Purposes,^ hereinafter referred to as the 
Treaty, agree that under subparagraph 2(c) of Article I I I  of the 
Treaty:

(a) Development testing of nuclear explosives does not constitute 
a “peaceful application” and any such development tests shall be 
carried out only within the boundaries of nuclear weapon test sites 
specified in accordance with the Treaty between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Lim
itation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests; ®

(b) Associating test facilities, instrumentation or procedures re
lated only to testing of nuclear weapons or their effects with any 
explosion carried out in accordance with the Treaty does not con
stitute a “peaceful application.”

Address by Governor Carter Before the Conference on Nuclear 
Energy and World Order, May 13,1976 ^

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Director-General, Captain Cousteau, Ambassa
dor Akhund, Mr. Lehman:

I  have a deep personal concern with the subject of this conference 
today—“Nuclear Energy and World Order.”

I  have had training as a nuclear engineer, working in the United 
States Navy on our country’s early nuclear submarine program. I  
learned how nuclear power can be used for peaceful purposes—for 
propelling ships, for generating electric power, and for scientific and 
medical research. I  am acutely aware of its potratial—and its dangers. 
Once I  helped in disassembling a damaged nuclear reactor core in an 
experimental reactor at Chalk River, Canada.

From my experience in the Navy and more recently as Governor of 
Georgia, I  have come to certain basic conclusions about the energy 
problem. The world has only enough oil to last about 30 to 40 years at 
the present rate of consumption. I t has large coal reserves—with per
haps 200 years of reserves in the United States alone. The United 
States must shift from oil to coal, taking care about the environmental 
problems involved in coal production and use. Our country must also 
maintain strict energy conservation measures, and derive increasing 
amounts of energy from renewable sources such as the sun.

U.S. dependence on nuclear power should be kept to the minimum 
necessary to meet our needs. We should apply much stranger safety 
standards as we regulate its use. And we must be honest with our 
people concerning its problems and dangers.

^Po8t, pp. 328-332.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1 9 7 pp. 225-229.
 ̂Press release from Garter Presidential Camp»aign Oommittee. The conference, 

which was held in New York, was sponsored by the United Nations.
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I  recognize that many other countries of the world do not ihave the 
fossil fuel reserves of the United States. With the four-fold increase 
in the price of oil, many countries have concluded ithat they have no 
immediate alternative except to concentrate on nuclear power.

But all of us must recognize that the widespread use of nuclear 
power brings many risks. Power reaxstors may malfunction and cause 
widespread radiological damage, unless stringent safety requirements 
are met. Radioactive wastes may be a menace to future generations and 
civilizations, imless they are effectively isolated within the biosphere 
forever. And terrorists or other criminals may steal plutonium and 
make weapons to threaten society or its political leaders with nuclear 
violence, unless strict security measures are developed and imple
mented to prevent nuclear theft.

Beyond these dangers, there is the fearsome prospect that the spread 
of nuclear reactors will mean the spread of nuclear weapons to many 
nations. By 1990, the developing nations alone will produce enough 
plujtonium in their reactors to build 3,000 Hiroshima-size bombs a 
year, and by the year 2000, worldwide plutonium production may be 
over 1 million poimds a year— t̂he equivalent of 100,000 bombs a 
year—about half of it outside of the United States.

The prospect of a nuclear future will be particularly alarming if 
a large number of nations develop their own national plutonium re
processing facilities with the capacity to extract plutoniimi from 
the spent fuel. Even if such facilities are subject to inspection by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and even if the countries con
trolling them are parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty,^ plutonium 
stockpiles can be converted to atomic weapons at a time of crisis, 
without fear of effective sanction by the international community.

The reality of this danger was highlighted by the Indian nuclear 
explosion of May, 1974, which provided a dramatic demonstration that 
the development of nuclear power gives any country possessing a re
processing plant a nuclear weapons option. Furthermore, with the ma
turing of nuclear power in advanced countries, intense competition has 
developed in the sale of power reactors, which has also included the 
sale of the most highly sensitive technologies, including reprocessing 
plants. With the spread of such capabilities, normal events of history— 
revolutions, terrorist attacks, regional disputes, and dictators—all 
could take on a nuclear dimension.

Dr. Alvin Weinberg, former Director of the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory and one of the most thoughtful nuclear scientists in the 
United States was properly moved to observe:

We nuclear people have made a Faustian bargain with society. On the 
one hand we offer an inexhaustible supply of energy, but the price that we 
demand of society for this magical energy source is both a vigilance and a 
longevity of our social institutions that we are quite unaccustomed to.

Nuclear energy must be at the very top of the list of global chal
lenges that call for new forms of international action. The precise

® Documents on Disarmament^ 1968̂  pp. 461-465.
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form which that action should take is the question to be addressed by 
this distinguished group of scientists, businessmen, diplomats, and 
government officials during the next four days.

I  would not presume to anticipate the outcome of your expert delib
erations. But I  suggest that new lines of international action should 
be considered in three main areas:

(1) action to meet the energy needs of all countries while limiting 
reliance on nuclear energy;

(2) action to limit the spread of nuclear weapons; and
(3) action to make the spread of peaceful nuclear power less 

dangerous.
1. We need 'new international action to help meet the energy needs 

of all countries while limiting reliance on nuclear energy.
In  recent years, we have had major United Nations conferences on 

environment, population, food, the oceans, and the role of women— 
with habitat, water, deserts, and science and technology on the sched
ule for the months and years immediately ahead. Xhese are tentative 
Ifirst steps to deal with global problems on a global basis.

Critics have been disappointed with the lack of immediate results. 
But they miss an important point: a new world agenda is emerging 
from this process—an agenda of priority problems on which nations 
must cooperate or abdicate the right to plan a future for the human 
condition.

The time has come to put the world energy problem on that new 
agenda. Let us hold a World Energy Conference under the auspices 
of the United Nations to help all nations cope with common energy 
problems—eliminating energy waste and increasing energy efficiency; 
reconciling energy needs with environmental quality goals; and shift
ing away from almost total reliance upon dwindling sources of non
renewable energy to the greatest feasible reliance on renewable sources. 
In  other words, we must move from living off our limited energy cap
ital to living within our energy income.

Such a conference would have to be carefully prepared. Just as the 
World Food Conference provided us with a world food balance sheet, 
this conference could give us a world energy balance sheet. Just as the 
World Food Conference stimulated international cooperation in agri
cultural research and development, so a world energy conference could 
stimulate research and development in the field of energy.

Existing international ventures of energy cooperation are not global 
in scope. The International Energy Agency in Paris includes only 
some developed non-Communist countries. The Energy Commission of 
the Conference on International Economic Cooperation does not in
clude countries such as the Soviet Union and China, two great produc
ers and consumers of energy. And the International Energy Institute 
now under study does not call for a substantial research and develop
ment effort.
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A World Energy Conference should not simply be a dramatic meet
ing to highlight a problem which is then forgotten. Rather, it should 
lead to the creation of new or strengthened institutions to perform the 
following tasks:

—improving the collection and analysis of worldwide energy infor
mation ;

—stimulating and coordinating a network of worldwide energy re
search centers;

—advising countries, particularly in the developing world, on the 
development of sound national energy policies;

—providing technical assistance to train energy planners and badly 
needed energy technicians;

—increasing the flow of investment capital from private and public 
sources into new energy development;

—accelerating research and information exchange on energy con
servation.

An international energy effort would also be the occasion to examine 
seriously and in depth this fundamental question: Is it really necessary 
to the welfare of our countries to become dependent upon a nuclear 
energy economy and if so, how dependent and for what purposes? 
Surely, there is a moral imperative that demands a worldwide effort 
to assure that if we travel down the nuclear road we do so with our eyes 
wide open.

Such a worldwide effort must also provide practical alternatives to 
the nuclear option. Many countries, particularly in the developing 
world, are being forced into a premature nuclear commitment because 
they do not have the knowledge and the means to explore other possi
bilities. The world’s research and development efforts are now focused 
either on nuclear energy or on the development of a diminishing sup
ply of fossil fuels.

More should be done to help the developing countries develop their 
oil, gas, and coal resources. But a special effort should be made in the 
development of small-scale technology that can use renewable sources 
of energy that are abundant in the developing world—solar heating 
and cooling, wind energy, and “bioconversion”—an indirect form of 
solar energy that harnesses the sunlight captured by living plants. 
Using local labor and materials, developing countries can be helped 
to produce usable fuel from human and animal wastes, otherwise 
wasted wood, fast growing plants, and even ocean kelp and algae.

Such measures would be a practical way to help the poorest segment 
of humanity whose emancipation from grinding poverty must be our 
continuing concern.

And all countries could reap benefits from worldwide energy coop
eration. The costs to any one country would be small if they were 
shared among nations; the benefits to each of us from a breakthrough 
to new energy sources anywhere in the world would be great. We have 
tried international cooperation in food research and it has paid.hand-

Z53-754 0  - 78 -  21
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some dividends in high-yielding varieties of com, wheat, rice, and 
sorghum. We could expect similar benefits from worldwide energy 
cooperation.

The exact institutional formula for coping with energy effectively 
on a world level will require the most careful consideration. The IAEA 
is neither equipped nor staffed to be an adviser on energy across the 
board; nor would it be desirable to add additional functions that might 
interfere with its vitally important work on nuclear safeguards and 
safety.

One possibility to be considered at a World Energy Conference 
would be the creation of a new World Energy Agency to work side 
by side with the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna. A 
strengthened International Atomic Energy Agency could focus on 
assistance and safeguards for nuclear energy; the new agency on 
research and development of non-nuclear, particularly renewable, 
sources.

2. TTe need new international action to limit the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

In the past, public attention has been focused on the problem of con
trolling the escalation of the strategic nuclear arms race among the 
superpowers. Far less attention has been given to that of controlling 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities among an increasing 
number of nations.

And yet the danger to world peace may be as great, if not greater, 
if this second effort of control should fail. The more countries that 
possess nuclear weapons, the greater the risk that nuclear warfare 
might erupt in local conflicts, and the greater the danger that these 
could trigger a major nuclear war.

To date, the principal instrument of control has been the Non-Pro
liferation Treaty which entered into force in 1970. By 1976 ninety-five 
non-weapons states had ratified the Treaty, including the advanced 
industrial states of Western Europe, and prospectively of Japan. In 
so doing, these nations agreed not to develop nuclear weapons or explo
sives. In addition they agreed to accept international safeguards on 
all their peaceful nuclear activities, developed by themselves or with 
outside assistance, under agreements negotiated with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency —a little appreciated, but an unprecedented 
step forward, in the development of international law.

Important as this achievement is, it cannot be a source of compla
cency, particularly under present circumstances. There are still a dozen 
or more important countries with active nuclear power programs which 
have not joined the Treaty. Hopefully, some of these may decide to 
become members; but in the case of several of them, this is unlikely 
until the underlying tensions behind their decision to maintain a 
nuclear weapons option are resolved.

*For IAEA guideUnes on safeguards under the non-proUferation treaty, see
Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 218-244.
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The NPT was not conceived of as a one-way street. Under the Treaty, 
in return for the commitments of the non-weapons states, a major un
dertaking of the nuclear weapons states (and other nuclear suppliers 
in a position to do so) was to provide special nuclear power benefits to 
treaty members, particularly to developing countries.

The advanced countries have not done nearly enough in providing 
such peaceful benefits to convince the member states that they are bet
ter off inside the Treaty than outside.

In fact, recent commercial transactions by some of the supplier coun
tries have conferred special benefits on non-treaty members, thereby 
largely removing any incentive for such recipients to join the Treaty. 
They consider themselves better off outside. Furthermore, while in
dividual facilities in these non-treaty countries may be subject to in
ternational safeguards, others may not be, and India has demonstrated 
that such facilities may provide the capability to produce nuclear 
weapons.

As a further part of the two-way street, there is an obligation by the 
nuclear weapons states, under the Treaty, to pursue negotiations in 
good faith to reach agreement to control and reduce the nuclear arms 
race.

We Americans must be honest about the problems of proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Our nuclear deteiTent remains an essential element 
of world order in this era. Nevertheless, by enjoining sovereign nations 
to forego nuclear weapons, we are asking for a form of self-denial that 
we have not been able to accept ourselves.

I  believe we have little right to ask others to deny themselves such 
weapons for the indefinite future unless we demonstrate meaningful 
progress toward the goal of control, then reduction, and ultimately, 
elimination of nuclear arsenals.

Unfortunately, the agreements reached to date have succeeded 
largely in changing the buildup in strategic arms from a “quantita
tive” to a “qualitative” arms race. I t is time, in the SALT talks, that 
we complete the stage of agreeing on ceilings and get down to the cen
terpiece of SALT—the actual negotiation of reductions in strategic 
forces and measures effectively halting the race in strategic weapons 
technology. The world is waiting, but not necessarily for long. The 
longer effective arms reduction is postponed, the more likely it is 
that other nations will be encouraged to develop their own nuclear 
capability.

There is one step that can be taken at once. The United States and 
the Soviet Union should conclude an agreement prohibiting all nu
clear explosions for a period of five years, whether they be weapons 
tests or so-called “peaceful” nuclear explosions, and encourage all 
other countries to join. At the end of the five year period the agree
ment can be continued if it serves the interests of the parties.

I  am aware of the Soviet objections to a comprehensive treaty that 
does not allow peaceful nuclear explosions. I  also remember, during 
the Kennedy Administration, when the roles were reversed. Then the
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U.S. had a similar proposal that permitted large-scale peaceful ex
plosions. However, in order to reach an accord, we withdrew our pro
posal. Similarly, today, if the U.S. really pushed a comprehensive test 
ban treaty, I  believe the United States and the world community could 
persuade the USSR to dispose of this issue and accept a comprehen
sive test ban.

The non-proliferation significance of the superpowers’ decision to 
ban peaceful nuclear explosions would be very great because of its ef
fect on countries who have resisted the Non-Proliferation Treaty’s 
prohibition of “peaceful” nuclear explosives, even though they are in
distinguishable from bombs.

A comprehensive test ban would also signal to the world the deter
mination of the signatory states to call a halt to the further develop
ment of nuclear weaponry. I t has been more than a decade since the 
Limited Test Ban Treaty entered into force, and well over 100 nations 
are now parties to that agreement.^

I t now appears that the United States and the Soviet Union are 
close to an agreement that would prohibit underground nuclear tests 
above 150 kilotons.® This so-called threshold test ban treaty represents 
a wholly inadequate step beyond the limited test ban. We can and 
should do more. Our national verification capabilities in the last twenty 
years have advanced to the point where we no longer have to rely on 
on-site inspection to distinguish between earthquakes and even very 
small weapon tests.

Finally, such a treaty would not only be a demonstration on the part 
of the superpowers to agree to limit their own weapons development. 
As President Kennedy foresaw in 1963, the most important objective 
of a comprehensive treaty of universal application would be its inhibit
ing effect on the spread of nuclear weapons by prohibiting tests by 
every signatory state.

3. We Theed new international action to make the spread of peaceful 
nuclear power less dangerous.

The danger is not so much in the spread of nuclear reactors them
selves, for nuclear reactor fuel is not suitable for use directly in the 
production of nuclear weapons. The far greater danger lies in the 
spread of facilities for the enrichment of uranium and the reprocess
ing of spent reactor fuel— b̂ecause highly enriched uranium can be 
used to produce weapons; and because plutonium, when separated 
from the remainder of the spent fuel, can also be used to produce nu
clear weapons. Even at the present early stage in the development of 
the nuclear power industry, enough materials are produced for at least 
a thousand bombs each year.

Under present international arrangements, peaceful nuclear facil
ities are sought to be safeguarded against diversion and theft of nu
clear materials by the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna.

 ̂ma., ms, pp. 291-293.
® See iUd., 19Uf PP. 225-229 and post, pp. 328-348.
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As far as reactors are concerned, the international safeguards—which 
include materials accountancy, surveillance, and inspection—provide 
some assurance that the diversion of a signiJBcant amount of fissionable 
material would be detected, and therefore help to deter diversion.

Of course, as the civilian nuclear power industry expands around 
the globe, there will be corresponding need to expand and improve the 
personnel and facilities of the international safeguards system. The 
United States should fulfill its decade-old promise to put its peaceful 
nuclear facilities under international safeguards to demonstrate that 
we too are prepared to accept the same arrangements as the non-weapon 
states.

That would place substantial additional demands on the safeguards 
system of the IAEA, and the United States should bear its fair share 
of the costs of this expansion. I t is a price we cannot afford not to pay.

But in the field of enrichment and reprocessing, where the primary 
danger lies, the present international safeguards system cannot pro
vide adequate assurance against the possibility that national enrich
ment and reprocessing facilities will be misused for military purposes.

The fact is that a reprocessing plant separating the plutonium from 
spent fuel literally provides a country with direct access to nuclear 
explosive material.

I t has therefore been the con^stent policy of the United States over 
the course of several administrations, not to authorize the sale of either 
enrichment or reprocessing plants, even with safeguards. Recently, 
however, some of the other principal suppliers of nuclear equipment 
have begun to make such sales.

In my judgment, it is absolutely essential to halt the sale of such 
plants.

Considerations of commercial profit cannot be allowed to prevail 
over the paramount objective of limiting the spread of nuclear weap
ons. The heads of government of all the principal supplier nations 
hopefully will recognize this danger and share this view.

I  am not seeking to place any restrictions on the sale of nuclear 
power reactors which sell for as much as $1 billion per reactor. I  be
lieve that all supplier countries are entitled to a fair share of the re
actor market. T ^ a t we must prevent, however, is the sale of small 
pilot reprocessing plants which sell for only a few million dollars, have 
no commercial use at present, and can only spread nuclear explosives 
around the world.

The International Atomic Energy Agency itself, pursuant to the 
recommendations of the Non-Proliferation Treaty review conference 
of 1975,® is currently engaged in an intensive feasibility study of mul
tinational fuel centers as one way of promoting the safe development 
of nuclear power by the nations of the world, with enhanced control 
resulting from multinational participation.

iP75, p. 151.
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The Agency is also considering other ways to strengthen the pro
tection of explosive material involved in the nuclear fuel cycle. This 
includes use of the Agency’s hitherto unused authority under its 
charter to establish highly secure repositories for the separated plu
tonium from non-military facilities, following reprocessing and pend
ing its fabrication into mixed oxide fuel elements as supplementary 
fuel.

Until such studies are completed, I  call on all nations of the world 
to adopt a voluntary moratorium on the national purchase or sale of 
enrichment or reprocessing plants. I  would hope this moratorium 
would apply to recently completed agreements.

I  do not underestimate the political obstacles in negotiating such 
a moratorium, but they might be overcome if we do what should have 
been done many months ago—^bring this matter to the attention of 
the highest political authorities of the supplying countries.

Acceptance of a moratorium would deprive no nation of the ability 
to meet its nuclear power needs through the purchase of current re
actors with guarantees of a long-range supply of enriched uranium. 
Such assurances must be provided now by those supplier countries 
possessing the highly expensive facilities currently required for this 
purpose.

To assure the developing countries of an assured supply of enriched 
uranium to meet their nuclear power needs without the need for re
processing, the United States should, in cooperation with other coun
tries, assure an adequate supply of enriched uranium.

We should also give the most serious consideration to the establish
ment of centralized multinational enrichment facilities involving de
veloping countries’ investment participation, in order to provide the 
assured supply of enriched uranium. And, if one day as their nuclear 
programs economically justify use of plutonium as a supplementary 
fuel, similar centralized multinational reprocessing services could 
equally provide for an assured supply of mixed oxide fuel elements.

I t  makes no economic sense to locate national reprocessing facilities 
in a number of different countries. In view of economies of scale, a 
single commercial reprocessing facility and a fuel fabrication plant 
will provide services for about fifty large power reactors. From an 
economic point of view, multinational facilities serving many coun
tries are obviously desirable. And the co-location of reprocessing, fuel 
fabrication, and fuel storage facilities would reduce the risk of weap
ons proliferation, theft of plutonium during transport, and environ
mental contamination.

There is considerable doubt within the United States about the 
necessity of reprocessing now for plutonium recycle. Futhermore, the 
licensing of plutonium for such use is currently withheld pending a 
full scale review by the Nuclear Eegulatory Commission of the eco
nomic, environmental, and safeguards issues. And there is a further 
question to be asked: I f  the United States does not want the develop
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ing countries to have commercial plutonium, why should we be per
mitted to have it under our sovereign control ?

Surely this whole matter of plutonium recycle should be examined 
on an international basis. Since our nation has more experience than 
others in fuel reprocessing, we should initiate a new multinational 
program deigned to develop experimentally the technology, eco
nomics, regulations, and safeguards to be associated with plutonium 
recovery and recycle. The program could be developed by the U.S. in 
cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency.

I f  the need for plutonium reprocessing is eventually demonstrated— 
and if mutually satisfactory ground rules for management and op
eration can be worked out, the first U.S. reprocessing plant which is 
now nearing completion in Barnwell, South Carolina, could become 
the first multinational reprocessing facility under the auspices of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. Separated plutonium might 
ultimately be made available to all nations on a reliable, cheap, and 
non-discriminatory basis after blending with natural uranium to form 
a low-enriched fuel that is unsuitable for weapons making.

Since the immediate need for plutonium recycle has not yet been 
demonstrated, the start-up of the plant should certainly be delayed 
to allow time for the installation of the next generation of materials 
accounting and physical security equipment which is now under 
development.

One final observation in this area: We need to cut through the in
decision and debate about the long-term storage of radioactive wastes 
and start doing something about it. The United States could begin 
by preparing all high-level radioactive wastes currently produced 
from our military programs for permanent disposal. Waste disposal 
is a matter on which sound international arrangements will clearly 
be necessary.

The nuclear situation is serious, but it is not yet desperate. Most 
nations of the world do Tiot want nuclear weapons. They particularly 
do not want their neighbours to have nuclear weapons, but they imder- 
stand that they cannot keep the option open for themselves without 
automatically encouraging their neighbours to “keep options open” or 
worse.

I t is this widespread understanding that it is not in the interest of 
individual nations to “go nuclear” which we must use as the basis of 
our worldwide efforts to control the atom. We must have negative 
measures—^mutual restraint on the part of the producers and suppliers 
of nuclear fuel and technology. But these negative measures must be 
joined to the larger, positive efforts of the non-nuclear weapon states 
to hold the line against further proliferation.

The recent initiative of the Finnish Government along these lines 
deserves commendation. The Finns have urged a compact among the 
purchasers of nuclear fuel and technology to buy only from suppliers 
who require proper safeguards on their exports.^

See IAEA document GOV/INF/311, June 10,1976.
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This proposal would convert the alleged advantages to a supplier 
of breaking ranks and offering “bargains” in safeguards into a com
mercial disadvantage. Instead of broadening his market by lowering 
his dangerous merchandise than if he maintained a common front on 
safeguards with other suppliers [sic]. There would be competition to 
offer to buyers the safest product at the best price.

Most important, the Finnish proposal would plainly put the full 
weight of the non-nuclear world into the effort against proliferation. 
I t  would make it evident that this struggle is not a struggle by the 
nuclear ‘̂ haves” to keep down the nuclear “have-nots” ; it would be 
a common effort by all mankind to control this dangerous technology, 
to gain time so that our political structures can catch up with sud
den, enormous leaps in our technical knowledge, to turn us around 
and head us in the right direction— t̂oward a world from which nu
clear weapons and the threat of nuclear war have been effectively 
eliminated. That may be a distant goal— b̂ut it is the direction in which 
we must move.

I  have talked to you today about the need for new international ac
tion in three areas—action to meet the energy needs of all countries 
while limiting reliance on nuclear energy, action to limit the spread 
of nuclear weapons, and action to make the spread of peaceful nuclear 
power less dangerous.

Of one thing I  am certain— t̂he hour is too late for business as usual, 
for politics as usual, or for diplomacy as usual. An alliance for sur
vival is needed—^transcending regions and ideologies—if we are to 
assure mankind a safe passage to the twenty-first century.

Every country—and the United States is no exception—is con
cerned with maintaining its own national security. But a mutual bal
ance of terror is an inadequate foundation upon which to build a peace
ful and stable world order. One of the greatest long-term threats to 
the national security of every country now lies in the disintegration of 
the international order. Balance of power politics must be supple
mented by world order politics if the foreign policies of nations are to 
be relevant to modem needs.

The political leaders of all nations, whether they work within four 
year election cycles or five year plans, are under enormous temptations 
to promise short-term benefits to their people while passing on the 
costs to other countries, to future generations, or to our environment. 
The earth, the atmosphere, the oceans, and unborn generations have 
no political franchise. But short-sighted policies today will lead to 
insuperable problems tomorrow.

The time has come for political leaders around the world to take 
a larger view of their obligations, showing a decent respect for poster
ity, for the needs of other peoples and for the global biosphere.

I  believe the American people want this larger kind of leadership.
In the last two years, I  have visited virtually every one of our fifty 

states. I  have found our people deeply troubled by recent develop-
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merits at the United Nations. But they do not want to abandon the 
U. N.— t̂hey want us to work harder to make it what it was created 
to be— n̂ot a cockpit for controversy but an instrument for reconciling 
differences and resolving common problems.

And they want U. N. agencies to demonstrate the same comjnitment 
to excellence, impartiality and efficiency they are demanding of their 
own government.

We want to cooperate— n̂ot simply debate. A joint program— 
whether on nuclear energy or other global problems—is infinitely 
preferable to sustained and destructive polemics. Our desire for global 
cooperation is prompted by America’s confidence in itself, in our ca
pacity to engage in effective cooperation, and upon the moral impera
tive that as humian beings we must help one another if any of us is to 
survive on this planet.

The nuclear age, which brings both gword and plowshare from the 
same source, demands unusual self-discipline of all nationa I f  we 
approach these problems with both humility and self-discipline, we 
may yet reconcile our twin goals of energy sufficiency and world order.

Address by ACDA Director Ikle Before the Conference on 
Nuclear Energy and World Order, May 13, 1976^

Yon must be as impressed as I  am by what the distinguished pre
vious speakers have told us. This conference is particularly timely. 
We are on the verge of important choices: on the national scene, the 
elections; and on the international scene, the beginning of a new era— 
what I  have called “the second nuclear era”—^when nuclear technology 
is spreading from a very few nations to very many nations throughout 
the world.

Lately, a great deal has been said about the imiportance of truth
fulness in the governing of democracy. I  could not agree more. And 
I  would go one step further. I t  is not only important that we be truth
ful in what we say to the people of this country—and other countries. 
I t is just as important that we should not deceive ourselves— t̂hat we 
not rely on comforting rhetoric to mask dangerous fallacies. So today, 
on this question of nuclear energy and world order, I  feel obliged 
to make you uncomfortable—I have to warn you against some preva
lent fallacies.

Fallacy Nvmber One: Nuclear povyev offers the world a great hoon 
of oheap  ̂plentiful energy; therefore we rrvust push aH approaches to 
exploit it amd accept the risk that it may he diverted to destructive 
ends.

^AGDA press release 76-11. The conference, wMch was held in New York, 
was sponsored by the United Nations.
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The truth is that nuclear power can be produced by many technical 
approaches. Somje are benign, some dangerous; some are economically 
competitive, some wasteful; some are here-and-now, some conjectures. 
But the nuclear reactor technology that is leading today (the light 
water and heavy water reactors) by itself does not create an uncontrol
lable risk of diversion to the making of bomba Today^s reactor fuel— 
natural or low enriched uranium—cannot be used directly to produce 
nuclear weapons.

But technology that some wish to add on to these reactors and pos
sible new types of reactors are far from benign. They may threaten the 
world order all ouit of proportion to their economic benefits.

Suppose, for example, we could invent a new type of nuclear reactor. 
Suppose the fuel for this reactor, if sedzed by a government or a well- 
equipped terrorist group, could—in a matter of weeks— b̂e made into 
dozens of nuclear weapons. Should we push the development of this 
reactor?

Such a reactor has been invented. I t  is called the high temperature 
gas cooled reactor. I t  is fueled with highly enriched uranium, a ma
terial that can itself be used to make nuclear bombs. Fortunately, for 
arms control, this reactor has proved so far to be economically unat
tractive. Buit if it were attractive, how great would the economic 
benefits have to be for us to risk millions of lives ?

The potential of the atom as a source of energy and its potential 
as a threat to world order are not balanced. With some technologies, 
the potential for catastrophe is deadly certain, the potential for eco
nomic benefits is not. Therefore our policies must recognize this tilt.

This is not to say that we should stop the peaceful exploitation of 
nuclear energy in its tracks. But, we must keep our priorities clear: 
we must guard against the destructive threat of the atom, even if 
this means a certain sacrifice of economic benefits.

Fallacy Nvmber Two: The nuclear fuel cycle nmst he closed.

Many specialists assert thait it is a waste to leave plutonium and un- 
bumed uranium in the spent reactor fuel. Instead, they argue, these 
materials must be separated from the spent fuel and recycled through 
reactors. This “closed cycle” sounds tidy and controlled— ân “open 
cycle” se6m<g to leave something dangling, be wasteful, and mess up the 
environment.

But the fissile materials recycled could replace at most about one- 
third of the fuel required, and far less in a rapidly growing nuclear 
power system. Hence, recycling would not bring independence from 
imported fuel. And on a worldwide scale, uranium needs would be 
only slightly lowered by recycling. As to the economics—at present 
the costs of separating plutonium for recycling would actually ex
ceed the value of the plutonium as fuel.

So closing the fuel cycle is not guaranteed to save money. But it 
is guaranteed to accumulate thousands of pounds of plutonium at the 
reprocessing plants, in transit, and in storage as reload fuel. In  each
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of these stages, the plutonium is far more accessible for diversion to 
weapons manufacture than if it had been left in the spent fuel rods. 
This plutonium would be distributed throughout the world—enough 
material for hundreds and hundreds of atomic bombs.

In the future, new types of reactors such as the “breeder,” may pro
vide an economic justification for closing the fuel cycle. But the 
breeder is a distant and uncertain prospect. I t  will not come into wide
spread use until the 1990’s, if then. Breeder fuel will be different from, 
and technically far more complex than today’s fuels. The prospect of 
a breeder reactor twenty years hence is no excuse for attempting to 
close the cycle now with today’s fuels.

A breeder reactor system would circulate within itself huge quan
tities of plutonium. We do not know if it would be possible to prevent 
the diversion of some of this material to weapons. At the very best, we 
would need to take extraordinary measures, perhaps through special 
installations for centralized use and control of plutonium.

But for the present, we are not obliged to live with large quantities 
of separated plutoniimi. The option to recycle spent fuel would not 
be permanently lost and it is relatively inexpensive to keep spent 
reactor fuel in temporary storage pending future developments. Be
fore we take the plunge into a plutonium fuel economy, let us look 
very closely at the risks and our ability to control them.

Fallacy Nvmber Three : The technotogically advanced comitries have 
an obligation to transfer nuclear technology to other nMions—regard
less of its potential for destruction.

There is no such obligation whatsoever, no international legal or 
moral commitment of this kind at all. The only international obliga
tion to facilitate the transfer of nuclear technology for peaceful pur
poses is the one written into the STonproliferation Treaty (Art. IV. 
2) But precisely, this treaty obligation underlines my point about 
the tilted choice between peaceful nuclear energy and world order. 
The imdertaking to facilitate the transfer of this dangerous tech
nology is not part of a technical assistance agreement, mind you, but 
is subordinate to an agreement “not in any way to assist” additional 
countries to acquire nuclear weapons. “Not in any way to assist” is 
the central and overriding obligation.

Moreover, there is no obligation to transfer nuclear technology 
when to do so would be uneconomic. Quite the opposite. The smallest 
power reactor on today’s export market produces 600,000 kilowatts of 
electricity. This is larger than the entire power production of some 
nations and larger than the designed capacity of the power grids of 
many more nations. Nuclear reactors to generate power require large 
capital outlays; and poorer countries are, of course, facing notoriously 
strong competition for their short supplies of capital. In countries 
that can use only a few power reactors, the case for fuel enrichment

* Documents on Disarmamentj 1968̂  pp. 461-465.
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and reprocessing— t̂hose stages that directly yield material usable 
for weapons—appears to be even weaker than the case for the reactors 
themselves.

FoLldcy Nvmber Four : We donH have to worry about the spread 
of miclear technology and materials i f  they are under safeguards 
(idrrmiistered hy the International Atomic Energy Agency,^

The most fundamental limitation of international safeguards is 
that they do not provide— t̂hey are not intended to provide—any phy
sical control over nuclear materials. At their best, they provide warn
ing that material has been diverted to an illicit purpose. These safe
guards consist of accounting procedures to keep track of nuclear ma
terials, with occasional international inspections to verify their loca
tion. The basic purpose is to deter the diversion of nuclear materials 
by posing a risk of detection and by providing a basis for interna
tional action against a violator. Safeguards are a burglar alarm, but 
not a lock.

Hence, timely warning is critical. “Timely” refers not to how soon 
a violation is discovered, but whether the warning allows enough time 
for an appropriate response. For if no prompt response can be 
mounted, then the deterrent value of the safeguards is undermined.

I t is not widely understood that safeguards do not prevent a nation 
from having separated plutonium on hand— r̂eady to be used for 
bombs. Therefore, if plutonium or highly enriched uranium are 
used as reactor fuels, a nation might produce a number of nuclear 
bombs well before the warning is sounded. What protection does this 
give to its neighboring countries?

Certainly, the International Atomic Energy Agency is one of the 
best organized, most technically competent international organiza
tions existing today. But it must deal with problems of unprecedented 
technical complexity and political sensitivity, in a time of fast chang
ing technology.

Moreover, it has a “split personality.” One part of the Agency ad
ministers safeguards against the diversion of nuclear materials, while 
other parts promote nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. Many na
tions that are members of the Agency, understandably, have more in
terest in nuclear assistance than in safeguards. The result: a limited 
number of safeguard inspectors rationing their time among a growing 
number of nuclear installations.

The Agency relies to a considerable extent on data supplied by the 
country under safeguards. When such self-accounting is independ
ently verified, it may serve for the safeguarding of present-day power 
reactors. But what of the safeguarding of plutonium stockpiles? Is 
self-accounting, checked only by occasional inspections from out
side, adequate for material that can be rapidly diverted to bombs? 
Moreover, the Agency is not empowered to inquire into unsafe

pp. 446-460.
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guarded nuclear plants, and it is the declared policy of the Agency 
not to seek out possible clandestine nuclear plants.

In the long-term, more ambitious tasks might successfully be given 
to international organizations. But in the meantime we must be care
ful not to ignore the facts of life when we propose ‘‘international con
trols” over man’s most destructive invention. How easily could these 
safeguards be circumvented? How can a multinational staff do the 
necessary ‘‘detective work” ? How would intelligence about circumven
tion reach the Agency, and how could the Agency act on it? Let us 
face the real questions about international safeguards.

Fallacy Nvmber Five: The refuscH of the superpowers to reduce 
their va^t nuclear arsenals is the reason why more and more countries 
seek the option of 'building their own nuclear horrvbs.

The Nonproliferation Treaty commits the superpowers to work to
wards nuclear disarmament, and obviously, the superpowers have a 
compelling interest of their own to move ahead with arms reductions. 
Already substantial progress has been made. In  1972, the United 
States and the Soviet Union agreed to restrain their anti-ballistic 
missile systems, a technology which only they had the ability to de
velop.^ In  1974, these were further reduced.® We are making progress 
toward limiting and reducing offensive strategic arsenals.

In truth, the motives of other countries to acquire nuclear arms 
have little to do with the size of the superpower arsenals. They arise 
for other reasons: fear of neighboring countries, regional competi
tion in status, the lack of protection through alliances or low confi
dence in them, and a mistaken belief in the security conferred by un
sophisticated nuclear forces.

What are some of the practical measures that can be taken to make 
nuclear energy compatible with world order ? Let me tell you now some 
of the things the Ford Administration has done and is tryiijig to do.

—This Administration recognizes the importance of our alliance 
commitments in restraining proliferation and has made efforts to 
strengthen them. There are now more than a dozen countries that 
could manufacture their own nuclear weapons, but have decided not 
to do so. A principal reason is that they feel adequately protected by 
our alliances. The message is clear: if U.S. commitments are allowed 
to erode, the fears of many nations will drive them to independent 
nuclear forces.

— T̂he Ford Administration has tightened controls on American 
exports of dangerous nuclear materials and sensitive technology—a 
step long overdue. And what is even more important, we have devel
oped new cooperation with other major suppliers of nuclear technol
ogy and have established new export standards.

—To improve the physical security of nuclear materials against 
theft and sa/botage, we have proposed an international convention

W n ,  pp. 197-201.
® lUd., 1974, pp. 229-231.



308 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

which we are now discussing with other nations. And we are strength
ening our preparations against terrorism, at home as well as with our 
friends abroad. And we are working to improve U.S. intelligence 
capabilities—in this diflS.cult period of self-criticism—so that our Na
tion will not be blind and deaf to future threats from a worldwide 
spread of nuclear technology.

—^This Administration has continued, through many actions, to 
strengthen the Nonproliferation Treaty and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, but without ignoring their limitations. We do not 
shun our own responsibilities by arguing that the IAEA can do it all. 
We do not make the easy—^̂ and false—^assimiption that internationally 
administered safeguards can with certainty prevent the diversion of 
nuclear technology to destructive ends.

—W e are not pushing premature schemes for the recycling of plu
tonium, even if done by multinational plants. We are carefully study
ing the possible advantages of multinational fuel centers for storage 
of fuel, waste management, and other services when needed. But we 
are not falling into the trap of confusing ends and means. We are not 
promoting such centers if they might hasten nuclear proliferation. 
And we need to recognize the dan^rs of usin ;̂ plutonium as a fuel 
for reactors throughout the world. Spreading plutonium should be 
avoided if possible, and with the current generation of reactors it can 
be avoided at no economic cost.

—^But we are pursuing new possibilities for international coopera
tion. One is an international nuclear transportation service to handle 
nuclear materials safely. Such a service would provide special security 
measures and conmiunication networks, backed up by realistic emer
gency procedurea A related initiative imder study is international 
depositories for plutonium and nuclear wastes. I f  properly designed, 
these would provide better safety than numerous dispersed and na
tionally controlled stocks. (The legal basis for this idea exists in the 
form of Article X II Section 5 of the IAEA Statute.) We could thus 
make a beginning for the organizational structure that future genera
tions will need to guard these materials through the millennia of their 
dangerous lifetime.

The United States has been the pioneer in nuclear technology, in 
efforts to share it, and in international efforts to control it so that it 
would not menace world order. Initiatives like the Baruch Plan ® and 
the “Atoms for Peace” program of 1953 —̂which brought into being 
the International Atomic Energy Agency—were generous and ambi
tious.

But over the years we have learned some hard lessons. I f  we hope for 
safe, peaceful, orderly management of the immense power of the atom, 
American optimism and good will must be joined to realism and 
persistence.

® lUd.. vol. I. DP. 7-11.
393-400.
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Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report on the International 
Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976 
[Extracts], May 14, 1976^

II. P o l ic y  P r o v is io n s

A. Grant Military Assistanfice Program

1. The bill requires a phaseout of the general foreign military grant 
assistance program by October 1, 1977, except for programs subse
quently authorized on a country-by-country basis (Section 105).

2. U.S. military missions and similar groups abroad are to be 
terminated by October 1, 1977, unless continuation of a specific mis
sion is subsequently authorized by law (Section 104).

3. Authorizations for military grant assistance, other than training 
assistance, are allocated on a country-by-country basis for all major 
recipients. Small additional amounts are authorized for countries for 
which individual ceilings are not specified (Section 101).

4. The President’s authority to draw on Department of Defense 
stocks for military assistance purposes has been restricted to require a 
finding that such assistance is “vital” to U.S. security (Section 102).

5. I t strengthens provisions of law on terminating grant military 
assistance and prohibiting credits or guarantees to or for any country 
which violates the provisions of military aid or sales agreements 
(Section 303).

6. I t establishes an anti-discrimination policy applicable to the mili
tary grant aid and government sales programs and to export licenses 
(Section 302).

7. I t establishes a human rights policy with provision for restricting 
or terminating security assistance to countries which engage in gross 
violations of human rights (Section 301).

8. I t prohibits further military or related assistance to Angola 
except pursuant to specific authorization by law (Section 404).

B. Government Military Sales and Commercial Exports of Arms

1. Under the new Arms Export Control Act, which replaces the 
Foreign Military Sales Act, policy emphasis will be placed on public 
disclosure of arms sales matters and on bringing about restraint in the 
international trade in arms.

2. Statutory requirements for controls over commercial and govern- 
ment-by-government military exports are revised and combined in

 ̂S. rept. 94-876, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., pp. 3-5, 8-14. For the Presidential veto 
message on the earlier version of this bill, see cmtej pp. 288-291. For the House 
International Relations Committee report on the revised House bill, see infra. For 
the Conference report on the revised bills, not printed here, see H. rept. 94-1272, 
94th Cong., 2d Sess., June 16, 1976. The act approved by the President, a sub
stitute for both biUs, is printed post, pp. 386-430.
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a new Arms Export Control Act so that all military export matters 
are controlled under one statute (Sections 201, 212).

3. All sales of major defense equipment items totaling $25,000,000 
or more must be made through government-to-government channels, 
except sales to members of NATO (Section 212).

4. Restrictions are imposed on sales to foreign governments from 
U.S. military stocks, with reports to Congress required on all sales 
which would impair U.S. combat readiness (Section 206).

5. The President is required to submit an annual country-by-country 
justification to Congress for the government-to-government military 
sales program (Section 209).

6. All government-to-government sales contracts are to be made 
available to the public to the fullest extent possible, consistent with 
U.S. national security (Section 205).

7. Reporting procedures for military sales and exports would be 
expanded and improved (Section 211).

8. Congress would be allowed to reject certain proposed export 
licenses for commercial sales (Section 211).

9. Reports would be required on all agreements to pay agents’ fees, 
and data concerning fees actually paid, in connection with military 
sales abroad (government and commercial) (Section 604).

C. Miscellaneous Policy Provisions

1. U.S. personnel are prohibited from engaging in direct police 
arrest actions in foreign countries in connection with narcotics control 
efforts (Section 303).

2. Military grant assistance, credits, guarantees, and deliveries of 
such assistance, and supporting assistance to or for Chile are pro
hibited in 1976; in addition, government-to-govemment cash sales, 
commercial sales, and all deliveries of defense articles and services 
are prohibited in 1977 (Section 310).

3. The sense of the Congress is expressed in support of negotiations 
to limit military deployments in the Indian Ocean area (Section 407).

4. The sense of the Congress is expressed deploring armed strife in 
Lebanon and requesting that the President use his good offices to seek 
an end to the civil conflict (Section 410).

5. Modifies restrictions in existing law relating to stockpiles in
tended or earmarked for use by foreign countries (Section 103).

6. Prohibits security assistance, and most economic assistance to 
countries that deliver or receive nuclear reprocessing or related equip
ment imless they have agreed to multilateral safeguards, when 
available.

7. Authorizes funds for the implementation of newly enunciated 
U.S. policies toward southern Africa.
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COMMITTEE COMMENTS

The present bill incorporates authorization for military and security 
assistance and related programs for the fiscal year 1976, the transition 
quarter and the fiscal year 1977 into a slightly modified version of the 
conference report of S. 2662, The International Security Assistance 
and Arms Export Control Act of 1976, as passed by both the House 
and Senate.^ Except as noted below the more important policy provi
sions of this bill remain essentially those of S. 2662. In recommending 
the present bill to the Senate, the Committee reaffirms the following 
views stated with regard to S. 2662, contained in Senate Eeport 94-605, 
of J  anuary 30,1976:

This biU, when enacted, will constitute the most significant piece of legisla
tion in the field of foreign miUtary assistance policy since the enactment 
of the Mutual Security Act more than a quarter of a century ago. For a 
number of years Congressional dissatisfaction with foreign military assistance 
and sales programs has been increasing, reflected in votes in both bodies. For 
the first time since the beginning of our post-World War II  aid program, this 
Congress is treating foreign development assistance and military assistance in 
separate bills, a step long supported by the Foreign Relations Committee and 
the Senate. The end of the war in Indochina, the pursuit of a poUcy of detente 
toward the Soviet Union and steps toward normalization of relations with 
Chinat have brought about a general reappraisal of the traditional tools of 
America’s post-war foreign poUcy. The tools of foreign policy must be geared 
to the needs of today and the future, not the past. This bill looks to the future. 
I t will revise the statutory framework for all military exports—grants and 
sales—^government and commercial.

Since World War II  the emphasis of United States military assistance 
programs, born of the Cold War, has been on expeditir^ the flow of our arms 
and ammunition to noncommunist nations around the world. Arms control 
considerations have been secondary. In  the last three decades, the United 
States has given away or sold some $110 billion in military equipment and 
supplies to foreign countries. The bill approved by the committee, recognizing 
evolving United States security interests and the danger to world peace from 
runaway arms sales, shifts the policy emphasis from expanding arms exports 
to strengthening controls, especially Congressional controls.

The major purpose of S. 2 ^  is to bring about centralized and more effective 
control within the Executive Branch over, and a stronger voice for Congress 
in. United States arms exports, government and commercial. The Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act states that the policy of our nation is to seek “a world 
which is free from the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of arma
ments . .  ̂ This bill will help to put that policy into practice. Arms sales,
for good or evil, have become a major tool of American foreign policy.

In the last fiscal year the United States Government sold $9.5 billion in 
military equipment, suppUes or services to seventy-one nations. In addition, 
$602 million in military materials were suppUed through commercial channels 
and $584 million given away in military grants.

This program was not the product of a careful and deliberate policy arrived 
a t through joint action by Congress and the Executive Branch; it developed 
through its own momentum. The lack of a coherent policy on arms sales is 
not the fault of the Executive Branch alone. Congress bears a measure of 
the responsibility as well because of its faUure to give more effective policy 
guidance and to exercise proper oversight on arms sales matters. S. 2662 
will help to fill that vacuum.

The basic statutory framework for arms exports is outdated. Commercial 
sales, which now comprise only about five percent of all U .^ arms exports, 
are governed by one section of the old 1954 Mutual Security Act, a provi

*For the text of S. 2662, see the Congressional Rectrrd (daily), Apr. 6, 1976 
(vol. 122, no. 51), pp. H2952-2964.

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 482.
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sion devoid of policy guidance that gives complete discretion to the President. 
I t  is an anachronism of an era when Congress chose to leave major foreign 
policy matters to the President. The Foreign Military Sales Act, which con
trols government-to-government sales, is also a product of a bygone era. 
Although that Act was enacted less than a decade ago, experience has 
shown that this statute gave broad and sweeping powers to the Executive 
Branch. The 1975 government sales chart is vastly different in quantity and 
geography from that of 1968. Military sales by the U.S. government have 
increased more than ten-fold since then. At that time the bulk of United 
States arms sales was to our NATO allies. Today, the volatile Persian Gulf, 
not Europe, is the heart of the market. This bill will update, consolidate, and 
strengthen the statutory framework for the control of U.S. arms exports, 
both by the government and through commercial channels.

The Committee does not contend that the sale of arms to foreign countries 
is evil per se. The United States has important security and foreign policy 
interests in the sale of arms to many countries. The sale of F-16 aircraft 
or other weapons to our NATO allies clearly promotes important United 
States security and economic interests. But the massive influx of American 
arms to the Persian Gulf area, which is largely responsible for the great 
leap in U.S. arms sales totals, must be viewed in a different light. American 
interests vary from country to country and from case to case. This bill 
will not stop, nor necessarily curtail, arms sales. I t  contains neither prohi
bitions nor ceilings on sales. But enactment of S. 2662 will improve the 
scrutiny given to the foreign i>olicy aspects of arms sales proposals, both 
within the Executive Branch and the Congress. Given due attention on the 
I>art of the Executive Branch to the concerns expressed by Congress over 
the lack of coherent policy review of arms sales, the enactment of the bill 
will not adversely affect American industry.

* * *
The bill recommended by the Committee is designed to achieve five basic 

objectives with regard to U.S. military assistance programs:
1. Shift the focus of U.S. arms sales policy from that of selling arms 

to controlling arms sales and exports;
2. To provide the Congress with additional information about, and expanded 

and strengthened control over, arms transfers;
3. To provide the public with more information about government arms 

sales actions;
4. To reduce significantly the number of military grant assistance pro

grams and U.S. military missions abroad over the next year and a half and 
to require a specific authorization for any grant programs or missions after 
that, and

5. To reduce the cost of military assistance grants.
A major feature of the bill is to bring American arms exports issues out 

into the open. A basic fault of past policy, which has led to the present state of 
public concern, is that too much of the sales program in the past has been 
carried out in secrecy . . .

Nothing is so essential to rebuilding confidence in governmental processes 
as public debate. To be accepted by the American people, arms export pro
grams must stand up under the light of public scrutiny. Our defense budget 
is a matter of public record, insuring the availability of facts essential to 
public debate. The Committee believes that shining the public spotlight on 
arms sales will help to bring about a more rational, publicly acceptable policy. 
The Committee is aware of the concerns expressed by some business interests 
concerning the disclosure aspects of the bill and the feature to require sale 
through government channels of all major weapon systems or equipment 
valued a t $25,000,000 or more. The Committee has taken those concerns 
into account in the shaping of this legislation and does not believe that this 
bill will impair the U.S. competitive iK)sition in foreign arms sales.

Control by both Congress and the Executive Branch over the sale of 
major weapons systems will be strengthened by requiring that all significant 
sales of major equipment can be made only on a government-to-government 
basis. The most significant control aspects of the bill are those which pro
vide Congress with the tools and the information needed for improved over
sight of arms export policies and programs . . .
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This bill also sets a goal of drastically reducing both the number of coun
tries which receive grant military assistance and the number of U.S. mili
tary missions abroad. Passage of S. 2662 will not mean that all grants and 
missions will end by October 1, 1977. But it will require that after the end 
of the next fiscal year all grant military aid, by country, and all U.S. military 
missions abroad must have been authorized specifically by the Congress. As a 
start in implementing that policy, this bill contains line item allocations for 
grant military aid and supporting assistance and it requires a significant 
reduction in the number and size of U.S. missions abroad.

For many years the Foreign Relations Committee has attempted to reduce 
the military aid program and bring it under more effective Congressional 
control. Last year the Senate voted to phase out the grant aid program 
but, because of the adamant opposition of the House, the mandatory feature 
was eliminated and a sense of the Congress provision substituted which 
stated that “except for training, the program should be reduced and termi
nated as rapidly as possible.” In addition, the bill directed the President 
to submit to the first session of the 94th Congress a detailed plan for the 
reduction and eventual elimination of the present military assistance program. 
The President’s compliance with this requirement was both belated and 
inadequate. This bill, therefore, will carry out that Congressional expression 
of policy.

We are now celebrating the bicentennial of our nation’s birth. I t  is impor
tant that Congress reflect on what we as a people want America to stand for. 
The values and principles we live by as a nation will be what history will 
remember America for, not the sophistication or quantity of our weapons. The 
United States, as the leading actor, has a great capacity for leadership in 
the control of trade in conventional weapons. I t is not sufficient to say 
that everyone else is selling arms. Surely we can do better than allow our 
Xmlicies in this field to be captive to the policies of others. And, as the num
ber one salesman, the United States has a special leadership responsibility. 
Our nation’s military assistance and sales statutes, with their confiicting 
potential for preserving peace and promoting war, need a thorough overhaul. 
This bill will accomplish that.

The bill described by the above passages represented the culmination 
of several months effort to meet objections which had been raised by 
the Executive Branch to S. 2662 in its original form. Countless days 
of work went into that effort. When the bill came to the Senate floor 
the Secretary of State noted in a letter to the CShairman of the Commit
tee his appreciation for the consideration which the Committee had 
given to the Executive’s views on the original legislation. He indi
cated, moreover, that the Executive Branch would “not delay Senate 
action by requesting further consideration of our remaining objectives 
in the floor debate.”

During the conference with the House of Representatives, which 
had subsequently passed a similar bill. Committee Members resumed 
their efforts to meet the remaining objections raised by the Executive 
Branch. The conference report eventually reflected several additional 
modifications made with the views of the Executive in mind. At 
this point the senior representatives of the Departments of State and 
Defense with whom the Committee had been working indicated that 
while there were provisions of the bill which the would rather not 
see enacted, they felt that it was acceptable. The conference report 
was subsequently passed by solid votes in both houses. I t was'the 
view of many that the interest of a responsible foreign military 
sales program and continued progress toward peace in the Middle 
East made the prompt passage of this legislation mandatory.
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In light of the unparalleled effort at compromise which S. 2662 
represented, the Committee was surprised by the decision to veto 
the bill. Those Members of the Committee who had worked most 
actively with the Executive Branch believed that it provided for an 
appropriate congressional role in arms transfer matters without dero
gating from the authority of the President as our country’s chief 
foreign policy negotiator and executor.

In  his veto message the President stressed that S. 2662 “would 
seriously obstruct the exercise of the President’s Constitutional re
sponsibilities for the conduct of foreign affairs.” In this connection 
the Committee notes that the provisions to which the President had 
objected related clearly to authorities which the Congress itself had 
granted, and which it therefore may modify, rather than to Consti
tutional prerogatives of the Office of the President.

The President also lodged Constitutional objections to a series of 
provisions in S. 2662 by which the Congress could review certain 
Executive actions and disapprove them by enactment of concurrent 
resolutions. This issue was discussed in detail in the original report 
on S. 2662 (Senate Report 94-605) which included the following view 
which the Committee now reaffirms:

Clearly, the Congress could prohibit altogether certain govemment-to- 
government sales or the granting of certain commercial licenses (sec. 213.). 
Instead of withholding those powers altogether, the Congress, by enacting
S. 2662, will merely have withheld a part of those powers by subjecting their 
use to the condition that Congress does not disapprove. It will have given the 
executive branch an opportunity to formally propose specific action which 
could not have been taken had no portion of those powers been delegated. The 
attachment of such a condition, the Committee believes, is necessary in S. 2662 
for the same reason^s it was necessary in the Reorganization Act: to make 
use of executive branch expertise and provides some flexibility while at the 
same time avoiding an undue delegation of legislative discretion to the execu
tive branch.

Coming as it did near the end of the fiscal year the veto of S. 2662 
has jeopardized the orderly administration of a number of important 
fiscal year 1976 assistance programs which were authorized in the bill. 
Among these was the Middle East program. Moreover, the veto action 
cast uncertainty over the formulation of the fiscal year 1977 program, 
authorizing legislation for which must be reported by May 15.

In view of these considerations the Committee wished to avoid a pro
longed confrontation over Constitutional issues and on sharply differ
ing views over public policy.

Accordingly, the Conmiittee reviewed its earlier work and the con
ference action of S. 2662. I t decided to eliminate two provisions of 
the latter which originated in the House: an annual ceiling on arms 
sales and the temporary lifting of the embargo on trade with North 
Vietnam.

The Committee also reviewed the so-called “legislative veto” provi
sions of the conference bill utilizing the concurrent resolution. Among 
these are two which the Committee considers central: Congressional re
view of major govemment-to-govemment sales and review of certain
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important commercial arms sales. The present bill retains these fea
tures intact as a means of ensuring adequate Congressional oversight 
of all sales of major defense equipment over $7 million and of all sales 
of defense equipment over $25 million. This action reaifirms the earlier 
position of the Senate and merely expands on an existing provision of 
law that had been approved by the President.

In two instances the Committee recommends that concurrent resolu
tion provisions contained in S. 2662 be replaced by joint resolutions. 
These sections of the bill will enable the Congress to declare a recipient 
government ineligible for further assistance or to terminate assistance 
to a government which the Congress determines to be a gross violator 
of human rights. In both instances the Committee has recommended 
that any such joint resolutions be handled in accordance with expe
dited parliamentary procedures, described in the bill.

The Committee believes it is essential to retain a strong human 
rights provision in this bill which provides a mechanism that not only 
calls attention to the importance Americans attach to a regard for 
basic human rights but also to forewarn military assistance recipients 
of the consequences of flagrant violations of basic human rights. Pre
vious expressions of Congressional sentiment without teeth have been 
ineffective in motivating either the Executive Branch or foreign gov
ernment to take seriously this basic concern of the American people.

Two of the concurrent resolution procedures contained in the ear
lier bill have been eliminated. Instead of allowing for formal Congres
sional review of proposed third country transfers of U.S. supplied 
military equipment, the Committee recommends a provision requiring 
that the Congress be notified thirty calendar days in advance. In place 
of providing for the termination by concurrent resolution veto of as
sistance to governments harboring terrorists, the present bill requires 
the President to report promptly to the Congress when an aid recipient 
is providing such sanctuary.

The Committee has made these changes and deletions with the 
greatest reluctance and only to facilitate prompt passage and final ap
proval of this legislation. The essential elements of the original legis
lation remain intact. The Committee believes that this measure will 
provide a more coherent framework for the implementation of arms 
export policy by the Executive Branch. Likewise, it provides the Con
gress with procedures to review the implementation of that policy.

Export arms sales are an increasingly important and sensitive aspect 
of our relations with other nations and of overall U.S. security policy. 
They cannot be regarded as the inviolate province of either the private 
sector or the Executive Branch. The time is long overdue for the Con
gress to devote more attention to arms sales. This bill will enable the 
Congress to exercise that responsibility in a manner which safeguards 
the legitimate interests of U.S. industry and the coordinate preroga
tives of the Executive and Legislative Branches of Government.

In the course of reconsidering S. 2662 and including the fiscal year 
1977 authorizations, the Committee added three important new pro-
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\dsions. The first of these was an authorization of funds for the imple
mentation of the southern Africa policy enunciated by Secretary of 
State Kissinger at Lusaka, Zambia, on April 27, 1976.̂  Frequently in 
recent years the Committee on Foreign Relations has called attention 
to the urgent need for U.S. policies more sensitive to the views of the 
African nations. By providing funds in this bill for programs of the 
general sort described by the Secretary at Lusaka, the Committee 
hopes to contribute to the opening of a new era in U.S. relations with 
the key states of southern Africa.

Second, the Committee believes that the time has come for drastic 
action to demonstrate the sharp disapproval of the U.S. Congress of 
excesses of the Pinochet regime in Chile. Accordingly, the Committee 
adopted an amendment, sponsored by Senators Humphrey and Ken
nedy, placing a total embargo on arms sales and deliveries to Chile to 
take effect on October 1,1976.

Finally, the Committee adopted an amendment sponsored by Sena
tor Symington to deny U.S. assistance to governments involved in the 
sale and purchase of nuclear reprocessing material unless such transac
tions are subject to adequate multilateral safeguards against diversion 
to weapons use.

The Committee believes that uncontrolled nuclear proliferation is, 
without question, one of the most serious problems facing the world 
today. The Committee is alarmed at the prospect of certain countries 
transferring or receiving nuclear enrichment or reprocessing equip
ment, essentially the key ingredients in developing nuclear weapons, 
without certain international safeguards and controls.

The Subcommittee oh Arms Control, International Organizations 
and Security Agreements has held extensive hearings on the subject. 
I t became abundantly clear in these hearings that few barriers exist 
to discourage widespread nuclear weapons proliferation. The ways 
and means remain open for nations to agree to dangerous bilateral 
deals in which the essential elements leading to nuclear weapons pro
duction can be transferred without adequate controls and safeguards.

In searching for solutions, several witnesses, including Secretary 
Kissinger, repeatedly supported the concept of encouraging the devel
opment by several nations of centralized reprocessing and enrichment 
facilities for sound economic and security reasons. These witnesses also 
emphasized the need to strengthen the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA), and to extend IAEA safeguards more widely.

The aid cut-off provided by this amendment would apply to both 
the supplier and the recipient of nuclear processing or enrichment 
equipment, materials and technology, unless they place all such tech
nology under multilateral auspices and management, whenever avail
able, and apply international safeguards to all materials included in 
the transaction. In the Committee’s judgment, the United States

* Department of State Bulletin, May 31,1976, pp. 673--674.
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should not directly or indirectly underwrite the efforts of other nations 
to acquire the nuclear weapons option.

House International Relations Committee Report on the Interna
tional Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 
1976 [Extracts], May 14, 1976^

C o m m it t e e  R e s p o n s e  to  P r e s id e n t ’s  O b j e c t io n  to  S. 2662

H.R. 13680 is a followup bill to S. 2662  ̂which the President vetoed 
on May 7. S. 2662 was a historic initiative by Congress to phase out 
grant military assistance and to increase the exercise of its oversight 
powers with respect to the rapidly growing arms sales program.

H.R. 13680 does not retreat from those basic reform initiatives.
H.R. 13680 contains those provisions that the committee considers 

to be the most important and worthwhile reforms of S. 2662. Follow
ing careful consideration of the objections to S. 2662 raised in the 
President’s veto message, the committee did delete some provisions and 
soften others in response to what were considered to be the most valid 
objections of the President.

Specifically, on the major issues raised in President Ford’s veto 
message:

—H.R. 13680 retains the $9 billion ceiling in S. 2662 on the annual 
volume of arms sales.

—H.R. 13680 deletes the provisions relating to a temporary lifting 
of the trade embargo on Vietnam.

—H.R. 13680 reaffirms the U.S. policy of opposing discrimination 
against U.S. citizens for reasons of race, religion, national origin, or 
sex by countries receiving U.S. arms aid. However, the requirement 
to terminate aid and sales to such countries has been deleted.

—H.R. 13680 retains the provisions terminating the grant military 
assistance programs and all military assistance advisory groups by 
the end of fiscal year 1977.

Of the seven provisions providing for a congressional veto of 
Executive actions by concurrent resolution, H.R. 13680 retains two 
and deletes five.

H.R. 13680 retains congressional authority, through the passage of 
a concurrent resolution, to disapprove the sale of major defense equip-

 ̂H. rept. 94-1144, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., pp. 3, 8-13. For the Presidential veto 
message on the earUer version of this biU, see ante, pp. 288-291. For the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee Report on the revised Senate bill, see supra. For the 
Conference report on the revised bills, not printed here, see H. rept. 94-1272, 94th 
Cong., 2d Sess., June 1976. The act approved by the President, a substitute for 
both bills, is printed post, pp. 386-430.

®For the text of S. 2662, see the Congressional Record (daily), Apr. 6, 1976 
(vol. 122, no. 51), pp. H2952-2964.
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merit sold through government-to-government channels, and congres
sional authority to terminate assistance to countries engaging in a 
consistent pattern of gross violation of internationally recognized 
human rights.

H.K. 13680 drops five concurrent resolution provisions relating to—
—Disapproval of third-country transfers of U.S.-origin arms;
—Termination of assistance to countries affording sanctuary to in

ternational terrorists;
—Veto of the issuance of licenses in connection with commercial 

sales of ‘̂ major defense equipment” valued between $7 and $25 million; 
and

—^Termination of assistance and sales to countries believed to have 
committed substantial violation of the conditions for the use of U.S.- 
origin arms (2provisions).

SUMMARY OF MAJOE POLICY PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

A . G r a n t  M il it a r y  A s s is t a n c e

The bill makes substantial changes in U.S. policy with respect to 
the grant military assistance program (MAP). For the first time since 
the inception of such programs in the days immediately following the 
Second World War, the committee has taken positive action to phase 
out grant MAP. To accomplish this the bill—

(1) Terminates the authority to furnish grant military assistance 
effective September 30,1977, unless specifically authorized by the Con
gress in specific amounts and for specified countries (sec. 105);

(2) Provides for the termination of military assistance advisory 
groups, military missions, or other organizations of U.S. military 
personnel performing similar duties under the Foreign Assistance 
Act effective October 1, 1977, unless specifically authorized by the 
Congress {sec. 104); and

(3) Establishes grant military education and training as a separate 
authority (sec. 106).

The bill also prohibits the furnishing of security assistance to any 
foreign government which engages in a consistent pattern of gross 
violations of internationally recognized human rights, except in ex
ceptional circumstances justified to the Congress (sec. 301).

B. F o r e ig n  M il it a r y  S a l e s

Enactment of this bill will also restructure U.S. arms sales policies 
to provide for increased congressional supervision and review of all 
aspects of the foreign military sales program. Specifically, the bill—

(1) Places an annual ceiling of $9 billion on the aggregate value 
of defense articles and defense services which may be sold by the
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U.S. Government or by commercial entities in the United States 
(sec. £13);

(2) Kestricts the sale of major defense equipment to govemment- 
to-government transactions. To accomplish this the bill defines “major 
defense equipment” (sec. £16) and prohibits the issuance of a license 
to export major defense equipment to a foreign country under a sales 
contract in the amount of $25 million or more except in connection 
with sales under the Foreign Military Sales Act (sec. £12);

(3) Requires an annual report estimating the level of arms to be 
sold to each country under the authority of the Foreign Military Sales 
Act with a full and complete justification of how sales to each country 
will strengthen the security of the United States and promote world 
peace {sec. £09);

(4) Requires reports to the Secretary of State on political con
tributions, gifts, commissions, and fees paid or offered or agreed to 
be paid, by any person to secure arms sales whether through govem- 
ment-to-govemment or commercial channels (sec. 604); and

(5) Requires a comprehensive study of U.S. arms sales policies and 
practices, both government-to-govemment and commercial, and re
quires the President to report the findings of this study not later than 
1 year after enactment of the act (sec. £0£).

C . O t h e r  P r o v is io n s

The bill, moreover, contains provisions on a number of other im
portant international issues and problems. Among them are pro
visions which—

(1) Prohibit the furnishing of assistance to any nation or group 
for the purpose of promoting or augmenting the military capacity 
of the recipient to conduct military or paramilitary operations in 
Angola, unless such assistance is specifically authorized by subsequent 
legislation (sec. 4 0 4 ) ;

(2) Require the President, except in extraordinary circumstances, 
to terminate all assistance authorized under the Foreign Assistance 
Act to any government which grants sanctuary from prosecution to 
any individual or group that committed an act of international ter
rorism (sec. SOS);

(3) Establish U.S. policy that no security assistance should be 
furnished to any foreign country if the laws, regulations, official 
policies, or governmental practices of such country discriminate 
against any U.S. citizen and prevent him or her from participating 
in the furnishing or sale of such defense articles and defense services 
because of the race, religion, national origin, or sex of such U.S. citizen 
(sec. S0£ ) ;

(4) Set ceilings on assistance to Korea, including (a) a ceiling of 
$290 million for all types of military assistance for fiscal year 1976, 
the transition period and fiscal year 1977, and (b) a ceiling of $175 
million on Public Law 480, Title I, food over the same period (sec.
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(5) Express the sense of the Congress that the President should 
enter into negotiations with the Soviet Union in an effort to limit the 
deployment of United States and Soviet naval, air, and land forces 
in the Indian Ocean region (sec. 408);

(6) Express the sense of the Congress that the joint resolution re
lating to U.S. technicians in the Sinai (Public Law 94-110) and the 
authorizations in this bill do not constitute congressional approval of 
any commitment, understanding, assurance, promise, or agreement 
which might have been made by any official of the U.S. Government 
to any government in the Middle East, other than the U.S. proposal 
for an early-warning system in the Sinai (sec. Jfil) ;

(7) Prohibit any military or security supporting assistance, or 
foreign military credit sales to Chile {sec. IfiS) and set a ceiling on 
the amount of economic assistance that can be furnished to Chile in 
fiscal years 1976 and 1977 {sec. Ifi7) ;

(8) Provide relief and rehabilitation assistance to victims of war 
and natural disasters in Italy, Cyprus, and Lebanon {secs. ^16  ̂
and 417);

(9) Express the sense of Congress that the President immediately 
evaluate the food needs of Portugal and provide assistance as neces
sary under relevant provisions of law {sec. 4 1 0 );

(10) Call upon the President to communicate to the Government of 
Mexico U.S. concern for American citizens arrested in Mexico {sec. 
409)̂

(11) Provide additional funds to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency for strengthening its safeguards against the diversion of 
nuclear materials and possible nuclear proliferation {sec. 605); and

(12) Legislate safeguards against illegal payments to officials of 
countries receiving international security assistance from U.S. cor
porations, or attempts at extortion {sec. 607).

COMMITTEE COMMENT

Many of the policy provisions of H.R. 13680 resulted from the ini
tiative of the Committee on International Relations. They reflect the 
committee’s strong desire to provide for increased congressional par
ticipation in the formulation of U.S. military assistance and sales 
policies and programs.

H.R. 13680 is a reform measure. I t  makes substantial changes in 
existing laws. Its provisions are based upon extended studies and 
analyses of the arms transfer policies which this country has been 
pursuing since the end of the Second World War.

Since that date, the United States has furnished over $67 billion in 
security assistance to friendly foreign countries and international 
organizations. The purpose of such assistance has been to enable the 
recipient countries to maintain their internal and external security, 
and to provide for collective security.



HOUSE REPORT, MAY 14 321

In the early stages, the military assistance programs were widely 
supported by the American people and by the Congress. In recent 
years, however, this support has been eroding. Our involvement in the 
Indochina war, serious economic problems at home, and frequent bal- 
ance-of-payments deficits have combined to convince many Americans 
that the United States should curtail its involvement in the security 
arrangements of other countries.

Military assistance has also been criticized on the grounds that it 
has contributed to the seizure and maintenance of power by undemo
cratic regimes, and to the violation of internationally recognized 
human rights by certain of such regimes.

Questions have also been raised about the military effectiveness of 
these programs. Of particular concern has been the fact that in spite of 
extensive outlays in some coimtries—including South Vietnam— t̂he 
U.S. military aid effort was not effective in achieving the desired 
results.

Moreover, during the past several years, it has become apparent that 
the recipients of grant military assistance are increasingly in a posi
tion to provide for their defense needs from their own resources 
through cash and credit purchases.

In view of the widespread differences of opinion over the need for 
and effectiveness of security assistance, the chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations initiated an in-depth study of the arms 
transfer policies of the United States.

The results of the study led to a number of conclusions which are 
reflected in the bill. Among the more important are:

(1) The military assistance programs of the United States are based 
upon policies and concepts which should be adjusted to conform to 
current realities. Grant aid, and its administrative structure abroad, 
should be phased out as a general concept and, after 1977, continued 
only on a case-by-case basis;

(2) The significant increase in government-to-govemment military 
sales, both cash and credit (from about $1 billion in 1969 to over $9.5 
billion in 1975), reveals a need for increased congressional oversight 
of and participation in the sales policies of the United States;

(3) The sale of defense articles through commercial channels is in
creasing each year. I f  the United States is to develop a rational arms 
sales policy, it is essential that the totality of U.S. arms exports be 
considered;

(4) Military training is an effective and productive form of security 
assistance and should be continued under separate authority as the 
grant materiel program is phased out; and

(5) If  grant military assistance programs are terminated, it is 
essential that former recipients of that assistance be afforded access 
to U.S. defense articles and defense services on a basis that will main
tain a credible military capability while facilitating a smooth transi-
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tion from grants to sales. The most equitable way to provide this 
access is through the foreign military sales credit program.

The provisions of this bill are intended to translate the above con
clusions into effective legislation.

In taking this action to reorient the security assistance policies of 
the United States, the committee recognizes that there continue to be 
many valid security and foreign policy reasons for providing defense 
articles and defense services to friendly nations.

As long as the United States lives in an interdependent world and 
maintains global interests, it is in the national interest to insure that 
allies and other friendly countries have the military capability to meet 
internal subversion and external aggression.

Every nation, large or small, is concerned with its ability to defend 
itself. I f  weapons must be obtained from abroad, nations will take the 
necessary steps to get them. The United States cannot stand aside from 
this process. I t should be willing to help, so long as its assistance is 
consistent with our own security and foreign policy interests.

At the same time, however, arms transfers cannot become an auto
matic, unregulated process. Each case must be carefully judged on its 
own merits. Approval should come only after the application of a set 
of criteria designed to insure that a grant or a sale of defense articles 
will be in the national interests of the United States.

I t was pointed out to the committee by Secretary of State Kissinger 
that the executive branch does consider a number of factors before 
approving arms transfers. The Secretary told the committee on No
vember 6,1975, that—

There are many factors which must be considered in a foreign transfer of 
American defense services and equipment, whether by cash, credit, or grant. 
Each arms transfer case must be assessed on its own merits, but there are a 
number of basic questions which must be answered in all cases:

What is the nature and extent of the threat to the security of the recipient 
nation? Do we agree on the nature of the threat? Involved here is the role 
that country plays in its region and in the world; its capacity to maintain 
its stability, and its will to defend its own interests.

What is the U.S. interest in helping to preserve that security? What 
interests does the recipient have in common with us, and where do our interests 
diverge? What i>otential influence for restraint or positive conduct is involved?

What other nations are involved in military transfers to the recipient— 
now or potentially? What options has the recipient? Will a refusal lead it to 
turn to another source of supply, i)erhaps altering a presently desirable inter
national relationship?

And what are the consequences for us if we fail to respond? What are the 
disadvantages of refusing to sell to a government with which we enjoy good 
relations? Will regional or even global military balances be affected? What will 
be the impact on our own readiness? ®

While these questions go to the point and need to be asked, they are 
no substitute for consultation with the Congress. Too often in the past 
decisions have been made with respect to security assistance without 
the knowledge or concurrence of the Congress. Because of the impor
tance which arms transfers have for our own national security, such

® See Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 24,1975, p. 744.
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decisions should be understood by, and have the support of, the Con
gress and the American people. Consequently, this legislation is in
tended to establish procedures which will help insure congressional 
oversight of arms transfers, without unduly interfering with the day- 
to-day operations of those executive branch agencies involved.

Interview of French President Giscard d’Estaing a t the National 
Press Club: Nuclear Export Policy [Extract], May 20, 1976^

Q. Two questions on nuclear technology: What is your policy on 
exporting nuclear plants to countries not signing treaties on nuclear 
weapons and have your official talks here given you any cause to 
reassess France’s policy on export of nuclear technology and fuels ?

A. I t  is a very important question and I ’m afraid with the time 
running that I  cannot go into all the details of this question. I  am 
much concerned with the problem because I  think I  believe France 
had to develop its own nuclear capacity and industry but that we must 
be very careful not to increase the risk of nuclear danger in the world. 
This is clear in my mind but the practical implications are not as 
simple. We had a case a few months ago which was a question of the 
sale of a reprocessing plant for South Korea and I  can tell you, 
contrary to some information published on this question, that I  de
cided personally without any external pressure not to authorize this 
sale. The contract had been concluded by a French firm with the 
South Korean authorities and under our regulations it had to be 
approved and if I  had given the approval, this contract would have 
been signed last summer. I  decided not to accept it because of certain 
special danger that seemed to be connected with such a sale. And it is 
tnie that later the South Korea government renounced to ask for such 
a sale but this decision came much later after our refusal to accept 
the contract. Now there is this complicated question of the sale of 
reprocessing plants. I  say it’s difficult because the countries that want 
to buy them are ready to submit to all the controls and guarantees 
that have been agreed internationally and for instance France will 
never sell such an installation to any country that will not accept all 
the controls and guarantees that have been decided for such projects. 
But as you know the question is that the knowledge of the technology 
by itself could be a cause of an increase of the nuclear danger. So the 
point is not only the question of sale of plants but the question of 
the spreading of technology in a way which is rather a field of not very 
sophisticated technology. So we’re studying the question with the

 ̂French Embassy press release.
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greatest of attention and exchange views with President Ford about 
this question and certainly we have all the circumstances to review 
this point.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], May 21, 1976 ^

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session in Oslo on 
20th and 21st May, 1976. Ministers reaffirmed their adherence to the 
central purposes of the Alliance and their determination to maintain 
and, where necessary, enhance the cooperation and solidarity of the 
Allies, as well as their deterrent and defensive strength. Only if the 
security of the peoples of the Alliance is guaranteed in this way can 
East-West relations continue to improve.

2. After reviewing recent trends in East-West relations. Ministers 
agreed that, while there were certain encouraging aspects, others gave 
cause for concern. They remained convinced that Allied Governments, 
intent on building a more constructive and stable relationship with 
the East, must continue to strive for a relaxation of tensions and to 
try to devise further practical measures of cooperation in areas of 
common interest, while preserving the cohesion and strength of the 
Alliance. They stated that such a policy, entailing a dialogue attuned 
to current realities, has the full support of the member countries.

However, the pursuit of a genuine and durable detente is possible 
only if all states concerned exercise restraint both in their relations 
with each other and in their actions in other parts of the world. The 
necessary confidence could not be established between East and West 
if crises and tensions were to be avoided in Europe only to appear 
elsewhere. In this regard, Ministers underlined that all signatories 
of the CSCE Final Act have recognized the close link between peace 
and security in Europe and in the world as a whole.^

Accordingly, Ministers felt that they must once again voice their 
concern at the sustained growth in the Warsaw Pact countries’ mili
tary power, on land, at sea and in the air beyond levels apparently 
justified for defensive purposes. Should this trend continue, it could 
lead to an arms race of dangerous dimensions. Ministers again stressed 
the determination of their governments to take the measures necessary 
to maintain and improve the efficiency of their forces, as an essential 
safeguard for the security of member countries, whether against mili
tary aggression or political pressure.

3. Ministers examined the progress made in implementing the provi
sions of the Final Act of the CSCE. They emphasized the importance

^Department of State Bulletin, June 21, 1976, pp. 774-775. The commimiqu^ 
was released in Oslo.

* Sections of the Final Act on Oonfidence-Buiiding Measures and Security 
and Disarmament have been printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 
304-308.
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they attach to full implementation of all parts of the Helsinki Final 
Act by all signatories, so that its benefits may be felt not only in rela
tions between states, but also in the lives of individuals. Ministers 
recognized that some steps have been taken affecting human contacts 
and working conditions for journalists. However, in view of the im
portance of what still remains to be done, they expressed the hope 
that progress in this field would gather momentum during the coming 
months and that progress would also be recorded in cooperation in 
economic relations and in other spheres, as well as in the observance 
of the principles guiding relations between participating states.

In the field of confidence-building measures, they noted that a num
ber of military maneuvers in Europe had been notified and observers 
had been invited to some of them. They stated their intention to con
tinue fully to comply with the relevant provisions of the Final Act 
and expressed the expectation that all signatories would do the same.

Ministers expressed the view that the meeting to be held in Belgrade 
in 1977 would provide an opportunity not only to exchange views on 
the implementation of the Final Act of the CSCE, but also po consider 
the further progress that could be made toward the objectives agreed 
in Helsinki.

4. Ministers heard a report from the United States Secretary of 
State on the continuing United States efforts toward the further limi
tation of strategic offensive arms and toward embodiment of the Vladi
vostok understanding in a SALT Agreement.^ The Ministers discussed 
how the negotiations affect common security interests. They expressed 
the hope that further efforts would lead to the resolution of outstand
ing issues and to the conclusion of a satisfactory SALT Agreement. 
The Ministers also underlined the value of continuing consultations 
within the Alliance with respect to SALT.

5. The Ministers of those countries which participate in the Vienna 
negotiations on Mutual and Balanced Force Seductions (MBFK) 
reviewed the state of these negotiations. They again stressed that 
MBFR must result in eliminating the ground force manpower dis
parity in Central Europe and in mitigating the disparity in main 
battle tanks if the agreed aim of contributing to a more stable relation
ship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe is to be 
achieved. They reiterated, therefore, the importance which they attach 
to the Western proposal to establish, in the area of reductions, ap
proximate parity in ground forces in the form of a conmion collective 
ceUing for ground force manpower on each side and to reduce the 
disparity in tanks. As proposed by the participating Allies, agreement 
to the goal of a common collective ceiling and reductions of American 
and Soviet ground forces in the first phase wbuld be an important 
and practical first step leading to a common collective ceiling in the 
second phase.

® i m . ,  1974, pp. 746-747.
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The Ministers expressed their continuing resolve to press for achieve
ment of the objectives of the Western participants. They recalled their 
important specific additional offer of December 1975 which was made 
conditional upon agreement to the objectives as set out in the Western 
proposals. They expressed the hope that these would be given the most 
serious consideration.

These Ministers reaffirmed their conviction that their proposals pro
vide a reasonable foundation for a just and equitable agreement which 
would in its turn constitute an indispensable contribution to a further 
relaxation of tensions. These Ministers are convinced that the realiza
tion of the aims pursued by the West in the negotiations would lead to 
a more stable military situation which would ensure undiminished 
security for all countries concerned and would thus be to the advantage 
of both sides.

The Ministers noted with satisfaction that solidarity is fully main
tained and that their public opinion supports the Western position as 
logical and fair. They reaffirmed the principle that NATO forces 
should not be reduced except in the context of Mutual arid Balanced 
Force Seductions Agreements.

Remarks of President Ford at a  Question-and-Answer Session 
With the World Affairs Council of Oregon: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks and Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
[Extract], May 22, 1976^

United States foreign policy must never b^ made by an elite estab
lishment nor bent to the fears of a frustrated few. I t  must reflect the 
real purposes of the American people when they follow their very 
finest instincts.

There are issues of tremendous complexity and equally great oppor
tunity on our international agenda for the next 4 years. I  cannot cover 
all, but will discuss several.

Let’s talk first about our relations with the Soviet Union, with 
which we are negotiating in a number of areas to improve stability 
between 4Jie superpowers and further reduce the danger of a runaway 
nuclear arms race and the risk of thermonuclear holocaust. Take SAI^T
II, the talks on limiting strategic nuclear weapons. Both sides have 
more than enough of these terrible weg.pons to deter any attack, by the 
other side. But in the absence of any agreements, the requirement 
to avoid strategic inferiority has impelled both sides to keep on build
ing more systems at a tremendous cost.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 31, 1976, pp. 922-923.
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What are we trying to agree to? A maximum figure for strategic 
missile launchers and bombers that either side can have ready for use 
at any given time. At Vladivostok, for the first time, I  got the General 
Secretary, Mr. Brezhnev, to agree to equal numbers for us as well as 
for them.2 For years previously the Soviets had insisted that their 
situation required that they have more than we. The strategic weapons 
of our NATO allies wouldn’t be counted against our own total.

What is more, the numbers we agreed on require them to destroy 
some existing strategic systems and allows us to finish our present 
program. If they want to build new ones, they must scrap the same 
number of old ones. That was a good deal for the United States, and 
I  am darned proud of it.

So, what are we hung up on at the present time? The fundamental 
remaining issue is how to deal with certain new systems— ŵe call them 
gray area systems—^which are capable of either strategic or tactical use. 
We are working hard right now to resolve the problem in a way which 
preserves the interest of both sides.

If  we succeed, I  will promptly send the negotiated treaty to the 
Senate for full public scrutiny and public debate. The same is true of 
the peaceful nuclear explosion agreements, which were concluded 
earlier this month after 18 months of highly technical negotiations. 
For the first time since they exploded an atomic device, the Soviets 
have agreed to allow Americans on their territory to inspect large-scale 
peaceful explosions and make sure that they are not secret weapon 
tests.^

There is an historic breakthrough for more certification procedures 
to insure that nuclear agreements are being lived up to. I t is a good deal 
for the United States, and again I  am proud of it. I  intend to sign it in 
a simultaneous ceremony in the very near future.

Finally, we are continuing negotiations to reduce the NATO and 
Warsaw Pact forces that face each other all across central Europe. 
This is the only place where American and Russian ground forces are 
positioned literally eyeball-to-eyeball and thus involves the danger of 
triggering a direct confrontation.

The issues are very complex in these mutual and balanced reductions 
of forces talks which involve our allies in NATO and the members 
of the Warsaw Pact. Progress has been slow, but we intend to continue 
them because agreements would enhance military stability in Western 
and Eastern Europe at lower force levels. That would permit us to 
bring some of our troops home from Europe, as well as to reduce 
the level of allied forces on both sides.

Any agreements we reach in areas I  have discussed will require 
Senate debate and ratification. Any suggestions that we are doing 
something in secret or not taking a tough line is just so much non-

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1974, PP- 74^747.
* Infra,

253-754 0  -  78 -  23
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sense. We are as tough as anyone can be without junking the possibility 
of an agreement.

Whenever I  get a good agreement for a safe world, you can be sure 
I  won’t  pass it up for any political advantage or disadvantage.

Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground Nuclear Explosions 
for Peaceful Purposes, May 28, 1976^

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Eepublics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from a desire to implement Article I I I  of the Treaty 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet So
cialist Eepublics on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, which calls for the earliest possible conclusion of an agreement 
on underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes,^

EeafBrming their adherence to the objectives and principles of the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under W ate rth e  Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons,^ and the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, and their determination to observe strictly the pro
visions of these international agreements,

Desiring to assure that underground nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes shall not be used for purposes related to nuclear weapons. 

Desiring that utilization of nuclear energy be directed only toward 
peaceful purposes,

Desiring to develop appropriately cooperation in the field of under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes,

Have agreed as follows:

AETICLE I

1. The Parties enter into this Treaty to satisfy the obligations in 
Article I I I  of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, and assume additional obligations in accordance with 
the provisions of this Treaty.

2. This Treaty shall govern all undergroimd nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes conducted by the Parties after March 31,1976.

 ̂ArmB Control and Disarmament Agreements: Texts and History of 'Negotia
tions (ACDA pub. 94; 1977), pp. 162-165. The treaty, protocol {infra), and agreed 
statement {ante, pp. 291-292) were submitted to the Senate for advice and con
sent to ratification on July 29, 1976, along with the threshold test ban treaty 
{Documents on Disarmament, 19H, pp. 225-227).

^lUd., JT965, pp. 291-293.
^lUd., pp. 461-465.
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AETICLE I I

For the purposes of this Treaty:
(a) ‘‘explosion” means any individual or group underground nu

clear explosion for peaceful purposes ;
(b) “explosive” means any device, mechanism or system for pro

ducing an individual explosion;
(c) “group explosion” means two or more individual explosions 

for which the time interval between successive individual explosions 
does not exceed five seconds and for which the emplacement points 
of all explosives can be interconnected by straight line segments, 
each of which joins two emplacement points and each of which does 
not exceed 40 kilometers.

ARTICLE I I I

1. Each Party, subject to the obligations assumed under this Treaty 
and other international agreements, reserves the right to :

(a) carry out explosions at any place under its jurisdiction or 
control outside the geographical boundaries of test sites specified 
under the provisions of the Treaty on the Limitation of Under
ground Nuclear Weapon Tests; and

(b) carry out, participate or assist in carrying out explosions in 
the territory of another State at the request of such other State.

2. Each Party undertakes to prohibit, to prevent and not to carry 
out at any place under its jurisdiction or control, and further under
takes not to carry out, participate or assist in carrying out anywhere:

(a) any individual explosion having a yield exceeding 150 kilo- 
tons;

(b) any group explosion:

(1) having an aggregate yield exceeding. 150 kilotons except 
in ways that will permit identification of eacfh individual explosion 
and determination of the yield of each individual explosion in the 
group in accordance with the provisions of Article IV  of and the 
Protocol to this Treaty;

(2) having an aggregate yield exceeding one and one-half 
megatons;

(c) any explosion which does not carry out a peaceful applica
tion;

(d) any explosion except in compliance with the provisions of 
the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere^ in 
Outer Space and Under Water, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, and other international agreements entered 
into by that Party.
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3. The question of carrying out any individual explosion having a 
yield exceeding the yield specified in paragraph 2(a) of this article 
will be considered by the Parties at an appropriate time to be agreed.

AETICLE IV

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the 
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall:

(a) use national technical means of verification at its disposal in 
a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of inter
national law; and

(b) provide to the other Party information and access to sites of 
explosions and furnish assistance in accordance with the provisions 
set forth in the Protocol to this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national tech
nical means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance 
with paragraph 1(a) of this article, or with the implementation of 
the provisions of paragraph 1 (b) of this article.

ARTICLE V

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions 
of this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a Joint Consulta
tive Commission within the framework of which they w ill:

(a) consult with each other, make inquiries and furnish informa
tion in response to such inquiries, to assure confidence in compliance 
with the obligations assumed;

(b) consider questions concerning compliance with the obliga
tions assumed and related situations which may be considered 
ambiguous;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with the 
means for assuring compliance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(d) consider changes in technology or other new circumstances 
which have a bearing on the provisions of this Treaty; and

(e) consider possible amendments to provisions governing under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend 
as appropriate, Regulations for the Joint Consultative Commission 
governing procedures, composition and other relevant matters.

ARTICLE VI

1. The Parties will develop cooperation on the basis of mutual bene
fit, equality, and reciprocity in various areas related to carrying out 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.
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2. The Joint Consultative Commission will facilitate this coopera
tion by considering specific areas and forms of cooperation which shall 
be determined by agreement between the Parties in accordance with 
their constitutional procedures.

3. The Parties will appropriately inform the International Atomic 
Energy Agency of results of their cooperation in the field of under
ground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

ARTICLE V II

1. Each Party shall continue to promote the development of the 
international agreement or agreements and procedures provided for 
in Article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons, and shall provide appropriate assistance to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in this regard.

2. Eac^h Party undertakes not to carry out, participate or assist in 
the carrying out of any explosion in the territory of another State 
unless that State agrees to the implementation in its territory of the 
international observation and procedures contemplated by Article V 
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the 
provisions of Article IV of and the Protocol to this Treaty, including 
the provision by that State of the assistance necessary for such imple
mentation and of the privileges and immunities specified in the 
Protocol.

ARTICLE V III

1. This Treaty shall remain in force for a period of five years, and 
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 
its expiration. Before the expiration of this period the Parties may, 
as necessary, hold consultations to consider the situation relevant to 
the substance of this Treaty. However, under no circumstances shall 
either Party be entitled to terminate this Treaty while the Treaty on 
the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests remains in 
force.

2. Termination of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Weapon Tests shall entitle either Party to withdraw from this 
Treaty at any time.

8. Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Amend
ments shall enter into force on the day of the exchange of instruments 
of ratification of such amendments.

ARTICLE IX

1. This Treaty including the Protocol which forms an integral 
part hereof,® shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the

“ Infra,
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constitutional procedures of each Party. This Treaty shall enter into 
force on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification whiĉ h 
exchange shall take place simultaneously with the exchange of instru
ments of ratification of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Weapons Tests.

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations.

D o n e  at Washington and Moscow, on May 28, 1976, in duplicate, 
in the English and Russian languages, both texts being equally 
authentic.

For the United States of America:

G e r a ld  R. F o rd

The President of the United States of America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. I. B rezhnev

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU

Protocol to the Treaty Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, May 28,1976 ^

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed to the provisions in the Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, hereinafter referred to 
as the Treaty,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

1. No individual explosion shall take place at a distance, in meters, 
from the ground surface which is less than 30 times the 3.4 root of 
its planned yield in kilotons.

2. Any group explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceed
ing 500 kilotons shall not include more than five individual explo
sions, eaĉ h of which has a planned yield not exceeding 50 kilotons.

Control and Disarmament Agreements: Texts and History of Nego
tiations (ACDA pub. 94; 1977), pp. 168-179. The protocol and treaty {supra) 
were submitted to the Senate for ratification on July 29,1976 {post, pp. 493-495), 
together with an agreed statement {ante, pp. 291-292).
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AETICLE I I

1. For each e:splosioii, the Party carrying out the explosion shall 
provide the other Party:

(a) not later than 90 days before the beginning of emplace
ment of the explosives when the planned aggregate yield of the 
explosion does not exceed 100 kilotons, or not later than 180 days 
before the beginning of emplacement of the explosives when the 
planned aggregate yield of the explosion exceeds 100 kilotons, with 
the following information to the extent and degree of precision 
available when it is conveyed:

(1) the purpose of the planned explosion;
(2) the location of the explosion expressed in geographical 

coordinates with a precision of four or less kilometers, planned 
date and aggregate yield of the explosion;

(3) the type or types of rock in which the explosion will 
be carried out, including the degree of liquid saturation of the 
rock at the point of emplacement of each explosive; and

(4) a description of specific technological features of the proj
ect, of which the explosion is a part, that could influence the deter
mination of its yield and confirmation of purpose; and

(b) not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives the information specified in subparagraph 1(a) 
of this article to the full extent and with the precision indicated 
in that subparagraph.

2. For each explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 50 
kilotons, the Party carrying out the explosion shall provide the 
other Party, not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplace
ment of the explosives, with the following information:

(a) the number of explosives, the planned yield of each explo
sive, the location of each explosive to be used in a group explosion 
relative to all other explosives in the group with a precision of 
100 or less meters, the depth of emplacement of each explosive 
with a precision of one meter and the time intervals between 
individual explosions in any group explosion with a precision of 
one-tenth second; and

(b) a description of specific features of geological structure or 
other local conditions that could infiuence the determination of 
the yield.

\  For each explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 75 
kilotons, the Party carrying out the explosion shall provide the other 
Party, not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives, with a description of the geological and geophysical
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characteristics of the site of each explosion which could influence 
determination of the yield, which shall include: the depth of the water 
table; a stratigraphic column above each emplacement point; the 
position of each emplacement point relative to nearby geological and 
other features which influenced the design of the project of which 
the explosion is a part; and the physical parameters of the rock, 
including density, seismic velocity, porosity, degree of liquid satura
tion, and rock strength, within the sphere centered on each emplace
ment point and having a radius, in meters, equal to 30 times the cube 
root of the planned yield in kilotons of the explosive emplaced at 
that point.

4. For each explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 
100 kilotons, the Party carrying out the explosion shall provide the 
other Party, not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplace
ment of the explosives, with:

(a) information on locations and purposes of facilities and in
stallations which are associated with the conduct of the explosion;

(b) information regarding the planned date of the beginning 
of emplacement of each explosive; and

(c) a topographic plan in local coordinates of the areas specified 
in paragraph 7 of Article IV, at a scale of 1:24,000 or 1:25,000 
with a contour interval of 10 meters or less.

5. For application of an explosion to alleviate the consequences 
of an emergency situation involving an unforeseen combination of 
circumstances which calls for immediate action for which it would 
not be practicable to observe the timing requirements of paragraphs
1, 2 and 3 of this article, the following conditions shall be met:

(a) the Party deciding to carry out an explosion for such purposes 
shall inform the other Party of that decision immediately after it 
has been made and describe such circumstances;

(b) the planned aggregate yield of an explosion for such pur
pose shall not exceed 100 kilotons; and

(c) the Party carrying out an explosion for such purpose shall 
provide to the other Party the information specified in paragraph 
1 of this article, and the information specified in paragraphs 2 and
3 of this article if applicable, after the decision to conduct the 
explosion is taken, but not later than 30 days before the beginning 
of emplacement of the explosives.
6. For each explosion, the Party carrying out the explosion shall 

inform the other Party, not later than two days before the explosion, 
of the planned time of detonation of each explosive with a precision 
of one second.

7. Prior to the explosion, the Party carrying out the explosion shall 
provide the other Party with timely notification of changes in the 
information provided in accordance with this article.

8. The explosion shall not be carried out earlier than 90 days after
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notification of any change in the information provided in accordance 
with this article which requires more extensive verification procedures 
than those required on the basis of the original information, unless 
an earlier time for carrying out the explosion is agreed between the 
Parties.

9. Not later than 90 days after each explosion the Party carrying 
out the explosion shall provide the other Party with the following 
information:

(a) the actual time of the explosion with a precision of one-tenth 
second and its aggregate yield;

(b) when the planned aggregate yield of a group explosion ex
ceeds 50 kilotons, the actual time of the first individual explosion 
with a precision of one-tenth second, the time interval between 
individual explosions with a precision of one millisecond and the 
yield of each individual explosion; and

(c) confirmation of other information provided in accordance 
with paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 of this article and explanation of any 
changes or corrections^ based on the results of the explosion.

10. At any time, but not later than one year after the explosion, 
the other Party may request the Party carrying out the explosion to 
clarify any item of the information provided in accordance with this 
article. Such clarification shall be provided as soon as practicable, but 
not later than 30 days after the request is made.

ARTICLE I I I

1. For the purposes of this Protocol:

(a) “designated personnel” means those nationals of the other 
Party identified to the Party carrying out an explosion as the 
persons who will exercise the rights and fimctions provided for in 
the Treaty and this Protocol; and

(b) ‘‘emplacement hole” means the entire interior of any drill
hole, shaft, adit or tunnel in which an explosive and associated 
cables and other equipment are to be installed.

2. For any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 100 
kilotons but not exceeding 150 kilotons if the Parties, in consultation 
based on information provided in accordance with Article I I  and 
other information that may be introduced by either Party, deem it 
appropriate for the confirmation of the yield of the explosion, and 
for any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilo
tons, the Party carrying out the explosion shall allow designated 
personnel within the areas and at the locations described in Article V 
to exercise the following rights and functions:

(a) confirmation that the local circumstances, including facilities 
and installations associated with the project, are consistent with the 
stated peaceful purposes;
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(b) confirmation of the validity of the geological and geophysi
cal information provided in accordance with Article I I  through 
the following procedures:

(1) examination by designated personnel of research and 
measurement data of the Party carrying out the explosion and of 
rock core or rock fragments removed from each emplacement hole, 
and of any logs and drill core from existing exploratory holes 
which shall be provided to designated personnel upon their arrival 
at the site of the explosion;

(2) examination by designated personnel of rock core or rock 
fragments as they become available in accordance with the proce
dures specified in subparagraph 2(b) (3) of this article; and

(3) observation by designated personnel of implementation by 
the Party carrying out the explosion of one of the following four 
procedures, unless this right is waived by the other P arty :

(i) construction of that portion of each emplacement hole 
starting from a point nearest the entrance of the emplacement hole 
which is at a distance, in meters, from the nearest emplacement 
point equal to 30 times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons 
of the explosive to be emplaced at that point and continuing to the 
completion of the emplacement hole; or

(ii) construction of that portion of each emplacement hole 
starting from a point nearest the entrance of the emplacement hole 
which is at a distance, in meters, from the nearest emplacement 
point equal to six times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons 
of the explosive to be emplaced at that point and continuing to the 
completion of the emplacement hole as well as the removal of rock 
core or rock fragments from the wall of an existing exploratory 
hole, which is substantially parallel with and at no point more than 
100 meters from the emplacement hole, at locations specified by 
designated personnel which lie within a distance, in meters, from 
the same horizon as each emplacement point of 30 times the cube 
root of the planned yield in kilotons of the explosive to be emplaced 
at that point; or

(iii) removal of rock core or rock fragments from the wall 
of each emplacement hole at locations specified by designated per
sonnel which lie within a distance, in meters, from each emplace
ment point of 30 times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons 
of the explosive to be emplaced at each such point; or

(iv) construction of one or more new exploratory holes so 
that for each emplacement hole there will be a new exploratory hole 
to the same depth as that of the emplacement of the explosive, sub
stantially parallel with and at no point more than 100 meters from 
each emplacement hole, from which rock cores would be removed 
at locations specified by designated personnel which lie within a 
distance, in meters, from the same horizon as each emplacement 
point of 30 times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons of 
the explosive to be emplaced at each such point;
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(c) observation of the emplacement of each explosive, confirma
tion of the depth of its emplacement and observation of the stem
ming of each emplacement hole;

(d) unobstructed visual observation of the area of the entrance 
to each emplacement hole at any time from the time of emplacement 
of each explosive until all personnel have been withdrawn from the 
site for the detonation of the explosion; and

(e) observation of each explosion.

3. Designated personnel, using equipment provided in accordance 
with paragraph 1 of Article IV, shall have the right, for any explo
sion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilotons, to deter
mine the yield of each individual explosion in a group explosion in 
accordance with the provisions of Article VI.

4. Designated personnel, when using their equipment in accord
ance with paragraph 1 of Article IV, shall have the right, for any 
explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 500 kilotons, to 
emplace, install and operate under the observation and with the as
sistance of personnel of the Party carrying out the explosion, if such 
assistance is requested by designated personnel, a local seismic network 
in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 7 of Article IV. Radio 
links may be used for the transmission of data and control signals 
between the seismic stations and the control center. Frequencies, maxi
mum power output of radio transmitters, directivity of antennas and 
times of operation of the local seismic network radio transmitters 
before the explosion shall be agreed between the Parties in accordance 
with Article X  and time of operation after the explosion shall con
form to the time specified in paragraph 7 of Article IV.

5. Designated personnel shall have the right to :

(a) acquire photographs imder the following conditions:

(1) the Party carrying out the explosion shall identify to the 
other Party those personnel of the Party carrying out the explosion 
who shall take photographs as requested by designated personnel;

(2) photographs shall be taken by personnel of the Party 
carrying out the explosion in the presence of designated personnel 
and at the time requested by designated personnel for taking such 
photographs. Designated personnel shall determine whether these 
photographs are in conformity with their requests and, if not, addi
tional photographs shall be taken immediately;

(3) photographs shall be taken with cameras provided by the 
other Party having built-in, rapid developing capability and a copy 
of each photograph shall be provided at the completion of the de
velopment process to both Parties;

(4) cameras provided by designated personnel shall be kept in 
agreed secure storage when not in use; and
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(5) the request for photographs can be made, at any time, of 
the following:

(i) exterior views of facilities and installations associated 
with the conduct of the explosion as described in subparagraph 4(a) 
of Article I I ;

(ii) geological samples used for confirmation of geological 
and geophysical information, as provided for in subparagraph 2(b) 
of this article and the equipment utilized in the acquisition of such 
samples;

(iii) emplacement and installation of equipment and asso
ciated cables used by designated personnel for yield determination;

(iv) emplacement and installation of the local seismic net
work used by designated personnel;

(v) emplacement of the explosives and the stemming of the 
emplacement hole; and

(vi) containers, facilities and installations for storage and 
operation of equipment used by designated personnel;

(b) photographs of visual displays and records produced by the 
equipment used by designated personnel and photographs within 
the control centers taken by cameras which are component parts of 
such equipment; and

(c) receive at the request of designated personnel and with the 
agreement of the Party carrying out the explosion supplementary 
photographs taken by the Party carrying out the explosion.

ARTICLE IV

1. Designated personnel in exercising their rights and functions 
may choose to use the following equipment of either Party, of which 
choice the Party carrying out the explosion shall be informed not later 
than 150 days before the beginning of emplacement of the explosives:

(a) electrical equipment for yield determination and equipment 
for a local seismic network as described in paragraphs 3, 4 and 7 of 
this article; and

(b) geologist’s field tools and kits and equipment for recording 
of field notes.

2. Designated personnel shall have the right in exercising their 
rights and functions to utilize the following additional equipment 
which shall be provided by the Party carrying out the explosion, 
under procedures to be established in accordance with Article X to 
ensure that the equipment meets the specifications of the other P arty : 
portable short-range communication equipment, field glasses, optical 
equipment for surveying and other items which may be specified by 
the other Party. A description of such equipment and operating in
structions shall be provided to the other Party not later than 90 days
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before the beginning of emplacement of the explosives in connection 
with which such equipment is to be used.

3. A complete set of electrical equipment for yield determination 
shall consist o f:

(a) sensing elements and associated cables for transmission of 
electrical power, control signals and data;

(b) equipment of the control center, electrical power supplies 
and cables for transmission of electrical power, control signals and 
data; and

(c) measuring and calibration instruments, maintenance equip
ment and spare parts necessary for ensuring the functioning of 
sensing elements, cables and equipment of the control center.

4. A complete set of equipment for the local seismic network shall 
consist o f:

(a) seismic stations each of which contains a seismic instrument, 
electrical power supply and associated cables and radio equipment 
for receiving and transmission of control signals and data or equip
ment for recording control signals and data;

(b) equipment of the control center and electrical power supplies; 
and

(c) measuring and calibration instruments, maintenance equip
ment and spare parts necessary for ensuring the functioning of the 
complete network.

5. In case designated personnel, in accordance with paragraph 1 of 
this article, choose to use equipment of the Party carrying out the 
explosion for yield determination or for a local seismic network, a 
description of such equipment and installation and operating instruc
tions shall be provided to the other Party not later than 90 days before 
the beginning of emplacement of the explosives in connection with 
which such equipment is to be used. Personnel of the Party carrying 
out the explosion shall emplace, install and operate the equipment in 
the presence of designated personnel. After the explosion, designated 
personnel shall receive duplicate copies of the recorded data. Equip
ment for yield determination shall be emplaced in accordance with 
Article VI. Equipment for a local seismic network shall be emplaced 
in accordance with paragraph 7 of this article.

6. In case designated personnel, in accordance with paragraph 1 
of this article, choose to use their own equipment for yield determina
tion and their own equipment for a local seismic network, the follow
ing procedures shall apply:

(a) the Party carrying out the explosion shall be provided by the 
other Party with the equipment and information specified in sub- 
paragraphs (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this paragraph not later than 
150 days prior to the beginning of emplacement of the explosives in 
connection with which such equipment is to be used in order to per-
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mit the Party carrying out the explosion to familiarize itself with 
such equipment, if such equipment and information has not been 
previously provided, which equipment shall be returned to the other 
Party not later than 90 days before the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives. The equipment and information to be provided 
are:

(1) one complete set of electrical equipment for yield determi
nation as described in paragraph 3 of this article, electrical and 
mechanical design information, specifications and installation and 
operating instructions concerning this equipment; and

(2) one complete set of equipment for the local seismic network 
described in paragraph 4 of this article, including one seismic sta
tion, electrical and mechanical design information, specifications 
and installation and operating instructions concerning this equip
ment;

(b) not later than 35 days prior to the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives in connection with which the following equipment 
is to be used, two complete sets of electrical equipment for yield 
determination as described in paragraph 3 of this article and specific 
installation instructions for the emplacement of the sensing elements 
based on information provided in accordance with subparagraph 
2(a) of Article VI and two complete sets of equipment for the local 
seismic network as described in paragraph 4 of this article, which 
sets of equipment shall have the same components and technical 
characteristics as the corresponding equipment specified in subpara
graph 6(a) of this article, shall be delivered in sealed containers to 
the port of entry;

(c) the Party carrying out the explosion shall choose one of each 
of the two sets of equipment described above which shall be used 
by designated personnel in connection with the explosion;

(d) the set or sets of equipment not chosen for use in connection 
with the explosion shall be at the disposal of the Party carrying out 
the explosion for a period that may be as long as 30 days after the 
explosion at which time such equipment shall be returned to the 
other Party;

(e) the set or sets of equipment chosen for use shall be trans
ported by the Party carrying out the explosion in the sealed con
tainers in which this equipment arrived, after seals of the Party 
carrying out the explosion have been affixed to them, to the site of the 
explosion, so that this equipment is delivered to designated personnel 
for emplacement, installation and operation not later than 20 days 
before the beginning of emplacement of the explosives. This equip
ment shall remain in the custody of designated personnel in accord
ance with paragraph 7 of Article V or in agreed secure storage. 
Personnel of the Party carrying out the explosion shall have the 
right to observe the use of this equipment by designated personnel 
during the time the equipment is at the site of the explosion. Before
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the beginning of emplacement of the explosives, designated person
nel shall demonstrate to personnel of the Party carrying out the 
explosion that this equipment is in working order ;

(f) each set of equipment shall include two sets of components for 
recording data and associated calibration equipment. Both of these 
sets of components in the equipment chosen for use shall simul
taneously record data. After the explosion, and after duplicate copies 
of all data have been obtained by designated personnel and the 
Party carrying out the explosion, one of each of the two sets of 
components for recording data and associated calibration equipment 
shall be selected, by an agreed process of chance, to be retained by 
designated personnel. Designated personnel shall pack and seal such 
components for recording data and associated calibration equipment 
which shall accompany them from the site of the explosion to the 
port of exit; and

(g) all remaining equipment may be retained by the Party carry
ing out the explosion for a period that may be as long as 30 days, 
after which time this equipment shall be returned to the other Party.

7. For any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 500 
kilotons, a local seismic network, the number of stations of which shall 
be determined by designated personnel but shall not exceed the num
ber of explosives in the group plus five, shall be emplaced, installed 
and operated at agreed sites of emplacement within an area circum
scribed by circles of 15 kilometers in radius centered on points on the 
surface of the earth above the points of emplacement of the explosives 
during a period beginning not later than 20 days before the beginning 
of emplacement of the explosives and continuing after the explosion 
not later than three days unless otherwise agreed between the Parties.

8. The Party carrying out the explosion shall have the right to 
examine in the presence of designated personnel all equipment, instru
ments and tools of designated personnel specified in subparagraph 
1 (b) of this article.

9. The Joint Consultative Commission will consider proposals that 
either Party may put forward for the joint development of standard
ized equipment for verification purposes.

ARTICLE V

1. Except as limited by the provisions of paragraph 5 of this article, 
designated personnel in the exercise of their rights and functions 
shall have access along agreed routes:

(a) for an explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 100 
kilotons in accordance with paragraph 2 of Article I I I :

(1) to the locations of facilities and installations associated 
with the conduct of the explosion provided in accordance with sub- 
paragraph4(a) of Article I I ; and
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(2) to the locations of activities described in pargaraph 2 of 
Article I I I ; and

(b) for any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 
150 kilotons, in addition to the access described in subparagraph 1(a) 
of this article:

(1) to other locations within the area circumscribed by circles of 
10 kilometers in radius centered on points on the surface of the earth 
above the points of emplacement of the explosives in order to con
firm that the local circumstances are consistent with the stated peace
ful purposes ;

(2) to the locations of the components of the electrical equip
ment for yield determination to be used for recording data when, 
by agreement between the Parties, such equipment is located out
side the area described in subparagraph 1(b) (1) of this article; and

(3) to the sites of emplacement of the equipment of the local 
seismic network provided for in paragraph 7 of Article IV.

2. The Party carrying out the explosion shall notify the other Party 
of the procedure it has chosen from among those specified in subpara
graph 2(b)(3) of Article I I I  not later than 30 days before beginning 
the implementation of such procedure. Designated personnel shall 
have the right to be present at the site of the explosion to exercise their 
rights and functions in the areas and at the locations described in 
paragraph 1 of this article for a period of time beginning two days 
before the beginning of the implementation of the procedure and con
tinuing for a period of three days after the completion of this 
procedure.

3. Except as specified in paragraph 4 of this article, designated 
personnel shall have the right to be present in the areas and at the 
locations described in paragraph 1 of this article:

(a) for an explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 100 
kilotons but not exceeding 150 kilotons, in accordance with para
graph 2 of Article III , at any time beginning five days before the 
beginning of emplacement of the explosives and continuing after 
the explosion and after safe access to evacuated areas has been 
established according to standards determined by the Party carrying 
out the explosion for a period of two days; and

(b) for any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 
150 kilotons, at any time beginning 20 days before the beginning of 
emplacement of the explosives and continuing after the explosion 
and after safe access to evacuated areas has been established accord
ing to standards determined by the Party carrying out the explosion 
for a period o f:

(1) five days in the case of an explosion with a planned aggre
gate yield exceeding 150 kilotons but not exceeding 500 kilotons; or
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(2) eight days in the case of an explosion with a planned aggre
gate yield exceeding 500 kilotons.

4. Designated personnel shall not have the right to be present in 
those areas from which all personnel have been evacuated in con
nection with carrying out an explosion, but shall have the right to 
re-enter those areas at the same time as personnel of the Party carrying 
out the explosion.

5. Desi^ated personnel shall not have or seek access by physical, 
visual or technical means to the interior of the canister containing an 
explosive, to documentary or other information descriptive of the de
sign of an explosive nor to equipment for control and firing of explo
sives. The Party carrying out the explosion shall not locate documen
tary or other information descriptive of the design of an explosive in 
such ways as to impede the designated personnel in the exercise of their 
rights and functions.

6. The number of designated personnel present at the site of an ex
plosion shall not exceed:

(a) for the exercise of their rights and functions in connection 
with the confirmation of the geological and geophysical informa
tion in accordance with the provisions of subparagraph 2(b) and 
applicable provisions of paragraph 5 of Article I I I— t̂he number 
of emplacement holes plus three ;

(b) for the exercise of their rights and functions in connection 
with confirming that the local circumstances are consistent with the 
information provided and with the stated peaceful purposes in 
accordance with the provisions in subparagraphs 2(a), 2(c), 2(d) 
and 2(e) and applicable provisions of paragraph 5 of Article I I I— 
the number of explosives plus two;

(c) for the exercise of their rights and functions in connection 
with confirming that the local circumstances are consistent with the 
information provided and with the stated peaceful purposes in 
accordance with the provisions in subparagraphs 2(a), 2(c), 2(d) 
and 2(e) and applicable provisions of paragraph 5 of Article I I I  
and in connection with the use of electrical equipment for deter
mination of the yield in accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 
I I I— t̂he number of explosives plus seven; and

(d) for the exercise of their rights and functions in connection 
with confirming that the local circumstances are consistent with the 
information provided and with the stated peaceful purposes in ac
cordance with the provisions in subparagraphs 2(a), 2(c), 2 (d) and 
2(e) and applicable provisions of paragraph 5 of Article I I I  and 
in connection with the use of electrical equipment for determination 
of the yield in accordance with paragraph 3 of Article I I I  and with 
the use of the local seismic network in accordance with paragraph
4 of Article I I I— t̂he number of explosives plus 10.
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7. The Party carrying out the explosion shall have the right to assign 
its personnel to accompany designated personnel while the latter exer
cise their rights and functions.

8. The Party carrying out an explosion shall assure for designated 
personnel telecommunications with their authorities, transportation 
and other services appropriate to their presence and to the exercise 
of their rights and functions at the site of the explosion.

9. The expenses incurred for the transportation of designated per
sonnel and their equipment to and from the site of the explosion, 
telecommunications provided for in paragraph 8 of this article, their 
living and working quarters, subsistence and all other personal ex
penses shall be the responsibility of the Party other than the Party 
carrying out the explosion.

10. Designated personnel shall consult with the Party carrying 
out the explosion in order to coordinate the planned program and 
schedule of activities of designated personnel with the program of 
the Party carrying out the explosion for the conduct of the project so 
as to ensure that designated personnel are able to conduct their activ
ities in an orderly and timely way that is compatible with the imple
mentation of the project. Procedures for such consultations shall be 
established in accordance with Article X.

AKTICLE VI

For any explosion with a planned aggregate yield exceeding 150 
kilotons, determination of the yield of each explosive used shall be 
carried out in accordance with the following provisions:

1. Determination of the yield of each individual explosion in the 
group shall be based on measurements of the velocity of propagation, 
as a function of time, of the hydrodynamic shock wave generated by 
the explosion, taken by means of electrical equipment described in 
paragraph 3 of Article IV.

2. The Party carrying out the explosion shall provide the other 
Party with the following information:

(a) not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives, the length of each canister in which the explosive 
will be contained in the corresponding emplacement hole, the dimen
sions of the tube or other device used to emplace the canister and 
the cross-sectional dimensions of the emplacement hole to a distance, 
in meters, from the emplacement point of 10 times the cube root of 
its yield in kilotons;

(b) not later than 60 days before the beginning of emplacement 
of the explosives, a description of materials, including their densi
ties, to be used to stem each emplacement hole; and



PROTOCOL TO PNE TREATY, MAY 28 345

(c) not later than 30 days before the beginning of emplacement of 
the explosives, for each emplacement hole of a group explosion, 
the local coordinates of the point of emplacement of the explosive, 
the entrance of the emplacement hole, the point of the emplacement 
hole most distant from the entrance, the location of the emplace
ment hole at each 200 meters distance from the entrance and the 
configuration of any known voids larger than one cubic meter lo
cated within the distance, in meters, of 10 times the cube root of 
the planned yield in kilotons measured from the bottom of the 
canister containing the explosive. The error in these coordinates 
shall not exceed one percent of the distance between the emplace
ment hole and the nearest other emplacement hole or one percent of 
the distance between the point of measurement and the entrance of 
the emplacement hole, whichever is smaller, but in no case shall the 
error be required to be less than one meter.

3. The Party carrying out the explosion shall emplace for each ex
plosive that portion of the electrical equipment for yield determination 
described in subparagraph 3(a) of Article IV, supplied in accordance 
with paragraph 1 of Article IV, in the same emplacement hole as the 
explosive in accordance with the installation instructions supplied 
under the provisions of paragraph 5 or 6 of Article IV. Such em
placement shall be carried out under the observation of designated 
personnel. Other equipment specified in subparagraph 3(b) of Article 
IV shall be emplaced and installed:

(a) by designated personnel under the observation and with the 
assistance of personnel of the Party carrying out the explosion, if 
such assistance is requested by designated personnel; or

(b) in accordance with paragraph 5 of Article IV.

4:. That portion of the electrical equipment for yield determination 
described in subparagraph 3(a) of Article IV that is to be emplaced 
in each emplacement hole shall be located so that the end of the electri
cal equipment which is farthest from the entrance to the emplacement 
hole is at a distance, in meters, from the bottom of the canister con
taining the explosive equal to 3.5 times the cube root of the planned 
yield in kilotons of the explosive when the planned yield is less than 
20 kilotons and three times the cube root of the planned yield in kilo
tons of the explosive when the planned yield is 20 kilotons or more. 
Canisters longer than 10 meters containing the explosive shall only be 
utilized if there is prior agreement between the Parties establishing 
provisions for their use. The Party carrying out the explosion shall 
provide the other Party with data on the distribution of density inside 
any other canister in the emplacement hole with a transverse cross- 
sectional area exceeding 10 square centimeters located within a dis
tance, in meters, of 10 times the cube root of the planned yield in
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kilotons of the explosion from the bottom of the canister containing 
the explosive. The Party carrying out the explosion shall provide 
the other Party with access to confirm such data on density distribution 
within any such canister.

5. The Party carrying out an explosion shall fill each emplacement 
hole, including all pipes and tubes contained therein which have at 
any transverse section an aggregate cross-sectional area exceeding 10 
square centimeters in the region containing the electrical equipment for 
yield determination and to a distance, in meters, of six times the cube 
root of the planned yield in kilotons of the explosive from the explosive 
emplacement point, with material having a density not less than seven- 
tenths of the average density of the surrounding rock, and from that 
point to a distance of not less than 60 meters from the explosive em
placement point with material having a density greater than one gram 
per cubic centimeter.

6. Designated personnel shall have the right to :

(a) confirm information provided in accordance with subpara
graph 2 (a) of this article;

(b) confirm information provided in accordance with subpara
graph 2(b) of this article and be provided, upon request, with a 
sample of each batch of stemming material as that material is put 
into the emplacement hole; and

(c) confirm the information provided in accordance with sub- 
paragraph 2(c) of this article by having access to the data acquired 
and by observing, upon their request, the making of measurements.

7. For those explosives which are emplaced in separate emplace
ment holes, the emplacement shall be such that the distance D, in 
meters, between any explosive and any portion of the electrical equip
ment for determination of the yield of any other explosive in the group 
shall be not less than 10 times the cube root of the planned yield in 
Idlotons of the larger explosive of such a pair of explosives. Individual 
explosions shall be separated by time intervals, in milliseconds, not 
greater than one-sixth the amount by which the distance D, in meters, 
exceeds 10 times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons of the 
larger explosive of such a pair of explosives.

8. For those explosives in a group which are emplaced in a common 
emplacement hole, the distance, in meters between each explosive 
and any other explosive in that emplacement hole shall be not less than 
10 times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons of the larger 
explosive of such a pair of explosives, and the explosives shall be 
detonated in sequential order, beginning with the explosive farthest 
from the entrance to the emplacement hole, with the individual deto
nations separated by time intervals, in milliseconds, of not less than one 
times the cube root of the planned yield in kilotons of the largest 
explosive in this emplacement hole.
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ARTICLE V II

1. Designated personnel with their personal baggage and their 
equipment as provided in Article IV shall be permitted to enter the 
territory of the Party carrying out the explosion at an entry port to be 
agreed upon by the Parties, to remain in the territory of the Party 
carrying out the explosion for the purpose of fulfilling their righte 
and functions provided for in the Treaty and this Protocol, and to 
depart from an exit port to be agreed upon by the Parties.

2. At all times while designated personnel are in the territory of the 
Party carrying out the explosion, their persons, property, personal 
baggage, archives and documents as well as their temporary official 
and living quarters shall be accorded the same privileges and immuni
ties as provided in Articles 22,23,24,29,30,31,34 and 36 of the Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations of 1961 to the persons, property, 
personal baggage, archives and documents of diplomatic agents as 
well as to the premises of diplomatic missions and private residences 
of diplomatic agents.

3. Without prejudice to their privileges and immunities it shall be 
the duty of designated personnel to respect the laws and regulations 
of the State in w’hose territory the explosion is to be carried out insofar 
as they do not impede in any way whatsoever the proper exercising 
of their rights and functions provided for by the Treaty and this 
Protocol.

ARTICLE V III

The Party carrying out an explosion shall have sole and exclusive 
control over and full responsibility for the conduct of the explosion.

ARTICLE IX

1. Nothing in the Treaty and this Protocol shall affect proprietary 
rights in information made available under the Treaty and this Pro
tocol and in information which may be disclosed in preparation for 
and carrying out of explosions; however, claims to such proprietary 
rights shall not impede implementation of the provisions of the Treaty 
and this Protocol.

2. Public release of the information provided in accordance with 
Article I I  or publication of material using such information, as well 
as public release of the results of observation and measurements ob
tained by designated personnel, may take place only by agreement 
with the Party carrying out an explosion; however, the other Party 
shall have the right to issue statements after the explosion that do not 
divulge information in which the Party carrying out the explosion has 
rights which are referred to in paragraph 1 of this article.
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ARTICLE X

The Joint Consultative Commission shall establish procedures 
through which the Parties will, as appropriate, consult with each other 
for the purpose of ensuring efficient implementation of this Protocol.

D one at Washington and Moscow, on May 28, 1976.

For the United States of America:

G erald R . F ord

The President of the United States of America

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

L. I. B rezhnev

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU

Remarks of President Ford at the Signing of the Treaty and 
Protocol on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful 
Purposes, May 28, 1976'

The treaty we are signing today is an historic milestone in the 
history of arms control agreements. For the first time it provides for 
extensive cooperative arrangements for on-site inspection and observa
tion in monitoring underground nuclear explosions.

This means that the Soviet Union will allow American observers 
to witness certain larger tests on their territory and if we should have 
such a test, we would reciprocate and allow Soviet observers here in 
order to verify at firsthand that our control agreements are being 
adhered to.

This accomplishment in agreeing to on-site observation demonstrates 
that our two countries can soberly negotiate responsible and beneficial 
agreements despite the difficulties of the challenge. The negotiations 
culminating in this treaty raised very unique problems. The discus
sions were long and complex. But the result: Real progress has been 
made in the field of arms control. A significant step has been taken 
toward a more stable, peaceful world and a more constructive relation
ship between the United States and the Soviet Union.

The new treaty, together with the Threshold Test Ban Treaty,^ 
will govern the conduct of every underground nuclear explosion for 
military or peaceful purposes for both parties. The two treaties impose 
the same limit of 150 kilotons on all individual underground nuclear 
explosions.

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 31, 1&76, pp. 978-979. 
The treaty and its protocol are printed supra,

® D ocum ^ts on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-229.
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The ultimate purpose of the network of arms control agreements 
we have already negotiated and which are currently being negotiated, 
is to bring about a more peaceful world. Pushing back the shadow of 
nuclear war must be our constant concern. That, indeed, is the under
lying purpose of all of the numerous agreements for constructive 
cooperation which our two countries have concluded in recent years.

I  welcome the accomplishments we mark here today. And I  hope it 
will lead to further achievements in building a stable and a just peace 
for our two peoples and for all mankind.

I  will send these two treaties to the Senate for the earliest possible 
consideration and urge that the Senate grant its advice and consent to 
their ratification.

I  will now sign the Treaty and the Protocol on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes between the United States 
and the Soviet Union.

I  have signed these documents which will contribute significantly 
to lasting peace and a future of better relations among all nations, 
and I  thank you all for being here today.

Thank you very much.

Remarks by General Secretary Brezhnev at the Signing of the 
Treaty and Protocol on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes, May 28, 1976 ^

Esteemed comrades! Gentlemen! The US-USSK Treaty on Under
ground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes is being signed 
today [May 28] in Moscow and Washington.^ President G. Ford has 
signed it for the American side.®

The decision to draft such a treaty was made during the Soviet- 
American summit meetings. Now it has been put into practical effect. 
This gives us a feeling of satisfaction.

I t  can confidently be said that a useful thing has been done. The 
new treaty is designed to ensure that the underground nuclear explo
sions it covers are used precisely and solely for peaceful purposes. The 
necessary guarantees on this score, including provisions for verifica
tion, have been provided. At the same time, the treaty will facilitate 
the development of cooperation between the USSR and the US in the 
peaceful use of atomic energy, and other countries will gain thereby.

In combination with agreements reached previously, the treaty 
constitutes another link in the chain of measures aimed at restraining 
the growth of armaments and achieving the goal of general and com
plete cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Vol. XXVIII, No. 22 (June 1976), p. 1. 
“ Ante, pp. 32S-^2.
® Supra,
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The fact that the treaty is a concrete step in the positive development 
of relations between the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America is also of undoubted political significance.

In speaking of the achieved success— t̂he conclusion of a treaty on 
peaceful nuclear explosions—one at the same time cannot help re
calling that a number of major problems still await solution. Among 
them is the completion of the drafting of a new long-term agreement 
between the USSE and the US on strategic arms limitation. In this 
connection, I  should like to emphasize again that, for its part, the 
Soviet Union is continuing to do everything in its power toward this 
end.

In cooperation with other countries, we are prepared to move ener
getically along a broad front of measures leading to the curbing of 
the arms race and to disarmament. There is no loftier or more humane 
goal than the all-round strengthening of peace and international 
security and the reliable elimination of the threat of war from rela
tions among states.

Guided by this goal, our Party’s 25th Congress advanced a program 
of concrete actions whose implementation would not only put an end to 
the continuing dangerous arms buildup but would also ensure a de
cisive transition to the physical reduction of weapons stockpiles and 
to real disarmament. Governments and responsible leaders of states 
should be clearly aware that the urgent need to resolve these questions 
is dictated by life itself.

Statement by the Government of Japan on Depositing Its Instru
ments of Ratification of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, June 8, 
1976"

Today the Government of Japan is depositing its instruments of 
ratification of the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons with the Governments of the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union 
and the United States, and Japan becomes a party to this treaty.^

Japan, as the only nation to have suffered atomic bombing, has con
sistently followed a fundamental policy of forsaking nuclear arma
ment and has steadfastly pursued the foreign policy of a nation com
mitted to peace under its peace constitution. On the occasion of the 
depositing of its instruments of ratification of this treaty, the Govern
ment of Japan declares anew to the world this fundamental policy. I t  
firmly believes that Japan’s adherence to this treaty will contribute 
to stability in international relations, and, in particular, to peace and 
stability in Asia.

Japan, as a party to this treaty, is determined hereafter to identify 
its efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to con

 ̂State Department files.
* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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tribute to international cooperation with respect to the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy.

This treaty permits only the nuclear-weapon states to possess 
nuclear weapons and allows them a special status. The Grovemment 
of Japan holds the belief that the nuclear-weapon states must rectify 
this discrimination in the future by totally abolishing their nuclear 
weapons. To achieve this end, the Government of Japan is determined 
to make special efforts for the furthering of nuclear disarmament.

On the basis of these fundamental considerations, the Grovernment 
of Japan stresses especially the following points:

1. The Government of Japan hopes that as many states as possible, 
whether possessing a nuclear explosive capability or not, will become 
parties to this treaty in order to make it truly effective. In  particular, 
it strongly hopes that the Eepublic of France and the People’s Re
public of China, which possess nuclear weapons but are not parties to 
this treaty, will accede thereto.

2. The Government of Japan urges the nuclear-weapon states, which 
have special responsibilities for nuclear disarmament, to take concrete 
nuclear disarmament measures such as the reduction of nuclear arms 
and the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, in accord
ance with Article VI of this treaty. I t urges the nuclear-weapon states 
not party to this treaty also to take nuclear disarmament measures.

3. The Government of Japan takes particular note of the declara
tions in Jime 1968 of the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the 
United States concerning the security of non-nuclear-weapon states,^ 
as well as of Security Council Resolution 255 (1968),^ and hopes that 
the nuclear-weapon states will make further efforts towards effective 
measures for the security of non-nuclear-weapon states. I t further 
urges all states, both nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon 
states, to refrain, in accordance with the Charter of the United Na
tions, from the threat or use of force in their international relations 
involving either nuclear or non-nuclear weapons.

4. The Government of Japan is convinced that, for the well-being 
of all mankind, international cooperation with respect to the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy and the peaceful applications of nuclear explo
sions should be vigorously promoted in accordance with the provisions 
of this treaty. I t considers that peaceful nuclear activities in non
nuclear-weapon states party to the treaty should in no way be ham
pered by this treaty and also that Japan should not be discriminated 
against in favor of other states party to the treaty in any aspect of 
such activities.

5. The Government of Japan appreciates the declarations of the 
United Kingdom and the United States, both nuclear-weapon states, 
that they will accept the application of safeguards of the International

pp. 439-440.
p. 444.
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Atomic Energy Agency to their peaceful nuclear activities.® I t urges 
the other nuclear-weapon states to take similar action.

6. The Government of Japan hopes that review conferences, as pro
vided for in this treaty, will continue to be held at regular intervals in 
order to ensure the appropriate operation of this treaty.

Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State for Security 
Assistance (Maw): ACDA’s Role in Decisions Concerning Pro
vision of Defense Articles and Services, June 14,1976 ^

B a c k g r o u n d

My February 17,1976 memorandum on this subject recognized that 
authority to implement some categories of defense transfers of concern 
to ACDA had previously been delegated to the Department of De- 
fense.2 In order to ensure full compliance with the provisions of Public 
Law 94r-14:l (Foreign Eelations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1976) I  requested that PM in conjunction with ACDA enter into dis
cussions with DOD on an urgent basis to establish appropriate new 
procedures. The discussions have now been completed and have re
sulted in development of the following procedures to supplement those 
implemented by my previous memorandum. These additional pro
cedures are effective immediately.

GoVERNMENT-TO-GrOVERNMENT S a LES

The following additional procedures will apply to all government- 
to-government sales of defense articles and services:

(1) PM will promptly provide ACDA for review a weekly listing 
obtained from DOD of all new purchase requests recorded by DOD 
during the preceding week. ACDA will promptly obtain through PM 
such additional information as may be needed.

(2) As soon as possible, but in any case within seven (7) calendar 
days, ACDA will advise PM in writing of any reservations it may 
have concerning any proposed arms purchases identified in paragraph
(1) above, and PM will take action as appropriate on a timely basis. 
If  ACDA requires a longer period for evaluation of any case, it will so 
advise DOD through PM. If  prompter action is required on an indi
vidual case, DOD will arrange with ACDA through PM for more im
mediate provision of a fully coordinated response.

(2) DOD will not issue a letter of offer or a letter of intent for any 
item until the associated purchase request has appeared for at lea^ 
seven (7) calendar days on the listings provided to PM for ACDA, 
unless a separate deadline has been specifically arranged with PM as 
provided in paragraph (2) above.

1967, pp. 615, 616.
* ACDA files.
® See (mte, pp. 34r-37.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 706-710.
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T ransfers I nvolving M iu t a r y  A ssistance G ra n t  F unds

The following additional procedures will apply to all transfers of 
defense articles and services involving military assistance grant funds:

(1) PM will promptly provide ACDA with weekly listings obtained 
from DOD of the latest proposed Military Assistance Programs. Such 
listings will be by country and include detailed data as to nomenclature 
and quantities of major items programmed. For this purpose, major 
items are defined as all items for which the unit of measure is expressed 
as other than a dollar value. PM will also provide ACDA two copies 
of the DOD Congressional Presentation Document for grant military 
assistance programs.

(2) As soon as possible, but in any case within seven (7) calendar 
days, ACDA will advise PM in writing of any reservations it may 
have concerning the proposed transfer of any major items listed in the 
documents mentioned in paragraph (1) above. PM will take action, as 
appropriate, and notify DOD on a timely basis of any reservations 
reported by ACDA. If  ACDA requires more than seven (7) days for 
evaluation of an individual item, it will so advise DOD through PM. 
If  prompter action is required on an individual item, DOD will ar
range with PM for more immediate provision of a fully coordinated 
response.

(3) DOD will not make contractual commitments on any major 
Military Assistance items until the proposed action has appeared for 
at least seven (7) calendar days on the listings provided to PM for 
ACDA, unless a separate deadline has been specifically arranged with 
PM as provided for in paragraph (2) above.

G eneral C om m ents

Please remember that compliance with the spirit of the new legisla
tion requires that ACDA be involved in issues concerning the provi
sion of defense articles and services at the earliest possible moment in 
the decision-making process, so that ACDA opinions can be taken into 
account as required by law in a timely and effective manner. I  again 
urge all concerned to be mindful of ACDA’s legitimate interests and 
to involve ACDA in deliberations accordingly as early as possible.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy: Export Reorganization Act of 1976, June 22, 
1976^

Mr. Chairman and members of the Joint Committee, I  appreciate 
having the opportunity of appearing before you this afternoon to pre-

 ̂S, HS9: Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Hearing "before the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy^ Congress of the United States, Ninety-fourth Con
gress, Second Session, June 22 ,1^6  [vol. I], pp. 6̂ -̂66.
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sent my views on S. 1439, a bill which would reorganize the export 
functions of the Federal Government pertaining to nonmilitary nu' 
clear equipment, material and technology.^

As you may know, I  have previously testified before the Senate 
Government Operations Committee concerning earlier versions of this 
bill on April 24,1975,^ and on January 30,1976.^ As I  pointed out in 
my testimony in January:

I  firmly beUeve that the present system should be given a chance to work
without imposing another “revolution” on the changes brought about by the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974.

I t  is for that reason that I  am opposed to S. 1439.
Of necessity, export controls in a highly complex area such as this 

require close coordination among the various interested Government 
agencies. I  wish to assure the committee that my Agency is presently 
fully integrated into this process and is able to make its views known 
on nuclear export policy formulation, U.S. nuclear agreements and 
arrangements with other countries, and all strategically important 
nuclear export applications.

We see the present system as a workable one which has been im
proving steadily. To impose a reordering of the role and practice of 
various Government agencies at this time might not lead to better 
decisions. On the contrary, I  fear, time and attention would be diverted 
from the policy issues to the administrative changes.

I t is encouraging to see that the administration and the Congress 
have a common goal of insuring that nuclear export controls contribute 
to the achievement of U.S. nonproliferation objectives. We all like 
to see more farsighted decisions in this important area, decisions which 
give priority to the security implications of nuclear exports.

Let me turn now to some specific sections of the bill which are of 
particular interest to ACDA. We are opposed to section 7, entitled 
‘̂Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement.” This section would 
require us to prepare such statements on all new or modified agree
ments for cooperation and certain major actions taken pursuant to 
these agreements and to furnish them directly to the Nuclear Regula
tory Commission, the Secretary of State, and the Congress.

At present the nonproliferation aspects of proposed exports are 
carefully considered in the determinations made under current statutes 
and a^eement procedures. I  want to stress that ACDA is vigorously 
pursuing our nonproliferation policy as part of this interagency co- 
ordination.

However, we question the propriety of procedures requiring ACDA, 
an executive branch agency, to submit the advice it gives the Secretary

*For text as reported by the S. Com. on Government Operations, May 13, 
1976, see iMd., p. 68 ff.

* Documents on Disdrmamenty 1915, pp. 137-139.
 ̂Ante, pp. 14-17.
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of State and other agencies in the executive branch directly to the 
Congress.

I t  is my view that current procedures insure that the NRC receives 
the information it needs to carry out its responsibilities. ACDA, of 
course, must continue to play an important role in providing relevant 
information to NRC. I  do not believe, however, that formal proced
ures, as proposed in the bill, are needed.

Finally, in regard to section 8(b) we believe sound efforts to pre
serve and upgrade the effectiveness of IAEA and domestic safeguards 
are imderway. As you know, the Nonproliferation Treaty is one of the 
major arms control agreements and my agency has always played a 
significant role in its implementation, including the support of the 
IAEA safeguards system, which is so vital to the effective implementa
tion of our nonproliferation objectives.^

I  feel that ACDA and other concerned executive branch agencies are 
now directly and prominently involved in the improvement of both 
IAEA and domestic safeguards.

This completes my prepared testimony. I  will be pleased to respond 
to any questions you may have.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 22, 1976 ^

Before beginning my formal statement, there are two things I  
should like to do—one I  do with a certain amount of sorrow, the other 
with considerable pleasure.

The first is to take note of the retirement of Ambassador Roshchin 
after over 10 years of service as the representative of the Soviet Union 
to, and the Co-Chairman of, this Committee. I t  has been an honour for 
me to have been associated with a gentleman of his integrity and 
ability during my entire service with the CCD. I  always found him to 
be understanding, cheerful, courteous, and co-operative. At the same 
time, he represented his Government forcefully and well. I t is im
possible to over-estimate the size of his contribution to our past work. 
No one was more keenly disappointed than he during the periods when 
we failed to make progress, and no one can claim to have participated 
more actively and knowledgeably in the Committee’s successes— t̂he 
several important arms control and disarmament agreements con
cluded by the Committee during his tenure. I t  is no understatement 
to say that he must be considered among the foremost figures in the 
field of disarmament of our times. I  am certain that even in retire
ment he will find ways to continue to make contributions to the field 
in which he was so deeply immersed and to which he is so fully dedi
cated. He will indeed be missed. I  wish to extend to him and to Mrs.

® For treaty text, see Documents on Disartnament, 1968, pp. 461-465. For IAEA 
guidelines regarding safeguards nnder the NPT, see iMd., 1911, pp. 21S-244.

 ̂OOD/PV.705, June 22,1976, pp. 7-11.
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Roshchin all the best wishes for a very happy and productive retire
ment.

Second, it is my pleasure to welcome Ambassador Likhatchev in 
lis new capacity as leader of the Soviet Delegation and Co-Ohairman 
3f the Committee. We all got to know him during the spring session. 
I am certain that I  speak for all of us when I  say we look forward to 
working with him. I  know that our relations will be friendly and co
operative, and I  trust they will lead to the results for which we are 
all striving.

I  would like at the outset of my statement today to refer to two 
events of great significance that have occurred since we last met.

On 28 May, President Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev signed 
the Treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union on Under
ground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, as well as a Pro
tocol which is an integral part of the T rea ty T h e  signing of these 
documents brought to a successful conclusion 18 months of complex 
and intensive negotiations pursuant to article I I I  of the 1974 Treaty 
on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests.^

The new Treaty will govern the conduct of all underground nuclear 
explosions that the parties may carry out for peaceful purposes. I t  
commits the parties not to carry out any individual PNE having a 
yield of more than 150 kilotons— t̂he same limit established for weap
ons tests in the 1974 Treaty—or any group of explosions having an 
aggregate yield of over 1,500 kilotons. The Protocol establishes the 
most detailed procedures ever set out in an arms control agreement 
for the verification of compliance, including procedures for extensive 
data exchange and on-site observation under certain circumstances. 
Taken as a whole, the Treaty and Protocol are designed to assure that 
no weapons-related benefits otherwise precluded by the Threshold Test 
Ban Treaty will be derived from nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes.

The texts of the Treaty and Protocol, together with an accompany
ing Agreed Statement, are being circulated as Committee documents. 
I  plan to comment on the provisions set out in these documents, and 
their significance, in some detail in the near future.

The other landmark event of recent weeks was the ratification of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty by the Grovemment of Japan on 2 May.  ̂
We are all well aware of Japan’s consistent support for the objectives 
of non-proliferation and nuclear arms control, and of its important 
contribution to the CCD’s work in these areas. As Ambassador Ogiso 
noted during our spring session, ratification of the NPT will enable 
Japan to participate, in name as well as in fact, in international efforts 
aimed at nuclear non-proliferation.

“ Ante, pp. 328-348.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974* PP. 225-227.
*• Ante, pp. 350-352.
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In this connexion, I  would like to quote President Ford’s statement 
upon learning of the Japanese action. He said:

I welcome the Japanese Diet’s approval for ratification of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. This action is a singularly im
portant event in the life of the Treaty, which is a pillar of international ef^orts 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and to contribute to the broader 
goal of nuclear arms control.

Japan, one of our closest allies, has one of the world’s most extensive peace
ful nuclear programs. Ratification of the Treaty will clearly add to the Treaty’s 
vitality and effectiveness and to the extension of the international safeguards 
regime. I t  should also facilitate Japan’s peaceful nuclear endeavours and en
hance Japan’s influence on nuclear arms control.

As I  have frequently stated, our efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation are 
receiving high priority. I  am encouraged by the progress being made in this 
field. We are thus especially gratified by this further demonstration of Japa
nese dedication to the same goal. We trust that Japan’s example wiU encour
age yet broader adherence to the Treaty and its objectives.®

Let me add to these remarks, on behalf of the United States delega
tion, our sincere congratulations to Ambassador Ogiso and the delega
tion of Japan.

My delegation hopes that these two important developments out
side the GCD will be complemented by the Committee’s own work on 
nuclear issues during the summer session. In particular, we look for
ward to further consideration of the proposal by the delegation of 
Sweden earlier this year for creation of an ad hoc group of experts to 
examine the potential role of international co-operation in the detec
tion and identification of seismic events. I f  the Committee decides to 
set up such a group with satisfactory terms of reference, the United 
States is prepared to participate. On that assumption, we would antic
ipate an organizational meeting this summer.

The Committee will also be calling on the assistance of experts in 
the near future in connexion with our informal meetings on the ques
tion of chemical weapons. On 13 April, I  outlined in some detail the 
United States views on possible approaciies to a first-stage CW agree
ment, and on the difficult but vitally important verification problems 
that must be solved.^ My delegation looks forward with interest to 
hearing the views of others on these matters. In my April statement I  
noted that on several issues an adequate basis already appears to exist 
for forming judgments and reaching general agreement. I  believe the 
informal meetings will provide a valuable opportunity to make prog
ress on these issues, including in particular the questions of definition 
of chemical agents and of the appropriate scope of an initial-stage pro
hibition in a pihased approach.

We also consider it important that the meetings give impetus to 
the search for imaginative and effective solutions to verification prob
lems. In this connexion, my delegation would be interested in explor
ing with other delegations various possibilities for technical exchanges 
that might advance our work, including the feasibility and utility 
of exchange visits to selected chemical production and disposal facili-

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, May 31, 1^76, p. 937. 
*An^e,pp. 211-221.
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ties in different countries. In our view, as long as the facilities chosen 
were relevant to CW verification, they need not actually be involved in 
the production or disposal of chemical warfare agents.

As a contribution to the informal meetings, my delegation will 
shortly be circulating three working papers elaborating on some issues 
I  mentioned last spring. One paper will deal with verification of the 
destruction of declared CW stockpiles."  ̂The second will report on seals 
and monitoring devices that might play a useful role in verification 
of stockpile destruction and of de-activation of production facilities.® 
The third will provide a summary compilation of views and proposals 
concerning the definition of chemical agents.®

My delegation believes that while real steps forward can be made 
during the summer session on the important issues I  have mentioned, 
the Committee should concentrate its work on the draft convention 
on environmental warfare. The spring session resulted in an inten
sive examination of the draft text and considerable clarification of 
viewpoints on the issues involved in the convention. Between ses
sions my Government has carefully reviewed the suggestions and 
proposals of various delegations. While in general we continue to 
believe that the draft before the Committee provides an effective 
and practical approach to overcoming the dangers of environmental 
warfare, we are prepared to consider and discuss ways of meeting 
concerns expressed by other delegations. During the coming weeks, 
therefore, let us make every effort to reach agreement in the CCD 
on a text of the convention on military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification, to be reported to the thirty-first session 
of the United Nations General Assembly.

Negotiations on the convention would of course be facilitated by 
early agreement on the three procedural questions pertaining to 1976 
that were left pending at the end of the spring session. My delegation 
was gratified that the Committee succeeded this spring in agreeing 
in principle on the method of preparing the 1976 report, and on the 
format for the daily communique. At the outset of the summer 
session we should press for agreement on the third element of our 
1976 arrangements, regarding organization of work.

As I  said on 22 April, my delegation shares the view that it 
would be desirable to establish an informal working body to facili
tate the negotiation of the environmental warfare convention.^® We 
believe efforts should be promptly undertaken to reach a common 
understanding on the purposes, operation, and organization of such 
a body, and we are prepared to contribute in any way we can to 
the development of an acceptable arrangement.

Finally, going beyond arrangements for 1976, I  want to reiterate 
that my delegation stands ready to participate in a comprehensive

Post, pp. 36^-372. 
pp. 372-376.

® Post, pp. 378-381.
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review of the CCD’s permanent procedures, if other delegations 
would consider this useful. Our stipulations regarding such a review 
remain the same: it should not examine any single aspect of Com
mittee procedures in isolation, and there should be an understand
ing that procedures agreed upon would be codified. On this basis, 
we would welcome joining with others in a project we think could 
be of benefit to the CCD.

Statemenrt by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 22, 1976 ^

Mr. Chairman, as a new representative of the Soviet Union in the 
Committee on Disarmament I  should like, first of all, to extend to 
you and to other distinguished fellow delegates my sincere gratitude 
for the congratulations'and good wishes addressed to me. I  had the 
honour and privilege of meeting most of my colleagues present here 
during the spring session of the Committee and I  am very pleased 
now to meet them again. I t  is my sincere and profound desire to 
establish constructive co-operation with representatives of all States 
members of the Committee on Disarmament in discharging the lofty 
and important responsibilities assigned to this international body. 
In addition to the good and productive working relations which 
we all seek, the development of friendly personal contacts would, 
no doubt, go a long way towards achieving this goal. I t  is in this 
spirit that we intend to develop co-operation with all our colleagues 
on the Committee and, of course, with its Co-Chairman, the distin
guished representative of the United States of America, Ambassador 
Martin.

I  should like to express my respects to the Special Representative 
of the Secretary-General, Ambassador Hyvarinen, with whom we 
have established good co-operation which, I  hope, will successfully 
continue in the future. I  would also like to greet the Alternate Repre
sentative of the Secretary-General, Mr. Corradini, as well as Mrs. 
Gill and all the members of the Secretariat, interpreters and trans
lators who perform very useful functions for the Committee.

My predecessor and good friend Ambassador Roshcliin asked me 
to convey best wishes to his former colleagues in the Committee, 
with whom he worked for a very long time. I  do so willingly and 
with great pleasure.

Mr. Chairman, the present session of the Committee is opening on 
a day which left a deep and tragic imprint in the history of my 
country: 35 years ago, on 22 June, as a result of the attack on the 
Soviet Union by Hitlerite aggressors, the Great Patriotic War broke 
out. By its victory in that war the Soviet people made the greatest

^CCD/PV. 705, June 22, 1976, pp. 11-19.
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contribution to the common cause of mankind as a whole in routing 
fascism.

The war brought untold calamities to our people and to other 
peoples involved in the war. The Soviet Union lost 20 million human 
lives in it. There was hardly a single family in the country to which 
the war did not bring deep sorrow because of the death of dear ones. 
Tremendous material damage, estimated in astronomical figures, was 
done to our country. Other States and peoples also went through most 
painful ordeals. All that suffering visited upon the peoples who 
fought against Hitlerite fascism and bellicose militarism, is still fresh 
in the memory of living generations; those peoples demand that they 
should be protected from the danger of another world war.

The main emphasis in the Soviet Union’s foreign policy is on the 
struggle to strengthen the peace, to prevent another war and to 
achieve disarmament. I t  is precisely in the ending of the arms race 
and in disarmament that we see a guarantee that mankind will not 
be plunged once again into the calamity of another world war. Do 
we really need to be reminded that now, with the emergence and 
development of new means of warfare, formidable in their destruc
tive power, another war, if it broke out, would be many times more 
terrible than the Second World War?

For this reason, it was normal and natural that the twenty-fifth 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held earlier 
this year, gave priority to questions of strengthening peace and dis
armament matters. I t  adopted a programme of further struggle for 
peace and international co-operation. A whole series of foreign policy 
questions that were dealt with at the Congress, and that were reflected 
in its decisions, are well known to those who participate in this Com
mittee. These questions have a direct bearing on the activities of the 
Committee on Disarmament. With regard to some of those prob
lems the Soviet Union submitted draft international agreements, 
and these have become the subject of specific discussions in the 
Committee.

The Committee on Disarmament is resuming its work in conditions 
of a continuing relaxation of international tensions. One of the latest 
manifestations of this process was the signing, on 28 May, by the 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union, L. I. Brezhnev, and President Ford of the United 
States of America of the Treaty between the USSR and the United 
States on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes. 
The Treaty is designed to ensure that underground nuclear explo
sions, referred to therein, should be used for peaceful purposes only. 
In  that respect necessary guarantees are provided for, including a 
verification provision. The Treaty will undoubtedly promote the de
velopment of international co-operation in the field of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy for the benefit of all countries of the world. At
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the same time, it is aimed directly at curbing and limiting the arms 
race.

Together with earlier agreements, this Treaty constitutes yet an
other link in the chain of measures designed to achieve the goal of 
the complete and general cessation of nuclear tests. The political sig
nificance of the agreement consists in the fact that it constitutes a 
specific step in the positive development of relations between the 
Soviet Union and the United States. The signing of the Treaty has 
shown once again that, given goodwill. Governments and responsible 
State leaders can move forward towards the noble goal of the genu
ine elimination pf the threat of war from relations among States.

We should like to inform distinguished representatives that we 
intend to have the texts of the Treaty, the Protocol to the Treaty 
and the Soviet-United States Agreed Statement on the question of 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes issued as a 
working document of the Committee on Disarmament.^

One of the notewortjhy features of the present-day world is the 
extremely active role played by world public opinion in international 
affairs. “The peace-loving public”, says the General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union L. I. 
Brezhnev, “is the vigilant, ever-watchful eye of mankind, its all- 
seeing conscience. I t is called upon to rouse and rally peoples to the 
defence of world peace and security”. At the present time, we are wit
nessing a new upsurge in the activity of world public opinion. At the 
appeal of the World Peace Council a broad campaign has been 
launched in the Soviet Union and in many other countries to end the 
arms race and to bring about disarmament. Signatures are being col
lected for a new Stockholm Appeal demandipg that the flywheel of the 
arms race should be stopped, and that an end should be put to the 
arms race which is poisoning the international climate and hamper
ing the process of expanding and deepening the relaxation of inter
national tensions.

Disarmament has become one of the most pressing problems of the 
day. I t is for this reason that the activities of advocates of peace in 
favour of disarmament are gaining momentum all over the world.

I t is to be hoped that the Committee on Disarmament will heed 
the powerful voice of the peoples of our planet and will take all nec
essary measures with a view to the active preparation of international 
agreements aimed at the cessation of the arms race and at 
disarmament.

Mr. Chairman, the Conmiittee on Disarmament has before it im
portant tasks on whose solution depend the further strengthening of 
peace and international security and the further development of the 
process of detente taking place in the world today. At its spring ses
sion, the Committee on Disarmament discussed possible approaches to

 ̂Ante, pp. 328-348.
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their solution and examined draft agreements on certain important 
questions.

The Soviet Union has considered and still considers the cessation of 
the nuclear arms race and the elimination of the threat of nuclear 
war to be one of the major tasks in the field of disarmament. On the 
road leading to the solution of this problem, the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests is of great importance. For many 
years now the USSR has been making efforts to achieve a solution to 
this problem. In 1963, with an active participation of the USSR, the 
Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water was concluded.® The Soviet-United 
States Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests was signed in Moscow in 1974.̂  Quite recently, as has already 
been stated, the Treaty between the USSR and the United States on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes was signed 
in Moscow and Washington. The goal is to achieve an international 
agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests without 
exception by all States.

Proceeding from this objective, the Soviet Union drew up a draft 
international treaty to that effect and submitted it to the United Na
tions General Assembly at its thirtieth session. This proposal of the 
Soviet Union, approved by an overwhelming majority of States Mem
bers of the United Nations, envisages that all the nuclear Powers 
must inevitably become parities to the Treaty. I t  should be noted, how
ever, that owing to the negative position adopted by some nuclear 
Powers, negotiations on the preparation of such a treaty could not 
start on the date specified by the United Nations General Assembly— 
not later than 31 March 1976.®

The conclusion of an international treaty outlawing nuclear weapon 
tests would radically curtail possibilities of perfecting such weapons 
and would thereby make a major contribution to curbing the arms race 
and promote the further development and deepening of the process of 
detente and the elimination of the danger of a nuclear conflict.

I t is the duty of all States to work out and conclude such a treaty as 
soon as possible. As for the Soviet Union, it will continue doing every
thing in its power to resolve one of the most important problems— t̂hat 
of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

In the system of measures aimed at ending the arms race and bring
ing about disarmament, the problem of the non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons occupies an important place. Its solution consists in pre- 
ventins: the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war from increasing by 
not allowing the number of nuclear-weapon States to grow. The Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons that was elaborated by 
the Committee on Disarmament and received wide international recog

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
*IUd., 1974, pp. 225-227.
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nition serves as an important instrument in averting the danger of an 
outbreak of nuclear war. The more universal this Treaty, the less the 
danger.®

Today we would like to note with satisfaction the developments that 
have taken place since the previous session of the Committee and that 
have had a positive effect in strengthening the Treaty on the Non-Pro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons. I  have in mind the increase in the num
ber of the parties to the Treaty. The process of accession to the Treg,ty 
by Japan, which has considerable nuclear capability, has been com
pleted.^ I  take pleasure in congratulating the delegation of Japan on 
this important positive step. The Yemen Arab Kepublic has also be
come a party to the Treaty. We view this, too, as a contribution to the 
strengthening of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Some 1 0 0  States are 
now party to it. However, the problem of increasing the number of par
ties to the. Treaty remains as topical as before, and it is necessary to 
make further efforts towards its solution.

An important question referred to the Committee on Disarmament 
by the thirtieth session of the United Nations General Assembly is that 
of the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and of new systems of such weapons. 
By voting in favour of the resolution on the subject, 1 1 2  States recog
nized the importance and urgency of the USSR proposal and endorsed 
the idea of concluding an international agreement on this matter.® In 
the absence of restrictions effectively blocking ways and means of 
using the latest achievements of science and technology to increase the 
destructive power of weapons, the danger of the emergence of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction—even more formi
dable and devastating than nuclear weapons—is becoming increasingly 
real.

I t is for this reason that it is necessary in advance, here and now, to 
work out and conclude an international agreement which would pro
hibit the development and manufacture of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction. Of course, there are difficulties on the 
road to the solution of this problem, but they should not serve as an ex
cuse to evade the preparation of an international agreement aimed at 
erecting an insurmountable barrier to the spread of the arms race as a 
result of new scientific and technological discoveries. And the facts in
dicate that such discoveries can be used for the development of quali
tatively new means of warfark The risk of such a turn of events is 
recognized by an overwhelming majority of States in the world. The 
Soviet side is fully determined to strive to achieve the conclusion of 
such an agreement.

Consideration of this problem at the spring session showed that a 
great number of States were extremely interested in this Soviet pro

pp. 461-465.
pp. 350-352.
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posal. Several delegations, however, showed restraint and even scepti
cism. We hope that the initial discussion of the draft agreement on this 
question at the spring session of the Committee will encourage a large 
number of delegations to participate more actively in the examination 
of so important a problem at the summer session. We believe that it 
would be useful to hold another round of informal meetings of the 
Committee with the participation of qualified governmental experts. 
But it is quite obvious that, if this work is to be more productive, ex
perts from the greatest possible number of States—and above all from 
those which possess considerable capabilities for developing new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction—must participate in it.

As for the time at which such informal meetings of the Committee on 
Disarmament should be held, we intend to submit an appropriate pro
posal very shortly.

At present the best prepared item on the Committee’s agenda con
cerns the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. The 
draft conventions on this problem submitted last year by the Soviet 
Union and the United States were on the whole approved in principle 
by participants in the Committee’s work. Nearly all the members of th§ 
Committee expressed a positive attitude to the drafts. At the same 
time, in the course of the spring session, suggestions were made with 
regard to the preamble and the main articles of the draft conventions; 
specific amendments to the drafts were also submitted. The Soviet side 
has thoroughly studied all these suggestions and amendments.®

We consider that there is every possibility now to complete negoti
ations on the draft convention so that the Conmiittee would be able to 
submit it to the United Nations General Assembly this year. I t  is pre
cisely at the current session of the Committee that agreement on the 
text must be reached. We hope that this will be done successfully, and 
that mutually acceptable solutions to still outstanding questions will be 
found. The Soviet delegation proceeds from the premise that insignifi
cant matters must not be allowed to obscure the main point from view, 
namely, our common agreement on the need to deliver mankind from 
the danger of the use of environmental modification techniques for 
military purposes.

The basic questions related to the finalization of the draft conven
tion, as we understand it, are the scope of prohibition and verification. 
With regard to the scope of prohibition wishes were expressed that the 
relevant wording should be specified—either in the text of the conven
tion or in statements of interpretation. We are prepared to work in a 
constructive spirit with a view to reaching final agreement on these 
provisions.

On the question of verification, proposals were made to adopt a pro
cedure ensuring that the actual state of affairs should be ascertained in 
case of suspected violations of the convention before this question is

9 For the text of the draft convention, see ibid,, pp. 385-388.
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submitted to the Security Council for consideration with a view to a 
political decision. I t seems to us that the present draft texts provide for 
the necessary possibilities to that effect.

During the CCD’s spring session, some delegations drew attention to 
the wording of article V, paragraph 1 concerning international pro
cedures, and requested clarification of what was specifically meant by 
these procedures. In this connexion, the Soviet side would like to ex
plain that consultations and co-operation on the basis of appropriate 
international procedures, should problems arise in relation to the ap
plication of the provisions of the convention, include the possibility of 
determining the facts of the case within the framework of existing in
ternational organizations, such as the World Meteorological Organiza
tion, the United Nations Environment Programme, or through a spe
cially created committee of experts of the States party to the conven
tion. The functions of these bodies would, of course, be confined to fa
cilitating consultations should problems arise in relation to the appli
cation of the provisions of the convention. The results of the above- 
mentioned consultations should be examined by the Security Council as 
provided for in article V, paragraph 2  of the draft convention.

As regards our future work on the convention, we share the views 
expressed on this matter by the distinguished representative of the 
United States, Ambassador J. Martin, and believe that the early 
establishment, on a temporary basis, of an informal working body 
within the framework of the Committee on Disarmament and open 
to all its members, would solve the problem of completing the work 
on the convention during this session of the Committee.

The Committee still has before it a very important question, namely 
that of the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and on their destruction. The Soviet delegation 
has repeatedly stat-ed and wishes to reaflSrm today that the Soviet 
Union is in favour of the complete prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and of their destruc
tion. The draft convention introduced by the socialist countries in 
1972 provides for such a solution; it is still valid now. At the same 
time, in order to speed up the solution of this problem we are agree
able, as a first step, to the prohibition of the most dangerous and 
lethal types of chemical weapons. As is known, the Soviet Union and 
the United States have agreed to take a joint initiative in this direc
tion. In the course of this session we intend to present a number of 
considerations of the Soviet side regarding real ways and means of 
prohibiting such means of warfare.

The Committee is faced with major and complicated problems, the 
solution of which is awaited by an overwhelming majority of States 
and by all peace-loving peoples of our planet. Our duty and our 
responsibility is to live up to these expectations. There is every reason 
to hope that the Committee on Disarmament, which already has to 
its credit the successful elaboration of a whole series of international 
agreements on disarmament, will be able to make another important
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contribution to the solution of the most pressing problem of the con
temporary world by working out new specific measures in the field of 
disarmament. Much remains to be done and must be done here and 
now at the present summer session, specifically with a view to sub
mitting to the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-first 
session a draft convention on the prohibition of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques.

The Soviet delegation will be guided precisely by this interpretation 
of the tasks faced by the Committee on Disarmament, and it will spare 
no effort in tackling them successfully.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Japanese Ratifica
tion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty [Extract], June 22,1976 ^

In my statement on 9 March in this Committee, I  referred to the 
situation in my country as regards the ratification of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.^ Subsequently, during 
the Committee’s spring session, several delegations expressed their 
concern about this subject, and so I  wish to address myself briefly to 
the subject today.

In May last year, the Japanese Government submitted to its Na
tional Diet a bill requesting approval of Japan’s ratification of the 
NPT. In view of the importance of this Treaty, the Japanese National 
Diet considered very carefully all aspects of the Treaty, including 
nuclear disarmament, security, and the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. 
On 24 May of this year, our National Diet finally passed the bill 
approving the Treaty’s ratification by Japan.

Then, on 8  June my Government deposited the instruments of the 
Treaty’s ratification by Japan with the Governments of the United 
Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States, in accordance 
with article 9, paragraph 2  of the Treaty. One of the points which 
was debated most in the Diet as being of great concern was the ques
tions on effective measures relating to nuclear disarmament as pro
vided for in article VI of the Treaty.
and non-nuclear-weapon States. In this connexion, particular atten
tion was focused on such matters as the achievements of the negotia
tions on effect measures relating to nuclear disarmament as provided 
for in article VI of the Treaty.

Taking these points into consideration, my Government particularly 
emphasized, in its statement issued on the occasion of depositing the 
instruments of ratification, that “this Treaty permits only the ^nuclear-

" CCD/PV. 705, pp. 19-21.
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weapon States’ to possess nuclear weapons and allows them a special 
status”, and that “the nuclear-weapon States must rectify this dis
crimination in the future by totally abolishing their nuclear weapons”. 
To this end, my Government went on in the statement to express its 
resolve to continue its efforts for the promotion of nuclear disarma
ment. As the statement thus contains my country’s basic position on 
disarmament, we have taken steps to submit the text to the Committee 
and to have it distributed among its members in the form of document 
CCD/494.3

As my delegation has made clear in this Committee on various occa
sions, my country takes the position that to make the disarmament 
negotiations fruitful, it is essential for both France and the People’s 
Republic of China, which are nuclear-weapon States, to accede to 
agreements on disarmament, including the NPT, and to participate 
actively in the discussions of the Committee on Disarmament. Fur
thermore, in my statement in this Committee on 9 March, I  emphasized 
the responsibility of the United States and the Soviet Union in real
izing a comprehensive test ban, and made some suggestions on the 
possibility of expanding the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Weapon Tests between the United States and the Soviet 
Union  ̂ into a multilateral agreement, making it the starting point 
for realizing a comprehensive test ban.® On 28 May, the two leaders 
of the United States and the Soviet Union signed an agreement on 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, which is in
separably related to the Threshold Treaty.® We welcome the signing 
of the agreement as having laid a sound basis for realizing a com
prehensive test ban. As to a comprehensive test ban, my delegation 
intends to continue its efforts so that further tangible results may be 
obtained with a view to its realization. In so doing, my delegation 
will take into consideration the deliberations of the CTB expert group 
which is expected to be formed soon. I t will also study the views of 
other delegations on the PNE Agreement between the United States 
and the Soviet Union, in as much as the Agreement contains significant 
provisions concerning on-site inspection in certain circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, since paragraphs 1 and 2  of the text of the state
ment of my Government now before us are of direct relevance to the 
basic position of my coimtry which I have now outlined, I  wish to 
draw the attention of the distinguished delegates to them. They 
read as follows:

1 . The Government of Japan hopes that as many States as pos
sible, whether possessing a nuclear explosive capability or not, will 
become parties to this Treaty in order to make it truly effective. In 
particular, it strongly hopes that the Republic of France and the

® Not printed here.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 225-227. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 74-78.
* Ante, pp. 328-348.
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People’s Eepublic of China, which possess nuclear weapons but are 
not parties to this Treaty, will accede thereto.

2 . The Government of Japan urges the nuclear-weapon States, 
which have special responsibilities for nuclear disarmament, to 
take concrete nuclear disarmament measures, such as the reducton 
of nuclear arms and the realization of a comprehensive nuclear test 
ban, in accordance with article VI of this Treaty. I t urges the 
nuclear-weapon States not party to this Treaty also to take nuclear 
disarmament measures.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, on the occasion of the ratification of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, my delegation wishes to reiterate the in
tention of my country to continue to participate in deed as well as in 
word in the international efforts aimed at nuclear non-proliferation.

Press Interview With Secretary of State Kissinger: Detente and 
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], June 25, 1976^

Mr, Sommer: To change the tach  ̂ how do you account for the fact 
that so many of your 'policies which used to he widely acclaimed are 
novo rather unpopular? For instance^ dHente, Is that due to shifts in 
public mood^ or is it due to problems inherent in these policies? Has 
detente been a one-way street? 'What is the position of the U.S.S.R. 
today^ compared to what it was when you started? Has detente reached 
the end of the road? How is it going to continue?

Secretary Kissinger: I  would judge that a year from now, the policy 
that has been called detente will be seen to be reflecting the existing 
realities, and the only realistic and, for that matter, moral policy that 
the West can pursue.

Memories are brief. Think back to the period of the fifties and sixties, 
when we had endless crises over Berlin and other issues, crises that led 
to the edge of confrontation.

I t seems to me axiomatic that when two countries possess the capacity 
to destroy civilized life, they cannot conduct their affairs on the basis 
of a constant test of strength with nuclear weapons. They have an 
obligation to attempt to avoid crises, if possible, to moderate crises if 
they occur, and to search for a constructive relationship.

If they do not do this, it will demoralize their publics. They will 
create ‘̂peace movements,” in every country, that accuse their govern
ments of having failed in its principal obligation of protecting them 
against a nuclear catastrophe. The very fact that there are no signifi-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 26, 1976, pp. 129-130. The interview was 
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cant such movements in any Western country today is an important 
tribute to existing policy.

Secondly, where, exactly, has detente been a one-way street ? What 
concrete agreement was to the unilateral benefit of the Soviet Union ?

Mr. Sommer: Your critics quote SALT?

Secretary Kissinger: What was the alternative to SALT? And in
deed, what was the essence of SALT ? In 1971 the United States was 
involved in the war in Viet-Nam; the United States had for five years 
not begun one single new strategic launcher program. The Soviet 
Union was building 1 2 0  sea-based and about 90 land-based missiles 
a year. The numerical balance was therefore shifting with every 
month against the United States. Given long leadtimes, the United 
States had no possibility for at least five years to redress it. I  therefore 
fail to see why an agreement that stopped ongoing Soviet programs 
but no U.S. programs, could have been against the interests of the 
United States. A much more persuasive case can be made that it was 
unilaterally to the Soviet disadvantage. But what the Soviets ob
viously calculated was that they were balancing our capacity for long
term buildup, not what we were actually doing.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament: Verification of Destruction 
of Declared Stocks of Chemical Warfare Agents, June 29, 
1976"

In working paper CCD/436 (16 July 1974), the United States dele
gation described the procedures employed in the disposal of mustard 
gas at Rocky Mountain Arsenal and outlined some preliminary ideas 
as to how such a disposal operation could be verified.^ Since that time, 
a number of delegations have expressed interest in on-site monitoring 
of destruction of chemical warfare stocks. The basic purpose of on-site 
monitoring would be to confirm information provided as to the type 
and quantity of agent destroyed. To satisfy this purpose, it would 
be necessary to specify, in detail, what general technical methods and 
procedures would be used in the confirmation process.

This paper presents in greater detail the preliminary results of our 
evaluation of possible methods for carrying out on-site monitoring. 
These ideas are, of course, subject to further refinement.

The techniques discussed below are based on two premises: (1 ) that 
the chemical agent would be destroyed either thermally (incineration) 
or chemically (by treatment with caustic, for example), and (2 ) that 
the disposal facility would be similar to that described in CCD/436. 
If  other disposal methods were employed or fundamentally different

* For the SALT agreements, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1912, pp. 197-205. 
'  CCD/497, June 29,1976.
 ̂Documents on Disa/rmament, 1974, PP- 335-340.
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types of facilities used, substantial change might be required in the 
verification techniques applied. Even if major revisions are not neces
sary, some adjustments may be needed to adapt the basic techniques 
to a specific situation.

In principle, the objective of confirming the declaration of the type 
and quantity of chemical agent destroyed is similar to the objective of 
ensuring accountability in facilities which process nuclear materials. 
Consequently, some of the techniques which have been developed for 
safeguarding nuclear material appear to be adaptable for use in CW 
verification.

Discussion of verification at a specific destruction facility should 
begin while the destruction operation is in the planning stage. Repre
sentatives of the facility management and the observers would co
operate in working out detailed arrangements needed for that facility.

The observers would arrive at the site before destruction operations 
were to begin. They would be provided with engineering drawings 
showing all areas of the destruction facility and with a detailed tech
nical description of the destruction process. On the basis of this infor
mation, they would inspect the plant to confirm the information and 
to ensure that diversion of agent within the plant was not possible. 
Periodic facility reinspections would be needed during the destruction 
operations to ensure that no illegal plant modifications had been made. 
These procedures would serve to provide assurance that agent could 
not simply be drained off and that a simulated waste material could 
not be introduced into the plant. Additional assurance might be ob
tained if the observers were allowed to introduce a tracer material into 
the chemical agent before destruction.

During the destruction operations, the observers should be author
ized to visit any area of the facility at any time under the same con
ditions as host state personnel and to observe all activities. In order to 
supplement the observers and to minimize the need for their continu
ous presence in particular locations during the destruction operations, 
surveillance of certain areas may be carried out remotely using closed- 
circuit television systems. Additionally, areas requiring surveillance, 
but in which facility personnel would not normally be present, might 
be monitored using cameras that are triggered by a motion detector 
and random interval timer. The level of observation required could 
also be reduced by use of tamper-resistant, tamper-indicating seals to 
close off certain areas of the facility or to prevent tampering with 
process or monitoring equipment. (Such seals have already been de
veloped for use in nuclear safeguard operations). Provision for super
vised access in an emergency or to handle needed maintenance would 
be made.

The techniques discussed above, while providing important safe
guards against certain types of illegal activities during the destruction 
operations, cannot provide confirmation of data furnished on the type 
and quantity of chemical agent being destroyed. One technique for
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verifying the quantity of chemical agent destroyed would be con
tinuous monitoring of the rate at which agent flows into the destruc
tion chamber. From this data, the total quantity destroyed could be 
calculated.

Two methods which would help to confirm the nature of the mate
rial being destroyed would be to measure the toxicity of the agent to 
animals, as recently suggested by Sweden, and to conduct a chemical 
analysis of the agent. Either method would require taking small sam
ples periodically near the flow meter, which should not be difficult 
technically.

In addition, to confirm the nature and quantity of agent it would be 
necessary to monitor any chemical substance that is added to the agent 
or to its decomposition products. For example, chemicals used in 
hydrolyzing an agent or in treating the effluent should be monitored 
to confirm that their use was consistent with the description of the 
destruction process.

Air sampling, a less intrusive technique, might supplement, but not 
replace, sampling of the agent stream. Current air sampling tech
niques can collect and concentrate chemicals which are present in the 
air at extremely low levels. At a destruction site, traces of the agent 
and its decomposition products, as well as traces of other chemicals 
involved in the destruction process could be collected and analysed, 
although sophisticated instrumentation may be required.

This procedure would yield information on the types and relative 
concentrations of the chemicals present in the air in different locations 
at the facility. I t  would provide additional assurance to the observers 
that the type of material being destroyed had been correctly repre
sented, but would not be adequate to confirm the information on 
quantity. I t  should be noted that air sampling would have to be con
ducted before disposal operations were to begin so that the “chemical 
background” would be known. This preliminary sampling would be 
conducted at the locations inside and outside the destruction facility 
where sampling would be carried out during the destruction 
operations.

I t would also be very desirable to check whether or not the nature 
of the waste handling equipment and the toxicity of the decomposition 
products, as well as their general composition, were consistent with 
that expected from the nature of the material ostensibly being de
stroyed. For example, most nerve agents contain one phosphorus atom 
per molecule. Also commonly present are either one atom of fluorine 
or one atom each of sulphur and nitrogen. In addition, if a tracer had 
been added to the agent feed, analysis of the concentration of the 
tracer in the effluent would help provide assurance that no diversion 
of agent had occurred.

Another technique which could be useful if the identity of the agent 
were known is the material balance. This would involve comparing the 
amount of decomposition products actually produced with the quantity 
which should result from a given quantity of agent. For this method
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to work, there could not be any significant loss of gases, liquids or 
solids from the system. I t  should be possible to meet this condition for 
chemical detoxification processes. For incineration methods, some gases 
may be lost, permitting only a crude balance to be obtained even when 
measured as accurately as possible.

In order to carry out their work, it would be essential for the ob
servers to have their own technical facilities at the site. A well- 
equipped workshop would be needed for calibration, maintenance and 
repair of monitoring equipment. On-site chemical and toxicological 
laboratories with sophisticated equipment would also be necessary for 
conducting agreed upon measurements.

S u m m a r y

In summary, we believe that the provisions we have described for 
on-site monitoring would provide assurance that the nature and quan
tity of material destroyed were as represented. In our view, such moni
toring must cover the entire disposal process and include observers 
and instruments. We believe this can be accomplished in a manner 
which is not unreasonably intrusive.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Use of Seals and Monitoring 
Devices in Chemical Weapons Verification, June 29, 1976^

In an earlier presentation to the Committee (CCD/332) the United 
States’ delegation noted the possibility of using unattended, tamper- 
indicating seals and monitoring equipment as a part of a CW verifica
tion system. As pointed out in CCD/332, seals and monitoring devices 
could help to ensure that CW agent production was not resumed ille
gally at a shut-down facility.^ Subsequent evaluation has shown that 
the use of seals and monitoring devices could also be used to assist 
the on-site observers needed to monitor destruction of declared CW 
stocks and help to reduce the number of observers required.

This paper describes several types of seals, cameras and sensors 
which have been developed for safeguarding nuclear facilities. Various 
methods by which such devices could assist in CW verification are 
discussed.

F ib r e  O p t ic  S e a l s

Current fibre optic seals are improved versions of the seal described 
in CCD/332. The basic concept, however, remains the same. Glass or 
plastic fibres are grouped in*a bundle to form a cable, which is placed 
around the item to be sealed. The two ends of the fibre cable are inter
laced to form a single bundle and the seal made by securing the inter

" CCD/498, June 29,1976.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 389-395.
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laced bundle in a special collar. Finally, the end of the bundle is trim
med, illuminated and photographed.

Because of uncontrollable variables in the assembly process, the pat
tern made by the fibre ends is different in every case, giving each seal 
a unique “fingerprint.” While such a seal could be removed and then 
reassembled, it does not appear to be possible to reproduce the finger
print.

In order to verify that the seal had not been tampered with, an 
observer would compare the current pattern of the fibre ends with that 
established when the seal was emplaced. Such a comparison can be 
done quickly and reliably without removing the seal. Any difference 
in patterns would indicate that the seal had been tampered with.

The fibre optic seal described above must be examined periodically 
by an observer in order to detect attempts at tampering. Depending 
on the frequency of inspection, a significant period could elapse before 
tampering was detected. The frequency of such inspection could be 
substantially reduced if such a seal could be monitored remotely. In 
principle, remote monitoring would provide a capability to detect 
tampering attempts immediately. A fibre optic seal with a remote 
monitoring capability is already under development in the United 
States. In this device one-half of the end of the fibre optic bundle is 
illuminated by a light-emitting diode. The light is transmitted along 
the fibre loops and detected as it emerges at the other end of the fibres. 
Tampering with the seal will break the light path, thus altering the 
signal received at the monitoring stations. In order to ensure that a 
false signal is not substituted, the seal contains an authenticating de
vice based on transmission of pseudo-random numbers.

The signal from the seal could be transmitted through standard 
telephone lines to the remote monitoring station. Alternatively, it 
could be transmitted using existing commercial communications satel
lites. The latter arrangement would allow seals installed at mothballed 
facilities to be monitored reliably from great distances. Since the seals 
themselves are expected to cost only several hundred dollars, this ap
proach could help to provide some CW verification capability for na
tions which do not possess sophisticated national technical means of 
verification.

In connexion with verification of stockpile destruction, such seals 
could be used to protect on-site monitoring equipment from tamper- 
ing, to prevent imobserved entry into key portions of the facility and 
to ensure that important valves and perhaps other process control de
vices were not changed for evasion purposes. In addition, seals on en
trances, key process control equipment and ventilation machinery 
could serve to ensure that a mothballed production facility was not 
surreptitiously reactivated.

Such remotely-monitored seals would not eliminate the need for 
on-site visits by observers. On-site visits would be necessary to emplace 
the seals, for periodic maintenance and checking of seal positions, and 
to ascertain the reason for signal disruption. Nor would seals make 
evasion impossible. Given sufficient time and resources, seals could be
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bypassed. If, however, seals are emplaced properly and in sufficient 
numbers the effort which would be required to bypass them may be in
creased to a level sufficient to deter an evasion attempt.

C a m e r a s

The employment of surveillance cameras is another potentially use
ful technique. In a number of situations film or television cameras 
could be used to assist the observers in maintaining surveillance. For 
example, in areas not requiring continuous observation, film cameras 
could be used to record activities. A compact, tamper-indicating camera 
package has been developed that uses a 16 mm motion picture camera 
modified to take a single picture each time it is triggered. (Recently, 
a similar system using an 8 mm camera has been developed.)

The camera package includes a system of “motion detectors” based 
on an array of photocells and accompanying electronic circuitry. The 
motion det^tors respond to a rate of change in luminance (the amount 
of light reflected from an object). Up to 10  cells can be pre-selected to 
detect motion in the areas of interest. This feature reduces the number 
of photographs an o*bserver must examine, since only those events of 
special concern are recorded. Furthermore, the feature detects such 
attempts at deception as insertion of a false scene in the camera’s field 
of view or movement of the camera.

Whenever an activity occurs in the areas programmed, the camera 
will tiake a photograph and record the time and date on the picture 
frame. In addition, the camera is also programmed to take photo
graphs at fixed and at random intervals. A dot on the frames that are 
motion-triggered enables an observer to distinguish motion- triggered 
photographs from those that are time-triggered.

Use of the motion detection feature, as described above, would be 
limited to areas in which motion does not occur routinely. If  moving 
machinery is located in the area or personnel are normally present, 
only a random time trigger could be used.

The camera, though normally receiving its power from the plant 
electrical system, is also equipped with a stand-by battery power sup
ply sufficient for short periods of power interruption. The camera 
package can run unattended for as long as 3 months without replace
ment of the film (about 4,000 picture frames).

Closed-circuit television systems could enable observers at destruc
tion facilities to maintain surveillance of areas of interest that may 
pose a toxic hazard. It addition, such systems could enable a single 
observer to watch activities in several areas, thus reducing the total 
number of observers required. Development of a tamper-resistent 
closed circuit television system has proven more difficult than develop
ment of seals or film cameras. However, a prototype sysitem has been 
constructed and given limited testing.

The television system, which can be used for either direct observation 
or unattended operation, possesses a data storage capacity for up to 
90 days. I t is designed to be resistant to deception by substitution of the
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picture (video) signal on the transmission line or by direct substitu
tion of the scene in the TV camera field of view. The overall approach 
used is similar to that employed in the film camera package. Pictures 
are selectively recorded when a change occurs in the area being viewed 
or at random intervals. Protection against tampering with the video 
transmission line is provided by encoding the luminance levels of the 
output video signal.

The system employs a commercial high resolution, closed-circuit TV 
system coupled with a 16 mm movie camera adapted for single frame 
use. Pictures are photographed directly from the monitor with time 
indicated on each frame by means of a digital clock located in the 
movie camera’s field of view. The video signal from the TV camera is 
encoded for protection against substitution of false video information 
on the transmission cable line to the recording station. Encoded video 
signals are instantaneously decoded in the recording station so that a 
continuous clear picture is present at all times on the monitor. Coding 
security is ensured by-using matching sets of random words stored on 
punched tape in the camera’s secure container and in the secure record
ing station.

Motion detectors, utilizing the video signal, monitor selected spots in 
the TV camera field of view and signal the photographic camera to 
record a picture when there is motion at any of these locations. The 
camera can also be triggered by a random interval timer.

A secure container (described in the next section of the paper) 
houses the TV camera, encoder, and random word tapes. The recording 
station, which stores all of the data, consists of a small room secured by 
a radiofrequency intrusion monitor.

T a m p e r - I n d ic a t in g  C o n t a in e r s

In the plan for verification of stockpile destruction described in 
CCD/(other US p*aper),  ̂ confirmation of the quantity of material 
destroyed rests primarily on flowmeter data. I t is particularly im
portant, therefore, to ensure that such data are correct. A number of 
evasion techniques, such as putting the flowmeter on a closed loop, can 
be detected by physical inspection of the facility. However, it is also 
important to prevent tampering with the flowmeter itself.

Devices that have been developed to protect nuclear monitoring 
equipment against tampering could be adapted to protect flowmeters 
and other monitoring instruments. Several different techniques which 
together would provide unambiguous evidence of attempts to tamper 
with monitoring devices are described in a recent IAEA document.^

® Supra,
 ̂Tamper Indicating Raddation Surveillance Instrumentation^ W. N. 

Cham'bers and J. F. Ney, IAEA Document No. IAEA-^SM-201/12. (Presented at 
the International Symposium on the Safeiguarding of Nuclear Materials, Vienrn ,̂ 
October 20-24, 1975.)
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While these techniques differ in detail, each depends on the need to 
remove material in order to penetrate the container in which the in
struments are located. Once material is removed, undetectable rep'air 
is very difficult, if not impossible.

For example, a flowmeter and its associated recording devices could 
be enclosed in a transparent cylinder which has a highly reflective 
metal coating on the interior surfaces. When such a cylinder is pene
trated, the metal surface at the point of entry must be removed. The 
metal coating cannot be replaced until the opening is closed, but the 
interior surface is then no longer accessible for repair. The reflective 
metal surface also enhances the detection of any unsuccessful penetra
tion efforts.

Access to the instruments for calibration purposes -and to retrieve 
recorded daita could be provided by a transparent door with a metal
lized interior surface. The door would be fastened to the glass cylinder 
by bolts through which a fibre optic seal is laced. Removal of the door 
would require destruction of the seal. In addition, an irreversible 
electro-mechanical counter within the cylinder would register each 
time the door is opened. Interruption of electrical power to a monitor 
either for a period exceeding the standby battery capability, or as a 
result of tampering with the unprotected power supply, would be 
detected by electrical voltage sensors and registered on a second ir
reversible electro-mechanical counter. I f  desired, a signalling device 
to alert an observer to power interruption could be incorporated.

F u t u r e  D e v e l o p m e n t s

The systems described in this paper are still under development. 
Further refinements can be expected as a result of the field testing 
which is now under way. The United States delegation will endeavour 
to keep the committee informed as improvements are made.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee oh Disarmament: Review of Proposals for Defining 
Chemical Warfare Agents in a Chemical Weapons Agree
ment, June 29, 1976^

During the course of the Committee’s discussion of restraints on 
chemical weapons, a number of delegations have made proposals for 
defining (or delimiting) the chemical substances that would be covered 
in a CW agreement. This working paper contains a review of these 
proposals.

In the view of the United States delegation, an adequate basis 
for forming judgments on the question of definition already seems 
to exist. I t is the hope of the United States delegation that this work
ing paper will help to provide the framework for achieving substan
tial agreement in this area in the relatively near future.

" CCD/499, June 29,1976.
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A p p r o a c h e s  T o D e f i n i n g  L e t h a l  a n d  O t h e r  H i g h l y  T o x ic  CW
A g e n t s

The proposals for delimiting lethal and other highly toxic CW 
agents can be grouped into five general categories:

(a) Purpose Criterion
(b) General Toxicity Standard
(c) General Structural Formulas
(d) Other Agent Properties
(e) Listing of Specific Agents

P u r p o s e  C r it e r io n

Under this approach the prohibition would apply to “chemical sub
stances of types and in quantities that have no justification for peace
ful purposes” and to “weapons, equipment and means of delivery 
designed to use such agents for hostile purposes or in armed conflict”. 
An analogous approach has already been embodied in the Biological 
Weapons Convention.

There appears to be broad support, perhaps even a consensus, for 
incorporating a general purpose criterion in any CW agreement. This 
criterion is employed in the draft conventions submitted by the Soviet 
Union and six other countries (CCD/361) ̂  and by Japan (CCD/ 
420).® It has also been supported by ten non-aligned delegations 
(CCD/400),^ as well as the delegations of Canada (CCD/414)® and 
the United States (PV.702).® To establish whether a consensus exists 
it would be useful to know the views of the delegations which have not 
yet expressed an opinion.

The use of a “general purpose criterion” has been discussed in con
nexion both with a single, comprehensive prohibition and a step-by- 
step approach to prohibition. Judging from the views expressed in 
the Committee, it would be compatible with either approach. In the 
case of the first step of a phased approach, the criterion would apply 
only to those substances, for example all lethal and other highly toxic 
chemicals, which were within the scope of the first-step agreement.

The Committee’s discussions also indicate that many delegations 
believe that, in addition to a general purpose criterion, specific techni
cal criteria should be used to define the substances which are to be 
prohibited. The various criteria which have been suggested are out
lined in the following sections.

G e n e r a l  T o x ic it y  S t a n d a r d

In this approach one or more toxicity criteria would be established 
to supplement the general purpose criterion. I t was first suggested by

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1912, pp. 120-124.
^lUd., 1974, pp. 99-106.
* IMd., 1978, pp. 206-209.

pp. 524-529.
«An*e, pp. 211-221.
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the Japanese delegation (CCD/301) that a toxicity threshold be 
established to separate super-toxic substances from less toxic, and 
therefore less dangerous, substances. All substances falling above this 
threshold would be presumed, because of their extremely high toxicity, 
to be single-purpose CW agents.

Important work has already been done in the Committee toward 
establishing specific toxicity standards. In its initial presentation, the 
Japanese delegation proposed that the upper toxicity threshold be set 
at an LD50 value of 0.5 milligramme per kilogramme of body weight 
(sucutaneous administration. The Netherlands (CCD/320)'^ and 
the United States (CCD/435)® have stated that a value close to the 
one proposed by Japan may well provide a suitable demarcation line. 
Use of neostigmine (LD50 =  0.4 mg/kg) as a reference compound for 
the toxicity threshold has been proposed by the Canadian delegation 
(CCD/473).® Finally, a slightly different threshold value, 1 mg/kg, 
has been suggested by the Swedish delegation (CCD/322)

In a subsequent paper (CCD/372) the Swedish delegation pro
posed that the threshold be expressed in terms of toxicity by inhalation 
(LCT50 in mg.min/M^). I t was suggested that the threshold be estab
lished between the lethal dose values for mustard gas (LCT50 =  1500) 
and phosgene (LCT50 =  3200). Thus, the threshold value would b  ̂
roughly 2350. (This value is roughly equivalent to the LD50 value for 
the subcutaneous route proposed by the Japanese delegation in 
CCD/301).

The Canadian delegation later proposed (CCD/414) that the 
threshold value be 500 mg.min/M^ which lies between the lethal dose 
values for the nerve gas tabun (LCT50 = 400) and mustard gas 
(LCT50 =  1500). In a more recent Canadian proposal (CCD/473), 
phosgene (LCT50 = 3000) was suggested as a reference substance on 
which the threshold could be based.

In CCD/473, the Canadian delegation suggested an important re
finement of the toxicity threshold approach. They recommended that 
separate standards of lethality be adopted for the three principal 
routes of entry into the body (inhalation, absorption through the 
skin, injection). I t was also recommended that a reference toxic ma
terial be adopted to establish the threshold for each route. While this 
proposal has yet received little discussion, it has been described as 
“promising” by the United States delegation (PV.702).^2 addition 
to the reference substances already mentioned (injection route: neo
stigmine; and inhalation route: phosgene), nicotine was proposed as 
the reference substance for the skin absorption route.

The threshold approach outlined in CCD/301 was extended by the 
Canadian delegation in CCD/414, which suggested establishing *1

’ Documents on Disarmament,' 1971, pp. 99-101.
* m d ., 1974, pp. 330-335.
• IMd., 1975, pp. 389-395.
“ Ihia., 1971, pp. 151-154.
“ m d ., 197S, pp. 417-422.
“ Ante, p. 215.
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second, lower toxicity threshold to separate those substances which 
could be useful as lethal chemical warfare agents from those that have 
no practical potential for such use. The Canadian delegation proposed 
that the value of the lower threshold be the LCT50 value for chlorine. 
This suggestion has been supported in principle by the Japanese dele
gation (CCD/430) This value appears to be a useful starting point 
for discussion.

Judging from the Committee’s discussions, toxicity criteria are con
sidered to have broad applicability. Their use has been supported by 
a number of countries, including Canada, the Federal Kepublic of 
Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United States.

It is important to note that a number of working papers (CCD/ 
365,̂  ̂ CCD/374, CCD/375,CCD/387,^® CCD/430,^^ CCD/435, 
CCD/473) have emphasized the importance of adopting standard 
experimental procedures for measuring toxicity if toxicity criteria 
are to be used to delimit the agents subject to restriction or pro
hibition.

G e n e r a l  S t r u c t u r a l  F o r m u l a s

The possibility of employing a general structural formula as a sup
plementary criterion was first proposed by the Netherlands delegation 
(CCD/320). In that paper a general structural formula for super
toxic organophosphorus compounds was presented. In CCD/365 the 
United States delegation presented a revised formula for organo
phosphorus compounds. In addition, the possibility of developing 
separate general formulas for mustard, arsine and carbamate com
pounds was discussed. Further refinements of the formula for organo
phosphorus compounds have been made in working papers presented 
by Japan (CCD/374) and the Netherlands (CCD/383).

O t h e r  A g e n t  P r o p e r t ie s

While toxicity and structure are closely related to potential utility 
as chemical warfare agents, other properties play a role as well. 
Several delegations have suggested that evaluation of these properties 
could help delimit substances which should be subject to restriction. 
In working paper CCD/373,^^ the Italian delegation outlined the 
properties which it believed characterize potential CW agents, includ
ing toxicity and dissemination characteristics.

The most detailed analysis of the use of additional criteria has been 
presented by the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany 
(CCD/458).2° The additional criteria employed are shelf life, per

“  Documents on Disarmament, 197-i, pp. 306-325.
1972, pp. 331-342.

“ m d.,  pp. 438-441.
“ Itid., pp. 450-458.
”  IMd., 1974, pp. 306-325.
“ m d ., m s ,  pp. 442-449. 

nid ., 4S2-4i7.
^Ihid., 1975, pp. 269-274.



\

380 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

ceptibility, volatility, explosion stability, and resistance to atmos
pheric influences. In the proposed method, each of the properties 
would be evaluated for a given substance and assigned a weighting 
factor. An overall evaluation number for the agent is obtained by 
combining toxicity data with the product of the individual weight
ing factors. I t was suggested that these evaluation numbers be used 
to define the limits of potential CW agents.

L i s t i n g  o f  S p e c if ic  A g e n t s

Another approach would simply be to list the agents which would 
be subject to prohibition or restriction. This course has been suggested 
by the Italian delegation (CCD/335).^^ I t  has been pointed out, how
ever, by the United States delegation (CCD/360,^2 CCD/365) that 
there is no way at present to know whether such a list would include 
all the major agents in the arsenals of States or under development. 
Another criticism expressed was that a definition based solely on a 
list of known agents could be circumvented by a slight modification 
of the structure of an agent on the list or by development of a new 
type of super-toxic agent.

The United States delegation also stated (CCD/365), however, that 
a list of known dual-purpose agents would most probably include all 
which are now or have been in the arsenals of States. For this reason, 
it was suggested that a list of known dual-purpose agents might be 
a useful supplement to a general purpose criterion.

In working paper CCD/373 the Italian delegation put forward a 
list of substances which it believed should certainly be considered 
chemical warfare agents. The list was not intended to be an exhaus
tive one, but rather as a starting point for a more thorough study.

A somewhat different approach to the use of lists was adopted in 
the Japanese draft CW convention (CCD/420). The draft provides 
both for a list of chemicals which would be obligatorily banned and 
for a list of chemicals which would be temporarily exempted from 
the provisions of the treaty. A list to illustrate the compounds which 
should be banned from the outset was provided in Table 1 of the 
Japanese working paper CCD/466.

C o m b in a t io n  o f  T e c h n ic a l  C r it e r ia

Since the various technical criteria are generally complementary, 
a combination of several such criteria could be used. Several dele
gations have drawn attention to this possibility. In particular, the 
Japanese delegation has suggested (CCD/430) the combined use of

lUd,, 1971, pp. 417-421. 
^ i m . ,  1972, w ,  98-109. 

IMd,, 1974, pp. 306-325.
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toxicity standards, structural formulas and lists. Since analysis of 
such a combination of criteria can become relatively complex, the 
Swedish delegation has presented (CCD/461 a conceptual model 
which illustrates the interrelationships of the various criteria.

The United States delegation has expressed a tentative view 
(PV. 702)2® fQj. purpose of defining lethal chemical agents 
in an initial agreement, it would be adequate to rely on a general 
purpose criterion and two toxicity standards, as proposed by Canada 
in CCD/414. These criteria could be supplemented by other means, 
including illustrative lists or structural formulas, if such additional 
means are considered desirable.

A p p r o a c h e s  T o D e f i n i n g  O t h e r  C a t e g o r ie s  o f  C h e m ic a l s

The only working paper which has dealt specifically with the 
problem of defining other categories of chemicals was presented by 
the Canadian delegation in 1974 (C C D / 4 3 3 I n  that paper, the 
scheme of definition presented in CCD/414, was applied to other 
categories of chemicals.

S u m m a r y  a n d  C o n c l u s io n s

1 . There appears to be broad support, perhaps even a consensus, 
for incorporating a general purpose criterion in any CW agreement. 
To establish whether a consensus exists, it would be useful to know 
the views of delegations which have not yet expressed an opinion.

2 . Many delegations believe that, in addition to a general purpose 
criterion, one or more specific technical criteria should be used to 
define the substances which are to be prohibited.

3. The use of toxicity as an additional criterion has general applica
bility and has received broad support.

4. Those delegations that have expressed views on toxicity thresholds 
appear to be in general agreement. I f  other delegations are prepared 
to support the proposals that have been ‘made, wide agreement on a 
general approach may be possible in the near future. I t is not neces
sary at this stage to decide precisely what numerical values should be 
adopted or what detailed testing procedure should be used. These 
questions, though important, can best be dealt with once agreement 
is reached on a general approach.

5. The applicability of the other approaches that have been sug
gested is less general. Nonetheless, such criteria may have utility in 
some areas. In the view of the United States delegation a judgment on 
the need for such additional criteria can best be made once a consensus 
is reached on the type of agents to be covered in an agreement.

1975, pp. 293-303.
Ante, p. 215.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19H, pp. 326-330.
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Speech by General Secretary Brezhnev at the Berlin Conference 
of European Communist Parties [Extracts], June 29, 1976^

The principles of peaceful coexistence have become the leading tend
ency in relations between states. This found its fullest expression in 
the success of the European conference with the participation of the 
U.S. and Canada. This is a tremendous political victory for the forces 
of peace.

The resultant document of the conference is a rich, multilateral 
code of peaceful intercourse and cooperation of states. We strive to 
translate into life all its clauses. But what we value above all is the 
fact that this document is aimed at securing a lasting peace in Europe. 
For this, indeed, was the main purpose of the European peoples.

The success achieved in the relaxation of international tension in
spired and consolidated the forces of peace and progress, raised their 
prestige and influence among the masses. I t demonstrated how justi
fied were the stands taken by realistically-minded representatives of 
the ruling circles in the bourgeois countries. Yet it also alerted and 
activized the forces of reaction and militarism, those who would like 
to pull Europe and the whole world back to the times of the cold war, 
of balancing on the brink of nuclear disaster. I t  alarmed all those who 
grow rich by the manufacture of weapons of death and destruction, 
those who cannot imagine a political career other than firing up a 
“crusade” against the countries of socialism, against communists, or 
like the Maoist leaders of China, openly urge to “prepare for a new 
war,” counting on profiting by pitting other states and peoples against 
each other.

The opposition of these diverse forces to relaxation of tension as
sumes different forms. The main among them, however, is the striving 
to intensify the arms race, that has already attained unprecedented 
scope, still more. To this end the aggressive forces of imperialism and 
their stooges again resort to the time-worn myth about the notorious 
“Soviet menace,” which allegedly looms over Western countries.

Speaking of central Europe, there is no great difference in the size 
of the armed forces of the Warsaw Treaty member-countries and those 
of NATO. They exist, and for many years now, on a more or less equal 
level (with certain differences in specifications on each side), and the 
Western powers know this iust as well as we do.

This is why the socialist countries propose to agree to an equal reduc
tion of the sides’ armed forces and armaments (at least of the USSR 
and the USA to begin with) so as not to alter the correlation of forces

 ̂Tass broadcast, June 29, 1976.
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but to reduce the sides’ military spending and the risk of a clash. 
Nothing, it would seem, could be more logical and fair, but no: The 
NATO countries are stubbornly trying to get an unequal reduction so 
that the correlation of forces would change to their advantage, and 
to the detriment of the socialist states. I t  is clear that we cannot agree 
to this, and our Western partners in the negotiations apparently real
ize this themselves.

The position taken by them can have, therefore, only one aim: to 
drag out the negotiations, to prevent the reduction of armed forces 
and armaments in central Europe.

I t  was none other than the Soviet Union which proposed that the 
states participating in the talks on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments in central Europe should commit themselves not to increase 
the strength of their armed forces while negotiations are in progress. 
But even this proposal too, was not accepted by the West. NATO con
tinues to build up the strength and striking power of its combat units 
in central Europe.

Well, who, then stands for reducing the danger of war in Europe, 
and who helps to increase it ?

The Soviet Union is the only great power which does not increase 
its military spending from year to year and works for a general con
certed reduction of the powers’ military budgets. Meanwhile the mili
tary budget of the USA is growing incessantly. I t has already topped 
the hundred billion dollar mark. The military spending of NATO’s 
West European member-countries has more than doubled in the jfive 
years from 1971 to 1975.

Such is reality. I t speaks for itself, and we may recall some other 
eloquent facts.

I t is the Soviet Union that has made important proposals—to con
clude a global treaty on the non-use of force in international relations,^ 
to establish a universal ban on the creation of new types and systems of 
weapons of mass destruction (among which weapons still more formid
able than nuclear may appear) These proposals met with wide ap
proval around the world, but unfortunately we do not see as yet any 
great desire to translate them into life on the part of the governments 
of Western powers (not to mention China).

During the Soviet-American talks on the further limitation of stra
tegic arms, the Soviet Union officially suggested that agreement be 
reached to refrain from developing new, still more destructive types of 
weapons, such as Trident missile-carrying submarines and B- 1  stra
tegic bombers in the USA, and similar systems in the Soviet Union. 
But the United States declined our proposals and began developing 
these new means of mass destruction.

I t was the Soviet Union that suggested to the USA that agreement 
be reached on the withdrawal of Soviet and American warships and 
submarines carrying nuclear weapons from the Mediterranean but 
our proposal was turned down.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 665-672.
i975, pp. 477-482.
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I t was the Soviet Union that came up with a proposal to conclude a 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, 
which was widely supported in the United Nations.^ But the other 
nuclear powers refus^  to sit down at a conference table to work out 
an appropriate agreement.

All these proposals remain in force. Most of them, together with 
other concrete proposals, have been included in the “programme of fur
ther struggle for peace and international cooperation, for the freedom 
and independence of the peoples,” which was approved by the 25th 
Congress of the CPSU, and for the implementation of which our party 
and our state are working now.

I  think, comrades, that what I  said is quite enough to reply correctly 
to the question as to who really wants to curb the arms race and who 
whips it up by his actions.

Experience shows that achieving a lasting peace is a complicated 
job which takes much energy, perseverance and persistence. Shortly 
after the October Kevolution, V. I. Lenin, speaking of the tasks of the 
Soviet state in the struggle to bring the First World War to an end, 
stressed:

I t  is highly naive to think that peace can be easily attained, and that the 
bourgeoisie will hand it to us on a platter as soon as we mention it. ( Worksj vol. 
26, p. 345, EngUsh edition.)

These words by V. I. Lenin hold true also today. I  can assure you, 
comrades, that our party will not relax its efforts in the struggle for 
peace and the security of the peoples.
[In this context, we attach as before great importance to improve
ment of Soviet-American relations, to strict observance by both sides 
of the relevant treaties and agreements that were signed between the 
USSR and the USA in recent years, as well as to the conclusion of new 
agreements that would consolidate and continue the work started in 
1972 and 1973.] ®

A successful conclusion of the drawn-out work of drafting a new 
strategic arms limitation agreement would be, of course, a thing of 
paramount importance. The Soviet Union has always displayed good
will and a constructive approach to this matter.

Therefore it strikes one as strange to hear sometimes calls from re
sponsible circles in the USA for an accelerated armament because of 
the delay of talks with the Soviet Union, delay of several months which, 
it must be said, is due to no fault of ours.

Comrades, it is not easy to defuse the power keg, or to be more exact 
the atomic keg into which Europe has been turned today. But it is very 
important to start moving in this direction. In present day conditions, 
any concrete measures aimed at preserving and strengthening the be

* lUd., pp. 482-490.
®The passage enclosed in the brackets was included in the Tass version but 

omitted in the live and recorded versions.



BREZHNEV SPEECH, JUNE 29 385

ginnings of trust that are shaping up in East-West relations, are ex
tremely valuable.

The Soviet Union, loyal as it is to the spirit and letter of the Helsinki 
accords, duly informs the parties to the European conference about 
military exercises held in border zones and invites observers from 
neighbouring states to watch them.

As is known, the socialist countries have repeatedly suggested a 
simultaneous disbandment of the North Atlantic and the Warsaw 
Treaty organizations or, as a preliminary step, the liquidation of their 
military organizations.

We are, of course, far from the idea of equating the two organiza
tions. The Warsaw Treaty is a purely defensive organization. As to 
NATO, this bloc was established as an instrument of aggression and of 
suppression of the liberation struggle of the peoples and it remains 
such, whatever is done to embellish its activities. But we are against 
the division of the world into military blocs on principle and are pre
pared to do everything possible for the two groupings to cease their 
activities simultaneously.

Comrades, the European peoples are heirs to and continuers of the 
noble traditions which have become part and parcel of world culture. 
Needless to say, these great traditions place great obligations upon the 
Europeans in this age.

There is also another factor: Europe has been the source of the most 
terrible wars in the history of mankind. No less than a hundred million 
human lives lost—such is the bloody balance sheet of European his
tory to this day. This is also the Europeans’ contribution to the history 
of mankind. But what a horrible contribution, a contribution which 
warns us and places obligations upon us. I t  obligates us to think over the 
past for the sake of the future.

Europe has entered a basically new epoch, which differs radically 
from everything it had before. To fail to understand this would be for 
the Europeans to head for a catastrophe.

As the old saying goes, ‘‘they that take the sword shall perish with 
the sword.” In present-day Europe, they who take the sword will not 
only perish themselves. They cannot even imagine who else will perish 
together with them in the fire—enemies, friends, allies, or just neigh
bours, close and distant ones.

The very idea of using nuclear weapons in the territory of Europe 
seems monstrous to the Soviet people. The house of Europe has become 
extremely small and can easily catch fire. There is no and will be no 
fire brigade capable of extinguishing the fire if it really breaks out.

Indeed, peace has become a vital necessity for Europe and the Euro
peans. Therefore, we communists, proponents of the most humanitar
ian, life-asserting world outlook, believe that it is now more important 
than ever before to pave the way for the relaxation of military tension 
and to stop the arms race.
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International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control 
Act of 1976 [Extracts], June 30, 1976 '

AN ACT

To amend the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and the Foreign Military Sales Act,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representa- 
States of America in Congress as- 

Assistance and serMed^ That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Interna
tional Security Assistance and Arms Export Control 
Act of 1976”.

TITLE I—MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM

Arms Export 
Control Act 
of 1976.
22 u s e  2151 
note.

AUTHORIZATION

Sec . 1 0 1 . Section 504(a) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

22 use 2312. “ (a )( 1 ) There is authorized to be appropriated to
the President to carry out the purposes of this chapter 
$196,700,000 for the fiscal year 1976 and $177,300,000 

Limitation. for the fiscal year 1977. Not more than the following 
amounts of fimds available for carrying out this chap
ter (other than funds appropriated under section 507 
of the International Security Assistance and Arms Ex
port Control Act of 1976) may be allocated and made 
available to each of the following countries for such 
fiscal years:

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
Country 1976 Amount 1977 Amount

Greece_____________________  $31, 000, 000 $33, 000, 000
Indonesia__________   13, 000, 000 15, 000, 000
Jordan_____________________  50, 000, 000 55, 000, 000
Republic of Korea___________  55, 000, 000 8, 300, 000
Philippines  ____________  17,000,000 17,000,000
Thailand___________________  16, 000, 000 16, 000, 000
Turkey ________________  31, 000, 000 50, 000, 000
Ethiopia____________________  6, 000, 000 6, 000, 000

 ̂Public Law 94 -̂329, 94th Cong. The President vetoed an earlier version of this 
biU. For the veto message, see ante, pp. 288-291. For the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee report on the revispd Senate bill, see ante, pp. 309^317, and for 
the House International Relations Committee report on the revised House bill, 
see ante, pp. 317-323. The Conference report on the revised bills is not printed 
here; see H. rept. 94-1272, 94th Cong., 2d Sess., June 16, 1976. The bill enacted 
here (H.R. 13680) is actually a substitute for both the Senate and House bills 
(S. 3439 and H.R. 13680).
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The amount specified in this paragraph for military 
assistance to any such country for fiscal year 1976 or 
for fiscal year 1977 may be increased by not more than 
1 0  per centum of such amount if the President deems 
such increase necessary for the purposes of this chapter.

“ (2 ) Not to exceed $65000,000  of the funds available 
for fiscal year 1976 to carry out the purposes of this 
chapter, and not to exceed $8,700,000 of the funds avail
able for fiscal year 1977 to carry out the purposes of 
this chapter (other than funds appropriated under sec
tion 507 of the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976, may be used to pro
vide assistance to international organizations and, sub
ject to the limitations contained in paragraph (3), to 
countries which are not designated in paragraph (1 ).

“ (3) Funds available for assistance under this chap
ter may not be used to furnish assistance to more than 
2 0  countries (including those countries designated in 
paragraph (1 )) in fiscal year 1976. Funds available for 
assistance under this chapter (other than funds appro
priated under section 507 of the International Security 
Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976) may 
not be used to furnish assistance to more than 1 2  coun
tries (including those countries designated in para
graph (1 )) in fiscal year 1977.

‘‘(4) The authority of section 610(a) and of section 
614(a) may not be used to increase any amount speci
fied in paragraph (1 ) or (2 ). The limitations contained 
in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) shall not apply to 
emergency assistance furnished under section 506(a).

“ (5) lliere is authorized to be appropriated to the 
President, for administrative and other related ex
penses incurred in carrying out the purposes of this 
chapter, $32,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976 and $70,- 
000,000  for the fiscal year 1977.

“ (6 ) None of the funds appropriated under this sub
section shall be used to furnish sophisticated weapons 
systems, such as missile systems or jet aircraft for mili
tary purposes, to any less dev-eloped country not speci
fied in paragraph (1) unless the President determines 
that the furnishing of such weapons systems is impor
tant to the national security of the United States and 
reports within thirty days each such determination to 
the Congress.

“ (7) Amounts appropriated under this subsection 
are authorized to remain available until expended.

22 u s e  2351, 
2364.

Infra.
Appropriation
authorization.

Prohibition.
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“ (8) Assistance for Turkey under this chapter shall
be subject to the requirements of section 620 (x) of this 

22 use 2370. Act.”.
SPECIAL AUTHORITY

22 use 2318. 1 0 2 , Section 506(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

(a) (1 ) I f  the President first determines and reports
22 use 2411. i q  Congress in accordance with section 652 of this Act—

“ (A) that an unforeseen emergency exists which 
requires immediate military assistance to a foreign 
country or international organization;

“ (B) that a failure to respond immediately to 
that emergency will result in serious harm to vital 
United States security interests; and 

*‘(C) that the emergency requirement cannot be 
met under authority of the Arms Export Control 
Act or any other law except this section; 

he may order defense articles from the stocks of the 
Department of Defense and defense services for the 
purposes of this part, subject to reimbursement from 
subsequent appropriations made specifically therefor 
under subsection (b).

“ (2 ) The total value of defense articles and defense 
services ordered under this subsection in any fiscal year 
may not exceed $67,500,000. The authority contained in 
this subsection shall be effective in any fiscal year only 
to the extent provided in an appropriation Act.

“ (3) The President shall keep the Congress fully and 
currently informed of all defense articles and defense 
services ordered under this subsection.”.

STOCKPILING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES

22 use 232 ih . S e c .  103. Section 514 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘S e c . 514. S t o c k p il in g  o f  D e f e n s e  A r t ic l e s  fo r  

F o r e ig n  C o u n t r ie s .— ( a )  No d e f e n s e  a r t ic le  in  t h e  i n 

v e n t o r y  o f  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e  w h ic h  i s  s e t  

a s id e ,  r e s e r v e d , o r  in  a n y  w a y  e a r m a r k e d  o r  in t e n d e d  

f o r  f u t u r e  u s e  b y  a n y  f o r e ig n  c o u n t r y  m a y  b e  m a d e  

a v a i la b le  to , o r  f o r  u s e  b y  a n y  f o r e ig n  c o u n t r y  

u n le s s  s u c h  t r a n s f e r  i s  a u t h o r iz e d  u n d e r  t h i s  A c t  

o r  t h e  A r m s  E x p o r t  C o n tr o l  A c t ,  o r  a n y  su b s e q u e n t  

c o r r e s p o n d in g  l e g i s la t io n ,  a n d  t h e  v a lu e  o f  s u c h  t r a n s 

f e r  i s  c h a r g e d  a g a in s t  f u n d s  a u t h o r iz e d  u n d e r  s u c h  l e g 

i s l a t io n  o r  a g a in s t  t h e  l im i t a t io n s  s p e c if ie d  in  s u c h  l e g i s -
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lation, as appropriate, for the fiscal period in which 
such defense article is transferred. For purposes of this 
subsection, ‘value’ means the acquisition cost plus crat
ing, packing, handling, and transportation costs in
curred in carrying out this section.

“ (b) (1 ) The value of defense articles to be set aside, 
earmarked, reserved, or intended for use as war reserve 
stocks for allied or other foreign countries (other than 
for purposes of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion) in stockpiles located in foreign countries may not 
exceed in any fiscal year an amount greater than is 
specified in security assistance authorizing legislation 
for that fiscal year.

“ (2 ) The value of such additions to stockpiles in for
eign countries shall not exceed $93,750,000 for the pe
riod beginning July 1 , 1975, and ending September 30,
1976, and $125,000,000 for the fiscal year 1977.

“ (c) Except for stockpiles in existence on the date of 
enactment of the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976 and for stockpiles lo
cated in countries which are members of the North At
lantic Treaty Organization, no stockpile may be located 
outside the boundaries of a United States military base 
or a military base used primarily by the United States.

“ (d) No defense article transferred from any stock
pile which is made available to or for use by any foreign 
country may be considered an excess defense article for 
the purpose of determining the value thereof.

“ (e) The President shall promptly report to the Con
gress each new stockpile, or addition to an existing 
stockpile, described in this section of defense articles 
valued in excess of $1 0 ,000,000  in any fiscal year.”.

TERMINATION OF MILITARY ASSISTANCE ADVISORY 
GROQPS AND MISSIONS

S ec. 104. Section 515 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended—

(1 ) by striking out “Effective July 1,1976,” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “ (a) During the period be
ginning July 1 , 1976, and ending September 30, 
1977,” ; and

(2 ) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsections:

“ (b) (1 ) After September 30, 1977, no military as
sistance advisory group, military mission, or other or
ganization of Uniteid States military personnel per
forming similar military advisory functions under this

“Value.”

Presidential 
report to 
Congress.

22 u s e  23211.
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Definition.

22 u s e  2321j.

22 u s e  2318.

Act may operate in any foreign country unless specifi
cally authorized by the Congress.

“ (2 ) The President may assign not more than three 
members of the Armed Forces of the United States to 
the Chief of each United States Diplomatic Mission to 
perform such functions as such Chief of Mission deter
mines necessary with respect to international military 
education and training provided under chapter 5 of this 
part, to sales of defense articles and services under the 
Arms Export Control Act, or to such other interna
tional security assistance programs as the President 
may designate. After September 30,1977, no such func
tions or related activities may be performed by any de
fense attaches assigned, detailed, or attached to the 
United States Diplomatic Mission in any foreign 
country.

“ (c) After September 30, 1976, the number of mili
tary missions, groups, and similar organizations may 
not exceed 34.

“ (d) As used in this section, the term ^military assist
ance advisory group, military mission, or other organ
ization of United States military personnel performing 
similar military advisory functions under this Act’ does 
not include regular units of Armed Forces of the 
United States engaged in routine functions designed to 
bring about the standardization of military operations 
and procedures between the Armed Forces of the 
United States and allies of the United States.”.

TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY TO FURNISH GRANT 
MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Sec . 105. Chapter 2 of part I I  of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new section:

“ S e c . 516. T e r m i n a t i o n  o f  A u t h o r i t y .—(a) Except 
to the extent that the Congress may, subsequent to the 
enactment of this section, authorize the furnishing of 
military assistance in accordance with this chapter to 
specified countries in specified amounts, the authorities 
contained in this chapter (other than the authorities 
contained in sections 506, 514, and 515(b) (2)) may not 
be exercised after September 30,1977, except that such 
authorities shall remain available until September 30, 
1980, to the extent necessary to carry out obligations in
curred under this chapter on or before September 30,
1977.
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“ (b) Funds available to carry out this chapter shall 
be available notwithstanding the limitations contained 
in paragraphs (2) and (3) of section 504(a) of this 
Act—

“ (1 ) for the winding up of military assistance 
programs under this chapter, including payment 
of the costs of packing, crating, handling, and 
transporting defense articles furnished under this 
chapter and of related administrative costs; and 

“ (2) for costs incurred under section 503(c) with 
respect to defense articles on loan to countries no 
longer eligible under section 504(a) for military 
assistance.”

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING

S ec. 106. (a) Part I I  of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new chapter:

“ C h a p t e r  5— I n t e r i^a t io n a l  M il it a r y  E d u c a t io n  

AND T r a i n i n g

“ S e c . 541. G e n e r a l  A u t h o r i t y .— The President is au
thorized to furnish, on such terms and conditions con
sistent with this Act as the President may determine 
(but whenever feasible on a reimbursable basis), mili
tary education and training to military and related 
civilian personnel of foreign countries. Such training 
and education may be provided through—

“ (1 ) attendance at military educational and 
training facilities in the United States (other than 
Service academies) and abroad;

“ (2 ) attendance in special courses of instruction 
at schools and institutions of learning or research 
in the United States and abroad; and 

“ (3) observation and orientation visits to mili
tary facilities and related activities in the United 
States and abroad.

“ S e c . 542. A u t h o r iz a t io n .—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the President to carry out the pur
poses of this chapter $27,000,000 for the fiscal year 1976 
and $30,200,000 for the fiscal year 1977. After June 30, 
1976, no training under this section may be conducted 
outside the United States unless the President has re
ported and justified such training to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate.

22 u s e  2311.

22 use 2347.

22 use 2347a.

Presidential 
report to 
Speaker of the 
House and 
congressional 
committee.

253-754 0  - 78 - 27
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22 u s e  2347b.

Repeal.
22 USKJ 2321a. 
22 u s e  2382.

22 u s e  2383.

22 use 2392.

“ S e c . 543. P u r p o s e s .—Education and training activi
ties conducted under this chapter shall be designed—

“ (1) to encourage effective and mutually bene
ficial relations and increased understanding be
tween the United States and foreign countries in 
furtherance of the goals of international peace and 
security; and

“ (2) to improve the ability of participating for
eign countries to utilize their resources, including 
defense articles and defense services obtained by 
them from the United States, with maximum ef
fectiveness, thereby contributing to greater self- 
reliance by such countries.”.

(b) The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended 
as follows:

(1) Section 510 is repealed.
(2) Section 622 is amended—

(A) in subsection (b) by inserting “and 
military education and training” immediately 
after “ (including civic action)” ; and

(B) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows:

“ (c) Under the direction of the President, the Secre
tary of State shall be responsible for the continuous 
supervision and general direction of economic assist
ance, military assistance, and military education and 
training programs, including but not limited to deter
mining whether there shall be a military assistance (in
cluding civic action) or a military education and train
ing program for a country and the value thereof, to 
the end that such programs are effectively integrated 
both at home and abroad and the foreign policy of the 
United States is best served thereby.”.

(3) Section 623 is amended—
(A) in subsection (a) (4) by inserting “and 

related civilian” immediately after “mili
tary” ; and

(B) in subsection (a) (6) by inserting “, ed
ucation and training” immediately after “as
sistance”.

(4) Section 632 is amended—
(A) in subsections (a) and (e) by inserting 

“, military education and training” immedi
ately after “articles” wherever it appears; and
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(B) in subsection (b) by striking out “and 
defense articles” and inserting in lieu thereof

defense articles, or military education and 
training”.

(5) Section 636 is amended—
(A) in subsection (g) (1) by inserting ‘S 

military education and training” immediately 
after “articles” ; and

(B) in subsection (g) (2) and in subsection 
(g) (3) by striking out “personnel” and insert
ing in lieu thereof “and related civilian per
sonnel”.

(6) Section 644 is amended—
(A) by amending subsection (f) to read as 

follows:

“ (f) ‘Defense service’ includes any service, test, in
spection, repair, publication, or teclmical or other as
sistance or defense information used for the purposes 
of furnishing military assistance, but does not include 
military educational and training activities under chap
ter 5 of part II .” ; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection:

“ (n) ‘Military education and training’ includes for
mal or informal instruction of foreign students in the 
United States or overseas by officers or employees of 
the United States, contract technicians, contractors (in
cluding instruction at civilian institutions), or by cor
respondence courses, technical, educational, or informa
tion publications and media of all kinds, training aids, 
orientation, and military advice to foreign military 
units and forces.”.

(c) Except as may be expressly provided to the con
trary in this Act, all determinations, authorizations, 
regulations, orders, contracts, agreements, and other ac
tions issued, undertaken, or entered into under author
ity of any provision of law amended or repealed by this 
section shall continue in full force and effect until modi
fied, revoked, or superseded by appropriate authority.

(d) Funds made available pursuant to other provi
sions of law for foreign military educational and train
ing activities shall remain available for obligation and 
expenditure for their original purposes in accordance 
with the provisions of law originally applicable to those 
purposes or in accordance with the provisions of law 
currently applicable to those purposes.

22 use 2»96.
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TITLE I I—ARMS EXPOET CONTEOLS

CHANGE IN TITLE

22 use 2751 S ec. 201. (a) The first section of the Foreign Military 
Sales Act is amended by striking out “ ^The Foreign 
Military Sales Act” and inserting in lieu thereof “the 
‘Arms Export Control Act”.

(b) Any reference to the Foreign Military Sales Act 
shall be deemed to be a reference to the Arms Export 
Control Act.

ARMS SALES POLICY

22 use 2751 Section 1 of the Foreign Military Sales
Act is amended by striking out the last paragraph and 
inserting in lieu thereof the folowing new paragraphs:

“I t shall be the policy of the United States to exert 
leadership in the world community to bring about ar
rangements for reducing the international trade in im
plements of war and to lessen the danger of outbreak 
of regional conflict and the burdens of armaments. 
United States programs for or procedures governing 
the export, sale, and grant of defense articles and de
fense services to foreign countries and international or
ganizations shall be administered in a manner which 
will carry out this policy.

“I t  is the sense of the Congress that the President 
should seek to initiate multilateral discussions for the 
purpose of reaching agreements among the principal 
arms suppliers and arms purchasers and other countries 
with respect to the control of the international trade in 
armaments. I t  is further the sense of Congress that the 
President should work actively with all nations to check 
and control the international sale and distribution of 
conventional weapons of death and destruction and to 
encourage regional arms control arrangements. In 
furtherance of this policy, the President should under
take a concerted effort to convene an international con
ference of major arms-siipplying and arms-purchasing 
nations which shall consider measures to limit conven
tional arms transfers in the interest of international 
peace and stability.

“I t  is the sense of the Congress that the aggregate 
value of defense articles and defense services—

“ (1) which are sold under section 21 or section 
22of this Act; or 

“ (2) which are licensed or approved for export 
under section 38 of this Act to, for the use, or for
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benefit of the armed forces, police, intelligence, or 
other internal security forces of a foreign country 
or international organization under a commercial 
sales contract; 

in any JBscal year should not exceed current levels.”.

(b) (1) The President shall conduct a comprehensive 
study of the arms sales policies and practices of the 
United States Government, including policies and prac
tices with respe<3t to commercial arms sales, in order to 
determine whether such policies and practices should 
be changed. Such study shall examine the rationale for 
arms sales to foreign countries, the benefits to the United 
States of such arms sales, the risks to world peace as a 
result of such arms sales, trends in arms sales by the 
United States and other countries, and steps which 
might be taken by the United States to provide for limi
tations on arms sales. In addition, such study shall in
clude an evaluation of the impact of United States arms 
sales policies on the economic and social development 
of foreign countries and consideration of steps which 
might be taken by the United States to encourage the 
maximum use of the resources of the developing coun
tries for economic and social development purposes.

(2) Not later than the end of the one-year period be
ginning on the date of enactment of this section, the 
President shall submit to the Congress a report setting 
forth in detail (A) the findings made and conclusions 
reached as a result of the study conducted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, together with such 
recommendations for legislation as the President deems 
appropriate, (B) the efforts made by the United States 
during the five years immediately preceding the sub
mission of such report to initiate and otherwise encour
age arms sales limitations, and (C) the efforts being 
made by the United States at the time of the submission 
of such report to initiate and otherwise encourage arms 
sales limitations in accordance with the policies stated 
in the amendment made by subsection (a) of this 
section.

TRANSFER OF DEFENSE SERVICES

Sec . 203. (a) Section 3(a) (2) of the Foreign Mili
tary Sales Act is amended, effective July 1,1976, by in
serting immediately after “article” each time it appears 
“or related training or other defense service”.

(b) Section 505(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is amended, effective July 1,1976, by inserting im
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mediately after “articles” each time it appears “or re
lated training or other defense service.”.

APPROVAL FOR TRANSFER OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

S ec. 204. (a) Section 3 of the Foreign Military Sales 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsections:

“ (e) The President may not give his consent under 
paragraph (2) of subsection (a) or under the third sen
tence of such subsection to a transfer of a defense arti
cle, or related training or other defense service, sold un
der this Act and may not give his consent to such a 
transfer under section 505(a) (1) or 505(a) (4) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 unless, 30 days prior to 
giving such consent, the President submits to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate a written 
certification with respect to such proposed transfer con
taining—

“ (1) the name of the country or international or
ganization proposing to make such transfer,

“ (2) a description of the defense article or re
lated training or other defense service proposed to 
be transferred, including the original acquisition 
cost of such defense article or related training or 
other defense service,

“ (3) the name of the proposed recipient of such 
defense article or related training or other defense 
service,

“ (4) the reasons for such proposed transfer, and 
“ (5) the date on which such transfer is proposed 

to be made.
Any certification submitted to Congress pursuant to 
this subsection shall be unclassified, except that infor
mation regarding the dollar value and number of de
fense articles, or related training or other defense serv
ices, proposed to be transferred may be classified if pub
lic disclosure thereof would be clearly detrimental to 
the security of the United States.

“ (f) If  the President receives any information that 
a transfer of any defense article, or related training 
or other defense service, has been made without his con
sent as required under this section or under section 505 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, he shall report 
such information immediately to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate.”.
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(b) (1) The second sentence of subsection (a) of sec
tion 3 of the Foreign Military Sales Act is amended by 22 use 2753.
striking out and prior” and all that follows there
after through “transferred” the second time it appears.

(2) The first sentence of section 505(e) of the For- 22 use 2314 .

eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by striking out 
and prior” and all that follows thereafter through 

“transferred” the second time it appears.

SALES FROM STOCKS

S e c .  205. Section 21 of the Foreign Military Sales Act 22 use 2761. 

is amended to read as follows:

“ S e c . 2 1 . S a l e s  F r o m  S t o c k s .—(a) The President 
may sell defense articles and defense services from the 
stocks of the Department of Defense to any eligible 
country or international organization if such country or 
international organization agrees to pay in United 
States dollars—

“ (1) in the case of a defense article not intended 
to be replaced at the time such agreement is en
tered into, not less than the actual value thereof;

“ (2) in the case of a defense article intended to 
be replaced at the time such agreement is entered 
into, the estimated cost of replacement of such ar
ticle, including the contract or production costs 
less any depreciation in the value of such article; 
or

“ (3) in the case of the sale of a defense service, 
the full cost to the United States Government of 
furnishing such service.

“ (b) Except as provided by subsection (d) of this 
section, payment shall be made in advance or, if the 
President determines it to be in the national interest, 
upon delivery of the defense article or rendering of the 
defense service.

“ (c) Personnel performing defense services sold un
der this Act may not perform any duties of a combat
ant nature, including any duties related to training, ad
vising, or otherwise providing assistance regarding 
combat activities, outside the United States in connec
tion with the performance of those defense services.

“ (d) I f  the President determines it to be in the na
tional interest pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec
tion, billings for sales made under letters of offer is
sued under this section after the enactment of this 
subsection may be dated and issued upon delivery of 
the defense article or rendering of the defense service
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22 u s e  2762.
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and shall be due and payable upon receipt thereof by 
the purchasing country or international organization. 
Interest shall be charged on any net amount due and 
payable which is not paid within sixty days after the 
date of such billing. The rate of interest charged shall 
be a rate not less than a rate determined by the Secre
tary of the Treasury taking into consideration the cur
rent average market yield on outstanding short-term 
obligations of the United States as of the last day of 
the month preceding the billing and shall be computed 
from the date of billing. The President may extend 
such sixty-day period to one hundred and twenty days 
if he determines that emergency requirements of the 
purchaser for acquisition of such defense articles or de
fense services exceed the ready availability to the pur
chaser of funds sufficient to pay the United States in 
full for them within such sixty-day period and submits 
that determination to the Congress together with a 
special emergency request for the authorization and 
appropriation of additional funds to finance such pur
chases under this Act.

“ (e) (1) After September 30,1976, letters of offer for 
the sale of defense articles or for the sale of defense 
services that are issued pursuant to this section or pur
suant to section 22 of this Act shall include appropriate 
charges for—

“ (A) administrative services, calculated on an 
average percentage basis to recover the full esti
mated costs of administration of sales made un
der this Act to all purchasers of such articles and 
services;

“ (B) any use of plant and production equipment 
in connection with such defense articles; and 

“ (C) a proportionate amount of any nonrecur
ring costs of research, development, and produc
tion of major defense equipment.

“ (2) The President may reduce or waive the charge 
or charges which would otherwise be considered ap
propriate under paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(C) for 
particular sales that would, if made, significantly ad
vance United States Government interests in North At
lantic Treaty Organization standardization, or foreign 
procurement in the United States under coproduction 
arrangements.

“ (f) Any contracts entered into between the United 
States and a foreign country under the authority of
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this section or section 22 of this Act shall be prepared 
in a manner which will permit them to be made avail
able for public inspection to the fullest extent possible 
consistent with the national security of the United 
States.

“ (g) In carrying out section 814 of the Act of October 
7, 1975 (Public Law 94-106), the President may enter 
into North Atlantic Treaty Organization standardiza
tion agreements for the cooperative furnishing of train
ing on a bilateral or multilateral basis, if the financial 
principles of such agreements are based on reciprocity. 
Such agreements shall include reimbursement for all 
direct costs but may exclude reimbursement for indi
rect costs, administrative surcharges, and costs of billet
ing of trainees (except to the extent that members of 
the United States Armed Forces occupying compar
able accommodations are charged for such accommoda
tions by the United States). Each such agreement shall 
be transmitted promptly to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives and the Committees on Appropria
tions, Armed Services, and Foreign Relations of the 
Senate.”.

SALES FROM STOCKS AFFECTING UNITED STATES 
COMBAT READINESS

S ec. 206. Section 21 of the Foreigii Military Sales 
Act, as amended by section 205 of this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection:

“ (h) (1) Sales of defense articles and defense services 
which could have significant adverse effect on the com
bat readiness of the Armed Forces of the United States 
shall be kept to an absolute minimum. The President 
shall transmit to the Speaker of the House of Represent
atives and the Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations of the Senate on the same day a writ
ten statement giving a complete explanation with re
spect to any proposal to sell, under this section, any de
fense articles or defense services if such sale could have 
a significant adverse effect on the combat readiness of 
the Armed Forces of the United States. Each such state
ment shall be unclassified except to the extent that public 
disclosure of any item of information contained therein 
would be clearly detrimental to the security of the 
United States. Any necessarily classified information 
shall be confined to a supplemental report. Each such
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statement shall include an explanation relating to only 
one such proposal to sell and shall set forth—

“ (A) the country or international organization 
to which the sale is proposed to be made;

“ (B) the amount of the proposed sale;
“ (C) a description of the defense article or serv

ice proposed to be sold;
“ (D) a full description of the impact which the 

proposed sale will have on the Armed Forces of 
the United States; and

“ (E) a justification for such proposed sale, in
cluding a certification that such sale is important 
to the security of the United States.

A certification described in subparagraph (E) shall 
take effect on the date on which such certification is 
transmitted and shall remain in effect for not to exceed 
one year.

“ (2) No delivery may be made under any sale which 
is required to be reported under paragraph (1) of this 
subsection unless the certification required to be trans
mitted by paragraph (E) of paragraph (1) is in 
effect.”.

PROCUREMENT FOR CASH SALES

22 use 2762. Sec. 207. (a) Section 22(a) of the Foreign Military 
Sales Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: “Interest shall be charged on any net amount 
by which any such country or international organiza
tion is in arrears under all of its outstanding unliqui- 

interest rate. dated dependable undertakings, considered collectively.
The rate of interest charged shall be a rate not less than 
a rate determined by the Secretary of the Treasury tak
ing into consideration the current average market yield 
on outstanding short-term obligations of the United 
States as of the last day of the month preceding the net 
arrearage and shall be computed from the date of net 
arrearage.”.

(b) Section 22(b) of the Foreign Military Sales Act 
is amended by striking out the first sentence and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: “The President may, 
if he determines it to be in the national interest, issue 
letters of offer under this section which provide for bill
ing upon delivery of the defense article or rendering of 
the defense service and for payment within one hun
dred and twenty days after the date of billing. This au
thority may be exercised, however, only if the President 
also determines that the emergency requirements of the
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purchaser for acquisition of such defense articles and 
services exceed the ready availability to the purchaser of 
funds sufficient to make payments on a dependable un
dertaking basis and submits both determinations to the 
Congress together with a special emergency request for 
authorization and appropriation of additional funds to 
finance such purchases imder this Act.”.

EXTENSION OF PAYMENT PERIOD FOR CREDIT SALES

S ec. 208. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 23 of the For
eign Military Sales Act is amended by striking out ‘‘ten 
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “twelve years”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to financing under agreements en
tered into on or after the date of enactment of this Act 
for the procurement of defense articles to be delivered, 
or defense services to be rendered, after such date.

ANNUAL ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION FOR SALES 
PROGRAM

S ec . 209. (a) Immediately after section 24 of the 
Foreign Military Sales Act, add the following new sec
tion:

“ S e c . 2 5 . A n n u a l  E s t im a t e  a n d  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  

S a l e s  P r o g r a m .—(a) The President shall transmit to 
the Congress, as a part of the presentation materials for 
security assistance programs proposed for each fiscal 
year, a report which sets forth—

“ (1) an estimate of the amount of sales expected 
to be made to each country under sections 21 and 22 
of this Act, including a detailed explanation of the 
foreign policy and United States national security 
considerations involved in expected sales to each 
country;

“ (2) an estimate of the amount of credits and 
guaranties expected to be extended to each country 
under sections 23 and 24 of this A ct;

“ (3) a list of all findings which are in effect on 
the date of such transmission made by the President 
pursuant to section 3(a) (1) of this Act, together 
with a full and complete justification for each such 
finding, explaining how sales to each country with 
respect to which such finding has been made will 
strengthen the security of the United States and 
promote world peace; and 

“ (4) an arms control impact statement for each 
purchasing country, including (A) an analysis of
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the relationship between expected sales to each 
country and arms control efforts relating to that 
country, and (B) the impact of such expected sales 
on the stability of the region that includes the pur
chasing country.

“ (b) Not later than thirty days following the receipt 
of a request made by the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate or the Committee on International 
Relations of the House of Representatives for addi
tional information with respect to any estimate sub
mitted pursuant to subsection (a), the President shall 
submit such information to such committee.

“ (c) The President shall make every effort to submit 
all of the information required by this section wholly in 
unclassified form. In  the event the President submits 
any such information in classified form, he shall submit 
such classified information in an addendum and shall 
also submit simultaneously a detailed summary, in un
classified form, of such classified information.”.

(b) Section 634(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is amended by striking out “and military sales un
der this or any other Act” in the fourth sentence.

MILITARY SALES AUTHORIZATION

S ec. 210. (a) Section 31(a) of the Foreign Military 
Sales Act is amended by striking out “not to exceed 
$405,000,000 for the fiscal year 1975” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “not to exceed $1,039,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1976 and not to exceed $740,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1977”.

(b) Section 31(b) of such Act is amended to read as 
follows:

“ (b) The aggregate total of credits, or participations 
in credits, extended pursuant to this Act and of the 
principal amount of loans guaranteed pursuant to sec
tion 24(a) shall not exceed $2,374,700,000 for the fiscal 
year 1976, of which not less than $1,500,000,000 shall be 
available only for Israel, and shall not exceed $2,022,- 
100,000 for the fiscal year 1977, of which not less than 
$1,000,000,000 shall be available only for Israel.”.

(c) (1) Section 31 of such Act is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new subsec
tions :

“ (c) Funds made available for the fiscal years 1976 
and 1977 under subsection (a) of this section shall be
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obligated to finance the procurement of defense articles 
and defense services by Israel on a long-term repayment 
basis either by the extension of credits, without regard 
to the limitations contained in section 23, or by the is
suance of guaranties under section 24. Repayment shall 
be in not less than twenty years, following a grace pe
riod of ten years on repayment of principal. Israel shall 
be released from one-half of its contractual liability to 
repay the United States Government with respect to 
defense articles and defense services so financed for 
each such year.

‘‘(d) The aggregate acquisition cost to the United 
States of excess defense articles ordered by the Presi
dent in any fiscal year after fiscal year 1976 for delivery 
to foreign countries or international organizations un
der the authority of chapter 2 of part I I  of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or pursuant to sales under this 
Act may not exceed $100,000,000 (exclusive of ships 
and their on-board stores and supplies transferred in 
accordance with law)

(2) Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of section 8 
of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Foreign Mili
tary Sales Act and for other purposes”, approved Jan
uary 12, 1971 (Public Law 91-672; 84 Stat. 2053), are 
repealed effective July 1; 1976. All funds in the suspense 
account referred to in subsection (a) of such section on 
July 1, 1976, shall be transferred to the general fund 
of the Treasury.

REPORTS ON COMMERCIAL AND GOVERNMENTAL 
MILITARY EXPORTS; CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

S e c . 211. (a) Section 36 of the Foreign Military Sales 
Act is amended to read as follows:

“ S e c .  36. R e p o r t s  o n  C o m m e k c ia l  a n d  G o v e r n m e n 

t a l  M i l i t a r y  E x p o r t s ;  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  A c t i o n . — ( a )  

T h e  P r e s id e n t  s h a l l  t r a n s m it  t o  t h e  S p e a k e r  o f  t h e  

H o u s e  o f  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  a n d  t o  t h e  c h a ir m a n  o f  t h e  

C o m m it te e  o n  F o r e ig n  R e la t io n s  o f  t h e  S e n a t e  n o t  m o r e  

t h a n  t h i r t y  d a y s  a f t e r  t h e  e n d  o f  e a c h  q u a r te r  a n  u n 

c la s s i f ie d  r e p o r t  ( e x c e p t  t h a t  a n y  m a t e r ia l  w h ic h  w a s  

t r a n s m it t e d  in  c la s s i f ie d  f o r m  u n d e r  s u b s e c t io n  ( b )  ( 1 )  

o r  ( c )  ( 1 )  o f  t h i s  s e c t io n  m a y  b e  c o n t a in e d  i n  a  c la s s i 

f ie d  a d d e n d u m  t o  s u c h  r e p o r t ,  a n d  a n y  l e t t e r  o f  o f fe r  

r e f e r r e d  t o  in  p a r a g r a p h  ( 1 )  o f  t h i s  s u b s e c t io n  m a y  b e  

l i s t e d  in  s u c h  a d d e n d u m  u n le s s  s u c h  le t t e r  o f  o f fe r  h a s
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been the subject of an unclassified certification pursu
ant to subsection (b) (1) of this section) containing—

‘̂ (1) a listing of all letters of offer to sell any 
major defense equipment for $1,000,000 or more 
under this Act to each foreign country and inter
national organization, by category, if such letters 
of offer have not been accepted or canceled;

“ (2) a listing of all such letters of offer that have 
been accepted during the fiscal year in which such 
report is submitted, together with the total value 
of all defense articles and defense services sold to 
each foreign country and international organiza
tion during such fiscal year;

“ (3) the cumulative dollar amounts, by foreign 
country and international organization, of sales 
credit agreements under section 23 and guaranty 
agreements under section 24 made during the fiscal 
year in which such report is submitted;

“ (4) a numbered listing of all licenses and ap
provals for the export to each foreign country and 
international organization duri'ng such fiscal year 
of commercially sold major defense equipment, by 
category, sold for $1,000,000 or more, together with 
the total value of all defense articles and defense 
services so licensed for each foreign country and 
international organization, setting forth with re
spect to the listed major defense equipment—

“ (A) the items to be exported under the 
license,

“ (B) the quantity and contract price of each 
such item to be furnished, and 

“ (C) the name and address of the ultimate 
user of each such item;

“ (5) projections of the dollar amounts, by for
eign country and international organization, of 
cash sales expected to be made under sections 21 
and 22, credits to be extended under section 23, and 
guaranty agreements to be made under section 24 
in the quarter of the fiscal year immediately fol
lowing the quarter for which such report is sub
mitted ;

“ (6) a projection with respect to all cash sales 
expected to be made and credits expected to be ex
tended to each country and organization for the 
remainder of the fiscal year in which such report 
is transmitted;
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“ (7) an estimate of the number of officers and 
employees of the United States Government and 
of United States civilian contract personnel pres
ent in each such country at the end of that quarter 
for assignments in implementation of sales and 
conunercial exports under this A ct; and

“ (8) an analysis and description of the services 
being performed by officers and employees of the 
United States Government under section 21(a) of 
this Act, including the number of personnel so em
ployed.

For each letter of offer to sell under paragraphs (1) 
and (2), the report shall specify (i) the foreign coun
try or international organization to which the defense 
article or service is offered or was sold, as the case may 
be; (ii) the dollar amount of the offer to sell or the sale 
and the number of defense articles offered or sold, as 
the case may be; (iii) a description of the defense arti
cle or service offered or sold, as the case may be; and 
(iv) the United States Armed Forces or other agency 
of the United States which is making the offer to sell 
or the sale, as the case may be.

“ (b) (1) In the case of any letter of offer to sell any 
defense articles or services under this Act for $25,000,- 
000 or more, or any major defense equipment for $7,- 
000,000 or more, before such letter of offer is issued, the 
President shall submit to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and to the chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate a numbered certi
fication with respect to such offer to sell containing the 
information specified in clauses (i) through (iv) of 
subsection (a). In addition, the President shall, upon 
the request of such committee or the Committee on In
ternational Relations of the House of Representatives, 
transmit promptly to both such committees a statement 
setting forth, to the extent specified in such request—

“ (A) a detailed description of the defense arti
cles or services to be offered, including a brief de
scription of the capabilities of any defense article 
to be offered;

“ (B) an estimate of the number of officers and 
employees of the United States Government and of 
United States civilian contract personnel expected 
to be needed in such country to carry out the pro
posed sale;

“ (C) the name of each contractor expected to 
provide the defense article or defense service pro-
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posed to be sold (if known on the date of transmit
tal of such statement);

(D) an analysis of the arms control impact per
tinent to such offer to sell, prepared in consultation 
with the Secretary of Defense;

“ (E) the reasons why the foreign country or in
ternational organization to which the sale is pro
posed to be made needs the defense articles or serv
ices which are the subject of such sale and a de
scription of how such country or organization in
tends to use such defense articles or services;

“ (F) an analysis by the President of the impact 
of the proposed sale on the military stocks and the 
military preparedness of the United States;

“ (G) the reasons why the proposed sale is in the 
national interest of the United States;

“ (H) an analysis by the President of the impact 
of the proposed sale on the military capabilities of 
the foreign country or international organization 
to which such sale would be made;

“ (I) an analysis by the President of how the pro
posed sale would affect the relative military 
strengths of countries in the region to which the de
fense articles or services which are the subject of 
such sale would be delivered and whether other 
countries in the region have comparable kinds and 
amounts of defense articles or services;

“ (J) an estimate of the levels of trained person
nel and maintenance facilities of the foreign coun
try or international organization to which the sale 
would be made which are needed and available to 
utilize effectively the defense articles or services 
proposed to be sold;

“ (K) an analysis of the extent to which compar
able kinds and amounts of defense articles or serv
ices are available from other countries;

“ (L) an analysis of the impact of the proposed 
sale on United States relations with the countries 
in the region to which the defense aiticles or serv
ices which are the subject of such sale would be de
livered; and

“ (M) a detailed description of any agreement 
proposed to be entered into by the United States 
for the purchase or acquisition by the United States 
of defense articles, services, or equipment, or other 
articles, services, or equipment of the foreign coun-
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try or international organization in connection 
with, or as consideration for, such letter of offer, in
cluding an analysis of the impact of such proposed 
agreement upon United States business concerns 
which might otherwise have provided such articles, 
services, or equipment to the United States, an esti
mate of the costs to be incurred by the United States 
in connection with such agreement compared with 
costs which would otherwise have been incurred, an 
estimate of the economic impact and unemploy
ment which would result from entering into such 
proposed agreement, and an analysis of whether 
such costs and such domestic economic impact jus
tify entering into such proposed agreement.

A certification transmitted pursuant to this subsection 
shall be unclassified, except that the information speci
fied in clause (ii) and the details of the description 
specified in clause (iii) of subsection (a) may be clas
sified if the public disclosure thereof would be clearly 
detrimental to the security of the United States. The 
letter of offer shall not be issiied if the Congress, within 
thirty calendar days after receiving such certification, 
adopts a concurrent resolution stating that it objects to 
the proposed sale, unless the President states in his cer
tification that an emergency exists which requires such 
sale in the national security interests of the United 
States.

“ (2) Any such resolution shall be considered in the 
Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 
601(b) of the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

“ (3) For the purpose of expediting the consideration 
and adoption of concurrent resolutions under this sub
section, a motion to proceed to the consideration of any 
such resolution after it has been reported by the ap
propriate conmiittee shall be treated as highly priv
ileged in the House of Eepresentatives.

“ (c) In the case of an application by a person (other 
than with regard to a sale under section 21 or section 22 
of this Act) for a license for the export of any major 
defense equipment sold under a contract in the amount 
of $7,000,000 or more or of defense articles or defense 
services sold under a contract in the amount of $25,000,- 
000 or more, not less than 30 days before issuing such 
license the President shall transmit to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and to the chairman of

Certification, 
transmittal to 
Speaker of the  
House and 
congressional 
committee.
22 u s e  2761, 
2762.
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the Committee on Foreign Eelations of the Senate an 
unclassified numbered certification with respect to such 
application specifying (1) the foreign country or inter
national organization to which such export will be 
made, (2) the dollar amount of the items to be exported, 
and (3) a description of the items to be exported. In 
addition, the President shall, upon the request of such 
committee or the Committee on International Relations 
of the House of Representatives, transmit promptly to 
both such committees a statement setting forth, to the 
extent specified in such request, a description of the ca
pabilities of the items to be exported, an estimate of the 
total number of United States personnel expected to be 
needed in the foreign country concerned in connection 
with the items to be exported and an analysis of the 
arms control impact pertinent to such application, pre
pared in consultation with the Secretary of Defense. A 
certification transmitted pursuant to this subsection 
shall be unclassified, except that the information speci
fied in paragraph (2) and the details of the description 
specified in paragraph (3) may be classified if the pub
lic disclosure thereof would be clearly detrimental to 
the security of the United States.

“ (d) In the case of an approval under section 38 of 
this Act of a United States commercial technical as
sistance or manufacturing licensing agreement for or in 
a country not a member of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization which involves the manufacture abroad 
of any item of significant combat equipment on the 
United States Munitions List, before such approval is 
given, the President shall submit a certification with re
spect to such proposed conmiercial agreement in a man
ner similar to the certification required under subsec
tion (c) containing comparable information, except 
that the last sentence of such subsection shall not apply 
to certifications submitted pursuant to this subsection.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a) of this 
section shall apply with respect to letters of offer for 
which a certification is transmitted pursuant to section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act on or after the 
date of enactment of this Act and to export licenses for 
which an application is filed under section 38 of such 
Act on or after such date.
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CONTROL OF LICENSES WITH RESPECT TO ARMS 
EXPORTS AND IMPORTS

Sec. 212.(a) (1) Chapter 3 of the Foreign Military 
Sales Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section:

“ S'EO. 3 8 . C o n t r o l  of A r m s  E x p o r t s  a n d  I m p o r t s .—

(a) (1) In furtherance of world peace and the security 
and foreign policy of the United States, the President 
is authorized to control the import and the export of 
defense articles and defense services and to provide for
eign policy guidance to persons of the United States 
involved in the export and import of such articles and 
services. The President is authorized to designate those 
items which shall be considered as defense articles and 
defense services for the purposes of this section and to 
promulgate regulations for the import and export of 
such articles and services. The items so designated shall 
constitute the United States Munitions List.

‘̂ (2) Decisions on issuing export licenses under this 
section shall be made in coordination with the Direc
tor of the United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency and shall take into account the Direc
tor’s opinion as to whether the eirport of an article will 
contribute to an arms race, increase the possibility of 
outbreak or escalation of conflict, or prejudice the de
velopment of bilateral or multilateral arms control ar
rangements.

“ (b)(1) As prescribed in regulations issued under 
this section, every person (other than an olEcer or em
ployee of the United States Government acting in an 
official capacity) who engages in the business of manu
facturing, exporting, or importing any defense articles 
or defense services designated by the President under 
subsection (a) (1) shall register with the United States 
Government agency charged with the administration of 
this section, and shall pay a registration fee which shall 
be prescribed by such regulations. Such regulations 
shall prohibit the return to the United States for sale 
in the United States (other than for the Armed Forces 
of the United States and its allies or for any State or 
local law enforcement agency) of any military fire
arms or ammunition of United States manufacture fur
nished to foreign governments by the United States 
under this Act or any other foreign assistance or sales 
program of the United States, whether or not enhanced 
in value or improved in condition in a foreign country.

22 use 2778.

Regulations.
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Penalties.

50 u s e  app. 
2405, 2406.

22 use 2752.

This prohibition shall not extend to similar firearms 
that have been so substantially transformed as to be
come, in effect, articles of foreign manufacture.

“ (2) Except as otherwise specifically provided in 
regulations issued under subsection (a) (1), no defense 
articles or defense services designated by the President 
under subsection (a) (1) may be exported or imported 
without a license for such export or import, issued in 
accordance with this Act and regulations issued under 
this Act, except that no license shall be required for 
exports or imports made by or for an agency of the 
United States Government (A) for official use by a 
department or agency of the United States Govern
ment, or (B) for carrying out any foreign assistance 
or sales program authorized by law and subject to the 
control of the President by other means.

“ (3) No license may be issued under this Act for the 
export of any major defense equipment sold under a 
contract in the amount of $25,000,000 or more to any 
foreign country which is not a member of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization unless such major defense 
equipment was sold under this Act.

“ (c) Any person who willfully violates any provision 
of this section or section 39, or any rule or regulation 
issued under either section, or who willfully, in a reg
istration or license application or required report, 
makes any untrue statement of a material fact or omits 
to state a material fact required to be stated therein or 
necessary to make the statements therein not mislead
ing, shall upon conviction be fined not more than $100,- 
000 or imprisoned not more than two years, or both.

“ (d) This section applies to and within the Canal 
Zone.

“ (e) In carrying out functions under this section with 
respect to the export of defense articles and defense 
services, the President is authorized to exercise the 
same powers concerning violations and enforcement 
which are conferred upon departments, agencies and 
officials by sections 6 (c), (d), (e), and (f) and 7 (a) 
and (c) of the Export Administration Act of 1969, 
subject to the same terms and conditions as are appli
cable to such powers under such Act. Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed as authorizing the with
holding of information from the Congress.”.

(2) Section 2(b) of the Foreign Military Sales Act 
is amended—
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(A) by inserting “and exports” immediately af
ter “sales” both times it appears; and

(B) by inserting “and whether there shall be de
livery or other performance under such sale or ex
port,” immediately after “thereof,”.

(b)(1) Section 414 of the Mutual Security Act of 
1954 is repealed. Any reference to such section shall be 
deemed to be a reference to section 38 of the Arms Ex- 
por'fc Control Act and any reference to licenses issued 
under section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act shall 
be deemed to include a reference to licenses issued un
der section 414 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954.

(2) All determinations, authorizations, regulations, 
orders, contracts, agreements, and other actions issued, 
undertaken, or entered into under section 414 of the Mu
tual Security Act of 1954 shall continue in full force 
and effect until modified, revoked, or superseded by 
appropriate authority.

CANCELLATION AND SUSPENSION OF LICENSES AND 
CONTRACTS

S ec. 213. Section 42 of the Foreign Military Sales Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection:

“ (e) (1) Each contract for sale entered into under 
sections 21 and 22 of this Act sihall provide that such 
contract may be canceled in whole or in part, or its ex
ecution suspended, by the United States at any time 
under unusual or compelling circumstances if tiie na
tional interest so requires.

“ (2) (A) Each export license issued under section 38 
of this Act shall provide that such license may be re
voked, suspended, or amended by the Secretary of 
State, without prior notice, whenever the Secretary 
deems such acition to be advisable.

“ (B) Nothing in this paragraph may be construed 
as limiting the regulatory authority of the President 
under this Act.

“ (3) There are authorized to be appropriated from 
time to time such sums as may be necessary (A) to re
fund moneys received from purchasers under contracts 
of sale entered into under sections 21 and 22 of this Act 
that are canceled or suspended under this subsection to 
the extent such moneys have previously been disbursed 
to private contractors and United States Government 
agencies for work in progress, and (B) to pay such

Repeal.
22 u s e  1934 
and note, 
2778 note.

22 u s e  1934 
note.

22 u s e  2791.
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2762.

22 u s e  2761. 
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damages and costs that accrue from the corresponding 
cancellation or suspension of the existing procurement 
contracts or United States Government agency work 
orders involved.”.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

22 use 2792. Sec. 214. Section 43 of the Foreign Military Sales Act
is amended by designating the present section as sub
section (a) and by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection:

“ (b) Administrative expenses incurred by any de
partment or agency of the United States Government 
(including any mission or group) in carrying out func
tions under this Act which are primarily for the benefit 
of any foreign country shall be fully reimbursed from 
amounts received for sales imder sections 21 and 22.”.

DEFINITIONS

22 use 2794. Sec. 215. Section 47 of the Foreign Military Sales Act
is amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of para- 
graph (1);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of para
graph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof a semi
colon; and

(3) by adding immediately after paragraph (2) 
the following new paragraphs:

“ (3) ^defense article’, except as provided in para
graph (7) of this section, includes—

“ (A) any weapon, weapons system, munition, 
aircraft, vessel, boat, or other implement of war, 

“ (B) any property, installation, commodity, ma
terial, equipment, supply, or goods used for the 
purposes of making military sales,

“ (C) any miachinery, facility, tool, material, sup
ply, or other item necessary for the manufacture, 
production, processing, repair, servicing, storage, 
construction, transportation, operation, or use of 
any article listed in this paragraph, and 

“ (D) any component or part of any article 
listed in this paragraph, 

but does not include merchant vessels or (as defined by
42 use 2014. the Atomic Energy Act of 1954) source material, by

product material, special nuclear material, production 
facilities, utilization facilities, or atomic weapons or ar
ticles involving Restricted D ata;



ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT, JUNE 30

“ (4) ‘defense service’, except as provided in para
graph (7) of this section, includes any service, test, in
spection, repair, training, publication, technical or 
other assistance, or defense information (as defined in 
section 644(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961), 
used for the purposes of making military sales;

“ (5) ‘training’ includes formal or informal instruc
tion of foreign students in the United States or overseas 
by officers or employees of the United States, contract 
technicians, or contractors (including instruction at 
civilian institutions), or by correspondence courses, 
technical, educational, or information publications and 
media of all kinds, training aid, orientation, training 
exercise, and military advice to foreign military units 
and forces;

‘‘(6) ‘major defense equipment’ means any item of 
significant combat equipment on the United States Mu
nitions List having a nonrecurring research and devel
opment cost of more than $50,000,000 or a total produc
tion cost of more than $200,000,000; and

“ (7) ‘defense articles and defense services’ means, 
with respect to commercial exports subject to the pro
visions of section 38 of this Act, those items designated 
by the President pursuant to subsection (a) (1) of such 
section.”.

ANNUAL FOREIGN SALES REPORT

S ec. 216. Section 657 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 is amended as follows:

(1) The section caption is amended by inserting 
“ a n d  M i l it a r y  E x p o r t s” after “ F o r e ig n  A s s is t - 

a n c e ” -

(2) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) is amended 
to read as follows:

“ (1) the aggregate dollar value of all foreign as
sistance (including military education and train
ing) , foreign military sales, sales credits, and guar
anties provided or made by the United States Gov
ernment by any means to all foreign countries and 
international organizations, and the aggregate dol
lar value of such assistance, sales, sales credits, and 
guaranties, by category, provided or made by the 
United States Government to or for each such 
country or organization during that fiscal year;”.
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(3) Paragraph (3) of subsection (a) is amended 
to read as follows:

“ (3) the aggregate dollar value and quantity of 
defense articles and defense services, and of mili
tary education and training, exported to each 
foreign country and international organization, by 
category, specifying whether the export was made 
by grant under chapter 2 or chapter 5 of part I I  
of this Act, by sale under chapter 2 of the Arms 
Export Control Act, by commercial sale licensed 
under chapter 3 of that Act, or by other authority; 
and”.

(4) Paragraph (4) of subsection (a) is repealed.
(5) Paragraph (5) of subsection (a) is amend

ed—
(A) by redesignating such paragraph as 

paragraph (4), and
(B) by striking out “ (4)” and inserting in 

lieu thereof “ (3)”.

REPORT ON SALES OF EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES

S e c . 217. Not later than February 28,1977, the Presi
dent shall transmit to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate a full and complete report regarding all 
sales made under the Arms Export Control Act dur
ing the period July 1,1976, through December 31,1976, 
of excess defense articles to foreign governments and 
international organizations (other than any such arti
cle sold solely for scrap). Such report shall set forth—

(1) the number of such sales;
(2) the total acquisition costs of the articles 

sold;
(3) the total gross price paid for such articles ex

clusive of administrative surcharges and costs of 
repairing, rehabilitation, or modifying such arti
cles;

(4) the data set forth under paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (3) totaled separately for those sales made at 
less than 33l^ per centum of the acquisition costs 
thereof; and

(5) the estimated total proceeds of sales of ar
ticles included under paragraph (4) if such arti
cles had been sold instead through United States 
Government surplus property disposal operations 
and the percentage thereof that would have been
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paid out of such proceeds to meet direct eiqpenses 
incurred in connection with such dispositions pur
suant to law.

STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF ARMS EXPORT CONTROL 
PROVISIONS

S e c . 218. (a) The Secretary of State, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Defense, shall conduct a compre
hensive study of the effects of the enactment of the arms 
export control provisions contained in this title with 
a view to determining the consequences of such provi
sions on (1) the foreign policy of the United States,
(2) the balance of payments of the United States, (3) 
the trade with foreign countries, (4) unemployment in 
the United States, and (5) weapons procurement by 
the Department of Defense.

(b) The Secretary of State shall submit the results 
of such study to the President and the Congress within 
one year after the date of enactment of this section, to
gether with such comments and recommendations for 
legislation as he deems appropriate.

TITLE I I I—GENERAL LIMITATIONS

HUMAN RIGHTS

S e c . 301. (a) Section 502B of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

“ S e c . 502B. H u m a n  R ig h t s .—(a) (1) I t  is the policy 
of the United States, in accordance with its interna
tional obligations as set forth in the Charter of the 
United Nations and in keeping with the constitutional 
heritage and traditions of the United States, to pro
mote and encourage increased respect for human rights 
and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language, or religion. To this end, a prin
cipal goal of the foreign policy of the United States is 
to promote the increased observance of internationally 
recognized human rights by all countries.

“ (2) I t  is further the policy of the United States 
that, except under circumstances specified in this sec
tion, no security assistance may be provided to any 
country the government of which engages in a consist
ent pattern of gross violations of internationally rec
ognized human rights.

“ (3) In furtherance of the foregoing policy the Pres
ident is directed to formulate and conduct international 
security assistance programs of the United States in a

22 u s e  2751 
note.

22 u s e  2304
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manner which will promote and advance human rights 
and avoid identification of the United States, through 
such programs, with governments which deny to their 
people internationally recognized human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, in violation of international law 
or in contravention of the policy of the United States 
as expressed in this section or otherwise.

“ (b) The Secretary of State shall transmit to the 
Congress, as part of the presentation materials for se
curity assistance programs proposed for each fiscal year, 
a full and complete report, prepared with the assistance 
of the Coordinator for Human Rights and Humani
tarian Affairs, with respect to practices regarding the 
observance of and respect for internationally recog
nized human rights in each country proposed as a re
cipient of security assistance. In determining whether 
a government falls within the provisions of subsection
(a) (3) and in the preparation of any report or state
ment required under this section, consideration shall be 
given to—

“ (1) the relevant findings of appropriate inter
national organizations, including nongovernmen
tal organizations, such as the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross; and

“ (2) the extent of cooperation by such govern
ment in permitting an unimpeded investigaition by 
any such organization of alleged violations of in
ternationally recognized human rights.

“ (c) (1) Upon the request of the Senate or the House 
of Representatives by resolution of either such House, 
or upon the request of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate or the Committee on International 
Relations of the House of Representatives, the Secre
tary of State shall, within thirty days after receipt of 
such request, transmit to both such committees a state
ment, prepared with the assistance of the Coordinator 
for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, with re
spect to the country designated in such request, setting 
forth—

“ (A) all the available information about obser
vation of and respect for human rights and funda
mental freedom in that country, and a detailed de
scription of practices by the recipient government 
with respect thereto;

“ (B) the steps the United States has taken to— 
“ (i) promote respect for and observance of 

human rights in that country and discourage
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any practices which are inimical to interna
tionally recognized human rights, and 

“ (ii) publicly or privately call attention to, 
and disassociate the United States and any se
curity assistance provided for such country 
from, such practices;

‘‘(C) whether, in the opinion of the Secretary of 
State, notwithstanding any such practices—

“ (i) extraordinary circumstances exist 
which necessitate a continuation of security as
sistance for such country, and, if so, a descrip
tion of such circumstances and the extent to 
which such assistance should be continued 
(subject to such conditions as Congress may 
impose under this section), and 

“ (ii) on all the facts it is in the national in
terest of the United States to provide such as
sistance; and 

“ (D) such other information as such committee 
or such House may request.

“ (2) (A) A resolution of request under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection shall be considered in the Senate 
in accordance with the provisions of section 601 (b) of 
the International Security Assistance and Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976.

“ (B) The term ‘certification’, as used in section 601 
of such Act, means, for the purposes of this subsection, 
a resolution of request of the Senate under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection.

“ (3) In the event a statement with respect to a coun
try is requested pursuant to paragraph (1) of this sub
section but is not transmitted in accordance therewith 
within thirty days after receipt of such request, no secu
rity assistance shall be delivered to such country ex
cept as may thereafter be specifically authorized by law 
from such country unless and until such statement is 
transmitted.

“ (4) (A) In the event a statement with respect to a 
country is transmitted under paragraph (1) of this sub
section, the Congress may at any time thereafter adopt 
a joint resolution terminating, restricting, or continu
ing security assistance for such country. In  the event 
such a joint resolution is adopted, such assistance shall 
be so terminated, so restricted, or so continued, as the 
case may be.

“ (B) Any such resolution shall be considered in the 
Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601

“Certification/'
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(b) of the International Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act of 1976.

‘‘(C) The term ‘certijfication’, as used in section 601 of 
such Act, means, for the purposes of this paragraph, a 
statement transmitted under paragraph (1) of this 
subsection.

“ (d) For the purposes of this section—
“ (1) the term ‘gross violations of internationally 

recognized human rights’ includes torture or cruel, 
inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment, 
prolonged detention without charges and trial, and 
other flagrant denial of the right to life, liberty, 
or the security of person; and

“ (2) the term ‘security assistance’ means—
“ (A) assistance under chapter 2 (military 

assistance) or chapter 4 (security supporting 
assistance) or chapter 5 (military education 
and training) of this part or part VI (assist
ance to the Middle East) of this A ct;

“ (B) sales of defense articles or services, ex
tensions of credits (including participations 
in credits), and guaranties of loans under the 
Arms Export Control A ct; or 

“ (C) any license in effect with respect to the 
export of defense articles or defense services 
to or for the armed forces, police, intelligence, 
or other internal security forces of a foreign 
country under section 38 of the Arms Export 
Control Act.”.

(b) Sectio’n 624 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection:

“ (f)(1) There is established in the Department of 
State a Coordinator for Human Rights and Humani
tarian Affairs. The Coordinator shall be appointed by 
the President with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate. He shall be responsible to the Secretary of State for 
matters pertaining to human rights and humanitarian 
affairs (including matters relating to refugees, prison
ers of war, and members of the United States Armed 
Forces missing in action) in the conduct of foreign 
policy. The Secretary of State shall carry out his re
sponsibility under section 502B of this Act through the 
Coordinator for Human Eights and Humanitarian Af
fairs.
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“ (2) The Coordinator for Human Rights and Hu
manitarian Affairs shall maintain continuous observa
tion and review of all matters pertaining to human 
rights and humanitarian affairs (including matters re
lating to refugees, prisoners of war, and members of the 
United States Armed Forces missing in action) in the 
conduct of foreign policy including—

“ (A) gathering detailed information regarding 
humanitarian affairs and the observance of and 
respect for internationally recognized human rights 
in each country to which requirements of sections 
116 and 502B of this Act are relevant; 22 use 2i 5in .

“ (B) preparing the statements and reports to 
Congress required under section 502B of this Act;

“ (C) making recommendations to the Secretary 
of State and the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development regarding compliance 
with sections 116 and 502B of this Act; and 

“ (D) performing other responsibilities which 
serve to promote increased observance of interna
tionally recognized human rights by all countries.”.

PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION

S e c .  302. (a) Section 505 of the Foreign Assistance ^2 use 2314.

Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsectioii:

“ (g) (1) I t  is the policy of the United States that no 
assistance under this chapter should be furnished to any 
foreign country, the laws, regulations, official policies, 
or governmental practices of which prevent any United 
States person (as defined in section 7701(a) (30) of the 
Internal Eevenue Code of 1954) from participating in 26 use 7701.
the furnishing of defense articles or defense services 
under this chapter on the basis of race, religion, na
tional origin, or sex.

“ (2) (A) No agency performing functions under this 
chapter shall, in employing or assigning personnel to 
participate in the performance of any such function, 
whether in the United States or abroad, take into ac
count the exclusionary policies or practices of any for
eign government where such policies or practices are 
based upon race, religion, national origin, or sex.

“ (B) Each contract entered into by any such agency 
for the performance of any function under this chapter 
shall contain a provision to the effect that no person, 
partnership, corporation, or other entity performing 
functions pursuant to such contract, shall, in employing



420 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

Reports, 
transmittal to 
Speaker of the 
House and 
congressional 
committee.

or assigning personnel to participate in the performance 
of any such function, whether in the United States or 
abroad, take into account the exclusionary policies or 
practices of any foreign government where such policies 
or practices are based upon race, religion, national ori
gin, or sex.

“ (3) The President shall promptly transmit reports 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate concerning any transaction in which any 
United States person (as defined in section 7701 (a) (30) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) is prevented by a 
foreign government on the basis of race, religion, na
tional origin, or sex, from participating in the furnish
ing of assistance under this chapter, or education and 
training under chapter 5, to any foreign country. Such 
reports shall include (A) a description of the facts and 
circumstances of any such discrimination, (B) the re
sponse thereto on the part of the United States or any 
agency or employee thereof, and (C) the result of such 
response, if any.

“ (4) (A) Upon the request of the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate or the Committee on Inter
national Relations of the House of Representatives, the 
President shall, within 60 days after receipt of such 
request, transmit to both such committees a statement 
prepared with the assistance of the Coordinator for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, with respect 
to the country designated in such request, setting forth— 

“ (i) all the available information about the ex
clusionary policies or practices of the government 
of such country when such policies or practices 
are based upon race, religion, national origin, or 
sex and prevent any such person from participat
ing in a transaction involving the furnishing of 
any assistance under this chapter or any education 
and training under chapter 5;

“ (ii) the response of the United States thereto 
and the results of such response;

“ (iii) whether, in the opinion of the President, 
notwithstanding any such policies or practices— 

“ (I) extraordinary circumstances exist 
which necessitate a continuation of such assist
ance or education and training transaction, 
and, if so, a description of such circumstances 
and the extent to which such assistance or edu
cation and training transaction should be
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continued (subject to such conditions as Con
gress may impose under this section), and 

“ (II) on all the facts it is in the national 
interest of the United States to continue such 
assistance or education and training transac
tion; and

“ (iv) such other information as such committee 
may request.

“ (B) In the event a statement with respect to an as
sistance or training transaction is requested pursuant 
to subparagraph (A) of this paragraph but is not trans
mitted in accordance therewith within 60 days after 
receipt of such request, such assistance or training 
transaction shall be suspended unless and until such 
statement is transmitted.

“ (C) (i) In the event a statement with respect to an 
assistance or training transaction is transmitted under 
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, the Congress may 
at any time thereafter adopt a joint resolution terminat
ing or restricting such assistance or training transac
tion.

“ (ii) Any such resolution shall be considered in the 
Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601 
(b) of the International Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act of 1976.

“ (iii) The term ‘certification’, as used in section 601 "Certification.” 

of such Act, means, for the purposes of this paragraph, 
a statement transmitted under subparagraph (A) of 
this paragraph.”.

(b) Chapter 1 of the Foreign Military Sales Act is 22 use 2755. 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
section:

“ S e c . 5 . P R O H iB rn o N  A g a in s t  D i s c r im in a t io n .— ( a )

I t is the policy of the United States that no sales should 
be made, and no credits (including participations in 
credits) or guaranties extended to or for any foreign 
country, the laws, regulations, official policies, or gov- 
ernmental practices of which prevent any United States 
person (as defined in section 7701(a) (30) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1954) from participating in the 
furnishing of defense articles or defense services under 
this Act on the basis of race, religion, national origin, 
or sex.

^^l^)(l) agency performing functions under this 
Act shall, in employing or assigning personnel to par
ticipate in the performance of any such function.
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whether in the United States or abroad, take into ac
count the exclusionary policies or practices of any for
eign government where such policies or practices are 
based upon race, religion, national origin, or sex.

‘‘(2) Each contract entered into by any such agency 
for the performance of any function under this Act 
shall contain a provision to the effect that no person, 
partnership, corporation, or other entity performing 
functions pursuant to such contract, shall, in employing 
or assigning personnel to participate in the perform
ance of any such function, whether in the United States 
or abroad, take into account the exclusionary policies or 
practices of any foreign government where such policies 
or practices are based upon race, religion, national ori
gin, or sex.

“ (c) The President shall promptly transmit reports 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate concerning any instance in which any United 
States person (as defined in section 7701(a) (30) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954) is prevented by a 
foreign government on the basis of race, religion, na
tional origin, or sex, from participating in the perform
ance of any sale or licensed transaction under this Act. 
Such reports shall include (1) a description of the facts 
and circumstances of any such discrimination, (2) the 
response thereto on the part of the United States or any 
agency or employee thereof, and (3) the result of such 
response, if any.

“ (d) (1) Upon the request of the Committee on For
eign Relations of the Senate or the Committee on In 
ternational Relations of the House of Representatives, 
the President shall, within 60 days after receipt of such 
request, transmit to both such conmiittees a statement, 
prepared with the assistance of the Coordinator for 
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, with respect 
to the country designated in such request, setting forth—

“ (A) all the available information about the ex
clusionary policies or practices of the government 
of such country when such policies or practices are 
based upon race, religion, national origin or sex 
and prevent any such person from participating in 
the performance of any sale or licensed transac
tion under this Act ;

“ (B) the response of the United States thereto 
and the results of such response;
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“ (C) whether, in the opinion of the President, 
notwithstanding any such policies or practices—

“ (i) extraordinary circumstances exist 
which necessitate a continuation of such sale 
or licensed transaction, and, if so, a description 
of such circumstances and the extent to which 
such sale or licensed transaction should be con
tinued (subject to such conditions as Congress 
may impose imder this section), and

“ (ii) on all the facts it is in the national in
terest of the United States to continue such 
sale or licensed transaction; and 

“ (D) such other information as such committee 
may request.

“ (2) In the event a statement with respect to a sale 
or licensed transaction is requested pursuant to para
graph (1) of this subsection but is not transmitted in 
accordance therewith within 60 days after receipt of 
such request, such sale or licensed transaction shall be 
suspended unless and until such statement is trans
mitted.

“ (3) (A) In the event a statement with respect to a 
sale or licensed transaction is transmitted under para
graph (1) of this subsection, the Congress may at any 
time thereafter adopt a joint resolution terminating or 
restricting such sale or licensed transaction.

“ (B) Any such resolution shall be considered in the 
Senate in accordance with the provisions of section 601
(b) of the International Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act of 1976.

“ (C) The term ‘certification’, as used in section 601 of “Certification.” 

such Act, means, for the purposes of this paragraph, a 
statement transmitted under paragraph (1) of this sub
section.”.

PROHIBITION OF ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES GRANT
ING SANCTUARY TO INTERNATIONAL TERRORISTS

Sec. 303. Chapter I  of part I I I  of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new section:

“Sec. 620A. P r o h i b i t i o n  A g a i n s t  F u r n i s h i n g  As- 22 use 2371.
SISTANCE TO COUNTRIES W h ICH G r ANT S a n CTUARY TO 

I n t e r n a t io n a l  T e r r o r ist s .—(a) Except where the 
President finds national security to require otherwise, 
the President shall terminate all assistance under this 
Act to any government which aids or abets, by granting 
sanctuary from prosecution to, any individual or group

253-754 0  - 78 - 29
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which has committed an act of international terrorism 
and the President may not thereafter furnish assistance 
to such government until the end of the one year period 
beginning on the date of such termination, except that 
if during its period of ineligibility for assistance under 
this section such government aids or abets, by granting 
sanctuary from prosecution to, any other individual or 
group which has committed an act of international ter
rorism, such government’s period of ineligibility shall 
be extended for an additional year for each such in
dividual or group.

“ (b) If  the President finds that national security 
justifies a continuation of assistance to any government 
described in subsection (a ), he shall report such finding 
to the Speaker of the House of Eepresentatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Eelations of the Senate.”.

INELIGIBILITY

S e c . 304. (a) Section 605(d) of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended to read as follows:

“ (d) (1) Assistance and deliveries of assistance un
der this chapter to any country shall be terminated as 
hereinafter provided, if such country uses defense ar
ticles or defense services furnished under this Act, the 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, or any predecessor For
eign Assistance Act, in substantial violation (either in 
terms of quantities or in terms of the gravity of the con
sequences regardless of the quantities involved) of any 
agreement entered into pursuant to any such Act (A) 
by using such articles or services for a purpose not au
thorized under section 502 or, if such agreement pro
vides that such articles or services may only be used for 
purposes more limited than those authorized under sec
tion 502, for a purpose not authorized under such agree
ment; (B) by transferring such articles or services to, 
or permitting any use of such articles or services by, 
anyone not an officer, employee, or agent of the recipient 
country without the consent of the President; or (C) by 
failing to maintain the security of such articles or 
services.

“ (2) (A) Assistance and deliveries of assistance shall 
be terminated pursuant to paragraph (1) of this sub
section if the President so determines and so states in 
writing to the Congress, or if the Congress so finds by 
joint resolution.
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“ (B) The President shall report to the Congress 
promptly upon the receipt of information that a vio
lation described in paragraph (1) of this subsection may 
have occurred.

“ (3) Assistance to a country shall remain terminated 
in accordance with paragraph (1) of this subsection 
until such time as—

“ (A) the President determines that the violation 
has ceased; and

“ (B) the country concerned has given assurances 
satisfactory to the President that such violation 
will not recur.

‘‘(4) The authority contained in section 614(a) of 
this Act may not be used to waive the provisions of 
this section with respect to further assistance under 
this chapter.”.

(b)(1) Section 3(c) of the Foreign Military Sales 
Act is amended to read as follows:

“ (c) (1) (A) No credits (including participations in 
credits) may be issued and no guaranties may be ex
tended for any foreign country imder this Act as here
inafter provided, if such country uses defense articles or 
defense services furnished under this Act, or any pred
ecessor Act, in substantial violation (either in terms of 
quantities or in terms of the gravity of the consequences 
regardless of the quantities involved) of any agreement 
entered into pursuant to any such Act (i) by using such 
articles or services for a purpose not authorized under 
section 4 or, if such agreement provides that such arti
cles or services may only be used for purposes more 
limited than those authorized under section 4 for a pur
pose hot authorized under such agreement; (ii) by 
transferring such articles or services to, or permitting 
any use of such articles or services by, anyone not an of
ficer, employee, or agent of the recipient country without 
the consent of the President; or (iii) by failing to 
maintain the security of such articles or services.

“ (B) jKTo cash sales or deliveries pursuant to previous 
sales may be made with respect to any foreign country 
under this Act as hereinafter provided, if such country 
uses defense articles or defense services furnished un
der this Act, or any predecessor Act, in substantial 
violation (either in terms of quantity or in terms of the 
gravity of the consequences regardless of the quantities

Presidential 
report to 
Congress.

22 u s e  2753.

22 u s e  2754,
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involved) of any agreement entered into pursuant to 
any such Act by using such articles or services for a pur
pose not authorized under section 4 or, if such agree
ment provides that such articles or services may only be 
used for purposes more limited than those authorized 
under section 4, for a purpose not authorized under such 
agreement.

“ (2) The President shall report to the Congress 
promptly upon the receipt of information that a viola
tion described in paragraph (1) of this subsection may 
have occurred.

“ (3) (A) A country shall be deemed to be ineligible 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) of this sub
section, or both subparagraphs (A) and (B) of such 
paragraph in the case of a violation described in 
both such paragraphs, if the President so determines 
and so reports in writing to the Congress, or if the 
Congress so determines by joint resolution.

“ (B) Notwithstanding a determination by the Presi
dent of ineligibility under subparagraph (B) of para
graph (1) of this subsection, cash sales and deliveries 
pursuant to previous sales may be made if the President 
certifies in writing to the Congress that a termination 
thereof would have significant adverse impact on United 
States security, unless the Congress adopts or has 
adopted a joint resolution pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph with respect to such ineligibility.

“ (4) A country shall remain ineligible in accordance 
with paragraph (1) of this subsection until such time 
as—

(A) the President determines that the violation 
has ceased; and 

“ (B) the country concerned has given assurances 
satisfactory to the President that such violation 
will not recur.”.

(2) Section 3(d) of the Foreign Military Sales Act is 
repealed and subsections (e) and (f) of such section, as 
added by section 204 of this Act, are redesignated as 
subsections (d) and (e), respectively.

NUCLEAR TRANSFERS

S ec. 305. Chapter 3 of part I I I  of the Foreign Assist
ance Act of 1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new section:
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“Sec. 669. N u c l e a r  T r a n s f e r s .— (a) Except as pro- 22 use 2429. 
vided in subsection (b), no funds authorized to be ap
propriated by this Act or the Arms Export Control Act 
may be used for the purpose of—

“ (1) providing economic assistance;
‘‘(2) providing military or security supporting 

assistance or grant military education and train- 
ing; or

'‘(3) extending military credits or makmg guar
antees ;

to any country which—
“ (A) delivers nuclear reprocessing or en

richment equipment, materials, or technology 
to any other country; or

‘‘(B) receives such equipment, materials or 
technology from any other country; 
unless before such delivery—

‘‘(i) the supplying country and receiv
ing country have reached agreement to 
place all such equipment, materials, and 
technology, upon delivery, under multi
lateral auspices and management when 
available; and

(ii) the recipient country has entered 
into an agreement with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to place all such 
equipment, materials, technology, and all 
nuclear fuel and facilities in such country 
under the safeguards system of such 
Agency.

‘‘(b)(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsec
tion (a) of this section, the President may, by Execu
tive order effective not less than 30 days following its 
date of promulgation, furnish assistance which would 
otherwise be prohibited under paragraph (1), (2), or 
(3) of such subsection if he determines and certifies in 
writing to the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
that—

“ (A) the termination of such assistance would 
have a serious adverse effect on vital United States 
interests; and

“ (B) he has received reliable assurances that the 
country in question will not acquire or develop nu
clear weapons or assist other nations in doing so.



428 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

Such certification shall set forth the reasons supporting 
such determination in each particular case.

“ (2) (A) The Congress may by joint resolution ter
minate or restrict assistance described in paragraphs
(1) through (3) of subsection (a) with respect to a 
country to which the prohibition in such subsection ap
plies or take any other action with respect to such assist
ance for such country as it deems appropriate.

“ (B) Any such joint resolution with respect to a 
country shall, if introduced within 30 days after the 
transmittal of a certification under paragraph (1) with 
respect to such country, be considered in the Senate in 
accordance with the provisions of section 601 (b) of the 
International Security Assistance and Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976.”.

TITLE IV—PROVISIONS RELATING TO 
SPECIFIC REGIONS OR COUNTRIES

CONTROL OF MILITARY FORCES IN THE INDIAN 
OCEAN

2151 Sec. 407. (a) I t is the sense of Congress that the 
President should undertake to enter into negotiations 
with the Soviet Union intended to achieve an agreement 
limiting the deployment of naval, air, and land forces 
of the Soviet Union and the United States in the Indian 
Ocean and littoral countries. Such negotiations should 
be convened as soon as possible and should consider, 
among other things, limitations with respect to—

(1) the establishment or use of facilities for 
naval, air, or land forces in the Indian Ocean and 
littoral countries;

(2) the number of naval vessels which may be de
ployed in the Indian Ocean, or the number of “ship- 
days” allowed therein; and

(3) the type and number of military forces and 
facilities allowed therein.

(b) Not later than December 1, 1976, the President 
shall transmit a report to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions of the Senate with respect to steps he has taken 
to carry out the provisions of this section.
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TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
AUTHORIZATIONS

note.

AUTHORIZATION FOR INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC 
ENERGY AGENCY

Sec. 605. Section 302 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 22̂ 2222

1961 is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(i) In addition to amounts otherwise available un
der this section, there are authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 1976 $1,000,000 and for fiscal year 1977 
$2,000,000 to be available only for the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to be used for the purpose of 
strengthening safeguards and inspections relating to 
nuclear fissile facilities and materials. Amounts appro
priated under this subsection are authorized to remain 
available until expended.”.

INTERIM QUARTER AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 506. (a) Any authorization of appropriations in 22 ucs 1262 

this Act, or in any amendment to any other law made 
by this Act, for the fiscal year 1976, shall be deemed to 
include an additional authorization of appropriations 
for the period beginning July 1,1976, and ending Sep
tember 30, 1976, in amounts which equal one-fourth of 
any amount authorized for the fiscal year 1976* and in 
accordance with the authorities applicable to operations 
and activities authorized under this Act or such other 
law, unless appropriations for the same purpose are 
specifically authorized in a law hereinafter enacted.

(b) The aggregate total of credits, including partic- 22 use 2751

ipations in credits, extended pursuant to the Arms Ex- 22^usc 2764.
port Control Act and of the principal amount of loans 
guaranteed pursuant to section 24(a) of such Act dur
ing the period beginning July 1,1976, and ending Sep
tember 30,1976, may not exceed an amount equal to one- 
fourth of the amount authorized by section 31(b) of 
such Act to be extended and guaranteed for the fiscal 
year 1976.

BASE AGREEMENTS WITH SPAIN, GREECE, AND 
TURKEY

Sec. 507. (a) In addition to any amounts authorized notê ^̂  
to be appropriated by any amendment made by this Act 
which may be available for such purpose, there are au-
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thorized to be appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary for the fiscal year 1977 to carry out international 
agreements or other arrangements for the use by the 
Armed Forces of the United States of military facilities 
in Spain, Greece, or Turkey.

(b) No funds appropriated under this section may be 
obligated or expended to carry out any such agreement 
or other arrangement until legislation has been enacted 
approving such agreement or other arrangement.

‘ :|c 9|C :ic
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House Reports: No. 94-1144 (Comm, on International 
Relations) and No. 94-1272 (Comm, of Confer
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Senate Report No. 94-876 accompanying S. 3439 
(Comm, on Foreign Relations).

Congressional Record^ Vol. 122 (1976):
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lieu of S. 3439.
June 22, House agreed to conference report.
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Weekly Compilation of Presidential Docwnents^ Vol. 
12, No. 27: July 1, Presidential statement.

Statement by President Ford on Signing the International Secu
rity Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976, July 1, 
1976^

I  have signed into law H.R. 13680, the International Security As
sistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.̂  This measure author
izes appropriations to carry out security assistance and other 
programs in the fiscal years 1976 and 1977 and makes extensive 
changes in the methods, organization, and procedures through which 
those programs are carried out.

On May 7, 1976, I  returned to the Congress without my approval
S. 2662, the predecessor of the bill which I  am signing today.® I did 
so because thiat bill contained numerous provisions which would have

'  Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, July 5, 1976, pp. 1104-1105.
*As enacted, the biU (H.R. 13680) is PubUc Law 94-329, approved June 30, 

1976, supra,
®For text of S. 2662, see Congressional Record, Apr. 6, 1976 (daily), pp. 

H2952-29^. The President’s veto message is printed ante, pp. 288-291.
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seriously undermined the constitutional responsibility of the Presi
dent for the conduct of the foreign affairs of the United States. That 
bill embodied -a variety of restrictions that would have seriously in
hibited my ability to implement a coherent and consistent foreign 
policy and some which raised fundamental constitutional difficulties as 
well.

The present bill, H.R. 13680, imposes new requirements, restrictions, 
and limitations on the implementation of security assistance pro
grams. Many of these new requirements are based on congressional 
desires to increase the flow of information regarding the scope and 
direction of security assistance progra^ms worldwide. Others impose 
new substantive restrictions reflecting new polici^, or policies not 
heretofore expressed in law.

Most of the unacceptable features of the earlier bill have either 
been dropped from H.R. 13680 or have been modified into an accept
able form. I  am pleased to note, for ex*ample, that this bill does not 
attempt to impose an ar'bitnary and unwieldy annual ceiling on the 
aggregate value of government and commercial arms sales, a ceiling 
which would have served to hinder, rather than foster, our efforts to 
seek multilateral restraints on the proliferation of conventional 
weaponry, and which could have prevented us from meeting the legiti
mate security needs of our allies and other friendly countries. In ad
dition, the provisions on discrimination and on human rights in this 
bill go far toward recognizing that diplomiatic efforts, rather than 
absolute sitaJtutory sanctions, are the most effective way in which this 
country can seek further progress abroad in these areas of deep con
cern to all Americans, and that the executive branch must have ade
quate flexibility to make these efforts bear fruit.

I  am especially pleased to note that with one exception the constitu
tionally objectionable features of S. 2662, whereiby authority conferred 
on the President by law could be rescinded by the ladoption of a con
current resolution by the Congress, have all been deleted from H.R. 
13680. The manifest incompatibility of such provisions with the ex
press requirements of the Constitution that legislative measures 
having the force and effect of I'aw be presented to the President for 
approval and, if disapproved, 'be passed by the requisite two-thirds 
majority of both Houses was perhaps the single most serious defect 
of the previous bill and one which went well beyond security assistance 
and foreign affairs in its implications. Moreover, such provisions 
would have purported to involve the Congress in the performance of 
day-to-d'ay executive functions in derogation of the principle of sepa
ration of powers, resulting in the erosion of the fundamental consti
tutional distinction between the role of the Congress in enacting 
legislation and the role of the executive in carrying it out.

The one exception to this laudalble action is the rettotion in H.R. 
13680 of the “legislative veto” provision regarding major governmen
tal sales of military equipment and services. This is not a new pro
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vision, but h'as been in the law since 1974. To dalte, no concurrent 
resolution of disapproval under section 36(b) has been adopted, and 
the constitutional question has not been raised directly. Although 
I am accepting H.R. 13680 with this provision included, I  reserve my 
position on its constitutionality if the provision should ever become 
operative.

In my message of May 7, I  expressed my serious concern that the 
termination of military assistance and military assistance advisory 
groups after fiscal year 1977 would result in a serious impact upon our 
relations with other nations whose security is important to our own 
security and who are not yet able to bear the entire burden of their 
defense requirements. That concern remains. H.R. 13680 retains lan> 
guage recognizing that it may be necessary and desirable to maintain 
military assistance programs and military assistance advisory groups 
in specific countries even after September 30, 1977. Accordingly, this 
bill will not deter the executive branch from seeking at the appro
priate time the necessary authority for the continuation of such pro
grams as the national interest of the United States may require.

H.E. 13680 will require that many changes be made in present prac
tices and policies regarding the implementation of security assistance 
programs. Some of these new requirements I  welcome as distinct im
provements over existing law. There are others for which the desir
ability and need is less clear. Nevertheless, I  shall endeavor to carry 
out the provisions of this bill in a manner which will give effect to 
the intent of the Congress in enacting them. As time goes by and ex
perience is gained, both the executive and the Congress will come to 
know which of the provisions of this bill will be effective and work
able, and which others require modification or repeal.

This bill recognizes that security assistance has been and remains 
a most important instrument of United States foreign policy. My 
approval of H.R. 13680 will enable us to go forward with important 
programs in the Middle East, in Africa, and elsewhere in the world 
aimed at achieving our goal of international peace and stability.

Statement by the British Representative (Goronwy-Roberts) to 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, July 1, 
1976 ^

I t  is my object this morning to give a comprehensive and definitive 
account of Her Majesty’s Government’s view of the disarmament 
scene as it is developing and to indicate the main policy points for the 
future as we see them.

Most politicians and other public servants are attracted by work 
which has a clear moral objective. I  have yet to meet anyone who de
clared himself against disarmament in principle.

' CCD/PV.708, pp. 11-20.
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However, it is one thing to embrace a universally applauded prin
ciple. I t  is quite another to give it practical effect. My Government 
believes that the CCD’s raison d? Ure is to translate the principle of 
disarmament, in which we all believe, into practical results, and that 
is why I  am glad to be here. I t is a noble task, and a challenging one, 
calling for a combination of idealism and realism.

With that as my guide may I  now offer some reflections on the 
subjects of special interest to this Conference ?

We live in a world where armed conflict is a daily occurrence, with 
all the human suffering and waste this means. Nothing can be more 
important for all of us than to work for a safer and more peaceful 
world. One way to achieve this is clearly to bring down the level of 
armaments, and that is our task in this Conference. Most international 
tension is caused by a feeling of insecurity, at least on one side and 
often on both; and disarmament measures which increased insecurity 
would also increase tension.

So our work for disarmament must never lose sight of the reason 
why most nations have arms in the first place— t̂o deter aggression 
by others. There are many cases right up to the present time, where we 
can see that such deterrence works. I t  actually keeps the peace. But if 
the threat were reduced, the counter to it could be reduced as well. 
We should in fact aim for deterrence at a lower level of forces. I t  is 
the balance that matters. In the process of achieving a balance at a 
lower level of forces we could also save resources, thus improving the 
conditions of life not only in our own countries but also in others.

Turning to specific disarmament issues, I  begin with nuclear weap
ons— t̂he most destructive and terrible in existence. Our ultimate ob
jective must be the elimination of such weapons in a comprehensive 
disarmament programme. Meanwhile we must do everything in our 
power to avert nuclear war. The control, reduction and evtotual 
destruction of nuclear weapons requires a very high degree of mutual 
trust between nations. The facts of the present world balance of power 
mean that this trust must in the first place be developed between the 
United States and the Soviet Union.

The SALT negotiations therefore are of very great importance. We 
fully share the hopes expressed by both sides and by many others that 
they will be able to agree on how best to give effect to the Vladivostok 
Accords 2 in SALT I I  and then proceed in important reductions in 
their nuclear arsenals in SALT I I I  and subsequent stages. While this 
process continues it is vitally necessary to ensure that we do not com
plicate the issues further through nuclear proliferation. This was the 
purpose of probably the most important arms control achievement 
since the Second World War—the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.^ 
Many of the States represented here took part in the historic Review 
Conference of the NPT in this building last year. Since then, and in

* See Documents on Diaarmamenty 1974̂  PP- 746-747.
® Jftid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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direct follow-up to the Final Declaration of that Conference,* my Gov
ernment has been active in promoting further practical measures to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, while at the same time de
veloping the peaceful applications of nuclear energy and making 
them increasingly available. Some actions in the past year are worth 
special mention.

First, we have made progress with the problem of peaceful nuclear 
explosions (PNEs). My Government, with the support of others, 
proposed the creation of a special inter-Governmental group under 
the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna. 
This group was established in June 1975 and is now at work.® It has 
made good progress. We hope this thorough examination by experts 
will help the international community to reach an informed apprecia
tion of the PNE question.

Second, we have acted on the call of the NPT Review Conference for 
the standardization and universality of applications of IAEA safe
guards. Mr. Callaghan told the United Nations General Assembly in 
September 1975 that we would be making a specific proposal to the 
IAEA inviting it to devise a safeguards system which would make it 
possible for all non-nuclear weapon States to accept IAEA safe
guards on their full fuel cycle.® We were supported by many other 
Governments and are much encouraged that early this year the IAEA 
Board of Governors adopted a resolution on these lines. We hope 
that the IAEA will soon complete the text of a new agreement and 
that many Governments will take advantage of it. A number of coun
tries—for reasons that we regret but understand—do not yet feel able 
to accede to the NPT. This agreement will provide them with the best 
possible means of demonstrating that they have no intention of ac
quiring nuclear weapons. I t will promote international stability.

As our actions in the IAEA show, Britain attaches the greatest sig
nificance to international safeguards and believes that they must 
override considerations of commercial competition.

As the Conference will recall, Britain made a voluntary offer to 
submit United Kingdom civil nuclear installations to safeguards sim
ilar to those accepted by non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
]^PT.7 weeks ago, the Board of Governors of the IAEA accepted 
this offer.®

We must do everything in our power to ensure that, in the inter
national transfer of nuclear material equipment and technology for 
peaceful purposes, we do not leave opportunities for the diversion of 
materials which might lead to further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

* J&id., m s ,  pp. 146-156. 
pp. 187-189. 
pp. 490-491.
1967, p. 615.

® GOV/1795, June 8,1976. The agreement was signed on Sept. 6,1976.
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These are important steps, which should increase the trust between 
nations and contribute towards a safer world. My Government is glad 
to have played an important part in them. But they are only a begin
ning and this is a problem which has to be tackled at many levels. Its 
solution cannot be the monopoly of any one Government or even of a 
group. In all these fields we have sought and carefully studied the 
ideas of other Governments and have modified our own in the light 
of them.

A landmark in the history of the Non-Proliferation Treaty was the 
ratification by Japan on 8 June.® The renunciation of nuclear weapons 
by the one nation which has experienced their devastating power is 
deeply symbolic of the desire of the world community to prevent such 
a tragedy from happening again. Japan is the 100th Government to 
become a full party to the Treaty. The fact that a large majority of 
the Members of the United Nations support the Treaty will, I  hope, 
encourage others to do so.

While trying to enlarge the membership of the NPT, we must also 
strive for a comprehensive test ban. Various proposals have been made 
at the United Nations but none of them has so far secured enough 
support. I t therefore seems to my Government that for the immediate 
future we must look to this Conference to find a way forward. Any 
progress, even if not perfect, is welcome.

It is, I  believe, necessary to recognize the real obstacles which re
main, and to seek the best way of overcoming them. That is why we 
think the experts’ meeting here in April was so valuable, and why we 
look forward to further contributions on the scientific and technical 
problems.

Seismic monitoring will form an important element in any verifica
tion machinery for a comprehensive test ban. My Government regards 
the Swedish proposals for international co-operative measures to de
tect and identify seismic events as a useful way of exploring what form 
this machinery might take and how we might realistically work 
towards it. We look forward to taking part in the work of the pro
posed experts group. We are glad that, as we suggested, its terms of 
reference are now expected to include an examination of the costs 
which would be incurred if a global network were established and op
erated on a comprehensive basis. And as Mr. Allen also said, we shall 
be happy to have the experts include the United Kingdom seismic 
data centre at Blacknest and United Kingdom seismic stations at 
Eskdalemuir and elsewhere in any global system which they wish to 
consider.̂ ®

My Government is wholly committed to a ban on all nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments under conditions which will increase, not 
diminish, security. Any grounds for believing that a ban was not 
being observed would have the opposite effect and render a treaty

® Ante, pp. 350-352.
CCD/PV.706, June 24,1976, p. 11.
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worthless. The resolution of political and technical problems must 
go together. On the one hand, are Governments willing to accept on
site inspections to verify the nature of suspicious events? On the 
other, what are the risks that under a CTB nuclear weapons testing 
could nevertheless be carried out with little fear of detection? We 
must face the fact that whatever improvements are made in seismo- 
logical techniques, there will in practice remain a threshold below 
which detection and identification cannot be assured. We must also 
bear in mind the possibility that peaceful nuclear explosions could 
be used to circumvent a comprehensive test ban. We must ensure 
that verification measures really do reduce the element of risk and 
increase international confidence.

Another potentially fruitful way of controlling nuclear arms, and 
perhaps conventional weapons too, is by agreed restrictions in defined 
geographical areas. The Final Declaration of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference rightly said that nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, established on the initiative and with the agreement of the States 
in the zone, are an effective means of curtailing the spread of nuclear 
weapons. The nations of Latin America have made good progress, 
under the Treaty of Tlatelolco.^^ I t  would be a notable advance if the 
Governments concerned took steps to make the Treaty effective 
throughout the area. The comprehensive expert study last year of 
the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones was a valuable contribution. 
The report reflects various approaches to this substantial problem, 
realistically in present circumstances.^^ The study will be useful to 
other groups of States who may wish to form such zones. We are 
much interested in the Nigerian initiative of 1974 and 1975.̂  ̂ We 
shall examine with sympathy any further proposals for the establish
ment of similar zones in clearly defined land areas.

I t is not only nuclear matters that this Conference has to deal with, 
important as these are. Other means of warfare have recently been 
brought to our attention, some of them so novel that many of us have 
difficulty in defining them.

One such case is environmental modification for hostile purposes, 
and here we welcome the fact that the United States and Soviet Union 
have produced parallel texts for a treaty to ban this method of war- 
fare.^  ̂At present few of the techniques in question are available for 
use in war, which means that we are to some extent legislating against 
unknown or imperfectly understood dangers. But my Government 
sees no inherent reason for hesitation on that account. I  hope that all 
of us here will work to produce the best possible treaty. We should 
certainly aim to agree on a text for the next United Nations General 
Assembly.

“  Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
“ The report has been pubUshed as Special Report of the Conference of the 

Committee on Disarmament, General Assembly Official Records: Thirtieth Ses
sion, Supplem ^t No. 27A (A/100271/Add. 1), of which excerpts are included in 
Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 321-349.

“  IMd., 197Jf, pp. 807-808; iUd., 1975, pp. 724-728.
^ m d „  pp. 385-^88.
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On article V some delegations have suggested setting up an inter
mediary body to investigate complaints and if necessary to submit 
findings to the Security Council. The United Kingdom could support 
this idea, provided that such an investigation committee was con
cerned with establishing facts rather than passing judgement, and 
that its report was circulated to States Parties, leaving the complainant 
to decide whether or not to submit it to the Security Council.

At the request of the General Assembly the Conference is also 
charged with discussing possible ways and means of banning new 
weapons of mass destruction.^®

We support in principle the Soviet proposals. We abstained on the 
United Nations General Assembly resolution because we were imcer- 
tain what weapons the draft convention was intended to cover. We are 
now considering the statements made by the Soviet and other experts 
at the informal meeting in April, to see whether they provide a basis 
for making constructive progress during the summer session. We shall 
ourselves be sending an expert to join in the discussion here this sum
mer. We look to the originators of the proposal to give a lead on how 
to tackle this apparently limitless problem.

We suggest that there are several possible approaches worth consid
eration. One is to try to establish an agreed and scientifically valid 
definition of the weapons to be covered by an agreement. Another is 
to concentrate on particular spheres of scientific and technological de
velopment where there may be some military potential. For instance 
radiology and genetic engineering have been mentioned by the Soviet 
experts. And there are other approaches.

We also need to deal with existing weapons, and even more urgently. 
Here we have one real achievement— t̂he Biological Weapons Con
vention came into force just a year ago.̂ ® But our latest information 
is that only 68 States have so far become full parties to it. My Govern
ment feel that they have a special responsibility—and I  am sure my 
Soviet and United States colleagues agree— t̂o work for greatly in
creased membership of this Convention. Even in this Conference, 
whose members contributed so much to its successful negotiation, nine 
Governments have still to accede to it. I  am sure that none of them is 
holding back because they wish to keep their options open to produce, 
still less to use, these horrible weapons. But it could look like that. I  
know we all have to find time for internal legislation to give effect to 
such international obligations, but may I  u ^ e  all Governments who 
have yet to join this Convention to take the necessary steps. Every new 
party to any disarmament treaty or convention adds to the world’s 
confidence and security.

Next, chemical weapons. This is a more difficult field, but the need 
for pro.2:ress here is nonetheless urgent. We do not underevStimate the 
difficulties which prevented the United States and Soviet Union from 
carrying further the promise, in their Joint Communique of 3 July

pp. 788-789.
“ For tex t see iUd., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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1974/^ to consider a joint initiative in this Conference aimed at the con
clusion, as a first step, of an international convention dealing with “the 
most dangerous, lethal, means of chemical warfare”.

We welcome the United States statement of 13 April which sug
gested that the Conference should concentrate on seeking an agree
ment to ban the production of all lethal agents and as a first step to 
destroy some stocks, with adequate verification.^® We hope the simmier 
session, and especially the meeting of CW experts next week, will 
tackle the difficult technical problems involved in deciding which 
agents should be included in a CW agreement and in devising an ac
ceptable verification regime. To this end my delegation intends to table 
in the near future a paper on extra-territorial detection of CW tests by 
infra-red scanning and air sampling.

Several draft conventions on the prohibition of CW have been laid 
before this Conference. In our view, none of them has been entirely 
satisfactory. To facilitate discussion, the United Kingdom is attempt
ing to bring together the elements of previous drafts which we con
sider constructive and realistic and to add our own ideas. We intend 
to table a draft comprehensive CW convention later this session.̂ ®

So far I  have dealt with weapons which are appalling in their eiffects 
but which have mercifully been very little used— în some cases not used 
at all. This leads me to a reflexion about the general course of inter
national disarmament discussion. Much of it is devoted to weapons 
which do not exist, or which have not been used for many years. This 
is a necessary discussion, but it seems to me that we devote too little 
time to conventional weapons which are killing and maiming people 
all the time, in many parts of the world.

As Mr. Callaghan emphasized in his speech in the United Nations 
General Assembly on 23 September 1975, the global arms bill grows 
larger each year.̂ ® World military expenditure in real terms increased 
by 22 per cent from 1963 to 1973. Moreover, the developing countries 
doubled their share of world arms expenditure over that period.

I  was interested to see that Secretary-General Brezhnev observed 
in his statement to the Twenty-fifth Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union that “mankind is tired of sitting upon mountains 
of arms”.̂  ̂He is right about this dreadful waste of human and mate
rial resources.

But indignation alone will not achieve results. We have to consider 
cause as well as effect. ArtS^le 51 of the United Nations Charter recog
nizes the inherent right of every country to individual or collective 
self-defence. With this in mind, my Government welcomes the four

p. 236.
^  Ante, pp. 211-221.
”  See posty pp. 520-525.
"  A/PV. 2358 (prav.), pp. 27-40. 
^  Ante, p. 50.
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principles set out by the distinguished representative of the United 
States on 10 April 1975. These called fo r:

(i) States to judge whether the supply or acquisition of arms will 
have adverse effects on regional or international security;

(ii) Consultations among interested States on the possible effects 
of arms acquisitions;

(lii) States to limit their acquisition of arms to those deemed indis
pensable for their security so as not to divert resources un
necessarily from economic and social development;

(iv) States to consider applying the same criteria to the export 
of equipment and technology for armaments production as 
they apply when authorizing the export of arms.^^

Last July Mr. Allen welcomed these ideas as a basis for further 
discussion in this Conference. We believe they deserve very serious 
consideration by arms exporters and importers alike.

By far the greatest proportion of arms sales are controlled by Gov
ernments either directly or through export licensing systems, so if 
there is a will to control sales we have the means.

When speaking earlier on nuclear-weapon-free zones, I  said that 
perhaps the same idea of regional arrangements could be applied to 
conventional weapons. For the last three years my Government to
gether with several others represented here has been actively seeking 
such an arrangement for Central Europe in the MBFR talks at 
Vienna. We therefore welcome the suggestion made by the Ghanaian 
delegate to the First Committee of the United Nations General Assem
bly on 17 November 1975 that regional committees on conventional dis
armament be established.23 I t  is important that arrangements to limit 
the export of arms should be complemented by arrangements to limit 
their import. In the Declaration of Ayacucho, the Andean States made 
a start in this direction.^^ I t  would be an excellent thing if the States of 
different regions could agree to limit their armed forces and weapons, 
by quality and/or quantity, with adequate provisions for verification. 
This would have an immediate effect on their own armaments pro
duction and on their import of arms. Indeed, this is much the most 
satisfactory basis for reducing the world arms trade—if the demand 
is not there, the suppliers will not be able to export.

On a related topic, may I  draw the Conference’s attention to the 
Anglo/Soviet communique issued after the visit of the Soviet Foreign 
Minister, Mr. Gromyko, to London in March, which referred to the 
need ‘‘to replace the present continuous growth of military expendi
ture by many States, by the practice of its systematic r e d u c t io n ^ .^ s  

believe the experts’ report presented to the 1974 United Nations Gen
eral Assembly provided a useful basis for further study and discus-

“ Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, pp. 114-118.
A/C.1/PV.2089, p. 27.

^  Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 819-822.
ProA)da, Mar. 26, 1976, p. 4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII, 

no. 12, Apr. 21,1976), p. 20 (condensed tex t).
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sion of the reduction of military budgets in a non-intrusive manner.^® 
The establishment of common criteria for measuring military expendi
ture and the publication by States of more detailed information on 
their budgets would be a useful contribution to detente. For this reason 
we have nominated an expert to participate in the Secretary-GeneraPs 
Working Group which is seeking agreed solutions to the technical 
problems of definition and comparison of national defence budgets. 
We hope the Eastern European countries will decide to associate them
selves again with this useful exercise, which stemmed from a Soviet 
initiative. The difficulties are great but the experts’ work could find a 
way of defining military expenditure, which is the first step towards 
limiting it.

I  should like now to offer a few thoughts on the international ma
chinery for discussing and negotiating disarmament. For understand
able reasons, there is a belief in many quarters that the machinery is 
partly responsible for slow progress. One proposal calls for a world 
disarmament conference. This has been under consideration in the 
United Nations for some years. Britain has maintained that such a con
ference might be useful if it were properly prepared and if all major 
military States, and certainly all nuclear-weapon States participated 
in it.

A special session of the United Nations, devoted to disarmament, has 
also been suggested. As we see it, the essential requirements for this are 
the same as those for a world disarmament conference: preparation, 
participation.

Meanwhile, the General Assembly has set up an A d Hoc Committee 
on the Eeview of the Eole of the United Nations in the Field of Dis
armament. With many others, Britain took part in the two sessions 
held this year and we look forward to the third session.

Finally this Conference is discussing its own methods of work. Some 
of the arrangements thought necessary when the Conference was set 
up 15 years ago could now perhaps be modified, and Britain is ready 
to take part in informal discussion of possible improvements. But we 
do think it important not to become so preoccupied by matters of form 
that we neglect the real work of substance.

In my Government’s view and I am sure that of all Governments 
represented here, the CCD is uniquely valuable. This is where the prob
lems of disarmament, having been aired in the United Nations General 
Assembly, can be discussed in depth. This Conference has the responsi
bility for translating the principles—and the idealism—of many na
tions into realistic and constructive action. So I  therefore urge that, in 
discussing and perhaps implementing reforms, the test to apply is

^ The report, without its annexes, has been printed in Documents on Disarma
ment, 1974f PP- 523-546. I t has also been published by the U.N. under its title, 
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: Report of the Secretary-General (A/9770/ 
Rev. 1), 1975. (U.N. Sales No. E.75.I.10.)



CCD DECISION, JULY 1 441

this—will these changes make the CCD still more effective in practice ?
May I now briefly summarize what the British Government believes 

to be the most important disarmament tasks now facing the Govern
ments of the world and this Conference in particular:

1. We need to proceed simultaneously with the reduction of existing 
weapons and the control of the development of new weapons;

2 . Nuclear proliferation constitutes the greatest risk to mankind. 
We will work for a CTB. If  tliis cannot be achieved quickly, we believe 
that we can approach it by a series of steps. Meanwhile, it remains es
sential to take further measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
explosive devices;

3. We should now make a major effort to ban CW. To this end, my 
Government intends to table a draft convention;

4. Far more attention needs to be paid to controlling conventional 
arms. Regional arrangements may offer the best way forward. We 
should encourage Governments to spend less on arms so that they will 
have more resources available for economic and social purposes. In 
practice, arms limitation and the reduction of military budgets will 
come more easily in the wake of improving political relations. We 
should therefore aim at confidence-building measures.

5. We should strive for early agreement on an environmental modifi
cation treaty, and we should examine the problems posed by new weap
ons of mass destruction.

6. We should do our best to strengthen the effectiveness of the CCD. 
It does not have a monopoly of knowledge on arms control questions 
but it remains in our view the best forum for the negotiation of practi
cal measures.

I  said at the outset that progress on disarmament called for the right 
combination of idealism and realism. In this Conference, where so 
much of the important practical work has to be done, two other quali
ties are required. One is patience—to understand the problems of 
others and to understand the highly technical but essential details. The 
other is determination. We must keep going, so that we may eventually 
reach agreements that will make the world a safer and happier place 
for all nations and peoples.

Decision of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
on Certain Procedural Aspects of Its Work for 1976 and on 
Organization of Work for 1977, July 1, 1976 ^

I. C e r t a in  P r o c e d u r a l  A sp e c t s  o f  t h e  C o m m it t e e ’s  W o r k  fo r  1976

A. Preparation of the Report

1. The draft report should be prepared by the Secretariat.

^CCD/500, July 1, 1976. The decision was circulated on July 1 and adopted 
on the same day (CCD/PV. 708, p. 20).
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2 . The draft should be made available to all members of the 
CCD at least two weeks before the scheduled date for the 
closure of the summer session. (It should be updated at the 
end of the succeeding week.)

3. The draft should contain:

(a) The Provisional Agenda as adopted on 15 August 1968;
(b) Summary of specific requests addressed to the CCD by 

the UN General Assembly at its preceding regular 
session; ®

(c) Sectional headings in accordance with items comprised 
in (a) and (b) above and other matters raised in the 
Committee during the year;

(d) Significant views expressed by delegations under each 
item including their analysis, if any, of the issues dis
cussed. (If more than one delegation has made the same 
point, the fact should be clearly stated,);

(e) Conclusions and decisions, if any, adopted by consensus;
(f) The same kind of index as appeared in the 1975 report.^ 

(The subject headings may need to be changed from 
time to tim e.);

(g) Working papers and proposals submitted during the 
year;

(h ) . PVs of the meetings held during the year should be 
available in New York to delegations of member states 
of the UN as a separate annex of the report.

4. The Committee will consider the draft report during the 
final week of its summer session. Delegations wishing to 
make statements on matters of substance during that week, 
and wishing reference to the statements to be included in 
the report, should provide very brief summaries for this 
purpose.

5. The report should be circulated in New York to all dele
gations of member states of the UN by 1st October.

B. Organization of Work

The Committee agrees to establish, for 1976, a working group 
of the CCD, for the purpose of considering any modifications 
of the identical texts of a draft convention on the prohibition 
of military or any other hostile use of environmental modifi
cation techniques, submitted by the delegations of the Soviet 
Union and the United States as CCD/471 and CCD/472 re
spectively,® that any delegation may propose and of facilitating 
the negotiation of the text of an Agreement.

® See Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 583-584.
® COD/478, Feb. 17, 1976, or see Documents on Disarmament, 1915, p. 420.

419-435.
®7dt^.,pp. 385-388.
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The chairmanship of the working group will rotate at each 
meeting in the same manner as in the CCD. The meetings of 
the working group will be on an informal basis and will be 
scheduled so as to avoid conflicting or otherwise interfering 
with the regular or informal meetings of the CCD. The level 
of representation in the working group will be determined by 
each delegation. The working group, on a periodic basis, will 
issue whatever reports to the CCD that are deemed necessary. 
The Conmiittee requests that the Secretariat provide assistance 
to the working group as necessary, including the preparation 
of unofficial summaries of the working group’s proceedings.

The CCD will take any other decisions that may be neces
sary regarding the organization and procedures of the work
ing group.

C. Communique of the Meeting

The communique should be made in such a way as to reflect 
more substantially the proceedings of the CCD plenary meetings.

I t  should contain information in respect to the consecutive 
number of the plenary meeting held, and the chairmanship of 
the day.

The communique should enumerate the names of the rep
resentatives of the countries who made statements, the topics 
covered by them as also proposals or working papers submitted 
to the Committee.

I t should also contain information in respect to the Com
mittee’s decisions concerning its schedule of work, convening 
of formal, informal, or other meetings.

II. O r g a n iz a t i o n  o f  W o r k  fob, 1977

The Committee agrees that, at the beginning of its 1977 session, it 
will determine appropriate working arrangements for considering the 
issues before it. The work of the Committee will continue to be con
ducted in plenary meetings and through any additional arrangements 
agreed by the Committee, such as decisions to convene or establish sub
sidiary bodies or to hold special plenary meetings, informal meetings, 
or informal meetings with experts.

Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Medical Protection Against 
Nerve Gases Poisoning, July 5, 1976^

I t is often said that countries or armies with good chemical defence 
and high-level medical protection are not very vulnerable to an attack 
by chemical weapons.

"CCD/503, July 5,1976.
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The scope of our working paper is to show that in case of massive 
application of nerve gases, the problem of medical protection against 
these poisons is still unsolved.

Chemical weapons have the singular characteristic that in theory, 
if not yet in practice, nearly perfect protection against their effects can 
be provided to individuals. I f  this ideal could be achieved, chemical 
weapons, however sophisticated they might become, would be of no 
use to an attacker. But unfortunately the reality is quite different.

Today, in practice there are three basic lines of defence against 
chemical warfare agents (CW A):

—physical countermeasures,
—chemical countermeasures,
—^medical countermeasures.

Even in well equipped armies, the level of protection provided for 
ground troops is vulnerable to some form of CW attack, and no army 
yet has the capability of keeping its soldiers in a state of continuous 
physical protection while on combat duty. Although physical means 
of protection against chemical warfare, as well as chemical decontami
nation methods have been developed to a high level of sophistication, a 
number of pro'blems still remain.

This paper is not intended to discuss success or failures of physical 
and chemical countermeasures in relation to CW attack (which is also 
a matter of rather conflicting issues and possibilities), but it is aimed 
at presentation of some data concerning the problems of medical 
protection.

M ode  o f  A c t io n

Nerve gases are irreversible inhibitors of cholinesterases and may 
exert their effects locally and generally. Signs and symptoms of such 
poisoning may be traditionally classified into muscarine-like (para
sympathetic) , nicotin-like (sympathetic and motor), and central nerv
ous system manifestations according to the site of action of accumu
lated acetylcholine. This division has also some importance in under
standing the treatment of poisoning caused by nerve gases.

The symptoms may appear from seconds to hours after the exposure 
to nerve gases, depending upon the way of penetration and the kind 
of poison.

T r e a t m e n t

The treatment of acute poisoning by nerve gases sihould be started 
without waiting and consists of combinations of antidotal therapy and 
general measures:

1. Decontarrvmaiion

Generally speaking, a wide range of chemicals could be used as 
decontaminants, the choice depending upon the particular agent which 
has to be neutralized, the type of surface that needs to be treated, the
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extent of contamination and the amount of the time available. In any 
case the termination of exposure by removal of the patient or applica
tion of a protective mask will be necessary if the atmosphere is con
taminated.

a) Skin—^nerve gases by which skin was contaminated can be de
stroyed and removed by using different substances and solutions. By 
removal of contaminated clothing further contamination is also term
inated.

b) Eyes—if nerve gases have splashed into the eyes, they should 
be immediately irrigated with water or with physiological saline, or 
sodium bicarbonate if at hand.
2 . Antidotal therafy

ATROPINE

Before oximes became known as useful antidotes to nerve gases atro
pine and atropine-like substances were the only effective substances 
available for this purpose.

Atropine—in sufficient dosage antagonizes very effectively the mus
carinic-like manifestations of poisoning at periphery and to a moderate 
extent the central respiratory paralysis and other central actions. 
I t is comparatively ineffective against the autonomic ganglionic ac
tions and it has virtually no effect against the peripheral neuromus
cular paralysis.

Atropine should be given in “heroic” doses until signs of mild atro- 
pinization.

Cholinesterase reactivators (Oximes)— t̂he therapeutic action of re
activator substances exists in reactivation of inhibited cholinesterase 
which allows the enzyme to perform its physiological (primary) func
tion of destroying the accumulated acetylcholine and are thus ex
tremely valuable adjuncts to the symptomatic atropine therapy.

For the last 25 years a continuous search has been going on for 
specific antidotes to organophosphate (OP) poisoning. Most of the 
antidotes belong to the groups of aliphatic, aromatic, and heterocyclic 
mono- and bis-pyridinium oximes. The therapeutic effects of oximes 
have been studied under both experimental and clinical conditions in 
cases of poisoning by “nerve gases” (Sarin, Soman, and V-com- 
pounds).

According to present experimental and clinical experience, treatment 
with atropine in combination with oximes represents the choice in 
therapy of OP poisoning. Out of hundreds of oximes that have been 
synthesized and tested, only three have found a place in medical prac
tice : pralidoxime^ trimedoxime^ and obidoxime.

Obidoxime and trimedoxime are in many respects superior to pra- 
lidoxime as antidotes to OP compounds in animals. However, the two 
former have not yet replaced pralidoxime as a basic antidote in 
practice.

A point in favour of pralidoxime as compared to trimedoxime and 
obidoxime is the risk that the latter, although they are better reacti-
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vators of inhibited cholinesterase, in cases of Soman poisoning aggra
vate the symptoms of poisoning.

For various reasons there is, however, no general agreement on which 
to prefer. In the U.S., for example, pralidoxime chloride, in some Euro
pean countries obidoxime and trimedoxime are the preferred sub
stances, whereas in Great Britain and Canada the methanesulfonate 
salt of pralidoxime is the most commonly used one.

One of the reasons for these differing choices may be the different 
nature of the threat of chemical-warfare attack as perceived in dif
ferent countries.

Although the therapeutic principles used in nerve gases poisoning 
are largely accepted, several questions remain to be answered, mainly 
concerning oxime therapy. In some cases of poisoning, oximes have 
been found to cause reactivation of inhibited cholinesterase (ChE), 
whereas such an effect has been absent in other cases (Soman).

The reactivation of ChE by oximes is most pronounced early after 
the inhibition has taken place; consequently only one or two injections 
in the early stages of intoxication should he given. Further injections 
should have minute effects only. Thus, if oximes are ineffective in the 
early stages of OP poisoning therapy, they obviously remain 
ineffective.

In  some situations it would be desirable to administer antidotes 
orally but, unfortunately, all the pyridinium oximes that are effective 
as antidotes show poor absorption behaviour when taken by mouth, 
which means that enormous amounts have to be taken in order to 
achieve an effective concentration in the blood.

Finally, opinions on the therapeutic efficiency or inefficiency of 
oximes in the treatment of poisoning differ depending on the way of 
penetration of the poison in the body, time of application of the oxime 
after poisoning and the kind of organophosphorus compounds which 
should be treated.

However, therapy may be considerably more difficult in practice: 
tJiere is a vast difference between treating a poisoned individual in 
peaceful conditions as compared to the mass-casualty situations that 
would result from a chemical-warfare attack. In such cases, probably 
the only feasible form of treatment would be the administration of 
antidotes in the field, and the administration of drugs with an autoin
jector is preferable to injection with a conventional needle and 
syringe.

Special autoinjectors filled with atropine alone or atropine-oxime 
mixture, ready for intramuscular injection, have been developed for 
this purpose, and are in standard issue in the armed forces of a number 
of countries. They can easily be used by laymen, even by the poisoned 
individuals themselves.

3. Mainteimnce of 'patient airway should he applied ax^cording to the
degree of poisoning hut the victim obviously cannot perform all
necessary a^ti^ities without outside help.
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4. Other general meamres

In cases with convulsions, a short action barbiturate (e.g. thiopen- 
thal sodium) may be administered intravenously, or after intubation 
d-tubo-curarine. Morphine, aminophylline and phenothiazines are spe
cifically contraindicated.

Other measures of non-specific therapy should be also undertaken 
depending on the course of intoxication.

F u t u r e  D e v e l o p m e n t

The main problems that would be encountered in treating organo- 
phosphorus poisoning in mass-casualty situations, are that with exist
ing methods of treatment:

(a) There is a limit to the size of the exposure to organophosphorus 
compounds that can be treated successfully. Under battlefield condi
tions the administration of atropine and oximes from an autoinjector 
would probably not be effective against a dose of more than about 5 
LDso of an organophosphorus nerve agent, even if the drugs were in
jected within 30 seconds of the exposure;

(b) There are no ways of giving artificial respiration in the field to 
large numbers of people; and

(c) For some compounds, such as Soman, there is no effective treat
ment at all.

In  practical terms, this means that, although atropine and the ox
imes are the best forms of treatment presently available, in the case of 
chemical-warfare attack with organophosphorus nerve agents, ade
quate medical protection of troops on the battlefield would, to say the 
least, be extremely difficult, and such protection of civilian populations 
would certainly be extremely difficult, if not impossible.

Until a new antidotal therapy can be developed, further investiga
tions of pralidoxime, trimedoxime and obidoxime should be per
formed, aiming at, for example, increasing their antidotal effect by 
introducing new galenic forms capable of influencing properties such 
as the rates of absorption and elimination. Such forms might also lead 
to new ways of administration (e.g. by aerosols), and thus enhance the 
antidotal effect.

I t would not be realistic to expect that it will become possible to de
velop a “universal” antidote to all existing and potential “nerve gases”. 
The efforts should be concentrated towards providing protection 
against Sarin, Soman and Vx-compounds poisoning. An antidote effec
tive against all three poisons is therefore highly desirable. I t is very 
likely that such a compound, if it were found, would be effective also 
against other nerve gases.

Therefore, the future possibilities for oxime therapy will remain 
limited, unless a universally active, extremely potent oxime of low tox
icity is found that penetrates the blood-brain barrier better than the
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existing oximes. According to the recently published results, it seems 
that this problem has a good chance to be solved. However, even if 
equipped with such a “dream” oxime, the victim should receive it with
in seconds after intoxication to be sure of success.

Another possible way to increase the effectiveness of therapy is to add 
to the standard drug treatment other drugs that might in some way 
enable atropine and the oximes to act more effectively. Recently pub
lished experimental work has shown that the veratrine-like compounds 
are able to prevent the respiratory paralysis resulting from intoxication 
by Soman and Sarin. This could be extremely valuable in that it would 
provide the time needed to move a victim to a medical facility where 
artificial respiration could be given. I f  such a treatment is developed 
to the point where it is effective and efficient in humans, one of the ma
jor problems of organophosphorus intoxication and its treatment, 
namely restoring breathing in victims without using artificial respira
tion, may be in sight of being solved. When one examines these ad
vances in the context of mass casualties, and if such drugs could find 
place in military autoinjectors, all that can realistically be said of the 
new methods of treatment is that they could provide more time to move 
victims to medical units.

The best medical protection would be obtained with antidotes which 
could inactivate organophosphate in the body before inhibition of the 
acetylcholinesterase could take place. So a search for effective preven
tive antidotal measures is extremely important, taking into considera
tion that very large doses of the presently available oximes are needed 
to attain and maintain a sufficiently high concentration of them in 
blood and other body liquids, and that prolonged oxime administration 
may be dangerous.

Another possible means of prophylaxis would be to protect the en
zyme against organophosphates by shielding it with certain com
pounds. Enzymatic induction of ChE would be very attractive since it 
would provide the much desired “universal protection”. This will not 
become possible, however, until our knowledge of the real nature and 
function of cholinesterase has been considerably advanced.

A further promising possibility in the prophylaxis against nerve 
gases poisoning would be immunization, both active and passive. Work 
along this line seems to progress rapidly; vaccines based on OP com
pounds as haptenic antigens are under development. I t  is not realistic, 
however, to expect that a universal method for immunization against 
nerve gases compounds will be realized in the near future; the problem 
is by far more complicated than appears at the first look.

C o n c l u d in g  R e m a r k s

There is today an enormous discrepancy between the efficiency of 
“nerve gases” and the efficiency of available defensive counter-meas
ures (first aid and therapy by specific and nonspecific antidotes). How
ever, it is probably not unrealistic to conclude that if the research cur-
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rently under way is continued, reasonably effective medical protection 
may become feasible in the not too distant future.

I t is our opinion that the present unsatisfactory situation could be 
relieved by international co-ordination of scientific research on pro
phylaxis and therapy in nerve gases poisoning.

Scientists working on these problems should be able to communicate 
their results to each other, and for this communication to be optimally 
effective, an agreed set of standardized procedures for measuring, cal
culating and quoting results would be extremely useful.

The other area in w*hich international co-operation would be useful 
is the dissemination of information through a central data bank that 
could collect and distribute information relating to the problem of 
organophosphorus poisoning and therapy.

We also believe that increased knowledge of medical countermeas
ures against nerve gases poisoning would promote the endeavours to 
bring about an international ban on the use of CW.

Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: A Method of Categorization of 
Chemical Compounds Regarding Binary Technology, July 5, 
1976"

Binary chemical weapons (BCW) constitute a reality today whidh. 
should be taken account of in all aspects of the prohibition of the pro
duction, development, stockpiling and destruction of chemical 
weapons.

One of the important problems in the context of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons, particularly when dealing with ‘̂ step-by-sfep” ap
proach of this problem is the categorization.

All chemical compounds in relation to their possible use as chemical 
weapons can, as shown in the Swedish working paper CCD/427, be 
divided into the following groups:

(a) CWA (chemical warfare agents)
(b) DPWA (dual purpose warfare agents)
(c) PCC (chemical compounds for peaceful use)

This Swedish paper also points to the need for categorization of bi
nary components in CW not mentioned in the previous proposals.^

In our view the basic feature of binary dhemical weapons (BCW) 
are not the dhemical and toxic properties of individual binary com
ponents but of the final product of their reaction. Therefore the cate
gorization of individual binary components in BCW should be exclu
sively viewed from the point of view of the final product.

" COD/504. July 5,1976.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974̂  pp. 222^225.
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According to the working definition of CWA in the Secretary Gen
eral’s Report entitled ‘‘Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) 
Weapons and the Effects of their Possible Use”, United Nations, New 
York 1969,̂  applied in the Swedish working paper CCD/420 [427?], 
“CWA are taken to be chemical substances, whether gaseous, liquid 
or solid, which might be employed because of their direct toxic effect 
on man, animals and plants”.

Without looking on this occasion into the essence of the definition of 
CWA (see the Yugoslav working paper CCD/375 of 5 July 1972,̂  and 
CCD/505 when considering the binary components in BCW, account 
should be taken of the following possibilities of their categorization:

(A) Binary components of which none have peaceful application 
(2CWBC) (chemical warfare binary components);

(B) Binary components, one of which may have also peaceful ap
plication (CWBC + DPBC) (chemical warfare binary component 
plus dual purpose binary component);

(C) Both binary components may have also peaceful application 
(2DPBC) (dual purpose binary components).

In this context, CWA and DPWA, in the sense of the Swedish 
categorization, should include also all CC (chemical compounds) in 
liquid, solid and gaseous state, which shortly before reaching the tar
get through a chemical reaction with other compounds produce chem
ical warfare agents (CWA).

This supplement is indispensable since it is unlikely that binary 
components would contain substances which by themselves would be 
characterized as CWA.

This analysis leaves intact the essence of the Swedish proposal of 
the categorization of CWA, CCD/427, but it extends it also to binary 
chemical warfare agents (BCWA). In this manner the considerations 
related to either step-by-step or comprehensive prohibition of CW 
would be clearer and more precise.

As binary technology offers the possibility of widening the assort
ment of CW, it is obvious that a larger number of chemical compounds 
from the group of peaceful chemical compounds must be brought un
der control. This could reflect on the list of chemical compounds men
tioned in the Japanese working paper CCD/483 of 8 April 1976.® I t 
would appear acceptable to us to embody a larger number of chemical 
compounds so as to reduce to the minimum the chance of their being 
misused. This does not preclude the possibility of rectifications in the 
positive but also in the negative sense.

® Extracts of the report have been reprinted 1969, pp. 264r-298. 
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 438-449.
* Infra.
"Ante, pp. 177-181.
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Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Definition of Chemical Warfare 
Agents, July 5, 1976^

In view of the development of new chemical weapons such as binary 
chemical weapons (BCW) and Multi-Purpose Chemical Weapons 
(MPCW), it is our desire to provide in this working paper a definition 
which would include the existing chemical warfare agents (CWA) 
and compounds in BCW and MPCW.

We consider the MPCW to be such weapons which, in addition to 
their mechanical and thermal effects, act in the manner characteristic 
of CW effects.

The Geneva Protocol of 17 July 1925, forbids irvber alia  ̂also “the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and of all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices”,̂  and according to United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 2603 A of 16 December 1969, “any chem
ical agents of warfare—chemical substances, whether gaseous, liquid or 
solid—which might be employed because of their direct toxic effects 
on man, animals or plants” is contrary to the generally recognized 
rules of international law.^

There exists also a working definition of CWA given in the Report 
of a WHO Group of Consultants in “Health Aspects of Chemical and 
Biological Weapons”, WHO, Geneva 1970:

Chemical agents of warfare include all substances employed for their toxic
effects on man, animals and plants.

This definition was intended to exclude chemicals employed in war
fare such as high explosives, smokes and incendiary substances (e.g. 
napalm, magnesium and white phosphorus) that exert their primary 
effects through physical force, fire, air-deprivation or reduced visi
bility.

The above mentioned definitions of CWA proceeded from the point 
of view of application and covered chemical compounds only which 
have direct but not also indirect toxic effects on man, animals and 
plants.

Binary technology, for its part, also points to the deficiencies of 
such an approach. Through binary technology it is possible under cer
tain conditions to generate the existing CWA from relatively low toxic 
components which are not covered by the mentioned definitions. In 
addition, binary technology also makes possible the use of so [some?] 
highly toxic substances which due to their tactical properties (such as 
stability) could not be used as CWA.

In this connexion, it seems to us that i t ‘would be necessary to re
evaluate the criteria from the very interesting working paper of the 
Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/458) ̂

 ̂COD/505, July 5,1976.
 ̂For text see Documents on Disarmament^ 1969, pp. 764-765.

^ im „  p. 271.
1975, VV- 269-274.
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Since the last informal meeting with the experts in Geneva (1974), 
when inter alia  ̂also the definition of CWA was discussed, information 
was published about the use of a new type of weapon, the classification 
of which, as far as we know, the CCD has not discussed as yet. The 
weapon involved is a “fuel air explosive” bomb intended for the prep
aration of helicopter-landing sites. The application of this weapon in 
the j&eld produces massive death casualties due to its “ultra-lethal” 
asphyxiating effect. This asphyxiating effect is based on the reaction 
of ethylene oxide (the basic bomb component) and oxygen from the 
environmental air. When exploding, ethylene oxide instantly con
sumes the surrounding oxygen and thereby causes its shortage in the 
air. This results in sudden death due to asphyxiation.

Bearing in mind asphyxiation as the cause of death, which, in addi
tion to mechanical and thermal effects, is one of the consequences of 
employment of this weapon, we are of the opinion that also this type 
of weapon should be classified, perhaps as “multi-purpose chemical 
weapons” (MPCW) or under some other name. I t  is quite clear that 
due to the effect of this weapon disturbances of physiological functions 
(anoxy and suffocation) is caused, being the result of the chemical 
reaction taking place between ethylene oxide and oxygen from the 
atmosphere.

In our view, this type of weapon differs from the other weapons 
which are not classified as CW (such as high explosives, smokes and 
incendiary weapons) because one of its main effects is death caused 
by immediate suffocation.

The Geneva Protocol is quite specific as far as this bomb is concerned 
because it prohibits “agents liable to cause asphyxiation”, while United 
Nations General Assembly resolution 2603 A leaves possibility for dis
cussion on account of the expression “direct toxic effect”.

In  order to reduce in the future any ambiguity to the minimum, we 
have tried to modify to some extent the existing proposal for the 
definition of the CWA in the working paper of the Yugoslav delega
tion of July 1972:

AU chemical compounds intentionally used in quantities which directly or 
indirectly, immediately or after some time, can produce physiological disturb
ances or cessation of physiological functions in man and animals, should be 
considered as chemical agents.®

The new definition should be sufficiently comprehensive and should 
provide for further elaboratioii of the definition of chemical warfare 
agents in a more explicit manner as for example:

(a) Classification of the CWA according to application and their 
poisonous intensity grades,

(b) Differentiation between single-purpose and dual-purpose 
agents,

p. 4S9,
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(c) Differential treatment of intermediaries in a synthesis and the 
binary components in munitions,

(d) Inclusion in the chemical weapons also of those with “mixed” 
effects, one of them being also toxic (direct or indirect), so as to cover 
also stich weapons as the above mentioned bombs.

In view of the aforementioned it seems to us appropriate to propose 
the following definition:

AU chemical compounds intentionoMy used in quantities and manner which 
directly or indirectly, immediately or after some time, can produce physio
logical disturbances or cessation of physiological functions in man, animals and 
plants, should be considered as chemical warfare agents.

We hope that this proposal of the definition contains relevant ele
ments which might serve as a useful basis of the formulation of the 
final text of the definition.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
J u ly ^ ,  1976"

This morning I  would like to introduce the United Kingdom work
ing paper CGD/502 on the feasibility of extra-territorial surveillance 
of chemical weapon tests by air monitoring at the border.^

A major difficulty standing in the way of international agreement 
on disarmament and control of chemical agents and weapons is the 
problem of verification. Two possible ways of verifying that pro
scribed field tests of chemical weapons are being carried out would 
be:

(a) Surveillance by a satellite which monitored chosen areas of 
the earth’s surface for the presence of chemicals of known military 
significance. This has already been discussed in United Kingdom 
working paper CCD/371; ^

(b) Surveillance, by ground stations sited outside national bound
aries and equipped to detect the same chemicals, of air masses which 
had passed over areas where chemical weapons were thought to be 
produced or tested.

Once a reliable indication of an infringement of a convention had 
been obtained by one of these surveillance techniques, then a case for 
on-site inspection would be greatly strengthened. Techniques are 
already available that would enable evidence of the production or 
testing of chemical weapons to be obtained by examination of soil, 
water and vegetation taken either from the suspect site or from its 
immediate environs if the site itself was inaccessible.

" CCD/PV.709, pp. 15-16.
* Not printed here.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1912̂  pp. 408-415.
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The present paper presents a theoretical assessment of the prob
ability that chemical weapon tests would be detected by atmospheric 
monitoring at a national boundary.

From the analysis carried out it is concluded th a t:

(a) detection of a field test by instantaneous monitoring of the 
air at a national boundary is not feasible at a distance of 10,000  km 
from the source and could probably not be achieved beyond a distance 
of 500 km;

(b) a sample accumulation system positioned on a national bound
ary might theoretically detect an organophosphorus compound in a 
puff released 10,000  km upwind. However to establish the feasibility 
of this, experimental data are required on the degradation of puff 
concentration, during long-distance travel, by deposition, decompo
sition and wash-out;

(c) identiJ&cation of organophosphorus agents by the system de
scribed will not be possible and in view of the risk of false alarms, 
resulting from the detection of commercial organophosphorus com
pounds, this system is considered not to warrant further investigation 
until identification can be achieved using 1 0  picogranmies of sample.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, July 6, 1976^

As may be recalled, my delegation submitted in April 1974 a draft 
convention (CCD/420) on banning chemical weapons. As to the scope 
of the chemical warfare agents which should be ultimately banned, it 
indicated “chemical warfare agents of types and in quantities that 
have no justification for peaceful purposes”. As to the modalities of 
the ban, it proposed a stage-by-stage approach, beginning with a ban 
on super-toxic agents for which verification is of high feasibility by 
the use of off-site, chemical and physical means.^ As to verification, we 
have tried to contribute to the discussions on the subject by suggesting 
the parallel use of national means on the one hand in which the report
ing of statistical data would be required and international means, on 
the other, in which inquiries and on-site inspection upon request would 
be conducted. On 13 April, Ambassador Martin of the United States 
made an extensive statement on this subject and made clear the posi
tion and the views of his country. As to the chemical warfare agents 
which should be banned from the outset, he said that “a first stage 
agreement should cover all lethal agents”. As to the modalities of the 
ban, he said that “it would be necessary to construct a phased agree
ment on the basis of activities”. As to verification, he observed that

 ̂COD/PV.709, pp. 16-19.
* Documents on Diaarmamentj 1974j pp. 99-106.
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direct verification including inspection for limited purposes would be 
most effective.® We appreciate that the United States, one of the coun
tries which have a high responsibility on the question of banning 
chemical weapons, came forward with its concrete views with a view 
to expediting discussions on it. I f  the great majority of the members 
of this Conmiittee favour the United States’ views, my delegation is 
quite prepared to accept them as the basis for further discussion of the 
subject.

As to the scope of the agents to be prohibited, w© understand the 
views of non-aligned countries that even less toxic chemical warfare 
agents should be prohibited as well as the highly toxic ones (CCD/ 
400).^ We also recall the comment on the Japanese draft proposal 
made by Sweden that “the intended exemptions from the prohibi
tion”—exemptions from the suggested initial ban on super-toxic 
agents—“seem to be too many.” ® In the light of these views and as I  
stated on 13 April,® we do not intend to insist on our previous position 
of suggesting the initial ban of only super-toxic CWAs.

If, however, we expand the scope of the initially baimed agents 
from super-toxic CWAs to all lethal CWAs, a number of dual-purpose 
agents naturally come within the scope of the initial ban. Since ade
quate techniques for verifying these dual-purpose agents are not avail
able at present, the likelihood is that, for ensuring compliance with 
the convention, we depend to a great extent upon the genuineness of 
the information supplied by the Parties and consequently upon the 
mutual trust between the States Parties.

Our acceptance of the initial ban on all lethal CWAs is conditioned 
on general acknowledgement of such difficulties involved in verifica
tion, especially with respect to dual-purpose agents.

The phased approaches may be divided between the one concerning 
the agents which I  touched upon now and the one concerning the 
activities which I  now propose to discuss.

Since the Geneva Protocol of 1925 bans the use of chemical weapons,^ 
the choice left for us now is on which activity out of development, pro
duction and stockpiling we should place our priority. In  my opinion 
the ban on development is not practicable since science and technology 
have an essentially and inevitably dual character for both peaceful 
and military uses, and an objective distinction between them is there
fore impossible. Therefore, restriction of the development will have to 
be achieved indirectly by a production ban.

Now, with regard to the two remaining activities, produotion and 
stockpiling, banning both of them would mean an excessive stress on 
ascertaining compliance with the convention, inasmuch as the scope 
of the initial ban is likely to be expanded to cover all lethal CWAs.

 ̂Ante, pp. 211-221.
* Documents on Disarmament, 197S, pp. 20&-209. 
^Ante, p. 135.
* Ante, pp. 221-226.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764 -̂765.

253-754 0  -  78 -  31
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Fiirthemiore, when we try to choose our first priority between the two 
in terms of practical feasibility, we feel it desirable to ban production 
first, possibly coupled with a reduction of agreed amount of stockpiles, 
namely to check the increase in CWAs in the arsenals of States, and 
then to move on to the eventual destruction of all stockpiles, thus ex
tending the scope of the prohibited activities. I t  may be pointed out as 
well that States possessing CWAs would feel themselves ready to 
agree to destroy all stockpiles only after ascertaining that the ban on 
production, possibly coupled with the partial ban on stockpiles, was 
being strictly enforced.

Next, I  would like to touch upon verification. Recent working papers 
concerning the verification of CWAs include OCD/485 submitted by 
Sweden ® and CCD/497 and CCD/498 submitted by the United States.® 
These papers suggest the high reliability of verifica/tion measures sudi 
as the use of technical instruments including monitoring devices and 
on-site inspection, when they are employed in combination in ascer
taining the cessation or conversion into peaceful uses of CWA produc
tion facilities made known by 'States possessing CWAs and in ascer- 
taining the destruction of the declared CWA stockpiles.

Despite these measures, we find it hard to ignore the difficulty that 
the production facilities and stockpiles hidden by some States possess
ing CWAs may escape verification. So, if the scope of the initially 
banned CWAs is to be expanded, the main emphasis of the verification 
measures based on the present day level of science and technology will 
have to be upon the deterrence of the violation of treaty obligations 
by the combined use of such instruments as monitoring devices on the 
one hand and on-site inspection on the other hand for such limited pur
poses as ensuring that observation by instruments is not obstructed. 
The combination of these means are to be employed with regard to the 
cessation of production at declared facilities or the destruction of re
ported CWA stockpiles.

Basing ourselves on the recognition of this fact, we intend to con
tinue our study on the modalities of on-site inspection for limited pur
poses and technical means to deter violaition of treaty obligations. We 
shall also have soon to call upon States possessing CWAs to make a 
political decision about accepting direct verification measures includ
ing on-site inspection for limited purposes.

I  have thus far stated the views of my delegation on the scope and 
modalities of prohibition and also the verification of the ban on chemi
cal weapons.

I  will now proceed to make a few suggestions with a view to expe
diting the delibera/tions on this subject.

The United States working paper containing a review of the defini
tions of CWAs observes thiait toxicity has come to be recognized by

® Ante, pp. 186-191.
-Ante, pp. 369-372, 372-376.
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many countries including mine us being the primary criterion in de
limiting CWAs for the initial ban.̂ ®

The toxicity of a given chemical substance is different both qualita
tively and quantitatively from others. For the purpose of comparing 
toxicity among various chemical substances, the lethal dose serves as a 
highly reliable index and it can be obtained for any chemical sub
stance. The lethal dose can be expressed in numbers, and by the use 
of this numerical value, the toxicity of various substances can be com
pared.

I  would like to suggest the merit of using this method and to for
mulate a LD 50 spectrum for the purpose of delimiting the CWAs 
to be banned. Our expert will in the informal meeting further amplify 
this idea. Should this Committee find itself ready to support the idea 
of formulating a LD 50 spectrum, then it would be desiraible to en
trust the work to a neutral international organ such as WHO.

I t is reasonable to assume that, in the progress of the chemical 
industry, there will in fact be no limit to the numlber and types of 
chemical compounds which will be created. Furthermore, science and 
technology can both in their essence be used for both pe»aceful and 
military purposes. The logial consequence is that probably a great 
number of CWAs and chemical substances with CWA potential will 
be discovered and produced. Accordingly, even if we adopt the cur
rently up-to-date LD 50 spectrum, it would have to be altered at some 
future date. In a similar m'anner, verification techniques will also have 
been improved.

For these reasons, a CW convention can be said to be one which 
requires as a matter of high importance the holding of review con
ferences. This in turn necessitates the adoption of provisions for pe
riodical review conferences which would be preceded by a meeting of 
experts for the purpose of examining the expansion of the scope of 
agents and of the activities to be prohibited 'and to get a clear picture 
of the state of the improvement of verification techniques from a tech
nical point of view. We should bear these needs in mind even at the 
present stage.

On the subject of the chemical weapons ban which involves so many 
complicated problems, the Minister of State for Foreign and Com
monwealth Affairs of the United Kiagdom, Lord Goronwy- 
Roberts, m'ade known on 1 July that his delegation would submit to 
this Committee a draft convention in the course of summer session.^  ̂
We look forward with great interest to the tabling of this draft 
convention.

The informal meeting of experts is presently taking place at the 
proposition of the Federal Republic of Germany, and significant steps 
are being taken towards expediting the deliberations of a  convention 
on the CW ban. I  wish to end my statement by hoping that further

Ante, pp. 376-381.
“ Ante, p. 441.



458 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

progress will be made in the Committee on the basis of these achieve
ments.

German Democratic Republic Working Paper Submitted to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Catalytic 
Detoxification of Organophosphorus Chemical Warfare 
Agents, July 6 ,1976 ^

I. Introduction

The questions of banning the development, production and stock
piling of CW agents are closely related to the problem of detoxifica
tion of available stockpiles of CW agents. This problem has both 
scientific and technological implications.

From the scientific standpoint as well as from the technological one 
there exist quite different possibilities for the variety of CW agents 
to be converted into compounds of lower toxicity, or into completely 
non-toxic substances harmless to man and to the environment.

The problems have more intensively been studied for vesicants of 
the yperite type. Much experience relating to this type of CW agent 
has already been gathered because after World War I  and I I  con
siderable quantities of these CW agents had been destroyed, detoxified 
or burned. But as to our information catalytic processes for detoxi
fication had so far not been applied to these CW agents.

n .  The detoxification of oTgano'phos'phorus GW-agents by nan- 
catalytic methods

However, the experience gained so far with organophosphorus CW 
agents is rather limited in regard to finding the most convenient 
method for detoxification on a technical scale.

The literature regarding both the military and chemical problems 
of detoxifying or destroying organophosphorus CW agents describes 
only those methods and processes which are suitable for either labora
tory or special field use.

As to the destruction, or elimination of large stockpiles, or over
stocked Stockpiles of organophosphorus CW agents we have only press 
information on the United States action of submerging Sarin-filled 
shells in the Atlantic Ocean as well as on the burning of several thou
sand tons of “G-agents” (Tabun/Sarin/Soman-group). However, 
there were no additional technical details ■avail'able worth 
generalizing.

Regarding the chemically possible reactions for detoxifying organo
phosphorus CW agents of the G- and V-type the splitting of esters 
in aqueous-alcoholic media by means of alkalies appears technically 
to be the most convenient method (lapart from burning).

* 0000/506, July 6, 1976.
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Apparatus and equipment as well as (chemicals required for detoxi
fication are technically availaJble although there remain some problems 
of corrosion and labour safety.

From the aspect of materials and resources it would be worth con
sidering whether or not the use of many thousand tons of detoxicants, 
solvents and other chemicals required for neutralization reactions and 
other follow-up processes could be drastically reduced. Therefore, it 
is obvious to take into consideration catalytic processes of detoxifica
tion more than ever before.

III. Detoxifications of organophosphorus vyarfare agents ~by catalytic 
methods

I t  would be especially advisable to use catalytic reactions for the 
organophosphorus CW agents of the G- and V-type because all these 
CW agents are esters. Ester splitting is in general a catalytically easily 
influenced chemical reaction. In case of toxic organophosphorus esters 
the process of ester splitting is tantamount to their almost complete 
detoxification since the decomposition products show only slight, in 
some cases no, biological effects.

Among the theoretically possible methods of catalytic ester splitting 
there are three reactions which are essentially applicable to organo
phosphorus CW agents.

1. HYDROPEROXIDE CATALYSIS

The ester splitting of these organophosphorus CW agents catalyzed 
by hydroperoxide proceeds some 50 times faster compared with the 
alkaline hydrolysis of these compounds. The final products obtained 
through this reaction are only slightly toxic. The reaction is almost 
quantitative. However, the hydroperoxide catalysis implies the need 
as a homogenous catalysis, for an aqueous, or aqueous-alcoholic, or 
with water mixable organic reaction media, as an essential condition. 
The direct reaction of the concentrated CW agent is possible only in a 
1 0  per cent hydrogen peroxide solution or less, or adequate hydro
peroxide compounds solutions. Special equipments would be necessary 
to guarantee the required dilution and the best mixing conditions so 
that this process would need more technical research.

Nevertheless the catalytic splitting of organophosphorus CW agents 
by hydroperoxide constitutes a technically suitable reaction to destroy 
such CW-agents.

2. HYPOCHLORITE CATALYSIS

The splitting of organophosphorus CW agents catalyzed by hypo
chlorite is suitable for a number of detoxification processes provided 
these processes can proceed in diluted aqueous solutions. From the 
literature it is well known that this method is already tested in detox
ification of corrosion-resistant objects through washing and in detox
ifying small quantities of organophosphorus CW agents in drinking 
and non-potable water. The use of hypochlorite for the detoxification
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of highly concentrated solutions of CW agents, or of undiluted CW 
agents necessitates more work in technical safety and adequate basic 
research.

3. METAL-CATALYZED DECOMPOSITION

The catalytic splitting of organophosphorus esters especially by 
heavy-metals has been known for some 2 0  years. The first observations 
were made in connexion with the loss of effect of phosphoric ester 
preparations in cupriferous containers. Apart from it, biochemical 
studies have shown that organophosphorus esters are catalytically 
splittable by a number of metals, e.g. even by lanthanides. Especially 
the hydroxy-aquo complex as well as the amminohydroxo and alkyl- 
amino complexes of copper have shown to be extraordinarily effective 
for splitting acyl-substituted phosphoric and phosphonic esters.

In this field the highly effective tetraalkyldiamino-copper complexes 
are practically important.

I t  is suggested by the rapidity and completeness of catalytic ester 
splitting achieved by these copper complexes, because the solubility 
of such complexes and the possibility of fixing these compounds to 
carriers should promote investigations of detoxification for concen
trated CW agents of the G- and V-type.

IV. Final remarJcs

I t should not and cannot be recommended here which of the men
tioned catalytic detoxification methods of highly toxic organophos
phorus CW agents would be especially convenient technically and 
economically. ^

However, in assessing the measures for CW disarmament required, 
the catalytic processes of detoxification deserve at any rate greater 
attention than the so far employed processes using an excessive surplus 
of detoxicants.

Upon concluding it should be stressed that the possibilities of cata
lytic splitting exemplified by organophosphorus CW agents can also 
be extended to other groups of CW agents. Research into this direction, 
in our view, could have promising prospects for obtaining technically 
usable results.

Czechoslovak Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Some Medical Aspects of the 
Chemical Weapons Problem and Its Perspectives, July 8, 
1976"

Much effort has been undertaken to elaborate an exact definition of 
CW agents.

" CCD/508, July 8,1976.
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There are two possible approaches to this question: first, the chemi
cal and toxicological one; and second, the medical one.

Military calculations are, in fact, based on chemical and toxicologi
cal characteristics. However, it should be emphasized that any chemi
cal substance becomes a chemical warfare agent only after it has been 
incorporated into a chemical weapons system. We understand the 
tendency to make the definition as exact as possible. In spite of this, 
the purpose criterion has a principal significance and cannot be 
omitted.

In the course of the last expert meeting in the CCD, in July 1974, one 
of the most discussed questions was the possibility of using the acute 
lethal dose (LD50) as a complementary criterion which could facilitate 
a more exact definition of CW agents. We criticiized the overed:.imation 
of this criterion. LD50 is, no doubt, important for toxicology, and it is 
an objective laboratory value. Our point is, however, that the acute 
toxicity of a substance, irresi)ective of purely methodological prob
lems, does not express the real danger of this substance for the popula
tion, which is a target of a chemical attack. I t is evident that less toxic 
agents may be used in larger quantities; that they may be used repeat
edly ; and that their effects may combine with other effects of war— 
wounds, stress, malnutrition, etc.

There are still other important points. One of them is the availability 
of medical aid. The effective treatment of an acute poisoning is always 
a medical emergency: the antidotes must be given immediately, and 
in many cases they must be supported by artificial respiration, and still 
other medical treatment. However, it is impossible to do this in the 
field in mass-casualty situations. These questions are in great detail 
analysed in the Yugoslav working paper CCD/503, distributed on 6 
July 1976.2 Thus, the availability of medical aid may be more im
portant for the effect of a chemical attack than the tŷ pe of the chemical 
agent applied.

Other extremely important aspects are the side and the delayed ef
fects of CW agents. We mentioned this very briefly in our discussion 
here in 1974. In the meantime, the significance of the problem was 
emphasized by the new monograph published by S IPE I and prepared 
by Professor Lohs of the GDR. The questions of the delayed effects of 
the enormously large-scale use and consumption of many chemical sub
stances represents a major problem of modem medicine and of all bio
logical sciences. Carcinogenic, embryotoxic and teratogenic effects are 
being discovered with increasing frequency in substances, which have 
no or at least very low acute toxicity, and which were supposed to be 
practically harmless. I t is generally known, that this was the case with 
some new medical drugs in several countries.

Thirty years ago, when the information about new chemical agents, 
such as tabun, soman, sarin, etc. was published, their extremely high 
tosricity was what impressed the public most. At that time, however.

 ̂Ante, 443-449.
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very little was known about tihe carcinogenicity and teratogenicity of 
substances, and the enormous expansion of modern chemical industry 
was only at its beginning. Only much later, people began tx> realize the 
immense hazard of mass exposure to chemicals. We feel that to disre
gard this aspect of the CW problem would amount to a dangerous 
mistake.

A chemical war creates completely new dimensions in the use of 
chemical substances which, in turn, considerably changes the impor
tance of interrelations between individual factors. The herbicides and 
defoliants, used in the Vietnam war, are substances commonly applied 
in agriculture. In civilian life, their task is to destroy weeds in as selec
tive way as possible and are, therefore, applied highly diluted and 
accompanied by a number of protective measures. Nevertheless, it is 
becoming more and more clear that even this careful mode of appli
cation represents serious ecological risks. The same substances, when 
used for military purpose, are designed to destroy all vegetation in a 
given area with utmost efficiency and speed. The actually used doses 
were ten- and more-times higher than those for agricultural purposes 
and the total amount per hectare was about 30-times higher. The 
same is valid for other agents. As Perry Eobinson recently mentioned,

during the height of the Vietnam war, the daily American consumption of OS
as a harassing incapacitant exceeded aU the OS that has yet been used in
Northern Ireland.

This experience only confirms to what extent the military approach 
increases potential risks of the use of these substances.

One ought to be also aware that we still have very incomplete in
formation of the basic mechanism of damages to the genetic apparatus, 
namely, the carcinogenic and/or teratogenic effects. The laboratory 
methods of testing are rather complicated and their results are only 
approximate. Besides, the delayed effects are always multifactorial. 
I t means that the effect does not depend solely on the chemical char
acteristics of the chemical agent, but also on other additional factors, 
influencing the metabolic degradation of the agent in the human 
organism. I t  is well known that there are differences in the metabolism 
in humans and in animals; this is one of the reasons of the extreme 
difficulties in studying these problems in the laboratory. In addition 
to this, the metabolism of each individual is influenced by a number 
of specific factors: there are, for instance, hundreds of thousands of 
people for whom sugar is identical with a poison, because their insulin 
system activity is impaired and this substance cannot be “normally” 
digested and utilized. These are the reasons why it is extremely diffi
cult, and often simply impossible, to detect in time the delayed effects 
of a chemical substance.

These examples were intended to demonstrate that— în addition to 
acute toxicity— t̂he chemical warfare agents have also other character
istics, which might become extremely important. One ought also to
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be aware that there is no correlation between toxicity and delayed 
effects. There is no doubt, however, that the organophosphoms CW 
agents and also herbicides and incapacitating agents all belong to 
the category of chemical substances with a great risk of carcinogenic 
and teratogenic activities.

We intend to focus attention on the fact that the problem of CW 
has still other aspects of increasing importance. There are, in fact, 
many identical features in CW problems and in the problems of the 
misuse of new scientific developments for military purposes. These 
great problems need adequate solutions.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, July 13, 1976^

Since the last few weeks of the spring session, the CCD’s discussions 
of chemical weapons limitations seem to have taken on a new vigour. 
This morning I  would like once again to address this question, and in 
particular to comment on the results of the informal meetings with 
chemical weapons experts which took place last week.

Coming at a time when there seems to be renewed optimism that 
effective solutions to the remaining probtems can be found, these meet
ings were particularly appropriate. I  would like to express my appre
ciation to the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, which 
first suggested that the meetings be held, as well as to all the experts 
who participated.

A most important contribution to the growing feeling that progress 
is being achieved was made by the leader of the United Kingdom dele
gation, Lord Goronwy-Eoberts, in his statement just before the infor
mal meetings began. My delegation welcomes his announcement that 
the United Kingdom delegation plans to table a draft comprehensive 
CW convention later this session.  ̂ I  believe that the British effort to 
bring elements of previous drafts together with fresh ideas for effec
tive limitations is the sort of pragmatic, constructive approach which 
is most likely to lead our work to >a successful result. My delegation 
will look forward to the introduction of the United Kingdom draft.

Past informal meetings with chemical weapons experts have 
laid a sound and impressive technical foundation for the Committee’s 
work. My delegation believes that the meetings last week, in which 2 2  
experts from 13 countries took part, advanced our work in a number 
of important respects. Valuable contributions were made in 11  new

 ̂CCD/PV. 711, pp. 7-9.
® Ante  ̂pp. 432-441.
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working papers and in the comments of the experts on previous 
proposals.

In reviewing the experts’ comments, my delegation was struck by 
the similarity of views on the question of defining the agents subject 
to limitation or prohibition in an initial CW measure. As I  have indi
cated several times recently, this is one of the aspects of CW restraints 
in which the United States believes an adequate technical basis exists 
for reaching agreement in the near future. In our view, the experts’ 
comments lend further support to this conclusion, which we reached 
tentatively after reviewing past CCD discussions. The results of this 
review are embodied in working paper CCD/499 which we introduced 
in the Committee on 29 June.^

Briefly stated, the principal conclusions of our review of the defini
tional question -are:

1 . There appears to (be broad support, perhaps even a consensus, for 
incorporating a general-purpose criterion in any CW agreement.

2 . The use of toxicity as an additional criterion has general applica
bility and has received broad support.

3. The applicability of the other approaches that have been sug
gested is less general. A judgment on the need for such additional 
criteria can best be made once a consensus is reached on the types of 
agents to be covered in an agreement.

To my knowledge no disagreement on these key points was expressed 
during the experts’ discussions.

A closely related issue concerns the agents to be covered in a first- 
stage agreement. My delegation and a number of others have expressed 
the view that less toxic lethal agents should not be exempted from pro
hibition. We appreciate the willingness of the Japanese delegation to 
take these views into account Iby agreeing that all lethal chemical 
agents could be included in an initial ban.

In this connexion it is important to note that my delegation has 
adopted a slightly different terminology in  working paper CCD/499. 
In that paper the term “lethal and other highly toxic CW agents” is 
used. We believe that since the word “lethal” is ambiguous from a tech
nical standpoint, the phrase “lethal and other highly toxic CW 'agents,” 
defined by appropriate toxicity criteria, better expresses the scope of 
the agents which should be covered. For the sake of convenience, we 
shall continue to use the word “lethal” by itself, but it should be under
stood that the two terms are equivalent.

During the informal meetings, a number of experts emphasized the 
importance of including such dual-purpose lethal agents as hydrogen 
cyanide and phosgene in an initial prohibition. None of the partici
pants disagreed with the general proposition that all lethal agents 
should be included in a first-stage agreement.

® AntCy pp. 376-381.
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Much of the discussion concerned the area of verification, where the 
technical foundation for the Committee’s work is not yet firmly estalb- 
lished. Judging from the views expressed, there is general recognition 
of the importance of verification questions but as yet no consensus on 
their solution. For its part, the United States submitted two working 
papers which describe how certain verification procedures might be 
employed.

Our hope is that this information will assist members to make judg
ments concerning the adequacy and acceptability of these procedures.

With the same objective in mind, my delegation has also suggested 
that it might be useful to consider the feasibility and utility of techni
cal exchange visits to selected chemical production or disposal facili
ties of various types in different countries. Because of the complexity 
of the CW verification question, it has been difficult to gain a clear 
picture through working papers and discussions alone. The 
United States believes that first-hand knowledge could help to provide 
a fuller understanding of the proposals which have been made. Jn 
our view such visits could not only help point the way to sound pro
visions in an eventual CW agreement, but could also serve as 
confidence-building measures in their own right.

My delegation believes that a programme of technical exchange 
visits would be most successful if it were broadly based, not only in 
terms of participation by CCD members but also with regard to the 
types of facilities visited and kinds of information exchanged. Un
doubtedly, visits to the few facilities used for detoxification of CW 
agents could be especially useful. But much relevant information could 
be gained by visits to other types of facilities in which procedures 
similar to those proposed for CW verification are already employed. 
Among the industries where such control methods are commonly used 
are the nuclear, drug and alcoholic beverage industries.

Furthermore, one of the important tasks in verification would be 
to confirm that activities conducted for ostensibly peaceful purposes 
are in fact legitimate. Procedures which do not place an undue burden 
of intrusiveness on the chemical industries of States must be developed 
to accomplish this important task. One way to acquire a fuller under
standing of this issue might be to visit an organophosphorus insecticide 
plant.

My delegation is willing to work with others this summer in ex
ploring a programme of technical exchange visits. In this regard we 
appreciate the positive reaction of the Swedish delegation during the 
spring session. We are also gratified that the experts from several 
other delegations have already spoken positively about technical 
exchange in the area of chemical defence.

We hope that in the coming weeks the concept of technical exchange 
will receive general support and that it will be possible to begin tech
nical exchange visits early in the fall of this year. We believe that
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a programme of visits later this year would substantially facilitate 
the Committee’s discussions at its first session in 1*977.

Agreement Between France and the Soviet Union on the Pre
vention of the Accidental or Unauthorized Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, July 16, 1976^

As a result of our conversation of 28 April 1976, we considered it 
desirable to reaffirm the importance attached in the USSR and in 
France to the prevention of the accidental or unauthorized use of nu
clear weapons. Such an initiative is in keeping with the special 
responsibilities incumbent on the Soviet Union and France as nuclear 
Powers.

Having regard to the views exchanged concerning measures to avoid 
any accidental occurrence on any other unexplained incident that 
the following provisions should be adopted:

1 . Each Party undertakes to maintain and, possibly, improve, as it 
deems necessary, its existing organizational and technical arrange
ments to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons 
under its control.

2 . The two Parties undertake to notify each other immediately of 
any accidental occurrence or any other unexplained incident that 
could lead to the explosion of one of their nuclear weapons and could 
be construed as likely to have harmful effects on the other Party.

3. In the event of an unexplained nuclear incident, each Party 
undertakes to act in such a manner as to avoid, as far as possible, the 
possibility of its actions being misinterpreted by the other Party. In 
any such situation, each Party may inform the other Party or request 
such information as it considers necessary.

4. For transmission of urgent information in situations requiring 
prompt clarification, the Parties shall make primary use of the Direct 
Communications Link between the Kremlin and the Elysee Palace.

5. The two Parties shall consider together the possibility of further 
improving, by mutual agreement, their means of direct commimica- 
tion.

I f  the above points meet with your approval, I  have the honour to 
propose that this letter and your reply should constitute an agreement 
between the Soviet Union and France.

This agreement shall enter into force on today’s date.

 ̂The agreement was constituted by an exchange of substantiaUy identical let
ters between the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the two countries. (‘S/12161, 
Aug. 4,1976.) The French letter was signed by Foreign Minister Jean Sauvagnar- 
gues and the Soviet letter by Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko.
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Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Mid-Term Review of 
the Disarmament Decade, July 20, 1976^

I f  I  may return, Sir, to my subject of the mid-term review of the 
Disarmament Decade, I  can only begin by recalling what Ambassador 
Ene of Komania challenged us to do last Thursday, 15 July 1976.̂  We 
need the political will to move from words to action. We need a 
programme of action and agenda to enable us to proceed with our 
deliberations on a systematic basis. We need a time-table to enable us to 
focus and concentrate our attention on speciJfic issues at specific times. 
We need to establish some priorities so that we do not give our pre
occupations the character of a moving target.

I  am not advocating by this that our emphasis must not change as 
time and circumstance dictate, or that we cannot move from the nego
tiation of one text to another if there are obvious difficulties. The 
practice of seeing difficulties before we really come to difficulties, there
by abdicating the political will to negotiate; the tendency to convert 
the Conference into a forum for endless scientific studies that are not 
dictated by or situated within the context of an on-going consideration 
of a specific text or draft treaty; the temptation to determine our 
priorities haphazardly and at the instance of individual delegation’s 
predilections like the children’s song:

Do you see what I see?
Do you hear what I  hear?

—all these have contributed to our apparent inability to take full ad
vantage of the prevailing detente in international ajffairs so as to nego
tiate effective measures to reduce the dangers of a nuclear war, to limit 
the nuclear arms race and to reduce armed forces and armaments.

I  must admit that during the last spring session, the CCD has done 
a tremendous and commendable amount of work in trying to organize 
its work along acceptable lines and methods. I  am sure that the com
prehensive review which has been proposed by your own delegation. 
Sir— t̂he delegation of the United States—will take us further in the 
same general direction. But reorganization or a viable method of work 
is not a substitute for the substance of work. We need to plan for spe
cific objectives of negotiation. We need to show results on questions of 
arms control and disarmament. This is our mandate. This is the only 
justification for our functional existence.

I  believe that the mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade upon 
which we are embarking will assist us to develop a strategy for nego
tiation. Last year, during the Keview Conference of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, we reached the virtually

^OOD/PV.713, pp. 8-15.
» OOD/PV.712, pp. 16-20.
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unanimous conclusion that the nuclear Powers parties to the Treaty 
have not yet carried out their obligations “to pursue negotiations in 
good faith on elffective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.”  ̂We noted 
that, however welcome were instruments such as the first Strategic 
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I) agreement limiting the deployment 
of anti-ballistic missile systems and specifying upper limits for the 
numbers of offensive long-range missile systems;  ̂ the Vladivostok 
Agreement of November 1974; ® the Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapons of Mass De
struction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
thereof; ® the Convention on Biological Warfare  ̂ and so, they were 
not adequate steps towards nuclear disarmament. We stressed then that 
a comprehensive test ban treaty was a matter of exceptional priority, 
and that the CCD should initiate without delay negotiations to halt 
the further development of nuclear weapons and delivery systems as 
well as the production of fissile material for weapon purposes and the 
reduction and elimination of nuclear stockpiles.®

Little did we know at the time that soon thereafter the commercial 
and economic advantages which the nuclear Powers and other indus
trialized States enjoyed under the Treaty, and which they strove 
strenuously to protect during the Review Conference, would soon be
come a threat to the security of Africa. South Africa, which has re
fused to accept safeguards and inspection of its atomic and nuclear 
activities by an international authority, including IAEA; South 
Africa, which has refused to Ibe a party to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty; South Africa, which has no n e ^  for nuclear energy as a 
source of power—it is South Africa which has obtained every external 
help and assistance to develop a process for producing enriched ura
nium ; it is South Africa to which nuclear Powers parties to the NPT 
and other industrialized countries are fighting among themselves in a 
cut-throat competition to supply nuclear reactors—reactors that it can 
employ to accelerate and perfect its nuclear bomb in order to terrorize 
and intimidate Africa. This is at a time when in spite of article IV of 
the Treatyi there is no record of any offer of help by those parties in a 
position to do so to assist or co-operate with African States parties to 
the Treaty in developing peaceful nuclear technology, particularly in 
the application of nuclear energy and techniques for agriculture and 
medicine.

Perhaps, this mid-term review exercise will enable us to develop 
a common perception of the dangers of nuclear proliferation. Perhaps, 
it will awaken us to the need to address ourselves more seriously to

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
‘ lUd., m n ,  pp. 197-207.

m ^ ,  pp. 746-747.
‘ /6 i< i.,i9ri,p p .7-ll.
''lua ., m 2 ,  pp. 133-138.
' For the declaration of the review conference, see ibid., 197S, pp. 146-156.
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the tasks and duties determined for the OCD in the Disarmament 
Decade. Perhaps, we may even begin to negotiate some measures of 
arms control and disarmament, taking advantage of the current politi
cal detente. Perhaps, it will encourage the United States of America 
and the USSE to make good their promise of July 1974 to submit to 
the CCD at this session a common draft “of an international conven
tion dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical war
fare.” ® Perhaps, it will speed up the timely and welcome offer of the 
United Kingdom delegation to submit a draft on CWB for our early 
consideration.^^ Perhaps, it will lead us to expect that our current con
sideration of the common United States-USSR drafts on environ
mental warfare is a prelude to other joint initiatives of universal 
interest.

In a recent statement by the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions, made at the opening meeting of the sixty-first session of the Eco
nomic and Social Comicil, held at Abidjan on 30 June 1976, he stated 
inter alia  ̂obviously with regret, th a t:

As early as 1960, even before the start of the F irst United Nations Develop
ment Decade, the General Assembly wrote down a quantitative formula for 
the net flow of financial resources from developed to developing countries. Un
fortunately, sixteen years later, little progress has been made towards this 
target.

The target for the next flow of official development assistance to the develop
ing world amounts to no more than 0.7 per cent of the gross national product 
of developed countries, but the actual flow remains below half of the target. 
It is not that the target has been completely ignored. Some developed countries 
have set a shining example in this respect; but their efforts have not been 
matched by others. And the over-all result, therefore, remains disappointing. I t  
is, indeed, staggering to think that, when the world is spending annually about 
$300 billion on what are called ‘defence activities’, the net flow of official de
velopment assistance amounts to some $15 billion a year. Many development 
requirements could be easily met if resources could be diverted from avenues 
of destruction to channels of progress.

The 1976 Yearbook of the Stockholm International Peace Eesearch 
Institute has also revealed with characteristic clarity and elegance 
many disturbing facts about world military expenditure since the 
proclamation of the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade. I t  estimated 
that “the world’s armed forces consume annually a quantity of re
sources (both human and material) valued at about $250 billion” and 
that this sum was “equivalent to the world’s total output in the year 
1900” or “equivalent to the combined current gross national products 
of the 65 countries in Latin America and Africa”.

In another remarkable publication entitled World Military and So
cial Ex'penditures^ 1976 by Ruth Leger Sivard, it has been stated that 
“World miltary expenditures average $12,330 per soldier, public ex
penditures for education $219 per school-age child”, that the arms race 
“contributes to inflation, retards economic and social development, 
and diverts resources urgently needed for human well-being” and that 
“military-related research and development takes an estimated 25 per

® Ihid., p. 236.
“ p. 441.
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cent of all the scientific manpower in the world and 40 per cent of all 
E and D spending.”

To think that success or failure of the fourth session of UNCTAD 
held at Nairobi last May hung on a debate over the provision of only 
$3 billion to regulate the international trade in commodities, which 
accounted for more than 75 per cent of the total foreign exchange earn
ings of the developing countries, shows the cruel imbalance in world 
priorities. Otherwise, how can we tolerate a world in which out of a 
population of 4,000 million, l,e300 million have a per capita income of 
less than $200 a year; 1,500 million are without adequate medical care ; 
700 million adults are illiterate; and 500 million are severely mal
nourished ? I t is to redress these inhuman anomalies, it is to emphasize 
the close link between the Second United Nations Development Decade 
and the Disarmament Decade so as to determine the abhorrent price 
of the arms race to the security and dignity of the human race, that 
this mid-term review exercise is all about. I  believe it is the first 
time the CCD is reviewing its work over a considerable period of time 
in order to accelerate the pace of its work and efforts. I t  is essential 
therefore that we exert our best endeavours to chart a course that is 
fruitful.

Last Thursday, I requested the Secretariat to provide us with some 
background papers, including:

(i) copies of the Secretary-GeneraPs report—A/10294 and Ad
dendum 1;

(ii) a factual account, with appropriate documentation, of

(a) the tasks and obligations established for the CCD by 
General Assembly resolution 2602E (XXIV) of 16 Decem
ber 1969, which declared the decade of the 1970s as a Dis
armament Decade;

(b) the agreements and other multilateral international in
struments that were negotiated and concluded by the CCD 
during the first half of the Disarmament Decade (1970-75);

(c) any existing comprehensive programme of work adopted 
by the CCD, which deals with any or all aspects of the 
problem of cessation of the arms race and general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control 
and which could provide us with a guideline to chart a 
course for our further work and negotiations;

(d) the multilateral international instruments in the field of 
disarmament and other related disarmament issues which 
entered the stage of active negotiation during the first 
half of the decade and which are currently under 
negotiation;

(e) up-to-date copies of the Secretary-GeneraVs reports on the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament and of 
the arms race and military budgets.

^ Op. cit.j p. 5. Published by WMSE Publications, Leesburg, Viriginia 22075. 
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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(iii) the provisional agenda adopted by the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament in August 1968;

(iv) resolution C adopted by the Conference of Non-Nuclear 
Weapons States in September 1968; and

(v) a factual report on the present status of the draft treaties on 
complete and general disarmament submitted by the USSR 
and the United States of America in 1962,̂ ® as well as on the 
implementation of resolution 1617 (XV) on the Soviet Union- 
United States statement of 20 September 1961 of agreed 
principles as a basis for multilateral negotiations on 
disarmament.^^

I regret that I have not had time to study all of these materials, 
some of which I have just received. The few I have studied encourage 
me to hope that after we have spent some time studying and evaluating 
them, we would come to some definite conclusions that we can report 
to the United Nations General Assembly and adopt as future guide
lines. But I have come to some tentative conclusions as follows:

(i) that the continuing diversion of human and material resources 
at an accelerated pace to military and armament purposes, particu
larly nuclear armament, is contrary to the spirit and programme of 
the Disarmament Decade;

(ii) that the primary objectives of the Disarmament Decade, 
which are to halt the arms race and to adopt concrete measures of 
disarmament, require the immediate attention of the CCD in a 
consistent manner;

(iii) that the CCD has not addressed itself sufficiently to the tasks 
and duties incumbent upon it from the resolution proclaiming the Dis
armament Decade;

(iv) that the CCD should adopt a comprehensive programme of 
actions to negotiate specific arms control and disarmament agree
ments, beginning with CTB and CWB and establishing priorities for 
negotiating other arms control -and disarmament measures;

(v) that the CCD should demonstrably reaffirm its role as the only 
forum for multilateral negotiations in the field of arms control and 
disarmament, representative of all the geographical regions of the 
world and responsive to the aspirations of all States to negotiate on 
the basis of equality and sovereignty, as expressed in United Nations 
resolutions;

(vi) that the CCD is concerned at the meager achievement of the 
Disarmament Decade in terms of truly effective disarmament and 
arms limitation agreements, and therefore should strive during the 
second half of the Disarmament Decade to re-enkindle mankind’s hope

^lU d ., 1968, pp. 583-584. 
pp. 674-675.
1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127. 
pp. 351-382.

the res., see iUd., 1961, p. 126. The U.S.-USSR statement can be found 
ihid,, pp. 43^-442.
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in the virtues of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and disarma
ment;

(vii) that the CCD should take a fresh look at its 1968 provisional 
agenda so as to adopt or up-date it as a basis for its work beginning 
next spring;

(viii) that the CCD should appeal to the United States of America 
and the USSE to review their draft treaties on general and complete 
disarmament under strict international control submitted in 1962 so 
as to revise and up-date them for retailing before this Conference for 
serious negotiation;

(ix) that the CCD should make a serious effort to study and synthe
size all proposals on specific issues of arms control and disarmament 
put before it, so as to compare and contrast them with a view to 
elaborating appropriate drafts for negotiation purposes;

(x) that the CCD should make a survey and study of multilateral 
proposals on arms control and disarmament measures, such as those 
contained in resolution C adopted by the Conference of the Non- 
Nuclear Weapon States in September 1968, in order to relate them to 
its programme and priorities of work;

(xi) that the CCD should make more effort to follow negotiations on 
arms control and disarmament issues in other fora so as to be able to 
fulfill its role and responsibilities adequately;

(xii) that the CCD, having adopted a comprehensive programme 
of reorganization and viable method of work, should decide upon a 
precise time-table and schedule for the negotiation and implementation 
of specific instruments, bearing in mind, in this connexion, the need 
to formulate mechanisms and procedures for periodic review 'and 
appraisal of its tasks and duties;

(xiii) that the CCD should evolve a procedure whereby concerned 
non-member Grovemments and international organizations can address 
it or submit ideas and proposals to it—a precedent being the recent ex
cellent Finnish paper bearing on CWB;

(xiv) that the CCD should consider anew the timeliness and advisa
bility of addressing appeals in hum'anitarian and considerate terms 
to the other two nuclear-weapon States to participate in the work of 
the CCD.;

(xv) that the CCD should consider forging closer links with the 
United Nations General Secretariat in order to fulfill its responsibili
ties to the United Nations more efficiently and to use United Nations 
facilities to provide the public with more in-depth information on its 
activities on a regular basis;

(xvi) that the CCD should publish periodic reports on its activities 
so as to assure the general public of its material preoccupations at 
given sessions.

^lUd., 1968, pp. 674-675.
“ OOD/501.
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I am sure that other delegations, after reviewing the progress made 
at this point of the Disarmament Decade, will come to their own con
clusions. But they may not be muc^ different. That being the case, we 
may assume that a general agreement to take some specific and con
crete initiatives in the field of the arms race and the proliferation of 
nuclear, chemical and other weapons of mass destruction in the course 
of the second half of the Disarmament Decade does exist. Similar 
agreement also does exist with respect to specific measures in respect of 
general and complete disarmament—the object being the attainment of 
international peace and security on the one hand and the transfer of 
human and material resources from armament to economic and social 
development of all nations and peoples, particularly the developing 
countries, on the other hand.

In conclusion, I  would venture to suggest that at the end of this mid
term review exercise, the CCD should resolve to work out at its 1977 
spring session “a comprehensive programme dealing with all aspects 
of the problem of the cessation of the arms race and general and com
plete disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament, which would 
provide the Conference with a guideline to chart the course of its 
further work and its negotiations” and “to accelerate the pace of its 
efforts to negotiate truly effective disarmament and arms limitation 
agreements”.

At a later stage of our discussion it is proposed that a working paper 
on the subject matter be tabled to facilitate our conclusions and report 
to the General Assembly of the United Nations. I do appreciate that 
disarmament is not like a building, the outcome of which depends on 
the technical correctness of a draughtsman’s sketches on a drawing- 
board. I t  is more like a growing child, dependent on all manner of ex
perience, empiricism and care. But it does help to plan for his educa
tion, for his future. Sometimes, it is the planning which counts.

Press Conference Statement by the Netherlands Representative 
(De Vos) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions Talks, 
July 21, 1976"

During the negotiating round which has just ended, the Western 
participants have continued to press for a serious and positive response 
to the important new proposals they put forward on December 16.

These Western proposals include an offer to reduce a substantial 
number of U.S. nuclear warheads, U.S. nuclear-capable F-4 aircraft 
and U.S. surface-to-surface Pershing ballistic missile launchers. We 
have also offered to limit U.S. nuclear armaments of the type reduced 
at their residual levels and to extend the common ceiling on ground 
force manpower to cover air force manpower as well, in a combined 
common collective ceiling.

 ̂ACDA press release.
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The U.S. nuclear warheads we propose to reduce have enormous 
firepower. The nuclear-capable F-4’s and the Pershing launchers we 
have offered to reduce are the two most potent nuclear delivery sys
tems in the NATO forces in the area. The limitations on the residual 
levels of all U.S. nuclear warheads in the area and of the U.S. nuclear 
delivery system of the type withdrawn which we have proposed will 
be in effect for the duration of the agreement and have great military 
significance.

In addition to these nuclear reductions and limitations, the West 
is now offering the following:

—First, to withdraw a substantial number of U.S. soldiers in phase 
1, and to accept a limitation on the residual level of U.S. ground force 
manpower in the area of reductions;

—Second, to accept a collective limitation on the overall level of 
Western active duty military personnel between the two phases;

—Third, in the second phase, to make the sizable further reductions 
in Western ground force manpower that would be needed to reach the. 
proposed common ceiling level in the ground forces of both sides;

—Fourth, in connection with these further reductions to continue 
a collective limitation on Western ground force manpower for the 
duration of a ryh?<se I I  agreement in the form of a common collective 
ceiling to be established as the result of reductions in the two phases; 
and

—Fifth, to extend the common collective ceiling to cover air force 
manpower as well as ground force manpower.

In making the December 16 addition to the reductions and limita
tions we have previously proposed, we have not asked for additional 
reductions from the East. Our aim was to gain Eastern acceptance of 
reductions leading to approximate parity in ground forces in Central 
Europe. That remains the Central Western objective in these 
negotiations.

There are good reasons for this Western objective. Central Europe 
is the scene of the greatest confrontation of military forces in the 
world. Moreover, this confrontation is characterized by serious im
balances between the forces of East and West in that the East has a 
large and destabilizing superiority in ground force manpower and 
main battle tanks.

Agreement on a common collective ceiling on the ground force 
manpower of both sides, and the withdrawal of a Soviet tank army, 
would result in a more stable balance of ground forces in Central 
Europe, at lower levels. We consider this result—namely, enhanced 
stability—would be mutually beneficial.

However, the Eastern response to our December 16 proposal has 
thus far been disappointing. I t is clear to us, from comments East
ern representatives have made about our proposals, that the Eastern 
participants have not yet grasped their full significance. Eastern rep
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resentatives have criticized detailed aspects of our proposals, without 
looking at them as a whole in the context of the geographical setting 
which sharply affects their military significance.

One important aspect of the geographic setting is that the Soviet 
Union has the significant advantage of being located immediately 
adjacent to the potential area of reductions. The large forces located 
on Soviet territory have easy and rapid access to central Europe. 
Their size would not be limited by agreement.

When the Western proposals are evaluated in a comprehensive way, 
taking into account their potential effects in the concrete situation in 
Central Europe, their significance becomes fully apparent.

In return, we are asking the East to withdraw a Soviet tank army 
in Phase I  and to undertake a Phase I  commitment to participate in 
reductions in the Second Phase to a common ceiling on the overall 
military manpower of both sides.

When the military significance of the Western package is properly 
evaluated, taking into account all the relevant factors including East
ern geographic advantages, then it is apparent that that miliary sig
nificance is very great and that the West is offering at least as much as 
it is asking for from the East. And the outcome we propose, approxi
mate parity in ground forces and equality in military manpower in 
the area between the two sides, is inherently equitable.

As regards the Eastern position, the East put forward a new version 
of its original proposals on February 19. This latest version of the 
Eastern program involves no change in the approach to reductions 
which the East has taken from the outset of these negotiations. The 
East is still calling for equal percentage reductions of all forces and 
armaments by all direct participants. The East’s proposals, if imple
mented, would consolidate in treaty form the Eastern superiority in 
soldiers and tanks and other armaments. They would also impose na
tional ceilings on the post-reduction levels of the forces of every direct 
participant, thus interfering with NATO’s integrated defense system 
and prejudicing the future organization of Western European defense.

Nor does the Eastern February 19 proposal meet the Central West
ern interests in phased negotiations. The non-U.S. Western partici
pants have offered to undertake a general commitment in Phase I  to 
participate in Phase I I  reductions to a common ceiling. We want the 
East for its part to undertake in Phase I  the same commitment to 
reduce to a common ceHing in Phase II, and also to implement Phase I  
Soviet reductions which would constitute a substantial move toward 
approximate parity in ground forces. These actions would create the 
confidence necessary for the Western participants to make a final deci
sion on the scope and timing of their Phase I I  reductions. The Febru
ary 19 Eastern proposal does represent a modification of the original 
Eastern position as regards the sequence of implementation of reduc
tions and the provision for two separate agreements. But it does not



476 BOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

meet the Central Western interests in phased negotiations which I  have 
just described.

We cannot regard this latest version of the Eastern approach as an 
adequate response to the Western nuclear offer of December 16. That 
Western offer represented a substantial addition to the previously pro
posed Western reductions and limitations and was designed to provide 
the basis for a mutually acceptable agreement. As I  have pointed out, 
the East has made no change whatever in its basic reduction approach.

During this round, the East tabled some data on Eastern forces in 
the area. This is a positive step, though long overdue. There are, how
ever, injportant discrepancies between our data and the data the East 
has tabled. I t  is not clear to us whether the Eastern figures have been 
computed on a basis comparable to ours. Obviously, the reasons for 
these discrepancies will need to be fully discussed and made clear in 
the next round.

In sum, I  would say that the past round has brought the Eastern 
tabling of data, though it is not clear on what basis the East has com
puted its data. But the past round has not brought a serious and posi
tive Eastern response to the Western proposals of December 16. If 
the East too is interested, as it says it is, in a mutually acceptable out
come, then it is up to the East to make such a response. I t  is this which 
could bring real progress in these negotiations.

Press Conference Statement by the Polish Representative 
(Dabrowa) to the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions 
Talks, July 21, 1976"

We have completed tod'ay the IX th round of the Vienna negotia
tions. I t  has not resulted in any concrete agreements. The round has 
been, however, business-like and hard-working. I  believe, it will prove 
important for further progress.

A noteworthy contribution to the negotiations of the IX th round 
was made by the Socialist delegations. Our active line in Vienna is a 
significant part of diplomatic efforts that are undertaken by Socialist 
states on different planes in order to consolidate the process of detente 
and to spread it on military field.

Poland, together with other States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, 
attaches a particular importance to the progress in the Vienna nego
tiations. In 1976 twice, on 19 February and 10 June, serious endeavours 
were undertaken by the four Socialist direct participants of the nego
tiations—^^Czechoslovakia, the GDR, the Soviet Union and Poland— 
to create conditions for the progress in the talks. Our February pro
posal and the June initiative once again have proved our constructive 
approach towards the problems discussed as well as our genuine interest

 ̂Press release, Polish Embassy, Vienna.
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in activating the negotiations and giving them a more concrete 
character.^

The Socialist states’ aim in the Vienna negotiations continues to be 
the decreasing of the high concentration of armed forces and arma
ments in Central Europe by means of mutual reductions, without 
prejudice to the security of any state.

We have stated on m<any occasions, and on 29 June this year in 
Berlin it was reminded again by Leonid Brezhnev, that in Central 
Europe there are no significant differences in the size of the Warsaw 
Treaty and the NATO states’ armed forces and their levels for many 
years remain more or less equal, with some differences in profile on each 
side.  ̂The Western states are as aware of this as we are.

Thus, the recognition of the existence of general equilibrium of 
forces in Central Europe and the renouncement of the postulates aim
ing to undermine it, are of the basic importance for the success of the 
negotiations.

In the opinion of the Polish Government, recently presented to the 
Sejm [parliament] by our Foreign Minister Stefan Olszowski, the 
difficulties found in the negotiations have their cause in the demand 
put forward by the Western states for reductions impairing the exist
ing relationship of forces and thus being contradictory to the basic 
principle of undiminished security of any state.

This demand is clearly expressed in the whole Western reduction 
scheme: in the claim for asymmetrical reductions of ground forces, 
almost three times larger for the Warsaw Treaty states than for the 
NATO countries; in the requirement for collective ceilings which 
could enable further growth of armed forces of individual states in the 
area; in the refusal to reduce Western armaments, except for a certain 
number of American nuclear weapons; in the insistence on the unjust 
method of reduction providing for the withdrawal of a Soviet tank 
army and of a much smaller number of American soldiers taken indi
vidually from different units.

The Socialist states look forward for a positive approach on the part 
of the Western states towards our proposal of 19 February 1976. This 
proposal has been discussed many times, so I  do not have to present it 
again. Nevertheless, I  would like to point out one of its particularly 
important elements.

By presenting this proposal the Socialist states have made a sig
nificant step responding to the NATO states’ position. We have ac
cepted the Western concept of considerable separation in time of the 
USSR and the USA reductions [in the first stage] from the other direct 
participants’ reductions [in the second stage] and, accordingly, the 
concept of two separate agreements.

We have agreed to such an arrangement provided that the second 
stage of reduction will in fact take place and that all direct participants

* Neither the proposal nor the initiative was officially made public. 
^Ante, p. 382.
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will make to it their definite reduction contributions. Therefore we 
have put forward a fully justified requirement for appropriate gen
eral guarantees from the West European States and Canada, whose 
forces amount to 75% of all the NATO forces in the area. However, we 
have not received a satisfactory answer yet.

In  this connection, I  would like to remind [you] that all four Social- 
direct participants have declared their readiness to reduce armed 
forces and armaments and have defined the date and volume of their 
reductions. Among the seven Western direct participants so far only 
one, the USA, has stated the volume of its reduction in the first stage. 
Other Western participants have not indicated either the date or vol
ume of their reductions.

The problem of guarantees on all direct participants’ contribution to 
the second stage reduction is of great importance for our negotiations. 
This is not only the question of ensuring the mutuality of reductions 
but also the question of confidence 'as to the real intentions of the 
Parties to the negotiations. Mutual confidence must be built by all 
states, not only by the Socialist but by the Western as well.

The implementation of the proposal on freezing the numerical 
strength of direct participants’ armed forces in the area of future 
reductions for the period of the negotiations would certainly add to 
the consolidation of the good atmosphere of the talks and to the 
growth of confidence, which I  have mentioned. I t  would be a concrete 
and, at the same time, relatively easy step to carry into effect in our 
search for the ways to halt the arms race in Europe.

In the existing situation of military equilibrium in Central Europe, 
the Western states’ refusal to undertake such a move, accompanied by 
the NATO decisions on further development of conventional and 
nuclear forces in Europe, causes our serious concern.

In the IX th round, Czechoslovakia, the GDR, the USSR and Poland 
presented their data on the overall numerical strength of the Warsaw 
Treaty memlbers’ armed forces in Central Europe, including figures on 
ground forces, for 1 January 1976.

The Socialist states have always emphasized that the exchange of 
data should be preceded by the solution of the key-problems of the 
negotiations. We continue to believe that this is the right and fully 
justified position. However, taking into account persistent claims of 
the Western delegations that the lack of data is hampering the progress 
in the talks, we have tabled our figures.

We have asked the Western delegations to table their respective 
up-to-date data concerning the numerical strength of the NATO states’ 
armed forces in the area. Also we have expressed our readiness— 
after the Western data are presented— t̂o enter into discussion on the 
subject of data. Until today the Western delegations have not reacted 
to this question, despite their earlier declarations.

I  have presented some of the problems on which the Socialist delega
tions focused their particular attention in theTXth round. I  hope that
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the recess-time will give the Western delegations an opportunity to 
reconsider these problems and will enable them to take a more realistic 
position.

Finally, I  would like to underline once again that the Socialist par
ticipants’ position has created conditions in which the progress in the 
Vienna negotiations is possible. Now, we look forward for a more 
constructive and active attitude of the Western states.

Question-and-Answer Session with Secretary of State Kissinger: 
Nuclear Exports and Controlling the Arms Race [Extracts], 
July 22, 1976"

Q, Dr, Kissinger^ my question is: In  the light of the recent nuclear- 
weapons-maJcing capahility^ please explain your position on the export 
of nuclear materials.

Secretary Kissinger: The danger of nuclear proliferation arises from 
the fact that, with the energy crisis, nuclear energy has become 
economical—in fact, essential—^therefore a market for many countries 
that can produce nuclear reactors all over the globe. Most of these nu
clear reactors, as a byproduct, produce materials that, either directly 
or through reprocessing, can be turned into fissionable materials.

Therefore the problem is how, short of prohibiting the export of nu
clear reactors—which none of the nuclear suppliers seems to be ready 
to accept—one can establish safeguards that inhibit nuclear 
proliferation.

Now, this is a very difficult process. Our policy has been that we will 
not sell processing plants which will enable countries to reprocess the 
material that emerges from nuclear reactors into fissionable material 
suitable for explosives. Other countries have not followed this ap
proach, and we have brought a considerable amount of pressure to 
prevent the spreading of reprocessing plants.

We have also created or invited countries to join a suppliers confer
ence, in which countries that are supplying nuclear materials or nu
clear reactors would agree on common safeguards so that the nations 
of the world do not compete with each other in easing safeguards in 
order to do nuclear business. This conference has made considerable 
progress, but the rate of the spread of these nuclear reactors is such 
that it becomes extremely difficult to prevent the capabilities of the 
countries receiving them in the nuclear field from growing.

I t is a problem to which we have given the highest priority atten
tion, in which we are making a major effort, in which we will continue 
to make a major effort, and which we hope we can get under increasing 
control.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 16,1976, pp. 226, 228.
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Q, Dr. Kissinger^ my question to you is: Beyond the limitations 
created hy SA L T  on strategic-weapons delivery systems^ what new 
initiatives cam, the United States take to reduce the global arms rajce? 
And second  ̂how long can bilateral deterrence provide global security 
in an increasingly multipolar world? ^

Secretary Kissinger: Of course, the most important negotiation is 
the one of strategic arms limitations that is now going on in Geneva, 
which attempts to put a ceiling on the strategic arms race and which, 
in its next phase, will attempt to turn it down and reduce the strategic 
armaments.

In addition, we are engaged in negotiations for the reduction of 
forces in Central Europe, which also attempt to ease the burden of 
arms in those areas.

The third area in which arms competition creates problems is in 
such areas as the Middle East, where there are large resources and 
many arms suppliers and on top of it many contentious parties—and 
parties whose own differences among each other seem to them to out
weigh the requirements of global peace very often. Now, in that area, 
how to control the shipment of arms into an area like the Middle 
East is a matter to which we must give increasing attention.

I  would point out, however, a number of serious problems here. The 
shipment of arms among Arab countries is relatively easy, while Israel 
has only one country from which it can acquire arms. So until about 
five years ago, it used to be thought that if the shipment of arms could 
be limited into the Arab states bordering Israel, one could get some 
through. But the fact of the matter is that arms now move with in
creasing ease among these various countries, as we have seen recently 
in Lebanon, and therefore the problem of controlling the interna
tional arms trade must reach all of the suppliers and all of the possible 
recipients and also those countries that could transfer arms among 
each other and therefore strengthen one of the sides in the region. That 
is an important issue to which we have to turn.

Press Interview of Secretary of State Kissinger: Arms Sales to 
Oil-Producing Countries [Extract], July 22, 1976^

Q. Mr. Secretary.^ how cam, a rise in the price of oil by the oil-produc- 
ing countries be prevented by other means than trading in armxmnents?

Secretary Kissinger: Well, I  don’t think that the trade in arma
ments is a device to prevent a rise in oil prices. I  think it results from

“The SALT agreements have been published in Documents on Disarmament, 
m 2 ,  pp. 197-205.

 ̂Department of State Bulletm, Aug. 16,1976, p. 244.
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the rise in oil prices that has already occurred, because it gives the oil- 
producing countries enormously large resources with which to pur
chase either industrial goods or armaments— îf that’s what they choose. 
So the basic problem is not that we are trying to prevent a rise in oil 
prices by selling armaments.

The feet is that having already achieved such tremendous surpluses 
as a result of the oil prices that have occurred since 1973, the oil- 
producing countries can enter the international market and buy arma
ments. And if they don’t get them from us, they get them from other 
countries. And it isn’t in our interest.

Our purpose in selling arms, when we do, is not to prevent a rise in 
prices but in order to prevent other countries from gaining the position 
of influence that often comes with the sale of arms.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weap
ons, July 22, 1976"

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation intends to express its ideas in 
connexion with the mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade at the 
next plenary meeting of our Committee. In today’s statement we con
sider it necessary to touch upon some aspects of the problem of pro
hibiting chemical weapons, and also to put forward a number of con
siderations which, in our view, arise from the results of the unofficial 
meetings recently held on this question by the Committee on Disarma
ment with the participation of technical experts.

We are witnessing noticeably increased activity on the Committee’s 
part in examining the question of the prohibition of chemical weap
ons—one of the important problems of disarmament. I t  is to be hoped 
that the increased interest shown both by countries members of the 
Committee and by other countries, which are not members, in examin
ing this question will help to speed up the achievement of a solution 
to the problem of prohibiting chemical weapons.

In  contrast to some previous sessions of the Committee, no special 
difficulties have arisen in the course of the present discussion in ex
amining questions concerning the delimitation of the scope of the 
prohibition. The majority of representatives, while recognizing the 
possibility of a step-by-step approach, have nevertheless expressed the 
view that a total prohibition of chemical weapons is the most accept
able one for their countries. We note with satisfaction that differences 
of principle on this question, on which the final outcome of all the

 ̂CX5D/PV. 714, pp. 28-31.
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work on the prohibition of Chemical weapons depends, have been sig
nificantly reduc^.

We note in particular the rapprochement of views on the definition 
of the chemical agents to be prohibited under the agreement. I t  seems to 
us that the discussions which have taken place afford every justification 
for stating that the approach to this question in terms of the criterion of 
general purpose has won universal recognition. In our opinion, an 
identity of view has also emerged to the effect that, in the step-by-step 
approach to the prohibition of chemical weapons, the criterion of 
toxicity should be accepted as a supplementary criterion.

We consider it necessary to point out that the Soviet Union has 
always advocated, and still advocates, a complete and general prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical 
weapons and the destruction of stocks thereof. The draft convention 
submitted by the Soviet Union and other socialist countries in 1972 
(CCD/361) is based specifically on this position of principle. That 
docimient was the starting-point for a purposeful discussion, in the 
Committee on Disarmament, of the question of an all-embracing pro
hibition of chemical weapons, and retains its force to this day.^

At the same time the Soviet Union, prompted by the desire to pro
mote in every way the earliest possible attainment of the goal of pro
hibiting chemical weapons, has displayed its readiness to accept the 
idea of some countries for a step-by-step approach to the solution of 
the problem through prohibition, as a first step, of the most dangerous 
and lethal chemical means of waging war.

In the meetings which the Committee held with experts participat
ing, an important place was given to the question of verifying compli
ance with the obligations which would be assumed by States parties 
to the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

In this connexion, allow me to remind you of the formula on the 
subject of verification of the prohibition of chemical weapons which 
appears in General Assembly resolution 2662 (XXV) of 7 December 
1970, namely that

verification i^ould 'be t>ased on a combination of appropriate national and 
international measures, whidi would complement and supplement each other, 
thereby providing an acceptable system that would ensure the effective imple
mentation of the prohibition.®

The system of control envisaged by the socialist countries in their draft 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, which includes na
tional control in combination with international procedures (CCD/361 
and CCD/403 ^), is consistent with that recommendation and realistic.

The possibilities of national control—as was demonstrated, in par
ticular, by the Soviet experts during the meetings held at the cur
rent session—are sufficiently broad and are based on scientific methods

* Documents on Diaa/rmament, 1972̂  pp. 120-124.
1970, pp. 6 8 3 -^ .
1973, pp. 344-346.
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of analysis. These include physical, chemical, biological and certain 
other methods, each of which is elucidated in sufficient detail in the 
scientific and technical literature. The effectiveness of individual meth
ods is so high that it is possible to record the presence in a sample of 
exceedingly small quantities of a substance. Magnitudes of the order 
of a few picogrammes— t̂hat is, a few trillionths of a gramme—were 
mentioned here. There has also been a qualitative increase in the 
analytical possibilities of control in recent years, when new genera
tions of computers have presented extensive facilities for the storage 
and processing of varied information.

An essential element of control over the implementation of the con
vention will undoubtedly be the analysis of statistical data on the pro
duction and consumption of the raw materials and semi-products on 
the basis of which the production of agents for military purposes is 
organized. Here too there are very great possibilities. They are but
tressed by substantial progress in mathematical methods of analysis 
based on existing computer technology.

Scientific and technical progress over the last four years—that is to 
say, over the time that has elapsed since the introduction by the 
socialist countries of their draft convention—has, in our view, con
firmed for all to see the realistic nature of the proposal for national 
control, which could be put into practice by enlisting specially estab
lished national control committees. The capabilities of such committees 
are sufficiently (broad, and their activity can be sufficiently effective, in 
particular, because the various instruments, reagents and computers 
needed for control purposes are already in serial production. Taking 
into account the uninterrupted progress of science and technology, it 
may be assumed that the level of equipment of the committees with 
up-to-date technology will rise steadily.

According to the working papers submitted at the present session 
and the statements which have been made, some coimtries are con
ducting research into the possibility of control by national means— 
for example, with the aid of instrumental methods or extraterritorial 
long-range facilities. In particular Finland, which has submitted in 
working paper CCD/501 the results of its experiments on chemical 
and physico-chemical analysis for the purpose of verifying the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical agents, 
has advanced well founded arguments concerning the effectiveness of 
national means of control. Some members of the Committee on Dis
armament have also come forward with practical considerations con
cerning national means of verification. The socialist countries’ idea of 
national control is gaining more and more recognition here and, if any
one proposes to refine or weigh anything in this plan, we ŝ hall ap
proach this with due attention and respect. However, as Ambassador 
Herder, the representative of the German Democratic Republic, quite 
rightly remarked at the meeting of the Committee on Disarmament 
held on 6 July 1976, exaggerated refinement of control could lead only
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to delay in concluding an agreement on the prohibition of cihemical 
weapons.®

On the whole it may be said that the Committee has studied the 
problem of chemical weapons from every angle, including complicated 
scientific and technical questions. I t is important to bear in mind that 
the meetings of the Committee in which technical experts participated 
showed clearly enough that interest in the prohibition of chemical 
weapons is manifested by all States represented in the Committee, thus 
meeting the prerequisite for reaching the appropriate agreement.

So far as the Soviet delegation is concerned, we have a specific as
signment in this connexion, laid down in the decisions of the twenty- 
fifth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union: namely 
‘̂ to do everything possible towards the conclusion of an international 
treaty on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons”.® The 
USSR delegation will act on the basis of that task, and will continue 
to make a constructive contribution to the successful solution of this 
problem.

Decision by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: 
Establishment of an Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To 
Consider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
To Identify Seismic Events, July 22, 1976 ^

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, having con
sidered the proposal made by the delegation of Sweden at its 704th 
plenary meeting on 22 April 1976,  ̂agrees to establish, under its aus
pices, an Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to consider interna
tional co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events.

Membership in the Ad Hoc Group will be open to scientific experts 
nominated by any CCD member State. In order to enable the Group 
to draw on expertise of other States, membership in the Ad Hoc Group 
will also be open to scientific experts nominated by States Members of

" CCD/PV. 709, p. 13.
* Ante, p. 53.
 ̂CCD/PV.713, pp. 15-17. The text was read to the CCD at its 713th meeting 

(July 20) on behalf of the Co-chairmen by the U.S. representative (M artin), who 
identified the revisions that had been made in the Co-chairmen’s first draft of 
.Tune 29, as a result of informal consultations (see CCD/PV. 707, pp. 6-8). This 
revised version was adopted by consensus (CCD/PV. 714, p. 37).

Amb. Martin indicated the following changes: (1) par. 2, line 1—“scientific 
experts” replaced “governmental scientific experts” ; (2) par. 3, “progress report” 
replaced “initial progress report” ; (3) i>ar. 4 was reorganized and reference 
to financial implications added; (4) last par.—“experimental exercises” re
placed “experimental tests.”

* CCD/PV. 704, pp. 8-10. Sweden had previously submitted a working paper 
outlining the study to be undertaken by such a group of experts (see ante, p. 158).



COD DECISION, JULY 22 485

the United Nations that are not represented in the CCD, upon invita
tion of the CCD. By nominating experts to participate in the Group, 
States do not commit themselves to the adequacy of the international 
cooperative measures studied.

The Ad Hoc Group will hold its first meeting during the week begin
ning 2 August. The CCD requests that the Group submit a progress 
report to the CCD before the end of the 1976 session.

The CCD decides that the Group shall elect its own Chairman. I t 
further decides that the Group should seek to achieve consensus in 
its reports and that, whenever consensus cannot be achieved, each ex
pert will be entitled to incorporate his own view.

The Group should carry out its work on an informal basis, with un
official working papers and proceedings, as deemed necessary. The re
port of the Group to the CCD will be prepared on a formal basis.

The CCD requests that the Secretariat undertake to provide the 
Group with the necessary assistance and services.

The CCD decides that the Group will be guided by the following 
terms of reference:

For the purpose of carrying out this investigation the Group should 
specify the characteristics of an international monitoring system inter 
alia including:

(1) A global network of seismological stations, selected from exist
ing and planned installations;

(2) Data required from the stations to facilitate the analysis for 
detecting, locating and identifying seismic events;

(3) Transmission facilities for the timely exchange of data between 
seismological stations and data centres;

(4) Facilities, procedures and related financial implications with 
respect to contributing and receiving centres for detecting, locating 
and identifying seismic events throughout the world and facilitating 
the collation and dissemination of relevant documentation;

(5) The costs which would be incurred if an international monitor
ing system were established.

In addition to the items listed above, the Group would endeavour to 
estimate the detection and identification capability of such an inter
national co-operative system. The estimates would be on the basis of 
available data or, where desirable and feasible, also on the basis of data 
obtained from experimental exercises involving the whole or part of 
the specified global network. The Group should not, however, assess 
the adequacy of such a system for verifying a comprehensive test ban. 
Rather it should provide factual results of its analysis for the benefit of 
Governments to assist them in making such an assessment and in 
directing future research. The responsibility of the Group would be 
purely scientific.
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Statement by ACDA Director Ikle Before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee: Export Reorganization Act of 1976 [Ex
tracts] , July 23, 1976^

I am pleased to appear before you this morning to present my views 
on S. 1439.2 This bill would reorganize, only two years after the Energy 
Reorganization Act of 1974, the export functions of the Federal Gk>v- 
emment in the civil nuclear field.

S. 1439 O pposed

I am, frankly, leery of major reorganizations unless they are clearly 
needed. The time and energy consumed in setting up new organiza
tional mechanisms is time and energy that otherwise could be devoted to 
work on the substance of the problem itself. Thus, important action can 
be seriously delayed. As I  pointed out in my testimony before other 
committees considering this bill,

I  firmly believe that the present system should be given a chance to work 
without imposing another revolution on the changes brought about by the 
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974.

I t is for this reason that I  am opposed to S. 1439, including 
Section 7, calling for a Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement 
to be prepared by my Agency.

S ection  12 o r  B ill

The introduction of tliis bill has helped focus attention on the press
ing problem of nuclear proliferation, to which my Agency has been 
devoting major efforts. Section 12 of this bill, in my judgment, is more 
successful in identifying problems than in its prescriptions for dealing 
with them. This bill led to the testimony of Secretary Kissinger on 
March 9 of this year, which I  consider the best summation to date of 
this Administration’s objectives and strategy for the nuclear prolifera
tion problem.^

Subsections (a) (1) and (2) appear to be designed to promote multi
national enrichment, fuel fabrication, and reprocessing services, and 
to prohibit transfers of technology or equipment in these fields to any 
individual state. In  the field of uranium enrichment, multinational in
vestment seems to be the trend that is in fact developing. But for fuel 
fabrication, except of those fuels which contain weapons-usable mate
rial, the need for internationalization is less apparent. And for fuel 
reprocessing, an agreement to provide cooperative services could result

^Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Report l)y the Committee on Foreign Re
lations and Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to accompan/y 8. HS9, Aug. 31, 
1976. (S. Rept. 94-1193 ; 94th Cong., 2d Sess.), pp. 52-54, 61, 66-67, 71, 76-78. The 
bill was not enacted into law.

*The bill, as reported Aug. 31, 1976, by the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, can be found in S. 1439: Export Reorganization Act of 1976: Hea/ring8 
Before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy . . . Ninety-fourth Congress, Sec
ond Session, on 8. lJfS9 . . . and 8. 3770 and H.R. 15237 . . vol. II, pp. 105 ff. 

® Ante, pp. 62-71.



IKLEl STATEMENT, JULY 23 487

in increasing international commerce in weapons-usable plutonium. 
Hence, this suggestion might in part be counterproductive.

Subsection (a) (3) calls for what amounts to an embargo on all nu
clear transactions with non-parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. I t 
seems to me unlikely that suppliers who have not themselves joined the 
NPT would agree to this.' Further, we would be required to abro
gate our existing long-term fuel supply contracts with some friendly 
countries 'and this could deprive us of the opportunity to constrain the 
nuclear activities of countries unwilling to accept these conditions. 
Nonetheless, I  agree that we must use our influence to bring about 
greater acceptance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.^

Subsection (a) (4) addresses the need for an international conven
tion for physical protection and recovery of nuclear material. Mr. 
Chairman, we are pursuing this objective. And subsection (c) calls for 
a review of all our agreements for cooperation, and the modification 
of at least some of them. These steps are highly desirable and we are 
now engaged in such *a review.

In brief, I  believe the drafting of Section 12 and the congressional 
hearings have served a useful purpose in focusing attention on impor
tant problems; but I  believe it should not, in its present form, become 
law.

P r o b l e m  o r  A c c u m u i a t i o n  o f  W e a p o n s - U s a b l e  M a t e r ia l

In my own view, one of the most pressing proliferation problems is 
the accumulation of weapons-usable material, especially reprocessed 
plutonium. Eeprocessing presents special safeguard problems and the 
accumulation of plutonium stockpiles is obviously dangerous. Whether 
this plutonium is used to produce mixed oxide fuels for recycle in light 
water reactors, or whether it is stored for possible later use in breeder 
reactors, it represents readily available material for making bombs.

When these dangers are coupled with the apparent lack of current 
economic need for reprocessing, the reasons for our policy against ex
porting of reprocessing plants and technology become apparent. The 
recently enacted Symington Amendment ® reflects Congressional con
cern with this problem. For our part, we are seeing 'alternative ap
proaches that will permit other countries to make appropriate use of 
nuclear power, but prevent the accumulation of separated, available 
plutonium. One such alternative is for the United States to take back 
the irradiated fuel. This appears to be the most promising solution in 
many cases and, in particular, for the U.S.-controlled spent fuel from 
the Tarapur reactor in India, a country of special concern since it is

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
®This was an amendment to the International Security Assistance and Armf? 

Export Control Act of 1&76, ante, pp. 386-436. The amendment provides for sus
pension of U.S. assistance to a country that exports or imports nuclear reprocess
ing or enrichment equipment without provision for international safeguards.
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not party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and since it has tested a 
nuclear explosive.

Another possible solution is under study (by my Agency. I t involves 
a different fuel cycle in which the spent fuel from light water reactors 
would be refabricated without reprocessing into fuel for heavy water 
reactors. While such refabrication would involve technical difficulties, 
our initial research suggests this might be a promising way to get the 
economic value from spent fuel without separating out plutonium.

Yet 'another possibility might be to lease fuel elements without relin
quishing title, thus clearly retaining the right to have the fuel elements 
returned. Such a scheme would, of course, involve economic considera
tions that would have to be carefully considered.

N o n - P r o l if e r a t io n  T r e a t y

In  discussing the plutonium problem, I  do not want to detract from 
the importance of the Non-Proliferation Treaty as an indispensable 
element of an effective non-proliferation policy. We are deeply grati
fied that Japan has now become a party to that Treaty,® and by indica
tions that several other nuclear industrial states appear to be moving 
in that direction. We wish to encourage this trend, and must take this 
into account in working on new measures to headjoff proliferation.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. I  would be pleased to 
respond to the Committee’s questions.

U.S. N u c l e a r  A s s i s t a n c e  t o  I n d i a

The C h a ir m a n .  I  notice near the end of your statement you refer to 
India. I  find myself somewhat puzzled by the whole Indian operation 
because while it seems that we were surprised by the explosion of the 
nuclear bomb or device, that we actually more or less helped India reach 
the point where she could do it. I  am going by articles I  have read in 
the press, where it seems that we took a very active part in seeing that 
India got the materials she needed.

Are these reports true?
Mr. I k l e .  Well, I  can’t make a general statement regarding all of 

the sundry reports, Mr. Chairman, but basically there is considerable 
truth in what you alluded to. Some people would like to rewrite history. 
We don’t do that in this country. But there is no question that we have 
been had with some of our assistance, peaceful nuclear assistance, and 
that all of us, previous Administrations and Congress, looking at 
things from hindsight, did not fully anticipate the technological possi
bilities way back. We did not anticipate the interest of various coun
tries. We have learned how we would do things now if we had another 
chance.

® AntBj pp. 350-352.
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Senator S y m i n g t o n .  N o w , I  have three more questions I  would like 
to ask you, Dr. Ikle, and may I  respectfully compliment you for your 
tolerance, but this subject, in my opinion, transcends in importance 
any other subject that is being discussed anywhere about the future of 
civilization.

S h i p m e n t  o f  E n r ic h e d  F tjel t o  I n d ia

As you know, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has held public 
hearings on the shipment of enriched fuel to India for the Tarapur 
reactor.

Should the United States insist on any further control if the re
quested fuel is provided?

Mr. I k h e .  Well, in a way, that is the point we have addressed in a 
more narrow sense regarding the desirability of working out measures 
to prevent the accumulation of plutonium containing spent fuel at 
Tarapur. So I  really would come back to What we discussed a minute 
ago, namely, the desirability of working out the arrangement for the 
return of this spent fuel, which doesn’t require a leasing arrangement, 
but which can be done in other ways, so long as we can have the plu
tonium containing spent fuel returned or otherwise prevent its 
accumulation.

Senator J a v i t s .  I  will give you the questions very promptly, but I  
did not wish to duplicate what my colleagues may have done, so it is 
necessary to do it after this hearing.

One question I  would like to ask you is kind of a generic question 
which you, I  am sure, can answer. I t really divides itself into three 
parts.

P e a c e f u l  N u c l e a r  A s s i s t a n c e  : C o n t r o l s ,  Eisk, a n d  A b u s e

One, can we really effectively control other nations to whom we sell 
nuclear materials for peaceful purposes, and what is the parameter of 
risk that we have to take if we are going to engage in this business at 
all under present circumstances ?

Second, have we an effective enough early warning system if any
body abuses the privilege, i.e., India? Or, you know, the finger of 
suspicion points to other nations as well, the new ones that are getting 
nuclear material and those who have before.

And item 3, what should we do about it, that is, even if the finger of 
suspicion pointed or there is a breach, what should we do about it ?

Mr. I k l e .  Senator, the answer to your first question, can we really 
control other nations from misusing the peaceful nuclear assistance, 
or what are the parameters of the risk, as you put it, is that we have 
quite a better understanding of this risk than we had ten to twenty
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years ago, and it is for this reason that we are trying to change the 
regulations concerning the export controls, shipments and transfer of 
technology.

Happily, the most important peaceful nuclear uses, the power 
reactor for generating electric power, particularly the ones based on 
the American technology, are relatively more easily controlled, par
ticularly if the fuel, once used in the reactor, is not permitted to be 
accumulated, and if we can prevent the fissionable material, the plu
tonium, from being separated. I t  is for this reason that we are» adamant 
against reprocessing facilities.

Now, in the future, new technology may become available, and it 
may become available to a large number of countries, because an 
increasingly large number of countries will have the means them
selves to develop this technology. So in the long run, all we can do 
is to gain time, and try to maintain political incentives for many 
countries not to develop nuclear arms, which is really the key.

Your second question is almost a more troublesome one: Do we 
have an effective way to get early warning? And that really raises 
the question as to the effectiveness not only of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency’s safeguard system, in which the question of 
early warning becomes very doubtful once you begin to accumulate 
these materials because they could be quickly slipped into the shells 
of weapons, so to speak, which had been prepared beforehand. That 
is, there could be a quick transition from the safeguarded material 
to the arsenal.

But it also raises the question of our intelligence capability, which 
is so important in this non-proliferation area. In this connection, it 
has been a matter of grave concern to me that over the last few years 
we have had so much turbulence concerning our intelligence organiza
tions, that some of the approaches upon which we have to rely in 
this area have become jeopardized. We have been urging Members of 
Congress to pay attention to this problem, so that we do not make 
ourselves blind and deaf in this area. We want to improve the in
telligence organizations, and we want to make sure that everything 
is legal and constitutional, but we must not trim things down to such 
an extent that we can no longer get this early warning that you 
asked about, Senator.

Senator J a v i t s .  And what about the third question ? What can we 
do about it, even if we had early warning ?

Mr. I k l e . We have to work on many fronts, really, and it depends 
on the situation in the country. Is it an ally of ours ? If  there is an 
alliance, perhaps we can use that relationship to dissuade the country 
from going ahead if we have early warning.

I t is worthy to note that most of the countries that are perhaps on 
the fringe of moving toward a nuclear weapons capability are also on 
the fringe of our alliance system, or are not tied into an alliance 
system at a ll; and in particular cases, maybe there are other disincen
tives that could be’mobilized before the final decision is taken.
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Senator P e r c y .  I  have gone back over the chronology of our con
tacts with India, and there seems to have been during the course, a 
difference of opinion between the government of India and the gov
ernment of the United States. I t does appear that India used some 
U.S. supplied heavy water to produce the plutonium for the explosion 
in 1974.

Do you consider the use of our heavy water in this way to be a viola
tion of our 1956 contract with India which required that the heavy 
water be used only for “peaceful purposes” ?

Mr. I k l e . If  the heavy water was used for the manufacture of mate
rial for the nuclear explosion, it would be a violation of our agreement 
as we understand it. Unfortunately, we did not make this particular 
understanding explicit at the beginning. This is one of the things we 
have learned only over time.

Senator P e r c y .  When they disagreed with our statements that ex
plosions of any type are non-peaceful, did we come to grips with India 
at that time to sharpen and clarify our differences, or did it slide over 
until the explosion actually occurred ?

Mr. I k l e . We did notify the Indian government, I  believe it was in 
1970, again, that our interpretation of peaceful uses did not permit 
any nuclear explosion. Of course, it is also clear in our obligation 
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty to which I  referred to earlier. 
But the heavy water, of course. Senator, as you probably recall, was 
furnished in the mid-50s, in 1955, and incidentally, with the very 
active participation of Congress.

I  have heard it said recently that there was a deal made by the 
Administration secretly to give heavy water to India. Yet when the 
heavy water was given, there was a Congressional delegation in India 
urging the Administration to speed up the delivery.

A n s w e r s  o f  Dr. I k l e  t o  A d d i t i o n a l  Q u e s t i o n s  o f  S e n a t o r

S p a r k m a n

Question 1. What is your position as to whether India should be 
granted permission by the United States, as allowed under our Agree
ment for Cooperation, to reprocess the plutonium from the spent fuel 
of the United States-supplied Tarapur reactors ?

Answer. In my view, the preferred solution to this problem would fbe 
an arrangement whereby the USG would buy back from the Indian 
Government the spent fuel from the Tarapur reactors, -as contemplated 
in the U.S.-Indian agreement for cooperation.

Question 2. Do you believe that IAEA safeguards are now adequate 
to detect on a timely basis any diversion of separated plutonium in 
India for weapons purposes? ^

 ̂For IAEA safeguards, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-34; ihid.,
1965, pp. 446-460.
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Answer. I  believe that IAEA safeguards currently in effect are ade
quate to detect on a timely basis the diversion of significant quantities 
of special fissionable materials from peaceful uses in the Tarapur reac
tors. None of that material currently exists in the form of separated 
plutonium.

Question 3, Section 10 of S. 1439 seeks agreement among the sup
pliers for cooperative provision of fuel enrichment, fabrication and 
reprocessing service imder international safeguards. Do you agree 
with this objective? Is the United States actively seeking such 
arrangements ?

Answer. Cooperative provision of nuclear fuel services is an idea 
which is presently being explored by the U.S. Government and by the 
international community, most especially in conjunction with the 
IAEA Regional Nuclear Fuel-Cycle Center Study, proposed by Secre
tary Kissinger and Director General Eklund and actively supported by 
the U.S.

Question Should the nuclear suppliers establish, as S. 1439 urges, 
minimum physical security standards protecting against theft and 
sabotage?

Answer. The general principles of such minimum physical security 
standards have already been recommended by the IAEA, and are pul> 
lished as The Physical Protection of Nuclear Material^ IAEA Docu
ment INFCIRC/225 (1975). Moreover, these principles have 'already 
been endorsed by all nuclear supplier governments, and major suppliers 
are now including provisions, in their nuclear cooperation agreements 
to specifically require adequate levels of physical security systems in 
recipient countries for the protection of nuclear materials and equip
ment.

Question 6. Do you agree with the concept set forth in S. 1439 of an 
international mechanism for enforcement of security standards for 
recovery of stolen nuclear materials, and for dealing with saboteurs 
and thieves ?

Answer. The U.S. Government has proposed on several occasions the 
development of an international convention on the physical protection 
of nuclear materials, and is currently working with the IAEA and 
with other concerned governments to this end.

Question 6, Should there be <an international mechanism, as the bill 
urges, for recovering nuclear materials, technology, components or 
facilities from a country which willfully violates international safe
guards?

Answer. The U.S. Government believes that it would be impossible 
to define in advance all the possible problems and the means of coping 
with them, which may exist in this context. To do as the bill suggests 
might undermine our flexibility and thus prove counterproductive. 
International arrangements on this subject already are in existence.
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however, to deal with certain aspects of this question, namely, provi
sions of U.S. agreements for cooperation, IAEA safeguards agree
ments, the Statute of the IAEA, and the Charter of the United Nations.

Question 7. Section 10 of S. 1439 urges the United States and other 
suppliers to agree to prohibit the transfer to any individual non
nuclear weapons country of any technology, component or facility 
capable of enrichment, fabricating or reprocessing special fissionable 
material. Do you agree with this objective ?

Answer. I  would agree that agreement among supplier governments 
to halt future transfers of such sensitive technologies to States which 
presently have no such facilities would be desirable if it could be 
achieved. The U.S. Government has consistently refused to engage in 
such exports and hopes that other governments will emulate this 
example.

Question 8. Section lO would request the President to seek agreement 
with the other suppliers not to make nuclear transfers to any non
nuclear weapons country which does not agree to full IAEA safe
guards on all peaceful nuclear activities and undertakes not to ac
quire nuclear weapons. Do you agree with the objective? Is this con
sistent with present United States policy ?

Answer. Such an agreement, if it could b^ achieved, would be both 
acceptable and consistent with present U.S. Government policy, so long 
as our present supply commitments were not retrospectively affected

Message From President Ford Transmitting to the Senate the 
Treaties Between the United States and the Soviet Union on 
the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Explosions, July 29, 
1976^

To the Senate of the United States:
With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate to 

ratification, I  transmit herewith the Treaty between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics on the Limita
tion of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, and the Protocol thereto, 
referred to as the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTB Treaty) and the 
Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful 
Purposes, and the Protocol thereto (PNE Treaty) The TTBT was 
signed in Moscow on July 3,1974 and the PNE Treaty was signed in 
Washington and Moscow on May 28,1976. For the information of the

'^Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 2, 1976, pp. 1222-1223.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974̂  PP- 225-229.

'"Ante, pp. 328-348.
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Senate, I  transmit also the detailed report of the Department of State 
on these Treaties.^

These Treaties together establish procedures for the conduct of all 
underground nuclear explosions by the United States and the Soviet 
Union. All nuclear explosions other than underground nuclear ex
plosions are prohibited by the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water (the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty) of 1963.® The TTB Treaty and PNE Treaty are the 
first agreements since the Limited Test Ban Treaty to impose direct 
restraints on nuclear explosions by the Parties and, as such, contribute 
to limiting nuclear arms competition.

These two Treaties represent approximately two years of intensive 
effort. Negotiation of the TTB Treaty began in the Spring of 1974 
and was completed in July of that year. However, the question of the 
relationship of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
to limitations on nuclear weapon testing was not then resolved. As a 
result, Article I I I  of the TTB Treaty provided that the Parties would 
negotiate and conclude an agreement governing underground nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes. Work on the PNE Treaty began in 
the Fall of 1974 and after six lengthy negotiating sessions was com
pleted in April of 1976.

The TTB Treaty and the PNE Treaty are closely interrelated and 
complement one another. The TTB Treaty places a limitation of 150 
kilotons on all underground nuclear weapon tests carried out by the 
Parties. The PNE Treaty similarly provides for a limitation of 150 
kilotons on all individual underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes.

During the negotiation of the PNE Treaty, the Parties investigated 
whether individual explosions with yields above 150 kilotons could 
be acconmiodated consistent with the agreed aim of not providing 
weapon-related benefits otherwise precluded by the TTB Treaty. The 
Parties did not develop a basis for such an accommodation, largely 
because it has not been possible to distinguish between nuclear ex
plosive device technology as applied for weapon-related purposes and 
as applied for peaceful purposes. The Parties therefore agreed that the 
yield limitations on individual explosions in the two Treaties would 
be the same.

The TTB Treaty and the PNE Treaty contain numerous provisions 
to ensure adequate verification, including some concepts, more far- 
reaching than those found in previous arms control agreements, which 
are not only important in themselves but which will have significant 
precedential value as well. For example, the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
is verified only by national technical means. The TTB and PNE 
Treaties add requirements for exchange of specific information in ad
vance to assist verification by national technical means, and the PNE

* Not printed here.
® Documents on Disarmamentt 1963y pp. 291-293.
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Treaty establishes procedures for on-site observation under certain 
conditions on the territory of the Party conducting the explosion.

The TTB Treaty provides for an exchange of data on the geography 
and geology of nuclear weapon test sites as well as the yields of some 
actual weapons tests conducted at each site. The PNE Treaty requires 
that the Party conducting any underground nuclear explosion for 
peaceful purposes pjovide the other Party in advance with data on 
the geography and geology of the place where the explosion is to be 
carried out, its purpose, and specific information on each explosion 
itself. These requirements are related to the yield of the explosion and 
become more detailed as the magnitude of the explosions increase.

In addition to the limitation on individual nuclear explosions of 150 
kilotons, the PNE Treaty provides for an aggregate yield limitation 
of 1.5 megatons on group underground nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes. A group explosion consists of substantially simultaneous 
individual explosions located within a specific geometrical relationship 
to one another. The Treaty provides for mandatory on-site observer 
rights for group explosions with an aggregate yield in excess of 150 
kilotons in order to determine that the yield of each individual ex
plosion in the group does not exceed 150 kilotons and that the explo
sions serve the stated peaceful purposes. The Treaty also provides for 
on-site observers for explosions with an aggregate yield between TOO 
and 150 kilotons if both Parties agree, on the basis of information pro
vided, that such observers would be appropriate for the confirmation 
of the yield of the explosion.

The TTB Treaty and the PNE Treaty, taken together as integrated 
and complementary components of this important limitation on nu
clear explosions, provide thalt very large yield nuclear explosions will 
no longer be carried out by the Parties. This is one more useful step 
in our continuing eflEorts to develop comprehensive and balanced limi
tations on nuclear weapons^ We will continue our efforts to reach an 
adequately verifiable agreement banning all nuclear weapon testing, 
but in so doing we must ensure that controls on peaceful nuclear 
explosions are consistent with such a ban. These Treaties are in the 
national interest, and I  respectfully recommend that the Senate give 
its advice and consent to ratificaition.

G e r a l d  E. F o r d

Message From President Ford Transmitting to the Congress the 
ACDA Annual Report for 1975, July 29, 1976 ^

To the Congress of the United States:

As we celebrate our Bicentennial year, we are thankful that America 
is at peace. For the first time in many years, no American is engaged

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Aug. 2, 1976, pp. 1223-1224.
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in combat anywhere in defense of our freedom. But we know that 
there are in the world forces hostile to freedom, and that to protect our 
security and the values we prize we must maintain our strength, our 
resolve, and our endeavors to safeguard peace.

To meet our responsibilities today we must deal with the problems 
of security in ways never dreamed of by our founding fathers. We must 
influence the policies of possible adversaries in two ways: by keeping 
our military forces strong, and by pursuing negotiations to create sta
bility rather than a spiraling arms race in weapons of incalculable de
structiveness.

In both these endeavors, there are grounds for confidence. We have 
and will maintain a strategic relationship with the Soviet Union 
which preserves our security. At the same time, we will continue to 
pursue arms control agreements that lessen the danger of war and serve 
to promote a stable and peaceful international order. We are negoti
ating wth the Soviet Union, with the Warsaw Pact countries, in the 
multilateral Geneva-based Conference of the Conmiittee on Disarma
ment, and in the United Nations. We are mindful that many difficult 
questions remain to be solved, but I  can report that steady progress has 
been made.

On May 28 I  signed the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions 
for Peaceful Purposes which has now been submitted to the Senate 
together with the related Threshold Test Ban Treaty. Both treaties 
represent genuine progress in the two-decade struggle to halt nuclear 
weapons testing.^

In the current phase of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, we and 
the Soviet Union have made considerable progress since the Vladivo
stok meeting. Most of the elements needed for final agreement are 
already agreed. Certain issues are still unsettled but we will continue 
our effort to resolve them in a way that protects the interests of both 
sides, and enables us to complete a new SALT agreement on the basis 
of the Vladivostok accords.®

In negotiations to reduce forces in central Europe, both the NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact nations have made new proposals. Through 
these negotiations we hope to achieve a more stable military balance 
in central Europe at lower levels of forces. And in the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have tabled identical draft texts of a convention to outlaw envi
ronmental modification techniques for hostile purposes.^

The Administration has undertaken a vigorous action program to 
strengthen the barriers against further proliferation of nuclear weap
ons. We have moved to increase the effectiveness of the Non-prolifera
tion Treaty  ̂and the International Atomic Energy Agency. Controls

Ante, pp. 328-348. For the threshold test ban treaty, see Documents on Dis
armament, 1974  ̂pp. 225-227.

® The Vladivostok accords have been published iUd., pp. 746-747.
1975, pp. 385-388.

® IMd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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on American exports of nuclear materials and sensitive technology 
have been made even more rigorous.® The United States has taken an 
important initiative to establish new cooperation with the other major 
nations supplying nuclear equipment and technology, and a common 
understanding has been reached on principles and standards govern
ing nuclear exports.

These are tangible evidence of progress. This fifteenth annual report 
of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency sets forth in detail 
and perspective the advances that have been made and the difficult, 
essential work that must still be done.*̂  My Administration remains 
dedicated to continued and determined efforts for the control and bal
anced reduction of armaments.

G erald R . F ord

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Arms Transfers, Nuclear 
Cooperation, and Non-Proliferation, July 29, 1976^

I t  is a privilege for me to meet with this Committee again and to 
participate in the work of your Conference. The CCD—and its prede
cessor— ĥave made significant contributions in promoting worldwide 
measures for arms control and disarmament. Today, you must all be 
gratified by the solid accomplishments that have marked the Com
mittee’s current session. I  have in mind, in particular, the progress 
you have achieved on the convemtion against environmental warfare. 
My Government hopes that during the remainder of the summer ses
sion, the Committee will prepare a finished treaty text to be reported 
to the United Nations General Assembly this fall. There should be 
enough time left to complete the task.^

We also are pleased by signs of renewed progress on chemical weap
ons. In addition, I  detect a fresh sense of purpose and a new sense of 
direction in the Committee’s work on other arms control issues.

The CCD is uniquely qualified to work out ai ms control measures 
among many nations, especially those measures for which universal, 
worldwide participation is desirable. By contrast, the CCD is not an 
appropriate forum to bring into being those arms control and disarm
ament measures that must be negotiated between two Powers or be
tween two opposing alliances.

ISTonetheless, the CCD should carefully follow all developments in 
arms control and disarmament, and maintain an active interest in 
their further progress. We all know that the uee of nuclear weapons

 ̂Ante, pp. 427-430.
Not printed here.

 ̂CCD/PV. 716, pp. 6-11.
“ See postj pp. 577-588.
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could cause disaster on a worldwide scale. My Grovernment recognizes 
the legitimacy of this broader concern of the CCD and is anxious to 
keep this Conference informed of our many efforts toward new arms 
control measures—efforts which by necessity take place in other 
forums.

I  would like now to turn to an arms control problem of great im
portance that has received only passing attention in the CCD. This is 
the widespread amassing of new armaments in many parts of the 
world. Year after year arms of great sophistication and destructive 
power are being acquired at a rapid rate, leading to a competitive 
buildup between neighboring countries at great expense to their 
peoples.

On this complex subject, my Government would like to hear the 
views of other nations here, and discuss with them any constructive 
suggestions. The United States delegate has addressed this problem on 
several occasions. In  April 1975, for example. Ambassador Martin 
urged increased acceptance of responsibility by all nations, and sug
gested a basis for developing regional agreements to constrain conven
tional arms.^ To date these ideas have not yet received the serious at
tention that they deserve. Therefore, we were especially gratified that 
the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany, Ambassador 
Schlaich, addressed the subject in his statement to the Committee on 
Tuesday.^

Ambassador Martin has explained the principles that my Govern
ment would like to see followed:

—States should assume responsibility for making the judgment that 
the arms they acquire or transfer will not have adverse effects on 
regional or international security;

—Consultations among interested States on the possible effects of 
arms acquisition could be useful in preventing or alleviating regional 
or international tensions;

—States should limit arms acquisitions to those deemed indispen
sable for their security, to avoid the unnecessary diversion of resources 
from economic and social development;

—The export of technical data and equipment for manufacturing 
arms should be subject to the same effective government review and 
authorization procedures as arms exports themselves.

A number of factors have kept members of the international com
munity from exercising more restraint in the import and accumulation 
of armaments. Naturally, sovereign nations would be concerned that 
restraints on the arms trade, or even a serious attempt to explore such 
limitations, might adversely affect their security, increase their de
pendence, or deny them certain economic advantages.

® Documents on, Disarmament, 1975, pp. 112-118.
‘ CCD/PV.715, July 27,1976, p. 31.
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My Government understands these concerns. And we, of course, re
spect the sovereign right of all nations to look after their security. At 
the same time, it is our considered view that by developing and imple
menting constructive constraints in the international arms trade we 
could in fact improve the security of all nations.

At the present time the national security of a sovereign State de
pends not simiply on the acquisition of greater and greater numbers 
of more sophisticated weapons—too many already exist. What is 
desperately needed are better controls and more restraint on the 
international traffic in arms and in military technology, eiffectively 
reducing the threats that nations must face as their neighbors 
accumulate new arsenals.

The goals of arms control, simply stated, are to prevent war and to 
reduce the destruction of war if it should occur. Limiting the avail
ability of weapons can lessen chances of war by promoting a stable 
balance, and mutual reductions in arms can make wars less destructive. 
Moreover, in the long run, it is to be hoped, arms control will permit 
us to lower the economic burden of defense. This last objective is par
ticularly important for the many nations that badly need all their 
resources to develop the well-being of their people.

My Government has already been moving ahead on several fronts 
to seek new restraints against the further accumulation of armaments:

—^We have been exploring possibilities for greater cooperation on 
controls among arms suppliers, and we will continue to do so;

—In most regions, we restrict the transfer of missiles and high, 
performance aircraft. We oppose  ̂ in particular, those types of wea
pons that could inflict large-scale damage on population centers. 
We hope to convince other suppliers of such armaments to join us in 
this restraint;

—The United States limits the export of weapons of particular 
use to terrorists;

—The United States continues to support regional eifforts to reach 
agreements among recipient nations to limit their import of arms. We 
have expressed our support, for example, for ongoing discussions 
among certain Latin American States designed to limit their arms 
purchases;

—My Government has made available to the public solid facts about 
our arms shipments. Indeed, my Agency has made a special effort to 
inform the public about the flow of armaments and trends in military 
expenditures throughout the world. No other Government has released 
so much relevant information. We feel the world public has a right 
to know for its vital interest is at stake.

It appears that regional or local approaches to the control of arms 
transfers offer more promise than the development of a worldwide 
scheme. Most States tend to establish their force requirements on the
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basis of the military capabilities of neighboring States rather than 
States outside their region. Furthermore, security conditions vary 
significantly from one region to another. In addition to the variations 
in arms demand among regions, we have to recognize the role that 
alliances play in protecting the security of many nations. Thus, arms 
restraints that would enhance the security in one region might be harm
ful to peace and stability in another region.

Regional restraints on arms transfers and accumulations might 
come about either in the form of formal agreements or tacit under
standings among recipients, supplier States, or combinations of both.

There are several forms of arms constraints which the nations com
prising a region may wish to consider seriously for their mutual 
benefit. These include, for example:

—Considering adoption of mutually acceptable numerical ceilings 
on particular types of advanced weapon systems;

—^Agreeing to forego acquisition of destabilizing systems not yet in
troduced into the area, particularly surface-to-surface missile systems 
having a range beyond any defensive need and aircraft having a 
long-range strike role.

Let me add here a word about nuclear technology— t̂he most de
structive technology if used for weapons. The predecessor forum 
of this Conference has played an outstanding role—a truly historic 
role—by bringing into being the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons.® This Treaty, however, tries to cope with a very 
dynamic problem: the separation of peaceful nuclear technology from 
weapons technology.

My country has led the world in the development of peaceful appli
cations of nuclear energy. I t has also done more than any other country 
to make the benefits of the peaceful atom available to other nations. 
Ever since President Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace initiative,® we 
have released large amounts of technical information produced by 
United States-sponsored research; we have trained thousands of 
nuclear engineers and technicians from other countries; we have sup
plied research reactors to scores of nations; and we have helped to 
finance nuclear power plants in many countries.

Throughout this program we have been concerned about the fact 
that the “peaceful atom” and the “military atom” are not always dis
tinguishable. Unfortunately, it turns out that the capability to produce 
the material for bombs can be closely intertwined with the production 
of peaceful nuclear power. The United States, therefore, took steps, in 
coordination with other countries, to separate more effectively our 
assistance for truly peac^ f̂ul applications of nuclear technology from 
the kind of assistance that would violate article I  of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty. Certain types of nuclear technology and materials are so

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
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close to a weapons capability, and at this time of such marginal value 
for peaceful applications, that their transfer and acquisition would 
not seem consistent with the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The issues of nuclear technology must be of great interest to all of 
you. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is a central aspect of arms con
trol with which the CCD has long been concerned. My delegation would 
be pleased to supply you with our best and most up-to-date technical 
information in this area.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament must not let 
itself be diverted from the important issues. We all must avoid an 
attachment to old objectives, a preoccupation with issues that have 
largely been bypassed by modern developments, or an overly generous 
devotion to faraway threats of technology.

Let us focus, instead on the most urgent issues. Let us have the 
courage to grapple with those multinational arms control problems 
that really affect the security and well being of most nations. I  have 
given you a concrete example: the amassing of new weapons in areas 
that have been free of such arsenals and the international traf&c in 
ever more destructive armaments.

The world public is welcome to follow the work of this Conference; 
there are few, if any, secrets. That is how it should be. This Conference 
must act as a bridge between our Governments and all the people of 
the world. But you will not get the world’s attention if you avoid the 
hard issues that are of deepest concern to your people.

Let us act truly as a conscience of the world.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Thorsson) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehen
sive Test Ban  ̂ July 29, 1976 ^

It is my intention to devote my statement today to the highest 
priority item on the CCD agenda, i.e. the achievement of a comprehen
sive test ban agreement.

xVs I  said in my statement a week ago, it is abundantly clear, that 
the work of the CCD has not yielded any result which would facilitate 
the redirection of human and material resources from the military to 
the civilian sector. Instead the attention of the international com
munity has been diverted from the general problem of disarmament, 
where no progress has been made over the years, to various collateral 
issues where, admittedly, limited progress has been achieved. The 
Swedish delegation has often voiced its concern at this state of affairs.

At the same time, this unfortunate situation must not lead to paral
ysis and must never be an excuse for inaction. The Swedish delegation.

" OCD/PV. 716, pp. 11-18.
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for its part, intends to continue its efforts, in co-operation with other 
delegations, to search for ways to break the present stalemate through 
successful action in fields of high priority.

The matter of a comprehensive test ban agreement (CTB) is per
haps the most salient example of such a field. Such an agreement would 
constitute a decisive first step towards nuclear disarmament.

In my statement last Thursday I  quoted the well-known figures 
showing the part of world’s scientific and technological resources de
voted to military research and development. These are frightful 
figures, illustrating not only the fact that the qualitative arms race 
continues to accelerate, but also that skilled human resources, badly 
needed for the promotion of economic and social development, are 
misused for such improductive purposes.^

Each forward step in military technology seems bound to bring 
about a new round of the qualitative arms race. As was observed a 
few months ago (in Saturday Review of 17 April 1976) by Mr. Wil
liam C. Foster, the first head of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and at present Chairman of the Arms Control 
Association, the arms race is not really in hardware but in technology. 
My obvious conclusion would be that any successful effort towards 
genuine disarmament would have to start by establishing restraints 
on military research and development. I  believe that all would agree 
that a most glaring expression of the impact of military technology 
on the arms race is the continuance of nuclear weapon testing. Mr. 
Foster stated that, if the arms race is not to get out-of hand by its own 
self-propelled momentum, the imperative next step is to ban all nuclear 
weapon testing. Mr. Chairman, there are indeed thoroughly legitimate 
reasons why the achievement of a CTB agreement occupies the highest 
priority place on the CCD agenda.

As I  stated during the spring session, it is for the United States of 
America and the Soviet Union, the two States which possess an 
overwhelming superiority in nuclear arsenals, to be the first to start 
the process towards a CTB. It should be recalled that these States 
together with the United Kingdom, in article VI of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, have undertaken to

pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of 
the nuclear arms race a t an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective interna
tional control.®

The commitment to continue negotiations aimed at a CTB is as f i r m l v  

laid down in the preamble of that treaty.
The CCD meeting of experts on the CTB issue in April this year 

was useful in several respects. My delegation feels reinforced in its 
view that a global monitoring system for a CTB, largely based on ex
isting resources, can be established to provide adequate deterrence for

CCD/Py. 714, pp. 7 ff.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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States parties to a CTB not to carry out clandestine testing. We are, 
however, aware that some delegations still maintain that the capacity 
of such a system might not provide a sufficiently effective verification. 
The establishment last Thursday o f^n A d  Hoc Group of Scientific Ex
perts under the auspices of CCD to consider international co-operative 
measures to detect and identify seismic events will provide an appro
priate forum for further discussion of this issue.^

The Swedish delegation will contribute to the work of the Ad Hoc 
Group by actively engaging experts and our national technical facili
ties in the efforts of the Expert Group. We are also prepared to take 
part in a test run of a monitoring network if such a test run is found 
desirable by the Group.

The fact that the Ad Hoc Group will need some time to fulfil its 
duties on th^ technical aspects of a monitoring system does not in the 
least make us change our views put forward during the spring session 
that political negotiations on a CTB will have to start without delay.

The ultimate purpose of banning also the underground tests is to 
introduce an obstacle to further nuclear weapons development and 
thereby open a road to nuclear disarmament and sharply reduce the 
risk of further horizontal proliferation.

Adding to the usefulness of the April expert meeting was the fact 
that— b̂eside the problem of verification—it also covered some of the 
reasons why nuclear weapon tests are still carried out. I  refer pri
marily to the United Kingdom working document CCD/492.® The 
fact that a number of complicating factors exist has always been in the 
back of our minds. I  could also refer to the statements on the same sub
ject by Dr. Carl Walske, a former United States Assistant Secretary of 
Defence for Atomic Energy, before a Senate committee in July 1971.® 
The open presentation of such reasons will without doubt contribute to 
a broader understanding of the subject.

I  do not intend to discuss in detail the various arguments which have 
been advanced in favour of continued nuclear testing. Let me just 
make the general remark that the reasons given in the United King
dom document (CCD/492) and elsewhere, i.e. maintenance of the con
fidence in weapons stockpiles, study of nuclear explosion effects on new 
military equipment, modification of nuclear warhead designs and 
study of fundamental nuclear explosion physics, do indeed show how 
powerful a tool a CTB would be as a first step towards nuclear 
disarmament.

Governments represented in this Committee are all solemnly com
mitted to the goal of nuclear disarmament. But the reasons given for 
continued testing appear to proceed from the opposite assumption

 ̂See ante, pp. 484-485.
 ̂Ante, pp. 265-269.

^Prospects for Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings 'before the 
Subcommittee on Arms Control, International Law and Organization of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, 'Ninety-second Congress, First 
Session, on Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, pp. 100-139.
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that, somehow, added security could be gained by continuing the qual
itative arms race. I  note with satisfaction, however, that the represent
atives of the nuclear-weapon States have never in the CCD argued 
against a test ban or nuclear disarmament as such.

An early stop to all nuclear tests would be the necessary and effective 
measure for slowing down the qualitative arms race and for strength
ening the non-proliferation regime. We should not forget in this con
text that one of the main reasons for the present weakness of the NPT 
regime, implying continuous risks for horizontal proliferation, is the 
fact that the nuclear-weapon States parties to the NPT have, as we 
know, not fulfilled their obligations under that treaty to end vertical 
proliferation.

In this connexion I  would like to express our great appreciation of 
the recent adherence to the NPT by Japan. I think that there are rea
sons for congratulations to all of us that this economically and tech
nologically advanced country is now a full party to the treaty.

The Swedish Government has for a long time held the view that no 
valid reason exists for a further postponement of a CTB. The problem 
of verification can be solved and the arguments based on military ex
pediency can, as I  said, be turned in favour of a CTB. Seen from out
side the nuclear club, the risks involved would be marginal compared 
to the large long-run security benefits. At the same time it should be 
recognized that restrictions on nuclear weapons development must be 
introduced in such a way that international stability will not be upset 
and that the security of no country will decrease. In our view this 
could certainly be possible. In this connexion I would like to quote 
from the 22 April statement of the distinguished representative of the 
United States, Ambassador Martin, when he again stated the United 
States position that

we would be prepared to give up whatever benefits exist in continued testing 
if this was done pursuant to an adequately verified agreement that provided 
reasonable confidence that other parties to the agreement were also giving up 
those benefits.’
The ultimate goal is a universal adherence to a CTB. But we cannot 

agree that a precondition for entering a CTB should be that all present 
nuclear-weapon States sign it from the beginning. All facts point to 
the conclusion that, should the two leading nuclear Powers agree to 
halt their underground nuclear testing, their military security would 
not be jeopardized.

We should also remind ourselves that at the NPT Keview Confer
ence the desire was expressed by a considerable number of delegations, 
including mine,

that the nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty should as soon as possible 
enter into an agreement, open to all States and containing appropriate pro
visions to ensure its effectiveness, to halt all nuclear weapon tests of adhering 
States for a specified time, whereupon the terms of such an agr^m ent would be 
reviewed in the light of the opportunity, at that time, to achieve a universal 
and permanent cessation of all nuclear weapon tests.®

Ante, p. 280.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 154.
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This recommendation was later endorsed by the General Assembly at 
its last session (resolution 3466 (XXX)).® Unfortunately this possi
bility has so far attracted little interest, if any, on the part of the States 
directly concerned.

I t should be clear from what I  have said that the Swedish Govern
ment want the political negotiations on a fully comprehensive test 
ban to start immediately. However, we have for practical purposes to 
take account of the sober fact that the preconditions for such negotia
tions may still not exist because, contrary to the request of the over
whelming world public opinion, the nuclear-weapon States lack the 
necessary political will or the necessary political capacity to mobilize 
such a will.

Under such circumstances a step-wise or phased approach to the 
ultimate goal might have to be considered as has been done in the CCD 
with regard to chemical weapons. With a feeling of reluctance and 
regret, I  would offer some views on this subject.

Already the 1963 partial test ban was considered a step and a fairly 
large step towards a CTB as stated in its preamble.^® The bilateral 
United States-USSR Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) could be 
seen as a second—though a late and small—step in a phased approach 
to a CTB, as it introduced both a threshold of 150 kt for underground 
nuclear weapon explosions and a time delay of almost two years for its 
implementation.^^ My delegation has stated several times in the CCD 
ever since the summer of 1974 that the TTBT will be of little practical 
value in preventing the development of new nuclear weapons and 
weapon systems. In addition, it lacks any non-proliferation effort 
because of its bilateral character.

Therefore a next step, lowering the threshold by one order of mag
nitude, effective at a date to be agreed upon, should be negotiated 
as an element in the process of phasing out nuclear testing. In our view 
10 kt would be a verifiable threshold in this range. Data available to us 
indicate that during the first five years of this decade 50 per cent of all 
nuclear tests produced explosion yields above 10 kt. Such a measure 
would bring about a significant restriction in nuclear weapons de
velopment, particularly with regard to strategic systems. A prescribed 
time delay for its entry into force could be used by the nuclear-weapon 
States to organize additional measures which they might feel necessary 
with regard to the maintenance of the nuclear balance and the security 
of the States concerned, and which could thus remove the need for 
further testing above the new threshold. Such measures might for in
stance include a reduction of or a ban on specified strategic weapon sys
tems and possible qualitative developments. They could also include

UUd., pp. 769-773.
“ lUd., 1963, pp. 291-293.

191f4, pp. 225-229. I t was not sent to the U.S. Senate for advice and 
consent to ratification until after the treaty on underground explosions for peace
ful purposes had been negotiated, see ante, pp. 328-348.
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unilateral measures. The nuclear-weapon Powers should report to this 
Committee at appropriate points in time on their progress in achieving 
results on such additional nuclear arms control measures.

As a great number of countries have a security interest in the test 
ban, such a new threshold treaty should be multilateral and worked out 
within the context of the CCD. An appropriate internationalization of 
the verification procedure of the TTBT and its related PNE Treaty, 
supplemented by an international exchange of seismological data from 
presently existing or planned stations, would in our view provide ade
quate verification at a very low threshold level.

The remaining gap, from the low threshold down to zero, in which 
category 50 per cent of current testing belongs, could be closed by 
an additional step in such a phasing-out process. Agreement on this 
ultimate step should be worked out very soon while its implementation 
could be delayed for a limited period of time during which other 
measures related to nuclear weapons, including theatre, tactical and 
mini-nuclear systems could be brought about in order to reduce or 
remove possible related security problems and the need for further 
testing in the lowest yield range. I  want to stress that the extension 
of the test ban to this lowest yield range would be a step in the phas
ing-out process as important as the other steps and that a continued 
development of tactical nuclear weapons would be as damaging to the 
non-proliferation regime as any other nuclear weapons development.

By these two steps a CTB would be within reach. A treaty package 
could be of unlimited or limited duration. It could provide for subse
quent review conferences and it could make the scope and duration 
of the provisions dependent on agreements reached at such review 
conferences. I t could also assume adherence by the super-Powers earlier 
than by other nuclear-weapon Staites. This suggestion includes a variety 
of possibilities for the design of an acceptable package. I t  is hard to 
see how it could be resisted with logical arguments.

Our proposals are based on the assumption that a CTB is the 
most important single measure ahead of us to eradicate the most im
portant weapons of mass destruction. I t is thus a political imperative— 
developmnet of tactical nuclear weapons would be as damaging to 
which must come very early in the process of nuclear disarmament. 
Other measures in that process would have to be designed and to come 
into force accordingly and in such a way that the military balance 
and stability are generally maintained imder a test ban regime. In fact, 
such an approach to the problem of nuclear disarmament would make 
the qualitative arms race niuch more difficult and would thus generally 
facilitate the solution of the great task of ours.

Summing up, Mr. Chairman,
First, we insist that political negotiations on a CTB will have to 

start without delay.
Second, we support the recommendation by the United Nations 

General Assembly that the nuclear-weapon States Parties to the NPT
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halt all nuclear weapons tests through an agreed suspension to be 
reviewed after a specific period.

Third, if the political pre-conditions to negotiate a comprehensive 
agreement do not exist today, we suggest the two-step threshold ap
proach to the ultimate goal that I  have outlined.

Mr. Chairman, let us keep in mind that the second NPT Review 
Conference will take place in 1980. I t is essential that, on that occasion, 
we shall have fulfilled the duty laid upon us by the General Assembly 
to complete a CTB agreement.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Saleem) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environ
mental Modification, August 3, 1976 ^

I  find myself in sympathy with those who maintain that, in vie\^ 
of what this Committee has before it by way of issues vital and urgent 
for world security, it seems to challenge one’s sense of proportion to 
address oneself to prospective dangers so ardently as to find little 
or no time for existing dangers. These latter are in no way inferior 
either in their magnitude or in the degree of devastation that they 
can cause as compared to the prospective dangers that now monopolize 
the time of this Committee.

This is not to say that my delegation has not willingly addressed 
itself to the draft convention on the prohibition of military or any 
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. But we 
must remind ourselves of the importance of moving forward on vital 
questions such as CTB, security of non-nuclear-weapon States and the 
ban on chemical weapons.

In the 658th meeting of the CCD last year, I  had occasion to state 
that the initiative regarding “environmental modification techniques” 
was timely, and that this was a problem which had the potentialities 
of becoming both dangerous as well as intractable if not tackled in 
good time. We continue to hold that view.

As regards the identical drafts submitted to the Committee by the 
two co-Chairmen, we feel that the scope of the prohibition in the draft 
convention is too limited.^ Restricting the prohibition to only those 
environmental modification techniques that have “widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects” will not only limit its scope but render it 
difficult of interpretation. I t has been argued that the existing draft 
prohibits hostile uses of the techniques in question only above and 
beyond a certain level. Is it that the intention is only to curtail rather 
than prohibit the option to use these awesome techniques? In our 
view the “threshold approach” is not suitable for this convention.

Since the draft already makes an exception in respect of the use of 
environmental modification techniques for “peaceful purposes”, why 
should “hostile use” of these techniques be sanctioned at the same

" OCD/PV. 717, pp. 16-17.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1975  ̂pp. 385-388.
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time, albeit on a small scale? We suggest that the phrase “widespread, 
long-lasting or severe” be reviewed in thi s light.

In respect to article II, we feel that only the definition of the term 
“environmental modification techniques” should be contained in this 
article, and the illustrative list of examples should be made as exten
sive as possible and form an annex to the convention. Those “environ
mental modification techniques” which are ostensibly peaceful but 
which could possibly be diverted to hostile use should also be included. 
Since the list of examples will be only illustrative and not exhaustively 
limitative, we do not see how any exception can be taken to the inclu
sion of such examples.

Coming to article III , on the use of environmental modification 
techniques for peaceful purposes, our first concern regarding this 
article is that it appears to give the so-called “peaceful” uses a status 
higher than the Convention itself. We have no quarrel with the fact 
that use of these techniques for peaceful purposes should be allowed. 
But we feel that such uses should be allowed under the Convention and 
subject to its provisions rather than independently of it. We also feel 
that there should be safeguards of some sort so as to ensure that such 
uses for ostensibly peaceful purposes should not be such as can be 
easily diverted to hostile use, and in particular such use as can have 
an adverse effect on another State, for example a neighboring one.

Under article V, with the draft as it stands, action against any 
State in breach of its obli^ifations will be taken only if all the perma
nent members of the Security Council are in agreement. Article Y also 
does not appear to take into account a situation in which one or more 
permanent members of the Security Council do not agree to recognize 
the Convention. This can hardly be seriously considered as a practical 
solution to meet the situation created by a breach of oblis:ations under 
the Convention. Taking a theoretical case, what would happen, for 
instance, if the offending party happens to be a permanent member 
of the Security Council or happens to have a defence a.q:reement with 
a permanent member? If  the dangers and prospective devastation 
are as great as explained here, the ban should be complete. Concep
tually it is inadmissible to provide statutory powers to some States 
to hold up international action while devastation on the scale envis
aged in the Convention is taking place. I t can be argued that such 
are the facts of the contemporary system of security. Very well, then; 
but why enshrine them in a Convention and bar the opportunity to 
evoke a more effective system of ensuring the implemp.ntation of the 
Convention? We shall look forward with considerable interest to 
the results of the consultations that are taking place with a view to 
making the article more effective.

Finally, the “threat of use” of these techniques should be effectively 
prohibited in the proposed Convention. I  need hardly point out that
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such a threat can do incalculable harm to the interests of the threatened 
State. The use of such threats may, in fact, already be regarded as a 
most effective weapon.

Statement' by the Netherlands Representative (Van der Klaauw) 
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Test 
Ban, August 3, 1976^

In resolution 3484 A (XXX) the General Assembly of the United 
Nations requested the CCD to keep under review, in its consideration 
of an elaboration of a comprehensive test ban treaty, the arms control 
implications of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, including 
the possibility that such explosions could be misused to circumvent 
any ban on the testing of nuclear weapons. ̂  I  will briefly address my
self to this question.

On 28 May 1976, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America signed a Treaty on Underground Nuclear 
Explosions for Peaceful Purposes or, as I  will call it, the PNE- 
agreement.^ This treaty was concluded in accordance with article I I I  
of the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, the so-called Threshold Test Ban Treaty.* The purpose of the 
PNE-agreement is apparently to make arrangements for the explosion 
of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes in such a way that the 
threshold test ban will not be circumvented. Since this problem is 
clearly related to the earlier-mentioned request made by the General 
Assembly, it seems worthwhile to study the PNE-agreement, and in 
panticular to consider whether this agreement can give us some 
clues for the problem, how to conduct nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes under a comprehensive test ban treaty. To this end, my dele
gation suggested at the end of the spring session to spend a few meet
ings, either formal or informal, to discuss the PNE-agreement during 
the summer session of the CCD. Our suggestion did not jfind many 
responses, and since the CCD is already overloaded in this session, we 
did not insist on our suggestion. However, I  would like to make a 
number of preliminary remarks in the absence of a more extensive 
explanation by the United States and the USSR of their PNE-agree- 
ment until now.

As far as we can see, the two countries could have taken a number of 
different approaches to solve the problem how to conduct PNEs under 
the threshold test ban. They could have prohibited PNEs. They could 
have tried to develop a system of verification and control, presumably 
complicated, to make sure that PNEs above the threshold of 150 kton 
would not be used for weapons tests or in any case to minimize this

" CCD/PV.717, pp. 18-23.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 803-806. 

«An#e,pp. 328-348.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 225-227.
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chance to an acceptable level. I f  that last approach had been taken, it 
could have given us valuable indications on how to develop a system 
for PNEs under a comprehensive test ban, for it is clear that in such 
a system there is no real difference between a threshold of 150 kton, 20 
kton or zero kiloton.

However, the countries involved took another approach. They de
s ire d  a system to make sure that the yield of the peaceful nuclear ex
plosions remains under the threshold set bv the Threshold Test Ban 
Treaty. Since the vield of the individual PNEs must stay under the 
weapons threshold in this svstem. a lower weapons threshold would 
mean that the yield of the individual PNEs has to go down. The system 
cannot be used under a comprehensive test ban, since the weapons 
threshold in that case is zero kiloton.

In our opinion, this assevssment is different from that made by 
several delegations in this Committee, inter alia  ̂by the representative 
of the German Democratic Eepublic on 6 July.® As we see it, the PNE- 
agreement has not given us a clue how to solve the problem of con
ducting PNEs under a comprehensive test ban.

Perhaps the agreement has taught us something. I  do not know how 
much time and effort the two countries involved have spent to find a 
system to conduct PNEs above the threshold. In view of the fact that 
a great part of the agreement and the protocol refers to explosions with 
an aggregate yield above the threshold, it means that there is at least 
one country which has a potential interest in conducting nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes above the threshold of 150 kton. 
Therefore one could imagine that the two countries have really tried to 
design a system to conduct such explosions without circumventing the 
nuclear weapons threshold, but apparently they did not succeed. My 
delegation would be interested to know how much they tried, since 
such information could be very important for our future deliberations 
on a comprehensive test ban. At the inoment at least we get the 
impression that a system to conduct PNEs under a CTB without 
circumventing the purposes of a CTB is very difficult if not impossible 
to achieve, which leads us to the logical conclusion that as long as this 
problem is not satisfactorily solved, we are faced with the choice of 
either not having a foolproof CTB or abandoning PNEs.

Having said this, I  would like to congratulate the United States and 
the USSR on having been able to agree on a rather complicated ques
tion, that is, how to measure the yield of nuclear explosions, including 
the yield of individual explosions with explosion times which are 
only milliseconds apart. The negotiations have at great length spelled 
out complicated procedures, using a number of innovative and elegant 
solutions for difficult technical and political problems. I  may refer, 
for example, to the ingenious solution found for the problem how to 
avoid the use by the observing State of instruments other than what it 
states them to be, while on the other hand making sure that the ob

® CCD/PV.709, p. 9.
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served State cannot tamper with the observing equipment and the 
data so obtained. Such solutions for difficult problems may well be 
used in other arms control and disarmament agreements in the future.

An interesting aspect of the agreement is the provision that the veri
fication system will also be used on the territory of other countries. 
This is, of course, a logical provision, but it means that when a non
nuclear-weapon State asks PNE-services from one of the two nuclear- 
weapon States involved, it has to invite the other party, too, at least if 
the aggregate yield of the PNE is above 150 kton.

The agreement also shows, and this is in our view highly important, 
that when countries lay down precise procedures for verifying the 
implementation of an agreement, they are now willing to allow the 
exercise of inspection activities on their territory. The observing State 
is even allowed to lower equipment into the borehole of the nuclear 
explosive device. I t is encouraging to note how far States are pre
pared to go if the political will is present.

We saw the same happen in the nuclear safeguards field, in particu
lar during the negotiations on the NPT-safeguards. Many countries 
were for various reasons reluctant to accept international inspection 
activities within their territories. Nevertheless, with the political will 
which was present during these negotiations, and by painstakingly 
laying down the rights and duties of inspectors and the detailed proce
dures to follow, it was possible to design an effective safesruards sys
tem which could be accepted by the countries involved. In this con
nexion I  would like to recall that the final declaration of the NPT- 
Review Conference asked the parties to the NPT, without making a 
distinction between nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon States, to accept 
safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities.® Perhaps it now becomes 
possible to implement this request fully. Anyway, the PNE-agreement 
has very interesting verification provisions which could be of impor
tance for future arms control and disarmament agreements. I  there
fore hope that the agreement will soon come into force.

Let me now turn to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty itself. Members 
of the Committee are well aware of our disappointment over the very 
restricted scope of that treaty. As far as I  know, even the parties to it 
did not dare to claim that the threshold was set so high because of 
verification problems. A long time ago we already expressed our con
cern that a Threshold Tesifc Ban might hinder rather than facilitate 
the conclusion of a Comprehensive Ban. In the spring session, during 
informal meetings, we expressed our views on some of the more inter
esting technical provisions of the TTBT. For example, we showed our 
interest in the exchange of technical data on the weapons test sites and 
on the calibration data. _

This week the Ad Hoc Group of scientific experts to consider inter
national co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events 
started its work. My Government is grateful for the initiative taken

• Documents on Disarmament^ 1975̂  pp. 146-156.
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by Sweden to set up this group. ̂  I  noted also with interest that several 
countries which are not members of the CCD have sent experts, includ
ing countries in the southern hemisphere. This promises seismic ex
pertise from all over the world, which is important in the context of a 
world-wide detection and identification system.

Frankly, I  was somewhat puzzled by the attitude taken by some 
members of the Committee with respect to the Ad Hoc Group. During 
the spring session the representatives of Poland, Mongolia, Hungary 
and Bulgaria, while supporting the proposal by the Soviet Union to 
strive for a CTB signed by all nuclear-weapon States, all said that the 
CCD could play a useful role in further discussions on a Nuclear 
Weapons Test Ban. The Soviet Union stated that

an important supplementary means of control must be the development between 
the States parties to the treaty of international co-operation in the exchange of 
seismic data.®

The representative of Czechoslovakia said that
Czechoslovakia with its advanced seismographic system has expressed its readi
ness to participate in the international system of exchange of seismographic 
information, in the so-called international detection club, which could achieve 
a satisfactory level of verification of the CTB.®

These statements gave the impression that, although disagreement 
still exists on some points, we could try to move ahead on other points, 
in harmony with the spirit in which the CCD always works. I  was 
therefore somewhat surprised that on 1 July the representative of 
Bulgaria said he thought that the Ad Hoc Committee could better 
be set up in the context of the committee proposed under resolution 
3478 (X X X ), while we all know that that committee has, at least 
for the time being, not been established.^® I  think this is somewhat 
contradictory to his statement in the spring session. The German 
Democratic Republic also thought that the Ad Hoc Group would dis
tract from the work of the not-yet-established committee under reso
lution 3478 (XXX)

If  we cannot talk about one of the important elements of a CTB in 
the CCD, how can we usefully keep CTB on our agenda ? I  would there
fore urgently appeal to all CCD-members to participate where possible 
in the work of the Ad Hoc Group, the results of which could form 
a basis for all our future work on the test ban issue.

Referring to remarks made by the representatives of Nigeria and 
Mexico, I  think there is some misunderstanding about the purpose of 
the Ad H og Group of Experts. Even if one is of the opinion that a CTB 
can in principle be concluded on the basis of national verification 
means, a position held by my Government, this does not mean that

Ante, pp. 484-485.
° Ante, p. 41.
® CCD/PV.695, p. 16.
^®CCD/PV. 708, July 1, 1976, pp. 7-8. The res. has been published in Docu

ments on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 793-795.
CCD/PV.709, July 6,1976, pp. 9-10.
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all conditions for such, a verification system have already been met. 
For example, as was pointed out several times during our technical 
meetings on the test ban issue, there is still a lack of international 
exchange of certain data important for the identification of seismic 
events. We, for our part, see the Swedish proposal for an Ad Hoc 
Group mainly in the light of determining in practice how an inter
national seismic verification system could work as efficiently as pos
sible and what measures are necessary to achieve this purpose. Par
ticipation in such a group does not distract at all from the position 
taken, inter alia  ̂ by my Government that sufficient verification can, 
in principle, be achieved by national means, at least when we compare 
the risks of ongoing nuclear weapon tests with the chance of violating 
a CTB with very small tests.

My delegation listened with interest to the statement made by Mrs. 
Thorsson last week on this subject and will study her proposals care- 
fully.

I  will finish my remarks with a few comments on the importance 
of a CTB. A CTB is long overdue. I  am certain that the conclusion 
of a Comprehensive Test Ban in the end of the fifties or the early sixties 
would have been more imporitant than now, at least from an arms con
trol point of view. Perhaps we would have been spared the develop
ment of more and more sophisticated nuclear weaponry, weaponry 
which makes arms control measures in the nuclear field increasingly 
difficult to achieve and to verify, and which could blur the distinction 
between nuclear and conventional war. A CTB would not accomplish 
nuclear disarmament, either, since the nuclear weapons would still 
be present. Nevertheless, nuclear weapons tests are apparently still 
important if we have to believe the nuclear weapon States themselves, 
and to judge from the ongoing weapons tests. So, from a direct arms- 
control point of view it is still a worth-while goal.

I t could well be, however, that from a political point of view a CTB 
is even more important. The conclusion of a CTB has become a kind 
of symbol of the question: are the great Powers really serious in their 
proclaimed will to stop the arms race and work towards nuclear dis
armament? This is a strictly political argument which could be dis
missed as irrational. Political argimaents play, however, an important 
role in decisions taken by Governments.

In the same line one could argue that it is not necessary for the two 
big Powers to have comparable strategic nuclear forces. Numerical dif
ferences in strategic nuclear forces need not be of direct military sig
nificance, at least with anything like present force levels. Nevertheless, 
both of the Powers referred to consider it apparently highly important, 
for political reasons, to possess strategic forces on levels sometimes 
described as being of “perceived equality”. Militarily seen, this is cer
tainly an irrational goal, but highly relevant for the decision-making 
process in the two countries, and perhaps even the motor of the nuclear 
arms race.
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I  have the impression, however, that the conclusion of a CTB, 
together with other measures in the field of nuclear arms control and 
disarmament, is not enough appreciated by the two Powers as being 
highly important for the rest of the world, influencing decisions by 
other countries. In this connexion I  may mention the adherence to 
the non-proliferation treaty. Of course, I  do not say that a CTB will 
save for always the NPT. I t can only be one of the many steps neces
sary to make this treaty viable in the long run. But a CTB is in any 
case necessary in the process of diminishing the role of nuclear weapons 
in the world. Notwithstanding the improvement in international rela
tions between the two main Powers, they seem to be so obsessed by 
each other, trying to match each other in all kinds of ways, starting new 
strategic nuclear weapon systems which cost billions of dollars or 
roubles, that they do not realize sufficiently what influence their atti
tude could have on the rest of the world. The NPT-Review Conference 
gave already a clear indication of this state of affairs, which may have 
grave consequences. I  do not underestimate the problems involved in 
arms control and disarmament: we will know that these are com
plicated and difficult. But if the arms race continues, disaster can 
be the only end-product to be expected.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament: Arms Transfers 
[Extract], August 3̂  1976 ^

I  regret that today I  cannot go into any detailed reply to the recent 
call by Mr. Ikle of the United States delegation for a debate on the 
conventional arms trade.^ I  can only say now that the government pro
motion of arms exports has not come from the developing countries. 
Arms exporters know the purposes and benefits of the trade more 
than the importers. Needless to say that the political, military and 
economic implications of the traffic are better calculated by countries 
that claim to have world-wide responsilpilities and spheres of influence 
which are supported by military might. The insecurity and restlessness 
of the newly independent countries are known to have been stirred up 
by external Powers in order to stimulate armament expenditures. 
To this end, one newly-independent coimtry has been played off against 
another, and internal discussions and disaffections fuelled and fanned, 
not to mention armament manufacturers bribing government officials 
so as to increase the sales of arms. After all, who authorize and licence 
the export of arms from one country to another but Governments?

 ̂OCD/PV.717, pp. 25-26.
® Ante, pp. 497-501.
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Who ^ain from the balance-of-payment earnings from arms sales and 
therefore nurture economic and industrial environment necessary for 
the research, development arid production of advanced-technology 
weapons but Governments ? Who peddle the sales of weapons with an 
eye to serving their foreign-policy and global-security objectives but 
Governments? And which Governments are these? Are they the 
governments of the rich, industrial countries or those of the poor 
developing countries which only seek arms to defend their national 
independence and sovereignty and to safeguard their internal public 
order and security. The “merchants of death” today are not the Sir 
Basil Zaharolfs but Governments and government-sponsored multi
national corporations after power and profits.

Furthermore, it will be a sorry day if the doctrine is allowed to gain 
ground that the CCD should no longer concern itself with nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and that because of 
the increase, albeit lamentable, in the international trade in conven
tional weapons it should concern itself with negotiation of agreements 
on conventional weapons only. Nor will another version of that doc
trine be tolerated, which says that only nuclear-weapon States count. 
For this will be an open and reckless invitation to the proliferation of 
imclear weapons throughout the world. I t does not make sense to 
equate the dangers of nuclear weapons and those of conventional weap
ons. I  had better stop here. Perhaps it would be better to give some 
time to the consideration of the United States proposal. Meanwhile, I  
revert to the Mid-Term Eeview exercise.

Nigerian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Conclusions of the Mid-Term 
Review of the Disarmament Decade, August 3, 1976^

A. Valuation and Assessment of the Tasks and Duties of the CCD 
During the Disarmament Decade

1. The continuing diversion of himian and material resources from 
peaceful economic and social pursuits to military and armament pur
poses is contrary to the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade.

2. The CCD, while acknowledging that during the review period 
some progress has been made in reaching agreements on collateral 
measures of disarmament, is concerned at the meagre achievements 
of the Disarmament Decade in terms of truly effective disarmament 
and arms limitation agreements under strict and effective international 
control.

" CCD/510, Aug. 3, ,1976.
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3. The primary obligation of the CCD during the Disarmament 
Decade remains the adoption of a comprehensive programme dealing 
with all aspects and priorities of the problem of the cessation of the 
arms race and general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control so as to negotiate specific arms control and disarma
ment agreements, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction, beginning with CTB and CWB.

4. The CCD, having adopted a comprehensive programme and 
viable method of work, should decide upon a precise time-table and 
schedule for the consideration and negotiation of specific instruments, 
bearing in mind relevant United Nations General Assembly resolu
tions, such as res. 2661C (XXV) and all proposals on specific issues 
already put before it.

5. The CCD should forge closer links with the United Nations Gen
eral Secretariat in order to fulfil its responsibilities to the United 
Nations more eflBlciently.

B. Action To Be Taken This Session

The CCD should decide that it will work out at its 1977 Spring 
Session

a comprehensive programme deaUng with aU aspects of the problem of the 
cessation of the Arms Race and General and Complete Disarmament under 
effective international control, which would provide the Conference with a 
guideline to chart the course of its further work and its negotiations

and
to accelerate the pace of its efforts to negotiate truly effective disarmament 
and arms limitation agreements.

Soviet Draft Agreement on the Prohibition of the Development 
and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and Nev^ Systems of Such Weapons, August 3, 
1976"

The States Parties to this Agreement^

Guided by the interests of strengthening intem-ational peace and 
security.

Desiring to contribute to saving mankind from the danger of the 
use of new means of warfare, to limiting the arms race and to bringing 
about disarmament.

Recognizing that modem science and technology have reached a 
level where a serious danger arises of the development of new, still 
more destructive types of weapons of mass destruction and of new 
systems of such weapons,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 682-683.
 ̂CCD/511, Aug. 3, 1976. The draft convention was submitted to the CCD.
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Conscious that the development and manufacture of such weapons 
are fraught with the most serious consequences for the peace and 
security of nations,

Bearing in mind that recent years have seen the conclusion of a 
number of important agreements concerning limitation of the arms 
race and disarmament, including those related to the prohibition of 
weapons of mass destruction,

Expressing the profound interest of States and peoples in the adop
tion o:f measures to prevent the use of the achievements of modern 
science and technology for the development and manufacture of the 
above-mentioned weapons of mass destruction.

Desiring to promote the strengthening of confidence among nations 
and the further improvement of the international situation,

Seeking to contribute to the realization of the lofty purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Having agreed on the following:

AETICLE I

1. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes not to develop 
or manufacture new types of weapons of mass destruction or new sys
tems of such weapons, including those utilizing the latest achievements 
of modern science and technology. New types of weapons of mass 
destruction and new systems of such weapons shall include: (to be 
specified through negotiations on the subject).

2. In the event that new areas of development and manufacture of 
weapons of mass destruction and systems of such weapons not covered 
by this Agreement emerge after the entry into force of the Agree
ment, the Parties shall conduct negotiations with a view to extending 
the prohibition provided for in this Agreement to cover such potential 
new types and systems of weapons.

3. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes not to assist, 
encourage or induce any other State, group of States or international 
organizations to engage in activities contrary to the provisions of 
paragraph 1 of this article.

AETICLE I I

Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes, in accordance with 
its constitutional procedures, to take the necessary measures to prohibit 
and prevent any activities contrary to the provisions of this Agree
ment, within the territory of such State or in any territory under its 
jurisdiction or under its control, wherever it may be.

ARTICLE I I I

1. In the event that any State Party to this Agreement has any 
suspicions that another State Party has violated the provisions of
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this Agreement, the Parties concerned undertake to consult one 
another and co-operate in solving the problems which arise.

2. If  the consultations referred to in paragraph 1 of this article 
fail to produce results mutually acceptable to the Parties concerned, the 
State which has such suspicions may lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council of the United Nations. Such complaint must include 
evidence confirming its validity, as well as a request for its considera
tion by the Security Council.

3. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to co-operate 
in carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may 
initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Agreement 
of the results of the investigation.

4. Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to provide or 
support assistance, in accordance with the Charter of the United Na
tions, to any State Party to the Agreement which so requesits, if the 
Security Council decides that such State Party has been exposed to 
danger as a result of violation of the Agreement.

ARTICLE IV

1. Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted as affecting the 
inalienable right of all the States Parties to the Agreement to develop 
and use scientific reseach and discoveries exclusively for peaceful pur
poses without any discrimination.

2. The States Parties to this Agreement undertake to facilitate 
scientific and technological co-operation in the use of the latest 
achievements and discoveries of science and technology for peaceful 
purposes.

ARTICLE V

Each State Party to this Agreement undertakes to pursue in good 
faith negotiations on effective measures to limit the arms race in all 
its forms and put an end to it, as well as on a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.

ARTICLE VI

1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Agreement. 
Each proposed amendment shall be submitted to the depositary Gov
ernments and circulated by them to all Parties to the Agreement, which 
shall inform the depositary Governments of acceptance or rejection 
as soon as possible after its receipt.

2. The amendment shall enter into force for each State Party 
accepting the amendment upon its acceptance by a majority of the 
States Parties to the Agreement, including the depositary Govern
ments, and thereafter for each remaining State Party on the date of its 
acceptance of the amendment.
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AETICLE V II

1. This Agreement shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party to this Agreement shall, in the exercise of its 

national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from the Agreement 
if it decides that extraordinary circumstances, related to the subject- 
matter of the Agreement, have jeopardized its supreme interests. I t 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to the 
Agreement and to the Security Council of the United Nations three 
months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the 
extraordinary circumstances it regards as having jeopardized its 
supreme interests.

AETICLE V III

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

2. This Agreement shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and accession shall be deposited
with the Gavernments o f________ , which are hereby designated the
depositary Governments.

3. This Agreement shall enter into force upon the deposit of the
instruments of ratification b y _________ Governments, including the
Governments designated the depositary Governments of the Agree
ment.

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

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

AETICLE IX

This Agreement, the Chinese, English, French, Eussian and Spanish 
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives 
of the depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of the Agreement 
shall be transmitted by the depositary Governments to the Govern
ments of the signatory and acceding States.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Agreement.
D o n e  in ------  copies, at   on the   day of  , ------

253-754 0 - 78 - 35
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British Draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on 
Their Destruction, August 6, 1976 ^

The States Parties to this Convention
Agreeing that the existence of chemical weapons represents a threat 

to mankind, and that chemical discoveries should be used only for the 
benefit of himianity,

Concerned that advances in science and technology may lead to the 
development of new generations of chemical weapons,

Convinced that the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and their elimination, through effec
tive measures, is a necessary step towards the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control,

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

Reo'fflrming their adherence to the principles and objectives of that 
Protocol and calling upon all States to comply strictly with them,

Recalling that each State Party to the Convention on the Prohibition 
of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, in Arlticle 
IX  of that Convention, affirmed the recognized objectives of effective 
prohibition of chemical weapons and, to this end, imdertook to con
tinue 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 appro
priate measures concerning equipment and means of delivery specifi
cally designed for the production or use of chemical weapon agents,®

Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence between 
peoples and the general improvement of the international atmosphere.

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes never, in any cir
cumstances, to develop, produce, or otherwise acquire, or use:

a. lethal chemical agents and other toxic chemicals agents (of a 
nature and intended primarily to cause long-term physiological harm

''CCD/512, Aug. 6, 1976. The draft convention was introduced in the CCD 
on Aug. 12 ; see post, pp. 541-546.

*The Geneva Protocol is printed in Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 
764-765.

i572,pp. 133-138.
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to human beings), of types and in quantities that have no justification 
for protective or other peaceful purposes;

b, munitions, equipment or systems designed to deliver such agents 
for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

ARTICLE I I

1. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article XVI, each signatory 
or acceding State undertakes on signature or accession to the Conven
tion, whether or not it has entered into force:

a. to declare whether or not it is in possession of the agents, muni
tions, equipment and systems specified in Article I ;

b. to supply information about the type and quantity of the agents 
specified in Article I in its possession;

c. to supply information regarding all production facilities on its 
territory capable of producing the agents, munitions, equipment and 
systems specified in Article I ;

d. to supply information about the type and quantity of the agents 
specified in Article I  which it produces for protective or other peaceful 
purposes and the location of the factories producing these agents and 
thereafter to render an annual return of similar information;

e. to supply information as to which national organisation or au
thority is charged with collecting the information referred to in sub- 
paragraphs b., c. and d. of this paragraph and ensuring in accordance 
with Article V that public and private agencies and factories comply 
with the Convention from its entry into force.

2. The declaration and information referred to in sub-paragraphs 
a. to e. of paragraph 1 shall be communicated to the [Depositary] 
until the Consultative Committee is established in accordance with 
Article V III and thereafter to that Committee. The [Depositary] or 
the Committee as the case may be shall promptly circulate the decla
ration and information to [all signatory and acceding States] [all 
States entitled to become party to the Convention].

ARTICLE I I I

Each signatory or acceding State undertakes on signature or ac
cession to this Convention, whether or not it has entered into force:

a. to close down, dismantle or convert to peaceful purposes any 
factories producing tihe agents specified in Article I ;

b. not to convert from production for peaceful purposes any of 
the factories listed in response to Article II, 1, d .;

c. not to construct any new factori^ for the production of the 
agents specified in Article I  of •t3rpes and in quantities other than 
those required for peaceful purposes;

d. to close down, dismantle or convert to conventional purposes fax̂ - 
tories or facilities producing or filling those munitions, equipment or 
systems specified in Article I.
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AETICLE IV

The undertakings accepted by Sismatories upon sifirnature shall 
cease to apply if this Convention does not enter into force within
_________ years of the date when the Convention was opened for
signature.

ARTICLE V

Each State Party to this Convention shall, in accordance with its 
constitutional processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit and 
prevent the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or re
tention of the agents and munitions equipment and systems, specified 
in Article I  of the Convention within the territory of such state 
under its jurisdiction or under its control anywhere.

AETICLE VI

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 in
ternational organisation to manufacture or otherwise acquire any of 
the agents, munitions equipment or systems specified in Article I  of 
the Convention.

AETICLE V II

Each State Party to this Convention poss^ing agents specified in 
Article I  imdertakes to destroy or convert them to peaceful uses 
under international observation as provided for in Article IX  d. 
according to a phased programme agreed by the Consultative Com
mittee. Each State Party to this Convention possessing stockpiles of 
munitions equipment or systems specified in Article I  undertakes to 
convert them to conventional use or to destroy them.

AETICLE V III

States Parties to the Convention undertake to establish a Consulta
tive Committee from among themselves to oversee the working of 
this Convention. The functions of the Committee shall include the 
following:

a. to analyse and evaluate periodic reports and statistical and other 
information submitted by each State Party in accordance with the 
provisions of Article II, 1, b., c. and d .;

b. to call for such supplementary information under Article II,
1, d. as they consider necessary;

c. to request information and conduct enquiries if asked to do so 
by a State P arty ;
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d. to verify the destruction of stockpiles and to conduct other in
spections in accordance with Article V II, IX  and X ;

e. to send notification and reports to all States Parties following 
verification procedures;

f. to consult and co-operate with the national organisation or au
thority referred to in Article II, 1, e.

ARTICLE IX

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to accept:

a. inspection within six months of the entry into force of the Con
vention by persons appointed by the Consultative Committee of any 
factory formerly producing the agents specified in Article I, to en
sure that it had ceased such production; such personnel to be allowed 
access into the buildings and to take samples from the environment;

b. the employment and periodic inspection of tamper indicating 
seals on the doors, control panels and other designated locations of 
former military chemical agent factories which have not been demol
ished or converted to peaceful uses and former chemical munitions 
factories which have not been demolished or converted to conven
tional uses;

c. [up to ten] [a number of] on-site inspections each year by the 
persons appointed by the Consultative Committee of chemical fac
tories to be selected from those listed under Article II. The factories 
shall be examined to ensure that they are not producing agents speci
fied in Article I. The inspectors shall be given such access to the fac
tories as is necessary to perform their tasks and be allowed to take 
such samples as the Consultative Committee has agreed are necessary;

d. in the case of States possessing agents, munitions, equipment 
and systems specified in Article I  inspection by persons appointed by 
the Consultative Committee who shall be given such access to the 
destruction process as the Consultative Committee agree is necessary 
for the task of verification.

ARTICLE X

1. States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another directly or through the Consultative Committee and to co
operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the 
objective of, or in the application of, the provisions of the Conven
tion. Any State Party which suspects that any other State Party is 
acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the 
Convention may request directly or through the Consultative Com
mittee that State Party to provide explanation. The complaining 
Party may also call for a special investigation which may involve



524 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

on-site inspection to be carried out by the Consultative Committee 
or by persons appointed by it. Each State Party agrees to accept 
such on-site inspection which the Consultative Committee may con
sider necessary.

2. Nothing in this Article shall detract from the right of any State 
Party to lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United 
Nations.

ARTICLE X I

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, 
Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925 or under the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stx)ckpiling of Bac
teriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons opened for signature on 
10 April 1972.

ARTICLE X II

1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to facilitate and 
has 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 the Conven
tion in a position to do so shall also co-operate in contributing individ
ually or together with other States or international organisations in 
the further development and application of scientific discoveries in the 
field of chemistry for peaceful purposes and for therapy and prophy
laxis against chemical agents.

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.

ARTICLE X III

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

ARTICLE XIV

Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier 
if it is requested by a majority of Parties to the Convention by sub
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mitting a proposal to this effect to the [Depositary], a conference of 
States Parties to the Convention shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, 
to review the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that 
the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention are 
being realised. Such review shall take into account any new scientific 
and technological developments relevant to the Convention.

AETICLE XV

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

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

AETICLE X VI

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

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by the signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall 
be deposited with the [Depositary].

3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of instru
ments of ratification by  ......   governments.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are de
posited subsequent to the entry into force of this Convention, it shall 
enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of rati
fication or accession.

5. The [Depositary] shall promptly inform all signatory and acced
ing States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each in
strument 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] pursujant 
to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

AETICLE X V II

This Convention, the English, Eussian, French, Spanish, Arabic 
and Chinese texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in 
the archives of the [Depositary]. Duly certified copies of the Conven
tion shall be transmitted by the [Depositary] to the governments of 
the signatory and acceding States.
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First Progress Report to the Conference of the Comniiittee on 
Disarmament by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts To 
Consider International Cooperative Measures To Detect and 
To Identify Seismic Events, August 6, 1976^^

In pursuance of the decision of the OCD on 22 July 1976  ̂the Ad Hoc 
Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative 
Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events held its first ses
sion from 2--6 August 1976 in Geneva and submits hereby its first 
progress repoit, for consideration by the CCD.

1. Scientific experts and representatives from the following Member 
States of the CCD participated in the first session: Canada, Egypt, 
Federal Republic of Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Ni
geria, Romania, Sweden, United Kingdom and the United States of 
America.

2. In accordance with the above decision Australia, Belgium, Den
mark, Finland, and Norway had been invited and are participating in 
the work of the Ad Hoc Group through scientific experts and repre
sentatives. (A list of participants is attached).

3. At the first meeting Dr. Ulf Ericsson of Sweden was elected to 
serve as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group.

4. The Group agreed upon, inter alia  ̂ a provisional Table of Con
tents of its Final Report, the main headings of which read as follows:

(1) Summary.
(2) Introduction.
(3) Data and procedures to be used for detection and location of 

seismic events and for obtaining identification parameters.
(4) Selection of seismographic stations for a global network.
(5) Data exchange between selected stations and data centres.
(6) Data centres for detection and location of seismic events and for 

reduction of identification parameters.
(7) Estimated cost to establish and operate the specified monitoring 

system.
(8) Estimated capability of the specified monitoring system.
(9) Proposal for experimental exercises.

Appendix: Problems with the estimation of yields from seismic
signals.

5. With a view to completing its work expeditiously and no later 
than January 1978 the Group adopted a flexible time schedule and 
decided to hold its next two sessions in October 1976 and March 1977.

6. The Ad Hoc Group agreed upon a draft Agenda for the next 
session and designated groups of experts from among its members to 
prepare working papers for the next session.

" CCD/513, Aug. 6, 1976.
 ̂Ante, pp. 484-485.
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7. The Ad Hoc Group noted that the efficiency of its work in the 
assessment of present and planned seismographic installations and data 
handling facilities would be greatly increased if the co-operation of 
CCD Member States and other States not represented in the A d Hoc 
Group could be ensured.

8. The Ad Hoc Group considered it necessary to obtain, before its 
session in October 1976, the services of a qualified scientific secretary 
to ensure adequate editing and handling of its working papers and 
drafts. Dr. Frode Eingdal of Norway was asked and has agreed to 
undertake the task.

9. The Ad Roc Group decided to hold its next session from 11-15 
October 1976 at the Palais des Nations, Geneva.

L is t  o f  S c ie n t i f i c  E x p e r t s  a n d  R e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  P a r t ic ip a t in g  i n  

THE F ir s t  S e s s io n  o f  t h e  A d  H o c  G r o u p  o f  S c ie n t if ic  E x p e r t s  to 

C o n s id e r  I n t e r n a t io n a l  C o-o p e r a t iv e  M e a s u r e s  to  D e t e c t  a n d  to  

I d e n t i f y  S e is m ic  E v e n t s

Australia 

Mr. K. I. Gates

Belgivm

Mr. J. M. van Gils 

Canada

Mr. P. W. Basham 

Dr. D. H. Weichert

Denmarh 

Mr. J. Hjelme

Egypt

Mr. S. A. Abou-Ali

Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Aus
tralia to the United Nations at Geneva

Chief, Seismolo'gical Service to the 
Royal Belgian Observatory

Government Research Scientist, Minis
try of Energy, Mines and Resources, 
Ottawa

Government Research Scientist, Minis
try of Energy, Mines and Resources, 
Ottawa

State geodesist. Department of Seismol
ogy, Geodaetisk Institut, Copenhagen

Counsellor, Permanent Mission of 
Egypt to the JJnited Nations at Geneva

Fwland

Dr. I. Noponen Seismological Institute of the Univer
sity of Helsinki
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Germany^ Federal Repuhlic of

Dr. H. P. Harjes 

India

Mr. T. G. Verghese 

Italy

Prof. M. Caputo 

Dr. R. Console

Jwpan
Dr. S. Suyehiro

Netherlands

Mr. A. J. Meerburg

Dr. A. R. Ritsema

Nigeria

Mr. S. T. Adamu

Norway 

Dr. F. Ringdal

Romania 

Mr. C. Ivascu

Dr. V. Tudor 

Sweden

Dr. O. Dahlman

Dr. U. Ericsson 
(Chairman)

Director, Central Seismological Observ
atory, Graefenberg

Seismology Section, Bhabha Atomic 
Research Centre, Bombay

Director, National Institute of Geo
physics

Geophysicist, National Institute of Geo
physics

Director, Seismological Division, Japan 
Meteorological Agency

Second Secretary, Delegation of the 
Netherlands to the CCD

Chief, Seismological Section of the 
Royal Netherlands Meteorological In 
stitute

Third Secretary, Permanent Mission of 
Nigeria to the United Nations at Geneva

Royal Norwegian Council for Scientific 
and Industrial Research

Permanent Mission of Romania to the 
United Nations at Geneva

Counsellor, Permanent Mission of Ro
mania to the United Nations at Geneva

National Defence Research Institute

Scientific Adviser, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs
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Dr. H. Israelsson 

Mrs. B. M. Tygaard 

United Kingdom 

Dr. H. I. S. Thirlaway 

United States of AmeHca 

Dr. J. Filson Program Manager, Defense Advanced 
Kesearch Projects Agency

National Defence Research Institute 

National Defence Research Institute

Civil Servant, Ministry of Defence

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Treat/ on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, 
August 10, 1976"

At the end of our spring session, I  announced to the Committee 
that the United States and Soviet delegations had concluded their 
negotiations on the agreement governing underground nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes pursuant to article I I I  of the Treaty 
on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests (the 
TTBT).^ I  added that I  expected to be able to report fully on this 
agreement during the summer session.  ̂On 28 May, after a review by 
both Governments of the ad referendum agreement. President Ford 
and General Secretary Brezhnev signed the Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, the text of which was cir
culated to the CCD on 23 June.^ I am pleased that I  can now report 
to the Committee on that agreement.

In the view of my Government, the Treaty on Underground Nu
clear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes—or PNE Treaty—represents 
a major contribution to the continuing effort to establish effective 
limitations on nuclear explosives development and to restrain further 
competition in nuclear armaments. The provisions of the PNE Treaty, 
together with those of the TTBT, which I  described in my statement 
of 16 July 1974 establish a comprehensive system of regulations which 
will govern all underground nuclear explosions of the United States 
and of the Soviet Union.^

The agreement was reached by the two Governments after six 
rounds of negotiations over an 18-month period. I t consists of a Treaty, 
a detailed Protocol to the Treaty, and an Agreed Statement delineat
ing certain important activities which do not constitute a “peaceful

" CCD/PV.719, pp. 7-112.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 225-227.
^Ante, pp. 280-285. 

pp. 328-348.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1974t pp. 348-352.
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application,” as that term is used in the Treaty. These documents, col
lectively, will govern all nuclear explosions conducted by either party 
at any location outside the nuclear weapon test sites specified by the 
terms of the TTBT, which explosions will be permitted only for peace
ful purposes. Thus, the PNE Treaty will also govern all underground 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes that might be carried out by 
either the United States or the USSR in the territory of a third State. 
In such a case, these explosions wouM be subject to the implementation 
in the territory of that State, of the international observation and 
procedures contemn]ated bv article V of the NPT ® and of the verifica
tion provisions of the PNE Treaty and its Protocol, including those 
regarding the necessary assistance, privileges, and immimities.

An agreed and important goal of the negotiations was to ensure 
that no underground nuclear explosion carried out for peaceful pur
poses would provide weapon-related benefits otherwise precluded by 
the terms of the TTBT. If  this goal had not been achieved, the limita
tions of the TTBT would not Ibe meaningful. Of critical importance 
in this regard is the yieM limit of 150 kilotons that the PNE Treaty 
places on individual explosions. As members of the Committee are 
aware, this yield limit is identical to the limit placed by the TTBT 
on nuclear explosions carried out at weapon test sites. I t reflects the 
fact that a basis was not developed for accommodating individual 
peaceful explo^ îons above the TTBT threshold without their provid
ing weapon-related benefits otherwise precluded by the TTBT. This 
is largely because it has not been possible to distinguish between nu
clear explosive technolo,qv as applied for weapon-related purposes 
and as applied for peaceful purposes.

Consideration of the ouestion of carrying out individual peaceful 
nuclear explosions with yields greater than 150 kilotons is provided 
for at an unspecified future time. I t  should be emphasized, however, 
that the PNE Treaty prohibits such explosions, and amendment of 
the Treaty would be required to provide for them.

The Treaty also defines a category of explosions called “group” ex
plosions: a group consists of several individual explosions in suffi
ciently close proximity in distance and time that teleseismic means 
cannot reliably distinguish between, and measure the yields of, the 
individual explosions in the ^roup. The Treaty provides that the 
aggregate yield of a group shall not exceed 1,500 kilotons.

For any group explosion with a planned aggregate yield above 150 
Idlotons, the primary aim of the Treaty’s verification measures is to 
ensure that no individual explosion in that group has a yield above 
150 kilotons. In the case of such group explosions, the Treaty provides 
that observers from the verifying side will have the right to be present 
on-site before, during and after the explosions. At the explosion site 
they will be permitted to identify each individual component explo
sion and to measure its yield by means of instrumentation that meas

1968, pp. 461-465.
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ures the velocity of the shock wave in the close vicinity of the explosion. 
The observers will also verify that the circumstances of the explosion 
are consistent with the stated peaceful purposes.

Thus, the PNE Treaty constitutes an important milestone: for the 
first time nuclear weapon States have agreed to permit the presence 
of foreign personnel on their own territories for the implementation 
of an arms control agreement.

In order to measure the yield, the personnel of the verifying side 
can choose to bring to the site of the explosion their own equipment, 
the sensing elements of which would be placed close to the explosion 
in accordance with the provisions of the Protocol to the PNE Treaty. 
Alternatively, observers can choose to use equipment provided by the 
party carrying out the explosion. In the event that the verifying side 
elects to use its own equipment, there is a procedure for shipment of 
two identical sets of equipment to a port of entry of the other party, 
which would then choose the set to be used in the verification process. 
Each of these sets would, in turn, contain duplicate components to be 
used for recording data and associated calibration equipment. After 
the explosion anoither selection procedure, this one by an agreed proc
ess of change, will allow the verifying side to retain in its sole posses
sion one of the two identical sets of data-recording components and 
associated calibration equipment, while the other party may retain the 
remaining set for a specified time. In this fashion, the rights of both 
sides are equitably preserved— t̂he. right of the verifying side to a valid 
set of measurements, and the right of the other side to assurance that 
the equipment is not being misused to acquire unwarranted informa
tion.

When the planned yield of a group explosion is between 500 and 
1,500 kilotons, the observers will, in addition, have the right to de
ploy a network of seismometers in the vicinity of the emplacement 
points of the explosives, to assist in verifying that no undeclared ex
plosions are detonated along with the announced group explosion. The 
procedures described a moment ago for selecting and using yield veri
fication equipment also apply to the equipment used for a local seismic 
network.

For explosions having yields between 100 and 150 kilotons, observers 
will be present if the need for their presence is mutually agreed to be
tween the parties on the basis of information made available by the 
party carrying out the explosion or by the verifying side. Under these 
circumsttoces, the principal functions of the observers will be to con
firm geological and other information in order to assist in the tele- 
seismic determination of the yield of the explosion.

Observers will also confirm the geological and other information 
provided by the party carrying out the explosion at aggregate yields 
above 150 kilotons.

From this brief description of observers’ rights it can be seen that 
the scope of observer functions increases with the aggregate yield
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of an explosion. This is because at higher yields there would be greater 
opportunity for evading detection of a violation of the 150-kiloton 
limit on the yield of individual explosions. For example, the possibility 
of detonating an unannounced explosion of a yield above 150 kilo- 
tons under the cover of a group explosion with an aggregate yield in 
the range of 500 to 1,500 kilotons is greater than if the group ex- • 
plosion had a lower aggregate yield. Therefore, as I  have noted, pro
vision is made for a local network of seismometers in the higher yield 
range to provide additional assurance of compliance in such cases.

Below 150 kilotons (unless the presence of observers is permitted as 
described above), the PNE Treaty provides for verification on the 
basis of national technical means alone, supplemented by detailed in
formation supplied to the verifying side by the party carrying out the 
explosion. National technical means, assisted by such data, will pro
vide adequate assurance that individual explosions having yields 
greater than 150 kilotons are not being conducted. Again, there is a 
scaling of yields and verification measures, this time with respect to 
the amount of information provided. For example, for each explosion 
with a planned aggregate yield greater than 50 kilotons, information 
would be provided about the purpose, location, date, planned yield, 
depth of burial, geology, number of explosives and their relative loca
tions, the specific geological features of the project which could in
fluence the determination of the yield, and the specific technological 
features which could influence the determination of yield and confir
mation of purpose. This information would be provided at least 30 
days in advance of the beginning of emplacement of the explosives.

For explosions at lower yields, and for explosions at yields greater 
than 75 kilotons, respectively less or more extensive information pro
visions are established. For explosions with planned aggregate yields 
exceeding 100 kilotons, the information must be provided no later than 
180 days in advance of the beginning of emplacement of the explo
sives. For all explosions, additional information, including the actual 
time and aggregate yield, must be provided to the verifying side not 
later than 90 days after the explosion.

The PNE Treaty also provides that any underground nuclear ex
plosion for peaceful purposes must be carried out in compliance with 
other international agreements to which either or both sides are 
party. In particular, the Treaty r^ffirms, in an operative article, the 
obligation of the parties to comply with the provisions of the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty of 1963, which prohibit any underground nuclear 
explosion that causes radioactive debris to be present outside the 
boundaries of the State in which the explosion was conducted.^

In addition to the provisions for supplying information, the PNE 
Treaty provides for the establishment of a Joint Consultative 
Commission to facilitate additional exchanges of information, the 
establishment of procedures for the efficient implementation of the

lUd., 1963, 1̂ .̂ 291-293.
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verification procedures, and consultations regarding any questions of 
compliance which might arise.

The interrelationship of the TTBT and the PNE Treaty is further 
recognized by their identical 5-year durations, and by the provision 
that neither party may withdraw from the PNE Treaty while the 
TTBT remains in force. Conversely, either party may withdraw from 
the PNE Treaty upon termination of the TTBT.

By the terms of the Treaty, both parties also pledge to continue to 
fulfil their obligations under article V of the NPT, and 'to assist 
the International Atomic Energy Agency with regard to the inter
national agreements and procedures referred to in article V.

The PNE Treaty also provides for the development of mutually 
beneficial co-operation in various areas related to PNEs. The sides 
will keep IAEA appropriately informed of the results of such co
operative efforts.

The Protocol to the Treaty spells out the procedures to be followed 
during the observation process, including such specifics as the number 
of observers, the geographical extent of their access, the provision of 
certain information, such as maps of the area of the explosion to as
sist in the planning of their activities, and essential matters of a legal 
nature that mainly provide for immunities for the observers, their 
quarters, equipment and records.

The Protocol also provides for certain additional constraints in 
order to assure proper functioning of verification procedures and 
to limit the opportunity for gaining weapon-related inform-ation. An 
example of the former is the set of formulas on allowed maximum and 
minimum distances between individual explosions constituting a group 
explosion. An example of the latter is the minimum depth require
ment on any explosive emplacement point. Explosives buried at a 
lesser depth could provide militarily significant information, such as 
blast and electromagnetic effects produced by the explosion.

The Agreed Statement that accompanies the Treaty specifies that 
a “peaceful application” of an underground nuclear explosion would 
not include the development tesiting of any nuclear explosive. Such 
testing must be carried out at the nuclear weapon test sites specified 
by the terms of the TTBT, and, therefore, is treated as the testing 
of a nuclear weapon. Furthermore, it would not constitute a “peace
ful application” if test facilities, instrumentation or procedures re
lated only to testing nuclear weapons or their effects were associated 
witli any explosion carried out under the terms of the PNE Treaty.

Mr. Chairman, I  realize this presentation has been somewhat 
lengthy and complicated. Nevertheless, it seems consistent with the 
length and complexity of the PNE agreement, which in turn reflects 
the difficulties, now successfully overcome, faced by the American and 
Soviet negotiators in developing an agreement that effectively comple
ments the TTBT. The agreement demonstrates the ability to resolve
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highly complicated questions touching on vital national security con
siderations, through mutual good will, patience and determination.

Before concluding, I  would like to make a few further remarks with 
regard to the implications of the Threshold Test Ban and the PKE 
Treaties for our common objective of achieving further restraints on 
nuclear testing. The completion of such restraints, in a comprehensive 
test ban, continues to be one of the most important arms control goals 
facing this Committee.

In my Government’s Adew, the provisions of the TTB and PNE 
Treaties governing underground nuclear explosions, including the ex
change of detailed geological, geophysical and other information and 
the provision for on-site observation under certain circumstances, are 
major developments in the area of controls on nuclear explosions. We 
trust that the experience and confidence gained in implementing these 
two Treaties will facilitate our consideration of further nuclear test
ing restraints. At the same time, it should be recognized that the 
provisions of the PNE Treaty have been negotiated specifically to 
complement the weapon testing limitations of the TTBT. The PNE 
Treaty does not solve the problem of how to provide for PNEs in the 
context of a lower threshold, or of a complete cessation of nuclear 
weapon testing. As I  stated previously, no solution to the problem of 
accommodating PNEs under a CTB has been found. Thus, care will be 
needed in utilizing the experience obtained.

Finally, although the most immediate interest of this Committee is 
the significance of the Threshold and PNE Treaties for their restrain
ing influence on further nuclear weapons development, it is important 
to keep in mind that these agreements also have a broader meaning. 
As President Ford stated at the Washington signing ceremony of the 
PNE Treaty on 28 May:

The ultimate purpose of the network of arms control agreements we have 
already negotiated, and which are currently being negotiated, is to bring about 
a more peaceful world. Pushing back the shadow of nuclear war must be our 
constant concern.®

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Treaty on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, 
August 10, 1976^

We should like to give some brief clarifications in connexion with 
the Treaty between the USSR and the United States of Ameri<^a on 
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes and the 
Protocol to this Treaty, which were signed simultaneously by L. I. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, in Moscow and by Mr. G. Ford,

® Ante, pp. 348-349.
" COD/PV.719, pp. 13-16.
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President of the United States of America, in Washington on 28 May 
this year.2 We understand that this corresponds to the wishes expressed 
by certain representatives in the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament.

The conclusion of an agreement regulating underground nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes was envisaged in the Treaty of 3 July 
1974 between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America on the Limitation of Underground Ifuclear 
Weapon Tests (article I I I) . This Treaty, which imposes limitations 
on underground nuclear weapon tests, stipulates that its provisions 
do not extend to underground nuclear explosions carried out by the 
parties for peaceful purposes.® Accordingly, it was necessary to de
velop a special regime for such explosions, taking into account their 
peaceful nature, and this was duly done on 28 May 1976.

Nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes represent one of the new 
and very promising avenues of the use of nuclear energy. Extensive 
research and many experiments carried out in the Soviet Union have 
shown the great economic efficiency of nuclear explosions for the reali
zation of many national economic projects which have so far been 
carried out with conventional chemical explosives. Moreover, the 
peaceful use of energy from nuclear explosions opens up completely 
new opportunities in the area of explosion techniques and in the solu
tion of complex engineering tasks which it would be practically incon
ceivable to carry out by traditional methods.

On the basis of scientific studies and experiments conducted in the 
Soviet Union, the following possible ways of" using the energy of 
underground nuclear explosions for economic purposes may be fore
seen: intensification of the development of petroleum and gas de
posits ; construction of underground storage capacity for natural gas, 
gas condensate and petroleum products; construction of underground 
capacity for the disposal of biologically harmful industrial wastes; 
underground development of ore deposits; bringing accidental gas 
and petroleum gushers under control; preparation of deposits of use
ful minerals for open-cast mining, that is to say, removal of the over
burden from open-cast mines, creating entry and exit trenches, drain
age of deposits, crushing of the overburden; construction of canals; 
construction of rock-fill dams for hydro-electric power stations; con
struction of industrial water supply reservoirs; creation of cuttings 
and embankments in rail and road construction, and so forth.

At the present time, for example, the rapid development of the gas 
and petroleum extraction industry in the Soviet Union has given rise 
to serious problems of gas and petroleum storage capacity. Metal stor
age facilities are expensive and their construction takes considerable 
time. Several experimental underground storage reservoirs have been 
created in salt beds in our country by means of nuclear explosions. The

pp. 328-348.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 225-227.
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nuclear explosion heated the salt, while the wuve generated by the 
exp^sion quickly moved it away, thus forming an enormous cavity 
with fused, compressed walls. Such a storage area can be used to store 
petroleum, gas or gas condensate. A capacity of 50,000 m̂  created by 
a nuclear explosion in the rock salt mass for the storage of gas con
densate made it possible to reduce the cost of this capacity threefold 
as compared with that of the conventional type and to reduce metal 
consumption tenfold. Not so long ago, our experts succeeded in ex
tinguishing, by means of an underground explosion, a huge fire at a 
gas deposit which could not be put out by any other means. The 
method of peaceful nuclear explosions has also been used to construct 
dams and to set up barriers against landslides.

The Treaty contains provisions on the intention of the parties to 
develop co-operation in the sphere of underground nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes. All the countries of the world would 
benefit by the development of such co-operation.

The Soviet-United States Treaty on Underground Nuclear Ex
plosions for Peaceful Purposes will regulate the procedure for the 
conduct of such explosions under the conditions of the limitation of 
under^ound nuclear tests, in order to ensure that peaceful nuclear 
explosions are not used for purposes related to nuclear weapons. This 
requirement is met by the provisions of the Treaty on Underground 
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, the Protocol thereto and 
the Agreed Statement signed on 28 May. The aforesaid docimients 
have been published in the press and have been circulated as working 
papers of the Committee on Disarmament. We therefore do not intend 
to give a detailed account of their content.

At the same time, we should like to make some comments on the 
verification provisions contained in the above-mentioned documents. 
First of all, we should like to recall what is the purpose of such veri
fication. This is the prohibition to carry out:

1. any individual explosion having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons or 
any group explosion having an aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilotons, 
if it is imipossible to identify each individual explosion and to deter
mine its yield ;

2. any group explosion having an aggregate yield exceeding 1.5 
megatons;

3. any explosion which does not carry out a peaceful application 
(that is, explosions outside testing areas).

Verification of compliance with these provisions will be effected as 
follows:

In the first place, the parties will use the national technical means 
of verification at their disposal in a manner consistent with generally 
recognized principles of international law.
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Secondly, the parties will provide one another with information 
and access to sites of explosions under the specific conditions which 
are clearly set forth in the Protocol to the Treaty.

The gist of this verification system is to ensure that the explosions 
carried out correspond to the declared peaceful purposes. Moreover, 
since explosions having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons arc prohibited 
at this stage, it is necessary to ensure that this provision is observed. As 
is known, the same problem arises in connexion with the Soviet-United 
States Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
Tests. But in that Treaty it is solved only on the basis of national 
technical means, whereas in the case of the Treaty on Peaceful Nuclear 
Explosions the possibility of the presence of foreign representatives 
at the explosion site is admitted. TVTiat is the reason for this difference ? 
The fact is that nuclear weapon tests are carried out at specifically 
determined sites, or proving grounds, on which the parties are required 
to exchange detailed information under the Treaty of 3 July 1974. On 
the other hand, the sites of peaceful explosions are naturally selected 
in each individual case according to the purpose of the project for 
which such an explosion is being carried out. Additional problems 
therefore arise in connexion with the need to determine whether or not 
a peaceful explosion exceeds the prescribed yield threshold. That is 
precisely why access of foreign representatives to the explosion site 
is allowed in the case of an explosion having a planned aggregate yield 
exceeding 100 kilotons but not exceeding 150 Idlotons and in the case 
of any group explosion having a planned aggregate yield exceeding 
150 kilotons. I t should also be noted that, the greater the yield of the 
explosion, the greater'the volume of data to be exchanged between 
the parties. These provisions are motivated by the fact that, the closer 
the yield of the explosion to the agreed threshold, the greater the 
amount of data on teleseismic measurements required.

The control system designed to verify the peaceful nature of a 
nuclear explosion does not, of course, imply any change in the Soviet 
Union’s position with regard to the verification of ithe complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Underground weapon 
tests raise problems of their detection and identification. These prob
lems may be solved on the basis of national technical means, supple
mented by co-operation in the international exchange of seismic data. 
As stated above, the 1974 Soviet-United States Treaty on the Limi
tation of Underground Tests is based precisely on these national 
technical means of verification. In the case of peaceful nuclear explo
sions, however, it is necessary to ensure that underground nuclear 
explosions are used for peaceful purposes and for peaceful purposes 
only. The Treaty of 28 May 1976 is designed to ensure such control.

The signature of this Treaty also opens the way to the ratification of 
the Soviet-United States Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 
Nuclear Tesits. Accordinsfly, this act represents yet another link in 
the chain of measures directed towards limiting the proliferation of
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armaments and attaining the goal of the general and complete pro
hibition of nuclear weapon tests.

We now consider it necessary to refer to another problem. 
Yesterday, on 9 Augusit, at its unofficial meeting, the Committee on 

Disarmament resumed consideration of the question of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, in accordance with the 
decision taken by the Committee. Government experts from a consider
able number of States are also taking part in the discussion of this 
most important disarmament problem—a fact which demonstrates the 
growing interest that States members of the Committee are showing 
in the Soviet Union’s proposal.

Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Definitions of New Types of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction and New Systems oip Such 
Weapons, August 10, 1976^

The draft agreement on the prohibition of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, submitted by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics at the thirtieth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, provides that the new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and the new systems of such weapons to 
be prohibited are to be specified through negotiations on the subject 
(article I, paragraph 1 of the draft)

Further to the preliminary considerations on the question of the 
definition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, as 
expressed by the Soviet experts at the 1976 spring: session, the present 
working paper proposes the following draft definitions:

I. New Types of Weapons of Mass Destruction

New types of weapons of mass destruction sihall inchide types of 
weapons which are based on qualitatively new principles of action and 
whose effectiveness may be comparable with or surpass that of tradi
tional types of weapons of mass destruction.

The term “based on qualitatively new principles of action” shall 
be understood to mean that the means of producing the effect or the 
target or nature of the effect of the weapon is new.

The term “means of producinsr the effect” shall be understood to 
mean the specific type of physical, chemical or biolo^cal action.

The term “target” shall be understood to mean the type of target, 
ranging: from vitally important elements of the human organism to 
elements of man’s ecological and sreophysic^l environment, and also 
to networks and installations which are vitally important for human 
existence.

"CCD/514. An̂ r. 10. 1f>76.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, p. 479.
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The term “nature of the effect” shall be understood to mean the new 
type of destruction which leads either to immediate mass annihilation 
or to the gradual extinction of large groups of the population.

II. New Systems of Weapons of Mass Destruction

New systems of weapons of mass destruction (apart from systems 
which may be developed in future when research on and development 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction has been completed) shall 
include systems of weapons which assume the character of weapons 
of mass destruction as a result of the use of new technical elements in 
their strike or logistic devices.

^ ^ ^

Brief explanations of the approach underlying the above-mentioned 
definitions are annexed hereto.

B r ie f  E x p l a n a t i o n s  o f  t h e  A p p r o a c h  U n d e r l y in g  t h e  D e f i n i t i o n s

OF N e w  T y p e s  o f  W e a p o n s  o f  M a s s  D e s t r u c t io n  a n d  N e w  S y s t e m s

o f  S u c h  W e a p o n s

1. New Types of Weapons of Mass Destruction

The principle of action of any weapon is reflected in the means of 
producing its effect, and in the target and nature of its effect. A list 
of the classification criteria diaracterizing any type of weapon of mass 
destruction is given below. A type of weapon may be considered as a 
new type of weapon of mass destruction if it is new in respect of at 
least one of these three criteria— î.e., the means, target or nature of 
its effect.

2 . Classif/iation Criteria

(a) MEANS OF PRODUCING THE EFFECT

Physical: the direct action of explosions (blast, thermal, dtxj.), shock 
waves, acoustic waves, electro-magnetic waves in the radio range (non
ionizing radiation and equivalent radiations of charged particles), 
electro-magnetic waves in the optical range (light and infra-red radia
tions), hard electro-magnetic radiations (ionizing radiations—X- 
rays, gamma-rays, etc., and equivalent radiations of elementary 
particles—electrons, protons, neutrons, etc.).

Chemical: the direct effect of chemical agents delivered to the target 
area (traditional type of chemical effect) ; the effect of chemical agents 
formed directly in the target area from non-toxic or low-toxic com
ponents delivered to the target area; the effect of chemical agents 
formed directly in the target area from non-toxic media and sub- 
sitances present in the target area.

Biological: the use of micro-organisms (microbes, rickettsia, viruses, 
etc.), plants (parasitic fungi, weeds, etc.).
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(b) TARGETS

Man: fluid media of the human organism (cytoplasm, blood plasma, 
lymph, etc.), cells, tissue, organs, regulatory systems, reproductive 
system, genetic transfer systems, biological defence systems (immu
nity thresholds for specific biological, chemical, radiological and other 
effects} and the behaviour (psychic, vestibular and other effects) of the 
human population as a whole.

Human eruvironment: edaphic elements (soil, water bodies, etc.) ; 
biotic elements (crops and livestock constituting principal sources of 
food, foodstuffs derived from (them) ; climatic elements; geophysical 
elements—the lithosphere (crust, upper mantle), tihe hydrosphere, 
the troposphere (atmospheric circulation, hydromet^rology, composi- 
sion, etc.), the stratosphere and upper atmosphere (ozone layer and 
other elements), terrestrial fields (gravitational, magnetic, electro
magnetic), near space (radiation belts, radiation and particle flux, 
etc.).

Man-made products: installations and networks vitally important 
for human existence.
(c) NATURE OF THE EFFECT

Mass annihilation of people and population, their degradation and 
extinction, large-scale permanent (irreversible) and temporary loss 
of certain human abilities, destruction and incapacitation of vitally 
important installations and networks.

3. Examples of New Types of "Weapons of Mass Destruction

1. Infrasonic weapons emitting acoustic waves designed to injure 
human internal organs are a new type of weapon in so far as the target 
they are directed against (human internal organs—for example, the 
cardio-vascular system), the means of producing the effect (infrasonic 
waves) and the nature of the effect (the death of a human being due 
to sudden cardio-vascular dysfunction) are all new.

2 . Weapons designed to damage the human reproductive system are 
a new type of weapon in so far as the target they are directed against 
(the genital system) and the nature of the effect (extinction as a 
result of sterilization) are new, though the effect may be produced 
by traditional methods.

3. Ethnic weapons using various agents for the selective extermina
tion of specific ethnic population groups are a new type of weapon 
in so far as they produce a new type of effect (selective extermination 
of individual ethnic groups), though the target and means of pro
ducing the effect may be traditional.

4. Examples of New Systems of Weapons of Mass Destruction

Any system of weapons is the practical embodiment of a specific 
means of attack comprising a combination of strike and logistic ele
ments. Such a combination may for example consist of a vector, the



ALLEN STATEMENT, AUGUST 12 541

strike weapon itself, and means of control, communication, monitor
ing, etc.

A determining feature of the transition from a traditional system 
of weapons to a new system of weapons of mass destruction is the 
newness of its effect as mentioned in paragraph 2(c). This may be the 
result of the incorporation in a traditional weapons system of a new 
technical element in the strike or logistic elements. For example, mis
sile, artillery, aircraft or other traditional weapons systems may 
assume the character of a new system of weapons of mass destruction 
if they embody a new technical element such as fuel-air ammunition 
for producing powerful fuel-air explosions.

Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Weapons, 
August 12, 1976"

I t  is my intention today to speak on the subject of chemical weapons. 
I t was suggested at our last meeting that today we should discuss the 
progress report of the A d Hoc Seismic Group.^ The topic of weapons 
of mass destruction is, of course, also in all our minds, as we have been 
liaving informal meetings with experts on this subject this week. 
I  propose to defer my comments on these two matters to a further 
intervention next week.

At our 708th meeting on 1 July, the leader of the United Kingdom 
delegation. Lord Gk)ronwy-Roberts, announced our intention to table 
a draft comprehensive chemical weapons convention. I  introduce 
today working paper CCD/512 containing the text of a draft conven
tion on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and on their destruction.®

The United Kingdom delegation would be the last to claim that this 
is a completely original document. Many other Governments have 
worked in this field. I  should like to pay tribute to their labours. Many 
delegations here will be able to identify sections of their own work in 
this draft. Our convention, as Lord Goronwy-Roberts said, attempts 
to bring together those elements of previous drafts which we consider 
constructive and realistic; but it also attempts to add some ideas of 
our own. And it attempts to do this in treaty language.

We also recognize that this draft is incomplete. At the very least, 
it requires the negotiation, here in the CCD, of a number of additional 
protocols. And of course we recognize that it may need amendment, in 
the light of comments by my distinguished colleagues both here and 
later perhaps in the General Assembly. Indeed, we ourselves may be 
stimulated to look again at certain of its provisions. For all this we are

 ̂CCD/PV.720, pp. 7-12.
 ̂Ante, pp. 526-529.
 ̂Ante, pp. 520-525.
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prepared. The draft is offered not as the last word on chemical dis
armament, but as a focus for negotiation, as a response to the General 
Assembly’s call to all States in resolution 3465 (XXX) to “make every 
effort to facilitate early agreement” on a chemical weapons ban.^ I t  is 
offered as a contribution to further work, as a step along the road. 
My Government believes the time has come for the CCD to take such 
a further step. In the first place, we think all the necessary materials 
are there. All of us in the CCD have now a fairly complete under
standing of the complexities of an effective convention on chemical 
weapons. Thanks to an initiative by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the recent meeting of chemical weapons experts has brought home to 
us the recent technological improvements in monitoring techniques. 
There are before us a wealth of ideas on the approach to definition; 
these ideas are ably summarized in the United States working paper 
CCD/499.® Also in recent weeks we have heard several closely argued 
speeches on the chemical weapons problem, most recently that of the 
distinguished representative of Iran on 3 August.® Moreover, in gen
eral terms, recent experience over the draft text on environmental 
modification has shown again how effectively the CCD can function as 
a negotiating body. In  my Government’s view, we should use all these 
assets, as soon as possible, in the detailed discussion of a chemical 
weapons convention.

There is another area of experience from which we can draw assist
ance for the negotiation of a chemical weapons convention. This is the 
work of the international inspectors under the Nuclear Safeguards 
Agreements which many States, including the United Kingdom, have 
concluded with the International Atomic Energy Agency.’ Experience 
in this area has shown that technically trained personnel, under the 
control of an international agency, can add materially to the confidence 
of the international community in a highly sensitive area of arms con
trol, without creating unacceptable risks to industrial or military 
secrets. This is useful and encouraging, though we recognize that the 
pattern of IAEA may not necessarily be ideal in this context, since 
the civilian chemical industry is so much bigger and more diverse than 
the civilian nuclear industry.

May I, Mr. Chairman, sketch the recent historical background of 
our draft ?

On 28 March 1972 the delegations of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania and the USSR tabled in paper 
CCD/361 a draft chemical weapons convention.® Their text was 
modeled closely on the Biological Weapons Convention which the 
CCD had brought to a successful conclusion in 1971, the previous year.®

* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 767-769.
® Ante, pp. 376-381.
* GCD/PV.717, pp. 6-10.
 ̂For IAEA safeguards, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 21-34; ibid., 

1965, pp. 446-460; ibid., 1971, pp. 218-244.
® IUd„ 1972, pp. 120-124.
^lUd., 1971, pp. 568-572. For final version, see iUd,, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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This draft contains many of the elements which are vital to a chemical 
weapons convention, but it seemed to us to be deficient in two respects: 
it lacked an adequate definition of the chemical agents to be banned, 
and it also lacked suflSicient provision for verification. These two prob
lems, that of definition and that of verification, have inspired many 
working papers and plenary statements since 1972, in attempts to 
expand the basic framework of CCD/361. The authors of the 1972 
draft themselves carried the process forward in 1973 with paper CCD/ 
403.“ This suggested that chemical weapons verification should be 
based on national forms of control, supplemented by international 
exchanges of information and statistical analysis. We agree that such 
measures could play an important part in building confidence before 
the coming into force of any chemical weapons agreement; but we con
sider that they would not in themselves be adequate to ensure that 
States parties fulfilled all their obligations under a comprehensive 
chemical weapons convention.

Also in 1973 a group of non-aligned countries (Argentina, Brazil, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia) set out in paper CCD/400 a series of guidelines for the 
contents of a chemical weapons convention. These guidelines included 
a clear understanding that such a convention must not detract from 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol provisions, that it must not hamper peaceful 
research and that it should include an undertaking not to assist other 
States to break the convention. Our draft incorporates all these sug
gestions. The guidelines also specified a limited measure of on-site 
inspection as part of the verification process. We believe that the draft 
convention tabled today is fully consistent with the principles set out 
in paper CCD/400.^^

Then in April 1974 the delegation of Japan tabled a draft chemical 
weapons convention (C C D / 4 2 0 T h i s  paper introduced the concept 
of a partial or phased ban, whereby some chemical substances would 
not be banned at the outset, although the parties would undertake to 
negotiate the elimination of these exceptions in due course. The 
Japanese draft also provided for the establishment of an international 
verification agency, to supervise the operation of the convention. We 
have gratefully accepted this idea, and in our draft we envisage the 
setting up of a consultative committee to oversee the working of the 
Convention. Many of its functions would be identical with those of the 
international verification agency of the Japanese draft. We have 
deliberately avoided describing in detail the constitution of the con
sultative committee, because we envisage that this subject would be 
negotiated as an additional protocol by the CCD.

On 16 July 1974 the Canadian delegation suggested, in CCD/ 
PV.643, that the phased approach might be applied in a different way.

m s ,  pp. 3^^-3^6.
^ See ibid., pp. 206-209 for the non-aligned working paper. For the text of the 

1925 Geneva Protocol, see ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
“ lUd., 1974, pp. 99-106.
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The Canadian suggestion was that the convention should be com
prehensive in scope, that is to say that it should encompass all chemical 
warfare agents, but that the destruction of stocks should be a gi'adual 
process, subject to consultation between parties.^^ This approach also 
received support in the United States speech of 13 April 1976.̂  ̂We 
have incorporated these suggestions in our draft.

I  now turn to the draft convention which I  am introducing today. 
As I  have already indicated, it is comprehensive in the weapons pro
hibited, but is phased in application. One major innovation is that in 
the first stage, States signing the convention would provide informa
tion on their stocks of chemical agents, if any, and any production 
facilities actual or potential, and would stop any further production 
of chemical agents. The next stage would be the ratification of the 
convention by an agreed minimum number of States; at this time 
further provisions would come into force. The third and final stage 
which, because of the technical problems involved might last for a 
number of years, would require the phased destruction of stockpiles 
of chemical warfare agents or their conversion to peaceful uses. This 
is the basis of our approach. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I 
should now like to go through some of the provisions of the draft 
in detail.

Article I  contains a general undertaking not to develop, produce, 
acquire or use chemical weapons or munitions, and systems designed 
to deliver them. We have used general purpose criteria for the chem
ical substances and the types of munitions to be banned, similar to 
those included in the East European draft of 1972. We believe that 
it is particularly important to include “munitions” imder this article. 
We also envisage that the CCD will negotiate a protocol specifying 
in greater detail the agents to be covered in article I. The protocol 
could be expanded to cover any potential chemical weapons agents 
discovered after the convention came into force. This protocol would 
have to take into account the detailed working papers on toxicity 
prepared by Canada (CCD/473),^® Japan (CCD/466), the Federal 
Eepublic of Germany (CCD/458)^® and Sweden (CCD/461 One of 
the reasons why we have included “munitions” in article I.b. is to 
help to overcome the problem of binary weapons. I f  the convention 
bans the specialized munitions which are designed to bring binary 
precursors together to form a lethal chemical substance, then the 
precursors themselves will present less of a problem. In  November 
last year, in the First Committee of the United Nations General 
Assembly, the distinguished representative of China criticized the 
Biological Weapons Convention for failing to mention the 1925

^IUd„  pp. 352-355.
Ante, pp. 211-221.

^ Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 389-395. 
pp. 269-274. 
pp. 293-303.
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Geneva Protocol. He said that the Convention would “only facilitate 
the use of these (biological) weapons by the super powers in the 
future”.̂ ® We have included a reference to “use” in article I, so that 
the comprehensive nature of this convention may be absolutely clear.

Article I I  contains the principal confidence-building element in the 
draft. Under it, signatories of the convention would declare whether 
or not they were in possession of chemical weapons and they would 
enter upon an exchange of information designed to foster an atmos
phere of mutual trust, and to facilitate subsequent work once the 
major provisions had come into effect. We accept that it may be 
difficult for some States to supply the information required imder 
article I I ;  and we realise that it may not be possible to verify the 
absolute accuracy of all the information supplied under this article. 
But we believe that the supply of data is an important gesture of good 
faith which will contribute to the confidence of all signatories in the 
effectiveness of the convention. If  sufficient confidence were not gen
erated by the figures produced, the main provisions of the convention 
would not of course come into effect. Each signatory would also es
tablish or nominate a national verification agency. These actions would 
be undertaken without waiting for the treaty to come into force. This 
is an innovation, Mr. Chairman. I t is based on the thought that con
fidence, mutual confidence, is the first prerequisite of a chemical weap
ons convention, and that confidence must therefore be established from 
the very beginning.

Article I I I  provides for the closing down or conversion to peace
ful purposes of any factories producing the agents specified in article
I. In practice, this would amount to a moratorium on all chemical 
weapons production for States which had signed the convention. This 
provision also would come into force in the first phase of the conven
tion’s existence, and would be a powerful confidence-building factor.

Article IV makes it clear that obligations assumed on signature 
would lapse if the convention did not come into force, within some 
specified period of time.

Article V covers constitutional processes and is identical to the 
corresponding article in the BW Convention. So is article VI which 
deals with non-proliferation, whether by transfer of chemical weapons 
or by the transfer of manufacturing know-how. These articles would 
come into effect in the second stage. Article V II marks the beginning 
of the third stage. As we see it, some parties to the treaty might feel 
that their security would be endangered if they destroyed all their 
chemical weapons stocks unilaterally at the outset.

So article V II provides for a phased programme of destruction of 
chemical agents or their conversion to peaceful uses, and for the de
struction of munitions stocks or their conversion to conventional weap
ons. Both these would be carried out under a phased and agreed

^lUd., pp. 654-655.
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programme. Both would require international verification. I t is our 
intention that a phased programme oJf destruction should be nego
tiated ; and that there should be international inspection by the con
sultative committee, carried out in accordance with terms and 
conditions to be set out in a protocol.

Article Y U l  provides for the establishment of a consultative com
mittee by the States parties. Its chief task would be to arrange for the 
necessary verification procedures and to co-ordinate the exchange of 
information. Inspection would involve both routine visits to the plants 
listed, in accordance with article II, and the right after challenge to 
inspect the source of any phenomenon which might indicate an at
tempted breach of the convention.

Article IX  specifies the type of verification procedures which 
parties would accept. It incorporates some of the techniques described 
in the United States working paper CCD/498.^^ This article would no 
doubt need to be elaborated in a detailed protocol. We have included 
in article X II a reference to exchanges of information on prophy
laxis and protection against chemical w^eapons agents, in response to 
the Yugoslav paper CCD/503.^° The remaining Articles are, we be
lieve, uncontroversial, covering such subjects as information, exchange 
for peaceful purposes, the relationship of the convention to the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, and the amendment procedure. We have deliberately 
left blank the depositary arrangements. This subject is under discus
sion in the Ad Hoc Committee on the Eeview of the Role of the United 
Nations in the Field of Disarmament, and the arrangements adopted 
for the environmental modification convention are also relevant. In 
deed, any differences that there may be between these sections of our 
text and that of the environmental modification convention are due 
mainly to the fact that this text was fixed some little time ago. I  shall 
not take up the Committee’s time by reviewing the remaining admin
istrative arrangements of the treaty now.

Mr. Chairman, naturally we recognize that there is no time in this 
session for all delegations to consult their Governments and get in
structions for useful discussion— b̂ut we hope that all Governments 
concerned will give this whole subject serious consideration and send 
their representatives back here in February ready to get down to 
further discussion. On 13 July the distinguished representative of the 
United States remarked that the CCD’s discussions of chemical weap
ons limitations seemed to have taken on a new vigour, and he thought 
that there was renewed optimism that effective solutions to the re
maining problems could be found. My delegation shares this optimism, 
and in tabling this draft today we hope to provide a new focus for the 
Committee in this most important area of its work.

372-376.
 ̂AntCy pp. 443-449.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, August 17, 1976^

Last week the United States participated in active and interesting 
informal meetings with experts on the question of the prohibition of 
the development and production of new types of weapons of mass 
destruction.

The proposal by the Soviet Union, involving a comprehensive ban, 
is embodied in a draft agreement set out in document CCD/511.^ I t  is 
elaborated to some extent, particularly as to definitions, in document 
CCD/514.3

The Soviet proposal raises many complex and difficult questions. In 
light of the uncertainties remaining to be resolved or clarified further, 
many of the views expressed by the United States expert in the infor
mal meetings were of a preliminary character.

I t is the longstanding practice of the United States to contribute in 
a constructive manner to technical examination of a wide range of 
arms control and disarmament issues in this Committee. Entry into 
such examinations has not necessarily implied endorsement of any 
particular proposal. This applies to the proposal of the Soviet Union.

The Government of the United States has not come to a policy de
cision regarding.possible treaty prohibitions on new types of weapons 
of mass destruction.

We entered into those informal discussions for the specific purpose 
of seeking clarification of the issues involved in order to move toward 
an informed opinion on the Soviet proposal. The four days of discus
sion were instinictive to the United States delegation. We noted a con
siderable range of topics to be taken into account in further studies 
before we formulate our views.

The United States recognizes the dangers posed by weapons of 
mass destruction—new or existing—and is prepared to consider any 
practical steps toward overcoming such dangers. However, experience 
suggests that examination of diverse new types of weapons of mass de
struction would require substantially different approaches to questions 
of definition, scope, and verification on a case-by-case basis. We will 
continue to take this experience into account in the process of judging 
the feasibility and desirability of a comprehensive agreement on new 
types of weapons of mass destruction.

Representatives of the Soviet Union, and others, have recommended 
considering the question of definition of the term “weapons of mass 
destruction.” This, of course, is an important aspect of the subject at 
hand, and we would be prepared to consider suggestions for defining 
the term. We recognize, however, that legitimate questions can be

 ̂CGD/PV. 721, pp. 14-17.
^Ante, pp. 516-519.
 ̂AntCj pp. 538-541.
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raised about the feasibility of developing a rigorous definition that 
could sei^e as a sound basis for formal international restraints. There 
would be a significant risk that any formal definition either would be 
too general or ambiguous to be applied effectively to individual cases 
or would be so specific or rigid that unforeseen scientific develop
ments deserving to be covered would be unintentionally excluded. We 
believe these considerations should be kept in mind as we proceed on 
the question of defining weapons of mass destruction.

The term “weapons of mass destruction” has been in general inter
national usage for about 30 years. I t  seems clear to me that this general 
usage places nuclear, chemical and biological weapons in the category 
of “weapons of mass destruction.” There is, of course, the potentiality, 
in principle, of creating new types of weapons with characteristics 
comparable to these generally recognized types.

We should take careful note of the fact that important international 
agreements have already been brought into force to impose limita
tions on nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and biological weapons. 
Furthermore, the process of searching for further limitations con
tinues, including serious current efforts in the CCD.

The United States attaches great importance to the existing agree
ments and negotiations applicable to nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons. We are strongly of the view that discussions of the very 
broad proposal of the So^det Union should not in any way, directly or 
indirectly, suggest dilution of the integrity or scope of application of 
existing treaties or negotiations concerned with specific kinds of weap
ons of mass destruction.

Any international agreement on arms limitation or disarmament 
should be subject to appropriate modernization in light of new scien
tific findings and other new facts. However, my Government would 
find it difficult to accept statements that appear to call into question 
the scope of already existing agreements. These statements could be 
very harmful to the general cause of arms control and disarmament, 
by casting unwarranted doubt on the effectiveness of such agreements.

As to current negotiations, I  point to intensive efforts in the CCD at 
this time on a prospective convention concerning environmental 
modification.

We can also take note of continuing and active discussions of limita
tions on chemical warfare.

As to agreements already in existence, a particularly important 
example is the Biological Weapons Convention.^

In this connexion, I  would like to draw the attention of the Com
mittee to some statements made in December 1974, during the ratifi
cation process of the Biological Weapons Convention in my country. 
The Foreign Relations Committee of the United States Senate 
inquired whether the Biological Weapons Convention would prohibit 
future types of biological warfare which might employ techniques

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 133-138.
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beyond the current ‘̂ state of the art.” The Executive Branch responded 
th a t:

The Biological Weapons Convention would prohibit any future type of 
warfare which employed biological agents or toxins regardless of when the 
agent was first developed or discovered. This also applies to weapons, equip
ment and means of delivery. In other words, the Convention pro-Mbits not 
only existing means of biological and toxin warfare but also any that might 
come into existence in the future.®

Permit me to recall that on 5 August 19Y0 the distinguished 
biologist, Dr. Joshua Lederberg, pointed out to the CCD the advances 
being made in molecular biology and expressed his concern that newly 
developed techniques in this field might eventually be used to create 
infective agents against which no credible defense is possible. The most 
widely discussed techniques are often referred to as “genetic engineer
ing”, but technically are properly known as “recombinant DNA tech
niques.” These are techniques for joining two different pieces of DNA 
in the laboratory to produce new DNA sequences, known as recom
binant DNA molecules. In principle, such techniques could be used to 
design radically new viruses for biological warfare purposes.® 

When advances in science and technology are made, it is natural 
to ask about their possible use for hostile purposes and whether or not 
such uses are prohibited or restricted by existing international agree
ments. In the case of potential use of recombinant DNA molecules 
for weapons purposes it is our view that such use clearly falls within 
the scope of the Convention’s prohibition. This interpretation is based 
upon the negotiating history as well as the explicit language of the 
Convention, 'and we believe tha t it is shared by the other signatories.

I  do not believe it is possible to read the Biological Weapons Con
vention and come to any other conclusion. The preamble states that 
the States Parties are

determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility 
of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons.

The intent of article I, which begins, “Each State Party to this Con
vention undertakes never in any circumstances . . .” is equally force
ful and clear. To take a more refracted view of the Convention’s scope 
would rob the Convention of much of its value and could even lead 
States to call into question the continued viability of the Biological 
Weapons Convention.

Tliese were the views of the United States when the Convention was 
negotiated and ratified. They are still its views today. This is a matter 
of great importance to my Government and one on which doubt can
not be permitted to exist.

The United States took note of many significant points raised by 
various delegations in the informal meetings. We will give all of them 
careful study.

19H, p. 829.
m o ,  pp. 355-362.
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In conclusion, I  must repeat that the proposal of the USSR presents 
us with a very complex subject. The subject is not only complex. I t  
also remains conceptually elusive because it has not yet been placed 
on a stable foundation of clear and generally accepted understand
ing . Any efforts toward further development must strive to establish 
such a foundation and, at the same time, assure a harmonious relation
ship with existing agreements and negotiations. Within the confines 
of these complementary requirements, the United States will continue 
to view the proposal of the Soviet Union as an initiative to be ^ven 
careful and constructively critical attention.

Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament: Draft of One Form of LD50 
Spectrum [Extracts], August 17, 1976^

The Japanese Delegation submits this outline of a toxicity spectrum, 
with a view to furthering our discussions with regard to the scope of 
the CWAs to be prohibited.

1. Need for an LD50 spectrum

The CCD has been and is endeavouring to reach agreement on the 
comprehensive prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of all chemical weapons and the indication is that it will come 
to discharging its task in stages. I t  is, however, difficult to get a clear 
picture of the whole range of CWAs, because there are so many CWAs 
and other chemical substances which could be employed as CWAs. 
This is one of the factors impeding progress in our negotiations.

I t  is necessary, as a first step, to have a tangible and objective 
standard of judgement in order to accomplish our task. Therefore, in 
view of the fact that it is the toxicity of CWAs which makes it possi
ble to use those substances as weapons, we suggest that a toxicity 
spectrum (the LD50 spectrum) be drawn up as an objective criterion 
to define the scope of the prohibition.

2. What is the LD50 spectrum?

As relevant characteristics of chemical weapons, several factors, such 
as toxicity, sihelf life, perceptibility, volatility, explosion, stability, 
etc., can be cited as presented in the working paper submitted by the 
Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/458).^ Obviously the most im
portant characteristic of CWAs is their toxicity; the chemical weapon 
has, after all, traditionally been known as “poison gas”. The toxicity 
of chemicals differs qualitatively and quantitatively from one another. 
However, each chemical substance has its lethal dose as a measurable

" CCD/515, Aug. 17, 1976.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 269-274.
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and reliable indicator of toxicity. The lethal dose, expressed numeri
cally, enables us to recognize quantitatively the dijfferences in toxicity 
among substances. Thus we can draw up a toxicity list for chemical 
substances in the order of the numerical value of their lethal doses. 
This list would be called the “spectrum”, and it seems adequate to use 
the lethal dose 50% (LD50)  ̂ as the toxicity indicator. This is the 
LD50 spectrum which the Japanese delegation suggested in the plenary 
meeting on 6 July (OCD/PV.702).

3. Content of the spectrum

The LD50 spectrum should include first of all the chemical names 
of substances and their LD50 value. In addition, it is desirable to 
include subsifcances’ generic names, code names, abbreviations, chemical 
structural formulae, species of animal used for experiments applica
tion route, bibliography, etc.

The United States delegation presented mouse toxicity data in Table 
IV of their working paper in 1974 (CCD/435).^ Wê  presented 
toxicity data for certain chemical substances in documents CCD/374 
(1972) and CCD/466 (1975). The Japanese delegation shows in Ap
pendix I  ® of the present document one example of a spectrum, a draft 
of a possible LD50 spectrum arrangement, using the chemical sub
stances and data included in the above-mentioned United States and 
Japanese working papers. Needless to say, this example merely gives 
us an idea of what a spectrum would look like and what data should 
be included.

4. How to draw up the LD50 spectrum

(1) We think it appropriate that, in principle, already published 
scientific articles and other available data should first be used to draw 
up a spectrum, and then, if the available data is found to be inade
quate or there is any question as regards the data, further experiments 
should be carried out and a universally accepted LD50 value obtained.

(2) Although the same chemical substance may have different LD50 
values, depending on the route of application, i.e. oral, subcutaneous, 
intraperiitoneal, intravenous injection, respiratory 'and percutaneous, 
the spectrum should be drawn up in the order of the lowest value of 
LD50 in the published or otherwise available data for each substance, 
regardless of its application route, since we should play safe when as-

 ̂When a certain chemical substance is administered to groups of a species 
of animal, with the dosage being successively increased, the mortality in each 
group increases in proportion to the increase in the dosage. The LD50 of a sub
stance is defined as the dosage sufficient to cause a mortality rate of 50%, or in 
other words, a dosage (mg/kg) which kills one half of a given test group. And, 
this is employed as the criterion of the lethal dose. As this LD50 can be used as an 
indicator of the relative toxicity of chemical substances, it enables us to obtain 
an approximate idea of the toxicity of a substance when used against human 
beings. (Footnote in original.)

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 330-335.
® Not printed here.
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sessing the toxicity and effects of each substance when used against 
human beings on the basis of data obtained from animal experiments. 
Data and values obtained for other application routes should, however, 
also be included as reference material.

(3) With regard to animals used for experiments, it is desirable 
to include also data obtained from animals other than rodents, if 
such information exists.

(4) The upper limit of LD50 of chemical substances listed in the 
spectrum should be 30 mg/kg, as such substances may safely be dis
regarded. 30 mg/kg is the upper limit of toxicity as regards the oral 
route (P.O.) laid down in the Poison and Deleterious Substances Con
trol Law of Japan. The upper limit in Table IV in the United States 
working paper referred to (CCD/435) is approximately this value.

Further details are given in the “Draft Terms of Eeference for the 
Drawing up of the LD50 Spectrum”, Appendix II.

As regards the actual work of drawing up a spectrum, we suggest 
that this be entrusted to a third-party research organization, such as 
the WHO or SIPRI, which would be assisted by a drafting group 
composed of experts provided by CCD Member States.

Conclusion

We believe that drawing up an LD50 spectrum would make delibera
tions on the scope of prohibition easier and more concrete, and thus 
our negotiations would make greater progress. Therefore our delega
tion suggests that the CCD begin the formulation of an LD50 spec
trum, completing and perfecting the draft spectrum of Appendix I  
and the terms of reference (Appendix II) which are attached here
with. After completion of the LD50 spectrum, the CCD could make 
use of it as a means of determining which CWAs should be prohibited 
and of establishing a threshold value.

A ppe n d ix  I I

Draft Terms o f Reference for the Drawing up of the LD50 Spectrum

The terms of reference to be used in formulating the LD50 spectrum 
of chemical substances are as follows:

1. All data ® for LD50 shall, in principle, be taken from documents 
or theses and articles already published or available.

2. In arranging data to give a spectrum, the lowest value of LD50 
of each chemical substance shall be used, regardless of application 
route, oral, subcutaneous, intraperitoneal, intravenous injection, inha-

* Should different values exist for the same chemical substance, one of the 
values might properly be selected as the spectrum value after due consideration 
of the different experimental conditions, but in principle the lowest value shall be 
adopted. However, the data for the other values should be Included for reference.



OGISO STATEMENT, AUGUST 17 553

lation, percutaneous, etc. The yardstick for the LD50 shall be mg/kg’’ 
and each value shall contain two significant jfigures.

3. Any available data for animals used for experiments other than 
rodents shall be included for reference.

4. The form of the spectrum shall be that chosen by the CCD.
5. The research organization entrusted with work on the spectrum 

shall carry out its task of formulating the spectrum from a scientific 
standpoint.

6. On completing its work, the organization shall send the draft of 
the spectrum to the CCD, which will ask for the views of the Member 
States.

7. The CCD shall request the United Nations to provide the neces
sary funds.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical 
Weapons, August 17, 1976^

May I  briefly explain the working paper on the “Draft of One Form 
of LD50 Spectrum” which my delegation has submitted (CCD/515).^

On 6 July, I  made a statement on the question of banning chemical 
weapons. In that statement, I  pointed out that toxicity has come to be 
recognized by many countries as being the primary criterion in delim
iting CWAs for the ban, that, for the purpose of comparing the toxic
ity of different chemical substances, the lethal dose serves as a highly 
reliable index, and that its numerical value can be obtained for any 
chemical substance. Then I  proceeded to suggest the formulation of a 
LD50 spectrum or a toxicity spectrum by using this numerical value, 
and to delimit the CWAs to be banned on that basis.^ At the informal 
meeting of experts held early in July, our expert explained the idea 
of the LD50 spectrum in a concrete manner. At a subsequent meeting, 
a request was made for a working paper containing further details.

The working paper which my delegation submitted and is now be
fore us further amplifies the aforementioned idea and suggests in an 
exhaustive manner how to formulate a LP50 spectrum, and is thus 
intended to respond to the request made at the informal meeting.

Paragraphs 1 and 2 of this paper explain respectively the need to 
formulate a LD50 spectrum and the reason for adopting toxic value 
as the index.

In consideration of the fact that CWAs would be used mainly in the open, data 
obtained using other yardsticks, such as mg min/m® (LCT50) or PPm should be 
included for reference.

" CCD/PV.721, pp. 17-18.
 ̂Supra.
 ̂Ante, pp. 454-458.



554 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

Paragraph 3 refers to wliat the LD50 spectrum should contain. In 
this regard, I  would add that, to make our meaning clearer, we have 
provided an example of the LD50 spectrum in appendix 1.

Paragraph 4 enumerates the criteria necessary for formulating a 
LD50 spectrum. In formulating a complete LD50 spectrum, it will be 
necessary to amplify these criteria further and to draft the terms of 
reference. As a reference, we have shown in appendix 2 the terms of 
reference which my delegation has drafted on the basis of paragraph 4.

The deliberations on the question of banning chemical weapons have 
entered into a new phase with the tabling on 12 August of the draft 
convention CCD/512 by the United Kingdom.^ My delegation hopes 
to comment on the United Kingdom draft convention at a future date, 
after carefully studying it.

On this question of banning chemical weapons, numerous documents 
have been submitted to this Committee, such as draft conventions sub
mitted by socialist countries (CCD/361)® and by my country (CCD/ 
420),® the memorandum submitted by the non-aligned countries 
(CCD/400),^ and numerous working papers. My delegation earnestly 
wishes that the tabling of the draft convention by the United King
dom will spur the deliberations on banning chemical weapons at this 
Committee at the spring session of next year and that, in this context, 
the working paper which my delegation submitted will also serve a 
useful purpose. .

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, August 17, 1976 ^

The Soviet delegation would like to concentrate in today’s state
ment on the question of prohibiting the development and manufacture 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such 
weapons.

The Soviet Union attaches exceptional importance to the solution of 
this major and urgent issue. The Soviet delegation is guided in this 
respect by the decision of the XXVth Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union concerning the conclusion of an interna
tional agreement on the prohibition of the manufacture of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction.^

When, at the thirtieth session of the United Nations General Assem
bly, it proposed the conclusion of such an agreement, the Soviet Union 
had in mind that, given the current surging development of science

 ̂A.nie, pp. 520-525.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.

1974, pp. 99-106.
" m d ., 1978, pp. 206-209.
 ̂CCD /PV.721, pp. 24-29.
 ̂Ante, p. 53.
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and technology in a number of countries, there could emerge new tjrpes 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. We 
can be fairly confident in saying even now that in terms of their effec
tiveness they would be comparable with, and perhaps even surpass, cur
rent weapons of this type.^

None of this should be forgotten. Moreover, it is well known how 
difficult it is to remove a weapon from States’ arsenals once it has been 
created, and, in consequence, how much more sensible, expedient and 
proper it is to put a stop to their emergence at an earlier stage. If  we 
look at things from this viewpoint, it is obvious that effective meas
ures to prohibit the manufacture of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction are urgently needed.

What is the essence of the Soviet proposal ? We have suggested that 
States, and particularly the major Powers, should conclude an agree
ment, the basis of which would be an undertaking not to develop or 
manufacture weapons of this type. From the outset, the Soviet Union 
has emphasized the need to define just which categories of weapons 
should come under the ban, and it has declared its willingness to take 
part in a concrete discussion of this point during the appropriate 
negotiations. This Soviet proposal was upheld by an overwhelming ma
jority of the States Members of the United Nations, and, in accord
ance with a decision of the General Assembly, the matter has been 
passed on to our Committee for its consideration so that the Committee 
may proceed as rapidly as possible with the assistance of government 
experts, with the task of reaching agreement on the text of a suit
able agreement.

We are fully aware that the question raised by the Soviet Union is 
an entirely new one, and not all States have sufficiently appreciated its 
significance and timeliness. I t  would seem that this might explain the 
fact that some States, and some military ones at that, abstained in the 
voting on the relevant resolution at the General Assembly.

The recent round of unofficial meetings of the Committee on Dis
armament with the participation of technical experts showed that there 
has been an appreciable increase in the interest of States members of 
the Committee in considering the Soviet Union’s proposal, as wit
nessed by the participation in those meetings of government experts 
from a substantial number of States. As you know, fifteen experts from 
eleven States members of the Committee took part in this phase of 
the Committee’s work. In this connexion, we should like to draw par
ticular attention to the fact that the States which at one time were 
extremely reserved in their attitude towards the Soviet Union’s pro
posal changed their minds and took part in the consideration of this 
topic within the Committee on Disarmament, sending along their ex
perts. We note this fact with satisfaction.

®For the Soviet proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, i975, pp. 495, 
799-804.
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Previous meetings have shown that, although some delegations are 
still undecided about the Soviet proposal, a start has none the less 
been made on a businesslike and constructive discussion of the defini
tion of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

With a view to making this discussion businesslike and construc
tive, the Soviet Union has submitted a working paper (CCD/514:),^ 
which contains the views and suggestions of the Soviet side concern
ing the approach to the definition of these concepts, together with 
actual draft definitions. According to the definitions we are proposing, 
new types of weapons of mass destruction would include types of 
weapons based on qualitatively new principles of action, whose effec
tiveness may be comparable with or surpass tha/t of traditional types of 
weapons of mass destruction.

We have also expressed the view that the term “qualitatively new 
principles of action” should be understood to mean new means of pro
ducing the effect, new targets, or a new kind of action or effect. A 
weapon of mass destruction should be considered as a new type of such 
weapons if it is new in respect of at least one of the three criteria 
I  have mentioned. Naturally, the satisfaction of two or even all three 
criteria would make the determination even easier.

In our opinion, the classification criteria for new types of weapons 
of mass destruction are the means of producing the effect, i.e. the spe
cific types of physical, chemical and biological action; the targets, 
which include man, the human environment, and man-made products; 
and the nature of the effect, leading to the mass annihilation of peo
ples and to other harmful effects on man, and also to the destruction 
and incapacitation of vitally important installations and networks.

We also cited new types of weapons of mass destruction by way of 
illustrating our approach to the definitions. Summing up the examples 
contained in the working paper and in the statements by Soviet and 
other experts, the following possible new types of weapons of mass 
destruction might be named: weapons of extermination by ionizing 
radiations, infrasonic, radio-frequency, genetic and biotic weapons, 
weapons operating on fuel-air mixture, weapons based on the partial 
transformation of atmospheric oxygen into ozone, and a few others.

The Soviet delegation also submitted its considerations concerning 
the definition of new systems of weapons of mass destruction. We con
sider that, in addition to the systems which may be developed in future 
as a result of improved research and development on new types of 
weapons of mass destruction, new systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion should also include systems of weapons which assume the quality 
of weapons of mass destruction as a result of the use of new technical 
elements in the strike or logistic components.

A determining feature of the transition from a traditional system 
of conventional weapons to a new system of weapons of mass destruc
tion is the assumption by that system of a quality producing such ef

* Ante, pp. 538-541.
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fects as mass annihilation of peoples and population, their degrada
tion and extinction, and large-scale permanent (irreversible) and tem
porary loss of certain human abilities. The following have been cited 
as examples of new systems of weapons of mass destruction; missile, 
aircraft, artillery and other systems with trans-uranium (trans-plu- 
tonium) strike weapons; systems with ammunition equipped with 
radioactive substances; new missile, artillery and aircraft systems of 
mass destruction based on the use of fuel-air mixtures, and so on.

In this connexion, it should be noted that the draft agreement on 
the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new'types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons sub
mitted by the Soviet side does not cover new variants of traditional 
systems of weapons developed on the basis of the modernization of 
existing systems or of other improvements not leading to qualitatively 
new principles of action of those systems.

It seems to us that the discussion which took place at the informal 
meetings testified on the whole to a general interest in the discussion 
of the question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass de
struction and new systems of such weapons, and showed that, in prin
ciple, the approaches to the definition of concepts were not disputed. 
The statements by some representatives and experts contained a num
ber of remarks on the Soviet definitions and our approach in general. 
The Soviet delegation would like to dwell on a few highly pertinent 
comments by the representatives and experts of other countries.

A number of differing viewpoints and even differing conceptual ap
proaches to the complex questions raised by the problem of prohibi
tion were observable among the representatives and experts of the 
various countries. The fact that we submitted draft definitions does 
not mean that we would not be prepared to consider other points of 
view and proposals. On the contrary, we are ready to consider these 
questions constructively, with a view to working out a generally ac
ceptable mode of definition.

Some of those who spoke pointed out that a number of t he examples 
given of new types of weapons of mass destruction are covered by 
existing agreements or by agreements now being prepared. First of 
all, we should like to make it clear that in the Soviet document (CCD/ 
514), which lists the classification criteria for such weapons, namely, 
the specific type of physical, chemical or biological action, the charac
teristics are given, not only of new types of weapons of mass destruc
tion, but of all types. I t  is really impossible to imagine any different 
mean.s of producing the effect. This document shows that the means of 
producing the effect may vary considerably, and this is quite right, as 
with the development of modem science and man’s deepening knowl
edge of nature these means are constantly increasing in number. We 
are proposing these classification criteria so that, if a particular fea
ture is new, it may be used for identifying new types of weapons of 
mass destruction.
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The draft definition of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
proposed by us has a universal character. Obviously, some of these 
types of weapons may already be covered by existing agreements or 
agreements now in course of preparation. Naturally, this circumstance 
must be taken into account when formulating provisions on the scope 
of the prohibition embodied in the agreement on new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

At the present time, it may be said that the agreement on new types 
and systems of weapons of mass destruction should provide for such 
an exception in respect of biological means of action, which are already 
prohibited in existing conventions. As regards chemical means of 
action, the comprehensive approach proposed by the socialist countries 
to the solution of this problem has so far met with objections. Of 
course, any possible agreement in this field, including even a partial 
one, must also be taken into account in defining the scope of the pro
hibition embodied in the agreement on the prohibition of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. 
Such an approach must also be adopted towards means of producing 
an effect on the human environment, having regard to the negotiations 
now in progress on a Convention on the Prohibition of Military or 
Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.®

Some experts expressed the view that the agreement proposed by the 
Soviet Union could have a negative impact on the development of 
science and technology as a whole, arguing that scientific research and 
development have a dual character, that is to say, they may be carried 
out for peaceful, as well as military purposes, and that for this 
reason it is virtually impossible to distinguish between them. In this 
connexion, we should like to state most emphatically that the imple
mentation of the Soviet Union proposals would not in any way affect 
peaceful research and development, which fact is made perfectly 
clear in article IV of the draft agreement submitted by the Soviet 
Union. I t must be clearly realized that what we propose to prohibit is, 
precisely, the development and manufactv/re of weapons^ but not 
scientific research and development in general. These are two entirely 
different issues, which should not be confused. We would refer, for 
example, to the positive results of research in the sphere of laser 
technology, which may with advantage be used for economic pur
poses, in medicine, and so on. At the same time, this same research 
opens up the way for the development of a powerful laser strike 
weapon. It is precisely the latter type of activity which should be 
banned, not peaceful means, which may be used in the interests of 
human welfare. Consequently, it is wrong and unjustifiable from every 
point of view to speak of possible limitations on the development of 
science and technology if such an agreement was adopted.

Some representatives said that, because of the vagueness of the 
object of prohibition, it was not the right moment to discuss this

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
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question, still less to elaborate an international agreement on it. Such 
assertions are mostly due to an underestimation of current scientific 
and technological progress; but past experience teaches us that scien
tific and technological advances may be used for dangerous purposes.

As we know, the First World War began with the use of rifles and 
guns, but ended with the use of tanks and gas. The Second World War 
began with the wide use of automatic weapons, tanks, and aero
planes, but by the end of the war the nuclear weapon had already made 
its appearance.

Some experts, referring to the definition of weapons of mass destruc
tion, recalled that in 1948 the Security Council’s Commission for Con
ventional Armaments produced a wording relating to weapons of mass 
destruction, the implication being that some sort of definition of 
weapons of mass destruction already exists.®

That is by. no means the case. We share the view expressed by the 
representative of Bulgaria in this context, and consider that in this 
Security Council document no definition of weapons of mass destruc
tion was actually provided. The document in question merely gave a 
list of types of weapons which might be included in that category. 
I t also says, be it noted, that, in addition to the existing types of 
weapons of mass destruction, other types of weapons may be devel
oped in the future, which have characteristics comparable in destruc
tive effect to those of weapons of mass destruction. The approach of 
the Soviet side to the definition of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction does not diverge from this position, but on the 
contrary, develops it.

In conclusion, we should like to note that the problem of the con
clusion of an international agreement on the prohibition of the devel
opment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons is far from simple. I t is necessary to 
pursue further our consideration, first of all, of the question of the 
possible scope of the prohibition, but also of the other provisions of 
the draft agreement.

Naturally, members of the Committee will study the material of 
previous meetings in this light. As far as the Soviet side is concerned, 
we, too, intend to do that, and to take further steps in the interests 
of a constructive and realistic consideration of this important problem.

Letter From Secretary of State Kissinger to the Swiss Ambassador: 
Swiss Reservations Regarding the Biological Weapons Con
vention, August 18, 1976^

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to His Excellency 
the Ambassador of Switzerland and has the honor to refer to the

® For the CCA definition, see IMd., 19J^5-1959, vol. I, p. 176. 
 ̂ACDA files. The two reservations were stated in French.
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deposit on May 4,1976, of the instrument of ratification by the Govern
ment of Switzerland of the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, which was 
done at Washington, London and Moscow on April 10, 1972.̂  I t is 
noted that the instrument of ratification contains the following 
reservations:

1. Owing to the fact that the Convention also applies to weapons, 
equipment or means of delivery designed to use such biological agents 
or toxins, the delimitation of its scope of application can cause difficul
ties since there are scarcely any weapons, equipment or means of 
delivery peculiar to such use; therefore, Switzerland reserves the right 
to decide for itself what auxiliary means fall within that definition.

2. By reason of the obligations of its status as a perpetually neutral 
State, Switzerland is bound to make the general reservation that its 
collaboration within the framework of this Convention cannot go 
beyond the terms prescribed by that status. This reservation refers 
especially to Article V II of the Convention as well as to any similar 
clause that could replace or supplement that provision of the Conven
tion (or any other arrangement).

As is stated in the first Swiss reservation, the Convention prohibits 
the development, production, or stockpiling of weapons, equipment, 
or means of delivery designed to use the prohibited agents or toxins 
for hostile purposes or in armed conflict. In the view of the United 
States Government, this prohibition would apply only to (a) weapons, 
equipment and means of delivery the design of which indicated that 
they could have no other use than that specified, and (b) weapons, 
equipment and means of delivery the design of which indicated that 
they were specifically intended to be capable of the use specified. The 
Government of the United States shares the view of the Government 
of Switzerland that there are few weapons, equipment, or means of 
delivery peculiar to the uses referred to. I t does not, however, believe 
that it would be 'appropriate, on this ground alone, for Sta;tes to re
serve unilaterally the right to decide which weapons, equipment or 
means of delivery fell within the definition. Therefore, while acknowl
edging the entry into force of the Convention between itself and the 
Government of Switzerland, the United States Government enters its 
objection to this reservation.

As provided by Articlie XIV, paragraph 5, the Government of the 
United States is informing the States signatory and acceding to the 
Convention at Washington of the deposit of the ratification by 
Switzerland and the accompanying reservations.

In the performance of the depositary duties of the Government of 
the United States under the Convention, similar circulation is being 
given to the present note.

*For text of convention, see Documents on Disarmament, 1912, pp. 133-138.
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Political Declaration of the Fifth Conference of Heads of State 
or Government of Non-Aligned Countries: Indian Ocean 
Peace Zone Proposal and Disarmament [Extract], August 19, 
1976^

XVI. Indian Ocean Peace Zone Proposal

122. The Conference recalled that at the Lusaka Summit, Non- 
Aligned nations gave special attention to the situation in the Indian 
Ocean and called upon all States to consider and respect the Indian 
Ocean as a zone of peace from which great Power rivalries and com
petition as well as bases conceived in the context of such rivalries and 
competition be excluded.

123. The Conference noted that the cardinal principles of Non- 
Alignment are invoked in the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace adopted by the UNGrA Eesolution 2832 (XXVI) which 
seeks to protect the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of States of the region and calls for the elimination from the Indian 
Ocean of . foreign bases, military installations and logistical supply 
facilities, the disposition df nuclear weapons and weapons of mass 
destruction and any m'anifestation of great Power military presence 
in the Indian O ^an conceived in the context of great Power 
rivalries.^

124. The Conference a^ured all nations that the proposal for the 
esitablisliment of a Zone of Peace in the Indian Ocean does not limit 
the right to free and unimpeded use of the Indian Ocean by their 
vessels in conformity with intem'ational law as long as such vessels 
pose no military or strategic threat to the independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of the littoral and hinterland States.

125. The Conference condemned the establishment, maintenance and 
expansion of foreign and imperialist military bases and instiallations, 
such as Diego Garcia, by the great Powers in the pursuit of their 
strategic interests as well as the continuing escalation of great Power 
military rivalry and tension in the Indian Ocean as they constitute 
a direct threat to the Independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity 
and peaceful development of States of the region.

126. The Conference recalling UNGA 2832 (XXVI) invites the 
littoral and hinterland States of tihe Indian Ocean to refuse to grant 
facilities to warships and military aircraft which may be used for any 
purpose liable to prejudice the sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
security of States in tihe region in contravention of the Charter of 
the United Nations.

^NAC/CONF. 5/S.2, Aug. 21, 3976, pp. 34-58. Also issued as General Assembly 
document A/31/197, Sept. 8,1976, pp. 42-46. The conference was held in Colombo, 
Sri Lanka.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 901-903.
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127. The Conference called on them to dismantle existing foreign 
bases and military installations which are or may be endangering the 
territorial integrity and tihe peaceful and progressive development of 
other States in the region; or are being used to hamper self-deter
mination for the peoples of the area.

128. The Conference expressed its concern that as a result of re
cent developments, the Indian Ocean area could become the main 
focus of great Power rivalry in Asia. Such a development would 
lead to tension and conflict in the Indian Ocean through growing 
great Power competition for naval superiority in the area. In these 
circumstances, it is imperative thait the Indian Ocean Peace Zone Pro
posal be implemented with the least possible delay as a contribution 
to international peiace and security.

129. The Conference condemned the existence of South African mili
tary bases in the area and the close military cooperation between the 
Pretoria regime, Israel and certain Western Powers in the region. The 
Conference condemned in particular the existence of the Simonstown 
and Silvermine bases as well as Project Advokaat whose objectives in
cluded surveillance over African national liberation movements.

130. The Conference recalled TJNGA Resolution 2832 (XXVI) and 
called upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, 
the permanent members of the Security Council and the miajor mari
time users of the Indian Ocean to promote the objectives of establish
ing a system of universal collective security without military alliances 
and to strengthen international security through regional and inter
national cooperation.

131. The Conference further called upon littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean to desist from membership in military 
alliances or pacts conceived in the context of great Power rivalry or 
which are detrimental to the interests of the peoples of the region.

132. The Conference deplored the un-cooperative attitude adopted 
by the big Powers and maritime nations, with notable exceptions, to
wards the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean and urged them 
to enter into consultations with the Committee with a view to early 
implementation of the United Nations resolutions on this subject.

133. The Conference called upon Non-Aligned States in the region 
to take concerted action in consultation with other littoral and hinter
land States of the Indian Ocean with a view to convening a Confer
ence on the Indian Ocean, as soon as possible, in accordance with 
United Nations General Assembly resolution 3259 (X X IX ) and 3468 
(XXX) to adopt measures for the implementation of the Declara
tion of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.

134. In the context of the foregoing paragraphs, the concept of 
the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace includes its natural extensions 
and the littoral and hinterland States.
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XVII. Disarmament and Secwnty

135. The Conference expressed its conviction that universal peace 
and security can be assured only by general and complete disiarma- 
ment, in particular nuclear disarmament, under effective international 
control and that essential measures to that end should include the 
complete cessation of all nuclear weapon tests pending the conclu
sion of a test ban treaity, an unequivocal renunciation of the use or 
threat of use of nuclear weapons as well as chemical, bacteriological 
and other weapons of mass destruction and the elimination of arsenals 
of all such weapons.

136. The Conference declared that the arms race is inconsistent 
with efforts aimed at achieving the New International Economic Order 
in view of the urgent need to divert the resources utilised for the ac
celeration of the arms race towards socio-economic development, par
ticularly of the developing countries.

137. The Conference urged all sitates to accelerate negotiations, with 
a view to securing, as rapidly as possible and within the context of the 
Diplomatic Conference which will hold a meeting in Greneya next 
year, the prohibition of certain conventional weapons of an indiscrimi
nate or cruel nature, particularly the prohibition of the use of napalm 
and other incendiary weapons.

138. The Conference reiterated the urgent need to adopt effective 
measures leading to the convening of a World Disarmament Confer
ence.

139. The Conference also recommended in the meantime, thait Mem
bers of the Noil-Aligned movement request the holding of a Special 
Session of the General Assembly as early as possible and not later 
than 1978. The Agenda of the Special Session sihould include:

a. a review of the problem of disarmament,
b. the promotion and elaboration of a programme, of priorities 

and recommendations in the field of disarmament,
c. the question of convening a World Disarmament Conference.

140. The Conference emphasized the necessity to strengthen inter
national peace and security and ratified their firm decision to rein
force solidarity and mutual assistance among the Non-Aligned Coun
tries in order to confront more effectively threats, pressures, aggres
sions and other political or economic actions directed against them 
by imperialism.

141. In this sense, the Conference recalled that Resolution No. 3 con
cerning economic security and collective action adopted at the 4th 
Summit Conference in Algiers remains fully in force,  ̂ as do the 
measures indicated in the strategy of the Lima Programme, whose 
aim is to guarantee full exercise of their sovereignty and independent

* A/9330.



564: DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

development processes particularly in the case of aggressions, pressures 
or coercion.^

Resolution of the Fifth Conference of Heads of State or Govern
ment of Non-Aligned Countries: Indian Ocean Peace Zone 
Proposal, August 19, 1976^

The Fifth Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non- 
Aligned Countries meeting in Colombo from 16th August 1976 to 19th 
August, 1976,

Recalling that the proposal to establish a Zone of Peace in the In 
dian Ocean, initiated at the Third Conference of Heads of State or 
Government of Non-Aligned Countries in Lusaka and further de
veloped at the Fourth Conference of Heads of State or Government 
of Non-Aligned Countries in Algiers^ and by the Conference of 
Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries in Lima,^ invokes and 
upholds the cardinal principles of Non-Alignment including true in
dependence and peaceful co-existence and is fully consistent with the 
Charter of the United Nations,

Reaffirmmg United Nations General Assembly Resolution 2832 
(XXVI) declaring the Indian Ocean for all time a Zone of Peace,^ 
as well as Resolutions 2992 (XXVII),^ 3080 (XXVIII),^ 3259 
(XXIX)  ̂and 3468 (XXX)

Recalling UNGA Eesolutioii 2832 (XXVI) which inter alia calls 
upon the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian Ocean, the per
manent members of the Security Council and other major maritime 
users of the Indian Ocean to promote the objectives of establishing a 
system of universal collective security without military alliances and 
to strengthen international security through regional and interna
tional co-operation.

Noting that the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace is intended to preserve unaffected that right 
to free and unimpeded use of the zone by the vessels of all nations 
in conformity with international law subject only to certain limita
tions on the use of the zone by warships and military aircraft for any 
threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity and

" A/10217.
 ̂NAC/C0NF.5/S/RES.11. Also issued as General Assembly document 

A/31/197, Sept. 8,1976, pp. 124-125.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament 1973, p. 631. 

i975, pp. 437-438.
‘ lUd., 1971, pp. 901-903.

1972, pp. 861-862.
pp. 854-855.

197^, pp. 795-797.
1975, pp. 774-776.
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independence of any littoral or hinterland State of the Indian Ocean 
is a contravention of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations,

Gonmnced that the escalation and expansion of great Power mili
tary and naval presence in the Indian Ocean and its natnral extension 
in the form of bases, military installations and logistical supply facil
ities and the disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass 
destruction, constitute a real threat not only to the peace, freedom, 
security and territorial integrity of the littoral and hinterland States 
but also to world peace in general,

Deeply concerned that with the historic victory of the liberation 
struggle in Indo-China, South Asia could replace South East Asia as 
the Centre of great Power confrontation in Asia and that, conse
quently, tension and conflicts in the Indian Ocean could be intensified 
through an increased struggle for naval supremacy between the great 
Power'S,

1. Notes that agreement in principle has emerged among the littoral 
and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and among Non-Aligned 
Countries on the convening of a Conference on the Indian Ocean in 
terms of United Nations General Assembly Resolution 3259 (X X IX ) 
(ind Resolution e3468 (XXX ), with a view to implementing the Dec
laration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace,

2. Regrets that despite repeated invitations, certain great Powers as 
well as certain major maritime Powers have not co-operated with the 
littoral and hinterland States and the Ad Hoc Committee in order to 
realize the objectives of the Declaration,

3. Strongly condemns the establishment, maintenance and expan
sion of foreign military bases, such as Diego Garcia, and the escalation 
of great Power rivalry in the Indian Ocean to the detriment of the 
political and economic well-being of the littoral and hinterland States, 
and calls for the dismantling of all such military bases,

4. Urges the littoral and hinterland states of the Indian Ocean to 
make sure that their facilities are not used by warships and military 
aircraft, especially those of the great Powers, for purposes iacom- 
patible with the sovereignty and the territorial integrity of the States 
of the zone or for purposes which might endanger the peace and se
curity of the region,

5. Calls on the great Powers to desist from any activity that would 
obstruct the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace; to halt the senseless escalation of their military 
rivalry to remove their military and naval bases, facilities and installa
tions from the Indian Ocean and its natural extension and to cease 
deplojdng nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in the area;

6. Decides to pursue concerted action in co-operation with the 
Ad Hoc Committee and the littoral and hinterland States at the 
Thirty-first Session of the United Nations General Assembly for the 
implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of
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Peace and specifically, as a first step, the convening of a Conference 
on the Indian Ocean.

Resolution of the Fifth Conference of Heads of State or Govern
ment of Non-Aligned Countries: Disarmament, August 19, 
1976^

Heads of state or Gov.ernment of Non-Aligned Countries^

Having considered the problems of disarmament and in particular 
the adverse effects of the continuing and intensifying arms race to in
ternational peace and security and economic development,

Convinced that non-aligned countries should reinforce their activi
ties in promoting the urgent solution of disarmament problems, 

Determined to reinforce their activity towards strengthening the 
role and influence of the United Nations in the negotiations and in 
reaching the solution of disarmament issues,

Convinced that the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of 
agTeed measures is an essential prerequisite for the opening of a 
process of ^renuine disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament, 
and accomplishment of general and complete disarmament under in
ternational control.

Recalling that the non-aligned countries at their First Summit 
Conference had proposed the convening of a special session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations on a World Disarmament 
Conference,^

1. Call for urgent banning of the use, production and stockpiling of 
nuclear weapons and pending the achievement of this goal, request 
the nuclear powers to imdertake: (a) not to use or threaten with the 
use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states, (b) cessa
tion of all nuclear weapon tests, (c) measures for gradual withdrawal 
of nuclear weapons from the territories of non-nuclear weapon States, 
(d) support the creation of nuclear free zones and zones of peace and 
cooperation and that nuclear powers undertake to respect such zones;

2. Demand the immediate prohibition of the production and stock
piling of chemical weapons and of all other weapons of mass destruc
tion, as well as the production and stockpiling of new weapons of mass 
destruction;

3. Request the discontinuation of the arms race, banning of the use 
of napalm and other incendiary weapons as well as means of warfare 
which are inflicting great suffering upon the ciAdlian population;

4. Call for immediate initiation of negotiations for gradual dis
mantling of foreign military bases and withdrawal of military forces

 ̂NAC/C0NF.5/S/Res. 12. Also issued as General Assembly Document A/31/ 
397, Sept 8, 1976, pp. 126-127.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 381.
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from foreign territories, particularly from those countries in which 
they are stationed against their w ill;

5. Call on the United Nations to convene a special session of the 
Gener^ Assembly with the aim to review the problem of disarmament 
and to promote the elaboration of a programme of priorities and 
measures in this field;

6. Report their call for an early agreement on the convening of the 
World Disarmament Conference in order to promote the solving of 
basic issues of general and complete disarmament under strict interna
tional control.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification [Extract], August 26, 1976^

I t has thus been demonstrated beyond all doubt that CCD, with the 
assistance of its Working Group, is procedurally equipped to do an 
efficient job in the field of disarmament negotiations; but at the same 
time, unfortunately, proof has been given once again of the lack of 
political will on the part of the so-called super-Powers—sometimes 
one, sometimes the other, or both together—to accept commitments 
which mean genuine disarmament measures, this is clear from the 
sterility of the Committee’s proceedings in 1976 as reflected in the 
draft report prepared by the Secretariat.

Indeed, the facts set out in this report must inescapably lead any 
objective reader to the following two conclusions.

(1) As to the “draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military 
or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques” 
which, for reasons that are difficult to understand, monopolized most 
of the Committee’s attention, the improvements made in the text have 
almost all been of a merely cosmetic nature and have left intact the 
provisions of article I—those which, for some delegations including 
that of Mexico, present insuperable difficulties in their present form;

(2) The Committee has totally ignored the General Assembly’s 
express request that it should give ‘‘the highest priority” to the con
clusion of a comprehensive agreement banning nuclear weapon tests 
(resolution 3466 (XXX) of 11 December 1975)  ̂ and has complied 
only superficially with the request to treat “as a matter of high 
priority” the conclusion of an early agreement on the elimination of 
“all chemical weapons” (resolution 3465 (X X X ), also of 11 December 
1975).3

 ̂CCD/PV.724, pp. 6-9.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 769-773.

pp. 767-769.
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I  shall now put forward a few considerations and comments which 
will serve to explain and justify the above conclusions.

With regard to the first conclusion I  would emphasize that, although 
we consider that the new text of article V prepared by the Working 
Group—particularly the addition which provides for the convening 
of an advisory ‘conmiittee of experts for the purposes indicated 
therein—represents an appreciable step forward,^ that can in no way 
allow us to forget the very serious dangers involved in the provisions 
of article I  of the identical drafts submitted by the Soviet Union and 
the United States of America in August 1975.®

In order to assess those dangers correctly, it should be remembered 
that the text of article I  of the Soviet Union’s original draft, repro
duced in the annex to resolution 3264 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974, 
read as follows:

Each of the Parties to this Convention undertakes not to develop 
meteorological, 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 secu
rity, human well-being and health, and, furthermore, never under any cir
cumstances to resort to such means of influencing the environment and climate 
or to carry out preparations for their use.®

Compared with this text, which is fully comprehensive in its pro
hibitions and categorical and unequivocal in its ideas, the text of 
article I  which the super-Powers are now proposing to us is, by any 
reckoning, inadequate and ambiguous; so much is evident from the 
first paragraph, which reads as follows:

Bach State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or 
injury to another State Party.

In order to make clear what we have called the “very serious 
dangers” of the foregoing provisions, we need only re-word them in a 
positive form which is equivalent from the legal point of view; the 
text would then read:

Each State Party to this Convention shall be entitled to use environmental 
modification techniques for military or other hostUe purposes as the means 
of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party, provided that such 
techniques do not have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects.

The risks that would entail, not only from the legal but also from the 
practical point of view, can be appreciated even more if we take into 
account the explanations of the scope of the expression “environmental 
modification techniques” which are given in article II, to the effect 
that this expression would cover inter alia the deliberate manipulation 
of natural processes to cause earthquakes, tsunamis, cyclones of various 
types and tomadic storms, or changes in the state of the ozone layer 
or ionosphere or in ocean currents.

* See poBt, pp. 577-588.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 385-388.
* J&ici., 1974, pp. 517-521. The res. is printed iUd., pp. 814-816.



GAROlA ROBLES STATEMENT, AUGUST 26 569.

I t  really seems to us extremely alarming that there can be any 
thought ojE legitimizing, in an international convention such monstrous 
actions as these, provided that they do not have “widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects”, especially if it is borne in mind that in the 
assessment of such effects there will always, inevitably, be a large sub
jective element.

Furthermore it must be borne in mind that the effects of environ
mental warfare techniques which would be permitted because they 
would not be considered sufficiently “widespread” to matter would 
include, as the co-sponsoring super-Powers have already explained to 
us, those which might affect an area of less than “several hundred 
square kilometres”, and that effects which would also be tolerated, as 
not falling within the “long-lasting” category under the Convention, 
would include those having a duration short of “several months or 
about a season”.

The foregoing looks even graver when we consider that we are 
legislating on a subject—environmental modification for military pur
poses—which is completely new. Because of that, any multilateral 
instrument adopted in the matter will constitute a precedent of 
incalculable consequences for the development of international law in 
a field of such momentous importance to the future of mankind.

For all the reasons I  have just given, my delegation deems it 
essential, if we are to be able to consider the possibility of recommend
ing to the General Assembly the draft Convention I  have been speak
ing of, that the restrictive clause “having widespread long-lasting 
or severe effects” should be deleted,. This would make the provisions 
of article I, paragraph 1—although far inferior to those of the origi
nal Soviet text which I  read out a few moments ago—acceptable to us, 
since they would read as follows

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in miUtary or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques as the means of 
destruction, damage or injury to another State Party.

Incidentally I  would add that, although we do not regard this as 
indispensable, we would have preferred the last line of the paragraph 
to speak of “another State”, as in paragraph 2, instead of “another 
State Party”.

I f  it should unfortunately prove impossible to secure the consent of 
one or both of the super-Powers sponsoring the draft Convention to 
the change I  have just proposed, the Mexican delegation will, much 
to its regret, be unable to support the draft. Furthermore, if the inten
tion should be that the United Nations General Assembly should 
examine the draft Convention at its next session, my delegation would 
be compelled fully to reserve its freedom of position and action in the 
matter.
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Statement by the Brazilian Representative (Maciel) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification [Extract], August 26, 1976"^

As we near the closing day of this session of the CCD, I  would like 
to make some brief comments on the main diflGlculties that have arisen 
during the negotiations on the draft Convention on the Prohibition 
of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques.

From the outset, as it will be certainly recalled, the Brazilian dele
gation was prepared to support the original draft Convention sub
mitted by the C o-C hairm en.^ None the less, acting in a spirit of good 
will and compromise, we made all possible efforts in order to accom
modate different views expressed in the Working Group. I t  was for 
the sake of flexibility that we accepted preambular paragraph 4 bis, 
although it takes account of a Declaration that has nothing to do with 
military or any other hostile uses of environmental modification tech
niques. Likewise, we agreed upon new language for article V and for 
article III , despite our belief that questions dealt with in the latter 
go far beyond the range of the draft Convention. Finally, it was also 
for the sake of conciliation that we accepted a proposal for withdrawal 
of the list of examples from article II. My delegation would have much 
preferred to retain this list because of its importance as a general 
guideline and illustration of the scope of the Convention.

This large measure of flexibility reflects our realistic acceptance of 
the fact that an agreement has to be a necessary compromise.

On the other hand, we cannot but share the views about article I  
expressed by many a delegation concerning the risks that questions of 
lesser importance and controversies falling outside the scope of this 
Convention could give rise to unnecessary friction and complaints. 
We are certain these risks would be even greater after new language 
had been agreed for articles I I I  and V. For these reasons, my dele
gation has been fully supporting the original provisions of article I.

I would also like to reiterate the understanding of my Government 
that the scope of the first part of paragraph 2 of article I I I  is re
stricted to the right of every State Party to have free access to tech
nological and scientific information on environmental modification 
techniques for peaceful purposes.

My country has been among those who deplore that efforts have 
been made to draft and approve conventions on collateral measures 
of disarmament, while the central issues of general and complete dis
armament under effective international control, including, above all, 
nuclear disarmament, are left by the wayside. Nevertheless, we will

" OOD/PV.724, pp. 13-14.
 ̂For draft text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1915, pp. 385-388.
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welcome the prohibition of military or other hostile uses of environ
mental modification techniques, as we have accepted other collateral 
measures such as the Bacteriological Weapons Convention.® Partial 
measures certainly play a role in broadening the areas of understand
ing, so long as they are not discriminatory and so long as we do not 
lose sight of the fact that they are definitely not our main goal.

Speech by Senator Mondale to the Commonwealth Club in 
San Francisco [Extract], August 30, 1976^

Despite a treaty banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere,^ a treaty 
curbing antiballistic missile systems,® a 5-year agreement on offensive 
arms,^ a treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons,® and a con
vention to ban biological weapons,® the arms race goes on.

The destructive potential of nuclear forces of the United States 
and the Soviet Union is climbing beyond comprehension. In 1968, 
both sides together had about 2,600 nuclear strategic missile war
heads. Today, the Soviet Union alone has more than that. And 
together both nations have about 12,000 plus thousands more of tac
tical nuclear weapons and bombs on each side.

Almost everywhere, the arsenals of conventional arms are growing 
at increasing rates. The world trade in arms has soared to $18 billion 
annually. World military spending is now $300 billion a year, while 
in a world of disease and suffering, public expenditures on health 
care are only half that. There is an alarming danger that the number 
of nuclear powers will increase to the point that the possibility of 
nuclear war changes from whether to when.

The unrestrained competition among nations to build more arms, 
to sell more weapons, to deploy more forces is senseless, wasteful but, 
above all, dangerous to our security. I  would like to briefly outline 
the efforts that are needed to begin to catch up in the race to control 
strategic arms, conventional arms sales, and nuclear proliferation.

The irony is that in all probability even a good agreement based 
on Vladivostok will not put much of a dent in the arms race, because 
its guidelines are inherently limited.^ They would leave forces on both 
sides at an extraordinarily high level; and worse, permit and even 
encourage continued growth in their destructive power.

Vladivostock would set a ceiling of 2,400 strategic ballistic missiles 
and heavy bombers and a subceiling of 1,320 strategic ballistic mis
siles with multiple independently targeted warheads (MIRVs). This

* IUd„ 1912, pp. 133-138.
 ̂World Issues, Dec. 1976-Jan. 1977, pp. 22-23, 28. Reprinted with permission 

from World Issues^ a publication of the Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions, Santa Barbara, Calif.

• Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
^lUd., 1972, pp. 197-201.
^Ihid., pp. 202-204.
^m d ., 1968, pp. 461-465.
^Ihid., 1972, w .  133-138.
’ For the Vladivostok agreements, see ihid,, 1974, pp. 746-747.
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overall ceiling is above our level, and the MIRV missile ceiling is 
above the existing level for the Soviet Union and the United States. 
For the most part, it looks like both sides took their weapons pro
grams, stapled them together and called the results a breakthrough. 
In fact, jwhen President Ford came back from Vladivostok, he in
sisted that America would have an obligation to huild up to the 
Vladivostok ceilings.®

Under such an agreement, half-a-dozen major strategic programs, 
involving tens of billions of dollars can go forward on both sides. 
Within the Vladivostok limits, both sides can greatly increase its 
deliverable weapons payload, and soon each will be able to rain upon 
the other more than 10,000 nuclear warheads.

I f  this strategic arms race goes on, anxiety, disappointment, and 
even anger, will increasingly dominate our relationship with the 
Soviet Union. In short, our goal of strategic stability will still elude 
us. Our hope for curbing the competition in new arms will fade. 
Defense budgets will soar. International tensions and risks of nuclear 
war will dramatically heighten. That is why Vladivostok, even if it 
is turned into a Treaty, can only be a first step. The most important 
strategic problems will remain.

We propose a two-track approach to these problems. On one track 
the U.S. should press for reductions and controls on new develop
ments and deployments. We believe it is essential to press for mutual 
agreement to reduce the stockpiles of strategic nuclear arms—par
ticularly the so-called first-strike weapons that undermine deterrence.

Equally important, the U.S. should try to gain control over the 
intr(^uction of new, destabilizing, and needless technological develop
ments and explore the feasibility of retarding the strategic arms com
petition through mutual limits on the frequency and kinds of missile 
flight tests, and on the rate at which new weapons systems can be 
introduced and old ones improved.

These objectives will not be easy to achieve. The kinds of forces, 
the geography, and the types of technology are very different on each 
side. Nonetheless, we should make every effort to develop a schedule 
of reductions and a program of other limits that provide strategic 
stability and enhances rough equivalence.

To do this, we must put our best scientific brains back to work on 
the strategic arms control problem. The Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency needs a thorough and compilete revitalization. The 
Soviet Union bears a major responsibility, too. Its leaders deprive 
their people with every costly new missile that is developed and 
deployed. They would suffer catastrophically, as we would, should 
the strategic arms race end in nuclear war.

Our arms program must be integrated with our arms control pro
grams. We get foolish ‘‘bargaining chips” like the $6 billion spent 
on the useless and now inoperative ABM site in Grand Forks, North 
Dakota.

p. 774.



M0NDALB3 SPEECH, AUGUST 30 573

With a truly integrated approach, before we go ahead with a new 
strategic system, we should ask: I f  we acquire this weapon, and our 
adversaries follow suit, will our security be enhanced or undermined ? 
If  we show restraint, can we expect matching restraint on the other 
side? If  we acquire this new weapon, is it likely to be countered by 
our adversary at lower cost ? Will we be closing the door to negotia
tions which might eliminate the need for it ?

By the same token, we must carefully measure the worth of any 
arms control proposals. We should ask: Will the measure really con
tribute to strategic stability ? Will it truly provide rough equivalence 
or only its appearance? Will it be a safe and verifiable agreement? 
Or will we have to develop and deploy more weapons than if we had 
no agreement at all ? In brief, will the Agreement provide substantive 
control of arms, or only atmospherics ?

These are the standards that should be used to measure both our 
arms control efforts and our strategic progams. They will help insure 
that we protect our security and gain ground in the race to control 
strategic nuclear arms.

The sheer terror engendered by strategic nuclear arms often causes 
us to neglect the fact that the world is also falling behind in the race 
to control conventional weapons. Yet, this is a far more intractable 
amd̂  in a practical sense  ̂more dangerous 'problem. Every war in the 
last thirty years has been fought with conventional weapons. And we 
know from experience in Europe, in the Middle East, and elsewhere, 
that confrontation and war involving conventional arms can lead to 
the brink of nuclear holocaust.

The increasingly dangerous and urgent problem of the interna
tional traffic in conventional arms is a particular responsibility of 
the United States. Many industrialized countries are in the arms sales 
business, but in the last 8 years we have become the world’s largest 
arms salesman. In 1968, our sales were $1.4 billion. For the last three 
years, they’ve been running a t about $10 billion.

I  am especially concerned about the extraordinary trade in arms to 
the Third World which has been encouraged and left largely uncon
trolled. I  would seriously question proceeding with these deals with
out the most searching examination of their consequences. Many of 
these sales are not aimed at enhancing American security. On the 
contrary, our overall security is often undermined in several impor
tant ways.

First, we are putting ourselves in the position of being drawn into 
potential local conflicts. We are making major security commitments 
through the back door.

Second, we’re aggravating local conflicts. The pumping of arms 
into East Africa is adding to the growing and complex rivalries that 
involve Kenya, Uganda, the Sudan, Ethiopia, Somalia, Eritrea and 
the Afars and the Issas. Our sales to Persian Gulf nations have gone 
far beyond offsetting Soviet arms deliveries to Iraq. They are now 
adding to the tension in that explosive region.
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These arms sales are supposed to buy us influence and good will. Well, 
we and the Kussians both know how temporary that kind of influence 
can be. Despite supplying arms to both sides, we could not prevent the 
Tndo-Pakistan War (nor the conflict in Cyprus). And as for good 
will, we only have to look at the consequences of the bribery and cor
ruption that have too often been the handmaiden of our military sales 
efforts abroad.

These sales are also supposed to benefit our economy. The fact is 
that the American taxpayer gets stuck with part of the bill. You see, 
we are committed, and rightly so, to the security of Israel. I f  we sell 
a half-billion dollars in arms to Saudi Arabia—including 1,000 Side
winders and over 1,000 of our most sophisticated weapons like the 
Maverick “smart bombs” plus the precision-guided TOW anti-tank 
weapon— ŵe will then need to give more economic and military aid to 
Israel to preserve the balance.

And why is it that when the U.S. moves to establish a deeper rela
tionship with the poorer nations of the world—^most of whom are 
desperate to improve the lives of their people—they talk first about 
buying arms?

What of American values? America yearns for a foreign policy 
that reflects our ideals—freedom, democracy, human development and 
peace. I t is not only what these sales do to others, it is what they do to 
us.

This profligate policy of selling arms to all comers, no matter how 
repressive or tyrannical the government, has had a terrible impact on 
our world position and reputation. America was once proud to call 
itself the arsenal of democracy. But recent Administrations have tried 
to turn us into just an arsenal. This record in pushing arms sales is 
scandalous. I t  has been a practical failure and a moral failure. We 
must make greater efforts to gain control over this process.

Now this does not mean that we underestimate the difficulty and com
plexity of this problem. Countries want arms. Many need arms. Sup
plier countries are eager for sales. But our problems are no excuse for 
indifference. Jfor do they justify a cynical disregard for the fact that 
the arms we sow abroad today we may harvest in war tomorrow.

The first step must be greater American self-restaint. Improving 
our balance of payments is not a reason to sell weapons to another 
country. I  believe there should be a presumption against arms sales 
which should be overcome only if the sale advances American security, 
foreign policy or world peace.

The American people know that the arms trade is not the way we 
want to solve our unemployment and economic problems. There are 
many other things we can do that will strengthen our own economy and 
our relations with other nations as well. I  would much prefer to see 
the face of America reflected in trade policies directed at human 
development, and to see food and peaceful goods, not guns at the 
heart of U.S. foreign policy. But restraint on our part alone will not
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be enough. Other supplying countries and the buyer countries must 
also show restraint.

Thus, the second step must be to place the international control of 
arms transfers at the front rank of the world’s agenda. The issue de
serves the same attention as other pressing world needs such as popu
lation, food, and the environment. As an initial step, we might con
vene a special session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
to begin to raise the world’s consciousness on the need for international 
action.

Of course, we all know the shortcomings of the United Nations. 
So, a third step must be to work directly with the supplier countries, 
many of whom are our Allies, to damp down the promotion of arms.

I  believe our Allies will be more ready to help us in this effort, as we 
make progress toward a program of arms standardization in NATO 
that permits all the major arms-producing countries in the alliance to 
have a fair share of our common defense market.

We also need to press the Soviet Union hard to help end this particu
larly destructive form of East-West competition. As we work toward 
greater East-West peaceful trade, restraining commimist arms sales to 
the less developed world should be a legitimate subject for negotiation.

Fourth, we would work with regional groups that may wish to show 
self-restraint in the purchase of arms. For example, several of our 
La;tin American neighbors have sought to establish a restraint agree
ment among themselves. We should encourage and respect such efforts 
in Latin America and elsewhere in the world.

Our entire effort to control the strategic arms race and to limit the 
potential for nuclear confrontation growing out of regional conflicts 
fought with conventional arms, could be completely undercut by the in
creasing number of nations armed with nuclear weapons.

In the recent years we have seen alarming new developments that, 
if unchecked, could result in the spread of nuclear weapons capability 
to dozens of countries that are actively involved in local rivalries, ri
valries that have often given way to armed conflict in the past.

That new danger stems from the transfer of nuclear enrichment and 
reprocessing plants to countries including Brazil, Pakistan, Argentina 
and many others.

To meet this problem the United States must take the lead in calling 
upon all nations to adopt a voluntary moratorium on the purchase or 
sale of enrichment and reprocessing pla.nts. This cannot be done 
without the active and personal commitment of the President of the 
United States. In my judgment there is no more urgent or compelling 
a task than to reinforce the world’s steadily weakening grasp upon the 
spread of nuclear weapons technology.

The race to control nuclear and conventional arms must be won. 
Governor Carter plans to make arms control a major focus of his 
Administration for two reasons: I t makes sense for American security, 
and for peace in the world.
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We believe that arms control programs, in the long run, are just as 
important to our military security as our weapons programs. Arms 
control is not a luxury we can afford only after both sides are armed to 
the teeth. And various forms of arms control is not a charade to be 
exploited for domestic political purposes, as it so often has been.

Our determination to protect our security through our own arms ef
forts has never been matched by an equivalent determination in the 
field of arms control. For example, when we build a tank, like the 
MBT-70, and it turns out to be a failure, we don’t give up on tanks. 
In the same way, despite the frustrations and disappointments of try 
ing to reach truly effective arms control agreements, we must keep 
trying.

Ronald Eeagan spoke eloquently at the Republican Convention 
about the risks of war. He suggested that if Americans celebrate the 
tricentennial it will be because we succeeded in controlling the forces 
of war.

Arms control is serious, tough, long-term business. John Kennedy 
spoke to this same issue. He said:

Peace takes more than words. I t  takes hard work and large-scale efforts.
Above all, it takes a government which is organized for the pursuit of peace
as well as for the possibiUty of war, a government which has a program for
disarmament as well as a program for arms.®

United States-Soviet Communique on Consultations on Chemical 
Weapons Prohibition, August 30, 1976 ^

Pursuant to an agreement between the USA and the USSEPtaken 
on the basis of the Summit communique of July 3,1974,  ̂consultations 
were conducted in Geneva between August 16 and August 27, for the 
purpose of further consideration of issues related to a possible joint 
initiative in the CCD with respect to the conclusion of an international 
convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical 
warfare as a first step toward complete and effective prohibition of 
chemical weapons. The representatives of the U.S. and USSR to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Ambassador Joseph 
Martin, Jr. and Ambassador V. I. Likhatchev, headed their respec
tive delegations, which included technical experts. Questions, par
ticularly those of a technical nature, linked to the definition of the 
scope of prohibition and with measures for verification of a possible 
agreement on chemical weapons, were considered. The discussions of 
these and several other problems were useful.

The delegations will submit the results of their deliberaitions to their 
governments. The consultations will be continued, after due considera
tion of the issues raised in the course of the discussions, at a time to 
be determined.

® Address in Milwaukee, Wis., Oct. 23, 1960 (Democratic National Committee 
News Release B-2758, Oct- 24, 1960).

^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4,1976, p. 423.
* Documents on Disarmament, 19H, p. 236.
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Report by the CCD Working Group on Environmental Modifica
tion: Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, 
September 2, 1976 ^

1. On 1 July 1976, the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment established, for 1976, a Working Group of the CCD, for the pur
pose of considering any modifications of the identical texts of a Draft 
Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use 
of Environmental Modification Techniques, submitted on 21 August
1975 by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States as 
CCD/471 and CCD/472 respectivelythat any delegation might pro
pose and of facilitating the negotiation of the text of an agreement.®

2. The Working Group held twenty-nine meetings between 2 July 
and 1 September 1976, in which all the members attending the 1976 
session of the CCD participated. In  addition, various delegations held 
informal consultations amongst themselves over the same period on 
matters related to the Draft Convention.

3. During its deliberations the Working Group considered modi
fications' proposed by various delegations to the identical texts of the 
Draft Convention contained in documents CCD/471 and CCD/472. 
There was agreement on many of these modifications but no agreement 
on others.

4. The text of the Draft Convention, as modified, is reproduced in 
the following paragraph. The comments of some delegations on this 
text, as well as dissenting views or reservations, are given in para
graphs 6 to 19.

5. D r a f t  C o n v e n t io n  o n  t h e  P r o h ib it io n  o f  M il it a r y  or  A n t  

O t h e r  H o s t il e  U s e  o f  E n v ir o n m e n t a l  M o d if ic a t io n  T e c h 

n iq u e s

The States Parties to this Convention,
Guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and wishing to con

tribute to the cause of halting the arms race, and of bringing about 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective interna
tional control, and of saving mankind from the danger of using new 
means of warfare,

Determined to continue negotiations with a view to achieving effec
tive progress towards further measures in the field of disarmament. 

Recognizing that scientific and technical advances may open new 
possibilities with respect to modification of the environment, 

Recalling the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment adopted in Stockholm on 16 June 1972,̂

" COD /518, Sept. 2,1976.
* See Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp. 385-388.
 ̂Ante, pp. 442-^43.

* TJN' Monthly Chronicle, vol. IX, no. 7 (July 1972), pp. 86-90.
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Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for 
peaceful purposes could improve the inter-relationship of man and 
nature and contribute to the preservation and improvement of the en
vironment for the benefit of present and future generations,

Recognizing, however, that military or any other hostile use of such 
techniques could have effects extremely harmful to human welfare,

Desiring to prohibit effectively military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques in order to eliminate the dan
gers to mankind from such use, and affirming their willingness to work 
towards the achievement of this objective,

Desiring also to contribute to the strengthening of trust among na
tions and to the further improvement of the international situation 
in accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations,

Have agreed as follows:
Article I

1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage 
in military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the 
means of destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party.

2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to assist, en
courage or induce any State, group of States or international organiza
tion to engafife in activities contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 
of this Article.

Article I I

As used in Article I, the term “environmental modification tech
niques” refers to any technique for changing—^through the deliberate 
manipulation of natural processes— t̂he dynamics, composition or 
structure of the Earth, including its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere, 
and atmosphere, or of outer space.

Article I I I

1. The provisions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of 
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes and shall 
be without prejudice to generally recognized principles and applicable 
rules of international law concerning such use.

2. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate, 
and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of 
scientific and technological information on the use of environmental 
modification techniques for peaceful purposes. States Parties in a 
position to do so shall contribute, alone or together with other States 
or international organizations, to international economic and scien
tific co-operation in the preservation, improvement and peaceful utili
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zation of the environment, with due consideration for the needs of 
the developing areas of the world.

Article IV

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to take any meas
ures it considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional proc
esses to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions 
of the Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

Article V

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in 
relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, 
the Convention. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this Arti
cle may also be undertaken through appropriate international pro
cedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accord
ance with its Charter. These international procedures may include 
the services of appropriate international organizations, as well as of 
a Consultative Committee of Experts as provided for in paragraph
2 of this Article.

2. For the purposes set forth in paragraph 1 of this Article, the 
Depositary shall, within one month of the receipt of a request from 
any State Party, convene a Consultative Committee of Experts. Any 
State Party may appoint an expert to this Committee whose func
tions and rules of procedure are set out in the Annex, which consti
tutes an integral part of this Convention. The Committee shall trans
mit to the Depositary a summary of its jfindings of fact, incorporating 
all views and information presented to the Committee during its 
proceedings. The Depositary shall distribute the summary to all 
States Parties.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which has reasons to believe 
that any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving 
from the provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with 
the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all relevant information as well as all possible evidence sup
porting its validity.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate 
in carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may 
initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Convention 
of the results of the investigation.

5. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or 
support assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations, to any Party to the Convention which so re
quester if the Security Council decides that such Party has been
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harmed or is likely to be harmed as a result of violation of the 
Convention.

Article Y I

1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. 
The text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the De
positary who shall promptly circulate it to all States Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Parties which 
have accepted it, upon the deposit with the Depositary of instruments 
of acceptance by a majority of States Parties. Thereafter it shall enter 
into force for any remaining State Party on the date of deposit of 
its instrument of acceptance.

Article V II

This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

Article T i l l

1. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, a con
ference of the States Parties to the Convention shall be convened 
by the Depositary in Geneva, Switzerland. The Conference shall re
view the operation of the Convention with a view to ensuring that 
its purposes and provisions are being realized, and shall in particular 
examine the effectiveness of the provisions of paragraph 1 of Article
1 in eliminating the dangers of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques.

2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, a majority of 
the States Parties to this Convention may obtain, by submitting a 
proposal to this effect to the Depositary, the convening of a confer
ence with the same objectives.

3. I f  no review conference has been convened pursuant to paragraph
2 of this Article within ten years following the conclusion of a pre
vious review conference, the Depositary shall solicit the views of all 
States Parties to this Convention on the holding of such a confer
ence. I f  one-third or ten of the States Parties, whichever number 
is less, respond affirmatively, the Depositary shall take immediate steps 
to convene the conference.

Article I X

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

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall 
be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.
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3. This Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit with the 
Depositary of instruments of ratification by twenty Governments in 
accordance with paragraph 2 of this Article.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession 
are deposited after 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 shall promptly inform all signatory and suiceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each in
strument of ratification or of accession and the date of the entry into 
force of this Convention and of any amendments thereto, as well as 
of the receipt of other notices.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article X

This Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, 
Kussian, and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations who shall send 
certified copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and acced
ing States.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly authorized thereto, have 
signed this Convention.

Done a t --------------------------------  O n-----------------------------------

A n n e x

Gonmltative Committee of Experts

1. The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake to make 
appropriate findings of fact and provide expert views relevant to any 
problem raised pursuant to paragraph 1 of Article V of this Con
vention by the State Party requesting the convening of the 
Committee.

2. The work of the Consultative Committee of Experts shall be 
organized in such a way as to permit it to perform the functions set 
forth in paragraph 1 of this Annex. The Committee shall decide proce
dural questions relative to the organization of its work where possible 
by consensus but otherwise by a majority of those present and voting. 
T^ere shall be no voting on matters of substance.

3. The Depositary or his Representative shall serve as the Chairman 
of the Conunittee.

4. Each expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more advisers.
5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to re

quest from States, and from international organizations, such infor
mation and assistance as the expert considers desirable for the accom
plishment of the Committee’s work.
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U n d e r s t a n d in g s  

Draft UnderstaTiding Relating to Article I

I t is the understanding of the Committee that, for the purposes of 
this Convention, the terms “widespread”, ‘‘long-lasting” and “severe” 
shall be interpreted as follows:

(a) “widespread” : encompassing an area on the scale of several 
hundred square kilometres;

(b) “long-lasting” : lasting for a period of months, or approxi
mately a season;

(c) “severe” : involving serious or significant disruption or harm 
to human life, natural and economic resources or other assets.

I t is further understood that the interpretation set forth above is 
intended exclusively for this Convention and is not intended to prej
udice the interpretation of the same or similar terms if used in con
nexion with any other international agreement.

Draft Understanding Relating to Article I I

I t  is the understanding of the Committee that the following ex
amples are illustrative of phenomena that could be caused by the use of 
environmental modification techniques as defined in Article I I  of the 
Convention: earthquakes; tsunamis; an upset in the ecological bal
ance of a region; changes in weather patterns (clouds, precipitation, 
cyclones of various types and tornadic storm s); changes in climate 
patterns; changes in ocean currents; changes in the state of the ozone 
layer; and changes in the state of the ionosphere.

I t is further understood that all the phenomena listed above, when 
produced by military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication techniques, would result, or could reasonably be expected to 
result, in widespread, long-lasting or severe destruction, damage or 
injury. Thus, military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication techniques as defined in Article II, so as to cause those phe
nomena as a means of destruction, damage or injury to another State 
Party, would be prohibited.

It is recognized, moreover, that the list of examples set out above is 
not ex^haustive. Other phenomena which could result from the use of 
environmental modification techniques as defined in Article I I  could 
also be appropriately included. The absence of such phenomena from 
the list does not in any way imply that the undertaking contained in 
Article I  would not be applicable to those phenomena, provided the cri
teria set out in that Article were met.

Draft Understanding Relating to Article I I I

I t is the understanding of the Committee that this Convention does 
not deal with the question whether or not a given use of environmental 
modification techniques for peaceful purposes is in accordance with
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generally recognized principles and applicable rules of international 
law.

Draft Understanding Relating to Article V III

It is the understanding of the Committee that a proposal to amend 
the Convention may also be considered at any Conference of Parties 
held pursuant to Article V III. I t  is further understood that any pro
posed amendment that is intended for such consideration should, if 
possible, be submitted to the Depositary no less than 90 days before the 
commencement of the Conference.

6. The delegation of Argentina stated that, although it would not 
object to the consensus on transmitting the report of the Working 
Group to the plenary, it wished to place on record that it could not 
accept the Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques on ac
count of its well-known objections regarding Article I, paragraph 1 
and Article I I  and their understandings, repeatedly expressed in the 
plenary meetings of the CCD and in the Working Group. The delega
tion also reserved the right to revert to these important matters in the 
plenary of the CCD and at the Greneral Assembly of the United Na
tions when this draft Convention was considered.

7. The delegation of Mexico stated that, for the reasons explained 
at the 724th meeting of the CCD,® the delegation considered that the 
wording of Article I  of the Draft Convention on the Prohibition of 
Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques, which had originated from the identical texts submitted 
in August 1975 by the delegations of the United States and the Soviet 
Union, was totally unacceptable. I t  was convinced that, if the desire 
was that the General Assembly of the United Nations should be able to 
recommend this text to the Member States, it was essential to delete 
the qualifying phrase “having widespread, long-lasting or severe 
effects”. That would at least avert the danger that the provisions of 
paragraph 1, albeit much inferior to those of the original USSR text 
of 1974, might legitimize many acts of environmental warfare.®

8. The delegation of India stated that it supported the transmittal 
to the plenary of the Draft Convention which had just been negotiated. 
However, this support was at the delegation level only. The delegation 
had not had enough time to obtain the final instructions of the Govern
ment of India. Thus, the delegation of India reserved its right to offer 
final comments at a later stage.

9. The delegation of Brazil stated that it was its understanding that 
the Draft Understanding relating to Article I would not be included 
as an annex to the Draft Convention, but would be recorded in the

 ̂Ante, pp. 567-569.
® The text of the Soviet draft convention is printed in Documents on Diaarmch 

ment, 1974  ̂ pp. 517-521.

253-754 0  - 78 - 39
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report of the CCD to the General Assembly. The delegation of Brazil 
would prefer this second alternative. In any case the delegation re
served the position of the Brazilian Government on this subject. The 
reservation was of a substantive nature because, as already stated by 
the delegation in the course of the debates, it considered the above- 
mentioned interpretations definitely not satisfactory. In spite of this 
formal reservation, the Brazilian delegation would not oppose a con
sensus to submit the Draft Convention to the consideration of the 
General Assembly.

10. The Yugoslav delegation said it was not satisfied from the begin
ning with the scope and some other provisions of the text of the 
Draft Convention. It had put on record some of its requests for amend
ments to the text of the Draft Convention and had given support to a 
number of other amendments and suggestions put forth bv other dele
gations. In the process of negotiation in the Working Group, there 
had been improvements of the text of the Draft Convention, including 
acceptance of some amendments by the Yugoslav delegation. The 
delegation found those modifications useful. However, until now the 
Yugoslav delegation had received no instruction from its Government 
in regard to the acceptance or non-acceptance of the Draft Conven
tion as a whole. For that reason it wished to state for the record, with
out prejudging any decision that the Yugoslav Government might 
take, that on the delegation level it would not object to the consensus 
in the Working Group in respect to the transmittal of its report 
to the CCD. I t  wished also to reserve the right of the Yugoslav Govern
ment and the delegation to state their views in respect of the Draft 
Convention at a later date.

11. At the delegation level, the delegation of the Federal Republic of 
Germany welcomed the results of the negotiations of the Working 
Group. Considering the short interval between the termination of these 
negotiations and the presentation of the report of the Workins: Group 
to the CCD, there had not been sufficient time for the Government of 
the Federal Republic of Germany to examine the draft in a thorough 
manner. Thus, on behalf of the Government of the Federal Republic 
of Germany, the delegation reserved the right to further comment 
on the draft at later stages.

12. The delegation of the Netherlands could, in general, accept the 
text of the Draft Convention. The Netherlands Government reserved 
its right to make comments on the Draft Convention during the 1976 
session of the General Assembly of the United Nations.

13. The delegation of Pakistan said it was still awaiting firm 
instructions from its Government and, therefore, was not in a position 
to give definitive views on the D raft Convention. I t would like, how
ever, to put on record its views on some of the provisions of the draft. 
Regarding Article I, it felt that the phrase “having widespread, 
long-lasting or severe effects” would not only limit the sc'ope of the 
prohibition but would render its interpretation difficult. The delega
tion failed to understand why, in a situation in which exception had
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already been made in respect of use of environmental modification 
techniques for “peaceful purposes”, “hostile use” of these techniques 
below a certain threshold should be sanctioned at the same time. In 
spite of this, the delegation had stated that it would not press for the 
exclusion of the words “widespread, long-lasting or severe”, provided 
they were defined in a manner that was both precise and realistic, so as 
to avoid misinterpretation and to take into account the damage that 
could be suffered by a State. In the present draft such definitions had 
been relegated into an Understanding of the Committee, the status 
of which was unclear, so that doubts could be entertained about its 
effectiveness. In respect of the Understanding of the Committee relat
ing to Article II, the delegation of Pakistan would like to add its own 
understanding that the phrase “ecological balance” encompassed the 
region’s hydrological balance as well. With regard to Article I I I  about 
the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful pur
poses, the delegation of Pakistan wished to reiterate that it would be 
necessary to verify such peaceful uses, in order to ensure that they 
were indeed peaceful and could not be diverted to hostile uses. The 
delegation would have also preferred if the Draft Convention had in
cluded a provision on the obligation of States to ensure that their 
use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes 
would not result in adverse effects for other States. Regarding Article 
V, the delegation would be prepared, in principle, to accept the Article 
as drafted, subject to further technical examination. However, it con
tinued to entertain doubts whether the modalities of a Consultative 
Committee of Experts would be effective in preventing violations of 
the Convention. For this purpose, it would have been better to create 
a machinery which could effectively prevent any threatened violations 
of the Convention. In conclusion, the delegation of Pakistan would 
not object, at the delegation level, to a consensus on transmitting the 
report of the Working Group to the plenary. The delegation, however, 
reserved the right to offer conmients at a later date.

14. The delegation of Romania expressed its satisfaction for the 
working atmosphere that had generally prevailed during the pro
ceedings in the Working Group. At the same time, it noted that a 
number of important issues had not been given in the Working Group 
the thorough consideration they deserved and not enough efforts had 
been made to accommodate the views of all delegations. The fact that 
the Draft Convention, as modified, still presented insurmountable 
difficulties for a number of delegations raised a serious problem, the 
consequence being that the Convention, conceived to be truly 
international, failed from its very inception to respond to the 
interests of all nations. Regarding the Preamble of the Draft Conven
tion, the delegation of Romania reiterated the importance it attached 
to the commitment by all States Parties to continue negotiations, in 
order to achieve further effective measures in the field of disarmament. 
It regarded this provision as a minimal satisfaction to be given to those
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delegations which considered that, in view of the hypothetical nature 
of the environmental modification techniques, the immediate value 
of the Convention consisted primarily in the future action that it 
might be able to stimulate in other fields of disarmament. In this 
connexion the Romanian delegation held that paragraph 2 of the 
Preamble considerably limited the scope of the impact that the Con
vention might have for further disarmament measures, by failing 
to mention the priority to be given to nuclear disarmament. On Article
I, the delegation of Eomania reiterated the strong preference it had 
expressed during the deliberations of the Working Group for a Con
vention which was comprehensive in its scope, prohibiting the mili
tary use of all environmental modification techniques. I t  was its un
derstanding, therefore, that, should the Convention remain unchanged, 
Article V III of the present draft included a definite commitment by 
all States Parties to keep the question of the scope of the Convention 
under constant observation and also to take advantage of the First 
Review Conference, in order to engage in concrete negotiations with 
a view to banning those environmental modification techniques which 
remained below the level of magnitude established by the Draft Con
vention in its present form. On Article V, the delegation held that, 
although in its present form Article V had been much improved as 
compared with its initial version, it still maintained the central role 
of the Security Council in deciding in the future on any complaint, 
in case of possible violations of the Convention. In this connexion, the 
delegation of Romania considered that the system of verification and 
control to be provided for any international convention should be 
based on the equal protection of all Parties and on their equal partici
pation in any complaint procedures. I t was its understanding, there
fore, that should such cases of possible violations of the Convention 
arise in the future, the above principle must be fully observed. Finally, 
as regards the question of the transmission of the Draft Convention 
to the General Assembly, the delegation of Romania stated its posi
tion to the effect that the transmission of the Draft Convention should 
be fully consistent with the rules of procedure under which the CCD 
presently worked.

15. The Italian delegation approved the transmission of the modi
fied text of the Draft Convention by the Working Group to the CCD, 
but reserved its right to comment on it at a later stage, pending the 
final position of the Italian Government on the same text. The Italian 
delegation stated that in Article I I  of the Draft Convention the words 
“or affecting” should be added after the word “changing”, to make 
it clear that the provision of paragraph 1 of Article I  also applied 
to the deliberate use of any technique which would have an adverse 
influence, other than a change in the dynamics, composition or struc
ture of the Earth, etc. The Italian delegation also held the view 
that Article I I I  should contain a provision establishing the respon
sibility of States Parties for damages or injuries deriving from the
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use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes. 
I t stated that such a provision would, inter alia  ̂ greatly help to 
prevent that prohibited activities under the Draft Convention might 
actually be disguised as peaceful ones.

16. The Ethiopian delegation reserved the position of the Ethio
pian Government on the modified text of the Draft Convention. How
ever, this should not be taken to imply that the Ethiopian dele
gation opposed the forwarding of the draft text to the CCD and 
eventually to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

17. The delegations of the United States and the Soviet Union 
were of the view that the complete draft text of a convention on 
the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental 
modification techniques, resulting from the proceedings of the Work
ing Group, represented a considerable accomplishment. They noted 
that a large majority of delegations shared this view. They also 
observed that the draft was significantly modified from the identical 
drafts which were tabled in the CCD in August 1975; this reflected 
accommodation of the co-sponsors’ positions to views stated by others 
in the Working Group and the CCD itself. Both delegations were 
gratified that a broadly agreed text was worked out in a genuinely 
multilateral process. The Soviet and American delegations were fur
ther of th^ view that the modified draft text would accomplish the 
main objective of effectively eliminating the real dangers of military 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. 
Accordingly, they recommended that the CCD accept the text as 
forwarded to the Committee in this report.

18. The Egyptian delegation recalled that it had already expressed 
its views on the subject of the Draft Convention at the 701st meeting 
of the CCD  ̂and in the meetings of the Working Group. The delega
tion would like to reserve its position on the following Articles and 
also reserve its right to make further comments on the Draft Con
vention at later stages. With regard to Article I, the delegation of 
Egypt (a) believed in the addition of the words ‘‘or threat of use” 
after the word “use” in paragraph 1; (b) preferred a reference to 
‘‘hostile” uses of environmental modification techniques without men
tioning the word “military” in the same paragraph; (c) supported the 
deletion of the word “Party” at the end of the same paragraph. Con
cerning the scope of the prohibition of the use of environmental mod
ification techniques, the delegation would prefer the deletion of the 
words “having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects.” Concern
ing Article II, the delegation of Egypt had supported the Italian 
proposal concerning the addition of the words “or affecting” after 
the word “changing”. Concerning Article II I , the delegation had 
noted that no mention was made in the Article about the liability 
of States Parties concerning the peaceful use of environmental mod

 ̂CCD/PV.701, Apr. 8,1976, pp. 12-17.
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ification techniques which might cause damage or injury to any other 
State, a principle already applicable in the field of international law. 
In spite of these comments, the delegation of Egypt remained con- 
vmced of the usefulness and value of the Draft Convention. I t had 
made its comments in a constructive spirit, with a view not to be 
an obstacle of any kind to whatever agreement could be reached 
with the Working Group.

19. The Swedish delegation said that its Government was in gen
eral agreement with the text of the amended Draft Convention. The 
Swedish Government reserved its right to make comments on the 
amended Draft Convention in the General Assembly of the United 
Nations.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, September 2, 1976 ^

The Soviet delegation would like to make some remarks in con
nexion with the achievement of agreement on the draft convention 
on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques.

The Soviet Union, in submitting its proposal for the conclusion 
of a convention on this question to the twenty-ninth session of the 
General Assembly, was guided above all by the anxiety of many 
States in the world over the possible use of environmental modification 
techniques as a weapon of war. The Soviet proposal was supported 
by the overwhelming majority of States Members of the United Na
tions. The draft convention submitted by the USSR for final ap
proval in accordance with the decision of the General Assembly was 
transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament.

During 1974 and 1975, Soviet and United States specialists worked 
out identical texts of a draft convention, which were then submitted 
to the Committee on Disarmament for consideration in August 1975.̂  
This considerably facilitated the Committee’s task.

The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction that we have been 
able, at this session, as a result of intensive discussions in the Work
ing Group as well as in informal consult;ations, to arrive at the text 
of a draft convention in the Committee.^ This is a major success 
in the work of the Committee on Disarmament. Members of the Com
mittee have accomplished a great task, leading to the preparation of 
a new important international measure for limiting the arms race 
and for disarmament.

^CCD/PV. 726, pp. 7-13.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 385-3$8.
* Supra.
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The Soviet delegation considers that the conclusion of such a 
convention would undoubtedly be in the interests of strengthening 
peace, would make a significant contribution to saving mankind from 
the danger of the use of new methods of waging war, and would cor
respond to the task of limiting and halting the arms race and of 
disarmament. I t considers that the draft convention that has been 
worked out fully satisfies these aims. At the same time, such an inter
national agreement will help solve the problem of protecting the 
environment for the benefit of mankind. As a result of the discussions, 
many comments and wishes expressed by various delegations were 
considered, and corrections were made to, and some new provisions 
inserted in, the original draft.

I  should like to emphasize the constructive approach adopted by 
many representatives to the accomplishment of the task before the 
Committee, and their flexibility and spirit of compromise in con
nexion with the solution of specific and sometimes extremely com
plex political, legal and technical problems associated with the 
drafting of the Convention.

The Soviet delegation would now like to make some comments on 
certain articles of the draft, and in particular on article V (concern
ing control), since this article provoked considerable discussion at 
an earlier stage. But a spirit of compromise and consideration for 
mutual interests prevailed, and mutually acceptable formulations 
were found.

This article contains important provisions for the settlement of 
possible situations of conflict connected with questions of the imple
mentation of the convention by States parties to it. According to 
these provisions, consultation and co-operation through international 
procedures include the possibility, should problems arise in relation to 
compliance with the convention, of fact-finding by existing interna
tional organizations such as, for example, the World Meteorological 
Organization and the United Nations Environment Programme. In 
our view, the nature of the activities of these two organizations are 
closest to the matters covered by the convention.

The article also provides for the establishment of a consultative 
committee of experts, open to all States parties to the convention, 
whose task is to assist States parties in the solution of any problems 
which may arise in connexion with the objectives or implementation 
of the convention. This solution is in accordance with the principle of 
the equality of all States parties to the convention.

The committee of experts has, if necessary, to make findings of fact 
and provide expert views relevant to any problem raised by any State 
party in connexion with the application of the provisions of the con
vention. In practice, all this will ensure a better understanding of 
what has happened and will lead, in particular cases, to the elimina
tion of possible misunderstandings or disagreements. The adoption of 
decisions oil controversial matters concerning the implementation vOf.
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the convention must be the prerogative of the Security Council. A 
State which has any doubts on the basis of the findings of fact of the 
committee of experts will itself decide whether to lodge a complaint 
with the Security Council, requesting it to carry out an investigation 
and adopt a political decision, or to drop its claims altogether if it 
becomes clear that they arose through a misunderstanding. The article 
clearly lays down the procedure for lodging a complaint with the 
Security Council.

Thus, the State concerned has, in case of need, a sufficiently wide 
range of courses of action, including bilateral consultation and co-op
eration, application to existing international bodies within the frame
work of the United Nations for consultation, the convening of the 
consultative committee of experts and, lastly, application to the Secur
ity Council. The State itself decides which of these possibilities it 
wishes to make use of.

A corresponding annex to the convention, relating to article V, on 
the functions and rules of procedure of the committee of experts, has 
also been drawn up. I t clearly outlines the conmiittee’s sphere of com
petence with regard to fact-findinsr, without the adoption of any deci
sions on the substance of the problem which has arisen. This annex 
also provides for certain machinery to facilitate the committee's work, 
including the possibility of requesting from States, and from inter
national organizations, information and assistance which would be 
desirable for the accomplishment of the committee’s work.

Some delegations were interested in what was meant by assistance 
to a State which has been harmed. The Soviet delegation in the Work
ing Group explained its understanding of this matter, and we should 
now like to confirm it. Assistance to those harmed as a result of viola
tion of the convention, as provided for in article V, paragraph 5, 
means medical, rescue or other humanitarian measures. Measures de
signed to ensure the security of a country which has been attacked 
may be taken, as stipulated in Chapter V II of the Charter of the 
United Nations. The convention does not exclude assistance on the 
basis of other agreements and circumstances corresponding to the 
Charter.

Another of the most important articles of the draft is article I, in 
which the object and scope of the prohibition are defined. It should be 
said frankly that it was not easy to reach agreement on this article. 
And here again we should like to stress that many delegations showed 
a spirit of compromise and mutual understanding.

The term “military or any other hostile use” contained in this ar
ticle and in the title of the draft convention is justified and logical, 
and should not be considered in isolation but in the context of the 
whole article, which also contains the expression “as the means of 
destruction, damage or injury to another State Party”. This combina
tion makes it possible, on the one hand, to prohibit the use of environ
mental modification techniques for purely military purposes as a
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weapon and, on the other, to prohibit their use for any other hostile 
purposes, even if they are not used by armed forces and in the absence 
of any armed conflicts. At the same time, this formulation excludes 
from the prohibition the use of such techniques in cases where they 
do not have a hostile character and are not designed to cause destruc
tion, damage or injury, including situations where such techniques are 
used even by armed forces, for example, during manoeuvres, or for 
providing assistance to the national economy, for scientific purposes, 
etc.

Certain differences of opinion on paragraph 1 related mainly to the 
scope of the prohibition, and specifically to the formulation “wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects”. These terms indicate the main 
characteristics of the scope of the proihibition. The formulation pro
vides for the prohibition of those modification techniques which have 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects. The choice of this definition 
is due above all to the fact that it is precisely effects of this kind which 
present the main danger and precisely such effects which are the sub
ject of the problem under discussion. I t  should be noted here that the 
formulations of article I, together with the agreed understanding re
lating to this article by the Committee on Disarmament, practically 
exclude the possibilities of hostile modification of the environment.

As a result of the discussion of this problem, it was deemed desir
able for the Committee on Disarmament to give an agreed interpreta
tion of the terms “widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”. A draft 
of such an interpretation was prepared by the Working Group. We 
consider that this approach is reasonable and meets the interests of the 
majority of the members of the Committee.

Article I I  of the draft is a logical complement to article I, explain
ing the meaning of the term “environmental modification techniques”. 
In this text, attention is drawn to the principle of modification, based 
on the deliberate manipulation of natural processes.

The Committee’s agreed understanding gives an illustrative list of 
specific and very carefully chosen phenomena. This list is the result 
of prolonged and very careful examination and study by scientific 
specialists of the whole body of important natural phenomena which 
human actions could cause or actively influence. In conjunction with 
the objective natural processes enumerated in this same article, it pro
vides a comprehensive basis for the expression “environmental modi
fication techniques”. The purpose of the enumeration is to give a spe
cific idea of what is really referred to in*the convention. This is use
ful for the correct understanding, not only by experts, but by a wide 
circle of other people, of the significance of taking effective measures 
with regard to the problem under discussion.

During the consideration of the question of examples, as it is 
known, some delegations made proposals to include this list of ex
amples in an annex to the convention. We did not object to this, but 
certain new difficulties arose in connexion with the status of such an
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annex. In this ease also delegations, showing a spirit of co-operation 
and a constructive approach, reached the conclusion that it would 
be desirable to remove the list from article I I  and to give an agreed 
understanding of the enumeration of examples separately.

As it is known, some additional provisions were also included in the 
preamble, which take into account the points of view of all the mem
bers of the Committee and have been helpful in reaching mutually 
acceptaible decisions on articles I, I I  and I I I  of the draft.

With regard to article I I I  of the draft, we should like to point out 
that we accepted the proposal of delegations which spoke in favour of 
the inclusion in this article, as a separate paragraph, of a provision, 
similar to paragraph 1 of article X of the Bacteriological Weapons 
Convention, on co-operation between States in the field of the peaceful 
use of environmental modification techniques.

During the discussion of this article, certain delegations spoke in 
favour of including in it definite provisions governing international co
operation in this sphere and laying down what would amount to spe
cific obligations on States in connexion with such co-operation. How
ever, it was found that the inclusion of such provisions in this conven
tion was unjustified, since the subject of the convention and its entire 
conception consist in the prohibition of military or any other hostile use 
of environmental modification techniques, and not in the regulation of 
problems of the peaceful use of such techniques. These problems con
stitute quite a different subject.

With regard to article IV, it should be noted that it is now so formu
lated as to leave no doubt that each State is free to determine, in accord
ance with its own legislation, the procedure for carrying out the pro
visions of the convention. In this connexion, it was taken into account 
that different States have different constitutional regimes governing 
such cases. This article in no way places States parties to the convention 
under the obligation to adapt their internal constitutional procedures 
or to change them in any other way.

The other articles and provisions of the convention, including those 
on conferences to review its operation (article V III) were also elab
orated as a result of constructive efforts to reach mutually acceptable 
decisions in which participants in the negotiations took into account 
the interests and views of various States.

The Soviet delegation declares that the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics gives its agreement to the approval of the 
convention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques, prepared by the Committee 
on Disarmament, together with the annex thereto, and also of the text 
of the agreed understanding of the Committee on Disarmament relat
ing to articles I, II, I I I  and V III of that convention.

In the light of the foregoing, the Soviet delegation recommends 
to the Committee on Disarmament, as is reflected in the joint state
ment by the co-sponsors of the draft convention at the meeting of
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Working Group I in September this year, the adoption of the draft 
convention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques.

Statement by the Argentine Representative (Berasategui) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Environmental 
Modification, September 3, 1976 ^

The Argentine delegation wishes to refer to the report of the Work
ing Group on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques, and, in particular, to the deci
sion that the Committee will adopt in order to transmit it to the Gen
eral Assembly.^

The report in question contains, in addition to the comments, dissent
ing opinions and reservations of a number of delegations, the text of 
the draft convention considered in the Working Group.

During the negotiations held in the Group, the Argentine delegation 
soufifht to contribute to the preparation of a document that would 
reflect an appropriate balance between the various positions.

The draft convention contained in the report reflects an advance 
over the original text submitted by the co-sponsors that we consider 
should be emphasized.® In this process designed to improve the draft, 
my delegation submitted specific proposals which commanded the sup
port of other delegations, and we wish to thank them for their valuable 
co-operation.

The preamble to the draft convention now reflects more appropri
ately the objectives being pursued. Article I I I  is certainly better than 
the original formulation and, although not entirely satisfactory, it is 
the result of a compromise reached after arduous negotiations. The 
first part of paragraph 2 of that article is especially important, in as 
much as it envisages, without room for any doubt, the effective ex
change of information between the parties. Article V and the annex 
thereto were the subject of special attention by my delegation, as was 
article V III concerning review conferences, a question which my 
country had already raised at the last session of the General Assembly.

In all these cases, the Argentine delegation acted flexibly, seeking 
at all times to harmonize its suggestions with those of other 
delegations.

Unfortunately, this process of harmonization of positions was not 
repeated in the case of articles I  and I I  and their respective under
standings. The text of article I  has remained intact and only an im
precise understanding that does not dispel existing doubts regarding 
the scope of the prohibition has been added to it. The same may be said

"COD/PV.727. pp. 10-11.
‘ Ante, pp. 577-5^.
® For original text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp. 385-388.
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of article I I  and its understanding, the essential elements of which 
have not been changed, and in which a list of examples that, although 
illustrative, is nevertheless incomplete has 'been retained. In short, the 
two articles have not altered the original meaning of the texts of the 
Co-Chairmen.

No one can doubt that the question of the scope of the prohibition is 
the most important and, we would even go so far as to say the essential 
aspect of any agreement in the field of disarmament. Indeed, it is this 
question which determines whether the prohibition will be complete or 
partial, what the obligations of the States parties will be, and also 
what the verification requirements will be.

My delegation repeatedly indicated its objections to the texts in
cluded in the original draft. Both in the plenary Committee and in the 
Working Group, we explained in detail the serious shortcomings of 
those articles.^

However, we do not in this case find the same spirit of compromise 
which made it possible to reach agreement on other articles. In  our 
opinion, this is the determining factor in tthe Committee’s failure to 
reach a consensus on the draft.

For the reasons that I  have given, the Argentine delegation cannot 
agree to the draft convention contained in paragraph 5 of the report of 
the Working Group.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, September 3, 
1976"

As the CCD concludes its 1976 session, the United States delegation 
sees considerable reason to be gratified by the results. Especially dur
ing the summer, the Committee displayed an energetic and committed 
approach to its work that resulted in a number of creditable accom
plishments. The image of the CCD as a sterile debating society is 
clearly obsolete.

Without doubt, the Committee’s most substantial achievement in
1976 was completion of a broadly agreed draft text of a convention 
on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques. This text was negotiated on the basis 
of identical drafts tabled by the United States and Soviet Union in 
August 1975, and embodies a number of changes proposed by other 
delegations.^

My delegation is, of course, aware that the modified text is not ideal 
from all points of view, including ours. I t is the product of compro
mise and accommodation of views inherent in the multilateral nego
tiating process. I t is our firm view, however, that the text worked out 
in the environmental modification Working Group this summer meets 
the basic goal set by the preamble of the draft convention. We remain

*An.te,pp.lOa-UO.
»COD/PV. 727, pp. 16-20.
* The draft convention appears mvte, pp. 577-588.
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convinced that the convention will effectively eliminate whatever seri
ous dangers might be posed by military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques.

I  might add that we do not regard the treaty, as one delegation has 
suggested, as providing a license for hostile use of techniques having 
effects below the threshold levels, although the existence of the tihresh- 
old obviously means that such use would not be illegal. In fact, os I  
have said before, we think that the threshold, as interpreted in the 
agreed Committee understanding, raises a very strong practical inhi
bition against the hostile use of environmental modification techniques 
having, or that would be expected to have, effects anywhere near the 
threshold criteria. Given the lack of precise control over such tech
niques, it is highly unlikely that any party would attempt to use them 
to cause subthreshold effects because of the risk of producing destruc
tion, damage or injury above the threshold.

I  also would like to correct another apparent misconception that 
seems to have arisen. This concerns the interpretation of the illustra
tive list of envii^onmental phenomena mentioned in the agreed Com
mittee understanding relating to article II. There is no element of 
permissiveness in the treaty with respect to the use of environmental 
modification techniques to produce any of the phenomena listed in 
that understanding. On the contrary, as is noted in its second para
graph, the hostile use of such techniques to produce any of the phe
nomena listed would be a violation of the undertaking in article I. The 
understanding assumes that any such hostile use would, per sê  be in
tended to cause destruction, damage or injury above the threshold.

The United States supports in its entirety the draft text that the 
Committee is forwarding to the General Assembly of the United Na
tions. This is so although the text reflects significant accommodation 
of the positions of the cosponsors of the identical earlier drafts to 
views stated by other delegations, both in the plenary and in the en
vironmental modification Working Group. That was to be expected 
in any genuine multilateral negotiating process. And therefore my 
delegation considers that all who participated in the work of the 
Committee and the Working Group deserve to feel considerable grati
fication over our success in producing a complete text. In this con
nexion, it would be remiss of me not to mention the invaluable 
contribution of the distinguished representative of India. Without 
Ambassador Mishra’s resourceful and steadfast leadership in seeking 
solutions to several very complex problems, I  doubt that we could 
have finished our work this summer. We now hope that most delega
tions at the General Assembly will join us in the conclusion that the 
modified draft is a document worthy of endorsement.

There is another aspect to our successful completion of the draft 
convention. The text is the product of an innovative approach to 
the CCD’s work which clearly has brought substantial rewards. I
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refer, of course, to the Committee’s decision to set up a Working 
Group on the environmental modification treaty.^ Establishment of 
the Working Group was instrumental to our progress. I t allowed 
delegations to focus closely and intensively on the specific project of 
working out the treaty text, taking into account modifications pro
posed by various delegations to the original drafts. And the Work
ing Group certainly lived up to its name. Delegations became deeply 
engaged in the project, and the Committee itself gained a new sense 
of purpose and direction. My delegation considers the Working Group 
a highly successful procedural innovation, one that shows that the 
CCD has developed a new flexibility in adapting itself to the task at 
hand.

In this connexion, delegations will recall that, at the beginning of 
our spring session, the United States proposed that the Committee 
undertake a comprehensive review of its procedures.^ For a number of 
reasons, primarily because of problems concerning organization of 
work for 1976, such a review was not carried out this year. I f  there 
is interest in doing so, my delegation stands ready to take up the ques
tion of a comprehensive review during the 1977 session. A starting 
point might be consideration whether decisions taken for 1976, respect
ing the preparation of the report to the United Nations General As
sembly and the conmiunique of plenary meetings, should be adopted 
on a permanent basis.

Let me now return to substantive matters. The CCD this summer 
achieved significant progress in the important area of chemical weap
ons. The informal meetings with experts, convened on the basis of a 
proposal by the Federal Eepublic of Germany, contributed in a major 
way to increased awareness of the problems of verification involved in 
considering CW limitations.® We sense broadening agreement in the 
Committee that, in light of these problems, a phased approach to an 
eventual comprehensive agreement would be the best course to pursue. 
We are gratified that suggestions made by the United States delega
tion in April regarding possible alternatives in taking such an ap
proach seem to have assisted in the CCD’s subsequent deliberations.

A major event—one that I  have acknowledged previously—was the 
tabling of a draft CW convention on 12 August by the United King
dom.® As Ambassador Allen observed when tabling the draft, the 
action came too late in the 1976 session to permit considered comments 
before our adjournment.^ But we hope to join other delegations in 
offering such comment early in the spring session next year. In any 
event, we are confident that the United Kingdom’s initiative will make 
a very large contribution to our future work in the CW field.

* Ante, pp. 442-443.
 ̂OCD/PV.688, pp. 22-23.

“ CCD/PV.696, p. 8.
® Ante, pp. 520-525.
Ante, pp. 677-682.
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Also related to that work were the technical consultations between 
the United States and Soviet experts that recently took place here 
in Geneva.® These talks were held pursuant to the 1974 Summit Agree
ment to consider further issues related to a possible joint CW initiative 
in the CCD.® They concentrated on questions of defining the scope 
of prohibition and of verification. Both sides considered the con
sultations useful and agreed that they should continue at a future 
date to be determined. I  wish to state that my delegation’s view 
remains that continuation of such consultation should not in any way 
inhibit the CCD’s ongoing work in this very important arms control 
area.

Before leaving this subject I  would like to refer briefly to the sug
gestion by the delegation of Sweden in CCD/PV.712 concerning a 
compilation of appropriate material from working papers and state
ments on CW presented to the Committee.^® In the view of my delega
tion, this project could indeed be useful. However, we believe it would 
most appropriately be undertaken by the United Nations Secretariat, 
perhaps with the assistance of expert consultants. The United States 
would, of course, be prepared to co-operate in such a project as might 
be indicated.

In addition, we think the Japanese working paper CCD/515 on a 
toxicity spectrum presents a worthwhile subject for our considera
tion.^  ̂ Here too, the Secretariat could take the lead, possibly assisted 
by specialized international organizations.

Besides environmental modification and chemical weapons, the Com
mittee did significant work in other substantive arms control areas as 
well. Notably, it has assumed sponsorship of a Group of Experts to 
examine the ability of a proposed seismological network to detect and 
identify seismic events.̂ ® The work of the experts should lead to new 
insights into problems of verification central to consideration of re
straints on nuclear testing. The experts’ organizational meeting pro
ceeded satisfactorily. We regret that differing views regarding the 
appropriate time and place occasioned a delay in the Group’s next 
meeting. However, the CCD’s endorsement in principle of the experts’ 
proposed overall schedule should be of help in the planning of their 
substantive work. My delegation wishes the experts success, and shares 
the view expressed by others that participation by experts from 
regions of the world now unrepresented, or thinly represented, on the 
panel would make an especially valuable contribution to the project.

In conclusion, let me reiterate the encouragement felt by my dele
gation over the way the CCD functioned this year. We can all look 
back with gratification on a 1976 session marked by hard work and 
real results. I f  our renewed sense of dedication to the cause of rational

^AntCj p. 576.
®For the 1974 agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1974f p. 236. 
“  Op. Git, p. 16.
^ Ante, pp. 550-553.
^  Ante, pp. 526-529.
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arms control measures maintains itself, the 1977 session could be still 
more productive. My delegation will do its best to make it so.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament [Extract], 
September 3, 1976 ^

As always in the consideration and solution of complex problems on 
a multilateral basis, at times during the past session views which were 
far from convergent on all points emerged and were defended, diffi
cult situations arose, and divergencies in approaches to the solution of 
particular problems became known. But this was not the main point. 
Much more important is the fact that each constructive proposal or 
conmient was considered with interest. I t is no less important that, 
when necessary, proposals were measured against existing realities. 
In brief, we have shown what is usually regarded as a constructive 
approach and a spirit of co-operation.

The active nature of the Committee’s work and, on some questions, 
the practical results achieved, are the consequence of international 
processes towards strengthening the peaceful coexistence of States 
with different social systems and consolidating political detente by 
reducing tension in the military sphere. The Soviet Government con
siders that the true indicator in present-day international relations 
is the strengthening of the positions won by countries and peoples in 
the sphere of the relaxation of international tension and the intensi
fication of the struggle for universal peace and security. The Com
mittee on Disarmament is, of course, also called upon to make its con
tribution to this great task.

The Committee’s work during this session has again confirmed that 
when there is the necessary political will, then however complex and 
difficult the problems may be, the final results of discussions on them 
can be positive. An example is the achievement of agreement in the 
Committee on the draft convention on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. We 
can report to the Greneral Assembly that the Committee has worked 
out a new measure to close off yet another possible channel of the arms 
race.^

The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction the fact that the Com
mittee has elaborated this draft convention. As is well known, this 
was not easy and what has been achieved is a compromise. The prep
aration of the draft was not a simple matter and required consider
able efforts not only by the USSR and the United States of America,

 ̂CCD/PV.727, pp. 20-28.
pp. 577-588.
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as the original sponsors of the identical drafts of a convention, but 
also by most of the other members of the Committee.

The result achieved is a confirmation of the fact that prevention 
of the emergence of new possible directions for the arms race can be 
achieved with less effort and more rapidly than the prohibition of 
1:ypes of armament that have already been developed and are to be 
found in arsenals.

We have already noted, in our statement of 17 August, the great im
portance of the informal meetings held on the question of the pro
hibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.® Whereas at 
the spring session of the Committee on Disarmament the possible ap
proaches to the solution of this problem were-considered in very gen
eral outline and the discussion itself was rather one-sided, the dis
cussion has now moved to a more specific and concrete plane and to 
questions of substance. In addition, representatives and experts from 
a considerably greater number of States than before have taken part 
in it. Of course, it would be premature to consider that all members 
of the Committee have already become sufficiently thoroughly con
vinced of the need to create in good time barriers to the misuse of 
new scientific and technological discoveries and inventions for the pur
pose of developing and manufacturing means of warfare that are 
even more destructive than existing ones. However, the unclarified 
points and doubts which any representatives may have are tempo
rary and transient, and we are sure that they will be dispelled during 
the course of further work. That is why we can only express satis
faction that what prevailed was the intention of members of the Com
mittee to continue to study all the aspects of the question raised by 
the Soviet side and the specific proposals concerning the provisions 
of a future agreement.^ I t  has been stated that this study m u^ be care
ful and constructive. We are of the same view, and intend to analyse 
what has been said in past discussions.

In accordance with the decision taken by the Committee, considera
tion of this pressing and important disarmament problem is to be 
continued at the 1977 spring session. The Soviet Union has proposed 
that informal meetings of the Committee should be held, with the 
participation of experts, beginning on 14 March 1977.®

During the session there was a thorough discussion of the question 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons. We should again like to ex
press our satisfaction that, as the discussion showed, differences of 
opinion among members of the Committee on aspects of the scope of 
the prohibition have narrowed significantly. The majority of repre
sentatives, while admitting the possibility of a step-by-step approach, 
have advocated a complete ban on chemical weapons as the ultimate

pp. 554^559.
* AntCy pp. 538-541.
® COD/PV.727, p. 6.
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objective. At the same time, there has been a narrowing of differences 
on the definition of the chemical agents to be subject to prohibition, 
and agreement on the need to adopt the “general purpose” criterion 
supplemented by the toxicity criterion.

The fact that additional clarity has been brought to the question of 
the validity of national verification, which would be supplemented by 
certain international procedures, can also be regarded as a substantial 
result. The fact that the point of view of the socialist countries re
garding the adequacy of such forms of verification is meeting with 
increasing understanding among members of the Committee has not 
insignificant practical implications and will help to advance our work.

The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland in
troduced its draft convention on the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons at this session. We shall study this document with 
all due attention.

With regard to the proposal made by the representative of Sweden 
at the Committee’s meeting of 15 July for a systematic compilation 
of material on the problem of chemical weapons contained in the Com
mittee’s working papers and records, we should like to state that this 
work can be done by the Secretariat.®

I  should like to inform members of the Committee that, in accord
ance with the agreement between the USSR and the United States 
reached on the basis of the communique of 3 July 1974 concerning a 
high-level meeting,*  ̂bilateral Soviet-United States consultations were 
held in Geneva from 16 to 27 August 1976 for the further considera
tion of matters relating to a possible joint initiative in the Commit
tee on Disarmament concerning the conclusion of an international 
convention relating to the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical 
warfare, as a first step towards the complete and effective prohibition 
of chemical weapons. The delegations at the meeting, which included 
technical experts, were headed by the representatives of the USSR and 
the United States to the Committee on Disarmament.®

Problems, including technical pro^blems, relating to the determina
tion of the scope of a ban and control measures for a possible agree
ment on chemical weapons were discussed. The consideration of these 
and some other problems was useful.

The delegations will submit the results of the discussions to their 
Governments. Bilateral consultations will be continued when the mat
ters considered have been studied. The date of such consultations will 
be decided upon later.

Taking into consideration the discussion of the problem of the pro
hibition of chemical weapons in the Committee on Disarmament and 
at the bilateral consultations, we draw the general conclusion that the 
discussion of this problem has been useful. There are obviously grounds 
for expecting that work on the solution of this problem at the spring 
session next year will continue to develop along positive lines.

* CCD/PV.712, p. 16.
Documents on Disarmament, 1974, p. 236.
 ̂Ante, p. 576.
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At the summer session, in accordance with the recommendations of 
the thirtieth session of the General Assembly, the Committee carried 
out a detailed mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade. In our 
statement on this question on 27 July 1976, in referring to the tasks 
ahead in the sphere of disarmament, we drew attention to the need for 
the conclusion, as rapidly as possible, of a treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, as well as a world treaty 
on the non-use of force in international relations as the most important 
and priority problems.®

The Soviet Union considers the conclusion of an international agree
ment which would place a complete ban on any testing of nuclear 
weapons by all States to be one of the most important tasks of our age. 
On the whole, despite the positive developments in respect of individ
ual aspects of disarmament and the elaboration and implementation 
of a number of substantive measures to limit arms, and particularly 
strategic arms, it has not yet been possible to curb the nuclear arms 
race. I t is continuing, stocks of weapons of mass destruction are grow
ing, and the weapons themselves are being improved and are acquiring 
ever greater destructive power. Yet the nuclear-weapon Powers are 
far from unanimous in their approach to the question of halting 
nuclear tests. The Soviet Union is striving to ensure that the process 
which began with the signature of the 1963 Moscow Treaty banning 
nuclear-weapon tests in three environments,^® whicih continued with 
the bilateral Soviet-United States Treaty on the limitation of under
ground nuclear-weapon tests,^  ̂ and which was further strengthened 
by the USSE-United States Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explo
sions for Peaceful P urposes,is brought as soon as possible to its con
clusion, that is, the complete and general prohibition of nuclear testing.

At the same time, there are also nuclear-weapon Powers which are 
unwilling to assume an obligation to cease testing.

This difference in approach to this most important problem became 
particularly evident in connexion with the appeal addressed by the 
thirtieth session of the United Nations General Assembly to all 
nuclear-weapon States to reach agreement on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and to enter into negotiations to 
this end. However, as we all know, owing to the position of other 
nuclear-weapon Powers, these negotiations have unfortunately not 
b^gun.

The draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests submitted by the Soviet Union to the thirtieth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly is designed to provide the most 
effective possible means of limiting the nuclear arms race and, in con
sequence, of diminishing the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear 
conflict. By assuming an obligation to refrain from carrying out, to

® C O D /PV .715, p. 23.
Documents on Disarmament, 1963t pp. 291-293. 

pp. 225-229.
“  Ante, pp. 328-332.
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prohibit and to prevent any explosions of nuclear weapons, the States 
parties to the treaty would in practice abandon the course of action 
through which nuclear weapons are improved. At the same time, 
according to the provisions of the draft treaty, access to the benefits 
of the peaceful applications of nuclear explosions would in no way 
be barred either to nuclear-weapon or to non-nuclear-weapon States. 
In  other words, with the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, there would be achieved 
something which is genuinely in the interests of all peoples and States: 
an end to the improvement of nuclear weapons without detriment to 
progress with regard to the peaceful use of nuclear energy.^^

The key element of the Soviet proposal for the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests is the indispensable participation 
in the treaty of all the nuclear-weapon Powers. Solution of the ques
tion otherwise than on the basis of the universal participation of the 
nuclear-weapon Powers would not be in conformity with the principle 
of not compromising the security of any of the parties; it would 
disrupt the established balance of forces in the world, and that could 
lead to an intensification of the arms race in non-nuclear regions. In a 
word, it would not contribute to the strengthening of international 
peace, but, on the contrary, might even increase the danger of nuclear 
war.

Matters are not changed by the proposal made by some that an 
agreement on the complete cessation of nuclear testing, initially limited 
in terms of the numbers of parties thereto, should be object to certain 
time limitations on the grounds, allegedly, that in such a case the 
remaining nuclear-weapon Powers would be encouraged to accede to 
the agreement.

The historical experience of the late 1950s and early 1960s cannot 
be considered in any way encouraging in this respect. And, indeed, 
what is the basis of the calculations of those who try to prove that a 
party which had an opportunity to take advantage of the unilateral 
benefits of improvements in nuclear weapons, as opposed to States 
which had declared a moratorium on nuclear testing, would suddenly, 
in a fit of conscience, accede to the treaty ? These are plainly unfounded 
hopes, especially if it is borne in mind that there are still statesmen 
who bluntly justify the continuation of nuclear testing on the grounds 
that they still have to catch up with or outstrip someone in the nuclear 
arms race.

The Committee on Disarmament could make its powerful voice 
heard in the solution of the problem of the general and complete pro
hibition of nuclear weapon tests. Within the United Nations, and 
within the Committee on Disarmament itself, the feeling is emerging 
that the highest priority should be accorded to the conclusion of a 
comprehensive agreement on the banning of nuclear tests. We should

“ Documents on Disojrmament, 1975, pp. 79S-798.
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like to emphasize that the position of the USSE on this matter is that 
negotiations should be held as soon as possible with a view to reaching 
an agreement on the complete and general prohibition of nucle-ar 
weapon tests.

In our opinion, the Committee on Disarmament must continue its 
consideration of this problem, and do so in such a way as to contribute 
to the speediest possible satisfaction of this most urgent of contem
porary needs.

Four years ago the Soviet Union put forward a proposal to ban the 
use of all types of weapons, nuclear as well as conventional in order to 
create the necessary conditions for the prevention of armed conflicts. 
This was the proposal supported by the United Nations General As
sembly concerning the non-use of force in international relations and 
a simultaneous permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.^  ̂
Circumstances have confirmed the extraordinary timeliness and im
portance of such a proposal. In an endeavour to make renunciation of 
the use of force and of threats of the use of force for the settlement of 
disputes a law of international life, the Soviet Union at the beginning 
of this year made its proposal more specific and suggested the conclu
sion of a universal treaty on the non-use of force in international rela
tions. The consideration by States of practical measures to implement 
this proposal will, we are sure, become one of the most important 
practical tasks in the disarmament field.̂ ®

In assessing the results of the work of the summer session of the 
Committee on Disarmament, we should also like to point out that the 
results are a further confirmation of the adequacy and effectiveness of 
the Committee’s established methods of work. The wide range of pro
cedures and methods adopted—the holding by the Committee of for
mal meetings and of informal meetings with the participation of tech
nical experts, the creation of a Working Group to reach agreement on 
a certain convention, the organization of bilateral and multilateral in
formal consultations, etc.—all this, as we all have been able to see, en
sures full, democratic and, at the same time, constructive examination 
of disarmament problems.

The concentration of the Committee’s attention on the substance of 
the problems considered and the use in practice of established forms 
and methods of work have demonstrated with sufficient clarity what 
we have often said—^namely, that the secret of the success of the Com
mittee’s activities lies not in the machinery or procedure of negotia
tions, but in the political will of States to resolve concrete disarma
ment issues.

The representatives of many States who have spoken at this session 
gave a positive assessment of the role of the Committee on Disarma-

lUd., 1972, pp. 663-667,672, 848-849.
“ AntCy p. 52.
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ment as the principal forum for the conduct of the negotiations in
volved. In  their statements they maintained that the Committee has 
been >and still isi the most appropriate and best qualified international 
organ—and, it may be said, the only one of its kind—for conducting 
negotiations on concrete disarmament questions. We fully share this 
view and believe that, by its forthcoming work and its further con
tribution, the Committee on Disarmament will reaffirm its lofty mis
sion by making a practical contribution to the solution of urgent dis
armament problems of the present day.

In conclusion, we should like to mention the work done by the secre
tariat of the Committee, and to express our gratitude to our interpre
ters, to whom we gave a lot of work, which they have handled 
excellently.

Statement by the Republic of China Information Office: Nuclear 
Weapons, September 16, 1976^

Premier Chiang Ching-kuo emphatically stated at a Cabinet meet
ing held Thursday, September 16, that the Republic of China has 
never had the intention to manufacture nuclear weapons, nor has 
there been any fact to indicate that it has. The Cabinet solemnly stated 
the following:

1. Since 1955, the competent agencies of the Eepublic of China have 
fully cooperated with officials both of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (L\EA ) and of the United States Government in the appli
cation of safeguards inspections concerning its research and develop
ment of nuclear energy for peaceful uses. The IAEA has consistently 
found in its regular inspections that the nuclear equipment and mate
rial used by the Republic of China are entirely in conformity with the 
standards of international inspection.

2. The Republic of China is a signatory of the Treaty of Non-Pro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons and has always strictly observed all its 
provisions.

3. The Government of the Republic of China has no intention what
soever to use its human and natural resources for the development of 
nuclear weapons or to obtain equipment for reprocessing spent nuclear 
fuel.

4. The Government of the Republic of China will continue to accept 
IAEA inspections and to make public its nuclear energy research 
projects. I t  welcomes nuclear scientists of friendly countries to come 
to this country to work jointly with its own scientists in research and 
development for peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

^Nonproliferation Issues: Hearings tefore the Suhcomrndttee on Arms Con
trol^ International Organizations, and Security Agreements of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, First and Sec
ond Sessions, on Nonproliferation Issues, p. 353.
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Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 
September 17, 1976"^

I .  I n t r o d u c t io n

1. By resolution 3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975 the General As
sembly, in paragraph 3, requested the littoral and hinterland States of 
the Indian Ocean to continue their consultations on the convening of 
a conference on the Indian Ocean, with particular attention to the fol
lowing six points:

(a) Purposes of a conference on the Indian Ocean;
(b) Date and duration;
(c) Venue;
(d) Provisional agenda;
(e) Participation;
(f) Level of participation.
In paragraph 4 of the same resolution, the Assembly also requested 

the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its work and consultations in ac
cordance with its mandate and to submit to the General Assembly at 
its thirty-first session a report on its work, including the results of the 
consultations referred to in paragraph 3, mentioned above.^

2. The Ad Hoc Committee reconvened on 10 May 1976 and held 
eight formal meetings (A/AC.159/SE.31-38) and a number of in
formal meetings at United Nations Headquarters between that date 
and 17 September 1976. The littoral and hinterland States of the In 
dian Ocean held one informal meeting at United Nations Headquar
ters on 11 May 1976, which was presided over by the Chairman of the 
Ad H og Committee.

3. As established by General Assembly resolutions 2992 (X XVII) 
and 3259 B (X X IX ) ̂  the membership of the Committee continued to 
be as follows: Australia, Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Japan, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, So
malia, Sri Lanka, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia.

4. The elected officers of the Ad Hoc Committee continued to serve 
as follows:

Chairman: Mr. Hamilton Shirley Amerasinghe (Sri Lanka);
Vice-0hairinan: Mr. Djoko Joewono (Indonesia);
Rapporteur: Mr. Henri Rasolondraibe (Madagasicar).

II. C o n s u l t a t io n s  P u r s u a n t  to  P a r a g r a p h s  3 a n d  4 o f  G e n e r a l  

A s s e m b l y  R e s o l u t io n  3468 (XXX)

5. In accordance with paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 
3468 (X X X ), the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian

^General Assembly Official Records: TMrty-firat Session, Supplement No, 29 
(A/31/29), pp. 1-5.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 774r-776.
°Ihid., 1972, pp. 861-862; iUd„ 1974, PP- 795-797.
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Ocean, in a letter dated 10 February 1976, requested the littoral and 
hinterland States to communicate their views on the six points listed 
in paragraph 1 above. Replies were received from the following 
countries: Australia, Burma, Bhutan, Ethiopia, Iran, Iraq, Kenya 
and Pakistan. Some delegations indicated, during the discussion of 
the A d  H og Committee, that they had already submitted the views 
of their Governments on the six points in 1975 and that their posi
tions either remained unchanged, or that they did not wish to add to 
their replies at the present stage.

6. At the meeting of littoral and hinterland States, held on 11 May 
1976 (see para. 2 above), the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee 
made a statement summarizing comments received so far from littoral 
and hinterland States pursuant to paragraph 3 of resolution 3468 
(XXX) and in reply to a request for views about the convening of a 
conference directed to those States by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Committee in 1975.

7. When the statement was presented to the Ad Hoc Committee, 
some delegations emphasized that all exchanges on the points set out 
in paragraph 3 of resolution 3468 (X X X ), as summarized by the 
Chairman, were of a preliminary and informal nature and that further 
intensive consultations among littoral and hinterland States were re
quired before arriving at a consensus on various aspects of the con
vening of a conference. The substance of the above-mentioned sum
marized statement is set forth in paragraphs 8 to 15 below.

A. Purposes of a conference on the Indian Ocean

8. The Governments that had replied were agreed that the main 
purpose of the conference would be to achieve progress towards the 
practical implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace. Several replies urged the great Powers to refrain 
from increasing and strengthening their military presence in the re
gion. Some Governments stressed the importance of co-operation 
among the States of the region to ensure conditions of security as en
visaged by the Declaration.

B. Daie and duration

9. Most of the replies were flexible on this point and were ready to 
go along with the wishes of the majority. Several Governments 
stressed that the date for the conference could be fixed only in the light 
of the progress made with the preparations for the meeting. On the 
question of the duration of the conference, the suggestions that had 
been made favoured a period ranging from one to six weeks.

10. I t was urged in the Ad Hoo Committee on 10 May 1976 that, if 
the conference was to be a success, the most careful preparations 
should be made and that the Ad Hoc Committee itself might function
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as the preparatory committee for the conference. There was one sug
gestion that, as part of the preparations, there should be ready for 
the consideration of the conference a draft instrument or instruments 
so that proper direction and purpose could be given to the delibera
tions of the conference.

C. Yemim

11. Several Governments suggested that the conference should be 
held in one of the littoral or regional States of the Indian Ocean. Some 
States suggested Colombo as an appropriate meeting p l ^ ,  while 
others expressed their preference for holding the conference at United 
Nations Headquarters. Two Governments, Iraq and Mauritius, oflfered 
to act as host to the conference. Madagascar had stated that, if the 
conference was to be held in more than one stage, it would be prepared 
to serve as host for the first stage.

D. Agenda of the Gonference

12. The agenda of the conference would depend on the purposes of 
the conference as determined by the littoral and 'hinterland Sta/tes. I t  
was generally felt that the agenda should conform to the purpose of 
implementing the Declaration of tjie Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. 
A number of States had suggested that the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean or a preparatory committee should propose a provi
sional agenda. Among the many suggestions in regard to agenda items 
were the following:

(a) Measures to create conditions of security in the area;
(b) Delimitation of the zone and definitions of the principal ideas 

falling within the Declaration, such as “foreign military bases” and 
“context of great Power rivalry” ;

(c) General assessment of the extent of great Power military and 
naval presence in the Indian Ocean;

(d) Elaboration of measures for achieving the eliminaition of all 
foreign military bases conceived in the context of great Power rivalry 
and a reduction of their military and naval presence conceiived in the 
context of great Power rivalries with a view to its eventual elimina
tion;

(e) A system of collective security without military alliances;
(f) Regional co-operation in all fields, and not necessarily in the 

field of security alone;
(g) Procedures for implementing such measures to establish a zone 

of peace.
E. Participation

13. Many Governments favoured the participation of the regional 
States as well as of the major Powers and major maritime users of
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tihe Indian Ocean. Some Govermnen/ts suggested that, a t least in the 
initial stages, the conference should be limited to the regional States. 
There was also a suggestion that the regional States should be full 
participants, while the major Powers and the major maritime users of 
the Indian Ocean should be invited to attend as observers.

F, Level of participation

14. Many replies suggested that the conference should be held at the 
ambassadorial level. Some Grovemments indicated a preference for a 
ministerial level of participation. Yet other replies suggested that 
there could be a conference at the ministerial level preceded by a meet
ing of senior officials.

15. At the stage when the general question of implementation was 
being considered ministerial participation might be useful, but if ever 
the conference moved to the stage of discussing a treaty or convention 
it would be more appropriate for it to be held at the plenipotentiary 
level.

16. On 10 May 1976, the A d Hoc Committee decided to invite China 
and Japan to participate in the consultations of the littoral and hinter
land States with a view to convening a conference of the Indian Ocean. 
I t  also decided to extend a similar invitation to the other great Powers 
and major maritime users which are not members of the A d Hoc 
Committee.

17. On 19 May 1976, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean addressed a letter to the Grovemments of the other great 
Powers and major maritime users mentioned above inviting them to 
participate in the consultations of the littoral and hinterland States.

18. In  response to the letter, Greece, Liberia and Sweden accepted 
the invitation. France, the Federal Eepublic of Germany, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Nortlhem Ireland and the United 
States of America declined to participate in the consultations. Canada, 
the Netherlands and Norway expressed their preference not to par
ticipate at the present stage. Italy replied that the invitation was 
under consideration.

m .  O t h e r  M a t t e r s

19. On 13 September 1976, the A d Hoc Committee received a com
munication from the Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid containing a statement issued by him on 9 September 1976 
on the subject of the military and naval expansion by South Africa 
with particular reference to the peace in the Indian Ocean zone. The 
statement was read by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the 
same day and drawn to the attention of its members. Some delega
tions expressed concern over the developments mentioned in the state
ment. The Ad Hoc Committee requested the Chairman to reply to the 
communication from the Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid accordingly.
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IV . E ecom m endation  o f  t h e  Ab H oc C om m ittee on  t h e  In d ia n
O c e a n

20. The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean unanimously rec
ommends to the General Assembly the adoption of the following draft 
resolution:

Implementation of the Declamtion of the Indian Oceam as a Zone
of Peace

The General Assemhly^

Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 
contained in its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,̂  and 
recalling also its resolutions 2992 (X X V II) of 15 December 1972,® 
3080 (X X V III) of 6 December 1973,® 3259 A (X X IX ) of 9 Decem
ber 1974  ̂ and 3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,®

Reaffirming its conviction that concrete action in furtherance of the 
objectives of the Declaration would be a substantial contribution to 
the strengthening of international peace and security.

Noting the resolution adopted at the Fifth Conference of Heads 
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries on the subject of 
the Indian Ocean Peace Zone Proposal,®

Deeply conxiemed that there has been an escalation of the military 
presence of the great Powers conceived in the context of great Power 
rivalry in the Indian Ocean, and believing therefore that the imple
mentation of the purposes and objectives of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace has acquired a new urgency. 

Regretting that, despite repeated invitations, certain great Powers 
as well as certain major maritime users of the Indian Ocean have not 
so far found it possible to co-operate with the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean and the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean,

1. Takes note of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean,^° in particular section I I  thereof concerning the consultations 
entered into by the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean 
in pursuance of paragraphs 3 and 4 of General Assembly resolution 
3468 (XXX) ;

2. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee and the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean to continue their consultations with a view 
to formulating a programme of action leading to the convening of a 
Conference on the Indian Ocean;

m i ,  pp. 901-903.
® J&M., m 2 ,  pp. 861-862. 

m s ,  pp. 854-858. 
m 4 ,  pp. 79&-T96. 
ms, pp. 774-776.

® Ante, pp. 561^64.
Supra.
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3. Renews its invitation to all States, in particular the great Powers 
and major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, to co-operate in a prac
tical manner with the Ad Hoc Committee in the discharge of its 
functions;

4. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its work and con
sultations in accordance with its mandate and to submit to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-second session a report on its work;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all neces
sary assistance to the Ad Hoc Conmiittee, including the provision of 
summary records.

Statement by Under Secretary of State Habib to the Subcommit
tee on International Political and Military Affairs of the House 
International Relations Committee: Arms Transfer Policy 
[Extracts], September 21, 1976^

Mr. Chairman, I  am particularly happy to have this opportunity 
to discuss with the members of the International Political and Mili
tary Affairs Subcommittee the important role of arms transfers in 
our foreign relations with friendly and allied governments.

The occasion for this meeting is of course your consideration of the 
notifications before the Congress of our intention, in response to re
quest from 14 foreign governments, to provide a variety of military 
equipment and defense services. The total value of these proposed 
sales is over $6 billion, a figure that has naturally attracted consid
erable notice and comment. The figure is an impressive one, but I  be
lieve we can place it in better perspective through an examination of 
its component parts. Before turning to the specific cases before you, 
however, I  would like to make one general comment that applies to 
all of them.

That is, as we know from hard experience, it simply costs a vast 
amount more today to erect an adquate defense than it did 20 or 
even 5 years ago. Ifot only does sophistication add substantially to 
the price, but there is a constant rise in costs owing to inflation. In the 
early 1950’s when our security assistance program almost wholly con
sisted of grants, we provided allies with equipment worth about $5 
billion a year; in today’s prices that would be well over $10 billion a 
year—^higher than today’s sales figures. So, from the inflationary point 
of view alone, the dollar values of today’s arms transfers are not out 
of line with those of earlier periods.

^Proposed Foreign Military Sales to Middle Eastern Countries—1916: Hear
ings "before the Subcommittee on International Political and Military AffcUrs of 
the Committee on International Relations, Souse of Representatives, Ninety- 
fourth Congress, Second Session, pp. 67, 6^71.
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More significantly, the actual number of weapons systems trans
ferred is smaller in many cases because of the high unit cost of so
phisticated weapons. As an example, the most modern jet fighter 
available in the 1950’s would have cost about $700,000 in fiscal year 
1975 dollars; today’s most modern jets cost 10 or 15 times that figure. 
The cost of even far less exotic hardware, such as tanks, has more than 
doubled owing to increasing sophistication. In short, because of both 
inflation and sophistication a billion dollars buys far less arms than 
in earlier years.

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, I  would like to make some gen
eral reinarks about the background of these proposed sales. I  can assure 
you that we are very much aware of the criticism that has been di
rected at our decisionmaking on arms sales. I  would like to stress that 
the proposed sales that are before you have been subjected to a thor
ough review process and decided on their own individual merits. We 
have not relaxed our standards in deciding whether or not to sell 
military equipment abroad. Indeed, both the Department of State 
and Defense view their primary responsibility as regulating and man- 
aging sales programs, not promoting them.

The review process begins generally in the field where our military 
missions and our Embassies first receive an indication of foreign inter
est in a U.S. defense article or service. Our people are not salesmen 
and do not push the sales of weapons abroad; rather they work with 
their foreign counterparts when possible to assure that estimates of 
national defense requirements are accurate and reasonable. Thus, fre
quently a foreign nation’s desire for a particular system is either 
reduced in number or delayed in time following the advice of our 
personnel. On many occasions, we have been successful in persuading 
foreign counterparts that a particular glamorous system is not appro
priate to their requirements. Our arms industry— l̂ike our agriculture 
and our other advanced technology industries—happens to be the best 
in the world. We not only manufacture the best planes, ships, and 
other systems, we provide better training and more reliable logistical 
support. We do not seek to force arms sales on others. Our products 
are sought by modernizing states. Further, this preference for dealing 
with the United States indicates a confidence in the United States as 
a responsible world power whose policies are directed toward the goals 
of peace and stability, rather than disruption, subversion, or the stimu
lation of conflicts.

When a request is relayed by our military missions or Embassies to 
Washington, it is carefully studied in the Departments of State , De
fense, ACDA, and other agencies. A large number of factors are 
evaluated, but a crucial factor is the role the country plays, its rela



612 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

tionship to U.S. interests in its area and how our response will affect 
the furtherance of our specific policy goals and our own national 
interests. Let me emphasize that we do not sell arms unless there is a 
very substantial area of policy congruence—particularly security 
policy—'between ourselves and the recipient. All of the nations which 
we are discussing today can meet that standard.

Among the other factors in our predecision review, we examine 
whether the introduction of a new military system would affect the 
regional security balance or perhaps stimulate other requests from 
neighboring countries that would lead to imbalances. We also have 
to examine realistically the alternative sources of supply that the 
country may have and whether a refusal on our part to sell a par
ticular system would simply result in another supplier—for example, 
the Soviet Union—making the sale.

The desire for modem arms by our friends and allies is under
standable when they see potential adversaries well supplied with 
modem hardware by the Soviet Union and its friends. The continu
ing efforts by the Soviets to provide weapons to its friends have 
added to the sense of insecurity of many friendly governments. Iraq, 
for example, which has less than a third of Iran’s population, has a 
rough equivalency in number of Soviet-supplied modern tanks and 
aircraft. As we have seen in widely scattered areas, the Soviet Union 
is not constrained in the supply of weapons to its friends.

In  our review process, we are not governed by U.S. balance-of- 
payment considerations. The sale and its relation to our broad na
tional interests are dominant. But economic and social factors are 
taken into account. A proposed sale is vetted in terms of the coun
try’s development goals and its ability to finance the particular 
system.

We have to make a clear judgment that the supply of a system to a 
foreign country would not weaken the readiness of our own forces. In 
addition, we weigh the threat to be countered or deterred, and the 
burden that a new system would place on the foreign nation’s ability 
to absorb new equipment. The value of our defense cooperation with 
the proposed recipient country is of importance. We have to cal
culate how a positive or negative decision on a proposed sale might 
affect any special interests, such as access to facilities or air space 
rights, that we may enjoy with the recipient country.

Finally, except in special circumstances, we do not sell or other
wise transfer certain sensitive items which would tend to weaken our 
technological lead or which we feel it otherwise inappropriate to 
sell to foreign nations. There have been a number of cases in which 
we have refused to sell arms to our friends, although for obvious 
reasons, these do not normally make the headlines nor do we seek to 
publicize them to the detriment of our relations.
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Statements by ACDA Director Ikle to the Subcommittee on Arms 
Control, International Organizations, and Security Agree
ments of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee: United 
States Nuclear Policy Toward the Republic of China, and 
Development of Mini-Nukes [Extracts], September 22, 
1976"

Mr. I k l e . Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, it is a pleas
ure for me to appear before you today. I  understand that these hear
ings are concerned with the question of whether or to what extent, 
the Kepublic of China—on Taiwan— ĥas started to separate plutonium 
from spent nuclear reactor fuel by chemical reprocessing. I  have been 
informed of the intelligence briefing that you have received on this 
matter, and I  would like to comment now on those aspects in which 
the Arms Control Agency is directly involved.

NPT O b lig a t io n s  of  R e p u b l ic  o f  C h in a

The Republic of China ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 
1970.2 By becoming a party to this treaty, it assumed the obligation 
not to develop or otherwise obtain any nuclear explosive device and 
not to seek any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear explosive 
devices. Also, the treaty obligates the Republic of China to accept the 
safeguard system, as it is called, of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency—IAEA—on plutonium and uranium for all peaceful nuclear 
activities within its territory or under its control.

Senator S y m in g t o n . The statement says the “so-called safeguard 
system.”

Dr. I k l e . The meaning I  want to convey is better expressed the way 
I just put it. I t  really means quotation marks around safeguard system 
because it has a special technical meaning. I t is often capitalized, Mr. 
Chairman. But the treaty does not prohibit the reprocessing of spent 
fuel or the accumulation of plutonium,

R epro cessin g  S p e n t  F u e l  a n d  A c c u m u l a t in g  P l u t o n iu m

Senator Case. I read this statement before. I  bate to interrupt and 
I  won’t if you or Dr. Ikle would rather continue. One particular thing 
struck me right hard. Is this an interpretation that our Government 
has put on this agreement, or is it your own personal one ?

It seems on the face that either “reprocessing spent fuel or the ac
cumulation of plutonium” is a step in obtaining a nuclear explosive 
device which is specifically prohibited by the treaty.

Why do you say that they are not violating the treaty when they do 
this?

 ̂NonproUferation Issues: Hearings "before the Subcommittee on Arms Control, 
International Organizationsy and Security Agreements of the Committee on For
eign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, First and Second 
Sessions, on Nonproliferation Issues, pp. 346-^2, 357-359.

 ̂For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Mr. iKiiE. The language of the treaty and more importantly the 
safeguard agreements that have been worked out in the International 
Atomic Energy Agency really do not prohibit—

Senator C a se . I  am talking about the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
which you say above, in which the parties assumed the obligation not 
to develop or otherwise obtain any nuclear explosive device. Are not 
reprocessing spent fuel and accumulating plutonium steps in obtain
ing nuclear explosive devices ?

Mr. i K i i i .  The accumulation of plutonium could be a step toward 
developing an explosive device.

Senator C a se . Why do you state it is not a violation of the treaty ? 
It isn’t  specij&cally in words, but is it not a step ?

Mr. I k l e . I f  it is for peaceful purposes, it is not prohibited by the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. From our point of view, this may be a 
drawback or shortcoming of the treaty, but as a peaceful activity, the 
accumulation of plutonium for fueling reactors is not prohibited by 
the treaty.

Senator Cas£. The word “for” talks about a state of mind. If  the 
same action is good, if you have one stat6 of mind, how can it be bad 
if you have another state of mind? How does the treaty obligation 
depend upon the state of mind ?

Mr. I k l e . The treaty obligation does not.
Senator C a se . If  so, is it not a pretty firm treaty obligation ? I f  all 

a person has to do is say I  am accumulating all of this plutonium, 
purely for the purpose of running a powerplant, do we have to accept 
that?

Mr. I b x e . We could not make the case, I  believe, that this is a viola
tion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. However, we do not necessarily 
have to accept it. In many situations, indeed we have an agreement 
with the country that we would have to approve any reprocessing.

S ig n if ic a n c e  of N o n - P r o lifer a tio n  T r ea ty

Senator S y m i n g t o n . If that is true, then the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty is a joke. What mystified this committee was the fact that the 
State Department said they had done their best to prevent the re
processing setup being sold by Germany to Brazil and a few days 
later the Chancellor of Germany said he had no protest from anybody 
at any time. So it is clear now the Brazilians who have a great deal of 
uranium, as you well know, are in a position where they can make 
bombs through that reprocessing.

You can talk about the expense of enriching uranium from 0.7 per
cent to 90 percent for explosives. One of the directors pointed 
out to me that enriching uranium to “weapons grade” is not the way 
they would do it. What they would do is only enrich the uranium in 
U235 from 0.7 to 3 or 4 percent, make their electric energy which 
they need very badly, and then use the plutonium created for prpduc-
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tion of bombs, they wouldn’t have to go through the long and ex
pensive process of .enrichment.

Therefore, I  think the Senator from New Jersey’s observation is 
most pertinent when he says the treaty does not prohibit the reproc
essing of spent fuel or the accumulation of plutonium. I t  means to my 
mind that the treaty isn’t really significant.

Do you care to comment on that ?
Mr. I kle. Several comments, Mr. Chairman. The treaty first has 

political significance in that it makes form,al a commitment of about 
100 countries not to go ahead and build an arsenal of nuclear weapons, 
not to build a stockpile of nuclear weapons. That is very important. 
I t is an important assurance in many regions for countries to know 
their neighbors are similarly committed.

It is possible to make a distinction here between the accumulation of 
plutonium and the accumulation of finished weapons. Nonetheless, it 
is clear that the treaty has its limitations in its effectiveness for sep
arating peaceful activities from what might be preparation for weap
ons arsenals. I t  is for that reason that we, the United States, have 
made additional efforts which have been intensified over the last couple 
of years, to widen the separation between legitimate peaceful activ
ities and what might be an effort to gain weapons material. I t  is for 
that reason that we have gone further than the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty would require.

We have not exported or sold reprocessing plants and we now use 
our influence where we can to dissuade other countries from going 
ahead with their own national reprocessing facilities. The same is 
true for highly enriched uranium.

Senator S y m in g t o n . My only comment is that there is no criticism 
of your efforts in this field.

Senator C a se . No ; it isn’t that at all.
Senator S y m in g t o n . Last year a group of us went out to Vienna. 

We decided the whole setup there was all form and no substance from 
the standpoint of any strict enforcement. That being true, the em
phasis that we put on forming the NPT is sort of ridiculous. In  the 
first place you can get out in 90 days by just notifying them, and in 
the second place, after you join, there is no certain way to see if you 
are obeying the rules. There is not enough money and not enough 
people.

Would you proceed ?

T h r e e  A dditional . I n t e r n a t io n a l  A g r eem en ts  to W h ic h  ROC is
P a r ty

Mr. I k l e . In addition, the Republic of China is a party to three in
ternational agreements involving the United States and the IAEA. 
Let me briefly put these agreements in perspective here.

253-754 0  - 78 - 41
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First, there is a bilateral agreement for nuclear cooperation between 
the United States and the Republic of China. Under this, U.S. sup
pliers may provide nuclear facilities and materials to Taiwan in ac
cordance with certain restrictions. The agreement gives the United 
States the right to impose safeguards as a fallback position, but also 
provides that existing IAEA safeguards will be applied under normal 
circumstances. Reprocessing is permitted only with U.S. consent and 
on U.S. terms.®

The second is a trilateral agreement between the United States, the 
Republic of China and the IAEA. I t  provides for IAEA safeguards 
to cover nuclear materials and facilities supplied under our bilateral 
agreement for cooperation.^

Third, the Republic of China has an agreement with the IAEA 
which subjects to safeguards a heavy water research reactor and other 
nuclear materials obtained from Canada. The agreement not only 
covers the Canadian imports, but any nuclear material, regardless of 
its source, that is produced, processed, or used in the Canadian sup
plied facility, with certain minor exceptions. Thus, the agreement’s 
safeguard provision must be applied to any reprocessing of fuel from 
this facility, regardless of the source of the natural uranium fuel.

T a iw a n ’s R e l a t io n s h ip  to IAEA

Now, Taiwan’s relationship to the IAEA requires some clarifica
tion : In December 1971, the IAEA refused to recognize the Taiwan
ese delegation as the legal representatives of China to the IAEA. This 
action has had no de facto effect on the IAEA agreements, which both 
the IAEA and the Government of the Republic of China continue to 
observe and support. The viability of these agreements is evidenced 
by the continued IAEA inspection on Taiwan. In any event, as I  men
tioned, there are the separate safeguard provisions of our Agreement 
for Cooperation with the Republic of China, which would be operable 
if for some reason the IAEA safeguards could not be continued.

A ssu ea n c e  O b t a in e d  F rom  ROC

In July of this year, the IAEA carried out safeguard inspections 
of the United States and Canadian supplied facilities on Taiwan. We 
understood there was no indication of any diversion of safeguarded 
materials or of any reprocessing having been conducted at these 
facilities.

However, in 1973 the Republic of China made some overtures abroad 
to obtain certain reprocessing equipment and materials. The United 
States strongly opposed this move. Recently we have approached the 
Republic of China on this issue of reprocessing and after discussions

*23 UST 945; TIAS 7364. Extension and amendment, 25 UST 1609: TIAS 7834 
(Mar. 15,1974).

* 22 UST 1837; TIAS 7228.
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between Premier Chiang and Ambassador Unger, we have just ob
tained the following important assurance from the Republic of China:

The Government of the RepubUc of China has no intention whatsover to 
develop nuclear weapons, or a nuclear explosive device, or to engage in any 
activities related to reprocessing purposes.

The Vice Foreign Minister of the Republic of China further ex
plained this assurance as meaning that his government ‘̂would have 
nothing to do with reprocessing in any shape or form.”

[The following information was subsequently supplied:]

In addition, we have received the following offer from the Government of 
the Republic of China: “The Government of the Republic of China would 
welcome it if the United States Government would consider recommending two 
or three nuclear scientists to serve as advisers to Chinese agencies concerned 
in the RepubUc of China with emolument and other expenses to be borne by 
the Chinese Government and work jointly in projects of nuclear research and 
development in all the Republic of China nuclear facilities.”

P l u t o n iu m  E epro cessin g  : J u s t if ic a t io n s  a n d  D ang er

Many specialists assert that plutonium and unburned uranium 
should be separated from spent reactor fuel and reused. I t  is true 
that these fissile materials could replace some of the new uranium fuel 
needed, but this would be at most only about one-third of the fuel 
required and far less in a growing nuclear power system, such as 
Taiwan is now developing. Thus, a country with only a few reactors 
does not have convincing economic justification for building its own 
reprocessing plant. In all likelihood, it would cost such a country 
more to extract the energy value from the spent fuel than it would 
have to pay for the equivalent amount of fresh fuel. ISTor would such 
a country significantly decrease its dependence from fuel imports. 
And the problem of storing the spent fuel can be handled more sim
ply and cheaply without going through the trouble and cost of a re
processing plant and fuel recycling.

Thus, the peaceful justifications for reprocessing are dubious at 
best. More importantly, widespread plutonium reprocessing would 
create a serious danger. By operating a reprocessing plant over some 
time, a country could accumulate large amounts of weapons-usable 
materials in ready form.

Senator C a se . I t is my understanding that while your statement 
is quite true in respect to the present power plant, that if they went 
into an expansion, say, from 1 to 10 or 15, they would need more fuel 
than they can get from—.

Mr. I k l e . N o ; the question is at what time does reprocessing of the 
burnt reactor fuel become economically viable? In this country we 
have some 55 power reactors. The Republic of China has now four 
under construction. We have 55 in operation and we do not yet re
process the spent fuel.

Senator C ase . We are all worried about the fuel supply, aren’t we?
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Mr. Ikije. But you still need fresh fuel supply. Even if you do 
reprocess up to two-thirds of the fuel would have to be fresh, that is 
to say, either natural uranium for a Canadian-type reactor or en
riched uranium that we, for example, furnish to Taiwan and other 
countries.

Senator C a se . Keprocessing is supposed to make it possible to use 
a given amount of natural uranium many times over ?

Mr. I k l e . Not really. As calculated, it save  ̂ you maybe up to the 
maximum of 30 percent of the fuel. And it may not save you money 
because it may cost more to reprocess than it would cost to buy fresh 
supplies. I t  may not make economic sense, but it is only in the future 
breeder reactor where we may see a more continued reuse and regen
eration of fuel.

N e w  B reeder  R eactor

Senator C a se . Could you expand that -a little bit more because it is 
a fairly important point. What is the new breeder reactor and how 
does it differ from what we have now?

Mr. I kle. The breeder reactor would generate plutonium more copi
ously than the light water reactor and would utilize plutonium fuel. 
In some sense, it would produce more fuel than it consumes. I t would 
be generating fresh fuel. Dr. Buchheim could give you a more tech
nical explanation of the process.

Senator C a se . Isn’t the thought generally that the breeder reactoi 
is what we are coming to if we are going to expand nuclear powei 
generation ?

Mr. I k l e . The breeder certainly is an important project for the 
future. We do not have a commercially viable breeder reactor. We are 
not yet sure about the cost and there are alternative ideas being worked 
on for future nuclear power. But the breeder reactor clearly is a very 
important potential project.

Senator C a se . And the breeder reactor is the one that involves pro
ducing enormous amounts of plutonium ?

Mr. I k l e . I t  would do that. Senator Case. We project that the 
breeder reactor may become commercially viable in the 1990’s so that 
is quite some time in the future, and there are a number of alternative 
technologies, some which may be creating more of a hazard and some 
may be less hazardous from the point of view of proliferation. We 
still have some time for additional research and development here.

Senator C a se . At the present time, reprocessing would add only 30 
percent of the usefulness of the uranium we now have for the purpose 
of power generation?

Mr. I k l e . That is  correct.
Senator C a se . What would be the factor in the case of the breeder 

reactor?
Mr. I k l e . I  am not sure, unless Dr. Buchheim would be able to give 

you an answer here, this has not been fully worked out yet.
Senator C a se . I  wouldn’t  hold you to an error of 100 percent. What 

is the nature?
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Mr. I k l e . I t  might double the utilization of the fuel.
Senator C ase. One hundred percent instead of thirty?
Mr. I k l e . Well, more than that. With the reprocessing now for the 

reactors that we have in this country, you might at the maximum save 
one-third of the enriched uranium fuel. You don’t  save that in terms 
of dollars, you save it in terms of amounts of fuel because it costs more 
to reprocess.

Senator C ase. What about this breeder reactor?
Mr. I k l e . I t  is really quite uncertain, but we can check this further 

and maybe submit some estimates for the record. There are a number 
of estimates regarding the extent to which a breeder reactor would 
generate plutonium and would utilize the fuel.

[The information referred to follows:]

EXTENT TO WHICH BREEDER REACTOR WOULD GENERATE AND 
UTILIZE PLUTONIUM

(SuppUed byACDA)

HypotheticaUy, a factor of twenty to thirty may be possible, but the develop
ment of the breeder reactor is currently in an experimental stage which will 
not be completed until after 1986 when the breeder program will be evaluated 
and a more concrete figure may become available. I t should be understood, 
however, that the breeder reactor may never be brought into commercial use 
because of the acute safety hazards and the heavy capital and operating 
expenses associated with it.

Senator C ase. The range of estimates is from what to what?
Mr. I k l e . Well, whether it would double the value of the fuel or— 
Senator Case. I  mean the amount.
Mr. I k l e . The amount; yes. But the important qu^tion. Senator 

Case, is the cost of building and running the breeder. The economics 
dominate the story.

Senator C ase. What we are thinking about is the mass of nuclear 
material?

Mr. I k l e . There is no question that the breeder reactor as now con
ceived could produce a lot of plutonium, consume plutonium, and thus 
generate further and from the proliferation point of view have sur
plus plutonium. That is very clear.

Senator S y m in g to n . Proceed.

D anger C reated by  W idespread P lu to n iu m  P rocessing

Mr. I k l e . Widespread plutonium reprocessing would create a seri
ous danger. By operating a reprocessing plant over some time, a coun
try could accumulate large amounts of weapons-usable material in 
ready form. One reactor of the type now commonly sold yields enough 
plutonium per year, given reprocessing, for some 10 to 70 bombs. With 
a ready stock of plutonium on hand, a nation could drastically shrink 
the time required to manufacture nuclear explosives to weeks or even 
days if all the other elements required were in place. This could make
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it very difficult for the international safeguard system to provide 
timely warning.

I t  is these considerations which have led the United States to op
pose the sale of reprocessing plants abroad and to discourage the 
spread of national reprocessing facilities. We, therefore, welcome the 
recently announced decision by the Government of the Eepublic of 
China not to acquire their own reprocessing facilities. This is a very 
helpful step and is the example that we would like to see followed by 
other nations.

This concludes my remarks, Mr. Chairman. I  will be happy to an
swer any questions which the subcommittee may have on this topic.

L im it e d  N u c lea r  W ar  i n  E uro pe

Senator S y m in g t o n . Dr. Ikle, I  would like to turn to another sub
ject as long as we have you here. Somebody has sent me a galley proof 
of a book by Alva Myrdal which Mrs. Myrdal is, I  think it is fair to 
say, an expert in this field. I  don’t necessarily agree with some of her 
conclusions, let me emphasize that, but I  am very much impressed 
by some of the things she says.

Many years ago we had a discussion about a limited nuclear war, 
especially in Europe. Secretary McNamara testified there were 7,000 
nuclear warheads in Europe. T ^en  I  first came into the Senate, about 
a quarter of a century ago, I  tried to get the Armed Services Com
mittee on this subject, but was told it was too highly secret for 
anyone, even the Armed Services Committee to get into.

I  was just reading this book last night. Mrs. Myrdal has various 
figures and statements that have to do with this problem. She quotes 
an esteemed Frenchman in a 1969 study. In the study he says that the 
weapons already available are sufficient to annihilate the total world 
population 690 times over. Then Mrs. Myrdal goes on into the question 
of nuclear weapons and states that the Soviet policy in effect does not 
countenance limited nuclear war, nor do I, incidentally, and I  never 
did believe that you could hold it to a limited nuclear war.

This is an extraordinarily interesting book. She gives first the 
Soviet point of view on a limited war over Europe and the American 
point of view and the European point of view and quotes quite a few 
German opinions about it, including the present Chancellor. Have you 
seen this book?

Mr. I k l e . I  have not yet.
Senator S y m in g t o n . I  think it will be of interest to everybody in 

the world, not just in the United States— n̂ot necessarily the conclu
sions but the facts.

Chancellor Schmidt is quoted as saying:
We have thus sketched out NATO’s dilemma regarding deterrence. Effec

tive defense of Europe would only be possible for a short time or in a geo
graphically limited area, and it would lead rapidly to the destruction of Europe.
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He is quoted as saying further:

A war which they regard as limited war by the superpowers would be no 
less a war of annihilation for countries of the battlefield.

Thi;s is the type and character of information tha t I  have, learned over 
many years should be developed by some committee of the Congress. The 
people in the world have a right to know some of these things.

Mrs. Myrdal quotes a retired German general stating :

Tactical nuclear defense of Western Europe would lead to its destruction.

We know we have 7,000 nuclear weapons in Europe, and she quotes 
Dr. Herbert York as stating 166 one-megaton ground burst explosions 
within a wide area of lethal fallout could cover all of West Germany, 
killing all persons in the open.

This again is pretty serious stuff. The impression she gives is that 
many Germans are gravely apprehensive about this matter and that 
the German Government itself is apprehensive about this matter.

In one sentence I  noted, she said the present distinction between 
nuclear and conventional weapons becomes blurred. I t  will be im
possible even for those who believe in limited war to avoid uncon
trollable escalation. That is my conviction after 25 years here and 
a good many years in the Pentagon before I  came here.

D ev elo pm en t  of M i n i -N u k e s

Nevertheless, I  understand that we are now developing what we 
call mini-nukes, tiny little nuclear weapons, which are considerably 
more damaging than conventional weapons.

I  have quoted often a superb pamphlet you put out listing the yield 
of the Hiroshima bomb as 13,000 tons. The largest device ever tested 
was 58 megatons.’I  was in London and Birmingham and I  saw what 
the bombs did there. Yet one-quarter-ton bombs were dropped in the 
worst raids'on those two cities.

Do you know why we are developing these mini-nukes? Can we 
only be developing them for a limited war, and do you know why 
we are doing that?

Mr. I k l e . Mr. Chairman, we have a policy not to develop these 
“mini-nukes” that would blur the dividing line between conventional 
and nuclear weapons. In fact, I  think in 1974, let me take credit for 
that, we came out with a formal statement in Geneva giving this 
assurance to other countries that we had no intention of developing
such mini-nukes that would destroy-----

Senator S y m in g t o n . Let’s get a specific break point. What is 
the lowest yield in any nuclear weapon that we are attempting to 
develop today?

Mr. I k l e . I  would have to supply that for the record. I t  is classi
fied information.

[The information referred to follows:]
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DEVELOPMENT OF LOW-YIELD NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

(Supplied by ACDA)

We liave developed nuclear weapons which have yields of less than one 
kiloton which include the Lance (a surface-to-surface missile), and certain 
8"  and 155mm artillery, tactical bombs and atomic demolition munitions. 
The specific sub-kiloton yield of any weapon is classified, and in our contacts 
with DOD representatives to obtain this information, we have been unsuc
cessful in obtaining it in unclassified form.

Senator S y m in g t o n . I  take issue with you because I  happen to 
know how low the yield would be in nuclear weapons we are trying 
to produce. I  say that if you do produce them that low, then you have 
blurred the difference between a conventional and a nuclear war. I  
am very grateful that my colleague, the ranking member of the full 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Case, is interested in this 
today because we are getting into the guts of the future of the world.

I  believe we have now gone to an effort which in effect does blur 
the difference between conventional and nuclear weapons. I f  it is 
true that the Soviet Union policy is that they are not preparing for 
a limited nuclear war, if it is true that there is grave apprehension 
in Germany about a limited nuclear war, if it is true that we have 
7,000 warheads in Germany and are trying to make them smaller 
and smaller in order to have a limited nuclear war, then we have a 
problem of policy, not only with our allies but with our own people 
in this country as to what we are doing.

Don’t you agree with that?
Mr. I k l e . Mr. Chairman, I  agree with the importance of preserv

ing the dividing line between nuclear weapons and conventional ones. 
Of course, efforts have been made to lower the destructiveness of 
nuclear weapons that are planned to be used for tactical purposes 
but-----

T a c tic a l  P urposes

Senator S y m in g t o n . What do you mean by tactical purposes? 
What do you mean by that?

Mr. I k l e . Your question is a valid one and I  often stress myself 
that the distinction between tactical and strategic isn’t all that solid.

Senator S y m in g t o n . What you really mean is that you would only 
kill a few million people instead of 100 million?

Mr. I k l e . What people envisage for such nuclear weapons is that 
they would destroy tanks or a bridge rather than inflicting great 
destruction in a wider area. Now, an effort was underway, or interest 
was expressed, in going further still and building nuclear weapons 
whose effect would be such that you couldn’t for sure make a dis
tinction. You wouldn’t be able to tell for sure whether it was a nuclear 
weapon without specific measurement. That effort was stopped be
cause of the arms control consideration and because of the desire not 
to do away with the fire break but rather strengthen it.
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Statement by Assistant Secretary of State Hummel to the Sub
committee on Arms Control, International Organizations, and 
Security Agreements of the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee: United States Nuclear Policy Toward the Republic of 
China, September 22, 1976^

Mr. Chairman, it is my honor to appear before this distinguished 
committee and to testify concerning our policies in the nuclear field 
with respect to Taiwan.

The administration is deeply committed to preventing the further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. In recent yearg, great effort has been 
devoted to restricting the spread of national uranium enrichment and 
spent fuel reprocessing facilities. I  believe we have made significant 
progress in these areas; we are determined to do more.

U.S. N uc lea r  P o lic ies  w it h  R espec t  to R e p u b l ic  of C h in a

Our nuclear policies with respect to the Republic of China combine 
cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy with determined 
vigilance against the possibility of potential nuclear proliferation. 
The main elements of our policy are:

To cooperate with the ROC’s plans to meet a growing portion of its 
electric power needs from nuclear reactors.

To cooperate in those areas of peaceful nuclear research and training 
for which the ROC has a legitimate need.

To insure that the ROC abides by its policy not to develop nuclear 
weapons.

To insure that the ROC does not obtain a national reprocessing or 
enrichment capability.

In many respects, the issues we confront and the policies we are pur
suing in the nuclear field with the ROC are similar to those we face in 
other areas of the world. However, our nuclear relations with Taiwan 
are unique in other respects.

First, we are, in a practical sense, Taiwan’s only source of reactors 
and enriched uranium fuel for its nuclear power program.

Senator S y m in g t o n . What do you mean by “in a practical sense?” 
Mr. H u m m e l . The technology now comes from us and the four nu

clear power reactors all come from us. The ROC’s previous relation
ship with Canada has been terminated.

Senator S y m in g t o n . But there is no reason they couldn’t go to 
Germany or France, is there, the same nation, very possibly other 
countries, and get the same equipment ?

^Nonproliferation Issues: Hearings before the Suheommittee on Arms Control, 
International Organizations, and Security Agreements of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fourth Congress, First and 
Second Sessions, on Nonproliferation Issues, pp. 363-367. The statement was 
also published in the Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 11, 1976, pp. 454-456.
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Mr. H u m m e l . That is correct, sir, they could.
Senator S y m in g to n . Thank you. Will you proceed ?
Mr. H u m m el . This reduces the problems of coordination with other 

suppliers and increases Taiwan’s dependence on a cooperative U.S. 
attitude in order to maintain its nuclear power program.

Second, our nuclear policies in the ROC must be determined within 
the context of our overall China policy. They must be compatible with 
our commitment to normalize our relations with the People’s Republic 
of China and with our interest in encouraging a peaceful solution of 
the Taiwan problem. For these reasons, our nuclear policies with 
respect to Taiwan are formulated with great care and circumspection.

ROC’s N uclear P ower and R esearch  P rograms

Since the late 1960’s, the Republic of China has been planning to 
meet an increasing portion of its energy requirements from nuclear 
power. The ROC has industrialized rapidly over the past decade and 
expects this trend to continue. Its energy needs have grown propor
tionately. Domestic energy sources, largely hydroelectric, meet only 
a fraction of Taiwan’s needs. As the ROC’s efforts to develop offshore 
oil have yet to bear fruit, the ROC expects to remain totally depend
ent for the foreseeable future on imports for its growing fossil fuel 
needs. Consequently, the ROC is convinced that diversification into 
nuclear power is essential to its continued economic growth; the energy 
crisis in 1973 reinforced their belief in the correctness of this decision.

There lare presently four nuclear generating unit© under construc
tion on Taiwan; two others are in the planning stage. The first nuclear 
generating unit is scheduled to begin operation next year. These four 
generating units will provide approximately a third of total projected 
electric generating capacity when they become operational. When all 
six are completed in the mid-1980’s, nuclear power will provide 45 per
cent of the island’s electric generating capacity.

The ROC is aware that this program is crucial to its continued eco
nomic vitality. Moreover, it will be investing several billion dollars in 
this program, a sizable stake in terms of Taiwan’s economy. The nu
clear powerplants and the low enriched uranium to fuel them are all 
being supplied by American companies.

In addition to its nuclear power program, the ROC has been con
ducting a modest program in nuclear research since the late 1950’s. 
This program began at Tsinghua University which has a small re
search reactor supplied by the United States. In the mid-1960’s, the 
Government intensified its research program and established a Govern
ment agency, the Institute for Nuclear Energy Research (IN E R ), for 
this purpose. INER has developed plans for research into all aspects 
of the nuclear fuel cycle. INER has an operational fuel fabrication 
plant and a Canadian-supplied 40-megawatt research reactor; the In 
stitute has been constructing a small reprocessing laboratory since 1969, 
but this laboratory is not yet operational.
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U .S . I n v o lv em en t  i n  ROC N u c lea r  P ow er a n d  R esea r c h  P rograms

U.S. involvement in Taiwan’s nuclear power and research programs 
is governed by the terms of the United States-ROC agreement for 
cooperation in the civil uses of atomic energy. This agreement restricts 
our nuclear cooperation to peaceful purposes, provides for the appli
cation of IAEA safeguards and gives the United States a veto over 
the reprocessing of U.S.-supplied fuel. All U.S.-supplied facilities and 
materials are imder IAEA safeguards and have been periodically 
inspected by the IAEA, most recently in July of this year.

Senator S y m in g t o n . If  I may interject there, I  have said many 
times and continue to say the IAEA enforcement situation is one 
largely of form as against substance. I  say this after an extended 
investigation and after talking to some of the former U.S. representa
tives and our people over there.

Now, you say here that this agreement restricts our nuclear coop
eration for peaceful purposes. Is there any penalty of any kind from 
the standpoint of withdrawing any other assistance or doing some
thing else if we find that Taiwan has not fulfilled its obligations in 
maintaining all of this development which we are training them in 
solely for peaceful purposes?

Mr. H u m m e l . I t is my understanding that such sanctions are not 
mentioned in this international agreement and it would be unusual if 
they were, but the possible sanctions are, I think, well known to all 
parties.

Senator S y m in g t o n . I  think that is a fair statement. Will you 
proceed ?

Mr. H u m m e l . Over the years, the administration has restricted 
U.S. cooperation to those areas where we believe that Taiwan has 
legitimate research and training requirements and which do not en
danger our nonproliferation objectives. Despite the interest of ROC 
scientists in all aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, we have not extended 
such cooperation to reprocessing and, in fact, have made clear our 
determined opposition to such activities. We do not believe that Tai
wan’s nuclear power program provides an economic justification for 
a national enrichment or reprocessing program. We have made clear 
that any attempt by the ROC to develop such programs will seriously 
jeopardize our cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

ROC P o licy  C o n c e r n in g  N uclear  W ea po n s  and  
N o n - P ro lifer a tio n

The Republic of China has enunciated a consistent policy with 
respect to nuclear weapons and nonproliferation. The main elements 
of its policy are th a t:

The ROO has been a party to the NPT since its inception and wiU abide by
its treaty obUgations.

The ROC has no intention to develop nuclear weapons.
AU nuclear facilities in the ROO are for peaceful purposes.
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All nuclear facilities in the ROC are subject to IAEA safeguards. The 
IAEA’s inspections have not revealed any irregularities.

Premier Chiang Ching-kuo publicly reiterated this policy last week follow
ing a meeting of his Cabinet. In doing so, the Premier publicly stated for the 
first time that the ROC does not plan to acquire a facility for reprocessing 
spent nuclear fuel. We welcome this commitment.

Over the past few years, American officials have made clear to the 
ROC this administration’s determined opposition to any activities 
which would cast doubt on its commitment to nonproliferation. This 
position was again conveyed to the EOC early this month and resulted 
in assurances to us by the Premier similar to his public ones of last 
week. These have been subsequently confirmed in a note to us by the 
ROC stating that

the Government of the Republic of China has no intention whatsoever to de
velop nuclear weapons or a nuclear explosive device, or to engage in any activi
ties related to reprocessing purposes.

We are pleased with this forthcoming ROC position which should 
eliminate any ambiguities concerning nuclear activities on Taiwan. 
This development is continuing evidence of the seriousness which we 
attach to preventing the spread of sensitive nuclear facilities. I  can 
assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the ROC is fully aware:

That the United States is opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and nuclear explosive devices.

That the United States is opposed to the spread of national reprocessing 
facilities, and

That actions by the ROC contrary to these policies would fundamentally 
jeopardize continued U.S. cooperation with the ROC in the peaceful use of 
atomic energy as weU as other important relationships.

i  can assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the ROC is fully cognizant of 
section 305 of the International Security Assistance and Arms Export 
Control Act of 1976 which denies economic and military assistance to 
countries which import unsafeguarded national reprocessing 
facilities.^

Our approaches to the ROC on nonproliferation have been supple
mented by bilateral consultations which we have undertaiien this year* 
and previously with the governments of countries which are potential 
suppliers of nuclear equipment to Taiwan. These consultations have 
been designed to insure that the policies of various suppliers are com
patible. The responses from other governments have been favorable. 

Senator S y m in g t o n . Would you name those countries ?
Mr. H u m m e l . Yes I  will, if you wish. I  would honestly prefer to do 

that in a memo to you. I t involves diplomatic consultations. I f  you 
press me, I  shall do so.

Senator S y m in g t o n . I  am not going to press you on something 
which I  think may involve the national security.

When you talk about other countries I  won’t  press you on that. 
Proceed.

® Ante, pp. 386-430.
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Mr. H u m m e l . The Republic of China, in oommon with an increas
ing number of other nonnuclear states, has the economic and scientific 
base from which to develop nuclear weapons or a nuclear explosive 
device, should they choose to do so, and if they were in a position to 
procure or produce the necessary quantities of weapons grade fission
able materials. Their declared national policy is not to acquire nuclear 
weapons or explosive devices, not to develop the technology which 
would enable them to produce materials required to accomplish this. 
I  cannot overestimate the seriousness with which the U.S. Govern
ment would view any deviation from this declared policy by the EOC. 
I  can assure you that we follow every aspect of Taiwan’s nuclear pro
gram with the utmost diligence. Our contacts with Taiwan in the 
nuclear field have evolved over a period of years, and they will con
tinue to do so in the future. Our cooperation in peaceful uses has been 
mutually beneficial.

U.S. T r a in in g  o f  N ucijEar S c ie n t ist s

Senator S y m in g t o n . May I  ask what you mean by that sentence ?
Mr. H u m m e l . In the sense that any trade transaction such as the 

sale of these four nuclear reactors, quite possibly two more, is mu
tually beneficial.

Senator S y m in g t o n . In other words, we teach them how. If  they 
change their policies to make atomic weapons while they buy the 
peacetime use of atomic energy from us—is that what you mean by 
mutually beneficial ?

Mr. H u m m e l . No, sir.
Senator S y m in g t o n . Then it is true what I  have just said, that we 

are training and planning to continue to train nuclear scientists in 
their country at their expense?

Mr. H u m m e l . Yes; but we have not trained any of their personnel 
in techniques directly related to the manufacture of weapons.

Senator S yi ĉington . When you train people—I have tried so hard 
to make this point in regard to what was called at one time the atoms 
for peace plan—you are automatically also training them in atoms for 
possible war plans or possible weapons plans, are you not?

Mr. H u m m e l . Mr. Chairman, I  understand your point quite well. 
Some areas of the technology that have spread througihout the world 
can be applied to bad uses, including those involving nuclear weapons, 
but I  would not wish anyone to draw the conclusion that U.S. sales of 
nuclear power reactors for generating electric power are in any way 
motivated by an interest in allowing others to develop a nuclear wea
pons capability or that recipient countries necessarily have such a 
motive in purchasing power reactors.

Senator S y m in g t o n . I  am glad you put in the word “necessarily.” 
May I  again say these hearings are only being held because of what 
we read in the papers. Will you proceed ? You are almost through.
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Mr. H u m m e l . Our nonproliferation objectives have been main
tained and their continued maintenance will be an essential aspect of 
our relationship with the ROC.

Statement by Presidential Candidate Carter in San Diego, 
California: Nuclear Policy, September 25, 1976'

Last May, I  spoke at the United Nations on a subject of deep per
sonal concern to me—the proliferation of nuclear weapons throughout 
the world.2 Since that speech, much attention has focused on the non
proliferation issue, both in Congress and, rather belatedly, by a White 
House study group.

I  am pleased by these developments, but we must not be lulled into 
thinking that the problem has been solved, for it decidedly has not 
been.

The continuing global proliferation of nuclear weapons is a danger
ous and unacceptable barrier to world peace. The more countries that 
possess nuclear weapons, the greater the risk that nuclear warfare can 
erupt in local conflicts, and that these could trigger a major nuclear 
war. Terrorism, already a grave international threat, takes on an 
almost unthinkable dimension in a world where plutonium is widely 
available and inadequately safeguarded.

At present, only five countries—the United States, the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom, France, and the People’s Republic of China— 
are known to possess nuclear weapons. But India has exploded a 
nuclear device, and many countries, including Brazil, Argentina, Paki
stan, and Taiwan have taken steps toward the development of such 
weapons. This week Taiwan pledged not to do so.̂

At least 28 countries are expected to be using atomic power to meet 
at least some of their civilian energy needs by 1980.

And we must face the fact that any country possessing a nuclear fuel 
reprocessing plant can recover the plutonium needed to make an 
atomic bomb from the spent fuel rods of an atomic power reactor.

Our country was the world’s first nuclear nation, and I  believe we 
have an obligation to ensure that the atom is used for truly peaceful 
purposes. Unfortunately, over the last two years, our government has 
failed to provide that kind of leadership.

Wlien we look for evidence of our purported policy of support for 
nonproliferation objectives, we find only the faint footprints of secret 
diplomacy, and official acquiescence to the nuclear industry and to the 
cynics who say that proliferation and widespread reprocessing are 
inevitable.

We have failed miserably to set an example which would encourage 
other countries not to seek their own nuclear facilities. We have no

 ̂Press release from Carter-Mondale Presidential Campaign. 
® Ant6f pp. 292-303.
* Ante, p. 604.
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firm domestic policy on reprocessing or clear programs to deal with 
the other elements of the nuclear fuel cycle such as management and 
storage of radioactive waste and uranium enrichment. A court order 
was needed to force our own nuclear watchdog agency, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, to begin a systematic study of the economics, 
the feasibility, and the international implications of developing a 
domestic commercial reprocessing capability.

We have failed to come to grips with the security problems which 
a plutonium-based economy poses, with its need for strict accounting 
for the plutonium produced. According to a study released in August 
by the General Accounting Office, our government is now unable to 
account for some 100,000 pounds of nuclear material, of which 6,000 
pounds is weapons grade.

We have committed two-thirds of all of our federal energy research 
and development funds to atomic power, primarily for the liquid 
metal fast breeder reactor (LMFBE). Yet this potential source of 
energy raises serious economic and environmental problems, and will 
not be economically feasible until the price of uranium increases sev
eral times over.

We have failed to fulfill our decade-old commitment to place our 
own peaceful nuclear facilities under international safeguards.

President Ford has shown us where his priorities lie by holding 
legislation to strengthen U.S. non-proliferation hostage to his highly 
controversial proposal for private ownership and operation of nuclear 
fuel enrichment facilities. That he opposes even modest first steps by 
Congress toward non-proliferation objectives is at best a surrender to 
the nuclear industry and at worst, a tragic retreat from our commit
ment to non-proliferation. Moreover, the delay in moving ahead with 
enlargement of the government-owned uranium enrichment facility 
caused by the President’s proposal for private ownership has raised 
doubts about our own reliability as a supplier of nuclear fuel.

Over the last 8 years, our government has failed to explore non
nuclear alternative energy research and development budget in 
nuclear fission. Non-nuclear alternatives such as solar and geothermal 
power would not only relieve domestic pressure to increase our re
liance on atomic power, but would provide other nations which have 
not yet opted for nuclear energy with a choice.

On the domestic front alone, the Republican record is one of which 
no American can be proud..

But the bankruptcy of our international record is even worse.
President Ford has failed to oppose the export of plants for nuclear 

fuel reprocessing. When West Germany agreed to sell a reprocessing 
plant to Brazil, the U.S. did nothing. T ^en  France proposed a similar 
arrangement with Pakistan, Secretary Kissinger began his briefcase 
diplomacy only after these two countries had completed their nego
tiations. In 1974, when India exploded its so-called “peaceful” nuclear 
device, the U.S. made no public expression of disapproval. We have 
since rewarded India with additional supplies of nuclear materials.
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President I'ord has seriously neglected this country’s obligations 
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).^ The NPT, an initiative 
of the Johnson Administration, has now been ratified by 95 non- 
weapons states. Under its terms, these countries have agreed not to 
develop nuclear weapons and to accept international safeguards on all 
their civilian nuclear activities. Throughout the years of Republican 
indifference we have done little to encourage the dozen ot more non- 
NPT countries with active nuclear programs to join. In fact, we have 
given more assistance to those countries who have not signed the treaty 
than we have to those who have. For example, in recent hearings before 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission on continuation of nuclear aid 
to India, the State Department has become that country’s chief advo
cate and apologist, even though India, not an NPT party, used our 
past aid to explode a nuclear device—and even though there are no 
safeguards to prevent this from happening again.

The NPT provides that, in return for nuclear abstinence by non
weapons powers, the nuclear states will make efforts to halt the vertical 
proliferation of their own weapons. This provision is based on the 
recognition that we have little right to ask others to deny themselves 
nuclear weapons until the atomic powers show significant progress 
toward the control, reduction, and ultimate elimination of these wea
pons. But we and the other super-powers continue nuclear testing, 
and the SALT agreements with the USSR have done little to halt 
the race in strategic weapons technology.

In short, the Ford administration has only paid lip service to the 
NPT, and this failure of leadership could have tragic consequences 
for the entire world. I f  we will not lead the way toward peace, who 
will?

As I  said at the United Nations last May, I  do not intend to sit by 
quietly, and accept the timid and cynical arguments that are made 
about the inevitability of proliferation.

As President, I  will take the following ten steps to control further 
nuclear proliferation:

1. I  will call upon all nations to adopt a voluntary moratoriimi on 
the national sale or purchase of enrichment of reprocessing plants— 
a moratorium which should apply retroactively to the recent German- 
Brazilian and the French-Pakistan agreements.

2. I  will make no new commitments for the sale of nuclear tech
nology or fuel to countries whicih refuse to forego nuclear explosives, 
to refrain from national nuclear reprocessing, and to place their nu
clear facilities under IAEA safeguards.

3. I  will seek to withhold authority for domestic commercial re
processing until the need for, the economics, and the safety of this 
technology is clearly demonstrated. I f  we should ever decide to go 
forward with commercial reprocessing it should be on a multinational 
basis.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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4. I  will call for an International Conference on Energy, to provide 
a fonun in which all nations can focus on the non-proliferation issue. 
Such a Conference must also explore non-nuclear means of meeting 
energy demands of other nations so that no state is forced into a pre
mature commitment to atomic power.

5. I  will support a strengthening of the safeguards and inspection 
authority of the IAEA and place all of our own peaceful domestic 
nuclear facilities under those safeguards.

6. I  will seek to renegotiate our existing agreements as a nuclear 
supplier, many of which were entered into before we began insisting 
on reprocessing safeguards and which are now inadequate.

7. I  will take steps to ensure that the U.S. is once again a reliable 
supplier of enriched uranium— t̂he fuel for civilian reactors which is 
unsuitable for weapons— b̂y supporting enlargement of our govem- 
ment-owned facility.

8. I  will explore international initiatives such as multinational en
richment plants and multinational spent fuel storage areas which 
could provide alternatives to the establishment of enrichment or re
processing plants on a national basis.

9. I  will redirect our own energy research and development efforts 
to correct the disproportionate emphasis which we have placed on 
nuclear power at the expense of renewable energy technologies. Our 
emphasis on the breeder reactor must be convert^ into a long term, 
possibly multinational effort.

10. Finally, I  will follow through on my belief that the United 
States can and should negotiate a comprehensive test ban treaty with 
the Soviet Union, and reduce, through the SALT talks, strategic 
nuclear forces and technology.

11. I  will encourage the Soviet Union to join us in a total ban of 
all nuclear explosions for at least five years. This ban would include 
so-called “peaceful nuclear devices.”

This is the leadership which the American people have every right 
to expect and to demand of their President. We must not use the diffi
culty of the nuclear proliferation problem as an excuse to justify 
timidity on the part of the United States in standing up for the goal of 
world peace through limitation on the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
throughout the world.

Soviet Memorandum on Questions of Ending the Arms Race and 
Disarmament [Extract], September 28, 1976^

• • • • • •  •

The Soviet Union is prepared, as it has been in the past, to conduct 
negotiations on the most radical disarmament measures, going even 
so far as general and complete disarmament. Tt is prepared, in concert

 ̂A/31 /232, Sept 28, 1976, pp. 5-14. The memorandum was transmitted to the 
U.N. Secretary-General by a letter dated Sept. 28 from Foreign Minister Gromyko.

253-754 0  - 78 - 42
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with its Warsaw Treaty allies, to take steps for the reciprocal dis
mantling of counterbalancing military-political groupings of States 
or, to begin with, of their military organizations. If  not all parties are 
prepared to set about realizing these objectives at once, they should 
do so gradually, step by step. What is most important is to move on 
from discussions on ending the arms race to practical action.

An analysis of the present world political and strategic situation, 
of the trends and prospects for the future and of the material and tech
nological factors determining the nature and form of the arms race 
leads to the conclusion that under present conditions the main areas 
for co-ordinated action by States in the field of disarmament are the 
following.

1. Cessation of the miclear arms race  ̂reduction and subsequent elimi
nation of miclear weapons

In a. situation in which nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to 
mankind, complete nuclear disarmament becomes the most important 
measure.

The Soviet Union has always favoured the banning of nuclear weap
ons and their exclusion from the arsenals of States. I t worked for this 
when nuclear weapons had just appeared. At that time the stockpiles 
of such weapons were not large and it was relatively easier to agree on 
their prohibition and elimination. Now that nuclear weapons have 
grown into a huge complex of types and systems of means of destruc
tion, diverse in purpose, capacity and ways of delivering nuclear 
charges to the target, the problem of eliminating them has become 
much more difficult. But it can be solved in the present situation as 
well.

The first thing necessary for this purpose is to stop the arms race, 
that is, to stop manufacturing nuclear weapons, equipping the armed 
forces of States with them, developing and constructing new models 
and types of such weapons. At the same time, or immediately after 
that, reductions in the stockpiles of nuclear weapons should commence, 
with the transfer of nuclear materials thus released to peaceful sectors 
of the economy. The ultimate goal of the reduction should be the com
plete elimination of all types of nuclear weapons—strategic and tacti
cal, offensive and defensive. Along with the reduction of stockpiles of 
nuclear charges, warheads and bombs, there should be a reduction of 
their means of delivery.

Naturally, simultaneously with nuclear disarmament, measures 
should be taken for the limitation and reduction of the armed forces 
of States and armaments of conventional types, which also pose a con
siderable threat to the world’s peoples.

I t is evident that nuclear disarmament can be achieved only if all 
States possessing nuclear weapons take part in it. I t  is inconceivable 
that some nuclear Powers should be moving ahead towards eliminat
ing their nuclear weapons while others are stockpiling and perfecting 
them. Therefore all nuclear Powers should participate in nuclear dis
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armament negotiations. As for the Soviet Union, it is prepared, as has 
been already stated by the Soviet side, to sit down at any time at the 
negotiating table together with all the other nuclear Powers for a com
prehensive discussion of the nuclear disarmament problem in its full 
scope and for a joint elaboration of concrete ways of its practical solu
tion. The Soviet Union has no objection to non-nuclear Powers also 
taking part in such negotiations, since all countries and all the peoples 
of the world are interested in nuclear disarmament.

2. Prohibition of nuclear-wea'pon tests

An important issue, on the solution of which the cessation of the 
arms race largely depends, is the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon 
tests. This problem should be tackled without waiting for the outcome 
of negotiations on complete nuclear disarmament.

The prohibition of all tests of nuclear weapons will put an end to 
their qualitative improvement and prevent the emergence of new types 
of such weapons. The Moscow Treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water and the treaty be
tween the USSR and the United States on the limitation of under
ground tests have only partially solved this problem.^ Furthermore,
I wo nuclear Powers out of five have not acceded to the Moscow Treaty, 
and one of them, China, still continues to carry out nuclear test ex
plosions in the atmosphere.

The time has now come to bring the task of stopping nuclear-weap
on tests to a conclusion. Conditions are quite ripe for that,, in par
ticular as a result of the signing between the USSR and the United 
States of a treaty on underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes, establishing such a procedure for carrying out peaceful 
explosions as will preclude their use for perfecting nuclear weapons.^

As is known, in 1975 the Soviet Union proposed the conclusion of 
a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests, that is, a treaty prohibiting the conduct of nuclear test explo
sions in all environments and by all States. The draft of such a treaty 
was submitted by the Soviet Union to the United Nations at that 
time, and a year has already passed since the General Assembly de
clared itself in favour of holding concrete negotiations to reach agree
ment on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-:weapon tests.^ 
However, owing to the negative stand taken by some nuclear Powers, 
such negotiations have not started. I t is necessary to begin them 
promptly.

I t  is a known fact that the question of stopping underground nu
clear tests was complicated by certain States which artificially exag
gerated the problem of supervision. I t was persistently alleged, in 
particular, that it was impossible without on-site inspections to tell 
natural seismic phenomena (earthquakes) from similar phenomena

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1963  ̂pp. 291-293.
“ Ante, pp. 328-332.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 793-798.
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caused by underground nuclear explosions, and that therefore, it was 
impossible to verify whether States were complying with their obli
gations with regard to the prohibition of underground nuclear-weapon 
tests. Most experts never accepted that view, believing that national 
technical means and the international exchange of seismic data were 
sufficient to verify compliance with a treaty banning underground 
nuclear-weapon t^ ts. With the development of technology for de
tecting and identifying seismic phenomena, this view now enjoys 
practically unanimous support among scientists. However, even now 
some States suggest providing for the possibility of on-site inspec
tion of actual circumstances if there is doubt as to compliance with 
obligations to stop underground nuclear tests.

The Soviet Union is convinced that no particular difficulties should 
arise in elaborating such a compromise basis for an agreement as 
would ensure a voluntary framework for taking decisions relating to 
on-site ascertaining of relevant circumstances and, at the same time, 
impart confidence to all parties to the treaty that the obligations are 
complied with. The Soviet Union stands ready to participate in a 
search for a universally acceptable understanding on this basis.

3. Consolidation of the regime of non-fvoliferation of nuclear weapons

I t is quite clear that the threat of nuclear war would immeasurably 
increase if other States which at present do not possess nuclear weap
ons were to become involved in the process of developing and stock
piling such weapons. I t  is not difficult to imagine the consequences 
that would be brought about by the development of a situation in 
which the arsenals of parties in conflict in one region or another in
cluded nuclear weapons as well.

Hence the effective prevention of a further spread of nuclear weap
ons is essential. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, to which about 100 States have become parties, has achieved 
a great deal in this regard. The obligation to renounce the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons is now a rule of international law.®

It must, however, be taken into account that not all nuclear Powers 
have yet become parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons. Some non-nuclear States which are capable, in view 
of their industrial and technological level, of developing nuclear weap
ons of their own are also refusing to become parties to it. I t  is impor
tant, therefore, to make the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu
clear Weapons genuinely universal. The Soviet Union supports all the 
decisions adopted in this respect by the United Nations.

In the interests of consolidating the regime of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons it is also necessary to take actions of another kind.

® For treaty text, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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I t  is well known that in the process of their operation nuclear power 
plants produce and accumulate as a “by-product” a fissionable mate
rial—^plutonium—which can be used for manufacturing nuclear 
weapons. With the development of international trade in nuclear ma
terials, equipment and technology, possibilities of this kind will in
crease, including those of the States which have not assumed obliga
tions under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 
I t is obvious that the States which supply nuclear materials, equip
ment and technology bear special responsibility in this connexion. 
Strict safeguards are needed to prevent international co-operation in 
the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy from becoming a channel 
for spreading nuclear weapons. This is not a question of commerce 
but a question of policy, a question of international security.

The Soviet Union is also firmly in favour of perfecting in every 
possible way the system of supervision over nuclear installations and 
materials that is exercised by the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. I t  is ready to co-operate with all interested States to this end.

4. Prohibition and destruction of chemicdl weapons

Following the conclusion of the convention banning bacteriological 
weapons, the task of completely prohibiting and eliminating another 
dangerous category of weapons of mass destruction—chemical weap
ons— ĥas become especially pressing. The use of such weapons as far 
back as the years of the First World War caused grave suffering and 
mass deaths. Since that time, however, chemical warfare technology 
has made great strides. New types of chemical weapons threatening 
people with still more agonizing death have been developed. Radical 
improvements have also been made in the means of delivery of chemi
cal weapons, which can now be used not only in combat areas, that 
is, against the armed forces of the other side, but also against the 
civilian population in vital centres of States.

The Soviet Union, together with many other countries, has long 
proposed that agreement should be reached on the prohibition and 
elimination of all chemical means of warfare.'This problem should 
be solved radically and by a single action, as was the case with bac
teriological weapons. However, the negotiations on this subject, which 
have already been going on for several years, still fail to offer pros
pects of such a comprehensive solution. A question that arises in this 
connexion concerns the possibility of starting with agreement on the 
prohibition and elimination of the most dangerous, lethal types of 
chemical weapons. The Soviet Union is ready to seek such a solution 
as well. A substantial contribution to this end could be the imple
mentation of the Soviet-United States accord on a joint initiative 
to conclude a convention on the most dangerous, lethal chemical means 
of warfare.®

1974, p. 236.
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Supervision of compliance with the prohibition of chemical weap
ons should be based on national means. In this respect there exists a 
positive precedent in the convention banning bacteriological weap
ons/ At the same time, the Soviet Union is ready to examine the pos
sibility of using additional supervision procedures and, in particular, 
to discuss methods of verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemi
cal weapons which are to be excluded from the arsenals of States.

There is not, and there cannot be, any reason for delay on the ques
tion of banning chemical weapons. What is needed is a demonstration 
of the political will and desire to reach generally acceptable agreement.

5. Prohibition of the development of new types and new systems of
weapons of muss destruction

Scientific and technological progress poses the pressing problem of 
preventing the emergence of new types and systems of weapons of mass 
detraction. New types of weapons may appear even in the foreseeable 
future and may become commensurate in destructive capability with 
nuclear, chemical or bacteriological weapons, or even surpass them.

At present there are no limitations whatsoever on the use of science 
for such purposes. This means that the most unexpected developments, 
whose consequences cannot be foreseen, may occur at any time. The 
danger is great, and it is necessary to find means to avert it.

I t was precisely these considerations that guided the Soviet Union 
when it proposed in 1975 the conclusion of an international agreement 
which would prevent the development and manufacture of new types 
and systems of weapons of mass deetraction.® As is known, negotiations 
in this matter are already under way, which is a positive factor. In the 
course of the negotiations it has become desirable to specify the ob
ject of the prohibition, that is, define new types and new systems of 
weapons of mass destruction.

The Soviet Union is ready to propose an approach which would in
clude among new types of weapons of mass destruction any types of 
weapons based on qualitatively new principles of action—according to 
the method of use and the targets to be attacked or the nature of their 
impact. Some examples are ray weapons capable of affecting blood and 
intracellular plasma, infrasound weapons designed to damage internal 
organs and affect human behaviour, or genetic weapons whose use 
would affect the mechanism of heredity. If  we take into account the 
fact that the forward march of science never stops, it is not difficult to 
realize that possibilities for the development of even more dangerous 
types of weapons may emerge in the future.

New systems of weapons of mass destruction should not be developed 
either for new types of such weapons or for those types of weapons

m 2 ,  pp. 133-138.
® m d „  1975, pp. 800-803.



SOVIET MEMOBANDUM, SEPTEMBER 28 637

which are based on scientific principles already in use but whose char
acteristics câ n be made even more dangerous by introducing new 
technical elements of combat or support means. In  this context, aero
space systems of nuclear weapons using transport space ships as a 
basis may serve as an example.

The question of the prohibition of the development of new types and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction is an imjmrtant and timely 
one; it embraces an essential aspect of the whole problem of disarma
ment and prevention of war. Negotiations on this question should be 
given top priority.

6. Reduction of armed forces amd conventional armaments

Nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction unquestion
ably pose the greatest threat to mankind. But can anyone forget how 
many millions of human lives have been lost as a result of the use of so- 
called conventional armaments? Even in the period since the Second 
World War the destructive power of these weapons has increased 
manyfold. A modern tank is a weapon many times more deadly than a 
tank of the 1940s. The same is true of artillery, small arms and, of 
course, aircraft.

The military conflicts which have taken place in various parts of the 
world in recent years have shown the tragic consequences for people 
of the use of new models of conventional weapons and the vast destruc
tion of material values which they cause.

Thus, past experience confronts States with the task of taking prac
tical measures to reduce the number of aircraft, artillery, tanks and 
other modern types of conventional armaments as well as armed forces 
equipped with those weapons. Since the Second World War, the Soviet 
Union has repeatedly made concrete proposals in this regard. I t has 
cited specific figures for ceilings on the strength of the armed forces of 
major States and has expressed willingness to conduct negotiations on 
the matter both within the framework of a programme of general com
plete disarmament and as a separate measure covering major States. 
These proposals have not been accepted. Even now, however, the Soviet 
Union is prepared to conduct negotiations on the reduction of armed 
forces and armaments. Given a desire for this on the part of all States 
possessing powerful armed forces, such negotiations could lead to posi
tive results and to constructive agreements.

Similarly, the Soviet Union considers it desirable that new efforts 
should be made at the international level to bring about the elimination 
of all military bases in foreign territory and the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from such territory. The United Nations has, in many of its 
forums, expressed itself in very definite terms in favour of a solution 
to this problem both on a global scale and in relation to individual con
tinents. However, no progress has been made in this regard—a fact 
which cannot but cause concern. The Soviet Union is, as before, pre
pared to co-operate actively and constructively in solving this problem.
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7. Zones of 'peace in the Indian Ocean and other regions

In recent years, States in various parts of the world have been ever 
more insistent in raising the question of carrying out regional measures 
of military detente and have particularly stressed that Powers which 
do not belong to a given region should not build up their armed forces 
or establish military bases there.

Thus, the coastal States of the Indian Ocean are expressing con
cern at the fact that some States which are geographically very remote 
from the region are expanding their military bases there and increas
ing their military presence. Eegarding such actions as a threat to their 
independence and security, these countries are putting forward the 
idea of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. The Soviet 
Union regards this proposal with understanding.

Obviously, the key question here is to ensure that there are no foreign 
military bases in the Indian Ocean, that bases which have been estab
lished there are dismantled and that no new bases are established. As 
far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it never has and does not now in
tend to build military bases in the Indian Ocean.

In resolving the question of foreign military bases along these lines, 
the Soviet Union would be prepared to join with other Powers in seek
ing ways to reduce on a reciprocal basis the military activities of non
coastal States in the Indian Ocean and in the regions directly adjacent 
to it. Naturally, measures of this kind must take fully into account the 
generally recognized rules of international law regarding freedom of 
navigation on the high seas and the need for commercial stops at the 
ports of coastal States as well as for research. This question is of great 
importance to the Soviet Union, since virtually the only sea route navi
gable all the year round which links the European part of the USSR 
with the Soviet Far East passes through the Indian Ocean.

The coastal States of the Indian Ocean are in favour of holding an 
international conference to discuss practical measures for transform
ing the region into a zone of peace. The Soviet Union would be pre
pared to consider the question of its attitude towards the convening of 
such a conference in the light of the considerations set out above.

The Mediterranean is another region where military tensions, par
ticularly in connexion with the Middle East conflict, have at times 
reached dangerous proportions. With a view to reducing these ten
sions, the Soviet Union proposed to the United States some time ago 
that an agreement should be reached on the withdrawal from the 
Mediterranean of Soviet and United States ships and submarines car
rying nuclear weapons. This proposal still holds good, and it is in the 
interests of all States whose security in one way or another depends 
on the situation in the Mediterranean to work for its implementation.®

The problem of military detente has great immediacy for the Mid
dle East. The Soviet Union has repeatedly expressed itself in favour

® For the Soviet proposal, see pp. 187-193.



SOVIET MEMOfiANDUM, SEPTEMBER 28 639

of halting the arms race in the Middle East within the framework of 
a comprehensive political settlement of the Middle East conflict.

In  various parts of the world, interested States are putting forward 
proposals for the establishment of denuclearized zones. That reflects 
their desire for effective limitation of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and for a lessening of the threat of nuclear war. The Soviet 
Union supports such proposals. I t  is prepared to co-operate in their 
implementation, having regard, of course, to what is possible in any 
given region where it is proposed to establish a denuclearized zone. I t  
is important that such zones should actually be free of nuclear weap
ons and that the relevant agreemients should contain no loop-holes and 
should 'be fully consistent with the generally recognized rules of in
ternational law.

8. Reduction of budgets

One promising approach to halting the arms race and to disarma
ment is the reduction of the military budgets of States. The resources 
thus released could be utilized for the economic and social progress of 
peoples and for accelerating the rate of economic growth, ensuring 
employment, developing new sources of energy, solving the food prob
lem, combating disease and building new schools and universities.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly put forward proposals for reduc
ing military budgets and has, by its actions, set an example in that re
gard. Several years ago, it proposed that agreement should be reached 
on the reduction of the military budgets of States permanent members 
of the United Nations Security Council by 10 per cent and utilisation 
of part of the funds thus saved to provide assistance to developing 
countries. This proposal was approved by the United Nations Gren- 
eral Assembly, but so far it has not been implemented because of op
position by those States which are stubbornly pursuing a policy of in
creasing military expenditure.^®

The Soviet Union is prepared to take a flexible position regarding 
the specific figure with which a reduction of military budgets would 
begin. A figure greater or smaller than 10 per cent could be agreed 
upon as a first step for 1977. What is important, however, is that this 
question should as soon as possible become the subject of businesslike 
negotiations between the States concerned. The present steady growth 
of military expenditure by many States can and must give way to the 
practice of systematically reducing that expenditure.

9. Negotiations on halting the arms race and on disarmament are being 
conducted in various forms: on a bilateral basis, particularly where 
States with the greatest military and war industry potential are con
cerned ; within particular groups of States directly concerned, includ
ing negotiations at the regional level; in special bodies set up to dis
cuss the disarmament problem as a whole or individual aspects of it

“ /Wtf., iP75, pp. 642, 87ft-877.
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and composed of States representing the major political groupings 
and geographical areas of the present-day world. Each year, questions 
relating to disarmament are given a prominent place in the work of 
the United Nations General Assembly.

On the whole, these various types of negotiations and discussions 
have proved their usefulness. They will unquestionably be used in the 
future as well. At the same time, the achievement of radical changes in 
dealing with the problem of disarmament, which affects the interests 
of all States without exception, requires consideration of it in the 
broadest and most authoritative possible international forum.

Such a forum must, first of all, be truly universal, and all States 
must be represented in it; secondly, it must provide an opportunity 
for examining the whole range of disarmament questions with the 
necessary expertise, with due regard for all circumstances and in the 
necessary detail; thirdly, it must be given the power to take effective 
decisions.

These prerequisites would be met by convening a World Disarma
ment Conference, and the Soviet Union continues to believe that such 
a conference should be held.

A special session of the United Nations General Assembly could 
also be an appropriate forum for discussing disarmament questions in 
all their scope, for deciding through joint efforts on the ways and 
means of resolving them and for working out a long-term programme 
of practical measures. In order to ensure that its results amount to 
something more than decisions containing general provisions in fa
vour of disarmament of the kind with which the archives of the 
United Nations are already overflowing, such a special session of the 
General Assembly and the manner in which it is organized must not 
be routine in nature. I t should be a very particular kind of session. I t 
should be prepared, organized and held in such a way as to ensure a 
break-through in solving the problems of disarmament. All its work 
should fully reflect the high responsibility of all States in the world 
and, in particular, of the major Powers which possess the most power
ful armaments and armed forces.

The holding of a special session of the General Assembly should not, 
of course, push aside the question of a World Disarmament Con
ference.

The Soviet Union conceives of the convening of such a session as an 
interim stage which should, by its decisions, prepare the way for a 
broad and far-reaching review of the problem of disarmament at the 
World Conference. The session should not be burdened with strict 
time limitations or with the procedure normally followed at General 
Assembly sessions, including special sessions.

♦  4c

Those are the views which the Soviet Union deems it necessary to 
bring to the attention of all States Members of the United Nations and
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of all States in the world. The Soviet Union hopes that these views, 
which are inspired by concern for peace and the security of peoples, by 
a desire to further mankind’s advance along the path towards halting 
the arms race and towards disarmament, will be carefully considered 
by all States and will be helpful in achieving practical results in deal
ing with this historic task that faces mankind.

Soviet Draft Treaty on the Non-Use of Force in International 
Relations, September 28, 1976^

The High Contracting Parties,

Solemnly reaffirming their objective of promoting better relations 
with each other, ensuring a lasting peace on earth and safeguarding 
the peoples against any th r^ t  to or attempt upon their security;

Seeking to eliminate the danger of the outbreak of new wars and 
armed conflicts between States;

Proceeding on the basis of their obligations under the United Na
tions Charter to maintain peiace and to refrain from the threat or use 
of force;

Bearing in mind that the definition of aggression formulated and 
adopted by the United Nations provides new opportunities for the 
principle of the non-use or threat of force to be consolidated in inter
state relations;

Taking into consideration the Declaration on Principles of Inter
national Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among 
States in accordance with the United Nations Charter and other resolu
tions of the United Nations expressing the will of States strictly to 
abide by the principle of the non-use of force or the threat of force;

Noting with satisfaction that the principle of the non-use of force 
or the threat of force has been formalized in a series of bilateral and 
multilateral international instruments, treaties, agreements and decla
rations;

Recalling in this connexion that the States participating in the Con
ference on Security and Co-operation in Europe have declared in the 
Final Act their intention to conduct relations with all States in the 
spirit of the principles of primary significance set forth therein, 
amono: which the principle of the non-use of force or the threat of 
force holds its riffhtful place: ^

Recalling also that the non-aligned States have expressed themselves 
in their highest forums in favour of strict observance of the princi-

^The draft treaty was attached to a letter from Foreign Minister Gromyko 
to the U.N. Secretary-General proposing inclusion in the agenda of the 31st Gen
eral Assembly of an item entitled, “Conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of 
force in international relations” (A/31/243).

* For the Final Act, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323- 
350.
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pie of the non-use of force or the threat of force in international rela
tions;

Inspired by the desire to make rennnciation of the use or threat of 
force in international relations involving all types of weapons, a law 
of international life;

Have agreed as follows:

AETICLE I

1. The High Contracting Parties shall strictly abide by their under
taking not to use in their mutual relations, or in their international 
relations in general, force or the threat of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other man
ner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

They shall accordingly refrain from the use of armed forces involv
ing any types of weapons, including nuclear or other types of weapons 
of mass destruction, on land, on the sea, in the air or in outer space, 
and shall not threaten such use.

2 . They agree not to assist, encourage or induce any States or 
groups of States to use force or the threat of force in violation of the 
provisions of this Treaty.

3. No consideration may be adduced to justify resort to the threat 
or use of force in violation of the obligations assumed under this 
Treaty.

ARTICLE I I

The High Contracting Parties reaflfem their undertaking to settle 
disputes among them by peaceful means in such a manner as not to 
endanger international peace and security.

For this purpose they shall use, in conformity with the United 
Nations Charter, such means as negotiation, mediation, conciliation, 
arbitration, judicial settlement or other peaceful means of their own 
choice, including any settlement procedure agreed to by them.

The High Contracting Parties shall also refrain fmm any action 
which may aggravate the situation to such a degree as to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security and thereby make 
a peaceful settlement of the dispute more difficult.

ARTICLE m

Nothing in this Treaty shall affect the rights and obligations of 
States under the United Nations Charter and treaties and agreements 
concluded by them earlier.

ARTICLE IV

The High Contracting Parties shall make all possible efforts to im
plement effective measures for lessening military confrontation and
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for disarmament which would constitute steps towards the achieve
ment of the ultimate goal—^general and complete disarmament under 
strict and effective international control.

AETICLE V

Each High Contracting Party shall consider the question of what 
measures must be taken, in accordance with its constitutional proce
dure, for ensuring the fullest compliance with its obligations under 
this Treaty.

AETICLE VI

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

AETICLE V II
This Treaty shall:

(1) Be open for signature by any State of the world at any time;
(2) Be subject to ratification by signatory States; instruments of 

ratification shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, who is hereby designated the Depositary;

(3) Enter into force for each Contracting Party upon the deposit 
of its instrument of ratification with the Depositary.

The Depositary shall promptly inform the Governments of all signa
tory States of the date of each signature and the date of deposit of 
each instrument of ratification.

AETICLE V III

This Treaty, the English, Chinese, French, Eussian and Spanish 
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secre
tariat of the United Nations. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall 
be transmitted by the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
the Governments of the signatory States.

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General Assembly 
[Extract], September 28, 1976^

The Leninist ideas of peace found new, vivid expression in the 
decisions of the highest forum of our Party, the 25th Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held last spring. Its Pro
gramme of Further Struggle for Peace and International Co-opera
tion and for the Freedom and Independence of the Peoples, set out 
in the report delivered by Leonid Brezhnev, General Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, is

 ̂A/31/PV.7 (prov.), Sept. 28,1976, pp. 56-70.
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imbued with a sense of profound optimism and an unshakable belief 
in the possibility of making peace on earth enduring.^

As one of the major objectives of the Soviet Union’s foreign policy, 
the Congress set the task of seeking to contain the arms race, and then 
to reverse the trend and begin disarmament. We have put forward 
numerous specific proposals. Some of them are long-term proposals; 
others, with good will on the part of our partners too, could be imple
mented in the near future.

Now, what specifically do we have in mind ?
In the first place, the curbing of a further build-up of weapons of 

mass destruction, to be followed by their complete prohibition and 
elimination. The conscience of mankind demands that ultimately nu
clear weapons be eliminated altogether.

The Soviet Union has been, and remains in favour of their removal 
from the arsenals of States, and of using nuclear energy solely for 
peaceful purposes. We believe that the nuclear Powers—and all other 
States could join them—should come to the negotiating table to exam
ine comprehensively the problem of nuclear disarmament and to 
chart together ways leading to its solution. The Soviet Union is pre
pared to take part in such negotiations at any time.

Independently of these negotiations, nuclear weapons testing should 
be stopped everywhere and by all. This would put an end to the quali
tative improvement of those weapons. That is the purpose of the 
proposal to conclude a treaty on the complete and general prohibition 
of nuclear weapons testing approved by the General Assembly at its 
last session.® The start of negotiations on this question is being unjus
tifiably delayed. The problem here is not the absence of objective con
ditions—they have long existed— b̂ut the unwillingness of some 
nuclear Powers to begin negotiations.

The question of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful pur- 
jposes cannot be allowed to become a stumbling block: the USSR and 
the United States have, after all, succeeded in agreeing on this matter, 
and have recently signed a relevant Treaty.^ We hope that it will soon 
be ratified by the United States. On our part, there will be no delay.

The problem of verification has been artificially inflated for quite 
some time now. Advanced techniques for identifying seismic pheno
mena have eliminated this point of disagreement as well. If, neverthe
less, there are some who still harbour doubts on this score, we are 
confident that a mutually acceptable approach can be found that would 
remove such doubts.

In short, no room has been left for any plausible excuses which 
would prevent the completion of the task of prohibiting all nuclear 
weapons tests.

I t is a matter of growing concern that channels for the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons have not yet been fully blocked. One can only

* Ante, pp. 49-54.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 769-773.
* Ante, pp. 328-382.
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imagine how much greater the risk of nuclear war would become if 
new States, particularly those in conflict with each other, became in
volved in the process of developing and stockpiling nuclear weapons.

I t is well known that at present international commercial exchanges 
of nuclear materials are increasing. In some cases, however, it is not 
sufficiently certain that the possession of fissionable materials could 
not be used for dangerous purposes or that the means of developing 
nuclear weapons would not fall into the hands of irresponsible persons, 
adventurists, or simply madmen. This is not a question of trade, but of 
politics and security.

Surely it follows that the world must be safely protected from all 
such risks. The way to achieve this is to strengthen the regime of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. We should redouble our efforts to 
make the Non-Proliferation Treaty ® truly universal and to secure the 
accession to it of all States, without exception.

The Soviet Union proposes that all chemical means of warfare be 
completely prohibited and destroyed, as has been done in respect to 
bacteriological weapons. If all States are not prepared to take such a 
step, then, to begin with, agreement should be reached on banning and 
eliminating the most dangerous and lethal types of chemical weapon.

I t  is not only the means of mass destruction already accumulated 
that pose a threat: potentially, weapons based on qualitatively new 
operating principles, in terms of methods of use, targets or effects, 
could become just as formidable. Today they may exist only as blue
prints, mock-ups or ideas, but experience shows that their appearance 
may not be too far away.

At the last session of the General Assembly, the Soviet Union pro
posed the conclusion of an international agreement which would pre
clude the development and production of new types and new systems 
of weapons of mass destruction.® Some have asked how you can pro
hibit something that does not yet exist. However, since the very be
ginning of the discussion of this matter in the Committee on Disarma
ment in Geneva, it has become evident that there is here a subject for 
serious discussion. It is vastly more difficult to agree on the elimina
tion of those types of weapon which have already been supplied to 
armies. The Soviet Union believes that everything possible must be 
done to prevent the development of new types and systems of weapons 
of mass destruction.

Conventional types of weapons are not normally included among 
weapons of mass annihilation. But modem tanks, aircraft, cannon and 
even small arms have been perfected to such a degree that they have 
actually become instruments capable of wiping out great masses of 
people. Since the Second World War, the Soviet Union has repeatedly 
proposed that conventional types of arms and the strength of armed 
forces also be reduced. We believe it imperative to discuss these 
questions as well.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
• m a ., m s ,  pp. 477- 482, 495.
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As it always has, the Soviet Union favours the dismantling of all 
foreign military bases on alien territories. The existence of such bases 
is one of the main causes of the complications and tensions in the 
world. This problem is no less urgent today than it was yesterday.

To open up ever new avenues towards the solution of the disarma
ment problem, efforts are required along many lines. In some cases, 
the desired result is brought closer by singling out as a subject for 
negotiation certain types of weapon—say, strategic nuclear missies. 
In other cases, the consideration of some particular aspect of the 
curbing of the arms race in the context of a certain region of the globe 
is more promising. The Soviet Union is in favour of using either of 
these approaches, or of combining them when circumstances permit. 
That also determines the attitude of our country towards regional 
measures of military detente, including the possibility of creating 
zones of peace or iiuclear-f ree zones.

We consider it reasonable that a number of Asian and African 
States desire to turn the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. In this 
connexion, the essential point is that there should be no foreign mili
tary bases in the area which constitute the main element of a per
manent military presence. As for the Soviet Union, it has never had 
and does not have any intention of building military bases in the 
Indian Ocean.

In solving the problem of foreign military bases along these lines, 
the Soviet Union is prepared, together with other Powers, to seek ways 
of reducing on a reciprocal basis the military activities of non-coastal 
States in the Indian Ocean and the regions directly adjacent thereto. 
Our country has shown its readiness to contribute to the realization 
of the idea of turning it into a zone of peace, but of course, this should 
not create any obstacles to freedom of navigation or scientific research 
in the Indian Ocean. If  due account is taken of our approach by the 
States concerned, the Soviet Union will be able to participate in con
sultations on matters relating to preparations for convening an inter
national conference on the Indian Ocean.

Among the various methods of securing the curtailment of the arms 
race there is another one which, as it were, combines the various pos
sibilities, and that is the reduction of military budgets.

Three years ago, the General Assembly approved our proposal that 
the military budgets of States permanent members of the Security 
Council be reduced by 10 per cent while a part of the money thus 
saved could be used to provide assistance to developing countries.'^ 
Because of the position taken by some States, the practical solution of 
this problem has been blocked. Wishing to break the deadlock in this 
matter, we are prepared to look for mutually acceptable'specific fig
ures with which the reduction could be started. As a first step, a figure 
either greater or smaller than 10 per cent could be agreed upon as 
soon as for 1977, next year. But it is necessary to begin negotiations on 
this question.

 ̂m a ,, m s ,  pp. 876-877.
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The opponents of reductions of military budgets are resorting to 
every possible means to frustrate any agreement about this. They are 
endeavouring to prove that inflated military budgets are necessary 
in the interests of peace, higher employment in industry and the 
reinforcement of negotiating positions, primarily in negotiations with 
the Soviet Union. All these arguments are illusory. Those who use 
them are well aware that they are turning the truth and standing it 
on its head. But, of course, they do not want to tell the truth. Those 
who base their policy not on deceiving people but on revealing to them 
the true causes of such an international phenomenon as an uncontrolled 
arms race cannot reconcile themselves to that, and they even feel it 
necessary to say so from this lofty rostrum of the United Nations.

So far, the pace of the arms race has far outstripped the ejfforts of 
States to arrest it, and this gap is growing. I t is time-, and everything 
possible must be done not only to narrow this gap and even to elimi
nate it totally, but also to ensure that disarmament negotiations out
strip the arms race in terms of effectiveness, thereby facilitating its 
termination. The Soviet Union continues to believe that if the elimi
nation of one type of weapon cannot be immediately agreed upon then, 
to begin with, its production should be substantially limited. But in 
any case, the important thing is to make a start.

No one today will deny that the arms race has assumed unprece
dented dimensions. This makes it imperative for all States, nuclear 
and non-nuclear, great and small, developed and developing, to com
bine their efforts to arrest it.

That is why the Soviet Union has proposed, and continues to pro
pose, that the problem of disarmament be considered in its entirety 
at the broadest and most authoritative forum—a world disarmament 
conference. An overwhelming majority of the States of the world have 
declared themselves in favour of convening such a conference. But 
the implementation of this proposal continues to meet with the objec
tions of some big Powers.

In this regard it has been suggested that it would be appropriate 
to hold a special session of the General Assembly to discuss disarma
ment questions. Well, this, too, is a suitable forum if it is viewed as an 
intermediate stage in the preparations for a world conference. But it 
must really be a special kind of session, not a routine one. We se6 its 
task as that of paving the way for a world conference and finally 
ensuring a real breakthrough in solving disarmament problems. Its 
work must reflect the grave responsibility of all States of the world, 
especially the great Powers.

Such, fundamentally, is our approach to the problem of stopping the 
arms race and of disarmament. Such is the essence of the Soviet 
Union’s memorandum on these questions which we are submitting for 
consideration at this session and circulating as an olficial document of 
the United Nations.

Some of the provisions of the memorandum have already been pro
posed earlier by us, and others have been put forward for the first

253-754 0  - 78 - 43
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time. I  should like to express the confidence that this important docu
ment will be viewed by States Members of the United Nations as 
reflecting the sincere efforts of the Soviet Union, of our people, to help 
banish the threat of a world war of annihilation.

Neither in the years preceding the Second World War nor in the 
first few post-war decades did there exist the objective conditions for 
making progress towards ending the arms race and towards disarma
ment such as those that exist today. I t will be recalled that it has 
recently proved possible to achieve international understandings which 
impose certain limits on the arms race in some areas. As far as one 
can judge, an important agreement on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques seems 
to be within reach. A number of questions relating to disarmament are 
now being discussed among States.

Pride of place belongs, fĉ r obvious reasons, to the continuing talks 
between the Soviet Union and the United States of America on stra
tegic arms limitation. The importance of these talks far transcends 
the interests of just our two countries. We are ready actively to con
tinue our efforts to translate the well-known Vladivostok understand
ing into the text of an agreement.®

There can hardly be anyone who would doubt that the fullest guar
antees of peace will be provided by general and complete disarmament. 
Ever since Lenin’s days, Soviet foreign policy has been aimed at 
achieving that ultimate goal.

But along with efforts to solve that historic task, it is possible and 
necessary to seek by other means, too, a reduction of the risk of the 
outbreak of war. Now, what is of decisive importance today? Above 
all, a firm agreement between States not to use force in international 
relations.

I t  could be argued that the principle of the renunciation of the use 
or threat of force is already embodied in the United Nations Charter. 
This is true. But it is also true that many States are seeking ways of 
putting this principle into practice. I t is no accident that it was con
sidered necessary to lay special emphasis on it in recent bilateral and 
multilateral international treaties and agreements.

The principle of the non-use of force has been developed in detail 
in the Final Act of the all-European Conference.^ The need to abide 
strictly by this principle has on more than one occasion been stressed 
by non-aligned States, and particularly at their highest forums.

There is another important consideration. When the Charter of the 
United Nations was being signed, nuclear weapons were virtually 
non-existent. Their emergence—and especially their growth into a 
huge complex of various kinds and types of weapon—is a qualita
tively new factor. I t  radically changes our concepts of the consequences 
of armed conflict. Therefore, it was not without reason that the Gen-

«lUd., 1974, pp. 746-747.
® See Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1,1975, p. 324.
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eral Assembly of the United Nations in its special resolution adopted 
in 1972 linked renunciation of the use of force with the permanent 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. Thus, the question of how 
States should deal with each other without seriously endangering the 
security of the peoples of the world has not become a whit less urgent.

There are certainly enough unresolved problems in today’s world. 
They were bequeathed to us by the Second World War and the period 
of the cold war, and they continue to arise now and again in the course 
of the current development of international relations. These knots of 
differences among States should be untied and outstanding problems 
should be resolved at the conference table, by peaceful means. The 
principle of renunciation of the use of force must become an iron law 
of international affairs. That is the purpose of the proposal made from 
the rostrum of the twenty-fifth Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union concerning the concluding of a world treaty on the 
non-use of force in international relations.

We note with satisfaction that that proposal has met with a broad 
response and has aroused the interest of many States. At the same 
time, we are asked what the Soviet Union has in mind in terms of the 
specific contents of such a treaty. The answer to this question is to be 
found in the draft world treaty on the non-use of force in interna
tional relations which the Soviet Union is submitting to the General 
Assembly.̂ ®

The essence of the proposed treaty lies in the idea that in their 
relations with each other, as well as in their international relations in 
general, all parties to it will strictly abide by the undertaking to 
refrain from the use or threat of force either against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State or in any other manner 
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations. They will ac
cordingly refrain from the use of armed forces involving the employ
ment of any types of weapon, including nuclear weapons, on land, at 
sea, in the air and in outer space and will not threaten to use such 
forces. They will have to reaffirm the undertaking to settle disputes 
among themselves solely by peaceful means in such a way as not to 
endanger international peace and security.

There is, of course, a fundamental difference between the launching 
of hostilities for the purposes of aggression and the legitimate right 
to repel aggression or eliminate its consequences. Can the Arabs, for 
instance, resign themselves to the loss of their lands? And do the 
colonial peoples have no right to fight for their independence till 
final victory ? They do indeed have an inalienable right to that. The 
substance of the matter is the prevention of aggression. In this case 
there will be no further need to use force to repel it. The source of the 
evil is aggression and not the desire to restore justice; that is the 
cause and not its effect. Underlying our draft treaty—and I  want to

“ Supra,
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lay special emphasis on this—is the definition of aggression worked out 
by the United Nations, and everyone voted in favour of that document.

The treaty takes fully into account the system of bilateral and multi
lateral relations of States that has developed in the world. One of its 
articles provides that nothing in the treaty affects the rights and obliga
tions of States under the United Nations Charter and treaties and 
agreements concluded by them earlier.

I t is envisaged that the treaty would be open for signature by any 
State of the world at any time. This means that, firstly, it would be of 
a general, universal nature. Secondly, for the signatory States the 
treaty would enter into force upon ratification. Consequently, there 
would be no need to wait for the accession to the treaty of a specific 
number of countries. According to our draft, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations would be the depositary of the treaty. The 
United Nations as a whole would be called upon to lend all its moral 
and political prestige in support of the treaty.

The conclusion of the treaty we are proposing would be a major step 
bringing the world closer to the time when it will prove possible to 
eliminate entirely the threat of war and aggression. Supplementing 
and reinforcing the provisions concerning the non-use of force con
tained in various international instruments, the treaty would offer 
new and more reliable guarantees of security to all countries, big and 
small, and strengthen their confidence that their peaceful life would 
not be disrupted. The treaty would undoubtedly also expedite the 
implementation of effective disarmament measures. The draft clearly 
provides that the parties will make all the necessary efforts to that 
end.

Whose rights and interests would be infringed by such a treaty? 
Who would fail to benefit from it? Every State that really wants 
peace and international co-operation would stand to gain from it. The 
conclusion of such a treaty would be of benefit to peace throughout 
the world. The Soviet Union hopes that the General Assembly will 
thoroughly consider the proposal to conclude a world treaty on the 
non-use of force in international relations and declare itself in favour 
of it.

These are the new and concrete initiatives designed to stop the arms 
race and exclude the use of force in relatioi^ among States which have 
been proposed by the Soviet Union in this important forum. We are 
convinced that the fundamental strengthening of the bulwark of uni
versal peace depends to a decisive degree on progress precisely in those 
two directions. The political climate in the world and the processes 
of relaxation of international tension prevailing in it are conducive 
to an undertaking of the implementation of these initatives in a prac
tical and serious manner.
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Address by the Foreign Minister of Singapore (Rajaratnam) to 
the General Assembly: Arms Transfers [Extract], Septem
ber 29, 1976"

A global problem which has come increasingly to dominate the work 
of the General Assembly is disarmament. There are no fewer than 
19 items on this year’s agenda concerning disarmament. This is one- 
sixth of the agenda, and no other subject or question has as many items 
on the agenda. Our Secretary-Greneral has repeatedly called our at
tention to this problem. The Prime Minister of Luxembourg, Mr. Gas
ton Thorn, in his farewell address to the Assembly gave prominent 
place to the question of disarmament, and in your presidential address, 
Sir, you also referred to the problem of disarmament and even sug
gested the possibility of holding either a special session of the General 
Assembly to consider the question of the convening of a World Dis
armament Conference.

There is no denying that the relentless arms race in which all of 
us are participants is alarming. I t  poses a threat to the very survival 
of man on this planet and a constant challenge to our rationality. 
The arsenals of nuclear and conventional weapons which the Member 
States of this Organization have accumulated are sufficient to anni
hilate mankind several times over, and yet they are being constantly 
augmented.

The amounts of financial resources expended by countries, rich and 
poor alike, for the acquisition of arms are astronomical. I t  has been 
estimated that in 1974, the la^t full year for which data are available, 
actual arms expenditure totalled well over $300 billion. In the 10- 
year period 1964 to 1974 the world’s arms expenditure doubled. The 
two super-Powers alone account for 60 per cent of the world’s total 
arms expenditure. The five permanent members of the Security Coun
cil together account for 70 per cent.

One consequence of this massive accumulation of weapons is the pro
liferation of armed conflicts, almost all of which are in the third 
world. In the period 1945 to 1975, it has been estimated that a total 
of 119 wars of a civil and international character occurred. Those 
119 wars were fought by 81 States in the territories of 69 countries— 
that is, nearly half the membership of this Organization. More people 
were killed in those wars since 1945 than during the Second World 
War. Indeed, since September 1945 there was not a single day in which 
one or several wars were not being fought. On an average day about 
12 wars are under way.

It would, however, be factually wrong were we to pretend that the 
problem of disarmament is a problem primarily of the two super- 
Powers or of the developed countries. Questions of war and peace

" A/31/PV.10, pp. 31-52.



652 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

should, in our opinion, be of greater concern to third-world countries 
because they have already become the battlefields of what could be 
described as the Third World War, for, in our view, a new world war 
will not be a single dramatic catastrophe but a cumulation of an inter
locking series of proxy wars fought in third-world countries.

Therefore, I  would like to return to a thesis which I  propounded in 
this Assembly five years ago at its twenty-sixth session. At that time 
the theme was somewhat tentative and, to some, possibly even tenden
tious. I t was an expression more of probabilities than of actualities. 
But, unfortunately, what I then merely feared has now become real. 
A new threat confronts the Third World.

This extract from my statement made at the twenty-sixth session 
summarizes my theme:

. . .  conflicts between big Powers are inevitable so long as the drive for power 
and dominance remains the overriding consideration in international relations. 
But they wiU be waged by means other than direct confrontation [between 
them].

And the means are the small nations. Big wars can be and have been fought 
through small nations. The idea is not really new. In the past, small nations 
have been pitted against one another to further the interests of great Powers. 
But today the technique of wars with small nations as proxies has been more 
systematically developed. Small wars have in the nuclear age become the only 
safe method of conducting big-Power conflicts. That is why . . . smaU wars 
are . . . gradually increasing [in num ber]; that is why the third world is the 
scene of growing violence. . . . Textbooks on military strategy refer to this as 
the strategy of fighting limited wars. . . .  I t  also includes the promotion of 
wars of national liberation, support for guerrilla uprisings, subversion and the 
engineering of coups in small countries.

. . . The smaU nations are more than ever before necessary instruments for 
big-Power conflicts—the only available instruments. . .

That was what I  said five years ago.
Five years ago it could have been said that this was mere hypothe

sis. I t may have been so then, but it is no longer the case today. Vio
lence and wars in third-world countries have increased, while rumbles 
of new conflicts can be plainly heard. Cities and countrysides are being 
laid waste at this very moment— n̂ot by the invading armies of great 
Powers, but by contending forces within the third world.

There are a number of draft resolutions for consideration in this 
Assembly which, stripped of their diplomatic phraseology, pertain in 
one way or another to conflicts between developing countries. Just as 
once before in years past small nations had to scrutinize carefully draft 
resolutions by the big Powers to avoid becoming partisans in their con
flicts, so today we search draft resolutions to avoid entanglements in 
disputes between friends— t̂he small countries. However, benevolent 
neutrality becomes increasingly difficult as draft resolutions, in re
sponse to sharpening bitterness, are worded with a precision and open
ness that preclude neutrality. Abstention, where it injures one party, 
is not now accepted as evidence of impartiality and friendliness.

And so one consequence of this is the new practice by this Assembly 
of voting for draft resolutions which are contradictory and irreconcil

* A/PV. 1960 (prov.), Oct. 11,1971, pp. 27-30.
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able because we do not want to offend our friends, and we cannot 
judge what is right and what is wrong.

More alarming evidence of increasing third-world conflicts is the 
flow of arms from some half a dozen wealthy, industrialized countries 
into the third world. There has been a steady increase in the flow of 
arms from developed to developing countries over the years. There 
was nothing disturbing about the initial flow of arms. I t was natural 
that as States became independent they should acquire arms commen
surate with their defence requirements. But since 1970 the flow has 
acquired tidal proportions, and with each passing year the appetite 
for arms in the third world has grown alarmingly. The quantity and 
quality of arms exceed normal defence requirements.

Reliable statistics on arms trade are, for obvious reasons, difficult to 
come by. It is by nature a furtive trade, and both client and arms 
dealer are prone to give a lot of misinformation about this most profit
able business. In fact, only the United States, of the four major arms- 
exporting countries, provides information about its transactions. So 
such figures as I  will quote about the transfer of deadly weapons to 
less-developed countries probably err on the side of underestimation. 
But even with these reservations, such statistics as are available por
tend, in my view, not only catastrophic dangers for the third world 
but also a very high probability of a new kind of enslavement of the 
third world through proliferation of what I  called proxy wars. This 
is not enslavement designed and directed by advanced industrialized 
countries, but enslavement emerging as a consequence of divisions and 
conflicts within third-world countries.

And there is a close correlation between the level of arms flow into 
third-world countries and increasing contention among them. My pri
mary source of information is the Idl/S Yearbook on World Arma- 
ments mid Disarmament^ published by the Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute.

According to that Yearbook, the value of major weapons transferred 
to third-world countries had increased 17-fold between the years 1950 
and 1975. The figures were $US 294 million in 1950, but it increased 
to $US 4,803 million in 1975. The big surge forward in the import of 
arms was in 1974 and 1975, when the value of weapons transferred 
from developed to developing countries increased by more than 60 
per cent. I t is also worth noting that those were the years when the 
industrialized countries were reeling under the impact of increased 
oil prices and the third-world countries were making efforts to unite 
against the industrialized countries for a new international economic 
order.

The 1970s were also the years when detente was arrived at between 
the great Powers on the sound grounds that direct confrontation be
tween them would be mutually destructive.

This was also a period which saw a steady decline in aid from rich 
to poor countries. A recent study by the United Nations predicts that, 
on the basis of current flow, aid from rich to poor countries will be
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reduced to a mere trickle. For example, between 1961 and 1968 the 
global assistance development programme was valued at $US 75,200 
million, the bulk of which came from the Western world. The flow of 
aid between 1974 and 1976 will decline to an annual average of between 
$US 14,000 million and $US 12,000 million, which, given the present 
level of inflation, is meager compared with what was available in the 
1960s.

Though the flow of aid has declined, the flow of arms to the third 
world has swelled dangerously. The third world is clearly creeping 
towards a more equitable share of the arms resources of the world. 
For example, the consumption of total arms production by the two 
main power blocs has dropped from 91 per cent in 1955 to a more pru
dent 78 per cent in 1975.

As against this, consumption of arms by the third world has shot up 
from a modest 3.2 per cent in 1955 to an alarming 12.3 per cent in 1975. 
Presumably this does not take into account the unofficial flow of weap
ons sold or given under the counter. In fact, the third world’s con
sumption of the world’s arms output now exceeds the combined pur
chases of China, Western Europe, Australia, New Zealand and Japan. 
Their share of the world’s arms output in 1975 was only 9.5 per cent 
as compared with the third world’s 12.3 per cent.

Certain disturbing inferences can be drawn from these statistics. One 
of these is that the level of arms consumption is an indicator of the 
intensity of tensions in an area and of its prevailing political philoso
phies, policies and anxieties in an area.

The rich industrial nations, largely in the north, have in practice 
accepted that force is of less importance in their inter-State relations 
than other forms of power. They rely more and more on economic 
power, technological superiority and organizational skills for influ
ence and dominance over other nations. I t  is a fact that the nations 
of the north have technically been at peace with one another since 
the end of tjie Second World War. True, some of them have fought 
in third-world countries, but even this is being abandoned as counter
productive.

Short of some grave miscalculation on the part of the industrialized 
nations, I  see no prospect of serious wars in the north. The devastation 
and tragedies brought about by two world wars, coupled with the 
knowledge that the industrial Powers now have the technology to 
destroy themselves utterly in another war, act as effective curbs on 
resort to naked force.

But it would appear that in the third world the errors and tragedies 
of European nationalism are being reproduced. In the absence of 
economic power or advanced technology, force is used, when neces
sary, to regulate inter-State relations. Reliance is placed on force and 
the show of force to gain influence and dominance over other nations.

However, it is borrowed force, and therein lies the danger to third- 
world countries. The accumulation of effective force in this day and
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age depends on very sophisticated and very expensive weapons pro
duced, at the moment, by less than half a dozen industrial nations 
in the north. In the past, the sale of arms to third-world countries 
from the advanced countries was governed by some sort of gentleman’s 
agreement between industrial countries. The flow was always regu
lated to modest proportions. What was sold, moreover, were hand-me- 
downs, simple and unsophisticated weapons for which the industrial 
nations had not much use and which, by current standards, were less 
destructive.

But the current flow of weapons is of a different category altogether. 
The gentleman’s agreement has broken down. Far from there being 
any inhibition about selling arms to the third world, arms dealers of 
the industrialized countries are pushing their hardware with great 
zest and fervour. There is now a growing clamour in industrialized 
countries—including those who had kept out the arms business out of 
moral or political considerations— t̂o remove existing restraints on the 
export of arms. As the Swedish Yearbook quite correctly observes:

Indeed, so hectic has been the international market for arms over the past 
two years that aU appearances of control, whether supposed or real, have 
vanished.

There are depressingly sound economic and political reasons for 
this changed attitude in regard to arms sales to developing countries. 
First let me deal with the economic reasons. The arms industry has 
for many years been an important and growing industry. The annual 
output of arms throughout the world is estimated at over $US 300,000 
million. I t employs some 400,000 scientists and engineers and other 
experts who spend some $US 200,000 million in research on more dead
ly weapons. I t is a growing industry. The capacity of the rich nations 
to absorb the products of this industry, especially as war between 
them is least likely now, has reached saturation point. As research 
progresses weapons become obsolete at a more rapid rate. Astronomi
cally expensive weapon systems suddenly become so much junk.

The increase in the number of rival States in the third world, or, 
more generally, the increase in mutual suspicion and fear among 
third-world countries, offers a neat solution to the junk problem facing 
the arms producers. These obsolete weapons, generally one or two 
generations behind the latest model, can be and are being disposed of 
in third-world countries.

I t also solves yet another problem for the industrialized countries. 
I t ensures a steady flow from less developed to developed countries 
of wealth, which was and is in danger of being reduced as a conse
quence of decolonization and the growing economic self-assertion of 
the developing countries. Modern arms are spectacularly expensive 
and more so if they are packaged as a weapons system. Moreover, 
in contrast to the situation in other industries, the greater the number 
of arms sold, even greater grows the demand for those arms. There 
is no such thing as over-production in the arms industry. This has to
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do with human fear. Once an up-to-date weapons system has been 
sold to a client, the reassuring feeling the client has can only be tem
porary. .The anxiety returns the moment an even more up-to-date 
weapons system has been delivered to his rival by the same arms dealer 
or by his competitor. Having once embarked on the arms race, the 
participant has no choice but to stay in the race until he concedes 
defeat or is ruined. I f  he decides to stay in the race, he must keep on 
from time to time disposing of his obsolete weapons system and 
negotiating for one more up-to-date and decidedly more expensive.

I f  ever arms-producing countries should form a mutual-aid associa
tion to regulate and promote their trade, then the third-world coun
tries would certainly become captives of the great Powers. The dealers 
could decide—either by a gentleman’s agreement or otherwise—when 
a client’s weapons system should become obsolete by simply selling a 
more up-to-date version to his rival or even by hinting, whether justi
fiably or not, that the other side was negotiating for an improved 
weapons system. I  am not saying that this is being done at the moment, 
but the possibilities are there, especially if the weapons industry should 
run into economic difficulties.

So much for the economic advantages to industrial countries ac
cruing through weapon sales to developing countries.

However, the most dangerous consequences are political. The flow 
of arms carries with it a measure of dependency on the part of the 
client on the seller of arms not unlike that prevailing under the old 
imperial system. The weapons now being imported are not only highly 
sophisticated but also packaged as parts of a very complex, very 
comprehensive and very expensive weapons system. When a country 
buys a weapons system it imports not only weapons but a whole army 
of experts and advisers. Arms contracts today include provisions for 
training, technical support and the establishment of facilities to 
maintain and repair equipment. Often those contracts include pro
visions for foreign experts to build roads, communication networks and 
other facilities which come under the term “infrastructure”. For 
without such an infrastructure the performance of the system is likely 
to be substandard or fail altogether. There must also be an assurance 
from the seller of spare parts and replacements when needed, as it is 
not economic to stock spare parts for the lifetime of the equipment.

All this is ideal for the direction and conduct of proxy wars. The cli
ent can start wars but he needs the co-operation and goodwill of the 
dealer to ensure that the operation does not end in total disaster. Once 
a war is begun or engineered, it is the dealer and not the client who be
comes the crucial element. Wars between developing countries can 
be sustained or halted by the dealer. They can be halted by the dealer’s 
withdrawing his experts and withholding spare parts and replace
ments ; or the dealer can sustain and direct the war if he thinks it is 
in his interest to do so.
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Of course, the client can dismiss the dealer, but only by putting him
self into possible bondage to another arms supplier.

That, then, is the dangerous situation in which the third world finds 
itself today. I  have merely stated the nature of the problem without 
offering possible solutions to it because that would require an address 
just as lengthy. My purpose is simply to alert us to this danger; to 
accept that the danger is real, even though it may not be as stark 
as I  have presented it.

The compulsions behind the third-world arms race are many and 
complex; undoubtedly, manipulation by great Powers contributes to 
it. Also, confrontation with neighbours is a time-honoured way of 
distracting attention from the short-comings of a ruling class and of 
re-establishing the national solidarity once forged when the enemy 
was the alien imperialist whom we have driven out. To those, add rec
ollections of ancient glories and new broodings over real or imaginary 
wrongs predating the imperialist era.

Further, in some third-world countries a Messianic spirit appears to 
be emerging. The successful liberation of their own people from im
perialism has led some leaders to see themselves as chosen vehicles for 
the liberation of all mankind and, in particular, their neighbours, 
whose independence has been recognized by this Organization. I t is 
saddening to hear formerly subjugated countries, like the imperialists 
of old whom they displaced, proclaiming their right and responsibility 
to bring “true” liberation and independence to lesser breeds outside 
their borders.

I t  is the suspicion and fear generated by Messianic proclamations 
such as those which are driving many third-world countries into the 
arms of the arms dealers and thereby creating the necessary conditions 
for proxy wars, for the enslavement of the third world.

If  that enslavement is to be avoided, it is imperative that third- 
world countries stop saying and doing things that increase mutual 
distrust and fear amongst themselves. If  we do not fear one another 
then there is no need for us to put ourselves in bondage to arms 
dealers.

In my part of the world, the five countries Which have grouped 
themselves into the Association of South-East Asian Nations 
(ASEAN) have succeeded in dissipating fear and distrust amongst 
themselves. There are possibly differences of views and conflicts of 
interest from time to time, but through ASEAN co-operation we have 
been able to resolve, or at least to contain, those differences and con
flicts. We are discovering that when nations set greater store by seek
ing out areas of agreement, then areas of disagreefnent, fear and dis
trust are likely to fade away.

Concepts of co-operation and not concepts of liberating one another 
should govern relations between third world countries. Co-operation 
means the pooling of resources, skills and aspirations to enhance fur
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ther our independence and bargaining position against the more ad
vanced nations.

The liberation of others, on the other hand, can be undertaken only 
by pawning our resources, our lives and, eventually, our integrity to 
those on whom we depend for our arms and who will make quite sure 
that when the slaughter and the battles are over it is they, not we, who 
emerge victorious.

I  shall sum up my thesis in the following way. The massive flow of 
arms to the third world confronts it with a new danger. I t is, first of 
all, a drain on their economies; but even more important is the fact 
that it creates a new form of dependence on the great Powers which 
can exploit the third world’s dependence on them for arms to manipu
late them, to engineer conflicts between them, and to use them as their 
proxies in their competition for influence and dominance. This may 
partly account for the tremendous acceleration in the arms race, espe
cially among countries of the third world. In order to check the arms 
race, we must understand why nations arm themselves in the first 
place. Some nations may arm themselves in order to increase their 
power, but most nations arm themselves because they feel insecure. 
Therefore, in order to promote disarmament, we must attack the prob
lem of international insecurity.

My thesis is that in the present state of international relations the 
most effective way to promote international security is to work at the 
subregional and regional levels. For this reason my country would 
attach great importance to the efforts by countries in different parts 
of the world to promote regional economic co-operation and mutual 
trust. Wars are not made by arms, but they are conceived in the minds 
of men. To prevent wars we must therefore free the minds of men from 
the cobwebs of age-old suspicions, fears and mistrust.

Address by Secretary of State Kissinger to the General 
Assembly: Nuclear Proliferation [Extract], September 30, 
1976 ^

The growing danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons raises 
stark questions about man’s ability to ensure his very existence. We 
have lived through three perilous decades in which the catastrophe of 
nuclear war has been avoided, despite a strategic rivalry between a 
relatively few nations.

But now a wholly new situation impends. Many nations have the po
tential to build nuclear weapons. If  this potential were to materialize, 
threats to use nuclear weapons, fed by mutually reinforcing misconcep
tions, could become a recurrent feature of local conflicts in every quar

' A/31/PV.11 (prov.), Sept. 30, 1976, pp. 67-71.



KISSINGER ADDRESS, SEPTEMBER 30 659

ter of the globe. And there will be growing dangers of accidents, black
mail and nuclear terrorism.

Unless current trends are altered rapidly, the likelihood of nuclear 
devastation could grow steadily in the years ahead. We must look to 
the roots of the problem. Since the 1973 energy crisis and drastic rise in 
oil prices, both developed and developing nations have seen in nuclear 
energy a means both of lowering the cost of electricity and of reducing 
reliance upon imported petroleum. In an age of growing nationalism 
some see the acquisition and expansion of nuclear power -as symbols 
of enhanced national prestige. And, let us be frank, as a means to pro
vide themselves a future option to acquire nuclear weapons.

A nation that acquires the potential for a nuclear weapons capability 
must accept the consequences of its action. I t is bound to trigger off
setting actions by its neighbours and stimulate broader proliferation, 
thereby accelerating a process that ultimately will undermine its own 
security. And it is disingenuous to label as ‘‘peaceful” nuclear devices 
which obviously are capable of massive military destruction.

Time is of the essence. In no area of international concern does the 
future of this planet depend more directly upon what this generation 
can do or fails to do. We must move on three broad fronts:

First, international safeguards must be strengthened and strictly 
enforced. The supply and use of nuclear materials associated with 
civilian nuclear energy programmes must be carefully safeguarded so 
that they will not be diverted. The physical security of nuclear ma
terials must be increased. The International Atomic Energy Agency 
must receive the full support of all nations in making its safeguards 
effective. Any violator of these safeguards must face immediate and 
drastic penalties.

Second, adherence to safeguards, while of prime importance, is no 
guarantee against future proliferation. We must continue our efforts 
to forge international restraints against the acquisition or transfer of 
reprocessing facilities and of enrichment facilities which produce 
highly enriched uranium.

Third, we must recognize that one of the principal incentives for 
seeking sensitive reprocessing and enrichment technology is the fear 
that essential nonsensitive materials will not be made available on a 
reliable basis. Nations that show their sense of international respon
sibility by accepting effective restraints have a right to expect reli
able and economical supply of peaceful nuclear reactors and associated 
nonsensitive fuel. The United States, as a principal supplier of these 
items, is prepared to be responsive in this regard.

In the near future President Ford will announce a comprehen
sive American program for international action on non-proliferation 
that reconciles global aspirations for assured nuclear supply with 
global requirements for nuclear control. In that way we hope that
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the atom can be seen once again as a boon and not as a menace to 
mankind.^

Press Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extracts], October 2, 1976^

The problem of peace has, in our age, an unprecedented character. 
Throughout history it would have been inconceivable that any nation 
could accumulate too much power for effective political use. As late 
as the end of World War II, every increment of additional power 
would have been militarily useful.

Today we live in a period in which a nuclear war would mean 
destruction for all parties and in which the relative advantage of 
one side against the other pales compared to the destruction that 
is involved, which could well be the end of civilized life as we under
stand it. Therefore the traditional power politics, the accumulation 
of marginal advantages, the posturing vis-a-vis opponents, has to 
be carried out today, if at all, with a sense of responsibility and a 
degree of circumspection that is unparalleled. And every President 
will, sooner or later, be driven to the conviction which was first 
enunciated by President Eisenhower: There is no alternative to peace.

Therefore the problem of how to control nuclear arms, how to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, must be a paramount con
cern of American policy. And tough rhetoric is no substitute for 
the perception of this overriding necessity.

To be sure, we have to make certain that the desire for peace does 
not lead other countries to try to seek unilateral advantages. And 
we have to be able to combine a concern with our values and our 
interests, and those of our allies, with a readiness to seek honorable 
solutions with adversaries. Where to strike this balance is one of 
the problems with which policymakers have to deal and which will 
no doubt come up in our discussions.

Mr. Greenberg: There is one area of the foreign 'policy m  which 
you might have a special knowledge or interest^ and that is the arms 
sales abroad. The Democratic candidate for President has not been 
alone in deploring the size of American arms shipments abroad^ on 
the theory that they will axitually ignite wars and we will be drawn

 ̂P08t, pp. 70a-716.
^Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 1, 1976, pp. 541-542, 549-550. The press 

conference was held in Hilton Head, South Carolina.
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mto them. Do you see any of that sort of da/nger in the amownt of 
armaments this country is sh ifting  to various nations abroad?

Secretary Kissinger: One has to analyze where the arms are going 
before one can judge whether they will ignite wars and, secondly, 
whether the United States will be drawn into those wars if they are 
ignited.

Many of the figures that are being used are vastly inflated. I  see 
references, for example, to $7.5 billion of arms to Saudi Arabia. Of 
that $7.5 billion, the overwhelming part of it is going for construc
tion by the Corps of Engineers, and it is not going for weapons. And it 
is technically in the military budget, but it is to build cantonments 
for the Saudi Army and has nothing to do, as such, with the arms 
race.

Another percentage goes to Iran. Now Iran has pursued a policy 
that has been very parallel to ours in the Middle East. I t  has not 
joined the embargo. I t has declared that it wouldn’t join the embargo. 
I t has sold oil even to Israel during this period.

Countries that threaten it are countries like the Soviet Union 
and countries armed by the Soviet Union, such as Iraq. And therefore 
I cannot foresee— n̂or has Iran ever transferred arms to another 
country. So it is difficult to foresee any war that Iran would start 
that would draw us in. And to the extent that Iran is capable of 
protecting itself, we are less likely to be drawn in than we would be 
if it were defenseless.

On the other hand, I  do agree that we should look at the question 
of arms sales more systematically, and we have created, now, a new 
group to make sure that the question you put is being dealt with 
in a responsible manner.

I t is my judgment that the arms sales have contributed much more 
to stability than to the opposite. But we are not pushing arms sales. 
We are responding to needs that countries feel—and most of which 
they would be in a position to get anyway from other sources.

Mr. Greenberg: But^ Mr, Secretary^ those figures on Saudi Arabia 
include something like 600-700 Sidewinder missiles. Now what pos
sible defense justification could there be for a country like Saudi 
Arabia to have that many missiles^ except perhaps to defend its 
interests against Iran^ which we have also supplied with—

Secretary Kissinger: Much more to defend its interests against 
some neighbors it has that are armed by the Soviet Union. And of 
the Sidewinders, a large—a significant percentage is going to have 
to be used for training purposes. So that what will be left is a mini
mum defensive package. And if you look at the countries surrounding 
Saudi Arabia, you would not pick Iran as the most likely one to 
attack it.
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Televised Interview of General Secretary Brezhnev, 
October 5, 1976^

I  should like to emphasize that we judge the development of the 
international situation primarily by the extent to which it is possible 
to make progress in consolidating peace and eliminating the threat of 
nuclear war. In ou?' view, definite positive results have been achieved 
in this area in recent years.

A great deal has been done to recognize the need for peaceful co
existence of states with different social systems. Clearcut principles 
on which coexistence should be built have been worked out. A num
ber of important interstate documents, both bilateral and multilateral, 
have been signed on this score, including the Final Act of the all- 
European conference.^ Constructive cooperation in the economic, sci- 
entific-technical and cultural fields is being formed step by step.

But if these healthy trends are to become really irreversible, it is 
necessary to curb the arms race, to set a limit to it and then to turn 
it around. Otherwise, it is possible one fine day to lose much of what 
has been achieved as a result of great efforts.

In arms limitation, some things have been accomplished in recent 
years. However, what has been done can in no way be regarded as 
satisfactory.

We are surprised at the position that the governments of a number 
of Western countries are taking on this question. I t  seems that in 
words no one denies the importance of arms reduction but that in 
fact spokes are being put in the wheels, so to speak. Certain circles 
in Western countries are persistently spreading fictions about some 
kind of Soviet menace and capitalizing on the fear that they them
selves are assiduously arousing.

Yes, the Soviet Union has impressive armed forces. But we declare 
precisely and clearly that the Soviet Union has never threatened any
one, is making no threats now, and is ready at any time to reduce its 
armed forces on a reciprocal basis.

We have been forced to improve our defenses—I repeat, we have 
been forced to—^because we are confronted with an unbridled arms 
race. Now and then voices are heard to the effect that NATO “must 
be the strongest power in the world,” that NATO as a whole should 
be building up its armaments and thereby exerting constant pressure 
on the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. That is what spurs 
on the arms race in today’s world with such force.

If  the level of the Soviet Armed Forces really disturbs anyone, 
then it would seem that the other side should have even more reason

 ̂Current Diffest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII, no. 40 (Nov. 3,1976), pp. 3-4. 
The interview was given in the KremUn to the French conunentator Yves 
Mourousi.

® Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1,1975, pp. 323 ff.
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to seriously get down to arms reduction and to advance step by step 
to a great goal—general disarmament. We are prepared to work out 
binding international agreements and have submitted concrete pro
posals on this score to the UN, particularly to the current General As
sembly session, and at the Vienna talks. I  shall not repeat them. I  
shall say only that the struggle against the arms buildup has become 
an urgent one. Therefore, it deserves the special attention of the top 
leaders of states.

In your questions, you mentioned the Helsinki conference.
On the whole, we can make a positive appraisal of what has been 

accomplished since the all-European conference. Good new forms of 
cooperation have come into being. The Soviet Union, basing its ac
tions on the principles worked out in Helsinki, has concluded a num
ber of important agreements with countries that participated in the 
conference. In particular, we can cite the agreement between the 
USSE and France on the prevention of the accidental or unauthorized 
use of nuclear weaponry that was signed in July 1976.®

We have started the practice of giving notification about large- 
scale military exercises and inviting foreign observers to attend them. 
This has substantial importance for strengthening trust among states.

However, everything is not going smoothly—far from it. Our at
tention is drawn to incessant attempts to distort the letter and spirit 
of the Final Act or call the whole Act into question. This is the handi
work of those who call for a return to the cold war, to tension. Such 
forces exist in the US, the FRG and other countries. Therefore, the 
struggle for implementation of the provisions of the Final Act is at 
the same time a struggle against relapses into the cold war, against 
the schemes of detente’s opponents.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we respect and are carrying 
out the accords reached in Helsinki in every way— Î emphasize, in 
every way. The central element of these accords is everything that 
is connected with strengthening security and peace. But, needless to 
say, we do not in the least underestimate the importance of coopera
tion in the fields of the economy, science, technology, culture and 
information, in the development of people-to-people contacts and the 
implementation of confidence-building measures.

The Soviet Union advocates the pooling of efforts on an all- 
European basis to accomplish the vital tasks that face us in the fields 
of power engineering, transportation and environmental protection. 
Our proposals on this score are well known.

Thus, real facts show that the Soviet Union, displaying initiative 
and persistence, is, together with other socialist countries, making 
progress in the great work of implementing everything that was 
agreed upon in Helsinki. We shall continue to do so.

® Ante, p. 466.
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Statement by the French Representative (Scalabre) to the General 
Assembly: French Construction of Nuclear Power Station in 
South Africa [Extracts], October 5, 1976^

After the statement made yesterday before the Assembly by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Nigeria,^ my delegation would like 
to allay the concern which has been expressed and would like to add 
some clarifications regarding the contract concluded between the 
FRAMATOM French group and the South African company, Escom, 
to build a nuclear power station in Koberg. First, I  should like to 
say how much France is aware of the value of this capital of good
will and common interest that it has in Africa, and that His Excel
lency General Garba mentioned quite rightly in his statement. The 
French Government would not at any cost wish to compromise this 
arsenal and it is in this spirit that it has ensured the absolute impossi
bility for South Africa to progress towards obtaining military nu
clear capacity thanks to building the Koberg power station. And I 
would make this quite clear, it is a material impossibility as well as 
an impossibility through the very contract engaged in. The Koberg 
nuclear power station is the so-called “light water pressurized” power 
station. Mr. de Guiringaud indicated in the Security Council that this 
type of power station uses as fuel a very low concentration of uranium, 
2.5 to 2.7 concentration, which cannot be used for military objectives 
unless passed to an enrichment factory which is as complicated as 
the power station itself, and there are very few of this kind in the 
world. As to the products derived from the combustion of the uranium, 
they belong to the type of power station irradiated to such a degree 
that they cannot be used for either civil or military purposes unless 
they are reprocessed, an operation which requires a factory of such a 
complicated type, that there is only one in the world, in France, 
while one other one of this type is being built in the United States 
of America, another in Great Britain and one is being projected in 
the Federal Republic of Germany. Because of all these characteristics, 
the building of the Koberg power station does not run counter to 
resolution 3411G (XXX) adopted on 15 [10] December 1975 by the 
General Assembly requesting Governments to stop making available 
to South Africa any kind of equipment which would allow that State 
to acquire nuclear-weapon capability which can be used to military 
ends.^

Added to these impossibilities, there is the guarantee of the IAEA. 
South Africa, as His Excellency General Garba pointed out, is not 
a signatory of the non-proliferation treaty.^ France has not signed it

^A/31/PV.18 (prov.), PP. 136-141.
*A/31/PV.16 (prov.), p. 86.
*For text, see General Assembly Official Records: Thirtieth Seasioriy Supple

ment No. SIf (A/10034), pp. 38-39.
 ̂The treaty- text can be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461- 

465.
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either because of the discriminatory character of the treaty. Never
theless, it has decided that all nuclear exports would be subject to the 
control of the IAEA. This principle has naturally been applied in 
the case of the Koberg power station and it was stipulated that this 
control would apply to all the nuclear fuel cycle in the power station. 
A bilateral agreement between South Africa and France has been 
added to the tripartite arrangement between the two countries and 
the Atomic Agency. This agreement was approved on 17 September 
by the Council of the Board of Governors of the Agency and France 
provided the latter with all necessary information for carrying out 
an appraisal of the conditions in which these guarantees would be 
applied.

His Excellency General Garba has expressed doubts as to the effec
tiveness of this control, but if these doubts are well-founded the situ
ation will be very serious, not only in South Africa, but throughout 
the world. Almost 80 nuclear power stations have been sold to coun
tries abroad, a large number of which do not have the same charac
teristics of safety as has the Koberg power station, and for which 
the IAEA controls are the only guarantees of non-proliferation. The 
buying countries are not all signatories of the non-proliferation treaty 
or were not when the contract was signed. Our African friends object 
that South Africa is a special case; that this country cannot be 
trusted. But this would mean that the IAEA controls are only effec
tive if exercised by countries which can be trusted. This would be 
tantamount to saying that these controls have no technical value and 
would result in the banning of any industrial nuclear power sales to 
non-nuclear countries. Developing countries would then be unjustly 
deprived of the right which had been affirmed by several interna
tional acts to benefit from the peaceful uses of atomic power.

To the usual controls of the IAEA, France has added a kind of 
super control through extra caution inspired by the concern to re
assure the African countries, and I  will quote, inter dlia  ̂ the addi
tional provisions. First, it has been stipulated that any power station 
which may be built in South Africa using technical elements provided 
by France, for the building of the Koberg power station would be 
subject to the same types of control as that power station. Use of 
French technology is therefore not free and leaves no possible oppor
tunity for misuse or diversion. Furthermore, the fuel used in Koberg 
can be reprocessed only outside of South Africa and the plutonium 
resulting from this treatment, will be stocked outside of South Africa 
in the country which has prepared and provided the fuel to be used 
for that power station. South Africa would find it impossible to lay 
hands on the plutonium, the only element in the reprocessing process 
which could be used to military ends.

I  note that this information adds to that given by France in June. 
I  would recall that any country which has signed the non-proliferation 
treaty may, under article 10 denounce it at three months’ notice. This 
is not the case with the guarantees imposed by France which are con-
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tractual and cannot be terminated unilaterally. These contractual 
guarantees are additional, as I  have said, to the physical impossibility 
of using the fuel and the plutonium and acquiring reprocessed prod
ucts. Any attempt to do so would be doomed to failure. Any attempt 
to infringe the control rules would lead to an immediate termination 
of the contract and the cutting off all French supplies or aid.

In  these conditions the Koberg power station could no longer func
tion. So, to sum up the conditions under which the Koberg power 
station would become operative in five years at the earliest, my dele
gation can confirm that there is no risk of the station being diverted 
from its function of providing electric power, and this applies to any 
technological component, any amount of nuclear material, however 
small, or any of the fissionable products used in the construction and 
utilization of the power station. Needless to say, had it been otherwise 
the French Government would have refused its guarantee and author
ization to any contract concluded between FRAMATOM and South 
Africa rather than be the origin of what our African friends might 
consider to be a risk of any kind. In conclusion, I  should like to make 
it known to the members of the Assembly that my delegation is avail
able to any member who wishes to have more detailed technical infor
mation regarding the controls stipulated with respect to the operation 
of the Koberg power station.

Presidential Campaign Debate Between President Ford and 
Governor Carter: Strategic Arms Limitations and Nuclear 
Proliferation [Extract], October 6, 1976"^

Mr, Trewhitt: Mr, President,^ you referred earlier to your meeting 
with Mr, Brezhnev at Vladivostoh in 197If,, You agreed on that occa
sion to try to achieve another strategic arms limitation,^ SALT,, agree
ment,̂  within the year. Nothing happened in 1975 or not very much 
publicly,, at least,, and those talks are still dragging,, and things got 
quieter as the current season approached. Is there a hit of politics 
involved there,, perhaps on both sides or perhaps more important,, are 
interim weapons developments,, and I  am thinking of such things as 
the cruise missile and the Soviet SS-20 intermediate range rocket^ 
making SA L T  irreleva/nt,, bypassing the SA L T  negotiations?

The President: First, we have to understand that SALT I  expires 
October 3, 1977. Mr. Brezhnev and I  met in Vladivostok in Decem
ber of 1974 for the purpose of trying to take the initial steps so we

 ̂Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 11, 1976, pp. 1453-1464
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could have a SALT I I  agreement that would go to 1985. As I  indi
cated earlier, we did agree on a 2,400 limitation on launchers of ballis
tic missiles. That would mean a cutback in the Soviet program. It 
would not interfere with our own program. At the same time we put 
a limitation of 1,320 on MIRV’s.̂

Our technicians have been working since that time in Geneva try 
ing to put into technical language an agreement that can be verified 
by both parties. In  the meantime, there has developed the problem of 
the Soviet Backfire, their high performance aircraft, which they say 
is not a long-range aircraft and which some of our people say is an 
intercontinental aircraft.

In  the interim, there has been the development on our part pri
marily, the cruise missiles—cruise missiles that could be launched from 
land-based mobile installations; cruise missiles that could be launched 
from high performance aircraft like the B-52’s or the B -l’s, which 
I  hope we proceed w ith; cruise missiles which could be launched from 
either surface or submarine naval vessels. Those gray area weapons 
systems are creating some problems in the agreement for a SALT I I  
negotiation.

But I  can say that I  am dedicated to proceeding. And I  met just 
last week with the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, and he indi
cated to me that the Soviet Union was interested in narrowing the 
differences and making a realistic and a sound compromise.

I  hope and trust in the best interests of both countries and in the 
best interests of all peoples throughout this globe that the Soviet Union 
and the United States can make a mutually beneficial agreement 
because, if we do not and SALT I  expires on October 3,1977, you will 
imleash again an all-out nuclear arms race with the potential of a 
nuclear holocaust of unbelievable dimensions. So, it is the obligation 
of the President to do just that, and I  intend to do so.

Mr. TrewhiU: Mr, President^ let me follow that up, Pll submit that 
the cruise missile adds a whole new dimension to the arms competition^ 
and then cite a statement hy your office to the arms control association 
a few days ago in which you said that the cruise missile might even
tually he included in a comprehensive arms limitation agreement,  ̂hut 
that in the meantime it was an essential part of the American strategic 
arsenal. Now may I  assume from that that you are tending to exclude 
the cruise missile from the next SA L T  agreement or is it still nego
tiable in that context?

The President: I  believe that the cruise missiles which we are now 
developing in research and development across the spectrum, from 
air, from the sea, or from the land can be included within a SALT I I  
agreement. They are a new weapons system that has a great potential,

* The Vladivostok agreements appear in Documents on Disarmament, 1974* PP* 
746-747. For the SALT I agreements, see ibid., 1972, pp. 197 ff.
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both conventional and nuclear armed. At the same time, we have to 
make certain that the Soviet Union’s BackJfire, which they claim is 
not an intercontinental aircraft and which some of our people contend 
is, must also be included if we are to get the kind of an agreement 
which is in the best interests of both countries.

And I  really believe that it’s far better for us and for the Soviet 
Union and, more importantly, for the people around the world that 
these two super powers find an answer for a SALT I I  agreement 
before October 3,1977.1 think good will on both parts, hard bargain
ing by both parties, and a reasonable compromise will be in the best 
interests of all parties.

The Moderator: Governor Carter.

Mr, Carter: Well, Mr. Ford acts like he is running for President for 
the first time. He has been in office 2 years and there has been abso 
lutely no progress made toward a new SALT agreement. He has 
learned the date of the expiration of SALT I, apparently.

We have seen in this world a development of a tremendous threat 
to us. As a nuclear engineer myself, I  know the limitations and capa
bilities of atomic power. I  also know that as far as the human beings 
on this Earth are concerned, that the nonproliferation of atomic weap
ons is number one. Only in the last few days with the election ap
proaching has Mr. Ford taken any interest in a nonproliferation 
movement.

I  advocated last May, in a speech at the United Nations, that we 
move immediately as a nation to declare a complete moratorium on the 
testing of all nuclear devices, both weapons and peaceful devices, that 
we not ship any more atomic fuel to a country that refuses to comply 
with strict controls over the waste which can be reprocessed into ex
plosives. I ’ve also advocated that we stop the sale by Germany and 
France of reprocessing plants to Pakistan and Brazil.® Mr. Ford 
hasn’t moved on this. We also need to provide an adequate supply of 
enriched uranium. Mr. Ford again, under pressure from the atomic 
energy lobby, has insisted that this reprocessing or rather reenrich
ment be done by private industry and not by the existing government 
plants.

This kind of confusion and absence of leadership has let us drift 
now for 2 years with the constantly increasing threat of atomic wea
pons throughout the world. We now have five nations that have atomic 
bombs that we know about. I f  we continue under Mr. Ford’s policy, 
by 1985 or ’90, we will have 20 nations that have the capability of ex
ploding atomic weapons. This has got to be stopped. That is one of the 
major challenges and major undertakings that I  will assume as the 
next President.

* Ante, pp. 292-303.
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Statement by the French High Council on Foreign Nuclear Policy: 
Nuclear Export Policy, October 11, 1976^

1. For a number of countries nuclear energy represents a competi
tive energy source and one necessary for their development. France is 
therefore still prepared to contribute to the peaceful application of 
that energy.

2. France intends to keep control of her nuclear export policy with 
due respect for her international commitments in this field.

3. France will not encourage the proliferation of nuclear arma
ments. In her policy of nuclear exports she will strengthen all relevant 
regulations and guarantees in the field of equipment, materials and 
technology.

4. France will ensure safeguards for supplies of nuclear fuel for the 
nuclear power stations she provides and she will meet the legitimate 
needs for access to technology. France will also furnish fuel-cycle 
services whenever asked. She is ready to study with the interested 
parties any bilateral or multilateral agreements that can guarantee 
such results.

5. The French government believes it is indispensable that all sup
pliers of nuclear equipment, material or technology should avoid en
couraging the proliferation of the nuclear armaments through com
mercial competition.

6. The French government is ready to discuss these problems with 
both the producer countries and the non-producer countries engaged 
in major programs for nuclear power stations.

Regulation of the Commission of the European Communities 
Concerning the Application of Safeguards, October 19, 1976"^

The Commission of the European Commv/nities^

Having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Atomic 
Energy Community, and in particular Articles 77, 78, 79 and 81 
thereof.

Having regard to the approval of the Council,
Whereas Commission of the European Atomic Energy Community 

Eegulation No 7 established the implementing procedures for the 
declarations required by Article 78 of the Treaty,

Whereas Commission of the European Atomic Energy Community 
Regulation No 8 defined the nature and the extent of the requirements 
referred to in Article 79 of the Treaty;

 ̂French Embassy press release.
^Regulation No. 3227/76. Official Journal of the European CommunitieMj no. 

L363, Dec. 31,1976. The annexes are not printed here.
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Whereas, in view of the increasing quantities of nuclear materials 
produced, used and carried in the Community and the development of 
trade in these materials, it is essential, in order to ensure the effective
ness of safeguards, that the nature and the extent of the requirements 
referred to in Article 79 of the Treaty and laid out in Regulation No 8 
referred to above, be defined and brought up to date in the light of 
experience particularly with regard to the transportation of, or com
merce in these materials;

Whereas, moreover, the Kingdom of Belgium, the Kingdom of 
Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, the Italian 
Republic, the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands and the European Atomic Energy Community (Eura- 
tom) concluded on 5 April 1973 an Agreement (hereinafter called 
‘the Agreement’) with the International Atomic Energy Agency in 
implementation of Article I I I  (1) and (4) of the Treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons; ^

Whereas the Agreement contains a particular undertaking entered 
into by the Community concerning the application of safeguards on 
source and special fissile materials on the territories of the Community 
Member States which have no nuclear weapons of their own and which 
are parties to the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons ® 
and, in conjunction with the Community, to the Agreement signed on 
5 April 1973 with the International Atomic Energy Agency (herein
after called ‘the Member States party to the Agreement’) ;

Whereas the implementation of this undertaking requires the estab
lishment of particular procedures for the application of safeguards 
on the territories of the Member States party to the Agreement in 
order to amplify the provisions of the aforementioned Regulations 
No 7 and No 8;

Whereas, moreover, the procedures foreseen by this Agreement are 
in conformity with those devised in the course of a very wide-ranging 
international negotiation conducted, in view of the provisions of para
graphs 1 and 4 of Article I I I  of the Treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, with the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
the result of which has been approved by the Board of Governors of 
that organization, and that these procedures are based on the most 
modem developments in the field of safeguards;

Whereas, accordingly, it is opportune to define new procedures for 
the application of the provisions of Chapter V II of the Treaty;

Whereas the Community, the United Kingdom and the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency have signed on 6 September 1976 an 
Agreement comprising a particular commitment which concerns the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 191S, pp. 116-158.
® For text of the treaty, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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appUcati6n of safeguards to source and special fissile materials on the 
territory of the United Kingdom; ^

Whereas it is appropriate to arrange for particular provisions rela
tive to the accounting system and the presentation of records concern
ing ores;

Whereas, on the territories of the Member States not party to the 
Agreement, some installations or parts thereof as well as certain mate
rials are liable to be involved in the production cycle for defence needs, 
therefore it is appropriate to specify particular safeguard procedures 
to take account of these circumstances;

Whereas, for clarity’s sake, and particularly to make the respect of 
safeguard Eegulations easier for those concerned, it is appropriate to 
codify these Regulations in a single text,

Has adopted this regulation:

PART I

BASIC TECHNICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND 
PARTICULAR SAFEGUARD PROVISIONS

D ecla ra tio n  o r  t h e  T e c h n ic a l  C h a r a c ter istic s

Article 1

Any person or undertaking setting up or operating an installation 
for the production, separation or other use of source materials or 
special iGissile materials or for the processing of irradiated nuclear fuels 
shall declare to the Commission the basic technical characteristics of 
the installation, on the basis of the relevant questionnaire given in 
Annex I  hereto.

Any person or undertaking responsible for the storage of source 
materials or special fissile materials shall be subject to the provisions 
of the first paragraph.

Article 2

Where the basic technical characteristics of an* installation have 
already been communicated to the Commission, the declarations speci
fied in the said Article 1 may be made by reference to such earlier com
munication, provided that any additional information required by the 
questionnaire referred to in Article 1 is supplied within 30 days from 
the date on which this Regulation comes into force.

* The agreement was concluded pursuant to a statement by the U.K. in 1967 
regarding its willingness to accept safeguards in the event that international 
safeguards were put into effect in non-nuclear-weapon States in implementation 
of NPT provisions (ibid., 1967, p. 616).
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The basic technical characteristics of new installations shall be de
clared as laid down in Article 1 at least 45 days before the first con
signment of nuclear material is due to be received.

Article 3

The particular safeguard provisions referred to in Article 7 shall 
specify those important changes in the basic technical characteristics 
for which advance notification is required.

Any other changes in the basic technical characteristics shall be com
municated to the Commission, together with the first inventory change 
report made after the modification is complete.

Article ^

On receipt of a reasoned request, the Commission may allow addi
tional time for the completion of the declarations required in the 
preceding Articles.

Article 5

The provisions of Article 1 shall not apply to persons or under
takings holding only nuclear materials exempted from the declaration 
requirements as provided for by Article 22.

P rogram m e  op A c t iv it ie s

Article 6

The persons or undertakings referred to in Article 1 shall also 
communicate to the Commission, for the planning of its safeguard 
activities, the following information:

(a) annually, an outline programme of activities drawn up in ac
cordance with the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in 
Article 7, the first communication being made on the basis of the guide^ 
lines given in Annex X, at the same time as that of the basic technical 
characteristics referred to in Article 1;

(b) at least 40 days before beginning the taking of a physical 
inventory, the programme for such work;

(c) at least 40 days before starting to shut down a batch-loaded 
reactor for reloading, the programme in respect of such shutting down 
unless otherwise provided in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ 
referred to in Article 7.

Any change affecting programmes for the taking of physical inven
tories or for the shutting down of reactors to reload shall be com
municated to the Commission without delay.

P ar tic u la r  S afeguard  P rovision s

Article 7

Acting on the declarations of basic technical characteristics and 
on the information communicated in pursuance of Article 6, the Com



EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES REGULATION, OCTOBER 19 673

mission shall specify in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ the pro
cedures by which the persons or undertakings concerned shall meet 
the requirements in relation to safeguards imposed on them. Among 
others these procedures shall include:

(a) the designation of the material balance areas and the selection 
of those strategic points which are key measurement points for deter
mining the flow and stocks of nuclear materials;

(b) the procedures for keeping records of nuclear materials for 
each material balance area and for drawing up reports;

(c) the frequency of and procedures for drawing up physical 
inventories for accounting purposes as part of safeguard measures;

(d) containment and surveillance measures, in accordance with the 
modalities agreed upon with the plant operators;

(e) sample-taking by the plant operator solely for safeguard pur
poses.

The ‘particular safeguard provisions’ shall also lay down the content 
of subsequent communications required under Article 6 of this Regula
tion as well as the conditions requiring advance notification of ship
ments and receipts of nuclear material.

The Commission will reimburse the person or undertaking con
cerned the cost of those special services which are provided for in 
the ‘particular safeguard provisions’, or which are provided because 
of a special request of the Commission or of the inspectors and on the 
basis of an agreed estimate. The extent and modality of the reimburse
ment will be fixed between the parties concerned and will be reviewed 
periodically as necessary.

Article 8

The ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7 shall 
be drawn up by means of an individual decision of the Commission 
after consultation with the person or undertaking concerned and the 
appropriate Member State.

The person or undertaking affected by any individual decision of 
the Commission will be notified thereof, and a copy of such notifica
tion will be transmitted to the Member State concerned.

PART I I  

ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 

Article 9

The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 shall main
tain a system of accounting for and control of nuclear materials. This 
system shall include accounting and operating records and, in particu
lar, information on the quantities, nature, form and composition of 
these materials in accordance with the requirements of Article 21,
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their actual location, the particular safeguarding obligation, and the 
way in which the persons or undertakings concerned have stated that 
they intend to use such mateirials, in accordance with their own deci
sions, as well as the shipper or recipient when materials are trans
ferred.

The system of measurements on which the records are based shall 
comply with the most recent international standards or shall be equiv
alent in quality to those standards. On the basis of these records it 
must be possible to establish and justify the commimications ad
dressed to the Commission in the form and at the intervals laid down 
in Articles 12 to 21. Kecords shall be retained for a period of at least 
five years.

A c c o u n t in g  R ecords 

Article 10

The accounting records shall show in respect of each material bal
ance area:

(a) all inventory changes, so as to permit a determination of the 
book inventory at any time;

(b) all measurement and counting results that are used for deter
mination of the physical inventory;

(c) all corrections that have been made in respect of inventory 
changes, book inventories and physical inventories.

For all inventory changes and physical inventories the accounting 
lecords shall show, in respect of each batch of nuclear material, mate
rial identification, batch data and source data. These records shall ac
count separately for uranium, thorium and plutonium in each batch 
of nuclear material. Moreover for each inventory change, the date of 
the inventory change and, when appropriate, the dispatching material 
balance area and the receiving material balance area or the recipient, 
shall be indicated.

O p e r a t in g  R ecords 

Article 11

The operating records shall include, if appropriate, for each mate
rial balance area:

(a) those operating data which are used to establish changes in the 
quantities and composition of the nuclear material;

(b) the data obtained from the calibration of tanks and instruments 
and from sampling and analysis, the procedures to control the quality 
of measurements and the derived estimates of random and systematic 
error;
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(c) a description of the sequence of actions itaken in preparing for, 
and in taking, a physical inventory in order to ensure that it is correct 
and complete;

(d) a description of the actions taken in order to ascertain the cause 
and magnitude of any accidental or unmeasured loss that might have 
occurred.

A c c o u n t in g  a n d  S p e c ia l  R eports 

Artiele M

The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 shall provide 
the Commission with accounting reports and, when appropriate, with 
special reports.

The accounting reports shall set forth the information available on 
the date of reporting and must be corrected at a later date if 
necessary.

On a reasoned request by the Commission, further details or expla
nations in connection with these reports shall be supplied normally 
within three weeks of that request.

iN rn A L  I n v en to r y  

Article 13

The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 shall transmit 
to the Commission an uiitial book inventory of all nuclear materials 
which for any reason they have in their possession within 15 days of 
the last day of the month in which this Regulation comes into force. 
This inventory shall describe the situation on the last day of that 
month. The form set out in Annex IV  to this Regulation shall be used 
for this purpose.

I n v en to r y  C h a n g e  R eport  

Article H.

For each material balance area, the persons and undertakings re
ferred to in Article 1 shall transmit to the Commission inventory 
change reports in respect of all nuclear materials in accordance with 
the specimen set out in Annex II. The reports shall identify the mate
rials and give batch data for each batch thereof, the date of the inven
tory change and, when appropriate, the dispatching material balance 
area and the receiving material balance area or the recipient.

The reports concerning transfers shall also indicate for receipts the 
intended use, pursuant to Article 9, and for dispatches the use made of 
the nuclear materials in the reporting installation. Unless otherwise 
defined in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article
7, no declaration of use is mandatory for transfers between different 
material balance areas of the same installation.

These reports showing inventory changes, book inventories and cor
rections shall be sent as soon as possible and, in any case, within 15
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days after the end of tlie month in which the inventory changes occur 
or are known, either periodically in a consolidated list or individually. 
For months in which no inventory changes occur, the persons or un
dertakings concerned may simply send in the form intended for the in
ventory change report carrying the indication that the situation re
mained imchanged. Small inventory changes, such as transfers of 
samples for purposes of analysis, may be grouped, as laid down in the 
‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7 for the instal
lation concerned, in order that they may be reported as a single in
ventory change.

Article 15

The reports referred to in Article 14 shall be accompanied by con
cise notes:

(a) explaining the inventory changes on the basis of the operating 
data contained in the operating records provided for in Article 11 (a) 
of this Regulation;

(b) describing as specified in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ 
referred to in Article 7, the planned operational programme for the 
installation concerned and, in particular, the taking of a physical in
ventory.

I f  the required information is contained in documents which al
ready exist, copies of such documents may take the place of the con
cise notes.

M a ter ia l  B a la n c e  R epo r t  a n d  P h y s ic a l  I n v en to r y  L is t in g

Article 16

For each material balance area, the persons and undertakings re
ferred to in Article I  shall transmit to the Commission, in accordance 
with the specimen set out in Annex I I I  to this Regulation, material 
balance reports showing:

(a) beginning physical inventory;
(b) inventory changes (first increases, then decreases);
(c) ending book inventory ;
(d) ending physical inventory;
(e) material unaccounted for.

A physical inventory, in accordance with the specimen set out in 
Annex IV, listing all batches separately giving, inter alia  ̂ identifica
tion of the materials and giving batch data for each batch thereof and 
the use, pursuant to Article 9, which the persons or undertakings con
cerned intend to make of the materials, shall be attached to each mate
rial balance report.

These reports shall be transmitted as soon as possible and in any case 
within 30 days from the date on which a physical inventory was taken,
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unless otherwise specified in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ re
ferred to in Article 7.

S p e c ia l  R eports 

Article 17

The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 shall transmit 
to the Commission a special report whenever the circumstances men
tioned in Articles 18 and 27 arise.

The type of information to be dealt with in such reports shall be 
specified in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Ar
ticle 7.

The special reports and further details or explanations which may 
be requested by the Commission in connection with these reports shall 
be supplied without delay.

Article 18

A special report must be made without delay:

(a) if, as a result of any unusual incident or circumstances, it is 
believed that there has been or might be a loss of nuclear material in 
excess of the limits specified for these purposes in the ‘’particular 
safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7; or

(b) if the containment has unexpectedly changed from that spec
ified in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7, 
to a point where an unauthorized removal of nuclear material has be
come possible.

The abovementioned obligations shall devolve upon the persons and 
undertakings concerned as soon as they have become aware of any such 
loss or sudden change in the containment conditions, or of anything 
which leads them to believe that there has been such an occurrence. 
The causes shall also be stated as soon as they are known.

D eta iled  R u l e s  of A p p l ic a t io n  

Article 19

In respect of reactors, the obligations laid down in Articles 10 to 16 
shall apply under the following conditions.

As far as nuclear transformations are concerned, calculated data will 
be reported in the inventory change report at the latest when irradi
ated fuel is transferred from the reactor material balance area. In 
addition, where appropriate, other procedures for recording and re
porting nuclear transformations shall be specified in the ‘particular 
safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7.

Article 20

Nuclear materials subject to particular safeguard obligations en
tered into by the Community in an Agreement concluded with a non- 
Member State or an international organization shall, unless otherwise
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stipulated by such Agreement, be identified separately for each obli
gation in the following notifications:

(a) initial book inventory (Article 13);
(b) inventory change reports, but excluding book inventories (Ar

ticle 14) ;
(c) physical inventory listings (Article 16); and
(d) intended imports and exports (Articles 24 and 25).

Unless specifically prohibited in the Agreement referred to above, 
such separation shall not preclude the physical mixing of materials.

This Article shall not apply to the A^eeTnent or to any other Agree
ment concluded by the Commimity and a Member State with the In 
ternational Atomic Energy Agency.

Article 21

(a) In any notification referred to in this Regulation, quantities 
of source materials shall be expressed in kilogrammes and quantities 
of special fissile materials in grammes.

(b) The corresponding material accounting records shall be kept 
in the units referred to in (a) of this Article or in smaller units. They 
shall be kept in such a manner as to render them trustworthy and, in 
particular, to comply with current practices in the Member States.

(c) In the notifications provided for above, quantities may be 
rounded down to the nearest unit when the first decimal is 0 to 4 and 
rounded up when the first decimal is 5 to 9.

(d) Unless otherwise provided for in the "particular safeguard pro
visions’ referred to in Article 7:

(i) notifications shall indicate the total weig<ht of the elements 
contained: uranium, thorium or plutonium and also, for enriched ura
nium, the total weight of the fissile isotopes. The isotopic composition 
of plutonium, if recorded at the installation for operational needs, shall 
be made availa;ble to the Commission on request;

(ii) separate line entries in inventory change reports and in phys
ical inventory listings and separate material balance reports must be 
used for the following categories of nuclear material:

—depleted uranium,
—^natural uranium,
—^uranium enriched up to 20%,
—^uranium enriched above 20%,
—^plutonium,
—^thorium.

D erogations a n d  E x e m p t io n s  

Article 22

(a) In  order to take account of any particular circumstances in 
which safeguarded materials are used or produced, the Commission
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may, in the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in Article 7, 
grant producers and users of nuclear materials a derogation from 
the rules governing the form and frequency of notification provided 
for in this Regulation.

The Commission may so decide especially in the case of installations 
holding only small quantities which are kept in the same state for long 
periods.

(b) At the request of the persons or undertakings concerned in ac
cordance with the form set out in Annex V III, the Commission may 
exempt the following materials from declaration, provided that they 
are not processed or stored together with non-exempted nuclear mate
rials :

—special fissile materials which are used in quantities of the order 
of a gramme or less as sensing components in instruments,

—plutonium with an isotopic concentration of plutonium-238 in 
excess of 80%,

—nuclear materials which are used exclusively in non-nuclear ac
tivities.

I f  the conditions for exemption cease to be fulfilled, the exemption 
shall be rescinded. The person or undertaking concerned shall inform 
the Commission in accordance with the form set out in Annex IX  that 
the conditions for exemption no longer exist.

Article 23

This Regulation shall not apply to holders of finished products used 
for non-nuclear purposes which incorporate nuclear materials that 
are virtually irrecoverable.

PART II I  

TRANSFERS: IMPORTS/EXPORTS

Article 2Ĵ

(a) The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 which 
export source or special fissile materials to a non-Member State shall 
give advance notification to the Commission of every such export. 
Similarly, advance notification shall be given to the Commission:

—in the case of any export from a Member State party to the 
Agreement to a Member State not party to the Agreement, and

—in the case of any export from the United Kingdom to a Mem
ber State party to the Agreement.

However, advance notification is required only:

(i) where the consignment exceeds one effective kilogramme;
(ii) where the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in 

Article 7 so specify, in the case of installations habitually transfer-

253-754 0  - 78 - 45
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ring large total quantities of materials to the same State, even though 
no single consignment exceeds one effective kilogramme.

(b) Such notification shall be given after the conclusion of the con
tractual arrangements leading to the transfer and in any case in time 
to reach the Commission eight working days before the material is 
to be prepared for shipment.

(c) 'Such notification shall be given in accordance with the form 
set out in Annex V to this Regulation and shall state, imJber oLiâ

— t̂he identification and, if possible, the expected quantity and 
composition of the material to be transferred, and the material bal
ance area from which it will come,

— t̂he State to w>hich the nuclear material is to be sent,
— t̂he dates on and locations at which the nuclear material will be 

prepared for shipment,
— t̂he approximate dates of dispatch and arrival of the nuclear 

material,
— t̂he use which the persons or undertakings conpemed had made 

of the nuclear material.

(d) I f  so required for reasons of physical protection, special ar
rangements concerning the form and transmission of such notifica
tion may be agreed upon with the Commission.

Article 25

(a) The persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 which 
import source or special fissile materials from a non-member State 
shall give advance notification to the Commission of every such im
port. Similarly, advance notification shall be given to the Commission.

—in the case of any import into a Member State party to the 
Agreement from a Member State not party to the Agreement, and 

— în the case of any import into the United Kingdom from a Mem
ber State party to the Agreement.

However, advance notification is required only:

(i) where the consignment exceeds one effective kilogramme;
(ii) where the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in 

Article 7 so specify, in the case of installations to which large total 
quantities of materials are habitually transferred from the same 
State, even though no single consignment exceeds one effective kilo
gramme.

(b) Such notification shall be given as far in advance as possible of 
the expected arrival of the nuclear material and, in any case, on the 
date of receipt and in time to reach the Commission five working days 
before the material is unpacked.

(c) Such notification shall be given in accordance with the form 
set out in Annex VI and shall state, inter alia:
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— t̂he identification and, if possible, the expected quantity and 
composition of the material,

—the expected date of arrival, the location where and the date on 
which the nuclear material is expected to be unpacked.

(d) I f  so required for reasons of physical protection, special ar
rangements concerning the form and transmission of such notifica
tion may be agreed upon with the Commission.

Article 26

When persons or undertakings not subject to Article 1 decide to 
export or import nuclear materials referred to in Articles 24 and 25, 
these persons or undertakings are required to mate the notifications 
foreseen in Articles 24 and 25.

Article ^

A special report as provided for in Article 17 shall be prepared by 
the persons or undertakings covered by Articles 24 and 25 if, following 
exceptional circimistances or an incident, they have received in
formation that nuclear materials have been or appear to be lost, par
ticularly when there has been a considerable delay during transfer. 
In the same circumstances persons or undertakings covered by A rti
cle 26 are also required to inform the Commission.

Article 28

Any change of date in the preparation for shipment, in the ship
ment or in the unpacking of nuclear materials with respect to the 
dates given in the notifications provided for in Articles 24 and 25, but 
not a change that gives rise to special reports, shall be communicated 
without delay, with an indication of the revised dates, if known.

PART IV 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS

O r e  P roducers

Article 29

Any person or undertaking extracting ores on the territory of a 
Member State shall keep accounting records thereof. These records 
must indicate, in particular, the tonnage and average uranium and 
thorium content of the ore e:rtracted and of the stock at the mine, and 
proof of shipment, stating the date, consignee, and quantity. Such rec
ords shall be kept for at least five years.

Article 30

No later than the end of January each year, producers of ores shall 
inform the Commission, in accordance with the form set out in Annex
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V II, of the amount of material dispatched from each mine during 
the previous year.

Article SI

Any person or undertaking exporting ores to non-Member States 
shall inform the Commission thereof, in accordance with the form 
set out in Annex V II, on the actual date of dispatch.

Oabbiers 

Article 32

Any person or imdertaking engaged, within the territories of the 
Member States, in carrying or temporarily storing source or special 
j&ssile materials during shipment may accept them or hand them over 
only against a duly signed 'and dated receipt. This shall state the 
names of the parties handing over and receiving tihe materials and the 
quantities carried, together with the nature, form and composition of 
the materials.

I f  so required for reasons of physical protection, the specification 
of the materi'als transferred may be replaced by a suitable identifica
tion of the consignment. Such identification shall be traceable to rec
ords held by the persons and undertakings referred to in Article 1 and 
showing the specification mentioned.

Such documents shall be kept by the contracting parties for at 
least one year.

Article 33

Documents and papers already held and compiled by persons or 
undertakings in accordance with existing regulations which apply 
to them on the territory of the Member States in which they operate 
may take the place of the documents and receipts provided for in 
Article 32, provided that such documents and papers contain all the 
required information.

I n ter m ed ia r ies  

Article 3Jf,

Every intermediary whatsoever, in particular authorized agents, 
brokers, commission or business agents, taking part in the conclusion 
of any contract for the supply of nuclear materials shall keep all 
documents relating to the transactions performed by him or on 
his behalf for at least one year after the expiry of the contract. Such 
documents shall mention the names of the contracting parties, the date 
of the contract, the quantity, nature, form and composition together 
with the origin and destination of the materials.
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PART V

SPECIFIC PEG VISIONS APPLICABLE IN THE TEERITO- 
EIES OF MEMBEE iSTATES W HICH AEE NUCLEAE 

WEAPON STATES

Article 36

1. The provisions of this Eegulation shaU not apply:

(a) to installations or parts of installations which have been as
signed to meet defence requirements and which are situated on the 
territory of a Member State not party to the Agreement; or

(b) to nuclear materials which have been assigned to meet defence 
requirements by thaib Member State.

2. For nuclear materials, installations or parts of installations 
which are liable to be assigned to meet defence requirements and which 
are situated on the territory of a Member State not party to the 
Agreement, the extent of the application of this Eegulation and the 
procedures under it shall be defined by the Commission in consulta
tion and in agreement with the Member State concerned, taking into 
account the provisions of the second paragraph of Article 84 of the 
Treaty.

3. I t  is understood in any event th a t:

(a) the provisions of Articles 1 to 4, 7 and 8 shall apply to in
stallations or parts of installaitions which at certain times are operated 
exclusively with nuclear materials liable to be assigned to meet de
fence requirements but at other times are operated exclusively with 
civil nuclear materials;

(b) the provisions of Articles 1 to 4, 7 and 8 shall apply, with 
exceptions for reasons of national security, to installations or parts 
of installations to which access could be restricted for such reasons 
but which produce, treat, separate, reprocess or use in any other way 
simultaneously both civil nuclear materials and nuclear materials as
signed or liable to be assigned to meet defence requirements;

(c) the provisions of Articles 6, and 9 to 37 sh'all apply in relation 
to all civil nuclear materials situated in installations or parts of in
stallations as referred to in subparagraphs (a) and (b) above.

PAET VI 

FINAL PEOVISIONS 

D e f in it io n s  

Article 36

For the purposes of this Eegulation:

(a) ‘The Agreement’ means the Agreement concluded on 5 April 
1973 between the Kingdom of Belgium, the Kingdom of Denmark, the
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Federal Kepublic of Germany, Ireland, the Italian Republic, the 
Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, the Kingdom of the Netherlands and 
the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) with the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency, in implementation of paragraphs 1 
and 4 of Article I I I  of the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

(b) ‘Member State party to the agreement’ means the Kingdom of 
Belgium, the Kingdom of Denmark, the Federal Republic of Ger
many, Ireland, the Italian Republic, the Grand Dudhy of Luxem
bourg or the Kingdom of the Netherlands.

(c) ‘Member State not party to the Agreement’ means France or 
the United Kingdom.

(d) ‘Non-Member State’ means any State which is not a member of 
the European Atomic Energy Community.

(e) ‘Special fissile materials’ means plutonium-239; uranium-233; 
uranium enriched in uranium-235 or uranium-233, and any substance 
containing one or more of the foregoing isotopes and such other fissile 
materials as may be specified by the Council, acting by a qualified 
majority on a proposal from the Commission; the expression ‘special 
fissile materials’ does not, however, include source materials nor ores 
or ore waste.

(f) ‘Uranium enriched in uranium-235 or uranium-233’ m e^s 
uranium containing uranium-235 or uranium-233 or both in an amount 
such that the abundance ratio of the sum of these isotopes to i^tope 
238 is greater than the ratio of isotope 235 to isotope 238 occurring 
in nature. ‘Enrichment’ means the ratio of the combined weight of 
uraniimi-233 and uranium-235 to the total weight of the uranium 
under consideration.

(g) ‘Source materials’ means uranium containing the mixture of 
isotopes occurring in nature; uranium whose content in uranium-235 
is less than the normal; thorium; any of the foregoing in the form of 
metal, alloy; chemical compound or concentrate; any other substance 
containing one or more of the foregoing in sudh a concentration as 
shall be specified by the Council, acting by a qualified majority on a 
proposal from the Commission, and any other material which the 
Council may determine, acting by a qualified majority on a proposal 
from the Commission. The words ‘source materials’ shall not be taken 
to include ores or ore waste.

(h) ‘Ores’ means any ore containing, in such average concentration 
as shall be specified by the Council acting by a qualified majority on 
a proposal from the Commission, substances from which the source 
materials defined above may be obtained by the appropriate chemical 
and physical processing.

(i) ‘Nuclear materials’ means any ore, source and special fissile 
material as defined in paragraphs (c), (f), (g) and (h) above.

(j) ‘Nature’ of a material means natural uranium, depleted uran
ium, uranium enriched in uranium-235 or uranium-233, thorium or 
plutonium, depending on the case.
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(k) ^Batch’ means a portion of nuclear material handled as a unit 
for accounting purposes at a key measurement point and for which the 
composition and quantity are defined by a siugle set of specifications 
or measurements. The nuclear material may be in bulk form or con
tained in a number of identifiable items.

(1) ‘Batch data’ means the total weight of each element of nuclear 
material and, in the case of plutonium and uranium, the isotopic com
position when appropriate. For reporting purposes the weights of 
individual items in the batch shall be added together before rounding 
to the nearest unit.

(m) ‘Book inventory’ of a material balance area means the alge
braic sum of the most recent physical inventory of that material bal
ance area and of all inventory changes that have occurred since that 
physical inventory was taken.

(n) ‘Correction’ means an entry in an accounting record or a report 
to rectify an identified mistake or to reflect an improved measure
ment of a quantity previously entered into the record or report. Each 
correction must identify the entry to which it pertains.

(o) ‘Effective kilogramme’ means a special unit used in safeguard
ing nuclear material. The quantity in effective kilogrammes is ob
tained by taking:

(i) for plutonium, its weight in kilogrammes;
(ii) for uranium with an enrichment of 0-01 (1%) and above, its 

weight in kilogrammes multiplied by the square of its enrichment;
(iii) for uranium with an enrichment below 0 • 01 (1%) and above 

0*005 (0*5%), its weight in kilogrammes multiplied by 0-0001; and
(iv) for depleted uranium with an enrichment of 0 * 005 (0 • 5%) or 

below, and for thorium, its weight in kilogrammes multiplied by 
0*00005.

(p) ‘Inventory change’ means an increase or decrease, in terms of 
batches, of nuclear material in a material balance area.

(q) ‘Key measurement point’ means location where nuclear ma
terial appears in such a form that it may be measured to determine 
material flow or inventory. Key measurement points thus include, but 
are not limited to, inputs and outputs (including measured discards) 
and storages in material balance areas.

(r) ‘Material balance area’ means an area such th a t:

(i) the quantity of nuclear material in each transfer into or out of 
each material balance area can be determined; and

(ii) the physical inventory of nuclear material in each material 
balance area can be determined when necessary in accordance with 
specified procedures,

in order that the material balance may be esta;blished.

(s) ‘Material unaccounted for’ means the difference between phys
ical inventory and book inventory.
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(t) ‘Physical inventory’ means the sum of all the measured or de
rived estimates of batch quantities of nuclear material on hand at a 
given time within a material balance area, obtained in accordance 
with specified procedures.

(u) ‘Shipper/receiver difference’ means the difference between the 
quantity of nuclear material in a batch as stated by the shipping ma
terial balance area and as measured at the receiving material balance 
area.

(v) ‘Source data’ means those data, recorded during measurement 
or calibration or used to derive empirical relationships, which identify 
nuclear material and provide batch data. Source data may include, for 
example, weight of compounds, conversion factors to determine weight 
of element, specific gravity, element concentration, isotopic ratios, re
lationship between volume and manometer readings and relationship 
between plutonium produced and power generated.

(w) ‘Strategic point’ means a location selected during examination 
of design information where, under normal conditions and when com
bined with the information from all ‘strategic points’ taken together, 
the information necessary and sufficient for the implementation of 
safeguard measures under the Agreement is obtained and verified; a 
‘strategic point’ may include any location where key measurements re
lated to ma;terial accountancy are made and where containment and 
surveillance measures are executed.

I n s t a l l a t io n s  C o n t r o u l [ed  F r o m  O u t s id e  t h e  C o m m u n t f y

Article 37

Where an installation is controlled by a person or undertaking estab
lished outside the Community, any obligations imposed by this Regu
lation shall devolve upon the local management of the installation.

A n n e x e s  

Article 38

The Annexes to this Regulation form an integral part- thereof. The 
Commission may make minor technical adjustments thereto.

E n t r y  i n t o  F orce 

Article 39

This Regulation shall enter into force 15 days after its publication in 
the Official JoumciL of the European Comrriunities.

Without prejudice to Article 40, Commission of the European 
Atomic Energy Community Regulations No 7 and No 8 are hereby 
repealed.
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Article Ifi

Articles 9 to 16,19 and 21 of this Eegulation shall apply as from the 
adoption of the ‘particular safeguard provisions’ referred to in 
Article 7.

Until the adoption of those provisions. Articles 2, 5, 7, 8 and 10 of 
the abovementioned Eegulation No. 8 shall continue to apply.

This Eegulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly ap
plicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 19 October 1976.

For the Commission 

The President 

Frangois-Xavier OETOLI

Report by Secretary-General Waldheim to the General Assem
bly: Reduction of Military Budgets [Extract], October 20, 
1976 ^

INTEODUCTOEY NOTE

The General Assembly, at its 2437th plenary meeting on 11 De
cember 1975, adopted resolution 3463 (XXX) entitled ‘‘Implementa
tion of General Assembly resolution 3254 (X X IX ) In  the resolution 
the Assembly, inter alia  ̂requested

the Secretary-General, assisted by a group of qualified experts appointed by 
him after consultations with Member States, to prepare a report containing an 
in-depth analysis and examination in concrete terms of the various matters 
specified in paragraph 5 below, including conclusions and recommendations.

By paragraph 5, the General Assembly decided that the report should 
give emphasis particularly to the following matters:

(a) The definition and scope of the miUtary sector and of military expendi
tures, as well as the classification and structuring of expenditures within the 
miUtary budgets, with the over-all aim of achieving generally acceptable and 
universally applicable delimitations and definitions and a standardized ac
counting system, so as to permit effective comparisons of the miUtary budgets;

(b) The valuation of resources in the military sector, considering different 
economic systems and different structures of production within the military 
sector, with the purpose of examining methods concerning the relationships 
between resources and miUtary output;

(c) The defiation for price change in military production in different coun
tries, with the aim of examining methods of measuring real expenditure trends 
over a period of time, taking into account differences between countries in 
the rate of price change;

(d) The international value comparison and exchange rates relevant to 
military production, with the purpose of examining methods for accurate 
currency comparison of military expenditures

 ̂A/31/222, Oct. 20,1976.
^Documents on Disarmament, 197S, pp. 764-766.
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In pursuance of resolution 3463 (X X X ), after consultations with 
Member States, consultant experts were appointed.® The experts held 
three sessions in Geneva in the period between March and September 
1976. On 7 September 1976, the Chairman transmitted the report 
of the group entitled ‘‘The measurement and international reporting 
of military expenditures” to the Secretary-General. This report, which 
the Secretary-General hereby submits for the consideration of the 
General Assembly, contains observations and recommendations of 
the experts. In this connexion, the Secretary-General wishes to refer 
to the comments concerning the preparation of such reports made in 
the introductory note to the previous report on the subject of the 
reduction of military budgets.^

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

[to Secretary-General Waldheim]

7 September 1976
Sir,

I  have the honour to submit herewith the report of the Group of 
Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets, appointed by you, 
which was requested by the General Assembly in paragraph 3 of its 
resolution 3463 (XXX) of 11 December 1975.

The experts appointed in accordance with the General Assembly 
resolution were the following:

Mr. Abraham S. BECKER 
Senior Economist 
The Rand Corporation 
Santa Monica, California 
United States of America

Mr. Karimakaran BRECKENRIDGE 
First Secretary of the Permanent Mission 
of Sri Lanka to the United Nations at Geneva

Mr. Jose A. ENCINAS DEL PANDO 
Dean of School of Economics 
University of Lima 
Peru

Mr. Brian FIELD 
Economic Adviser 
Ministry of Defence, London
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

® For the names of the experts, see the letter of transmittal below.
* A/9770/Rev.l (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.75.I.10).
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Mr. Zvoinimir KACIC
Professor of the Higher Military Academy
Belgrade
Yugoslavia

Mr. Kiyohiko KOIKE 
Chief of First Procurement 
Management Division 
Central Procurement Office 
Japan Defense Agency, Tokyo 
Japan

Mr. Lutz KOLLNER
Assistant Professor at the Social Sciences Institute 
of the Federal Armed Forces, Munich 
Federal Republic of Germany

Mr. Pljtcido GARCIA REYNOSO 
Former Professor of Economics 
Universidad Nacional Autonoma 
Mexico, D.F., Mexico

Mr. Karl-Erik STRAND 
Director of Economic Analysis 
Ministry of Defence, Stockholm 
Sweden

Mr. Shuaib Uthman YOLAH 
Ambassador of Nigeria 
to the Federal Republic of Germany 
Bonn

At its first meeting, on 22 March 1976, the Group elected Professor 
J. A. Encinas del Pando of Peru as its Chairman. Dr. P. K. Banerjee, 
Deputy to the Under-Secretary-General for Political and Security 
Council Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat, attended the ses
sions as representative of the Secretary-General. Mr. P. Csillag, Chief 
of the Information and Research Section of the Disarmament Affairs 
Division, served as Secretary of the Group of Experts.

The report was prepared between March and September 1976, dur
ing which period the Group held three sessions, from 22 to 26 March, 
from 28 June to 9 July and from 30 August to 7 September 1976, at 
Geneva.

Professor Z. Kacic of Yugoslavia participated only in the first ses
sion, while Mr. K. Breckenridge of Sri Lanka joined the Group dur
ing its second session. At the first session Mr. S. Tsukihare acted as 
expert from Japan.

The Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets wishes 
to acknowledge with appreciation the assistance it received from the 
Disarmament Affairs Division, Department of Political and Security
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Council Affairs, of the United Nations Secretariat and from Mr. P. W. 
Quigg, who served as Consultant to the Secretariat.

I  have been requested by the Group of Experts, as its Chairman, to 
submit this report to you on its behalf.

Respectfully yours,

(Signed) J . A. ENCINAS DEL PANDO 
Chairman, Group of Experts

REPORT OF THE GROUP OF EXPERTS ON THE 
REDUCTION OF MILITARY BUDGETS

E xecutive Summary

Section I

1. The origin of this Group of Experts may be traced back to Gen
eral Assembly resolutions 3093 A and B (X X V III) of 7 December 
1973, concerning the reduction of the military budgets of major world 
military spenders and the utilization of part of the resources thereby 
saved for international development assistance.® The exercise continued 
with the report of the Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction 
of Military Budgets set up under resolution 3093 B (X X V IH ), and 
with the discussion engendered by that report. Hereafter that report 
will be referred to as “the 1974 report”.® In 1975 the Assembly, in reso
lution 3463 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, requested the Secretary- 
General to appoint, after consultations with Member States, another 
Group to study four specific technical issues of the measurement of 
military expenditures:

(a) The definition and scope of the miUtary sector and of military expendi
tures . . . and a standardized accounting system . . .;

(b) The valuation of resources in the military sector . . .;
(c) The deflation for price change in military production . . .;
(d) The international value comparison and exchange rates relevant to mili

tary production . . . .

2 . The present report is part of a continuous effort by the interna
tional community to achieve some degree of arms control and disarma
ment and to release resources for social and economic development, 
particularly for assistance to developing countries. The need for action 
under both headings is demonstrated by the very large volume of re
sources devoted to military activities and the very much smaller vol
ume of concessional a^istance to developing countries.

3. The central purpose of this study is to provide the major com
ponents of a system of military expenditure concepts, definitions and 
measurement procedures, along with a corresponding reporting struc
ture. Because of the heterogeneity of national military budgets and

® Documents on Disarmament, 191S, pp. 876-878.
® m a„  pp. 523-546.
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budgetary practice, the structure recommended in this report is de
duced from the logic of expenditure limitation rather than being based 
(m actual national practice.

4. The satisfaction of the General Assembly’s request, in resolution 
3463 (XXX) 5 for “generally acceptable” delSnitions and procedures is 
attempted by developing a reporting system characterized by con
sistency and comprehensiveness, which is intended to add to the veri
fiability of compliance in an expenditure limitation. Only such a rer 
porting sysitem can assure the States concerned that their national 
interests can be adequately protected if and when military expendi
tures are limited.

5. For these purposes, the following criteria have been applied in 
this report:

(a) Reasonable comprehensiveness in defining the scope of the mili
tary sector and in determining what constitutes military expenditure, 
balanced by pragmatic selectiveness in excluding imessential elements;

(b) Identification of measurement objectives that are as close as 
practicable to the fundamental disarmament goal of the resolution;

(c) Consistency of valuations to ensure comparability over time and 
between States.

6. However comprehensive and detailed the system suggested in this 
study may be, not all elements of a complete solution could be provided. 
Steps to implement the recommendations of this report are contained 
in section VI.

7. Implementation of the international reporting system, which 
is one of the major recommendations of this report, constitutes only 
the first—although a very positive first—step towards realization of ex
penditure limitations. There remain other technical issues to be solved, 
especially that of verification.

8. I t is hoped that implementation of the reporting system will, 
by virtue of the improved flow of information, contribute to creat
ing mutual confidence among States, thereby stimulating detente and 
aiding the international effort for effective arms control and 
disarmament.

9. Given the complexities of the issues with which the Group has 
dealt, it has been necessary to adapt a pragmatic and gradualistic 
approach to the task of implementing the analytical discussion. I t 
is the Group’s firm belief that such an approach will permit more 
rapid progress towards the goals of the United Nations resolutions.

Section I I

10. Comparisons of military expenditures may serve various pur
poses and require correspondingly different delimitations of the ex
penditure concept. Since arms control is fundamental in this study, 
an attempt is made to define military expenditures to correspond as 
closely as possible to military capability. However, it is recognized
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that not everything that affects military capability can be expressed 
in monetary terms, and that, in the achievement of national security, 
physical capabilities of military forces interact with other factors, 
such as the effectiveness of the political system.

11. The definition of the scope and content of military expendi
ture is approached via the corresponding delimitation of the military 
sector. The extent of the latter may be understood in broader or 
narrower terms depending on political-militaiy conditions and the 
time interval considered. The present report follows that of 1974 in 
defining the military sector as that group of activities whose object 
is the research, development, provision, assembly, maintenance and 
deployment of current and future force potential intended for appli
cation mainly against external forces.

12. The activities of the military sector are also viewed in terms 
of employment of personnel, procurement of equipment, operations 
and maintenance, construction and acquisition of military facilities, 
and research and development. These activities embrace nuclear as well 
as. conventional forces. Military space activities are included.

13. For more accurate delimitation of the sector, several important 
activities that can substitute for core military activities are included 
in the sector: paramilitary forces, civil defence and military assist
ance. In the future, other such activities might be considered appro
priate for inclusion.

14. For reasons connected with valuation problems considered in 
section III , military expenditures are measured as the value of the 
flow of final military goods and services to the military sector. The 
scope and content of military expenditures are elaborated in terms 
of outlays on the activities listed in paragraph 12 above, including 
outlays on the appropriate set of substitutes noted in paragraph 13.

15. Elaboration of the scope and content of military expenditures 
provides the basic framework for standardized international account
ing and reporting of military expenditures. The format of the instru
ment suggested for this purpose is intended to promote confidence- 
building through an increased flow of information on military ex
penditures, as well as to provide meaningful international compari
sons as a step towards ultimate expenditure limitations.

16. The accounting and reporting instrument recommended in this 
report is a matrix of expenditures. In this matrix, the rows represent 
resource cost elements (outlays on personnel, operations and mainte
nance, procurement, construction and research and development) and 
the columns reflect a compromise mixture of programme-mission and 
service elements (strategic forces, general purpose forces, central 
support, administration and command, paramilitary forces, civil de
fence and military assistance). Most of the row and column headings 
are further subdivided. The more detailed the disaggregation, the more 
reliable will be the valuation of resources used in the military sector 
and the more cross-checks can be made, using other sources of 
information.
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17. The structure of this matrix bears similarities to military ex
penditure accounting used by some countries but differs from any 
particular national system, since it is developed specifically for the 
purposes of the study. Also, military expenditures are to be recorded 
independent of the type of financing, channel of expenditure and type 
of budget accounting used in any particular national system.

18. The expenditure matrix, while comprehensive in its coverage 
of expenditures as defined in this report, cannot take into account 
the value of the current services of military capital, nor does it allow 
for the recording of stocks of capital and their net and gross changes. 
Since military balances in the short run are dominated by inherited 
stocks, it would be desirable in the future to supplement expenditure 
values with data in physical terms for a number of resource categories.

19. Standardized reporting in the form recommended will require 
considerable effort. Since it is impossible to know in advance what 
kind of data States are able and willing to report, more information 
is requested in the matrix that can reasonably be expected from all 
States at the outset. A pragmatic approach and a step-by-step imple
mentation will help overcome the difficulties encountered.

Section I I I

20. The accounting of military expenditures must determine not 
only what and how to count—for example, whether civil defence 
should be included or excluded; whether ammunition purchases should 
be recorded under procurement or operations and maintenance— b̂ut 
also how to value. What kinds of prices shall be used to weight physical 
quantities of goods and services so that the resulting aggregates cor
respond to the objectives of the measurement?

21. Given the fundamental arms control purpose of military ex
penditure limitations and reductions stipulated in this report, it would 
be desirable to establish valuation criteria that would generate expend
iture measures corresponding to measures of military utility. In  that 
case, changes in measured military expenditures could be expected to 
parallel the changes in real military capability which are to be con
strained under the expenditure limitation. An attempt to establish 
the basis for such a measure of inilitary expenditures uses a con
ceptual model which postulates that each State’s political-military 
authorities maximize national military security derived from the com
bination of military goods and services, subject to a budget constraint. 
In this model, military expenditures may be interpreted in terms of 
the military utilities derived directly from the consumption of mili
tary goods and services, or indirectly, through their combination in 
output-defined programme packages.

22. The assumptions of this concept are, however, stringent, with 
no discernible application to the real world, and it appears necessary 
to reject the military utility model as a basis for a valuation criterion. 
The alternative recommended focuses on the resources used in the mili
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tary sector. A measure of costs is developed of such a nature that 
changes in military expenditures can be interpreted in terms of the 
potential to produce military goods and services, analogous to the in
terpretation of national income in terms of potential to produce civil
ian and military goods and services. Thus, while it does not appear 
feasible to develop a valuation basis for interpretation of military ex
penditure in terms of military utility, a second-best solution is attain
able by shifting the focus to military resource costs.

23. The valuation criterion recommended for this purpose is ad
justed factor cost. In pure form, factor cost measurements presuppose 
efficient production, that an economy fully exploits and fully employs 
the technological possibilities and resources available to it. To take 
account of pervasive real-world inefficiencies, factor cost is defined 
here in an adjusted concept which allows for valuation at average in
stead of marginal cost. The set of valuation standards associated with 
adjusted factor cost (a) provides a consistent and implementable set 
of rules for international valuation in domestic currencies, (b) is ap
plicable to any type of national economic organization, and (c) pro
vides a basis for adjustment of expenditure values for all major types 
of divergences of prices from real costs.

24. Historically, the theoretical framework for valuation discussed 
in section I I I  has its roots in a system of thought describing a particu
lar economic and production system, by elucidating its performance 
in terms of classical factors of production. I t  would therefore be 
readily understandable if theories based on alternative systems are 
proposed as different approaches to valuation problems. Specific pro
posals of such alternatives may also be operational and would need 
further examination.

Section lY

25. When prices are changing, nominal increases in military ex
penditure need not necessarily reflect changes in the real volume of 
military output. In order to distinguish between nominal and real 
changes in military expenditures, the distorting effects of price 
changes must be eliminated by a process of deflation. The task is to 
develop in factor cost terms intertemporal and international price 
indexes which permit reliable comparisons of military output in terms 
of potential to produce final military goods and services.

26. We envisage that those responsible for the construction of mili
tary price deflators will require information and data from different 
countries, at different levels of aggregation, and according to different 
definitions. The usual problems associated with index number con
struction may appear in a more extreme form for the military sec
tor. For comparisons over a period of time, military outputs may be 
weighted in terms of base year or given year prices, corresponding to 
the familiar Laspeyres and Paasche index number formulae. There 
are, therefore, two possible indexes for price change of military out
put. The counterpart in international comparisons reflects the use of
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one or other country’s price weights. This is the so-called index num
ber problem, made more severe by rapidly changing military struc
tures. For this reason, we recommend a deflation procedure using both 
types of index referred to above.

27. For such cost categories as personnel, materials and standard 
equipment, the construction of price deflators is fairly routine. More 
difficult problems arise in the case of military hardware, especially ad
vanced and technically sophisticated weapons systems, where quality 
change is rapid and difficult to measure, and the distinction between 
an improved product and a new product is often hard to make. With 
respect to quality change, experience ̂ gained in adjusting civilian price 
indexes will be helpful for standard items with counterparts in the 
civilian sector; experimental work could be necessary for more com
plex items of military equipment.

28. In some cases the data needed to construct military price in
dexes will not be available; then surrogate indexes drawn from the 
civilian economy could possibly be used. Their appropriateness in each 
case will need to be carefully considered.

29. Specific proposals are made for the construction of military 
price deflators and appropriate surrogate indexes for six components 
of military expenditures: personnel, procurement of hardware, con
struction, research and development, imports and miscellaneous. At 
the point where price deflation becomes an operational task, it will 
be necessary to take careful account of the wide international varia
tion in the availability and accuracy of price information.

Section Y

30. In a situation where symmetry of military expenditure levels is 
eesentSuâ l to the conclu^on of a military expend&ture litnitiati<)ii, or (is 
reqim^d by the type of limii<^tion under consideraltian, it would be 
necessary to convert expenditure values expressed in national curren
cies into a common currency. The Group of Experts recommends the 
eventiuial use of purchai^g power parities indteiad of prevailing or 
adjusted exiohiange r^tes for the purpose of comparing military 
expendlitures.

31. The main argument against using exchange rates for 
converting military expenditures into a common currency is thialt of
ficial exchange rates for military products do not exi^. But even if this 
were not so, there would be no reason to expect the relationship of in'- 
teimal prices of military output to reflect military exchange ra t^ , since 
this would require an albsence of restraints to trade, w'hich are so mudh 
a fealture of trade in general, including trade in military goods.

32. In recommending the use of purchasing power parities, the 
Group of Experts is mindful of the fact that the raw data for compil
ing these price raifcios must await the construdion of reiliiable military 
price defliaJtors. Purchasing power parities would be based on the flows 
of final military goods and services valued on an adjusted factor cost
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Section V I

33. The Group of Experts believes thiait, while the irecommendations 
in sedtions I I  to V are not necessiarily exh'austive, they are viajble 'and 
con^iituite an analytical steip forwiard towards ifche goal of expenditure 
limitaitions and reducti>ons. Nevertheless there is clearly la need to 
translate the concepts and procedures developed in this study into 
practical ways €wid means that can be utilized on a regular basis by the 
United Naitiions and its Member States.

34. To this end the intern'ational reporting instrument developed in 
section I I  (table A) must be operationalized, tested and refined. These 
are three distinct p<hases of a development process which constitutes a 
prerequisite for more general applicajtion of the accounting matrix 
as a regular instrument for reporting the military expenditures of the 
States Members of the United Nations. Following reporting at estab
lished prices in mational currencies, the devel'opment process should 
take up factor cost revialuialtlion of outlays, the development of appro
priate price defl'ators and the construction of purchasing power pari
ties for military goods and services. Certain procedures for implemen
tation of the development process and for telling the validity of the 
reporting system have been proposed.

35. At a further stage the international community should be ready 
for discussion of the other major issues of expenditure limitation, in
cluding the prdblem of verification. At the appropriate time, further 
consideration should be given to utilizing part of the resources released 
from the reduction of military expenditures for social and economic 
development, particularly that of the developing countries.

Speech by General Secretary Brezhnev to the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union: Relations With 
Capitalist States [Extract], October 25, 1976^

Comrades! Our Pairty’s international policy means aiboveall a 
struggle for lasting peace. We see one of our most important tasks as 
making full use— ând not only in Europe—of the favoralble opportuni
ties created by the holding of the all-European conference and by the 
document on the peaceful coexistence and cooperation of ^ates th>at 
was solemnly adopted in Hel^nkL In full accordance with the pro
gram confirmed by the 25th Party Congress, we are continuing worh 
to develop egudL and rrml/aaTLy advantageous relations with the capi
talist states.

At every stage, this work has its special features. Five or 10 years 
ago, the task was to create a basis for normal relations of peaceful co

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII» no. 43 (Nov. 24,1976), p. 10.
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existence with France, tihe FEG, the United Staitee of America, Can
ada, Italy, Britain and other capitali^ countrieis and to remove the 
chief incrustations of the cold war from these reliations. When tJuB had 
been aocompli^ed in the main, we moved on— ŵe hegan to develop 
ever wider cooperation in the political, economic, scientific, technical 
and cultural fidlds.

A good many useful things have been done in this respect in recent 
months as well. Fk>r example, we hiave signed several agreemenlts thaifc 
fully accord with the letter and spirit of the Final Act adopted in Hel
sinki, such as the 10-year agreement with Canada on promoting eco
nomic, industriial and scientific-technical cooperation, agreements on 
these same questions with Cyprus and Portugal, a Soviet-Portuguese 
agreement on cultural cooperation, agreements with France on the 
prevention of the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons 
and on cooperation in the fields of power engineering, civil aviation 
and aircraft manufajcture, and agreements with Finland in the fields 
of public health and social security. As you see, things are moving 
right along. The whole world sees ttiat the USSB is advancing along 
a road of peace and peaceful cooperation. And the whole world should 
know that we will continue to advance along this road! {Applame^Y

However, it must be admitted that the development of our relations 
with a number of states has slowed down recently, through no fault of 
ours. This has been caused to a sulbstantial extent by the complicated 
domestic political situation in certaia countries, particularly by the 
election campaigns in the US and the FRG.

SuflGice it to mention that on such an important question of Soviet- 
American relations as the drafting of a new long-term agreement on 
the limitation of offensive strategic arms matters have essentially 
come to a standstill, although the basic content of such a document was 
agreed upon at the summit level back in late 1974.®

The American side received our latest proposals on the remaining 
questions back in March of this year, but it ^ ill has made no reply. 
Howeveir, we are given to understand that the rea^n  for this is linked 
to the complexities of the election situation. We can only regret that 
such an approach is being taken to a matter on which the strengthen
ing of the peace and security of two great peoples depends, as does the 
overall improvement of the situation in the world for years to come.

On the whole, however, the development of our relations with the 
US retains its positive thrust. A Treaty on Underground Nuclear Ex
plosions for Peaceful Purposes was signed recently.^ Mutually advan
tageous cooperation is taking place in many fields of science and tech- 
noilogy. Cultural exchanges have acquired a rather broad scale. Eco
nomic ties are also expanding little by little—even with the obstacles 
that have been created by discriminatory trade legislation in the US.

* Far the Mnal Act, see Department Of State Bulletin^ Sept. 1,1975, pp. 323 ff.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
’ Ante, pp. 328-332.
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Needless to say, were it not for these obstiacles our economic ties would 
■have assumed a quite different scope.

During the election campaign, the rim l cfandidaites—President Ford 
and Mr. Carter— ĥave repeatedly made statements on questions of 
foreign policy and relations with the Soviet Union.

However, these utterances are for the most part quite general in 
nature and frequently are contradictory. On the whole, both con
tenders seem to be in favor of the further normalization of the inter
national situation and the development of good relations with the 
USSR. But one frequently hears from them statements of a different 
sort: calls for a continued airms rajce, for the pursuit of a ‘‘positions of 
strength’’ policy, for a ^ca lled  “tough line” toward the Soviet Union, 
etfcc.

Nevertheless, no matter who is in power in Wiashington after the 
eleotion, the United States apparently will have to reckon with the 
actual alignment of forces in the world, w^hich in recent years has im
pelled American ruling cifPdles, after soberly appraising the situation, 
to begin a search for accords with the socialist world. In any case, one 
thing should be perfectly d e a r: Our line aimed‘at the broad develop
ment of relations with the United States, at lessening the danger of a 
new world war, remains unchanged. {Applause,)

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Huang) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of Force in 
International Relations, October 27, T 976 ^

As is expected, the Soviet delegation, which is used to putting for
ward every year in the United Nations forum sham disarmament and 
sham detente proposals of one description or another to achieve 
demagogic effects, has sanctimoniously produced this year a ‘‘new 
proposal” on the so-called “Conclusion of a world treaty on the non
use of force in international relations”.̂  In  order to peddle its so- 
called “new proposal”, this super-Power has set in motion all its 
propaganda machines to extol the proposal to the skies. And Mr. 
Gromyko personally came on the stage with a heap of emjpty promises, 
saying that the conclusion of this treaty would be “a major step” 
towards “eliminating completely the threat of war and aggression” 
and that “the treaty would offer new and more reliable guarantees of 
security to all peoples, big and small”, as if once this piece of paper 
produced by the Soviet delegation is signed, tranquillity would prevail 
in the world, the people of the world could then sleep peacefully with 
no more worries about the “threat of war and aggression”. These are

" A/C.1/31/PV.16, pp. 41-51.
Ante, pp. 641-643.
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nothing but sheer lies. As ipointed out in the statement of the Chinese 
delegation at the meeting of the General Committee, this proposal 
is nothing new and, like the item entitled “Non-use of force in interna
tional relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weap
ons” proposed by the Soviet delegation at the twenty-seventh session 
of the General Assembly, it is another sheer fraud and shop-worn trash 
designed to dupe the people of the world.

Are there any grounds for this argument of ours, and does it con
form to the objective reality ? Yes, there are ample grounds for it, and 
it fully conforms to the reality.

Since the topic is the “non-use of force”, one may first of all ask: 
What is the root cause of war and the use of forcie, and who in the 
present world are resorting to the use or threat of force, particularly 
nuclear threat, in international relations? Are they not the two super- 
Powers? As Chairman Mao Tsetung pointed out, in an era when 
classes exist, war is a phenomenon between two periods of peace. The 
content of imperialist politics is world domination, and the continua
tion of these politics is imperialist war. At present the United States 
has vested interests to protect around the world, and the Soviet Union 
seeks expansion. This state of affairs is unalterable. The rivalry be
tween them extends to all parts of the globe. Wherever there is rivalry 
between them, there are wars and conflicts. In  this world-wide rivalry, 
Soviet expansionist activities are all-pervasive. A Soviet leader has 
openly declared that there is no corner of the earth that is not taken 
into account by the Soviet Union. In fact, far beyond taking into ac
count every comer of the earth, it is practising every day and every
where infiltration, interference, subversion and aggression against 
other countries. The facts prove that as long as there exist imperialism, 
colonialism and super-Power hegemonism, war between the super- 
Powers, their aggression and expansion against other countries and 
the struggle of the peoples of the world against them are inevitable. 
The facts likewise prove that Soviet social-imperialism is the most dan
gerous source of war today.

Since the Soviet Union became social-imperialist, it has never ceased 
resorthig to the use or threat of force for aggression and expansion 
abroad. I t is this super-Power which boasts about the solution of dis
putes among States “at the conference table by peaceful means” that 
started an armed invasion of one of its neighbours by the despicable 
means of surprise attack in 1968 after it had just promised never to 
resort to military action against its neighbour, and it is this very 
super-Power that is still placing the said neighbour under its military 
occupation. In 1971 it flagrantly engineered the armed attack on and 
the dismemberment of a sovereign State in South Asia and thrice 
vetoed the adoption of a cease-fire resolution by the Security Council, 
and yet subsequently it came to the United Nations to preach unabash
edly the so-called “non-use of force in international relations and the 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons”. In 1975 short-
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ly after the conclusion of the European Security Conference, it even 
organized mercenaries to cross the ocean for a large-scale armed inter
vention against an African country that was fighting for its national 
independence. Today it is still forcibly occupying the four northern 
islands of Japan and refusing to return them. Over the years, it has 
subjected a series of third-world countries to intervention and control 
in the name of providing military assistance; it has been making 
a show of force everywhere in wanton pursuance of the gunboat policy, 
seizing overt and covert military bases and even subverting the law
ful Governments of other countries in gross interference in their 
internal affairs. There are too many instances to be enumerated in this 
respect. Since the European Security Conference, it has greatly 
strengthened the deployment of military offensives against Western 
Europe and, moreover, has incessantly tightened its strategic encircle
ment from the northern and southern flanks. Its naval fleets are ply
ing all the oceans of the world, parading their hardware and 
revealing all their atrocious features. I t  is this very super-Power 
committing aggression and expansion everywhere that comes to the 
United Nations year in and year out to talk profusely about ‘‘detente”, 
disarmament and the “non-use of force”. What a striking irony.

The “new proposal” by the Soviet Union has totally evaded the 
fundamental issue of the root cause for aggression and war in the 
present world. While prattling about the so-called “non-use of force 
or threat of force in international relations in general”, it does not 
dare, and is not willing, to touch on the basic question of opposing the 
policies of aggression and expansion on the part of imperialism 
and hegemonism. While talking about “refraining from the use of 
armed force involving any types of weapons, including nuclear or 
other types of weapons of mass destruction, on land, on the sea, in 
the air or outer space” and “not threatening with such use”, it simply 
does not dare to undertake the obligation not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons, still less touch on the complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. What is more, Mr. Gromyko 
and other Soviet representatives have dwelt excessively in their speech
es on the nuclear terror. In his letter to introduce the new proposal, 
he said that with the emergence of nuclear weapons the danger of 
local conflicts developing into world nuclear war, with all the disas
trous consequences for mankind ensuing therefrom, has immeasur
ably increased”.® When a super-Power possessing large quantities of 
nuclear weapons is dwelling on this point so unweariedly, is it not evi
dent that it is engaged in nuclear threat and nuclear blaclmail against 
the numerous third-world countries and all the non-nuclear countries ? 
The reality today is that the super-Powers which are armed to the 
teeth are subjecting the nimierous small and medium-sized countries 
to unbridled nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail and all forms of

•a /31/243, p. 2^
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threat of force, whereas the numerous small and medium-sized coun
tries are seriously inadequate in their defence capabilities. To equate 
the super-Powers with the numerous small and medium-sized coun
tries is not only a deliberate distortion of the reality in international 
relations but an attempt to bind hand and foot the countries subjected 
to aggression and threats, leaving them at the tender mercies of the 
super-Powers.

In the United Nations forum Mr. Gromyko even blamed some States 
in the adjacent area which have been under direct Soviet military 
threat for strengthening their self-defensive arms and he accused 
them of creating tension by stepping up military preparations and 
even issued blatant threats against them.

The Soviet representatives said at one time that weapons of all 
types must be prohibited and at another time that the treaty must 
“in no way prejudice the legitimacy of the struggle of colonial peoples 
for their freedom and independence” ; they said in one place that “the 
legitimate right to rebuff aggression” should not be restricted, but in 
another place that “no consideration may be adduced to justify resort 
to the threat or use of force”. Such an utter confusion and self-con
tradiction in logic on their part fully reveal their dilemma, iii which 
they want to prettify themselves in order to cover up their ferocious 
features while pursuing the policies of aggression and expansion 
to strangle the resistance of the world’s people. Furthermore, the 
Soviet representative mentions that “nothing in this Treaty shall affect 
the rights and obligations of States under treaties and agreements 
concluded by them earlier”. Is this not an even more brazen attempt 
to ask all countries to recognize the legal status of military blocs 
and to recognize by international treaties Brezhnev’s “theory of 
limited sovereignty” and the American counterpart of [the] “Son- 
nenfeldt doctrine” ? As pointed out by the representatives of some 
third-world countries, this clause would precisely give the super- 
Powers a basis for resorting to the use of force within their military 
blocs. In  a word, it means that the aggr^ ion  by the super-Powers is 
justified, that it is their bounden “rights and obligations” to commit 
aggression against other countries by resorting to the use or threat 
of force, that the resistance by other countries would “develop into 
world nuclear war” which would mean “to build man’s future on 
radio-active ashes”, and that people must fall on their knees and submit 
docilely to super-Power aggression. Such is the real meaning of the 
new proposal of social-imperialism. No matter how they may patch 
up or embellish the draft treaty, they cannot alter its most reactionary 
essence.

As a matter of fact, it can be seen from the deeds of the Soviet au
thorities that even they themselves never believe in such deceptive 
twaddle. Why, then, is it necessary to bring it up for wide publicity ?
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The secret lies in their own political needs. Since the XXVth Con
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the new tsars have 
intensified their preparation for a new world war and their rivalry 
for world hegemony. Their aim is no longer the maintenance of a 
balance of force with the other super-Power but the desperate quest for 
superiority in strategic and military strength. To this end, they have 
to concoct a “new” fraud in order to cover up the true state of affairs. 
Historical experience tells us that the pacifism of imperialism is 
never a tool for peace but a tool for preparing war, a tool for covering 
up war by hypocritical words of peace and that, before the frantic 
preparation for new acts of aggression, the aggressors invariably sing 
a lot of lullabies of “peace” and “disarmament”, assuming a posture 
of pure innocence. The same was true of the fascist chieftain Adolf 
Hitler. Similar tactics are being employed by the chieftains of the 
Soviet social-imperilalism.

Nevertheless, like all reactionaries, they always overestimate their 
own capabilities of deceiving others and underestimate the political 
consciousness of the people. During the general debate at the current 
session, this new proposal received scanty response, whereas the repre
sentatives of the great majority were f ^  up with it. During the de
bate in the First Conmiittee, many representatives had exposed and 
criticized it. People know that what is lacking in the present world is 
not hallow resolutions and provisions on paper, but actual deeds. I f  
the Soviet authorities genuinely stand for the non-use of force, why 
do they not do one or two things in earnest as an indication of their 
sincerity, such as to withdraw their occupation troops and military 
bases from other countries, return the territories they occupy, stop 
their control, subversion, threat and intervention against other coun
tries, and so forth? They are certainly unwilling to do these things, 
nor will they ever possibly do so, because the nature of imperialism 
will never change. This renders their hypocritical words totally worth
less in people’s mind.

The Chinese Government has always stood for mutual respect for 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, non
interference in each other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual 
benefit, and peaceful coexistence in international relations, To this end 
it is imperative to oppose resolutely the super-Power policies of ag
gression, expansion and war and wage a tit-for-tat struggle against 
them. We are determined to join the people of other countries in a com
mon effort to oppose the super-Powers’ aggression and expansion and 
their arms expansion and war preparations and to expose the fraud of 
sham peace and sham disarmament concocted by social-imperialism. I t  
goes without saying that the Chinese delegation has to expose and 
firmly oppose this new fraud produced by the Soviet representative.
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Statement by President Ford: Nuclear Policy, October 28, 1976 ^

We have known since the age of nuclear energy began more than 30 
years ago that this source of energy had the potential for tremendous 
benefits for mankind and the potential for unparalleled destruction.

On the one hand, there is no doubt that nuclear energy represents 
one of the best hopes for satisfying the rising world demand for energy 
with minimum environmental impact and with the potential for reduc
ing dependence on uncertain and diminishing world supplies of 
oil.

On the other hand, nuclear fuel, as it produces power also pro
duces plutonium, which can be chemically separated from the spent 
fuel. The plutonium can be recycled and used to generate additional 
nuclear power, thereby partially offsetting the need for additional 
energy resources. Unfortunately—and this is the root of the problem— 
the same plutonium produced in nuclear powerplants can, when chem
ically separated, also be used to make nuclear explosives.

The world community cannot afford to let potential nuclear weapons 
material or the technology to produce it proliferate uncontrolled over 
the globe. The world community must ensure that production and 
utilization of such material by any nation is carried out under the most 
stringent security conditions and arrangements.

Developing the enormous benefits of nuclear energy while simul
taneously developing the means to prevent proliferation is one of the 
major challenges facing all nations of the world today.

The standards we apply in judging most domestic and international 
activities are not sufficiently rigorous to deal with this extraordinarily 
complex problem. Our answers cannot be partially successful. They 
will either work, in which case we shall stop proliferation, or they will 
fail and nuclear proliferation will accelerate as nations initially hav
ing no intention of acquiring nuclear weapons conclude that they are 
forced to do so by the actions of others. Should this happen, we 
would face a world in which the security of all is critically imperiled. 
Maintaining international stability in such an environment would be 
incalculably difficult and dangerous. In times of regional or global 
crisis, risks of nuclear devastation would be immeasurably increased--- 
if not through direct attack, then through a process of ever expanding 
escalation. The problem can be handled as long as we understand it 
clearly and act wisely in concert with other nations. But we are faced 
with a threat of tragedy if we fail to comprehend it or to take effective 
measures.

Thus, the seriousness and complexity of the problem place a special 
burdto on those who propose ways to control proliferation. They must 
avoid the temptation for rhetorical gestures, empty threats, or right-

 ̂Weekly Oompilation of PresidenHal Documents^ Nov. 1, 1976, pp. 1624-
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eous posturing. They must offer policies and programs which deal 
with the world as it is, not as we might wish it to be. The goal is to 
prevent proliferation, not simply to deplore it.

The first task in dealing with the problem of proliferation is to 
understand the world nuclear situation.

More than 30 nations have or plan to build nuclear powerplants to 
reap the benefits of nuclear energy. The 1973 energy crisis dramatically 
demonstrated to all nations not only the dangers of excessive reliance 
on oil imports, but also the reality that the world’s supply of fossil 
fuels is running out. As a result, nuclear energy is now properly seen 
by many nations as an indispensable way to satisfy rising energy 
demand without prematurely depleting finite fossil fuel resources. We 
must understand the motives which are leading these nations, devel
oped and developing, to place even greater emphasis than we do on 
nuclear power development. For unless we comprehend their real 
needs, we cannot expect to fijid ways of working with them to ensure 
satisfaction of both our and their legitimate concerns. Moreover, 
'̂ everal nations besides the United States have the technology needed 
to produce both the benefits and the destructive potential of nuclear 
energy. Nations with such capabilities are able to export their tech
nology and facilities.

Thus, no single nation, not even the United States, can realistically 
hope— b̂y itself— t̂o control effectively the spread of reprocessing tech
nology and the resulting availability of plutonium.

The United States once was the dominant world supplier of nuclear 
material, equipment and technology. While we remain a leader in this 
field, other suppliers have come to share the international market— 
with the United States now supplying less than half of nuclear reactor 
exports. In short, for nearly a decade the United States has not had 
a monopoly on nuclear technology. Although our role is large, we are 
not able to control worldwide nuclear development.

For these reasons, action to control proliferation must be an inter
national cooperative effort involving many nations, including both 
nuclear suppliers and customers. Common standards must be devel
oped and accepted by all parties. I f  this is not done, unrestrained trade 
in sensitive nuclear technology and materials will develop—with no 
one in a position to stop it.

We in the United States must recognize that interests in nuclear 
energy vary widely among nations. We must recognize that some 
nations look to nuclear energy because they have no acceptable energy 
alternative. We must be sure that our efforts to control proliferation 
are not viewed by such nations as an act to prevent them from enjoying 
the benefits of nuclear energy. We must be sure that all nations recog
nize that the United States believes that nonproliferation objectives 
must take precedence over economic and energy benefits if a choice 
must be made.
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P r e v io u s  A c t io n

During the past 30 years, the United States has been the unques
tioned leader in worldwide efforts to assure that the benefits of nuclear 
energy are made available widely while its destructive uses are pre
vented. I  have given special attention to these objectives during the 
past 2 years, and we have made important new progress, particularly 
in efforts to control the proliferation of nuclear weapons capability 
among the nations of the world.

In 1974, soon after I  assumed office, I  became concerned that some 
nuclear supplier countries, in order to achieve competitive advantage, 
were prepared to offer nuclear exports under conditions less rigorous 
than we believed prudent. In the fall of that year, at the United 
Nations General Assembly, the United States proposed that nonpro
liferation measures be strengthened materially. I  also expressed my 
concern directly to my counterparts in key supplier and recipient 
nations. I  directed the Secretary of State to emphasize multilateral 
action to limit this dangerous form of competition.

At U.S. initiative, the first meeting of major nuclear suppliers was 
convened in London in April 1975. A series of meetings and intensive 
bilateral consultations followed. As a result of these meetings, we have 
significantly raised international standards through progressive new 
guidelines to govern nuclear exports. These involve both improved 
safeguards and controls to prevent diversion of nuclear materials and 
to guard against the misuse of nuclear technology and physical protec
tion against theft and sabotage. The United States has adopted these 
guidelines as policy for nuclear exports.

In addition, we have acted to deal with the special dangers asso
ciated with plutonium.

— e have prohibited export of reprocessing and other nuclear tech
nologies that could contribute to proliferation.

—^We have firmly opposed reprocessing in Korea and Taiwan. We 
welcome the decisions of those nations to forego such activities. We 
will continue to discourage national reprocessing in other locations of 
particular concern.

—^We negotiated agreements for cooperation with Egypt and Israel 
which contain the strictest reprocessing provisions and other nuclear 
controls ever included in the 20-year history of our nuclear cooperation 
program.

—In addition, the United States recently completed negotiations 
to place its civil nuclear facilities tinder the safeguards of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency—and the IAEA has approved a pro
posed agreement for this purpose.

N ew  I n it ia t iv e s

Last summer, I  directed that a thorough review be undertaken of 
all our nuclear policies and options to determine what further steps
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were needed. I  have considered carefully the results of that review, 
held discussions with congressional leaders, and benefited from con
sultations with leaders of other nations. I  have decided that new steps 
are needed, building upon the progress of the past 2 years. Today, 
I  am announcing a number of actions and proposals aimed a t :

—^strengthening the commitment of the nations of the world to the 
goal of nonproliferation and building an effective system of inter
national controls to prevent proliferation;

—changing and strengthening U.S. domestic nuclear policies and 
programs to support our nonproliferation goals; and

—establishing, by these actions, a sound foundation for the con
tinued and increased use of nuclear energy in the United States and 
in the world in a safe and economic manner.

The task we face calls for an international cooperative venture of 
imprecedented dimensions. The United States is prepared to work 
with all other nations.

P r in c ip a l  P o l ic y  D e c is io n s

I  have concluded that the reprocessing and recycling of plutonium 
should not proceed, unless there is sound reason to conclude that the 
world community can effectively overcome the associated risks of pro
liferation. I  believe that avoidance of proliferation must take prece
dence over economic interests. I  have also concluded that the United 
States and other nations can and should increase their use of nuclear 
power for peaceful purposes, even if reprocessing and recycling of 
plutonium are found to be unacceptable.

Vigorous action is required domestically and internationally to 
make these judgments effective.

—I have decided that the United States should greatly accelerate 
its diplomatic initiatives, in conjunction with nuclear supplier and 
consumer nations, to control the spread of plutonium and technologies 
for separating plutonium.

Effective nonproliferation measures will require the participation 
and support of nuclear suppliers and consumers. There must be co
ordination in restraints so that an effective nonproliferation system 
is achieved, and there must be cooperation in assuring reliable fuel 
supplies so that peaceful energy needs are met.

—I  have decided that the United States should no longer regard 
reprocessing of used nuclear fuel to produce plutonium as a necessary 
and inevitable step in the nuclear fuel cycle, and that we should pursue 
reprocessing and recycling in the future only if they are found to be 
consistent with our international objectives.

We must ensure that our domestic policies and programs are com
patible with our international position on reprocessing and that we
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work closely with other nations in evaluating nuclear fuel 
reprocessing.

—The steps I  am announcing today will assure that the necessary 
increase in our use of nuclear energy will be carried on with safety and 
without aggravating the danger of proliferation.

Even with strong efforts to conserve, we will have increasing 
demands for energy for a growing American economy. To satisfy 
these needs, we must rely on increased use of both nuclear energy and 
coal until more acceptable alternatives are developed. We will continue 
pushing ahead with work on all promising alternatives such as solar 
energy but now we must count on the technology that works. We can
not expect a major contribution to our energy supply from alternative 
technologies until late in this century.

* To implement my overall policy decisions, I  have decided on a 
number of policies that are necessary and appropriate to meet our 
nonproliferation and energy objectives.

—First, our domestic policies must be changed to conform to my 
decision on deferral of the commercialization of chemical reprocessing 
of nuclear fuel which results in the separation of plutonium.

—Second, I  call upon all nations to join us in exercising maximum 
restraint in the transfer of reprocessing and enrichment technology 
and facilities by avoiding such sensitive exports or commitments for a 
period of at least 3 years.

—Third, new cooperative steps are needed to help assure that all 
nations have an adequate and reliable supply of energy for their needs. 
I believe, most importantly, that nuclear supplier nations have a spe
cial obligation to assure that customer nations have an adequate sup
ply of fuel for their nuclear powerplants, if those customer nations 
forego the acquisition of reprocessing and uranium enrichment capa
bilities and accept effective proliferation controls.

—Fourth, the United States must maintain its role as a major and 
reliable world supplier of nuclear reactors and fuel for peaceful pur
poses. Our strong position as a supplier has provided the principal 
basis for our influence and leadership in worldwide nonproliferation 
efforts. A strong position will be equally important in the future. 
While reaffirming this Nation’s intent to be a reliable supplier, the 
United States seeks no competitive advantage by virtue of the world
wide system of effective nonproliferation controls that I  am calling 
for today.

—Fifth, new efforts must be made to urge all nations to join in a 
full-scale international cooperative effort—which I  shall outline in 
detail— t̂o develop a system of effective controls to prevent prolifera
tion.

—Sixth, the United States must take new steps with respect to its 
own exports to control proliferation, while seeking to improve multi
lateral guidelines.
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—^Seventh, the United States must undertake a program to evaluate 
reprocessing in support of the international policies I  have adopted.

—Finally, I  have concluded that new steps are needed to assure that 
we have in place when needed, both in the United States and around 
the world, the facilities for the long-term storage or disposal of nu
clear wastes.

A c t io n s  T o I m p l e m e n t  O u r  N u oleiar  P o u c ib s

In  order to implement the nuclear policies that I  have outlined, 
major efforts will be required within the United States and by the 
many nations around the world with an interest in nuclear energy. 
To move forward with these efforts, I  am today taking a number of 
actions and making a number of proposals to other nations.

I. Change in U.S. Policy on Nuclear Fuel Re'procesmig

With respect to nuclear fuel reprocessing, I  am directing agencies 
of the executive branch to implement my decision to delay commer
cialization of reprocessing activities in the United States until uncer
tainties are resolved. Specifically, I  am :

—Directing the Administrator of the Energy Eesearch and Devel
opment Administration (EEDA) to:

• change ERDA policies and programs which heretofore have been 
based on the assumption that reprocessing would proceed;

• encourage prompt action to expand spent fuel storage facilities, 
thus assuring utilities that they need not be concerned about shutdown 
of nuclear reactors because of delays; and

• identify the research and development efforts needed to investi
gate the feasibility of recovering the energy value from used nuclear 
fuel without separating plutonium.

H. Reatrwmt m  the Tramfer of 8emiti/ve Nuclear Technology and 
Facilities

Despite the gains in controlling proliferation that have been made, 
the dangers posed by reprocessing and the prospect of uncontrolled 
availability of plutonium require further, decisive international ac
tion. Effective control of the parallel risk of spreading uranium en
richment technology is also necessary. To meet these dangers:

—I call upon all nations to join with us in exercising maximum re
straint in the transfer of reprocessing and enrichment technology and 
facilities by avoiding such sensitive exports or conmiitments for a pe
riod of at least 3 years.

This will allow suppliers and consumers to work together to estab
lish reliable means for meeting nuclear needs with minimum risk, as 
we assess carefully the wisdom of plutonium use. As we proceed in
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these efforts, we must not be influenced by pressures to approve the 
export of these sensitive facilities.

III . Assv/rmg cm Adequate Energy Sujypl/y for OustomeT Nations

—1 urge nuclear suppliers to provide nuclear consumers with fuel 
services, instead of sensitive technology or facilities.

Nations accepting effective nonproliferation restraints have a right 
to expect reliable and economic supply of nuclear reactors and asso
ciated, nonsensitive fuel. All such nations w.ould share in the benefits 
of an assured supply of nuclear fuel, even though the number and loca
tion of sensitive facilities to generate this fuel is limited to meet non
proliferation goals. The availability of fuel-cycle services in. several 
different nations can provide ample assurance to consumers of a con
tinuing and stable source of supply.

I t is also desirable to continue studying the idea of a few suitably 
sited multinational fuel-cycle centers to serve regional needs, when 
effectively safeguarded and economically warranted. Through these 
and related means, we can minimize incentives for the spread of dan
gerous fuel-cycle capabilities.

The United States stands ready to take action, in cooperation with 
other concerned nations, to assure reliable supplies of nuclear fuel at 
equitable prices to any country accepting responsible restraints on its 
nuclear power program with regard to reprocessing, plutonium dis
position, and enrichment technology.

—I am directing the Secretary of State to initiate consultations to 
explore with other nations arrangements for coordinating fuel services 
and for developing other means of ensuring that suppliers will be able 
to offer, and consumers will be able to receive, an uninterrupted and 
economical supply of low-enriched uranium fuel and fuel services.

These discussions will address ways to ensure against economic dis
advantage to cooperating nations and to remove any sources of compe
tition which could undermine our common nonproliferation efforts.

To contribute to this initiative, the United States will offer binding 
letters of intent for the supply of nuclear fuel to current and prospec
tive customers willing to accept such responsible restraints.

— În addition, I  am directing the Secretary of State to enter into 
negotiations or arrangements for mutual agreement on disposition of 
spent fuel with consumer nations that adopt responsible restraints.

Wliere appropriate, the United States will provide consumer na
tions with either fresh, low-enriched uranium fuel or make other equi
table arrangements in return for mutual agreement on the disposition 
of spent fuel where such disposition demonstrably fosters our common 
and cooperative nonproliferation objectives. The United States seeks 
no commercial advantage in pursuing options for fuel disposition and 
assured fuel supplies.
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Finally, the United States will continue to expand cooperative 
ejfforts with other countries in developing their indigenous nonnuclear 
energy resources.

The United States has proposed and continues to advocate the estab
lishment of an International Energy Institute, specifically designed 
to help developing countries match the most economic and readily 
available sources of energy to their power needs. Through this Insti
tute and other appropriate means, we will offer technological assist
ance in the development of indigenous energy resources.

IV. StT^enffthemng the U.S. Role as a Reliable Supplier

If  the United States is to continue its leadership role in worldwide 
nonproliferation efforts, it must be a reliable supplier of nuclear re
actors and fuel for peaceful purposes. There are two principal actions 
we can take to contribute to this objective:

—I  will submit to the new Congress proposed legislation that will 
permit the expansion of capacity in the United States to produce en
riched uranium, including the authority needed for expansion of the 
Government-owned plant at Portsmouth, Ohio. I  will also work with 
Congress to establish a framework for a private, competitive industry 
to finance, build, own, and operate enrichment plants.

U.S. capacity has been fully committed since mid-1974 with the re
sult that no new orders could be signed. The Congress did not act on 
my full proposal and provided only limited and temporary authority 
for proceeding with the Portsmouth plant. We must have additional 
authority to proceed with the expansion of capacity without further 
delay.

—I  will work closely with the Congress to ensure that legislation for 
improving our export controls results in a system that provides maxi
mum assurance that the United States will be a reliable supplier to 
other nations for the full period of agreements.

One of the principal concerns with export legislation proposed in 
the last Congress was the fear that foreign customers could be sub
jected to arbitrary new controls imposed well after a long-term agree
ment and specific contracts for nuclear powerplants and fuel had been 
signed. In the case of nuclear plants and fuel, reliable longterm agree
ments are essential, and we must adopt export controls that provide 
reliability while meeting nonproliferation objectives.

V. InternatioTial Controls Agamst Proliferation

To reinforce the foregoing policies, we must develop means to estab
lish international restraints over the accumulation of plutonium itself, 
whether in separated form or in unprocessed spent fuel. The accumu
lation of plutonium under national control, especially in a separated 
form, is a primary proliferation risk.
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—I am directing the Secretary of State to pursue, vigorously, dis
cussions aimed at the establishment of a new international regime to 
provide for storage of pivil plutoniilm and spent reactor fuel.

The United States made this proposal to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency and other interested nations last spring.

Creation of such a regime will greatly strengthen world confidence 
that the growing accumulation of excess plutonium and spent fuel can 
be stored safely, pending reentry into the nuclear fuel cycle or other 
safe disposition. I  urge the IAEA, which is empowered to establish 
plutonium depositories, to give prompt implementation to this concept.

Once a broadly representative IAEA storage regime is in operation, 
we are prepared to place our own excess civil plutonium and spent fuel 
under its control. Moreover, we are prepared to consider providing a 
site for international storage under IAEA auspices.

The inspection system of the IAEA remains a key element in our 
entire nonproliferation strategy. The world community must make 
sure that the Agency has the technical and human resources needed 
to keep pace with its expanding responsibilities. At my direction, we 
have recently committed substantial additional resources to help up
grade the IAEA’s technical safeguards capabilities, and I believe we 
must strengthen further the safeguard functions of the IAEA.

—I am directing the Secretary of State and Administrator of ERDA 
to undertake a major international effort to ensure that adequate re
sources for this purpose are made available, and that we mobilize our 
best scientific talent to support that Agency. Our principal national 
laboratories with expertise in this area have been directed to provide 
assistance, on a continuing basis, to the IAEA Secretariat.

The terrible increase in violence and terrorism throughout the world 
has sharpened our awareness of the need to assure rigorous protection 
for sensitive nuclear materials and equipment. Fortunately, the need 
to cope with this problem is now broadly recognized. Many nations 
have responded to the initiatives which I  have taken in this area by 
materially strengthening their physical security and by cooperating in 
the development of international guidelines by the IAEA. As a result 
of considtations among the major suppliers, provision for adequate 
physical security is becoming a normal condition of supply.

We have to  effective physical security system in the United States. 
But steps are needed to upgrade physic^ security sysitems and to 
assure timely international collaboration in the recovery of lost or 
stolen materials.

—I  have directed the Secretary of State to address vigorously the 
problem of physical security at both bilateral and multilateral levels, 
including exploration of a possible international convention.

The United States is conmiitted to the development of the system 
of international controls that I  have here outlined. Even when com-

253-754 0 - 78 - 47
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plete, however, no system of controls is likely to be effective if a poten
tial violator judges that his acquisition of a nuclear explosive will be 
received with indifference by the international community.

Any material violation of a nuclear safeguards agreement—espe
cially the diversion of nuclear material for use in making explosives— 
must be universally judged to be an extremely serious affront to the 
world community, calling for the immediate imposition of drastic 
sanctions.

— serve notice today that the United States will, at a minimum, 
respond to violation by any nation of any safeguards agreement to 
which we are a party with an immediate cutoff of our supply of 
nuclear fuel and cooperation to that nation.

We would consider further steps, not necessarily confined to the 
area of nuclear cooperation, against the violator nation. Nor will our 
actions be limited to violations of agreements in which we are directly 
involved. In  the event of material violation of any safeguards agree
ment, particularly agreements with the IAEA, we will initiate imme
diate consultations with all interested nations to determine appropri
ate action.

Universal recognition of the total unacceptability of the abrogation 
or violation of any nonproliferation agreements is one of the most 
important steps which can be taken to prevent further proliferation. 
We invite all concerned governments to affirm publicly that they will 
regard nuclear wrongdoing as an intolerable violation of acceptable 
norms of international behavior, which would set in motion strong and 
immediate countermeasures.

VI. U.S. Nuclear Export Policies

During the past 2 years, the United States has strengthened its own 
national nuclear export policies. Our interests, however, are not lim
ited to controls alone. The United States has a special responsibility 
to share the benefits of peaceful nuclear energy with other countries. 
We have sought to serve other nations as a reliable supplier of nuclear 
fuel and equipment. Given the choice between economic benefits and 
progress toward our nonproliferation goals, we have given, and will 
continue to give, priority to nonproliferation. But there should be no 
incompatibility between nonproliferation and assisting other nations 
in enjoying the benefits of peaceful nuclear power, if all supplier coun
tries pursue common nuclear export policies. There is need, however, 
for even more rigorous controls than those now commonly employed, 
and for policies that favor nations accepting responsible nonprolifera
tion limitations.

— Î have decided that we will henceforth apply new criteria in judg
ing whether to enter into new or expanded nuclear cooperation:
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• Adherence to the nonproliferation treaty will be a strong positive 
factor favoring cooperation with a non-nuclear weapon state.^

• Non-nuclear weapons states that have not yet adhered to the non
proliferation treaty will receive positive recognition if they are pre
pared to submit to full fuel cycle safeguards, pending adherence.

• We will favor recipient nations that are prepared to forego, or 
postpone for a substantial period the establishment of national re
processing or enrichment activities or, in certain cases, prepared to 
shape and schedule their reprocessing and enriching facilities to foster 
nonproliferation needs.

• Positive recognition will also be given to nations prepared to par
ticipate in an international storage regime, imder which spent fuel 
and any separated plutonium would be placed pending use.

Exceptional cases may occur in which nonproliferation will be 
served best by cooperating with nations not yet meeting these tests. 
However, I  pledge that the Congress will not be asked to approve 
any new or amended agreement not meeting these new criteria, unless 
I  personally determine that the agreement is fully supportive of our 
nonproliferation goals. In  case of such a determination, my reasons 
will be fully presented to the Congress.

—^With respect to countries that are current recipients of U.S. nu- 
clea,r supply, I  am directing the Secretary of State to enter into 
negotiations with the objective of conforming these agreements to 
established international guidelines, and to seek through diplomatic 
initiatives and fuel supply incentives to obtain their acceptance of our 
new criteria.

We must recognize the need for effective multilateral approaches to 
nonproliferation and prevent nuclear export controls from becoming 
an element of commercial competition.

— am directing the Secretary of State to intensify discussions with 
other nuclear suppliers aimed at expanding common guidelines for 
peaceful cooperative agreements so that they conform with these 
criteria.

In  this regard, the United States would discuss ways of developing 
incentives that can lead to acceptance of these criteria, such as assuring 
reliable fuel supplies for nations accepting new restraints.

The reliability of American assurances to other nations is an asset 
that few, if any, nations of the world can match. I t  must not be eroded. 
Indeed, nothing could more prejudice our efforts to strengthen our 
existing nonproliferation understandings than arbitrary suspension or 
unwarranted delays in meeting supply commitments to countries 
which are dealing with us in good faith regarding effective safeguards 
and restraints.

* The text of the treaty can be found in Documents on Disarmament^ 1968. pp.
461-465.
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Despite my personal efforts, the 94th Congress adjourned without 
passing nuclear export legislation which would have strengthened our 
effectiveness in dealing with other nations on nuclear matters.

— În the absence of such legislation, I  am directing the Secretary 
of State to work closely with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
insure proper emphasis on nonproliferation concerns in the nuclear 
export licensing process.

I  will continue to work to develop bipartisan support in Congress 
for improvements in our nuclear export laws.

VII. Reprocessmg Evaluation Program

The world community requires an aggressive program to build the 
international controls and cooperative regimes I  have just outlined. 
I  am prepared to mount such a program in the United States.

— Î am directing the Administrator of ERDA to :

• Begin immediately to define a reprocessing and recycle evaluation 
program consistent with meeting our international objectives outlined 
earlier in this statement. This program should complement the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission’s (NRC) ongoing considerations of safety 
safeguards and environmental requirements for reprocessing and re
cycling activities, particularly its Generic Environmental Statement 
on Mixed Oxide Fuels.

• Investigate the feasibility of recovering the energy value from 
used nuclear fuel without separating out plutonium.

—I  am directing the Secretary of State to invite other nations to 
participate in designing and carrying out ERDA’s reprocessing and 
recycle evaluation program, consistent with our international energy 
cooperation and nonproliferation objectives. I  will direct that activi
ties carried out in the United States in connection with this program 
be subjected to full IAEA safeguards and inspections.

Vin. NucUarWasteMamjagement

The area of our domestic nuclear program dealing with long-term 
management of nuclear wastes from our commercial nuclear power- 
plants has not in the past received sufficient attention. In my 1977 
Budget, I  proposed a four-fold increase in funding for this program, 
which involves the activities of several Federal agencies. We recently 
completed a review to determine what additional actions are needed 
to assure availability in the mid-1980’s of a federally owned and man
aged repository for long-term nuclear wastes, well before significant 
quantities of wastes begin to accumulate.

I  have been assured that the technology for long-term management 
or disposal of nuclear wastes is available but demonstrations are 
needed.
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—I have directed the Administrator of ERDA to take the necessary 
action to speed up this program so as to demonstrate all components 
of waste management technology by 1978 and to demonstrate a com
plete repositoiy for such wastes b̂ y 1985.

—I have further directed that the first demonstration depository for 
high-level wastes which will be owned by the Government be sub
mitted for licensing by the independent NRC to assure its safety and 
acceptability to the public.

In view of the decisions announced today, I  have also directed the 
Administrator of EEDA to assure that the waste repository will be 
able to handle spent fuel elements as well as the separated and solid
ified waste that would result if we proceed with nuclear fuel reprocess- 
ing.

The United States continues to provide world leadership in nuclear 
waste management. I  am inviting other nations to participate in and 
leam from our programs.

— am directing the Secretary of State to discuss with other nations 
and the IAEA the possibility of establishing centrally located, multi- 
nationally controlled nuclear waste repositories so that the number of 
sites that are needed can be limited.

I n c r e a s e d  U s e  o f  N u g m a r  E n e r g y  i n  t h e  U n it e d  S t a t e s

Even with strong conservation efforts, energy demands in the United 
States will continue to increase in response to the needs of a growing 
economy. The only alternative over the next 15 to 20 years to increased 
use of both nuclear energy and coal is greater reliance on imported 
oil which will jeopardize our Nation’s strength and welfare.

We now have in the United States 62 licensed nuclear plants, pro
viding about 9 percent of our electrical energy. By 1985, we will have 
from 145 to 160 plants, supplying 20 percent or more of the Nation’s 
electricity.

In many cases, electricity from nuclear plants is markedly cheaper 
than that produced from either oil or coal-fired plants. Nuclear energy 
is environmentally preferable in a number of respects to other prin
cipal ways of generating electricity.

Commercial nuclear power has an excellent safety record, with 
nearly 200 plant-years of experience (compiled over 18 chronological 
years) without a single death from a nuclear accident. I  have acted 
to assure that this record is maintained in the years ahead. For ex
ample, I  have increased funds for the independent Nuclear Eegulatory 
Commission and for the Energy Research and Development Admin
istration for reactor safety research and development.

The decisions and actions I  am announcing today will help over
come the uncertainties that have served to delay the expanded use of 
nuclear energy in the United States. While the decision to delay re-



716 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

processing is significant, it will not prevent us from increasing our use 
of nuclear energy. We are on the right course with our nuclear power 
program in America. The changes I  am announcing today will ensure 
that we continue.

My decisions today do not affect the U.S. program of research and 
development on the breeder reactor. That program assmnes that no 
decision on the commercial operations of breeder reactors, which re
quire plutonium fuel, will be made before 1986.

C o n c l u s io n

I  do not underestimate the challenge represented in the creation of 
a worldwide program that will permit capturing the benefits of nu
clear energy while maintaining needed protection against nuclear 
proliferation. The challenge is one that can be managed only partially 
and temporarily by technical measures.

I t can be managed fully if the task is faced realistically by nations 
prepared to forego perceived short-term advantages in favor of funda
mental long-term gains. We call upon all nations to recognize that 
their individual and collective interests are best served by internation
ally assured and safeguarded nuclear fuel supply, services, and stor
age. We ask them to turn aside from pursuing nuclear capabilities 
which are of doubtful economic value and have ominous implications 
for nuclear proliferation and instability in the world.

The growing international consensus against the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is a source of encouragement. But it is certainly not 
a basis for complacency.

Success in meeting the challenge now before us depends on an 
extraordinary coordination of the policies of all nations toward the 
common good. The United States is prepared to lead, but we can
not succeed alone. If  nations can work together constructively and 
cooperatively to manage our conmion nuclear problems, we will en
hance our collective security. And we will .be better able to concentrate 
our energies and our resources on the great tasks of construction rather 
than consume them in increasingly dangerous rivalry.

Statement by the United States Representative (Petree) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of Force 
in International Relations, October 29, 1976 ^

The United States will abstain from voting on the draft resolution 
before us. We are concerned that the proposal by the Soviet Union for 
a treaty on the non-use of force could undermine the United Nations 
Charter, by needlessly duplicating it, by selecting certain provisions 
to endorse and omitting others or by adding new and disputed provi
sions. These are serious matters, in our view.

^A/C.l/31/PV.19, p. 66.
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I t is curious that one of the strongest opponents of Charter review 
in general seems to have developed doubts as to the relevance and 
sufficiency of the Charter’s basic provisions against the use of force 
and in favour of the peaceful settlement of disputes.

Even with these problems, the United States could have voted in 
favour of a study of the question of the need for or desirability of a 
new treaty, but what we cannot accept is the apparent attempt to pre
judge the issue. The draft resolution determines, without any con
sultation or discussion of the very serious issues involved, that a treaty 
is needed and that all that remains to be done is to negotiate the con
tent of that new treaty.

We described our position to the Soviet delegation and stated our 
willingness to join in an objective study of whether there is a need 
for such a treaty. We regret that there was no indication of flexibility 
on its part in this matter.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Kuznetsov) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 1, 1976

The First Committee is now embarking upon a consideration of the 
most important and urgent problem of contemporary international 
relations: the problem of the cessation of the arms race and disarma
ment. The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, Mr. Brezhnev, in his statement at 
the plenary meeting of the Central Committee on 25 October this 
year stressed that in the struggle for lasting peace there is today no 
more important task than that of halting the arms race and embarking 
upon disarmament.^ The scale and significance of the questions of 
disarmament require a broad and comprehensive discussion of those 
questions and an active joint search for the mutually acceptable solu
tions which they have long awaited.

The position of the Soviet Union on questions of disarmament was 
clearly and distinctly set forth at this session of the General Assembly 
in the statement of the Foreign Minister of the Union of Soviet Social
ist Eepublics, Mr. Gromyko.^ The Soviet Union firmly and consistently 
believes that the arms race must be halted, that it must be reversed 
and that we must achieve a genuine breakthrough in disarmament 
matters.

We attach primary importance to the preparation of concrete meas
ures that would make it possible, in the final analysis, genuinely to 
move towards disarmament. The Soviet Union is ready to work to
gether with other States in solving this problem and to display a 
constructive, businesslike approach. That is convincingly demonstrated 
by the Soviet memorandum on questions of ending the arms race and

" A/C.1/31/PV.20, pp. 7-26.
 ̂Ante, pp. 696-698.

• Antey pp. 643-650.
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disarmament, submitted for the consideration of this session of the 
General Assembly.^

The peoples of the world see in disarmament a reliable path to the 
strengthening of peace and international security. Now, when the 
world is witnessing an increase in arsenals and armouries, especially 
of atomic weapons, when every year hundreds of billions of dollars are 
spent on the preparation of death-dealing weapons, weapons of mass 
destruction— t̂hat is, the material basis of war— t̂he cessation of the 
arms race and disarmament have become an imperative of the day, an 
important factor for peace and a pledge of the prevention of war.

We must not forget another important aspect of the matter. After 
all, the tremendous sums of money now being spent on military prep
arations could and must be devoted to the struggle against universal 
problems: backwardness, illiteracy, hunger, disease, environmental 
pollution, and many other problems connected with the raising of the 
standard of living and the material and cultural standards of peoples 
and with the economic development of States.

We must say that in recent years it has been possible to make some 
progress towards the curbing of the arms race and the reduction of the 
threat of war, primarily nuclear war. Treaties have been concluded 
designed to halt nuclear weapons testing and to stop the further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons and limit strategic armaments. All this 
rebuts assertions that the efforts in the field of disarmament are futile 
and even fruitless.

The Soviet Union has never shared and does not share this pes
simism. Of course, disarmament is by no means an easy matter, but 
given goodwill and a serious attitude it is possible to achieve concrete 
results in restraining the military preparations of States. The most 
recent example is the draft convention on the prohibition of military 
or any other hostile environmental modification techniques submitted 
by the Committee on Disarmament to the General Assembly of the 
United Nations.® This draft convention is the fruit of collective efforts 
and careful reflection on the views of the large number of States which 
took part in producing this document.

Approval by the General Assembly of this draft convention in its 
present form and the earliest possible opening of the convention for 
signature would be a new important step towards the limitation and 
slowing down of the arms race and would be in keeping with strength
ening the security of peoples and the preservation of the human 
environment.

Of course, the Soviet Union realizes that what has been achieved in 
the field of disarmament is, despite its importance, but a beginning. 
We need new firm, collective efforts to move faster towards the attain
ment of our final goals. Here a broad field of activity has been opened 
up for all countries, large and small, developed and developing, nuclear

^Ante, pp. 631-641.
Ante, pp. 577-588.
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and non-nuclear. I t  is not enough now to talk about disarmament or 
to make appeals for disarmament. We must turn from words to deeds, 
and that is precisely the idea of the Soviet memorandum on questions 
related to ending the arms race and to disarmament. The memo
randum is a long comprehensive document containing a programme 
of disarmament measures which are most urgent at the present time. 
The memorandum contains concrete Soviet points about the lines along 
which the struggle against the arms race should primarily be con
ducted and how, in our view, in practical terms, we could begin to 
resolve the most important problems in the field of disarmament, and 
what we need to do to that end.

I should like to stress particularly that the memorandum includes 
some substantial new elements which take into account the views of 
many States. These have been dictated by the desire of the Soviet 
Union to make easier the search for a practical way of facilitating 
the solution of key outstanding problems. In this connexion it is appro
priate to remark that the Soviet Union is ready to embark upon 
immediate implementation of all the measures provided for in the 
memorandum or initially on just a few of them, proceeding step by 
step from one stage to another.

Permit me now to explain the views of the Soviet delegation on 
some key issues involved in the struggle to end the arms race and to 
achieve disarmament.

The Soviet Union continues to see its major task as that of achieving 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective inter
national control. At the same time it is ready to move towards that 
goal in those areas in which it seems feasible to attempt to achieve 
concrete measures to curb the arms race.

A task of tremendous importance now facing mankind in the field 
of disarmament is that of halting the nuclear arms race and bring
ing about full and complete nuclear disarmament. The Soviet Union 
has always favoured the banning of this weapon of mass destruction 
and its elimination from the arsenals of States. I t struggled for this 
even at the time when nuclear weapons made their very first appear
ance and when objectively it would have been easier to come to an 
agreement on the prohibition of such weapons.

With similar persistence, we are continuing to struggle for a solu
tion of this problem now. However, we must realize that this task has 
become immeasurably more difficult. Our experience shows that in 
existing conditions the most promising approach to the curbing of the 
nuclear arms race is a multi-level one. Such an approach should pro
vide for reaching understandings and agreements on quantitative and 
qualitative limitations on offensive and defensive systems of strategic 
nuclear weapons and also on the cessation of further qualitative im
provements in nuclear warheads, moving subsequently towards the 
cessation of the production of nuclear armaments, reduction of stock-
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piles and, finally, the destruction of all accumulated stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons.

Of course, parallel with and at the same time as nuclear disarma
ment we must produce and put into effect measures to limit and reduce 
both the armed forces and the stockpiles of conventional weapons of 
States, because they too constitute a great danger for the peoples of 
the world.

In  order to curb the nuclear arms race we must first of all end all 
nuclear-weapon testing. I t is precisely this which would make it pos
sible to stop the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and 
prevent the emergence of new types of nuclear weapons. In this con
text, definite new results have been achieved. There is the Moscow 
Treaty of 1963 prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons in the at
mosphere, in outer space and under water, which also limits the pos
sibilities of producing new types of nuclear weapons, particularly 
super-powerful types.^ It has also made it easier to prevent radioac
tive fall-out which affect the human environment.

A further step was the Treaty of 1974 between the USSR and the 
United States limiting the underground testing of nuclear weapons 
and banning the conducting of underground explosions above a cer
tain threshold.^ Furthermore, in the light of the great significance 
of nuclear explosions for many industrial purposes, the Treaty of 
1976 between the USSE and the United States on underground nu
clear explosions for peaceful purposes established a system for the 
conducting of such explosions which totally eliminates the possibil
ity of using them for purposes of improving nuclear weapons.® Thus 
a genuine foundation has been laid for the &ial solution of the prob
lem of prohibiting all nuclear-weapon testing.

The time has come to resolve this problem, and the Soviet Union 
now proposes that we conclude a treaty on the general and full pro
hibition of nuclear-weapon testing. Such a draft treaty has already 
been submitted to the United Nations,® and the General Assembly has 
expressed itself in favour of specific talks in order to achieve agree
ment on the full and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing.

As we know, in talks on the cessation of nuclear tests certain States 
have been artificially complicating the question of control. The ma
jority of experts in this field believe that contemporary science makes 
it possible to exercise effective control by means of national technical 
means. Therefore the Soviet Union, like many other countries, be
lieves that these means are quite sufficient for reliable guarantees of 
observance of the agreement, particularly since there exist possibili
ties for the development of co-operation in the field of the interna
tional exchange of seismic data.

® Doouments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
1974., pp. 225-229.

* pp. 328“332.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 486-490.
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However, the United States and certain other Western countries 
have stated that we must provide, in addition, for on-site inspections.

The Soviet Union, in a spirit of goodwill, is ready to take part in 
the search for a generally acceptable agreement, on such a basis of 
compromise that decisions concerning on-site inspection would be 
taken voluntarily and the parties to the treaty would have the assur
ance that the treaty obligations were being complied with.

The Soviet Union expresses the hope that this new constructive 
proposal which it has put forward will facilitate solution of the prob
lem of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapons test
ing, as this would be a substantial contribution to halting the nu
clear arms race.

Of course, the halting of tests would be complete and generalized 
if all States, primarily all nuclear States, were to become parties to 
this treaty. Furthermore, the threat of nuclear war would be immeas
urably greater if in the course of the production and stockpiling of 
nuclear weapons other States not possessing nuclear weapons at this 
time were to be drawn in ; hence the need for a reliable way of pre
venting the further spread of nuclear weapons. This problem is dealt 
with in the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.̂ ®

The obligation to renounce the dissemination of nuclear weapons 
has become a norm of contemporary international life. However, not 
all nuclear-Powers are parties to the Treaty. Even some non-nuclear 
States such as the Eepublic of South Africa and Israel, among others, 
which are capable, on the basis of their level of industrial and tech
nological development, of creating their own nuclear weapons do not 
wish to adhere to the Treaty.

I t  is important, therefore, for us to do everything we can to 
strengthen the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
and make it genuinely universal. The danger of the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is made even worse by the fact that, as a by-product 
of the operation of nuclear-power stations a fissionable substance is 
formed and iaccumulated—namely, plutonium—which can be used for 
the creation of nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices.

With the development of international co-operation in the field of 
peaceful nuclear activities involving States not parties to the Treaty 
on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, such dangers will increase 
if the deliveries of nuclear material, equipment and technology are 
going to be carried out without any control or with inadequate control.

We must be vigilant in seeing to it that the supply of nuclear ma
terial, equipment and technology to non-parties to the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty is carried out in conditions which would entirely elimi
nate the possibility of those States producing nuclear weapons or any 
other nuclear explosive devices. And here a particular responsibility 
is borne by States which supply nuclear material, equipment and tech
nology. Nuclear exports cannot be categorized as purely commercial

lUd., 1968, pp. 4^1-465.
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operations. I t  is not a commercial or trade issue, as certain States 
which supply nuclear material are inclined to assert. Rather, it is a 
major policy question—a question of international peace and security.

Insofar as the Soviet Union is concerned, in its nuclear export pol
icy it abides strictly by the principles which have emerged on the 
subject. The Soviet Union firmly believes that the system of controls 
with regard to nuclear installations and materials in non-nuclear 
States should be comprehensively improved, and should be conducted 
by the International [Atomic?] Energy Agency .The whole system of 
international control over the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
should be subject to the most scrupulous, careful and constant atten
tion and improvement. The Soviet Union continues to be ready for 
wide cooperation with all interested States for this purpose.

An important task in the winding down of the arms race is the pro
hibition and the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons, which 
constitute a dangerous and deadly means of warfare. The urgency 
of this problem is determined primarily by thie fact that not only are 
the stockpiles of these weapons of mass destruction growing, but the 
types of weapons are constantly being improved and this constitutes 
a very serious threat to international peace and security. With the 
conclusion of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Tox
in Weapons and on Their Destruction,^^ the question of prohibiting 
chemical weapons is now assuming particular urgency.

The Soviet Union continues to stand for a comprehensive solution 
to this problem— t̂hat is, the full and simultaneous prohibition of all 
forms of chemical weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of those 
weapons—and, along with other socialist countries, has long been pro
posing an agreement on this. Unfortunately, because of the reluctance 
of our partners from the Western countries, the talks that have been 
held on this subject have not yet opened any prospect for the attain
ment of an all-embracing agreement of this kind.

In the circumstances, the Soviet Union has expressed its readiness 
to search, as a first step, for an agreement on the prohibition and 
elimination of the most dangerous and deadly forms of chemical 
weapons. In this regard, an important part could be played by the 
implementation of the well-known Soviet-American agreement re
garding the conclusion of a convention on a prohibition of chemical 
weapons of precisely that scope, as a first step towards their total pro
hibition.^^ Control over the observance of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons can and must be based, in the Soviet view, on national means. 
At the same time, the Soviet Union is ready to consider the possibil
ity of using additional procedures, particularly to discuss methods of 
verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons contained 
in the arsenals of States. We believe that if other States also displayed

^ lUd,, 1972, pp. 13a-138.
p.236.
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a constructive approach, there would be no reason for any further 
delay in solving this major and entirely timely problem.

I t is no secret that in order to increase the deadly power of weapons 
the latest advances of science in the realm of laser technology, nuclear 
physics, radio electronics and other areas are being used. In the ab
sence of any limitations that would effectively block this use of scien
tific and technological advances there may turn out to be a genuine 
possibility of the emergence in the near future of new forms and sys
tems of weapons of mass destruction even more deadly and dangerous 
than nuclear weapons. At present it is difficult £o foresee what dan
gerous turn of events may occur in this field. But we should not forget 
another point: it is, after all, much more difficult to ban already ex
isting weapons than in good time to prevent the development of new 
forms of such weapons; hence the urgency and timeliness of this 
question, which covers the substance of the whole problem of limit
ing the arms race and preventing war.

All this makes urgent the adoption of measures which would prevent 
this dangerous development of events. I t is precisely for this reason 
that the Soviet Union is proposing the conclusion of an international 
agreement that would prevent the development and production of new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction.

The discussions going on in the Committee on Disarmament have 
revealed not only growing interest in the Soviet proposal but also the 
prospects for its implementation. Of course, there still lies ahead a 
great deal of work on defining and specifying the subject of the 
prohibition and deciding on the provisions of the agreement itself.

In this regard, in connexion with the fact that in the course of talks 
the desire has emerged to make a concrete approach to defining new 
types and systems of weapons of mass destruction the Soviet Union has 
put forward in its memorandum its considerations and views on de
fining the subject of the prohibition itself. We are convinced that this 
should give the talks greater objectivity and purposefulness. The 
question of prohibiting the development of new systems of weapons 
of mass destruction is a major topic. I t calls for speedy and responsible 
action, primarily from the industrially developed countries.

The Soviet Union continues to believe that a great deal of attention 
should be paid to the problem of reducing armed forces and conven
tional armaments. We should not lose sight of the fact that the power 
of the so-called conventional weapons grows every year. This makes it 
urgent for us to adopt practical measures to reduce air forces, artillery, 
tanks and other contemporary forms of weapons as well as the armed 
forces equipped with them. In this regard, the Soviet Union has put 
forward quite a number of concrete proposals and expressed its readi
ness to hold talks on this subject both within the framework of general 
and complete disarmament and as an independent measure, and we 
confirm this position. The Soviet Union is ready to hold talks on the



724 DOCUMENTS ON DISABMAMENT, 1976

reduction of armed forces and armaments. I t  has taken an active part 
and 'has shown a constructive and businesslike approach in the talks 
on the reduction of forces and armaments in central Europe which 
are taking place in Vienna.

The Soviet Union is still ready, as it always has been, to co-operate 
in solving the problem of the elimination of all foreign military bases 
on the territory of other countries, which constitute a source of serious 
international complications. One of the most promising approaches to 
the curbing of the arms race and to disarmament is the reduction of the 
military budgets of States. The position and proposals of the Soviet 
Union on this question are, we believe, well known. The memorandum 
confirms the readiness of the Soviet Union to continue to make efforts 
to achieve concrete results on this question. The USSE has shown 
flexibility with regard to the practical figure from which we could 
begin reducing military budgets, and is ready to achieve understand
ing on a higher figure than 10 per cent, which had formerly been dis
cussed in the United Nations, as well as on a lower figure, as a first 
step, for 1&77.

I t is important, in our view, to make this question the subject of 
businesslike talks as soon as possible and to come to an agreement on 
initial measures, which could be followed by further steps, so that 
instead of the present constant growth in the military expenditures of 
many States the practice of a systematic reduction of such expendi
tures could be initiated.

The resources that would be freed by this could be used for the pur
pose of the economic and social development of countries, and this 
should include ensuring employment, the development of new sources 
of energy, solving the food problem and giving assistance to develop
ing countries.

The Soviet Union continues to be ready to co-operate with interested 
countries in creating nuclear-weapon-free zones and zones of peace 
in various parts of the world. I t  is important, however, that such 
zones should be genuinely free of nuclear weapons and genuinely 
zones of peace in total conformity with universally acknowledged 
norms of international law.

The Soviet Union has taken a positive stand with regard to the 
proposal to make the Indian Ocean a zone of peace put forward by a 
number of African and Asian States belonging to that part of the 
world. We are sympathetic to the concern shown by the Indian Ocean 
countries in connexion with the fact that certain geographically- 
remote countries are developing military bases there. So far as con
cerns the Soviet Union, it has no such bases. Furtherrri ore, it has ex
pressed its readiness to begin, along Tvith other Powers, a search for 
ways and means of reducing on a reciprocal basis the military activities
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in the Indian Ocean and in the regions directly adjacent to it and of 
resolving the key issue: that of eliminating foreign military bases 
there.

The tasks in the field of disarmament are major and exist at various 
levels. Talks are going on on these subjects in various forums and 
organs, and have, on the whole, justified themselves. However, from 
the point of view of achieving a major breakthrough in resolving the 
disarmament problem, still this is a task which in all its dimensions 
confronts all States of the world, it is of tremendous importance that 
it be considered in the broadest possible and most authoritative inter
national forum. This requirement would be met by convening a world 
disarmament conference at which all States, nuclear and non-nuclear, 
great and small, developed and developing. Members and non-mem
bers of the United Nations, could harness their efforts in the cause of 
halting the arms race.

The idea of holding a world disarmament conference enjoys broad 
support throughout the world. For example, the non-aligned countries, 
at their Conference in Colombo in August this year, called in a reso
lution on disarmament fo r:

an early agreement on the convening of the World Disarmament Conference
in order to promote the solving of basic issues of general and complete dis
armament under strict international control.^

The General Assembly, at its thirty-first session, must make its views 
known and felt in order to accelerate the convening of a world disarma
ment conference. At the same time, the Soviet Union is sympathetic 
to the idea of convening a special session of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on the question of disarmament, and this is spelled 
out in detail in the Soviet memorandum. I t  is important that such a 
session not be just a regular session and that it make a positive contri
bution defining ways and means of solving disarmament problems and 
of producing long-term practical measures in this field. The holding of 
a special session of the General Assembly should not, however, r̂ ^place 
the convening of a world disarmament conference. The Soviet iJnion 
views the convening of such a session as an intermediate stage, the 
decisions of which would pave the way for comprehensive and radical 
consideration of the whole complex of issues involved in disarmament 
at a world disarmament conference.

These are the views which the Soviet delegation wish to put forth 
in the First Committee on the urgent problem of disarmament. These 
views are dictated by the siacere concern of the Soviet State for inter
national peace and security and by its desire to facilitate the earliest 
possible advance of mankind towards halting the arms race and to
wards disarmament.

pp. 566-567.
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Time does not wait. As was stressed by the General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party, Mr. Brezhnev, in a 
recent interview for French television:

The struggle against the increase in armaments has now become a burning 
topical issue of the day.̂ *

The peoples of the world are entitled to expect from the United 
Nations tangible results in the matter of halting the arms race and 
bringing about disarmament. As far as the Soviet delegation is con
cerned, we are ready at this very session of the General Assembly, to 
make a constructive contribution to the search for mutually acceptable 
decisions and solutions in the interest of strengthening peace on earth, 
and we call on the delegations of all Member States of the United 
Nations to help us in this.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 1,1976 ^

[The year] 1976 has seen gratifying progress in multilateral dis
armament. Notably, the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment (CCD), fulfilling the General Assembly’s request in resolution 
3475 (XXX) ,2 has negotiated and forwarded to the Assembly a draft 
convention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use 
of environmental modification techniques.^ The United States con
siders that adherence to this convention will effectively eliminate 
the serious dangers that the hostile use of such techniques may pose. 
The convention thus will protect the security interests of all States 
parties with respect to this means of warfare. Therefore we think it 
is extremely important to correct a mist-aken impression which seems 
to have arisen in the minds of at least one delegation at the CCD and 
at this Assembly.

The convention does not permit in any sense the hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques to generate such potentially 
catastrophic phenomena as earthquakes, tidal waves, cyclones or hur
ricanes, or alterations in climate patterns, weather patterns, ocean 
currents, the state of the ozone layer or the ionosphere. These phe
nomena are specifically listed illustratively in an agreed understand
ing forwarded by the CCD to the General Assembly together with 
the convention text itself. In that understanding the CCD agreed 
that all those phenomena, when produced by hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques, would result, or could reasonably be 
expected to result, in widespread, long-lasting or severe destruction, 
damage or injury. The convention thus would prohibit any hostile

“  Ante, pp. 662-663 (variant translation).
^A/C.1/31/PV.20, pp. 27-45.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 788^789.
^Ante, pp. 577-588.
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use of environmental modification techniques to cause any of those 
phenomena as a means of destruction, damage or injury to another 
party. Therefore the generation of any of those catastrophic phenom
ena is absolutely prohibited under the convention. There can simply 
be no dispute on this point.

In  this respect, the convention is consistent with the identical drafts 
submitted at the CCD in August 1975 and referred to in resolution 
3475 (XXX) However, responsive to the views of numerous other 
countries as set forth in a genuinely multilateral negotiating process, 
the present text also reflects a number of very significant modifica
tions of the original drafts.

For example, the questions of peaceful use of environmental modi
fication techniques are dealt with much more extensively in the text 
before this Committee. Thus, the preamble of the convention now 
refers to the 1972 Stockholm Declaration on international responsi
bilities with respect to the environment; ® and article III , besides pro
viding that the convention shall not hinder peaceful use of environ
mental modification techniques, now calls for the fullest possible ex
change of scientific and technological information concerning such 
use. The article also includes an undertaking to contribute to inter
national economic and scientific cooperation in the preservation, im
provement and peaceful utilization of the environment, with due con
sideration for the needs of developing areas.

Article V of the convention contains an innovation in multilateral 
arms control compliance procedures. I t provides for the convening 
of a consultative committee of experts, upon the request of any State 
party, to undertake appropriate findings of fact and provide expert 
views in connection with any problems the requesting party raises 
with respect to the objectives or application of the convention. The 
consultative committee should afford all parties the assistance of in
ternational expertise which might otherwise be unavailable, for 
factual findings and explanations concerning what may be highly 
complex technical questions. We consider the provisions for the con
sultative committee a genuine advance over previous practice.

In another change from the original draft, article V III of the con
vention adds provisions for a review conference 5 years after entry 
into force. The conference is to examine, in particular, the conven
tion’s effectiveness in eliminating the dangers of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques. If, contrary to 
our expectations, the convention is deemed to have proved ineffective, 
the conference could then consider remedial action. Thus the draft 
this Committee is called upon to consider is the result of intensive 
negotiations which have produced an intricate cloth of compromises 
of many sincerely felt points of view. I t will be impossible to unravel 
one strand without unraveling the entire fabric.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 385-388.
“ A/CONF.48/14 and Corr. 1; Department of State Bulletin, July 24, 1972,

p. 116.
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My delegation believes that, taken as a whole, the environmental 
modification convention, as reported by the CCD, is worthy of broad 
acceptance. Accordingly, we think it should be commended by the 
General Assembly and opened for signature and ratification as soon as 
possible. We will support a resolution to that effect and hope that 
most other delegations will do the same. The CCD worked with great 
determination and diligence to produce the text of the environmental 
modification convention this year. The adoption of such a resolution 
by the Assembly will recognize the Committee’s accomplishment and 
enable it next year to concentrate on other important subjects on its 
agenda.

Since the thirtieth session of the General Assembly useful work has 
also been accomplished in international consideration of controls on 
chemical weapons. The CCD’s discussions on this subject during 1976 
have been active and constructive. We were encouraged by increasing 
acceptance of the concept of a phased approach to a comprehensive 
ban on chemical weapons, and by progress on the question of defining 
the agents to be covered in the initial phase. The Committee’s delibera
tions also reflected increased awareness of the central importance 
of verification problems relating to restraints on chemical weapons. In 
this connection, while maintaining our reservations regarding reliance 
on national technical means, we have noted with intei*est the statement 
on verification of destruction of chemical weapon stocks contained in 
the disarmament memorandum recently submitted to the General 
Assembly by the Soviet Union.

The CCD’s consideration of chemical weapons questions this past 
summer was complemented by technical consultations between United 
States and Soviet experts. These talks were helpful in clarifying the 
views of the two sides on a variety of complex issues, especially those 
relating to verification, and in identifying some areas of agreement. 
Both sides considered the consultations useful and agreed that they 
should be resumed at a future date to be determined. Our view re
mains that continuation of such consultations cannot in any way sub
stitute for the CCD’s ongoing work in this very important arms control 
area.

Indeed, during the Committee’s 1977 session we expect it to devote 
major attention to chemical weapons issues. We look forward particu
larly to hearing the views of others, and to offering our own, on the 
draft convention submitted last August by the United Kingdom in a 
very welcome initiative.® More generally, the United States expects to 
participate actively in the continuing search for solutions to the diffi
cult and complex problems which we still face as we pursue our com
mon objective of effective measures for the prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

Besides its work on environmental modification and chemical 
weapons, this year the CCD showed renewed vitality and procedural

® Ante  ̂ pp. 520-525.
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flexibility in other ways as well. For example, in connexion with ques
tions related to nuclear testing, an expert group was established under 
CCD auspices to study possible measures of international cooperation 
in detecting and identifying seismic events. The group has made a 
promising beginning. Its prospective contribution would be enhanced, 
however, if experts from regions of the world now unrepresented or 
underrepresented on the panel would join in its subsequent work. 
Also, the Secretary-GeneraPs working group on the reduction of 
military budgets met twice in Geneva, maintaining informal contact 
with various CCD delegations. The working group has produced a 
valuable report which clarifies definitional and other technical issues 
relating to the comparison of military expenditures.*^

The CCD’s accomplishments this year renew our conviction that 
under existing circumstances the Committee constitutes the best avail
able vehicle for multilateral disarmament negotiations. On the other 
hand, we acknowledge the continuing interest shown by many coun
tries in a more general forum, and in particular the attention cur
rently being devoted to the question of a special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament. My delegation is prepared to consider 
an appropriate resolution that would set in motion preparations for a 
special session in 1978. If  it proves possible for us to support such a 
resolution, we would hope to take part in the preparatory activity, 
which must be careful and thorough if the special session is to make 
progress.

Once again this year, an important topic for consideration by the 
First Committee is the question of preventing the proliferation of nu
clear weapons. The Committee’s discussion can be expected to span a 
range of international efforts in the non-proliferation field; but the 
most immediate focus, as specified in the title of the agenda item, will 
be the implementation of the “conclusions” of the Conference to re
view the operation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty which was held 
in May 1975.®

Less than a year and a half has passed since the Review Conference. 
Nevertheless, the collective findings and recommendations of Con
ference participants, as well as the momentum and international in
terest generated by the Conference itself, have stimulated new or 
accelerated activity in several critical areas of the non-proliferation 
effort. This activity has already yielded some substantial results.

I t is also encouraging that some of the principal accomplishments 
of the last 18 months have involved the cooperation not only of 
parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nucfear Weapons 
(NPT) but also of States that have not yet chosen to adhere to the 
Treaty.® In our view, this reflects the near-universal appreciation of 
the threat to mankind posed by the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

 ̂See ante, pp. 689-696.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 146-156.
® For treaty text, see iUd., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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as well as the recognition tliat success in preventing* such proliferation 
depends on the concerted efforts of all groups of States. Permit me to 
review briefly some of the gains that have been made in the last year 
and a half.

Significant steps have been taken, in conformity with the Eeview 
Conference recommendations, to increase the effectiveness of the In 
ternational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards. These 
include:

First, efforts to develop new verification techniques and instrumen
tation ;

Secondly, broadening of safeguards coverage in agreements with 
non-nuclear-weapon States not parties to the N PT; and

Thirdly, negotiation and approval of agreements to implement the 
voluntary offers by the United States and the United Kingdom to 
place their civilian nuclear installations under IAEA safeguards.

In early 1976, as a result of consultations with other nuclear sup
pliers, the United States adopted as a national policy certain prin
ciples that will govern future nuclear exports.̂ ® We were informed 
that other Governments would do the same. Strengthening common 
nuclear export requirements was an important consensus recommen
dation of the Eeview Conference. This recommendation reflected the 
recognition by suppliers and recipients alike that the exercise of spe
cial responsibility by supplier Governments would promote the se
curity and economic interests of all States.

Efforts to implement Eeview Conference recommendations on the 
physical protection of nuclear materials have been pursued on several 
fronts. Major suppliers have decided to include provisions in their 
nuclear cooperation agreements requiring adequate levels of physical 
protection in recipient countries. The IAEA has issued a revised set 
of recommendations on physical protection. In  addition, the United 
States has suggested an international convention that provides for 
physical protection of nuclear materials in transit and for interna
tional collaboration in the recovery of lost or diverted materials, and 
encourages participating countries to adopt measures conforming to 
international criteria for effective physical protection.

We have continued to fulfil our commitments under NPT article 
IV, reaffirmed at the Eeview Conference, to facilitate the exchange of 
nuclear technology and materials for peaceful purposes consistent, of 
course, with the restraints required by articles I  and II. Through our 
bilateral cooperative arrangements for the supply of nuclear readtors 
and fuel, as well as our expanded contributions to the IAEA’s techni
cal assistance programmes, we have demonstrated our determination 
to assist developing countries, particularly those parties to the NPT, 
in meeting their growing energy requirements.

^ Ante, pp. 17-19.
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The Keview Conference gave impetus to the search for safe and eco
nomical alternatives to nationally owned sensitive nuclear facilities, 
such as uranium enrichment and chemical reprocessing plants. Specif
ically, it encouraged active consideration of multinational nuclear 
fuel-cycle centers. In  accordance with that reconmiendation, the 
IAEA’s study of such multinational centers is under way. We believe 
it is desirable, among other approaches, to continue studying the 
idea of a few suitably sited multina/tional fuel-cycle centers to serve 
regional needs, when effectively safeguarded and economically war
ranted. Through these and related means we can minimize incentives 
for the spread of dangerous fuel-cycle capabilities.

We continue to support the validity of the Review Conference find
ing that the technology of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes is 
still at the developmental stage. Nonetheless, considerable progress 
has been made in implementing the Conference’s recommendations on 
peaceful nuclear explosions. The Conference asked that the IAEA ex
pedite examination of the legal issues involved in, and conmience con
sideration of ithe structure and content of, the international agreement 
or agreements contemplated in NPT article Y. In  response, the IAEA 
Ad Hoc Advisory Group on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions—itself the 
result of a Review Conference recommendation— ĥas studied various 
legal and other factors involved in the establishment and operation of 
an intemaJtional peaceful nuclear explosions service and plans to ad
vise the Board of Governors on these matters during 1977.̂ ^

The recommendations contained in the Review Conference Final 
Declaration do not, of course, deal only with safeguards and co-opera
tion in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Participants in the Confer
ence recognized, as had the negotiaitors of the NPT itself, that national 
security and political considerations are the motivating factors in a 
decision to acquire nuclear explosive capabilities. Accordingly, in the 
long run, any successful approach to the non-proliferation problem 
would have to deal satisfactorily with concerns in these areas. This 
recognition was reflected in several consensus recommendations con
cerning strengthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapons States 
and the cessation of the nuclear arms race. The United States ait- 
taches great importance to these recommendations and plans to work 
actively towards their implementation. Efforts have already been made 
to put the recommendations into effect, but we can share the regret 
that has been expressed that more rapid progress has not proved 
possible.

The United States recognizes that alleviation of the legitimate secu
rity concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States is a critical component of 
international efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation. Unfortunately 
it is easier, however, to state the objective than to devise practical and 
effective means of promoting it. Reluctance to forgo the nuclear-weap-

^On the establishment of the Advisory Group, see Documents on Disarmd-
ment, 1915, pp. 1'87-189.
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ons option often arises from local conflicts and insecurities whose ori
gins are invariably complex and rarely subject to quick elutions.

For its part the United States has tried to promote the security of 
non-nuclear-weapon States in a variety of ways, Such as efforts to as
sist in solving regional conflicts, for example in the Middle East 
and in southern Africa, encouragement of regional arms control ar
rangements and the provision of positive security assurances such as 
Security Council resolution 1955 (1968).^  ̂ In addition, in exercising 
the right of collective self-defense the United Staltes and a number of 
other nations have entered into mutual security relationships for the 
purpose of deterring and defending against armed attack. We believe 
that these alliances, by providing sufficient assurance regarding secu
rity needs, have had a major impact in influencing: States involved to 
renounce the nuclear-weapon option.

On the other hand, we have not been able to accept proposals for 
universally applicable assurances on the non-use of nuclear weapons 
because we have not discovered any formulation that would effectively 
serve the varied security needs of non-nuclear-weapon States, includ
ing our allies. However, we are prepared to consider any appropriate 
means of strengthening the security of those States, provided such 
means do not affect detrimentally existing security arrangements 
wMch, as I  have just noted, are important components of the non
proliferation effort.

As Secretary Kissinger stated in a plenary meeting on 30 Septem
ber, we continue to approach the non-proliferation problem in full 
recognition of the responsibility that we and other nuclear Powers 
have in limiting our nuclear-weapons arsenals.^^ Mindful of this re
sponsibility, and in line with the Eeview Conference recommendations 
on the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), the United States 
and the Soviet Union have continued actively to pursue an agreement, 
based on the Vladivostock accord ,on the limitation of offensive stra
tegic arms. We should like to stress, however, that we would not re
gard such an agreement as the final step in the SALT process. We 
are determined to begin negotiations on further limitations and reduc
tions in the level of strategic arms as soon as possible following the 
conclusion of a SALT I I  agreement.

The Review Conference expressed the hope for early solutions to 
the technical and political difficulties that have blocked agreement on 
an effective comprehensive test ban. So far these difficulties have not 
been resolved. However, in our view some important steps have re
cently been taken towards our common objective of achieving a com
prehensive test ban. In particular, we believe that the threshold test 
ban Treaty and the integrally related Treaty on peaceful nuclear 
explosions— t̂he latter of which was signed by the United States and

1968, p. 444.
“ ^n#e,pp. 658-660.
^ Documents on Disarmament, 1974f PP. 746-747. 

pp. 225-227.
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the Soviet Union in May 1*976̂ ®—place significant restraints on 
United States and Soviet nuclear explosions. Moreover, the threshold 
test ban Treaty contains an explicit commitment to continue negotia
tions towards the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests, and we are de
termined to fulfill that commitment.

To sum up, we believe that a reasonably good start has been made but 
that we must redouble our efforts to put the Review Conference recom
mendations fully into effect. Of course, international action on non
proliferation should not be confined to ideas outlined at the Review 
Conference in May 1975. The nature of the non-proliferation chal
lenge continues to change, and accordingly the requirements of a suc
cessful strategy to meet that cliallenge must conitinue to evolve. The 
Review Conference conclusions might therefore be regarded simply 
as a foundation upon which we can build further cooperative interna
tional efforts involving parties as well as non-parties to the Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, nuclear recipients as well as suppliers, and nuclear 
Powers as well as non-nuclear-weapon States. We sincerely believe 
that this General Assembly should provide a mandate for such efforts.

In a major foreign policy statement on 28 October President Ford 
outlined a programme of international action in the non-proliferation 
field.̂  ̂ Later in our debate my delegation will present a detailed ac
count of that important initiative. We also reserve the right to make 
statements on other matters as the debate proceeds.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental 
Modification and Special Session on Disarmament [Extract], 
November 1, 1976 ^

The draft convention on the prohibition of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques prepared this 
year by the Working Group of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament has as its immediate backgroimd the identical proposals 
submitted in August 1975 by the Soviet Union and the United States 
of America.^ In view of the importance some delegations will doubt
less wish to uttach to this draft at the present session of the General 
Assembly and the statement of the previous speaker, it is evident that 
that when I  wrote the words I  have just read I  was being prescient. In 
order to clarify some important aspects of the question it may perhaps 
be appropriate for me briefly to review its origins.

Ante, pp. 328-332. 
pp. 703-716.

" A/C.1/31/PV.20, pp. 51-67.
 ̂For the Aug. 1975 draft treaty, see ibid., 1975, pp. 385-388; for the CCD ver

sion, see ante, pp. 577-588.
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The United States and the Soviet Union dealt with the subject of 
environmental warfare in one of the summit meetings, as they were 
called, held in Moscow a little more than two years ago. In the joiat 
communique issued on. 3 July 1974 the two super-Powers recognized 
that the use of environmental modification techniques for military 
purposes could have wide-spread, lasting and serious effects on human 
welfare and that therefore effective measures should be agreed upon in 
order to avoid the dangers of the use of such techniques. Further, they 
decided to hold meetings to achieve those purposes.®

In September of that year, at the request of the Soviet Union, an 
item was included in the agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the 
General Assembly entitled “Prohibition of action to influence the en
vironment and climate for military and other hostile purposes which 
are incompatible with the maintenance of international security, hu
man well-being and health.” In the explanatory memorandum re
questing inclusion of the item, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the Soviet Union wrote, inter alia  ̂the following: •

In the opinion of the Soviet Government, present-day conditions reqtiire 
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 maintenance of international 
security, human weU-being and health.

For many centuries mankind has been seeking to discover how to influence 
natural elements in a positive way, and mitigate the deleterious 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 de
structive military purposes, and thus present an extreme danger to world 
peace, and to human well-being and health.

I t  is urgently necessary to draw up and conclude an international conven
tion to outlaw action to infiuence the environment for military purposes.^

I  emphasize the reference to outlawing any such action because those 
words are the key to the original Soviet proposal. Later, together with 
23 other delegations, the Soviet Union submitted a draft resolution 
annexed to which was a draft convention the first article of which read 
as follows:

Each of the Parties to this Convention undertakes not to develop meteoro
logical, geophysical or any other scientific or technological means of infiuenc- 
ing 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, never under any circum
stances to resort to such means of influencing the environment and climate 
or to carry out preparations for their use.*'

There can be no doubt that the all-embracing scope of the prohibi
tion contemplated in the Soviet draft resolution was the main reason

® Documents on Disa/rmamentj 1974, PP- 231-232.
p. 381.

" pp. 516-521.
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for the favourable welcome given to it by the General Assembly. In 
point of fact, resolution 3264 (X X IX ) was adopted by 126 votes in 
favour and none against, with only five Members abstaining, of which 
the United States was one.®

Apparently that country’s abstention was due to the fact that the 
United States Executive had not as yet reached a conclusion on 
whether the prohibition was to be complete or partial, although it was 
inclined to accept the view of the Defence Department advocating 
limited prohibition.

On the other hand, it should be recalled that the United States 
Senate, on 11 July 1973, had declared itself in favour of an all-encom
passing prohibition. On that date, the upper house of the Congress, by 
an overwhelming majority, adopted resolution 71, in which it re
quested the United States Government to seek the agreement of other 
Governments on a treaty that would prohibit the use anywhere of any 
form of environmental or geophysical modification as an instrument 
of war.^

In 1975, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament dis
cussed the question of prohibition of environmental warfare and, in 
August of that year, held informal meetings with experts on the sub
ject. At the end of that month the delegations of the United States 
and the Soviet Union submitted the identical drafts of the conven
tion which I mentioned earlier and which were a real surprise to 
many. Despite the fact that a number of delegations had spoken in 
favour of a complete prohibition, the first paragraph of article I  of 
those proposals read as follows:

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in miUtary 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage 
or injury to another State Party.

In its resolution 3475 (X X X ), of 11 December 1975, the General 
Assembly requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment to continue its negotiations on the text ô  ̂ 'convention on the 
prohibition of environmental warfare,

bearing in mind existing proposals and suggestions, as well as relevant dis
cussion by the General Assembly.

That last phrase was included in the resolution in order to respond 
to the concern of a number of delegations that did not want the nego
tiations in the Disarmament Committee to lead towards a partial 
prohibition.®

The delegations participating in the work of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament failed this year to agree on the text of 
the convention, and an effort was made to disguise that lack of agree

pp. 814-816.
nU d., iS75,pp. 435-437.
^ma., iP75,pp. 788-789.
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ment. However, as we gather from a reading of paragraphs 378-387 of 
the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, as 
well as the records of its 727th plenary meeting, there exists among 
the members of the Committee a strong current of opinion against a 
number of fundamental provisions contained in the draft convention 
appended to the report.®

In this connexion, I  wish to stress that, although we feel that the 
new text of article V prepared by the Working Group, particularly 
the addition that provides for the convening of a consultative com
mittee of experts for the purposes set forth therein, represents appre
ciable progress, it cannot in any way allow us to forget the very severe 
dangers inherent in the provisions of article I  of the identical drafts 
submitted by the Soviet Union and the United States in August of 
1975, provisions which, in fact, are also identical to those contained in 
the draft at present before the First Committee.

In  the light of the original Soviet text which I  quoted a few mo
ments ago, an all-encompassing test as far as its prohibitions are con
cerned, and categorical and unequivocal in its concepts, the article I  
which is now proposed to us by the super-Powers is in every respect 
inadequate and ambiguous. To illustrate what I  have termed the 
‘‘severe dangers” of the new provisions, suffice it to draft this article 
in positive terms, a form which would be equivalent, from the legal 
point of view, to th«̂  text submitted and w>ii r>h would thus read as 
follows:

Each State party to this Convention shaU be entitled to engage in miUtary 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques as the 
means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party, provided that 
such techniques do not have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects.

The dangers inherent in this, practically speaking as well as from 
the legal standpoint, can be judged even more clearly if we bear in 
mind the explanations of the scope of the phrase “environmental 
modification techniques” included in article II, in accordance with 
which that expression would include, inter alia  ̂the deliberate manip
ulation of natural processes to produce earthquakes, tidal waves, vari
ous sorts of cyclones and hurricanes, or to modify the condition of the 
ozone layer, the ionosphere or the oceanic currents.

We consider it extremely alarming that anyone can think of legiti
mizing in an international convention such monstrous acts as those, 
as long as they do not have “widespread, long-lasting or severe effects,” 
particularly if we take into account the fact that in the definition 
of such effects there will always, inevitably, be a very significant sub
jective element.

Moreover, we have to take into account the fact that, among the 
effects of environmental warfare techniques that are allowed because 
they are not considered sufficiently “widespread,” those that would

* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/31/27), pp. 61-85.
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cover an area of less than several hundred square kilometres would, 
according to the clarifications of the super-Powers responsible for 
the draft, be included; and among those that would also be tolerated 
because they do not fall within the definition of “long-lasting” given 
us by the super-Powers would be those of a duration of less than 
“several months or of about a season.”

What I  have just said becomes even more serious if we consider that 
in this matter we are legislating on a subject, the modification of the 
environment for military purposes, which is virtually virgin territory 
and therefore any multilateral instrument that might emerge would 
constitute a precedent of incalculable consequences for the evolution 
of human rights in a field which is immensely important for the future 
of mankind.

For all the reasons I  have just given, my delegation considers it 
indispensable that we delete the qualification, “having widespread, 
long-lasting or severe effects”. The provisions of paragraph 1 of 
article I, although far inferior to those of the original Soviet text 
that I  have just read out, would then be acceptable to us because the 
paragraph would then read:

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in miUtary 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques as the means 
of destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party.

If, unfortunately, the two super-Powers continued to be reluctant 
to include in tl^eir joint proposal the modification I  have just explained 
and if it were conWded that the General Assembly at its present ses
sion should approve that text with its present wording, then in spite 
of its goodwill the Mexican delegation would be unable to support 
this. We frankly refuse to vote for any effort to give legitimacy, in 
an instrument supposedly aiming at disarmament, to such monstrous 
acts of war as those that I  have just defined.

What was said here a few moments ago by the United States repre
sentative leads me to think that perhaps that argument may not, in 
fact, be raised. Indeed, if I  understood him correctly, the position of 
the United States delegation is that all phenomena, without any lim
itation, that aire listed in article I I  are to be absolutely prohibited 
under the convention.

If  that be the case, the solution is perfectly simple. I t lies not in mak
ing declarations here or in referring to memorandums of agreement 
but merely in (^eleting that phrase “having widespread, long-lasting or 
severe effects”: The remedy is simple and is the only legal way of 
solving this pjroblem. So eminent a jurist as Mr. Martin certainly 
knows that both the Permanent Court of International Justice that 
functioned between the two world wars and the International Court 
of Justice havo said that when the text of a treaty or convention makes 
sense it is not justifiable or acceptable to seek interpretations in other 
documents.

To anyone who may have examined the draft convention that is 
submitted for our consideration here it becomes obvious that as it
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stands its meaning is clear but unfortunately its meaning is the one 
I  have dwelt on at length in my statement. I f  we want it to mean 
the absolute prohibition of such action, the remedy is simple and 
is the only legal remedy: to omit the qualifying clause.

I  now go on to deal with the second of the three subjects that I  
listed, namely, the convening of a special session of the General 
Assembly, and my examination of this second question will be far 
shorter than that of the first.

In the light of the situation that has been created by the reluctance 
of the nuclear-weapon States to agree to anything that might mean 
the adoption of genuine disarmament measures it is axiomatic that the 
system at present available to the United Nations for disarmament 
has proved itself over the last decade to be obviously inadequate, par
ticularly in allowing all the peoples of the world—^which, as the 
General Assembly has stated in many resolutions, have a vital interest 
in the success of disarmament negotiations— t̂o make an effective con
tribution to this subject of such immediate interest to them since in 
the final instance it is their own survival that may well be at stake.

The General Assembly, it is true, meets every year. But, as we 
have pointed out before, its agenda is always filled with a series of 
the most varied subjects. Submerged in more than a hundred of 
these, the items touching on disarmament obviously cannot be ap
preciated in all their importance and it becomes impossible there
fore in the First Committee to give these items the consideration 
they warrant. After four or five weeks of a rather hasty debate in 
which in order to save time, they are studied jointly and not sepa
rately, the General Assembly is reduced to approving a series of some
what routine resolutions which are very similar to those adopted 
in previous years and which, regardless of their tone of deep con
cern, justified alarm or pressing urgency, in almost all instances, for 
reasons which we may all deplore but which we have up to now been 
impotent to modify, are finally buried in inertia, resignation or obliv
ion in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

For more than five years, the non-aligned countries have been 
trying to secure the convening of a world disarmament conference 
whose principal objective would be, as we stated at the outset, the 
development and study of the possibilities for effective action on 
the part of the United Nations in this extremely important matter, 
thus complementing the existing international machinery with an 
organ of universal membership which, we believe, should meet every 
three or four years and which, without in any way undermining the 
supremacy of the General Assembly, on which it would depend so 
far as disarmament is concerned, would play a role similar to that 
of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD) in matters of an economic and social nature.

We are still convinced that the institutionalization of a world dis
armament conference, open without exception to all States and hold-
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ing periodic meetings such as I  have mentioned lasting two or three 
months, would fill an obvious gap and would make a precious con
tribution to the work of the Assembly and assist it thus to carry out 
its responsibilities. Among other tasks, the conference would be called 
upon to scrutinize carefully the practical implementation of the res
olutions of the General Assembly to make an objective assessment 
of the progress achieved in disarmament, to compare the respective 
advances in armaments and disarmament and to adopt any decisions 
which might be deemed advisable in the light of its investigations.

Since so far it has been impossible to achieve any progress in the 
ad hoc Committee, for more than two years in Geneva we have given 
our support to the idea of holding a special session of the General 
Assembly, and on 30 October last year in this same First Committee 
we stated that, if in the course of 1976 it was found impossible to 
achieve genuine progress on the convening of a world disarmament 
conference, it would be necessary for the General Assembly at this 
thirty-first regular session to agree to the holding of a special ses
sion in order to consider, among other urgent disarmament ques
tions, the convening of a world disarmament conference.̂ ®

In the political declaration adopted at the Colombo Conference 
which was held in August last, the non-aligned nations recommended 
the convening of that special session to which I  have referred “as 
early as possible and not later than 1978”. In the same section of 
that declaration, section XVII, to which the delegation of Mexico 
was given an opportunity of making a modest contribution, it was 
recommended that the agenda for that session should include “a re
view of the problem of disarmament”, “the promotion and elabora
tion of a programme of priorities and recommendations in the field 
of disarmament” and “the question of convening a world disarma
ment conference”.̂ ^

We are convinced that a decision on this matter brooks no further 
delay and that it is necessary for the General Assembly here and 
now to decide to hold a special session on disarmament. In doing so, 
it would be advisable for the Assembly to decide upon the most 
propitious place and time for that session. We personally would advo
cate that the session be held at United Nations Headquarters in New 
York and that the time be May or June 1978. We are sure that this 
schedule would allow sufficient time to poll all States on their opinions 
regarding the agenda and other matters pertinent to the convening 
of this special session. Furthermore, we believe that it would be highly 
desirable to establish immediately a preparatory committee which 
would be limited in membership but, obviously, sufficiently represent
ative, and to call upon it to hold a brief organizational session at 
the beginning of next year, at which time it would set the dates for 
a substantive session, during which it would examine the views and

Documents on Dimrmamenty 1915j pp. 501-509.
^ Ante, pp. 566-567.
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comments received from Governments, as well as any working papers 
that the Secretary-General of the United Nations might have re
quested, as was the case with the Preparatory Committee for the Re
view Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Statement by the British Representative (Goronwy-Raberts) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nuclear 
Weapons, Chemical Weapons, and Military Expenditures 
[Extract], November 2, 1976^

Instead of trying to cover the whole disarmament field today, I  
intend to concentrate on three specific topics of great importance to the 
international commmiity. They are: nuclear weapons, chemical weap
ons and world military expenditure. But it would be wrong to ignore 
other measures to be discussed here. In particular, we have before us 
two valuable results of hard work and constructive negotiation by rep
resentatives of many States. One is the draft treaty banning the use 
of environmental modification techniques in w a r a n d  the other the 
report on the role of the United Nations in disarmament.^ We hope 
that both of these will command the widest possible support.

We also have before us a proposal of interest to every Member of the 
United Nations: the holding of a special session of the Assembly de
voted to disarmament. We believe that such a session, if properly pre
pared, could improve the prospects for multilateral disarmament nego
tiations. I f  the proposal is adopted we shall look forward to taking 
part in the preparations for the special session.^

Coming to my first theme, nuclear weapons, the resolutions adopted 
by the General Assembly in past years show that there is overwhelm
ing support for measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear explo
sive devices and to stop the nuclear arms race. These were the main 
objectives of the most important arms control measure since the Second 
World W ar: the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.®

The Non-Proliferation Treaty places obligations both on Staites 
which have nuclear weapons and on those which do not have them. The 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, springing from article VI of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, are of course concerned with the strategic 
nuclear weapons of the United States and the Soviet Union. We wish

"A/0.1/31/PV.21, pp. 63-76.
 ̂Ante, pp. 577-588.

’ General A j^m bly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 36 
(A/31/36).

* See G.A. res. 31/189 B, post, pp. 945-950.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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the two Governments success in these crucial talks. Meanwhile it is 
essential that there should be no further spread of nuclear explosive 
devices. My Gwernment has been much encouraged by recent ratifica
tion of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, especially that of Japan, the 
100th nation to ratify and one with an extensive and advanced civil 
nuclear industry.® Support for this Treaty remains the beet way to 
build up the necessary confidence between nations, so as to avert a 
spread of nuclear weapons which could have appalling consequences 
for the whole world.

There are various ways in which the non-proliferation regime can be 
strengthened, without impairing the vigorous development of civil nu
clear energy for peaceful purposes. Since the last session of the As
sembly and in the spirit of the Final Declaration of the Review Con
ference on the Non-Proliferation T rea ty th e  international community 
has taken important steps in the field of nuclear arms control.

First, a great deal of attention has rightly been given to the call by 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference for the strengthen
ing of common export requirements related to safeguards and for ac
cording them the widest possible measure of acceptance by all suppliers 
and recipients. The British Government, like others with advanced 
nuclear industries, has been working to ensure that we have a fully 
responsible nuclear export policy. We believe that our policy, an
nounced by Mr. James C allahan on 31 March, will meet the two essen
tial requiremenits: first, sheer inadvertence or the pressures of commer
cial competition must not lead to the spread of the capability of making 
nuclear explosive devices; and, second, the peaceful benefits of nuclear 
energy should be available to all States.® This most important question 
was the subject of a very comprehensive and farsighted statement by 
the President of the United States on 28 October which my Govern
ment and, I  am sure, many others will be considering with great care 
and attention.®

Second, and rigjit in line with the call for strengthening interna
tional saf^uards, has been the preparation by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency of arrangements to enable States not party to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty to accept Agency safeguards on all their 
civil nuclear facilities.^® I t is increasingly important that the develop
ment of one country’s civil nuclear power industry should not be inter
preted by others, especially neighbouring countries, as a threat to their 
national security. General acceptance of comprehensive safeguards 
will foster international confidence that the spread of nuclear weapons 
is indeed being limited. My Government gives firm support to Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency activities in this field and will con-

® AntCt pp. 350-352.
Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 146-156.
 ̂Ante, p. 167.
 ̂Ante, pp. 703-716.
“ GuideUnes adopted by the IAEA Board of Governors with respect to safe

guards arrangements in connection with the NPT can be found in Documents on 
Disarmament, 1971, pp. 218-244.
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tinue to do all it can to ensure that the application of safeguards is 
simplified and made still more efficient. The United Kingdom, for its 
part, has voluntarily submitted to International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards those parts of the British nuclear industry which 
support our civil nuclear programme. The agreement on this was 
signed in Vienna on 6 Septem ber.W e hope that this and the similar 
United States voluntary offer will encourage other nuclear-weapon 
States to do likewise. We urge all non-nuclear-weapon States which 
have not yet done so to accede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or, fail
ing that, at the least to accept comprehensive International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards on all their civil nuclear activities, that is 
to say, safeguards on the full fuel cycle.

The third significant development in the field of nuclear arms con
trol has been the association of many States with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency’s Advisory Group studying peaceful nuclear 
explosions.^2 That Group is preparing essential material on the tech
nical and economic aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions, on the cru
cial issues of health and safety, on the important legal considerations 
which must be taken into accouixt in drafting any international frame
work for the regulation of peaceful nuclear explosions. The Group is 
performing a most useful task, and it is right that the International 
Atomic Energy Agency continue to examine this question thoroughly.

The fourth ^ p  has been the ibilateral Treaty governing Peaceful 
Nucleiar Explosions recently concluded between the Soviet Union and 
the United States, limiting peaceful nuclear explosions to 150 kilotons, 
with important provisions for on-site inspection.^^ This complements 
the tihreslhold test-ban Treaty signed by those two countries in 1974.̂  ̂
But, in offering our congratulations to the two Governments on the 
progress they have achieved, I  recognize that those who have under
taken not to develop nuclear weapons naturally want such limitation 
agreements to be regarded as stages towards the goal of a comprehen
sive test ban treaty; and I  entirely agree that we should press on with 
vigour towards that goal.

Consequenitily, we regard as important the fifth ^ p ,  which was the 
decision by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to es
tablish a group of governmental experts to study intemiational co
operation in detecting and identifying seismic events.̂ ® We are grate
ful to (tihe Government of Sweden for its considerable work in making 
this proposal and developing it. Obviously seismic monitoring will

^ See GOV/1795.
“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 187-189.
^  Ante, pp. 332-348.

Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 225-227. 
pp. 484-485.
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form a most important element of the verification macihinery of €tny 
compreliensive test ban treaty. We re ^ rd  the work of that Group as 
a useful way of exploring what form this machinery might take and 
how it might be established. We look forward to sharing with other 
experts in the Group our own experience in the field of remote seismic 
monitoring, and we hope the Group will be joined by experts from 
every part of fUhe world. I  would remind the Committee that mem
bership of that Group is open to all States.

In working for a comprehensive test ban we should concentrate on 
finding solutions to the two .outstanding problems: verification and 
peaceful nuclear explosions. We must face the fact that, whatever 
improvemenlts are made in seismological techniques, there will remain 
a threshold below which detection and identification of an explosion 
cannot be assured, and that leaves scope for evasion. In  thi^ context 
we are most interested in that passage of the memorandum of the So
viet Union which suggests that a compromise is possible on the basis 
of— ând here I  quote the official translation:

. . .  a yoluntary framework for taking decisions relating to on-site ascertain
ing of relevant circumstances.^

Yesterday Mr. Kuznetsov repeated that point in his speech,and we 
look forward to further exploration and elaboration of these ideas. 
There is also the problem of ensuring that peaceiful nuclear explosions 
do not provide the opportunity for clandestine benefits in relation to 
nuclear weapons. There is continued need for study and research into 
seismic methods of detection and identification of underground events, 
and for further exiamination of the role of peaceful nuclear explosions 
in the context of a comprehensive test ban treaty.

I  now turn to my second main theme, the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. They are weapons of terrible potential and we ignore them at 
our peril. Their use during the First World War inspired the humani- 
tariian concern which led to the 1925 Greneva Protocol.^® That banned 
the first use in war of chemical and biological weapons against other 
States party, and it has been largely observed to this day.

Chemical weapons were not used during the Second World War, 
but several of the belligerents accumulated stocks. In one case these 
included agents many times more toxic than the chemical weapons 
used in the First World Wair. Since 1945, the Britisih defence effort in 
this field has been devoted to protective measures^—and even they 
will only be necessary as long as we have to reckon with the possession 
of Chemical weapons by other States.

” Ante, p. 634.
” Ante  ̂p. 721.

For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
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Seveiral naibions have presented useful technical papers to the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament on chemical weapons, and 
many of these have concentrated on the definition of agents which 
should be banned. My Government believes that there is in the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament now a basis for'general agree
ment on how to define those agents to be banned under >any chemical 
weapons treaty.

Our objective now should be to secure a comprehensive and veri
fiable prohibition of the production, stockpiling and use of chemical 
weapons. The United Kingdom on 12 August submitted a draft con
vention which tries to bring together the good work done since the 
conclusion of the biological weapons Convention in 1972 and in
corporates many feaitures from earlier East European and Japa
nese drafts.22 We hope it will give further impetus to the negotiations, 
with a view to real progress in 1977.

The United Kingdom draft convention, while comprehensive in 
its coverage, is phased in application. In  the first stage, signatories 
would provide information on theiir stocks of dhemical weapon 'agents 
and production facilities, and would stop further production. In  the 
second phase, w'hich would take place w'hen an agreed minimum num
ber of States had ratified the convention, the undertaking provi^on- 
ally accepted on signature would become permanent and verification 
provisions to ensure that the convention was being observed by parties 
would come into force. These would include the setting up of a 
consultative committee to arrange for verification, inspection and 
the exchange of information. In the third stage existing stockpiles 
of chemical weapon agents would be destroyed or converted to peace
ful use. We believe that the provisions in our draft represent the 
minimum level of verification which a chemical weapon agreement 
of this type would require. Shortly after we had submitted this draft 
convention, the United States and the Soviet Union resumed their 
bilateral discussions on chemical weapons initiated in 1974. We hope 
this, too, will contribute to progress in 1977.

At this point I  might remind the Committee that in 1972 the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament successfully concluded a 
Convention on biological weapons to which 69 nations are now party. 
I  urge those States which are not yet parties to adhere to the Con
vention and thus increase its eflFectiveness.

I  now turn to my third main topic: world military expenditure. 
There is growing international concern at the high level of global 
military spending w'hidh includes an increase in the transfer of con
ventional weapons.

“ Ante, pp. 520-525, 541-546.
^ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138. 

pp. 120-124.
^ im .y  1974, pp. 90-106.
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Many nations still consider that their security is threatened by 
others. That is why nations seek to deter aggression by providing 
themselves with the means of defence. And that in turn has led to a 
rising demand for more and better armaments. I t  is only too clear that 
weapons have become more complex and more expensive. In this re
spect there is a strong though unpredictable connexion between work 
in pure and in applied science; for example, the theoretical work of 
eminent physicists led to the conception of the atomic bomb. We do 
well to remember that conventional weapons are in daily use in con
flicts throughout the world. Moreover, competitive acquisition of 
weapons can become a source of international tension and increase the 
risk of outright conflict. The economic consequences of diverting 
scarce resources from other uses should also not be neglected. These 
briefly are the effects of what is often called “the arms race”.

The total value of global arms transfers, in constant 1973 dollar 
terms, increased by 60 per cent between 1965 and 1974. In that period, 
the level of arms imports by developed countries remained relatively 
constant at about $2 billion each year. By contrast, arms imports by 
developing countries doubled to reach over $6 billion. The rapid surge 
in arms deliveries to South-East Asia and the Middle East has ac
counted for virtually the whole of this increase, and as the Secretary- 
General pointed out in the introduction to his report on the work of 
the Organization:

The arms build-up in many particularly sensitive areas of the world has 
continued.^

The growth in quantity has been accompanied by a demand for even 
more advanced weapons systems.

This is another case where we must be realistic as well as idealistic. 
For many years to come nations will see external threats, and seek to 
arm themselves to deter aggression. Some can rely, at least partly, on 
the weapons of more powerful allies. But many, notably the non- 
aligned countries, are not in that position. I f  we are to tackle this 
problem we must begin from an awareness of the relationship between 
local and regional tensions and the acquisition of armaments.

The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency suggested in the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament on 29 July this year certain principles which might govern 
the supply and the acquisition of arms.^  ̂We believe they deserve very 
serious consideration by arms exporters and importers alike; and 
many countries, including Britain, are both.

Some would argue that the first move lies with the arms suppliers, 
and there may indeed be scope for all of significant quantities of arms 
suppliers to agree to certain limits on the types of arms they are

General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. lA  
(A/31/l/Add. l ) ,p .  5.

^  Ante, pp. 497-501.
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prepared to export. We believe that arms importers should be asso
ciated with any such arrangements, and this may prove to be most 
practicable on a regional basis.

Certain Latin American States made an encouraging start in this 
direction in the Declaration of Ayacucho, which asserts the principle 
of collective restraint.^® In Europe, the negotiations in Vienna on 
mutual and balanced force reductions provide an opportunity to bring 
greater stability to an area where forces are heavily concentrated and 
where the consequences of conflict would be disastrous for all. We 
should like to see further groups of countries examining the possibili
ties of regional arms limitation, and suppliers playing their part also.

The rise in conventional arms transfers is only one aspect of growing 
military expenditure in many parts of the world. The Secretary- 
General’s Group of Experts on Military Budgets has now reported 
to the Assembly on how the military budgets of the various countries 
might be fairly compared. This work will now have to be tested in 
practice, and I  hope that with the necessary measure of international 
co-operation it will prove to be a sound basis for progress towards 
international agreement on reducing military expenditure throughout 
the world.̂ ®

Nations continue to believe that they need weapons for self-defence 
and that, indeed, their possession acts as a deterrent and keeps the 
peace. But it is an uneasy peace in many parts of the world and we 
should feel much safer—and consume less of our scarce resources—if 
it depended upon a far lower level of armaments. This, in my view, 
is what should be a product of real detente, a determination to take 
practical measures to reduce the burden of military expenditure. I t  
should be our aim to move from deterrence based on massive arma
ments to a position of mutual trust and a lower level of armaments 
which would in time eliminate threats to the security of us all.

To sum up, my Government attaches the highest priority to inter
national efforts to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, in
cluding the strengthening of International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguards. We consider that there is now a good opportunity for 
progress towards the prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruc
tion of existing stockpiles. We wish to see a reduction of global 
military spending and the halting of the vast build-up of conventional 
weapons throughout the world.

I t is my belief that, given the political will to work together for 
these objectives, we can achieve progress in the limitation and control 
of arms by the end of the Disarmament Decade.

^ Documents on Disarmamentj 1974f PP. 819-822.
“ For an excerpt of the report, see ante, pp. 687-696.
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Mexican Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Convention on the Prohibition of 
Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modifica
tion Techniques, November 3, 1976 ^

The General Assembly^

RecaUing its resolutions 3264 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974  ̂ and 
3475 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,®

Reiterating its conviction that the conclusion of a convention on the 
prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for 
military and other hostile purposes would contribute to the cause of 
strengthening peace and averting the threat of war.

Convinced also that such a convention should not affect the use of 
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, which 
should contribute to the preservation and improvement of the environ
ment for the benefit of present and future generations,

Taking into account the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament as it relates to this question,^

Noting with satisfaction the progress achieved in the preparation 
of the text of a draft convention on the matter,

1. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, with
out prejudice to the priorities established in its programme of work, 
to continue negotiations on the text of a draft convention on the pro
hibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication techniques, bearing in mind the proposals and suggestions 
which have been submitted as well as the relevant discussion by the 
General Assembly, with a view to reaching agreement as early as pos
sible on a text which would be widely acceptable to Members of the 
United Nations, and to submit a report on the results achieved to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-second session;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the discus
sion of this question by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session an item entitled ‘̂ Convention on the prohibition of military 
or any other hostile use of environm^tal modification techniques”.

 ̂A/C.1/31/L.4, Nov. 3,1976. One of two draft res. to be submitted under agenda 
item 45, this draft res. was originaUy sponsored by Argentina, Mexico, Panama, 
and Peru, and subsequently by 7 other Latin American states (Dominican Rep., 
Ecuador, Grenada, Haiti, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, and Venezuela) plus 
Cyprus and Mauritius. I t  was introduced by Mexico on Nov. 9 {post, pp. 767-770), 
and revised and resubmitted on Dec. 2 {post, pp. 892-893). The F irst Committee, 
however, decided to drop the Mexican draft res. {post, p. 924, n. 1) and adopted 
instead a competing Finnish draft {infra).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974  ̂PP- 816-818.
 ̂Ibid., 1975, w .  788-789.

* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 
(A/31/27), vol. I, pp. 61 ff.
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Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Convention on the Prohibition of Military 
or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques, November 4, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolutions 3264 (XXIX)® and 3475 (XXX)/  
Determined to avert the potential dangers of military or any other 

hostile use of environmental modification techniques,
Noting with satisfaction that the Conference of the Committee on 

Disarmament has completed and transmitted to the General As
sembly, in the report of its 1976 session, the text of a draft Conven
tion on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of envi
ronmental modii&cation techniques,®

Gon/oinced that the Convention will contribute to the realization 
of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

1. Commends the Convention on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, the 
text of which is ann^ed to the report of the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament (A /31/27);

2. Requests the Secretary-General, as depositary of the Conven
tion, to open it for signature and ratification at the earliest possible 
date;

3. Expresses its hope for the widest possible adherence to the 
Convention.

Interviev^ of ACDA Director Ikle by U.S. News & World Report: 
Nuclear Policy, November 8, 1976^

Q. Mr. Ihle^ can any cov/ntry that has nuclear reactors produce nu
clear weapons?

A. Not any country. Know-how is needed to build a reprocessing 
plant and then to fabricate the plutonium into weapons. Not all coun
tries with reactors have that knowledge.

® A/C.1/31/L.5, Nov. 4, 1976. This draft res. was one of two draft res. to 
be submitted under agenda item 45 in the F irst Committee. I t was sponsored by 
Canada, Denmark, Finland, GDR, Hungary, Japan, Mongolia, Netherlands, Nor
way, Poland, U.K., and Zaire. Introduced by Finland on Nov. 5, it was subse
quently revised three times and gained a total of 30 sponsors (see post, pp. 861- 
862) before its adoption by the F irst Committee. The G.A. adopted the thrice-re
vised version as res. 31/72 on Dec. 10 {post, pp. 924-930).

® Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 PP- ^ 4 ^ 1 6 .
 ̂lUd., 1975, pp.788-789.

® General Assembly Oj^ciaZ Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27, 
vol. I.

 ̂Ante, pp. 577-588.
 ̂Reprinted with permission of U.S. News & World Report, Inc., from UM. News 

d World Report, November 8,1976, pp. 69-70.
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Q. How difficult is it to acquire that Jcnow-Jiow?

A. Far less difficult than it is to build a reactor. The crucial question 
involves the reprocessing of fuel— t̂hat is, separating the radioactive 
waste from the reusable plutonium and uranium in the spent fuel rods. 
The plutonium can be used again in the reactors. But it also can be 
used to make weapons.

Q. W ill most countries with nuclear-'power reaxitors eventually ac
quire reprocessing facUitiesf

A. That, precisely, is what our new policy seeks to prevent. In  this 
country we have 62 power reactors in operation, and we don’t  have 
a single reprocessing plant for peaceful purposes. We have detected 
great hesitation in industry in this country to put up the huge amounts 
of money that are needed to build reprocessing plants and the addi
tional facilities for refabricating the fuel.

Fresh analysis has shown that the economic benefits of reprocessing 
are doubtful, even with our large market. With the evaluation ordered 
by the President, we will make sure the reprocessing, even in this 
country, will proceed only if it can meet our economic, safety and 
proliferation criteria.

Q. Does that mean that any country that insists on getting a reproc
essing plant is really hent on producing nuclear weapons rather than 
cheap power?

A, That depends on the situation. In countries like West Germany 
and Japan, which have many operating power reactors, there is plan
ning for major reprocessing plants, but clearly to utilize them only 
for commercial power. In  other countries, the economic rationale is 
less clear.

The Canadians have a great many reactors of a different type, and 
they are not planning any reprocessing, perhaps, until the year 2000.

Q. What other countries are interested in acquiring reprocessing 
plants?

A, There’s interest in Argentina an î in Pakistan. Brazil, of coui-se, 
has an agreement to import reprocessing technology from the Federal 
Kepublic of Germany. There are other countries which have shown 
an interest.

Q, What about Iran? HasnH the Shah expressed an interest in locat
ing a reprocessing plant in his country?

A, The Iranians essentially are interested in avoiding being dis
criminated against in the future. They seem to have a sound plan for 
slowly building up a nuclear industry to produce power in a more-dis
tant future when their oil resources are more exhausted. And they 
do not want to be handicapped in any way from an economic and
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commercial point of view. We don’t  see them rushing prematurely 
into a reprocessing plant.

Q. I f  these plxmts are the key to makmg nuclear weapom^ why donH 
we prevent other cov/ntries from getting them?

A. That’s what the President's program is designed to do. The 
United States has never sold these plants, and we are trying to dis
courage their spread to nonnuclear countries. Under recent legislation, 
any country that actually takes delivery of a reprocessing plant faces 
the loss of American military and economic assistance.

Q, Who is selli/ng these plants?

A, France has an agreement to sell one to Pakistan. West Germany 
has agreed to provide Brazil with help to build such a plant.

Now, I  must add that in the 1950s and 1960s, as part of our Atoms 
for Peace program, we made available technology for extracting plu
tonium from spent fuel that grew out of our weapons program. We 
probably were not careful enough about sponsoring only those tecih- 
nologies that would help other countries develop a commercial nu- 
clear-power industry but would not enable them to make bombs.

Q. In  retrospect^ was the United States wrong in pushing the Atoms 
for Peace program so hard? ^

A, Many mistakes were made in the way we executed the idea. With 
the benefit of hindsight, we now can see many forks in the road, many 
turning points where we could have taken a different technological 
direction. We could have chosen a course that might have greatly 
reduced the risks of nuclear proliferation without any loss in terms 
of economical operation of power reactors.

Q, Did our Atoms for Peace program help India produce a nuclear 
explosion?

A, Indian officials have said that the program helped them signijfi- 
cantly in moving ahead with nuclear technology. Also, we made 
available to India heavy water, which they needed for their Cana
dian research reactor. That is a special type of water that is indispen
sable for certain types of reactors.

Now, the decisions to provide this aid to India were taken with the 
full knowledge of Congress at that time. Indeed, members of Congress 
urged the Administration to move faster with assistance for India.

Q, So in a sense our Atoms for Peace program actually has pro
moted the spread of nuclear weapons—

A. I t has helped to spread nuclear technology. On the other hand, it 
also has resulted in the creation of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in Vienna that is responsible for verifying that peaceful nu
clear technology is not being diverted to weapons. All of the non
nuclear nations that have signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation

®For the Atoms for Peace proposal, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-
19S9y vol. I, pp. 393-400.
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Treaty? are obligated to have their nuclear facilities inspected by 
experts from this agency. That provides some assurance against the 
diversion of nuclear materials to weapons use.

How U.S. W iLii Crack  D ow n—

Q, Are we refusing to sell reactors and fuels to cov/ntries that have 
not signed the Nonproliferation Treaty?

A, No. We looked at that question again and again, and we found 
that it would not be in the interest of nonproliferation simply to stop 
the sale of reactors to countries like Spain that have not subscribed to 
the treaty. But, under this new policy, we will now favor parties to the 
treaty. And it’s possible that at some future date we will stop the sale 
of any nuclear technology, reactors or fuel to countries that aren’t  a 
party to the treaty.

Q, How can you prevent countries from secretly diverting nuclear 
material to mahimg homis^ even i f  they are parties to the Nonprolif
eration Treaty?

A. First and foremost, we can limit the technology made available 
that can easily be diverted. That is why the President has now an
nounced that we will pursue reprocessing only if the uncertainties 
about nonproliferation can be resolved, thus setting an example for 
other countries.

Second, we will seek to develop new technologies for recycling nu
clear fuels in a way that would make it much harder for a country to 
divert fuels into a weapons program in a clandestine and quick way. 
Then, of course, there is the international safeguard and inspection 
system that I  mentioned earlier.

And third, our own intelligence capabilities are very, very important 
to keep us informed of what goes on. People who have been criticizing 
our intelligence organizations often have not realized how important 
these agencies are from the point of view of arms control and non
proliferation.

There is one other factor that I  think is very important in trying 
to induce countries not to develop nuclear arsenals. That involves 
security guarantees.

ffow  does that help prevent the spread of weapons?
A, Well, if you check around the globe for the countries that are on 

the verge of producing nuclear weapons or have exploded a device 
or where we suspect they might do it, you will discover that these are, 
for the most part, countries that are outside of alliances or have some 
doubts about our alliance commitment.

On* the other hand, if you look at the countries that potentially are 
most capable of producing a massive arsenal of nuclear bombs 
quickly—such industrially advanced countries as the Federal Eepublic

pp. 461-465.
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of Germany, Japan and Canada— ŷou will find that the political 
decision has been taken to go the other way— t̂o refrain from making 
weapons. That decision is closely linked to their confidence on our 
commitment to their security.

In  the frnxil analysis^ is there any way to 'prevent a country from 
mahing nuclear weapons i f  it is really determined to do it?

A, That depends on what leverage you have. A country may decide 
not to go the nuclear route if it is confronted with the clear choice 
of putting at risk its principal military support and perhaps its prin
cipal ally, particularly if the ally is reliable.

But often the choice is not that clear-cut. The steps toward a nuclear- 
bomb capability are small, incremental, a movement into a kind of 
gray area. What we can expect over the next decade or two is an 
increasing number of national governments with the capability, the 
materials and the people to manufacture bombs in a rather short 
time but with no political decision to do it right away. But to the 
extent that our new policy succeeds, we will maintain a more clear-cut 
dividing line between the peaceful nuclear programs and these latent 
bomb capabilities.

What we have to be concerned about is a crisis in which one country 
produces nuclear arms—^perhaps even engages in hostilities—and a 
number of neighboring countries follow in a kind of chain reaction.

Q, How many comitries have the technical capacity to produce 
nuclear weapons?

A, That number is not very meaningful, since it would include coun
tries that have no intention of going down that route— l̂ike Belgium, 
Sweden, Canada, Japan. West Germany.

I t ’s more interesting to look at the countries where there’s a chance 
that they will move toward nuclear bombs and will have the capability 
over the next decade or so. There are a half dozen—maybe a few 
more—in that category. That number could go down if things simmer 
down, if our program for controlling the export of sensitive materials 
becomes more successful. But it could increase explosively if there 
were the kind of crisis I  mentioned a moment ago—a conflict in which 
some country made a bomb quickly and perhaps used it.

I f  T errorists G et  N uclear W eapons—

Q. How great is the danger that terrorists or criminal gangs %oiU he 
able to hijach nuclear materials and produce a homh with so much of 
this stuff around?

A. I t ’s a serious danger for the longer term. In the future, it’s likely 
that far more nuclear materials will be transported hither and yon, 
and, of course, there will be many more locations with stockpiles of 
material that could be diverted to weapons. That will increase the 
probability that some criminals will make an effort to steal the stuff.
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Q, Will these developments make a nuclear war inemtahle in this 
century?

A, Our emotions are too involved to objectively assess the prob
abilities.

But the risk of a possible use of one or a few nuclear explosives 
for hostile purposes will increase.

Q, Would the U.S. inescapably be involved?

A, I  think it’s nOnsense to suggest that we automatically would be 
drawn into a nuclear war if a nuclear bomb were somewhere exploded 
in anger. There’s no reason why that should follow.

But we would be ajffected in the sense that the world would not be 
the same the morning after the nuclear bomb was JGirst used again 
since 1945. The impact around the world would be shattering.

General Assembly Resolutron 31/9: Conclusion of a World 
Treaty on the Non-Use of Force in International Relations, 
November 8, 1976 ^

The General Assembly^

Recalling the principle proclaimed in the Charter of the United 
Nations that States shall refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force,

Noting with satisfaxition that the principle of the non-use of force 
or the threat of force has been incorporated into a number of bilateral 
and multilateral international instruments, treaties, agreements and 
declarations, including resolutions adopted by the United Nations,

 ̂A/RES/31/9, Nov. 12, 1976. This res. was proposed by Foreign Minister 
Gromyko on Sept. 28, in a letter to the TJ.N. Secretary-General transmitting 
the text of a draft treaty, see ante, p. 631, n. 1. Introduced in the F irst Commit
tee on Oct. 25, the draft res. was subsequently co-sponsored by 17 other CJommu- 
nist and non-aligned states. The G.A. adopted it by a recorded vote of 88 to 2, with 
31 abstentions, as follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Barbados, Bhutan, Bots
wana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Central African 
Rep., Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dominican 
Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, Gambia, GDR, Greece, 
Grenada, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, 
Libyan Arab Rep., Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Ukrainian 
SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—Albania, China.
Abstaining—^Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Canada, Chad, 

Chile, Denmark, Fiji, France, FRG, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Malawi, Malta, Mauritania, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Par- 
^«uay, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey, U.K., United Rep. of Cameroon, U.S.
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Noting the need for universal and effective application of this 
principle in international relations and for assistance by the United 
Nations in this endeavour,

Having comidered the item entitled “Conclusion of a world treaty 
on the non-use of force in international relations”,

Taking note of the draft World Treaty on the Non-Use of Force 
in International Eelations  ̂submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Kepublics,

1. Invites Member States to examine further the above-mentioned 
draft World Treaty on the Non-Use of Force in International Eela
tions as well as other proposals and statements made during the con
sideration of the item entitled “Conclusion of a world treaty on the 
non-use of force in international relations” ;

2. Requests Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General 
their views and suggestions on this sulbject not later than 1 June 1977;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session on the communications received by him 
pursuant to paragraph 2 above;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use 
of force in international relations”.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Huang) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly [Extract], November 8, 
1976"

The Chinese Government’s' consistent position and views on the 
question of disarmament are well known to all. Here I  would like 
to elaborate further on certain aspects of this question.

In our view, in discussing the question of disarmament, one must 
at no time deviate from the general international situation. What 
are the characteristics of the current international situation? As 
Chairman Mao Tsetung pointed out, the current international situa
tion is characterized by great disorder under heaven, and it is excellent. 
As a result of the further sharpening of all the basic contradictions in 
the world, the world situation has been in a state of great turmoil. On 
the one hand, there are the rise of the third world, the constant eleva
tion of the political consciousness of the third world countries and the 
world people against imperialism, colonialism and hegemonism and 
the irresistible surge of revolutionary struggles. On the other hand, 
there is the intensified rivalry for hegemony between the two super- 
Powers, which has spread to all parts of the globe. The international 
situation has grown more tense. I t can be seen clearly that in the

® Ante, pp. 641-643.
 ̂A/0.1/31/PV.25, pp. 32-52.
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present world the factors for both revolution and war are visibly 
increasing.

The rhetoric about “detente” cannot cover up the stark reality. Let 
us not delve into the distant past. The development over the past 
year shows that the rivalry between the two super-Powers, far from 
mitigating, has been further aggravated. Europe is the strategic focus 
of contention between the Soviet Union and the United States for 
world hegemony. Despite the European Security Conference, which 
was meant for appeasement and concessions, the Soviet Union has not 
shown any restraint in its wild ambitions, but has become even more 
rampant. I t has kept on stepping up its military threat and political 
subversion against Western Europe. People can see that over the 
past year the Soviet Union has been increasing its troops and replen
ishing its arms equipment in Central Europe, steadily building up its 
aggressive posture in a sabre-rattling way. It has been stepping up its 
military pressure against northern Europe, frequently^ encroaching 
upon the territorial sea and air-space of the Nordic countries, and 
it has sent its task fleet to the North Sea in an attempt to control the 
Baltic Sea and the Barents Sea, thereby ensuring its capability to 
disrupt the sea lanes to the Atlantic. I t is accelerating the readjust
ment of the command system within the Warsaw Treaty Organizaion 
and expanding its fleet in the Mediterranean, poking its nose into 
southern Europe and the Middle East to sow dissension and fish in 
troubled waters, in an attempt to create a situation of encircling West
ern Europe from the northern and southern flanks and placing it 
under crossfire.

What is more, it is carrying out expansion everywhere in its rivalry 
with the other super-Power for world hegemony under the signboard 
of “extending detente to all the continents”. Shortly after the conclu
sion of the European Security Conference, it has reached out its 
grasping hands to southern Africa in an active endeavour to build up 
places of strategic importance capable of controlling sea lanes on the 
south Atlantic. While intensifying its military expansion in the Med
iterranean, the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean, it has stretched 
out its tentacles to Southeast Asia, the South Pacific, the Atlantic and 
Latin America to seek a growing number of new footholds in its 
attempt to expand spheres of influence.

In these circumstances, it goes without saying that its stuff of “mak
ing detente irreversible” and “complementing political detente with 
military detente” is mere deceptive talk. I t would be more realistic 
to change them into “making rivalry for hegemony irreversible” and 
“covering up military expansion with rhetoric about detente”.

In fact, the rhetoric about detente is used by the Soviet representa
tives at the United Nations and in other forums merely for others to 
listen to, whereas they did say something honest elsewhere or within 
their own circles. Did not the Soviet chieftains clamour that the Soviet 
Union is “on a historic offensive” “along the entire front of global 
confrontation” ? They also said that one must be aware not only of
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the “defensive functions” of the Warsaw Treaty Organization but of 
the need to launch “an extensive and actual general attack” outward 
“backed by military might”. While rigging up once again a deceitful 
eight-point “peace programme” at the 25th Congress of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union held not long ago, they could not 
refrain from declaring that they “have to reckon,'in one way or an
other, with the state of affairs in virtually every spot on the globe” 
and that “detente in no way means the freezing of the status qud^\ 
Behind the rhetoric of detente, they have been carrying out all sorts 
of activities of arms expansion and war preparations, aggression and 
expansion, and sometimes they did make some candid remarks of 
confession.

Does not all this offer food for deep thought ? The facts fully show 
that social-imperialism is the most dangerous source of war in the 
present world. As rightly pointed out by the representatives of certain 
countries, “detente” is mere deceptive empty talk and no country should 
“ever be duped by the empty talk about peace and lose sight of the 
global rivalry for power”.

In order to contend for world hegemony, the two super-Powers are 
bound to step up their arms expansion and arms race. That super- 
Power which shouts that it “is doing all it can to achieve progress 
along the road leading to general and complete disarmament” is 
actually “doing all it can” to press forward at an unprecedented pace 
along the road leading to “general and complete arms expansion”- 
The Soviet leaders have extolled to the skies the so-called “peace 
programme” of their 24th Party Congress. But as a matter of fact, 
the five years since the production of the “peace programme” of the 
24th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union are 
precisely years during which the Soviet Union has been engaged in 
ever more frenzied arms expansion.

The Soviet nuclear arsenal has not been reduced in the least. On the 
contrary, Soviet strategic nuclear arms have greatly exceeded those 
of the other super-Power in quantity. At the same time, it is exerting 
great efforts to develop and deploy new-type intercontinental MIRVs 
and medium-range ballistic missiles, attempting to seize an all-round 
nuclear superiority. Soviet conventional armed strength is also de
veloping rapidly with a drastic increase in the quantity of its tanks, 
artillery and military aircraft and a constant improvement in their 
quality as well. Its armed forces have already increased to over 4 
million. The speed of its naval development is even more startling, 
and the total tonnage of its fleet has multiplied rapidly. Not long ago, 
its first aircraft carrier sailed into the Mediterranean and the Atlantic 
for a show of force. Its fleets have been active*in all the oceans of the 
globe, undisguisedly pushing the gunboat policy everywhere. A Soviet 
military chieftain openly declared that “the Soviet navy always 
maintains that rivalry for supremacy over the sea is not the purpose, 
but a prerequisite for dominating the world”.
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This year, the Soviet leaders are raising another uproar, now over 
a new ‘‘peace programme” put forward at the 25th Congress of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. But it was at this Congress that 
a Soviet leader clamoured that the Soviet Union would “do everything 
to have the armed forces of the Soviet Union provided with all the 
necessary means for fulfilling their responsible tasks”. Soviet military 
chieftains also clamoured that they wanted to strengthen the fighting 
power of the armed forces and to stress the development of offensive, 
mobile weapons with a powerful striking force.

Now people can see that, although the nucleal* and conventional 
armed strength of the Soviet Union has long greatly exceeded the 
needs of its self-defence, it is still stepping up its all-round arms 
expansion. If  this is not for outward expansion and for preparing 
to launch a new war of aggression, what other purpose can it serve? 
As the representatives of some third world countries have pointed 
out penetratingly, if all these weapons are for the purpose of defence, 
then where are the aggressors?

In face of the aggressive posture of the Soviet Union, the other 
super-Power, unwilling to lag behind, is increasing its military ex
penditures and stepping up its military build-up and the develop
ment of new weapons. While the SAX/T talks between the two super- 
Powers are going on in a marathon fashion, the so-called backfire 
bombers, cruise missiles and other new-type weapons are being manu
factured and tested at an accelerated pace, and both sides are im
proving and increasing their offensive strategic nuclear power, giving 
impetus to a new round of the arms. race. As a matter of fact, the 
Strategic Arms “Limitation” Talks have become a fig-leaf for cover
ing up the “promotion” of strate^c arms development. With the in
tensified contention between the two super-Powers for hegemony, the 
arms race between them can only grow in intensity and escalate* withr 
out let-up.

Since the super-Powers are bent on desperate arms expansion, why 
should they, particularly the Soviet Union, engage in such high- 
sounding talk about disarmament? Superficially this seems self- 
contradictory, but in point of fact their words and deeds are mutually 
complementary. Like all aggressors in history, they cry out for dis
armament precisely because they are going all out for arms expansion. 
Their shout for disarmament is for the very purpose of covering up 
their intensified arms expansion. The time when they are most vocif
erous in clamouring for “detente” and “disarmament” is exactly 
the time when they are stepping up arms expansion and preparing 
for new aggression. The most dangerous source of war today is pre
cisely the biggest peace swindler of our time.

For many years now, the Soviet Union has been engaged in all 
kinds of acts of aggression and expansion in various parts of the 
world. But it comes every year to the United Nations to preach peace 
loudly. Having done this, it carries on its evil doings with redoubled
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eflforts. Its performance this year is even more brazen. During the 
general debate at the current session of the General Assembly, Mr. 
Gromyko devoted three fourths of his speech to prattle about detente 
and disarmament, and even pretentiously put forward a so-called 
proposal on the “conclusion of a world treaty on the non-use of force 
in international relations”. He knocked together all kinds of fraudu
lent disarmament proposals which he had peddled here over the 
years, and which had long been thrown into the garbage heap, to 
produce a so-called ‘̂ memorandum on ending the arms race and dis
armament”. He tried to sell it to the Members of the United Nations, 
boasting that this “memorandum” was a so-called “reflection of the 
sincere efforts of the Soviet Union”.̂

We have already exposed and criticized the substance of the so- 
called “world treaty on the non-use of force”, and I  am not going to 
repeat it here.® In his “memorandimi”, Mr. Gromyko unabashedly 
declared that first of all there should be a “ce^ation of the nuclear 
arms race”, that one should “stop manufacturing nuclear weapons” 
and bring about a “reduction of conventional armaments”. One cannot 
help asking: Who is it that is frenziedly engaged 4n the nuclear arms 
race and going all out to expand conventional armaments? Is it 
not the Soviet Union itself? I f  the Soviet Union is really so con
cerned about nuclear and conventional disarmament, why does it 
not first of all do something in this respect as an example for every
body to see? Brezhnev already gave a reply to this question on an
other occasion. He said: no. Tlie reason for arms expansion was that 
the Soviet Union had to “perfect its defences” since it was “faced 
with an endless arms race”-

I t  is clearly the Soviet Union itself which is engaged in an “end
less arms race” at a speed far in excess of the other super-Power, 
yet it says that it “has to” step up the “race” because of the existence 
of such a “race”, even though it is so keen on disarmament. Such is 
its logic: “arms expansion is justified”.

The “memorandum” rehashes the proposal for a “complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear tests”, demanding that all countries 
should sign the “Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons”.̂  A nuclear Power, which has carried out countless numbers 
of nuclear tests and bragged that it could destroy the earth dozens 
of times, is talking so profusely about the cessation of all nuclear tests 
and nuclear non-proliferation. This can only reveal its features as 
a nuclear overlord which is trying hard to maintain its nuclear monop
oly for continued wanton nuclear threats and nuclear blackmail against 
other countries. I t is argued in the “memorandum” that the cessa
tion of the arms race is dependent on “the prohibition of all nuclear 
weapon tests”. This is all the more putting the cart before the

* An excerpt from the memorandmn is printed m te, pp. 631-641. For Gromyko’s
speech, see ante, pp. 643-650. 

pp. 698-702.
* For the text of the treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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horse and, therefore, absurd in the extreme. I t is well known that 
with the two super-Powers already in possession of huge nuclear 
arsenals, a mere cessation of nuclear tests cannot in the least hinder 
them from continuing to produce, stockpile and use nuclear weapons. 
While propagating so energetically the complete prohibition of nu
clear tests, Mr. Gromyko has totally evaded the question of the need 
to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons first, and he has all along 
adamantly refused to undertake the obligation not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons, particularly not to use nuclear weapons against 
the non-nuclear States and nuclear-free zones, still less has he any 
intention to realize the complete prohibition and thorough destruc
tion of nuclear weapons. This fully shows that the “ultimate goal” 
of “complete elimination of all types of nuclear weapoiis” as alleged 
by Mr. Gromyko is nothing but a clumsy lie. Unwilling to prohibit 
the use of nuclear weapons now in their possession, and even less 
willing to destroy them, they are talking glibly about prohibiting the 
currently non-existent new-type weapons which are “more formid
able” than the nuclear weapons and about the prohibition of “military 
use of environmental modification techniques”. What practical pur
pose would such an exercise serve other than to mislead the public 
and divert people's attention? Leaving aside the crucial question of 
the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of chemical weap
ons, the Soviet Union is engaged in empty talk about the conclusion 
of an agreement on the prohibition of the most dangerous, lethal 
types of chemical weapons. This is likewise a fraud designed to divert 
people’s attention.

Furthermore, Mr. Gromyko, after some patchwork, dished up again 
his proposal on the so-called “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”, a proposal which had been thoroughly ex
posed a few years back and which he tried again to peddle.® He said 
that “as a first step”, “a figure either greater or smaller than 10 per 
cent” could be reduced in 1977. Let us leave aside the pitiably small 
military budgets announced by the Soviet Union every year. Only 
heaven knows how such a meagre sum could be sufficient to expand 
their daily growing armed forces and the “newest and most sophisti
cated technical equipment” whidh they boast they already possess. 
Here we would like to advise them to cease their mystical remarks 
about “a figure either greater or smaller than 10 per cent”. Would it 
not be better for them to declare openly that all their past and present 
“military assistance” to developing countries would be gratis and 
that there would be no more need for debt-servicing and intoi*est pay
ment, all this as a “reflection” of the “sincere efforts” of the Soviet 
Union ?

In recent years, quite a number of small and medium-sized countries 
have proposed the establishment of nuclear-free zones and zones of

® For the original Soviet proposal, see iUd,, 197S, pp. 642, 653.
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peace, and called for the undertaking of due obligations by the nuclear 
Powers. But the Soviet Union has all along refused to sign Additional 
Protocol I I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America ® and refused to support the proposal for declaring 
the Indian Ocean a zone of peace."̂  This time Mr. Gromyko asserted 
that the Soviet Union would change its attitude towards the latter 
and would be ready to make a “contribution” to it. What kind of “con
tribution” ? Firstly, he flatly denied the existence of Soviet military 
bases in the Indian Ocean region. This is tantamount to declaring that 
it would hang on to those bases of various descriptions. Secondly, he 
declared the readiness of the Soviet Union, together with other great 
Powers, to “seek ways of reducing, on a reciprocal basis, the military 
activities in the Indian Ocean and the regions directly adjacent there
to”. The stress was on “a reciprocal basis” and on “seeking ways to 
reduce the military activities”, and definitely not the “cessation” of 
military activities and “withdrawal” from the region. What is more, it 
would be free to “increase” and “expand” such military activities at 
any time on the pretext of the lack of a “reciprocal basis”. Thirdly, 
its “contribution” would be conditional, that is : as the Indian Ocean 
is allegedly an important sea route connecting the European part of 
the Soviet Union with the Soviet Far East, there should be no obsta
cles to its so-called “freedom of navigation and scientific research” 
there. In this way it tried at one stroke to impose on the Indian Ocean 
peace zone the maritime hegemonism which it had obstinately clung 
to at the Conference on the Law of the Sea. Such is the “contribution” 
it would be ready to make and another “reflection” of the “sincere ef
forts of the Soviet Union”.

At this point, is it not crystal clear what really are the various “sin
cere efforts” as reflected in Gromyko’s memorandum ? In the circum
stances, in which the Soviet Union has shown no sincerity whatsoever 
for disarmament and refused to conmiit itself to the necessary pre
conditions which we have repeatedly put forward, the convening of 
a world disarmament conference which it has been advertising so en
ergetically could only serve to lull the vigilance of the people of the 
world. This is of course what we are firmly against. The representa
tives of certain countries have rightly said that the lack of progress 
in disarmament is not due to the lack of appropriate international 
forums but due to the lack of the will for genuine disarmament on 
the part of the super-Powers.

While making a big issue of the question of the convening of the 
proposed special session of the United Nations General Assembly on 
disarmament, the “memorandum” asserted that the special session 
should be made “an intermediate stage in preparation of a world dis
armament conference” to “pave the way for a world disarmament con
ference”, and so on and so forth. Brezhnev also made a big fanfare

®The treaty and its protocol appear ibid,, 1967, pp. 69-83. 
1971, pp. 901-903.
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over it at a recent meeting of the Central Committee of the Commmiist 
Party of the Soviet Union.® This fully reveals the Soviet Union’s des
perate attempt to use the convening of a special General Assembly 
session to serve its scheme of sham disarmament. I t is very clear that 
under the present circumstances, in which the two super-Powers are 
engaged in frenzied arms expansion and war preparations and in fierce 
contention for world hegemony, particularly when the Soviet Union 
is carrying out aggression and expansion everywhere while peddling 
the fraud of sham detente and sham disarmament, the convening of a 
session in whatever form devoted exclusively to the question of dis
armament could only spread illusions about peace, lull the vigilance 
of the world people and bring unfavourable consequences to the world 
people’s struggle against hegemonism, imperialism and colonialism.

In recent years, quite a number of small and medium-sized countries 
have at different international forums exposed and criticized the super- 
Powers for stepping up their rivalry, carrying out aggression and ex
pansion everywhere and menacing the security of the peoples of the 
world. They have correctly pointed out that in the existing circum
stances, if there is to be disarmament, there must first of all be disarm
ament by the super-Powers. They demand the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons, particularly nuclear disarmament by the super-Powers; they 
demand that the super-Powers should undertake not to use nuclear 
weapons against the non-nuclear countries, undertake to respect the 
nuclear-free zones and zones of peace, withdraw all their military 
presence from abroad and dismantle all their overt and covert mili
tary bases on foreign soil.

The Chinese Grovernment firmly supports the above-mentioned just 
demands of the numerous small and medium-sized countries and is 
resolutely opposed to all frauds of sham disarmament and real arms 
expansion concocted by the super-Powers. The Chinese Government 
has consistently stood for the complete prohibition and thorough de
struction of nuclear weapons and maintains that, as a first step, all 
nuclear-weapon States should undertake the obligation not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, particularly not to use nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones. In our opinion, 
it is entirely just for the small and medium-sized countries to put for
ward proposals for the establishment of nuclear-free zones and peace 
zones in order to oppose super-Pcrwer rivalry and nuclear threats and 
safeguard peace and security in their regions. We firmly support their 
proposals for the establishment of nuclear-free zones in Latin America, 
Africa, South Asia, the Middle East, etc. and the proposal to declare 
the Indian Ocean a zone of peace, and we are ready to undertake due 
obligations. At present, the principal obstacle to the true realization 
of nuclear-free zones and zones of peace comes from the super-Power 
policies of aggression, expansion and war. Therefore, if progress is to 
be made in the above efforts of the numerous small and medium-sized

 ̂Ante, pp. 696-698.
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countries, these efforts must be closely linked up with the present 
struggle of the world people against imperialism and hegemonism.

People have been discussing disarmament with interest out of their 
concern over the fundam^ental issue of war and peace. I t  is fully under- 
standaible that the people of various countries who experienced the 
sufferings of two world wars eagerly wish to prevent imperialism from 
starting a new world war. However, one must be soberly aware that 
imperialism remains the source of war today. So long as social-imperi- 
alism and imperialism exist, there will be no lasting peace in the world. 
The elimination of war can only happen after the elimination of im
perialism, the elimination of exploitation of man by man and of one 
nation by another, and not before. The emergence of nuclear weapons 
has not solved, and cannot possibly solve, the basic contradictions of 
our time. I t  can neither check the advance of human history nor 
change the nature of imperialism and all reactionaries. The realiza
tion of a “world without weapons, without armies, without wars” 
through ‘‘general and complete disarmament” as preached by lOirush- 
chev in the past is a fraud which has long been mercilessly repudiated 
by history. The “complete elimination of the threat of war and ag
gression” as now propagated by Mr. Gromyko is all the more an ab
surd lie. The so-called world without weapons, without armies, with
out wars can only be a world without States. Yet Khrushchev and his 
disciples who preached “a world of three withouts” have spared no 
efforts on their part to carry out arms expansion and war preparations. 
This shows that they themselves know perfectly well what all this 
is about. At present, the United States has vested interests to protect 
around the world, and the Soviet Union seeks expansion. This state 
of affairs is unalterable. The continued fierce rivalry between the two 
super-Powers is bound to lead to war some day. This is independent 
of man’s will. As the representative of a third world country clearly 
pointed out in his speech at the current session of the General 
Assembly,

Conflicts between 'big Powers are inevitable so long as the drive for power
and dominance remains the overriding consideration in international relations.

I t  would be a fantastic illusion to count on earnest disarmament by 
imperialism as a means to prevent the outbreak of imperialist war. 
Only by waging struggles an4 continuously exposing and frustrating 
the imperialist attempts of aggression and expansion, can the people of 
the world strive to delay the outbreak of imperialist war and get pre
pared and remain invincible once imperialism unleashes the war.

Historical experience tells us that imperialism used to sing loudly 
the hymois of “peace” and “disarmament” when it was stepping up its 
preparations for a new war. This is the habitual tactics of all imperial
ists. When the fascist chieftain Adolf Hifier was plotting the march 
into the Ehineland and the invasion of Austria and other neighbouring 
countries, he was delivering his deceptive and demagogic “speech of 
peace” and even promised with sweet words the readiness of Ger-
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many to “destroy” its existing weapons and “dissolve” all its troops. 
One must not forget that it was in the very process of the disarmament 
conference held under the auspices of the League of Nations that H it
ler covertly proceeded with stepping up his rearmament and prepara
tions for war. At that time the disarmamjent conference had been going 
on for nearly three years, and many countries had been led into a 
kind of obsession about “disarmament” and a blind faith in Hitler’s 
nice words and cheap promises. As a result, they suffered greatly from 
the surprise attacks launched by Hitler.

After World War II, in the two decades from Khrushchev to Brezh
nev, the Soviet Union has been talking profusely about disarmament 
while engaging in frenzied arms expansion. The Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament in Geneva has entered its 16th year. And 
in recent years there have been innumerable rounds of disarmament 
talks between the two super-Powers. But in effect the arms race be
tween them has become ever fiercer, reaching a new high in history. 
The historical facts and the present reality show that the disarmament 
talks which have been dragging on for years, far from leading to “last
ing world peace”, can only be used by imperialism to spread illusions 
about peace, immobilize the world people and cover up its prepara
tions for war.

Statement by the United States Representative (Hupp) to the 
General Assembly: Arms Embargo Against South Africa 
[Extract], November 9,1976 *

We voted against the draft resolution in document A/31/L.8 con
cerning the arms embargo against South Africa.^ We did so because 
we are not convinced that the invocation of Chapter V II of the Charter 
of the United Nations against South Africa for its apartheid poli
cies is appropriate at this time. We object strongly to those paragraphs 
which allege that the United States is sending weapons to South 
Africa. As the General Assembly well knows, the United States 
has continued to impose its own arms embargo against South Africa 
since 1962 and has urged other nations to impose voluntarily an 
embargo concerning military equipment.

Eecently it was discovered that a United States company had 
illegally shipped arms to South Africa. The shipment was made as a 
result of misrepresentation by a company employee. That employee 
was subsequently prosecuted, convicted, and sent to jail. Let me

'  A/31/PV.58 (prov.), p. 71.
®The gist of the res. (31/6D) is given in the TJN Chronicle, Dec. 1976 (vol. 

X III, no. 11), p. 38. The complete text can be found in General Assembly Official 
Records: TMrty-flrst Session, Supplement No. 39 (A/31/39), pp. 11-12.
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make this clear so that no doubt remains as to the strength of our 
commitment. We have jailed an American citizen for facilitating an 
arms shipment to South Africa. The United States Department of 
Justice is continuing to investigate reports of illegal arms sales to 
South Africa involving American arms manufacturers.

Statement by the Director-General of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (Ekiund) to the General Assembly: Nuclear 
Power, Safeguards, and Technical Assistance [Extract], 
November 9, 1976^

Let me turn now to the question of proliferation of nuclear weap
ons and explosive capacity. All of you who have followed the news
papers in recent weeks will know the importance that this is assuming 
in the minds and actions of the world’s political leaders. Far-reach- 
ing proposals, several of them involving activities of the IAEA, 
have been put forward and are now under discussion.

Following a resoUition adopted by its General Conference last 
year, the Agency has conducted consultations with a number of mem
ber States in order to design a realistic programme in physical pro
tection of nuclear facilities and materials. In this field, the Agency 
will continue to formulate recommendations and, if required by mem
ber States, it will be prepared to assist in developing international 
co-operation in various forms to solve problems of common interest.

During the next decade or two, and before any multinational fuel- 
cycle centres come into operation, there may be a growing dispersal 
of significant amounts of separated plutonium produced by small 
reprocessing plants, distributed for research and development pur
poses or stockpiled for one reason or another. Most of such plutonium 
in the non-nuclear-weapon States will be under Agency safeguards, 
but the Statute, in article XII.A.5, foresees the possibility of addi
tional measures such as the deposit of surplus plutonium with the 
Agency in Agency-operated storage facilities. Until now, there has 
been little requirement to call upon these provisions of the Statute, 
but the need is now beginning to emerge.

I  do not underestimate the problems involved; at the same time, 
it would be hard to overestimate the importance of international con
trol in this area.

In regard to the Agency’s safeguards responsibilities, an outstand
ing event in 1976 was Japan’s ratification of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT).^ This brought the number of parties to NPT up to

^A/31/PV.59 (prov.), PP. 51-56.
“Ante, pp. 350-352. For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968,

pp. 461-465.
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100. I t means that all major industrial, non-nuclear-weapon States 
have accepted NPT and the IAEA safeguards regime connected with 
it. Of the 100, 3 are nuclear-weapon States and more than 70 are 
developing States. Last June, the Board approved the Agreement with 
the United Kingdom and the European Atomic Energy Agency 
(EURATOM) to implement the offer that the United Kingdom made 
to accept IAEA safeguards, subject to exclusions for national secu
rity reasons only on its nuclear fuel cycle.  ̂A similar agreement with 
the United States was approved by the Board in September.^ These 
figures also show that NPT is neither a pressure group of industrial 
countries nor a group of developing countries.

I  had hoped to be able to inform the General Assembly at this ses
sion that the NPT Agreement between EUEATOM, the States of the 
European communities concerned and the Agency had entered into 
force.® However, I  have just been informed by the Community that 
the required procedures for the establishment of the necessary legal 
instruments have not yet been finalized but that efforts were being 
pursued to that end. I  must draw attention to the fact that, even imder 
the most liberal interpretation, the time-limit set by NPT for the 
entry into force of that Agreement is now expiring.

A small group of countries that have significant nuclear pro
grammes nevertheless remain outside the scope of NPT. This group 
includes nuclear, non-nuclear-weapon States, developed and develop
ing. In  view of the geographical and political commitment that the 
100 ratifications of NPT represent, I  would earnestly like to suggest 
that the time may be ripe for these countries to re-examine the grounds 
that led them five or six years ago not to join the NPT system.

I t is common knowledge that some developing countries have pro
gressed to such an extent in nuclear technology as to be able to manu
facture sophisticated equipment and material. I  would hope that, at 
the very least, should such countries make available materials or 
technological Imowledge to others, they would do so only on the con
dition that appropriate safeguards are applied.

In its article III.2, NPT recognizes the importance of nuclear sup
ply policy. According to reports, the progress made in the London 
talks is heartening, and we have seen this year an evolution in safe
guards agreements reflecting some of the decisions reached. The IAEA 
is not directly involved in the current intensive discussions on nuclear 
export policy matters but, as has been the case in the past, I  am certain 
that the Agency will be informed of any decision taken at these dis
cussions which may affect the Agency’s safeguards.

If  I  make these suggestions to certain non-nuclear-weapon countries, 
I  must once again remind the nuclear-weapon States of the crucial 
importance of a complete cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests and

* GOV/1795, June 8,1976.
*GOV/1806, Aug. 27, 1976.
® For text of the agreement, see Documents on Disarmament, 1918, pp. 116-158.
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the promise contained in article VI of NPT. Their own long-term 
security will be enhanced and the non-proliferation regime that they 
themselves have striven so hard to achieve would be immensely 
strengthened if they put an end to all testing of nuclear weapons.

How will safeguards develop in the next 10 years? Those coun
tries, developed or developing, which have accepted KPT will have 
all their nuclear work under IAEA safeguards, whereas certain coun
tries which have not accepted NPT or not voluntarily placed all their 
nuclear activity under IAEA safeguards will be able to develop nu
clear techniques of their own towards nuclear explosives or towards 
nuclear weapons if they so wish. I  am sure you agree with me that, 
to say the least, this is not a satisfactory prospect.

I f  the manufacturing countries wish to avoid the prospect I  have 
referred to, I  cannot see any other way than that of stipulating, 
as an irrevocable condition for the delivery of nuclear material or 
equipment, that the receiving State accept IAEA safeguards on its 
entire nuclear programme. I  am very firm in my conclusion on this 
point.

The use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes has attracted 
the special attention of the General Assembly in recent years. An 
intergovernmental A d Hoc Advisory Group on Nuclear Explosions 
for Peaceful Purposes open to all interested States—32 at present— 
was set up by the Board of Governors to report on economic, tech
nical, safety and legal aspects of peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs) 
and on the establishment and operation of an international PNE serv
ice.® The results of this study should help the Agency to give authori
tative advice to member States and to the United Nations and to 
assist member States in carrying out PNE projects. The Agency has 
received a request for one such project and has arranged for its 
preliminary evaluation. In this way, the IAEA is discharging fully the 
obligations imposed by its Statute as well as the mandate contained 
in article V of NPT. However, one must make sure that the tech
nology employed is sufficiently reliable and safe for the environment— 
the limited experience available still needs a great deal of develop
ment. The Agency’s activity in this complex field is of interest to 
both the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) and 
the General Assembly of the United Nations and will no doubt be 
thoroughly examined at the next NPT Review Conference in 1980. 
In this respect, the proposed establishment of a United Nations centre 
for disarmament is to be welcomed.

• See m a,, 1975, Dp. 187-189.
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Sfafement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental 
Modification, November 9, 1976 ^

The purpose of my statement is formally to put before the First 
Committee the draft resolution which will be found in document 
A/C.1/31/L.4 dated 3 November 1976.̂  At the same time I  should 
like to make some additional comments regarding the question of 
the prohibition of environmental modification techniques for hostile 
purposes, a matter that was dealt with in detail by the head of my 
delegation in his statement on 1 November when the discussion on 
disarmament questions was begun.^ I  am happy to note that the dele
gation of Kuwait agrees with the views that were expressed by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of my country.

The draft resolution which, on behalf of the delegations of Argen
tina, Cyprus, Dominican Eepublic, Ecuador, Grenada, Haiti, Mau
ritius, Panama, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Venezuela and Mexico. I  
have the honour to submit to the First Committee for its considera
tion, is intended to ensure that the process of negotiations on a draft 
treaty on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of envi
ronmental modification techniques—incidentally, a process which be
gan this very year in the CCD, following the adoption of General 
Assembly resolution 3475 (XXX) ̂  and which has still not ended— 
should continue in order to arrive at a text that will be widely accept
able to Members of the United Nations.

As stated in the first operative paragraph of the draft resolution, 
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should continue 
such negotiations ‘‘without prejudice to the priorities established in 
its programme of work”. In other words, the negotiations on the text 
of an agreement to prohibit the use of environmental techniques should 
not divert the attention of the CCD from the matter of the total prohi
bition of nuclear weapon tests, to which the CCD must continue to 
grant maximum priority, nor should it divert it from the considera
tion of the elimination of chemical weapons, to which the General 
Assembly has attached a high priority.

We are convinced that with a little more effort the CCD might 
come to an agreement on a text which will not create insuperable 
difficulties for a large number of delegations. There are good grounds 
for such a conviction. First of all, as a result of the great efforts made 
in the course of the simimer session, the members of the CCD have 
agreed on the content of almost all the articles of the draft conven
tion and, secondly, the spirit of co-operation and the frankness which 
characterize the process of negotiations in 1976 will make it possible 
to arrive at a solution satisfactory to all in 1977.

" A/0.1/31/PV.26, pp. 62-71.
 ̂Ante, p. 747.
 ̂Ante, pp. 733-740.
Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 788-789.
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The procedure proposed by the co-sponsors of draft resolution 
A/C.1/31/L.4 is quite in keeping with the practice adopted in the 
General Assembly during the last seven years with regard to the 
draft of multilateral agreements on disarmament prepared by the 
CCD. In  1970 the draft treaty on the prohibition of emplacement 
of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in the 
isea-bed and ocean floor and the subsoil thereof obtained a general 
consensus before it was referred to the General Assembly as “a final 
draft”. That procedure was also followed in the case of the Conven
tion on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stock
piling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
Their Destruction ® so that the consensus after all is one of the basic 
rules governing the work of the CCD. May I  add, on behalf of the 
delegation of Mexico at this point that the text of the draft conven
tion that some delegations contend should be favourably welcomed 
by the General Assembly and “open to signing and ratification as 
soon as possible” does not, I  repeat, does not enjoy the general support 
of the countries participating in the work of the CCD. Quite the 
contrary to what was stated by the delegation of Finland at 
our last meeting on Friday, the CCD never ‘‘recommended” that the 
Assembly approve that draft convention. I  must admit that we were 
rather surprised that the distinguished representative of Finland— 
who as the special representative of the Secretary-General was for 
a number of years able to follow very closely the work of the CCD, 
and whose Government as he himself indicated to us last year set 
up a special permanent office in Geneva “to follow the work of the 
CCD more closely”—seems to have overlooked or forgotten the fact 
that consensus is one of the basic rules of that organ and has misin
terpreted the content of the report of the CCD on the matter. No
where in that report will any recommendation to that effect be found. 
What will be found is an account of the work of the Working Group 
that was established this year by the CCD to negotiate the text of 
an agreement. The text of the so-called draft treaty reproduced in 
the report of the Working Group is followed by “observations of 
some delegations” on it “as well as contrary, or dissenting opinions 
and reservations entered”.

As drafted at present, the text of article 1 would legitimize the use 
of certain environmental modification techniques for military or other 
hostile uses so long as those techniques were not widespread, long- 
lasting or serious in their effects. Basically, it is nothing more or less 
than a partial prohibition and, already, a number of times the Chair
man of my delegation has stressed the serious dangers inherent in 
such a prohibition. Furthermore, any partial prohibition carries in
herent with it an additional risk. Experience has proved to us that 
partial prohibitions in matters of disarmament have, in fact, become 
an incentive to increase research development and the sophistication

® Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 133-138.
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of new methods of destruction below the threshold that has been pro
hibited. To prove this, suffice it to recall that the number of nuclear 
weapon tests after the signing of the Moscow treaty in 1963 grew 
dramatically.® The quantitative as well as the qualitative development 
of nuclear weapons has also been intensified. A similar case occurred 
with regard to the arms race in outer space and in the sea-bed, which 
speeded up enormously after the entry into force of the respective 
multilateral instruments.

This becomes obvious to anyone who has even from a distance fol
lowed the problems of disarmament. I t  was obvious a mere two years 
ago to some delegations who now want the General Assembly to 
endorse another draft convention that spells only a partial prohibition. 
This applies to some of the co-sponsors of the draft circulated in docu
ment A/C.l/31/L.5.'^ At the 2001st meeting of this Committee on 25 
October 1974, the delegation of Mongolia stated that

any action influencing the climate and environment for miUtary purposes 
would in itself be indfecriminate and corJd serve as a means of mass annihila
tion and destruction.

And later he said:
. . .  all States which possess the most powerful military and scientific and 
technical potential should assume responsibility not to develop meteorological, 
geophysical or any other scientific and technical means to infiuence the environ
ment and cUmate incompatible with the interests of international security, 
human well-being and health; neither should they under any circumstances 
resort to such means of infiuendng the environment and climate, or proceed 
to their elaboration and use.

And at the same meeting to which I  refer the delegation of the German 
Democratic Republic pointed out:

I t  is totally inadmissible that the achievements of science and technology 
should be used once again for the destruction of human life and natural 
resources.

On the next day the Hungarian delegation stated:

Joint efforts are needed to make sure that the achievements of scientific 
research— f̂rom which mankind may derive a great many benefits—^will not 
be used by anybody at any time in the future for the mass destruction of 
human beings and entire peoples, in any direct or indirect manner whatever 
. . .  we are not indifferent if others are engaged in developing new weapons the 
use of which, as the result of either an intentional act or an uncontrollable 
process, might affect our people as weU.

In the course of the debate held at the twenty-ninth regular session 
of the General Assembly, it became obvious that whereas the immense 
majority of the States Members of the United Nations advocated a 
total prohibition of environmental warfare, the statements of a very 
small number of delegations hinted at a preference on the part of a 
minority for a partial prohibition. For reasons that are difficult to 
justify, that minority opinion is now being adduced as the prevailing 
view.

196S, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ante, p. 748.



770 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

One of the arguments adduced in favour of the draft treaty on the 
partial prohibition of environmental warfare techniques is that the 
present text of article 1 is the maximum that can be achieved and is 
the result of intensive negotiations. I  think it would not be amiss to 
stress the fact that, although there were negotiations on the contents 
of a number of articles of secondary importance, such negotiations 
never took place on the key provision, namely, the scope or the extent 
of the prohibition. From the very outset, one of the super-Powers 
considered that the contents of article 1 of the identical texts submitted 
by the United States and the Soviet Union respectively was not up 
for negotiation. The other super-Power, that a mere few months ear
lier had advocated total prohibition, found it very easy to modify its 
original position. Upon becoming co-sponsor of the draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/31/L.5, as was announced yesterday, the Soviet 
Union has now given determined support to the legitimate use of 
certain environmental war techniques. And at this point I  think it 
only timely to point out that on Friday, 29 October, in this same Com
mittee, we concluded consideration of the item on the non-use of force 
in international relations on which subject the Soviet Union submit
ted a draft treaty according to which the use of any type of weapons 
was to be prohibited.® Now, we wonder how this nuclear super-Power 
can reconcile that proposal with its support for the draft in resolution 
A/C.1/31/L.5.

My delegation had not intended to make a second statement a mere 
week after the debate began. Far less, did we intend once again to take 
up a subject which—compared with others on our agenda— îs of sec
ondary importance. However, we have been constrained to do so in 
order to reiterate our opposition to a partial prohibition and to coun
teract the tendency on the part of some delegations to distort facts. The 
statement made today by the representative of the Netherlands con
firms the timeliness of our asking for the poor for this purpose.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of that country has added his 
voice to the voices of those delegates who wish to give the impression 
that, despite the opposition of a number of delegations, the CCD has 
requested the General Assembly to “endorse” the so-called draft.

The CCD did no such thing. Finally, we were surprised that the 
representative of the Netherlands tried to justify his support of the 
so-called draft convention alleging that

this is a compromise between a great majority of the COD members, including
practicaUy all the militarily important ones and many third world countries.

As far as I, myself, am concerned, the purpose of the negotiations 
in the CCD was never that of seeking agreement that would be accept
able only to the militarily important countries and a few other Mem
bers. Were that to be the case, then Mexico would never have agreed 
to participate in its work.

 ̂Ante, pp. 753-754.



TULINOV STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 10 771

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tulinov) to the General 
Assembly: International Atomic Energy Agency, November 
10, 1976"

First of all, the Soviet delegation wishes to reaffirm the great im
portance it attaches to the activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) in contributing to world-wide co-operation 
in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. As is shown in the Agency’s 
report^ and the Director General’s statement,^ the Agency has con
ducted important work in the practical implementation of the provi
sions of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.^

The role of the Agency as an important control organ has greatly 
increased, in view of the essential task of preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. This is only natural, considering the present 
trends in the development of nuclear production and the rapid growth 
in trade in nuclear materials, installations and technology. Although 
recently a number of States have acceded to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, including the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and Japan, 
and the number of safeguards agreements based on the Treaty has 
increased, the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons has 
not yet been completely solved. This has been pointed out with par
ticular emphasis in the Soviet TTnion’s memorandum on the question 
of curbing the arms race and achieving disarmament presented re
cently to the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-first 
session.

I t is important to aim at making the Non-Proliferation Treaty gen
uinely universal. On the other hand, it is essential to have strict safe
guards in order that international activities in the peaceful use of nu
clear energy cannot become a channel for the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. I t  is not a question of trade but a political question of inter
national security, and it is the particular responsibility of States sup
pliers of nuclear materials. The measures they have taken in this field 
are aimed at precluding the possibility of countries which for some 
reason are not parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty producing their 
own nuclear weapons.

These measures are by no means discriminatory. They are dictated 
by the higher interests of strengthening international security and are 
fully in accordance with the objectives of the Treaty, which has now 
been signed by more than two thirds of the States of the world.

As for the Soviet Union, its nuclear-export policy is based on the 
strictest standards, precluding: the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
The Soviet Union is firmly in favour of constantly perfecting the 
Agency’s safeguards system for nuclear plants and materials. I t  is 
prepared to co-operate in this respect with all the States concerned.

" A /31/PV .60 (prov.), PP. 38-43.
* A/31/131.
 ̂Ante, pp. 764-766.
 ̂Documents on Disarmcmentj 1968, pp. 461-465.
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In that connexion a very important agreement has been reached by 
22 countries, including the Soviet Union, not to supply nuclear ma
terials and installations without Agency control. What is important 
now is that as many countries as possible should become parties to 
that agreement and that the list of materials, installations and tech
nology the supply of which requires control should be expanded.

I t is of particular importance for the strengthening of the non-pro
liferation system that the Agency safeguards should cover the entire 
nuclear fuel cycle of the non-nuclear-weapons countries that are not 
parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Installations and materials 
should not be supplied and assistance should not be given, in the field 
of peaceful nuclear activities, to those States that have not signed the 
Treaty unless they undertake not to use those installations and ma
terials and that assistance to produce their own nuclear-explosion 
plants.

Among other measures designed to achieve the same purpose, the 
physical protection of nuclear materials is important. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to participate in working out an appropriate inter
national agreement.

The Soviet Union supports the Agency’s activities in connexion with 
the establishment of regional centres for the study of nuclear power 
and its fuel cycle. We believe that that is in conformity with the in
terests of the countries participating in such centres. Moreover, it 
would contribute to the economical use of nuclear energy and to the 
localization of radioactive waste. Even more important, it would en
sure the most effective control by the Agency.

While firmly and unequivocally pursuing the policy of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union is very much in 
favour of the wide use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. This 
applies also to nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. These are 
among the most important aspects of the Agency’s activities. A number 
of possibilities for using such explosions have now become clear. An 
important step in that direction was the agreement concluded on 28 
May last between the Soviet Union and the United States.® Provisions 
of that agreement could be effectively used by the Agency in the 
organization of international co-operation in the field of nuclear ex
plosions for peaceful purposes, in accordance with article V of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. The Geneva Eeview Conference which 
dealt with the implementation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty con
firmed that the Agency is precisely the international body through 
which non-nuclear-weapon States should receive services in the use 
of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. The Agency is doing 
important work in that field. At present it is essential to concentrate 
on studies of safe methods to produce such explosions. That would 
accelerate a solution of the administrative, legal and economic aspects 
of the problem.

Of course, a great deal remains to be done in that field, and the 
Soviet Union is prepared to extend all assistance to the Agency as

® See ante, pp. 328-332.
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it carries out its tasks in the light of article V of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty.

The Soviet Union has active ties with many countries in various 
fields of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In particular, it offers 
technical assistance in the construction of nuclear power stations. My 
country is also co-operating very closely with the Agency in this 
regard.

The Soviet Government recently decided to increase the USSR 
voluntary contribution to the Agency’s Technical Assistance Fund 
for 1977 to 600,000 roubles, in national currency. That contribution 
could be used by the Agency to buy Soviet installations in order to 
assist the developing countries, or to organize study tours of the Soviet 
Union. I t could be used also for other technical assistance measures, 
for the benefit above all of the parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The Soviet Union intends to contribute in the future also to the de
velopment of international co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, in conformity with the Agency’s statute and the Non-Prolif
eration Treaty. In that spirit, we welcome and support the Agency’s 
activities during the past year, and the Soviet Union is in favour of 
the draft resolution now before the General Assembly.®

Statement by the Singapore Representative (Tan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons and Conventional Arms Transfers, November 10, 
1976^

The Singapore delegation has agreed to co-sponsor the Yugoslav 
proposal for convening a special session of the General Assembly on 
disarmament. Its decision to do so is indicative of my country’s con
cern at the lack of progress in disarmament during the last few years. 
We hope this new initiative may inject a fresh momentum into the 
process. We are concerned about several aspects of disarmament. We 
are concerned, first, about the widespread increase in the flow of con
ventional arms. Our second fear is that the proliferation of nuclear 
power reactors will increage the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. A proliferation of nuclear weapons will certainly increase 
the prospect of a nuclear holocaust.

Let me take up the second theme first. Recently, the spread of nu
clear power plants has beeii spurred by the growing demand for elec
tric power, the escalating prices of oil, and the growing fears of short
age of easily accessible fossil fuels, which in time are expected to run 
out. The growth can be seen from the computed potential expansion in 
operable nuclear reactors. Whereas in 1975 there were only 180 oper
able nuclear power reactors in 19 States, it is now estimated that,

® Identical with G.A. res. 31/11.
'  A/C.1/31/PV.27, pp. 16-27.
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by early 1976, the number of nuclear power reactors already in opera
tion and in the process of being built totalled 303.

This trend is an unchallengeable answer to the increasingly costly 
production of electric power from fossil fuels.

The extension of peaceful nuclear energy to non-nuclear countries 
is commendable. What is not is that the widespread use of nuclear 
power bring many risks, such as nuclear waste, malfunction and radio
activity and especially the expansion of nuclear weapons. Extension 
at the same time provides the recipient countries with the equipment, 
know-how and fissionable material, and thereby with an opportunity 
to build their own nuclear explosive devices. The danger of local or 
strategic wars where nuclear weapons are used will inevitably increase 
in incidence in relation to the increasing number of nations that pos
sess them. To quote William Epstein in his book. The Last Chance:

I f  an additional dozen or two dozen countries have nuclear weapons, the 
proba][)ility of a nuclear holocaust—if not by design, then by accident, mis
calculation, misinterpretation of orders, terrorism, blackmail or sheer mad
ness—^would become almost a certainty.

I t is estimated by the United States Energy Research and Develop
ment Administration that by 1990 the nuclear electrical output for 
the world would amount to 1,050,000 megawatts, compared with 
72,000 megawatts in 1975. The production of the 1,050,000 megawatts 
would at the same time produce enough plutonium for 3,000 Hiroshi
ma-sized bombs. This trend would be particularly alarming if nations 
had access to reprocessing plants and were thus able to develop their 
plutonium and other fissionable material from spent fuel. The plu
tonium could be converted into atomic weapons during times of 
crisis, outside international jurisdiction.

My delegation submits that this is one of the pertinent disarma
ment problems at present, viz: how do we encourage the peaceful 
use of nuclear energy and yet discourage the conversion of the nuclear 
wastes into plutonium which in turn can be converted into atomic 
weapons? The obvious alternative is to turn more to, and research 
into, the utilization of other forms of energy. Next, there must also be 
introduced a foolproof “safeguard” system. Here we have noted that 
the NPT Eeview Conference has recommended that:

In aU achievable ways, common export requirements relating to safeguards 
be strengthened, in particular by extending the application of safeguards to 
all peaceful nuclear activities in importing States not Party to the T reaty;

Such common requirements be accorded the widest possible measures of 
acceptance among all suppliers and recipients.^

We have also noted that several nuclear exporting countries have 
formed a consortium and agreed to adopt certain standards on safe
guards and other related legal and physical controls associated with 
peaceful nuclear exports. This is a step nearer to a tighter safeguard 
system and should be commended.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, p. 149.
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We also welcome recent international action to declare a mora
torium on sales of enrichment and reprocessing plants; acceptance 
that commercial profits should not prevail over the more paramount 
objective; and the aim to launch multinational centralized enrich
ment facilities, perhaps under the aegis of the IAEA, to provide for 
international access to nuclear generated electricity.

This support, is made in the firm belief that nuclear States must 
guarantee the right of access of all countries to peaceful nuclear 
energy without the harmful proliferation of nuclear weapons by 
utilizing the enriched waste. I t is a demand, a condition, where 
responsibility lies with the nuclear Powers. They must demonstrate 
their willingness to do so and not evade this responsibility.

Returning to our first concern at the world-wide increase in the 
flow of arms we have noted in the speeches made in this forum and 
in the plenary various mentions of anxiety over the same subject. To 
quote General Carlos R. Romulo, the Secretary of Foreign Affairs 
of the Philippines on 3 November 1976,

One of the major items not on our agenda concerns the runaway traffic 
in so-caUed conventional arms, many of which now involve kilUng power that 
is near-nuclear in scope.*

And again Lord Goronwy-Roberts of the United Kingdom stated, 
quoting from the Secretary-General’s introduction to his report on 
the work of the Organization,

The arms build-up in many particularly sensitive areas of the world has 
continued. The growth in quantity has been accompanied by a demand for 
even more advanced weapons systems.*

Similarly, Mrs. Inga Thorssbn of Sweden said,

The present level of military expenditures and the unabated arms race are 
incompatible with the quest for a new international order. This gives a 
new dimension of absurdity to the arms race.®

Other distinguished speakers have also spoken on the same lines. My 
Minister, in his speech, similarly alluded to this theme. He stressed 
the alarming

flow of arms from some half-a-dozen wealthy, industrialized countries into 
the third world.®

and later

The massive flow of arms to the third world confronts it with a new danger.
I t is, first of all, a drain on their economies; but even more important is 
the fact that it creates a new form of dependence on the great Powers which 
can exploit the third world^s dependence on them for arms to manipulate 
them, to engineer conflicts between them, and to use them as their proxies in 
their competition for influence and dominance/

«A/0.1/31/PV.22, pp. 34-35. 
 ̂Ante, p. 745.

® A/0.1/31/PV.25, pp. 52-55. 
® Ante, p. 653.
Mwfe, p. 658.
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The arms race in conventional weapons continues unabated. Despite 
the world recession, purchases have flourished as never before. I t has 
acquired new dimensions both qualitatively and quantitatively and in 
terms of coverage. I t  is seen more and more as essential for the main
tenance of a country’s status and a prime instrument for maintaining 
supremacy over other countries.

In 1974 and 1975 the value of weapons transferred from developed 
to developing countries increased by more than 60 per cent. Whereas 
the cumulative value of major weapons transfer for the decade 1950- 
1959 was $6.8 billion, it registered nearly double that figure—$14.2 
billion for 1960-1969. Worse, in the last six years 1970-1975, it has 
already exceeded that figure to total $19.2 billion, nearly three times 
that for the first decade of 1950-1959. Even discounting for inflation 
the growth represents a very worrisome trend.

The purchases were made by sovereign States free to dispose of their 
resources as they see fit. Yet the effects and impact on them as a con
sequence of such purchases are seldom realized. What are they ? Firstly, 
conventional arms purchases represent a diversion of much needed and 
scarce resources. In  the context of the third world it is a terrible drain 
on their limited vitality of means. Secondly, it allows the selling coun
tries to have undue influence over the recipient Government and may 
lead them to commitments and involvements not originally intended. 
Thirdly, recipient Governments become unwilling and unconscious 
proxies in big-Power struggles as a result of their dependence. Fourth
ly, it upsets the balance in the region, and it may lead to escalation 
of tensions. And finally, purchases increase employment and improve 
the balance of payments, not in the developing but in the developed 
countries, and help them reduce their research and development costs 
and provide a useful outlet for unwanted and obsolete weapons.

The Stockholm International Peace Kesearch Institute (SIPRI) 
publication Arniaments and Disarrriament in a Nuclear Age^ 1976 
states:

The international transfer of weapons, weapon teclinology and industrial 
know-how for weapon production has passed well beyond the point a t which 
it could be regarded as essentiaUy a sideline of the main arms race between 
East and West in size, geographic scope and, particularly, in comprehensive
ness. The arms race has become a phenomenon of major importance, the 
control and limitation of which can only come about through a general com
mitment to diminish the role of relative military strength in international 
relations and through the pursuit of effective arms control and disarmament 
measures.

What can we, the representatives of Member States, do in order 
to bring about measures to curb, to prevent and perhaps to reverse the 
race towards further accumulation of conventional armories. I t is self- 
evident in many ways that perhaps we should first focus a scintillating 
beam of light on the subject itself. In  the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament this issue does not even figure as a specific agenda 
item. Similarly, in this august body and our Committee deliberations 
it does not, at present, have a niche, so to say. Yet does it not concern



TAN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 10 777

the majority of the Member States present and, more important, the 
third world and the developing countries, who are always at the fore
front of so many other worth-while causes? I  submit that this subject, 
“The growth in the international conventional arms race” should be 
included as an item in future deliberations of this Committee and per
haps even the special session on disarmament.

A systematic search could be made for measures which would be 
conducive to the attainment of this objective. I  have been told that 
past attempts to lay bare the frightening facts by advocating public 
disclosure of production and trade in arms and of national military 
expenditure have not received the necessary support for a variety of 
reasons. Thinking aloud then, one of the strategies with some potential 
would be to promote disarmament on a regional basis aiming at the 
conclusion of regional disarmament agreements. We have seen in the 
past few decades a move towards more co-operation and understanding 
by countries belonging to the same region or subregion.

Take for example, the Andean and the ASEAN groups. The Heads 
of State and Government of the Association of South-East Asian Na
tions (ASEAN) met in February this year and signed a “Treaty 
of Amity and Co-operation”, wherein, among other things, they “re
nounced the threat or use of force” and generally sought to develop 
and strengthen ties among themselves. In other articles, they agreed to 
promote active co-operation in international peace and stability in the 
region and elsewhere; in cases of disputes, to refrain from the threat 
or use of force, and at all times to settle disputes among themselves by 
friendly negotiations.^ The same applies to the Andean States which 
have signed the Declaration of Ayacucho which asserts the principle 
of collective restraint.®

There are also embryonic arrangements in east and west Africa, the 
Caribbean and west central Asia. We have not, of course, forgotten 
the European Economic Community (EEC ).

Would it be possible in these regional or subregional groups, for 
these neia^hbouring countries voluntarily to agree among themselves on 
mutual limitation of their armaments? Would it be possible to stimu
late renewed efforts by, say, the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) to achieve a regional arms control agreement? A movement 
thus begun on a more humble scale within very limited parameters 
could gradually gain momentum as mutual trust was created over a 
period of time.

I t  could be launched by exemplary unilateral cuts in armaments by 
one party or perhaps agreement to curtail military expenditures and 
budgets. The disarmament process could, albeit with reciprocity, de
velop into a chain reaction of graduated arms reduction. Successive 
initiatives or steps could be limited in risks so as not to jeopardize the 
countries’ basic security. The countries could also adopt purely con
fidence-building measures such as limiting military budgets, reduction

 ̂See Keesing's Contemporary Archives, 1916, p. 27676.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1974f pp. 819-822.
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of offensive— âs against defensive—^weapons or, finally, encouraging 
greater openness in military debates, military contacts, ties and even 
joint exercises.

Naturally, there would be an absolute need for reciprocity at every 
step of the way. Similar action must be taken by the other party. Yet 
the process started off by simple partial moves, taken gradually, offers 
a viable way to enhance confidence and reduce fear, thus leading to 
reduced needs to amass conventional weaponry.

On a much wider scale, limited disarmament measures could be un
dertaken : first, to prohibit the use of cruel and inhumane weapons, 
e.g. fragmentation bombs and napalm; secondly, to prohibit or restrain 
the transfer of arms that are typically offensive in character, leaving 
purely defensive capacity less diminished, and, finally, to try to bring 
to a halt the competition for more sophisticated weaponry. These, then, 
are some of the more possible ways by which improvements may be 
made.

To conclude, my delegation would therefore view very favourably 
any initiative or move to focus and publicize the massive spread of 
conventional arms by bringing it to the attention of the United Na
tions and its bodies. Here we would support further discussion or study 
as to how best this wasteful expansion could be curbed or reduced, in
cluding the idea of regional or subregional arrangements or agree
ments.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Test 
Ban, Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and World Dis
armament Conference, November 10, 1976^

The discussion in the First Committee on disarmament is evidence 
of the profound concern of States to reduce international tension, to 
relieve the burden of the arms race and to take practical measures to 
limit arms and to bring about disarmament. Greatest attention is be
ing given to nuclear disarmament. These matters constitute the very 
crux of the whole question of disarmament, and the security of man
kind depends to a large extent upon their solution. May I take up some 
of these points.

Close scrutiny is being given to the general and complete prohibition 
of nuclear-weapons tests, which is a key issue in the process of limiting 
the practical possibility of further developing weapons of mass de 
struction. The Soviet Union has made, and will continue to make, un
flagging efforts to resolve this issue. I t  is precisely for this reason that 
at the last session of the Greneral Assembly we put forward a proposal 
for the conclusion of a treaty on the general and complete prohibition

‘ A/0.1/31/PV.27, pp. 27-39.
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of nuclear-weapons tests and presented a draft treaty to that end. Nat
urally, general and complete prohibition of tests can be achieved only 
with the participation of all the nuclear States, and our draft treaty 
is based precisely on this prerequisite.^

The USSR initiative won wide support at the last session of the 
General Assembly. As you know, the General Assembly called upon 
the nuclear States, with the participation of 25 to 30 non-nuclear 
States, to undertake talks not later than 31 March 1976 on the conclu
sion of a treaty on the general and complete prohibition of nuclear 
tests.^ Unfortunately, owing to the negative position of certain nuclear 
States, the talks were not begun. However, we are gratified to see that 
a large group' of non-nuclear States of Asia, Africa and Latin Amer
ica, and also socialist countries, have stated their willingness to par
ticipate in such talks.

We consider that the implementation of last year’s General Assem
bly resolution on this item retains its full importance. We believe that, 
to this end, a further appeal should be made by the General Assembly 
to the nuclear States to undertake negotiations with the participation 
of those non-nuclear countries that have stated their .willingness to 
participate in such talks.

At the same time, we are gratified to see that a large group of non
nuclear States of Asia, Africa, Latin America and also socialist coun
tries have stated their willingness to participate in these talks. We 
consider that the task of implementing last year’s General Assembly 
resolution on this item still maintains its full significance. In our 
opinion, this purpose could be served by a further appeal on the part 
of the General Assembly to the nuclear States to undertake negotia
tions with the participation of those non-nuclear countries who have 
stated their willingness to participate in such talks.

Although, in the course of the current year, no practical headway 
has been made in solving the problem of nuclear tests, at the same 
time, we believe that new and important factors have emerged and 
conditions have now arisen which must and, in fact, should bring 
about further progress in this matter. In particular, this is true of 
peaceful nuclear explosions. The prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, 
of course, should not constitute an obstacle for people to enjoy the 
beneficial effects of such explosions. However, how can we ensure that, 
in conditions where there is a general and complete prohibition of tests, 
peaceful nuclear explosions are not used for the purposes of creating 
and further perfecting nuclear weapons ? As you know, this problem 
was solved in the Soviet-American Treaty on Underground Nuclear 
Explosions for Peaceful Purposes which was signed in May of this 
year. The Treaty and the Protocol attached to it contained provisions 
providing for a reliable system of verification to ensure that peaceful 
nuclear explosions are in fact for peaceful purposes and are not being 
utilized for any other purpose. We consider that the experience gained

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1975̂  pp. 48^-490.
” See Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 459-463.
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in drawing up this Treaty can be used and undoubtedly will play an 
important part when taclding the similar problem as it relates to the 
general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests.^

Up to recently, the question of the prohibition of underground 
nuclear tests was complicated by the unduly exaggerated emphasis 
placed by some States on the question of verification. In our opinion, 
in order to verify the extent to which the Treaty on the prohibition 
of nuclear tests is being observed, national technical resources are 
quite adequate, since at the present time they have reached a high 
level of sophistication. A supplement or complement of this would 
be co-operation among States in exchanging seismological informa
tion. At the present time, this is an approach which is broadly recog
nized. However, certain States continue to assert that, without on
site inspection, it is impossible to monitor the extent to which States 
are observing their obligations regarding the prohibition placed on 
underground nuclear-weapons tests. As the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, announced in his state
ment at the present session of the General Assembly,® and as is stated 
in the USSR Memorandum,® the Soviet Union is prepared to partici
pate in attempts to find a generally acceptable agreement on a com
promise basis whereby the adoption of decisions regarding on-site 
verification of relevant conditions would be on a voluntary basis, 
while at the same time all parties to the treaty would be certain that 
these obligations were being fulfilled.

We are gratified to note that this proposal of ours has aroused 
the interest of all delegations. This was particularly demonstrated 
by the delegations of Sweden, Japan, Canada, Great Britain and 
other countries. At the same time, the desire has been expressed that 
this proposal be further developed and made more specific. This being 
so, the Soviet delegation would be prepared to make an appropriate 
addition to article 2 of the draft treaty on the general and complete 
prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests.

Another important problem which will have a decisive effect on 
the prevention of the escalation of the nuclear threat is the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. We already have an excellent sound 
basis in this matter. For more than six years now the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons has been in force.*̂  At the 
Conference which was convened to consider the effect of this treaty, 
which was held in May 1975, it was noted that the five years during 
which the Treaty had been in force had fully confirmed its vital impor
tance, its effectiveness and its timeliness.® The fact that 100 States— 
in other words, more than two thirds of the States in the world— 
are parties to it cannot but evoke a legitimate feeling of satisfaction.

* For texts of the treaty and its protocol, see ante, pp. 328-348.
® AntCy pp. 643-650.
^AntCf pp. 631-^1.
 ̂Documents on Biaa/rmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.

^lUd., 1975, pp. 146-156.
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At the same time, this figure I  have quoted shows that we must con
tinue to attempt to expand the range of parties to the treaty so that 
it can be turned into a genuinely universal document.

We should also bear in mind another factor which could bring 
about the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons. At the 
present time, in many countries of the world, the peaceful use of nu
clear power is developing apace. In the process of the work done by 
electric power stations as a by-product, a fissionable substance is 
formed and accumulated—^namely, plutonium—^which can be used 
to manufacture nuclear weapons. The possibility for manufacturing 
such weapons is growing as international trade in nuclear materials, 
equipment and technology increases; and this trade involves countries 
who have not assumed obligations pursuant to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Therefore, it is necessary to have 
strict guarantees to ensure that this source of co-operation does not 
become a channel for the proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is 
not a question of trade; it is not a commercial matter, but primarily 
a political matter—a matter which is relevant to international secu
rity. Naturally, particular responsibility is borne by those States 
who are suppliers of nuclear materials, equipment and technology. 
These States have already taken certain steps aimed at preventing 
the utilization of international co-operation in the nuclear field for 
the production of nuclear weapons. Naturally, these steps have abso
lutely no discriminatory character; they are not intended"to prevent 
the development of co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear power. 
On the contrary, these measures provide new possibilities for such 
co-operation, since, if they are observed, the supplier States need 
have no misgivings that the materials and also the equipment and 
technology being supplied by them might be used in order to manu
facture nuclear weapons.

Today the Soviet delegation would like to dwell on one further point, 
namely, the convening of a world disarmament conference and the 
special session of the General Assembly of the United Nations on 
disarmament. We are convinced that the holding of a world conference 
would make a valuable contribution to helping solve the problems of 
disarmament. The motives which guided the Soviet Government when 
putting forward the proposal that such a conference be held are still 
as timely as they were then. We are gratified to note that Heads of 
State and Government belonging to the non-aligned countries, when 
they met at the Colombo Conference, called for

an early agreement on the convening of the World Disarmament Conference
in order to promote the solving of basic issues of general and complete dis
armament under strict international control.®

Useful work in preparing for the world disarmament conference 
and in analysing the views and the proposals made by States on this 
matter, is being carried out by the A d Hoc Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference. We believe that it should continue its work.

® Ante, pp. 566-567.
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We agree with the conclusions drawn in the most recent report of the 
A d Hoc Committee which states that

it  appears, therefore, to the Ad Moo Committee that efforts towards creation 
of appropriate conditions for convening a world disarmament conference 
should continue and, in this connexion, opportunities which present themselves 
and which, in the view of the general membership of the Organization, could 
be conducive to the achievement of progress in the field of disarmament should 
be seized and fully explored.^

The thirty-jfirst session of the Greneral Assembly of the United 
Nations must have its own weighty word to say regarding efforts to 
speed up the convening of a world disarmament conference.

Nevertheless, it remains a fact that despite the positive decisions 
taken by the United Nations because of the attitude of certain indi
vidual States, the question of convening a world conference has as yet 
made no progress. The responsibility for this situation lies fully with 
those Powers.

In the present situation it is essential that new steps be taken in 
order to concert the efforts of all States on the matter of disarmament, 
in order to convene a world conference.

An appropriate forum for considering the full gamut of disarm
ament matters, and for determining by our concerted efforts the ways 
and means of solving these problems, could be provided by a special 
session of the United Nations General Assembly.

iOur views on this point have already been set forth, both in the 
Memorandum and in the statements made by Soviet delegations. Nat
urally the holding of the special session should not supersede the ques
tion of holding a world disarmament conference. We regard such a 
session as an interim stage, which by its decisions, should prepare 
for a broad and penetrating consideration of the problem of dis
armament at the world conference. This is the approach which is essen
tially reflected in the documents adopted by the Conference of Non- 
Aligned States in Colombo, in which in particular it is stated that 
the agenda for the special session of the General Assembly should 
include also the question of the convening of a world disarmament 
conference.

In view of the useful role which the special session can play in 
preparing for a world disarmament conference, the delegations of 
the German Democratic Itepublic, the Polish People’s Kepublic and 
the Soviet Union, have tabled a draft resolution on the question of a 
world disarmament conference which requests the Ad Hoc Committee 
to prepare a report containing observations and proposals on all rele
vant aspects of a worid disarmament conference . . . with a view to 
facilitating the discussion of the question of convening a world dis
armament conference at the special session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and to submit it to the

“ General Assembly OMcial Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 28 
(A/31/28), p. 9.
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General Assembly at its thirty-second session. This draft resolution of 
the German Democratic Republic, Poland and the Soviet Union is to 
be found in document A/C.1/31/L.9, and in so saying, I  am in fact in
troducing this draft.^^

Many delegations have already quite definitely come out in favour of 
the holding of a special session and we feel sure that the General 
Assembly will shortly take a decision on this score.

However, it is regrettable that one delegation which during the 
last few years has been blocking the convening of a world disarma
ment conference, and which quite recently evinced a negative reac
tion to the holding of a special session, such an attitude is really not 
surprising because on all questions of disarmament, the People’s Re
public of China, and this is in fact the delegation I  am referring to, 
the Chinese delegation, has adopted an obstructionist position. This 
position was borne out quite recently in the statement of the Chinese 
delegation. This time, too, we did not manage to hear the least hint 
of anything constructive or the semblance of any desire to discuss 
questions appearing on the agenda of this Committee in connexion 
with the question of disarmament.

In conclusion, we should like to say something in connexion with 
the statement made yesterday by the representative of Mexico.^^

Criticisms of the draft convention on the prohibition of military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques which 
we have heard here are, in our opinion, unfounded. The draft conven
tion opens up a new and important orientation in the field of disarm
ament. I t came about as a result of prolonged and complicated talks 
with the participation of experts of world-wide repute. During the 
talks the Soviet Union and other countries who participated in them 
displayed a mutual desire to reach agreement and a desire for flexi
bility and a readiness to compromise and to take account of each 
other’s wishes. The draft convention reflects the real possibilities of 
the present day; the complex and delicate balances between the posi
tions of various States. I t establishes an effective ceiling to the utili
zation of natural forces for military purposes.^^

It is our profound conviction that to refer the draft convention 
back to the Disarmament Committee would simply delay the con
clusion of an important international agreement, if it were not even 
to threaten any actual agreement being reached on this point.

I t may turn out that we are irretrievably passing up a favourable 
opportunity to conclude such an agreement. At the same time, work 
in this area would continue without any restraint. Such a turn of 
events would hardly be in the interests of all States nor would it 
serve the cause of strengthening peace.

The Soviet Union considers that in efforts to bring about durable 
peace there is no more important task at the present time than putting

^ See post, pp. 950-957, w. 1.
“ See ante, pp. 767-770.
“ For text, see ante, pp. 577-588.
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an end to the arms race and proceeding to disarm. We have no greater 
wish than to divert those funds which of necessity have been cut off 
from the national economy and to use them to enhance the standards 
of living of the workers and for peaceful and constructive purposes. 
Even now we are prepared to get down to disarmament measures, 
either far-reaching ones or initially at least partial ones, on a gener
ally just and reciprocal basis.

Swedish Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Strengthening the Role of the United 
Nations in the Field of Disarmament, November 11, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolution 3484 B (XXX) ̂  whereby it decided to make 
a review of the role of the United Nations in the field of disarmament,

Noting that the A d Hoc Committee on the Review of the Role of the 
United Nations in the Field of Disarmament has carried out the task 
entrusted to it by the General Assembly in the aforementioned 
resolution,

Having considered the report of the Ad Hoc Committee (A/31/36) 
containing, inter alia  ̂ a set of agreed proposals with regard to

(1) Improved methods of work of the First Committee of the 
General Assembly in disarmament matters,

(2) The relationship between the General Assembly and other 
United Nations bodies in the field of disarmament,

(3) Eole of the United Nations Disarmament Commission,
(4) Role of the United Nations in providing assistance on re

quest in multilateral and regional disarmament negotiations,
(5) The relationship between the General Assembly and the Con

ference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD),
(6) Increased use of in-depth studies of the arms race, disarmament 

and related matters,
(7) Improving existing United Nations facilities for collection, 

compilation and dissemination of information on disarmament issues, 
in order to keep all Governments, as well as world public opinion, 
properly informed on progress achieved in the field of disarmament,

(8) Assistance by the United Nations Secretariat, on request, to 
States parties to multilateral disarmament agreements in their duty

 ̂A/C.1/31/L.11*. The draft res. was submitted by Austria, Grenada, New Zea
land, PhiUppines, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, and Venezuela; and 
subsequently also sponsored by Belgium, Oosta Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, 
Finland, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Liberia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Norway, 
Rwanda, and Sierra Leone. Amendments were proposed by India and Nigeria on 
Nov. 23 (post, pp. 836-837). After the sponsors of the draft res. submitted a re
vised version on Nov. 30, India agreed not to press the amendments to a vote 
(A/0.1/31/PV.48, pp. 18-20). The G.A. adopted the revised draft res. by con
sensus (see G.A. res. 31/90, post, pp. 942-943).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp. 807-809.
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to ensure the effective functioning of such agreements, including ap
propriate reviews,

(9) Strengthening of the resources of the United Nations Secre
tariat,

1. Endorses the agreed proposals made by the Ad Hoc Committee as 
a step towards the strengthening of the role of the United Nations in 
the field of disarmament;

2. Decides to keep the question of the strengthening of the role of 
the United Nations in the field of disarmament under continued 
review;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to implement as soon as pos
sible the measures recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee, falling 
within his area of responsibilities, and report to the thirty-second 
session of the General Assembly;

4. Urges Member States to make all efforts to realize the objectives 
set out in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee.

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly [Extract], November 12, 
1976^

No debate touches all 18 disarmament items on our agenda as much 
as the current debate on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
That debate can lead to only one of two things. Either it will lead us 
to halt the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race, to general and 
complete disarmament, and to the utilization of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind; or it will lead every 
respectable country, in the name of so-called security, to acquire 
nuclear weapons and thereby lead inexorably to darlmess and doom 
for all mankind. Yet that debate appears hypocritical and forced, even 
though it is critical and topical. Although the debate is being con
ducted with a great deal of drama and energy, it painfully remains 
a monologue.

During the Review Conference of the parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), which took place in 
Geneva in May 1975,̂  an overwhelming majority of the non-nuclear- 
weapon States parties to the Treaty reaffirmed that they remained— 
and would continue to remain—faithful to the obligations they had 
assumed under the Treaty to avert the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. But their partners, the nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
Treaty, could not make a similar declaration of fidelity to the Treaty.

"A/C.1/31/PV.31, pp. 48-62.
* For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465; for the

Final Declaration of the Review Conference, see iUd., 1975, pp. 146-156.
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For instance, the nuclear-weapon States Parties could not say that, in 
compliance with article VI of the Treaty, they had seriously begun to 
consider the cessation of the nuclear arms race or the limitation and 
reduction of their existing nuclear weapons. Nor could they produce 
a shred of evidence to show that they had given the leadership ex
pected of them which would produce a programme of aid and as
sistance that would enable their partners, the non-nuclear-weapon 
States parties to the Treaty, which comprise the bulk of the develop
ing countries, to participate in the fullest possible exchange of tech
nology, scientific information, equipment, as well as materials, and to 
benefit from co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

Rather, the nuclear-weapon States parties narrowly focused their 
interests on arguments of national security and the security of their 
military allies, as if their partners, the non-nuclear weapon States 
parties to the Treaty, which in the interest of humanity had foregone 
their nuclear options, had no comparable problems of their own se
curity to worry about. Rather, their emphasis and concern centred 
only on safeguards, as if safeguards alone could avert the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. Rather, they used all sorts of subterfuges to pro
tect their economic and export interests in the nuclear industry.

Of course, we all appreciated the arguments of security. Of course, 
we all recognized the importance of safeguards, particularly the need 
to universalize the application of IAEA safeguards. Of course, we all 
agreed on the absolute necessity of effectively protecting nuclear ma
terials, raw uranium or plutonium, at all times, against abuse. We 
were even prepared to consider multinational ownership of nuclear 
fuel recycling centres as a means of curbing further proliferation 
potential. But the delegation of Mgeria said then, and it says so again 
today, that all these safeguard provisions and precautions were not 
the centrepiece of the Treaty and that they could not conceivably be 
regarded as substitutes for the political will not to proliferate.

Since the Review Conference, three things have happened. First, the 
supplier nations, in conformity with Adam Smith’s famous saying 
that producers of the same goods never come together except in a con
spiracy, have organized themselves into a cartel, the high-minded 
object of which is to do to the sales of nuclear equipment what the 
Review Conference had tried to do with respect to the provision of 
safeguards for nuclear materials. While the latter was done in the 
full light of day and in an attempt to achieve “an acceptable balance 
of mutual responsibilities and obligations of all States parties to the 
Treaty”, the nuclear cartel that was organized in London in indecent 
haste soon after the Conference seeks to perpetuate the myths and mis
takes of power and privilege of past eras that have led the world to 
its present dangers and perils of a possible nuclear holocaust.

The supplier nations erroneously believe that they can control the 
destiny of other peoples, as the old imperial Powers vainly tried to 
do, by denying the developing countries full access to nuclear tech
nology for peaceful purposes, except on their own terms. No wonder
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that the main beneficiaries of this perverse turn of events are the pa
riah countries like South Africa, which have a mortgage on their 
future because they will not observe their obligations under the United 
Nations Charter, nor adhere to Treaties like the NPT, nor accept, 
without qualifications, IAEA safeguards, so as to demonstrate their 
political will not to acquire nuclear weapons. No wonder that the main 
losers in this attempt to subvert the NPT are the developing countries 
which are parties to the Treaty.

Secondly, the debate on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
has been hotting up. Encouraged by the outcome of its London meet
ings, the 15-nation nuclear supplier conference now seriously speak 
of monopoly markets; of dividing the world among the nuclear coun
tries ; and of instituting unilateral and subjectively conceived controls 
on the export of nuclear materials, equipment and technology to the 
developing countries with a view to promoting their export trade on 
their own terms. At the same time, and more seriously, they are seek
ing to create a parallel organization in order to void their obligations 
under article IV of the NPT, which reaffirmed the inalienable right 
of all the parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use 
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination. Put
ting all caution aside, they now behave as if the non-nuclear-weapon 
States, particularly the Parties to the NPT, no longer count in the 
decision-making process affecting the subject of proliferation. Their 
only consideration, of course we know, is profit and more profit.

Let me say this. I t is not the programme for the utilization of nu
clear energy for peaceful purposes that is fueling the race for the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t is the refusal of the nuclear- 
weapon States to slow down the nuclear arms race and to offer security 
guarantees for thê  non-nuclear-weapon States in exchange for the 
renmiciation of their right to acquire nuclear weapons that is endan
gering the survival of mankind.

And thirdly, the nuclear arms race continues unabated and the bur
den of amis expenditure escalates. All this is happening at the very 
time the negotiations on SALT and other disarmament measures are 
taking place in Geneva and Vienna, and in spite of the prevailing 
detente between the super-Powers. The cost of armaments in living 
conditions and dreams of a better life for the peoples of the world is 
too enormous to be assessed. This sad and sorry situation was strongly 
deplored by the Heads of State or Government of non-aligned coun
tries meeting at Colombo from 16 to 19 August 1976, which stated 
inter alia in their Economic Declaration th a t:

The continuing diversion of human and material resources from peaceful, 
economic and social pursuits to an unproductive and wasteful arms race, 
particularly in the field of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, 
not only heightens the current grave crisis in world economy but also 
frustrates the purposes and objectives of both the Disarmament Decade and 
the Second United Nations Development Decade which envisaged a transfer 
of substantial resources from the developed countries to the developing 
countries through disarmament. The flow of financial resources to the develop
ing countries amounted to only about $20 billion in 1915 in contrast to the
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expenditure on armaments that has been increasing a t a phenomenal rate and 
has now reached the staggering figare of $300 billion per annum. The Heads of 
State or Government of the non-aligned countries reaflarm that much of the 
development requirements of developing countries would be met if a substantial 
part of the resources freed by measures in the field of disarmament by the 
main world military Powers could be used to promote the economic develop
ment of the developing countries. Such measures would certainly contribute 
towards a bridging of the gap between developed and developing countries 
within the foreseeable future.®

I  believe that it is this unbreakable link between disarmament and 
economic development referred to by the Heads of State or Government 
of the non-aligned countries which caused the General Assembly at its 
twenty-ninth session to adopt resolution 3261 A (X X IX ) relative to 
the mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade.^ Not satisfied with 
what Member States and the United Nations Secretariat had done to 
implement the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade, 
the last Assembly again unanimously adopted resolution 3470 (XXX) 
expressing deep concern at the very meagre achievements of the Dis
armament Decade and thereupon requested the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament to review its work in the light of the 
objectives of the Disarmament Decade.

in order to accelerate the pace of its efforts to negotiate truly effective dis
armament and arms limitation agreements.®

The report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 
document supplement A.27 (A/31/27) could not but underscore the 
deplorable record of the CCD during the Decade.® The CCD could 
only point to some progress in reaching agreements on collateral meas
ures of disarmament. I t  had nothing more to say. The review of the 
Disarmament Decade revealed that the CCD had not considered nor 
adopted any agreement or treaty during the Disarmament Decade in 
terms of truly effective disarmament and arms limitation. The CCD 
had not in six years, since the inception of the Decade, produced a 
comprehensive programme of work which detailed all the aspects and 
priorities of its negotiations pointing to the cessation of the^arms race 
and general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control. The CCD had no table of priorities. I t  had no plans to over
come its short-comings or to redress the political difficulties which beset 
it whereby important nuclear-weapon Powers continue to remain out
side its priorities. The agenda and time-table of the CCD were so 
threadbare and so haphazard that only the two co-chairmen could tell 
at any material time what item would come up next for discussion. And 
usually those items were of exotic and extraneous character, unrelated 
to pressing issues of disarmament on its agenda. The CCD had no 
business-like relationship with the Secretary-General of the United

“ A/31/197, p. 60.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, P* 800.
® i m . ,  1975, pp. 776-778.
® General Assembly Offtoial Records: TMrtu-flTSt Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/31/27), 2 vols.
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Nations. As the only forum for multilateral negotiations in the field 
of arms control and disarmament open to the allied military Powers 
and the non-aligned countries on a basis of sovereign equality, the 
review of the Disarmament Decade revealed that the CCD has been 
consigned to the sidewalks of the important disarmament negotiations 
which are taking place in other forums at Geneva and Vienna. 
Fortimately, during its recent session, the CCD has agreed to reor
ganize its method of work and to put its house in (^der. We hope that 
its programme of reorganization will yield fruitful results.

As was rightly advis^ by the United Nations Committee for Devel
opment Planning, periodic reviews of programmes are essential for an 
assessment of commitments that have been fulfilled. But, more im
portantly, one should not dwell on past failures to the detriment of 
future prospects and possibilities. We still have left four more years of 
the Disarmament Decade. We can still try to make up for lost ground 
if the CCD were to adopt, as it had decided to do during its 1977 ses
sion, a comprehensive programme dealing with all aspects of the prob
lem of the cessation of the arms race and general and complete dis
armament under strict and effective international control, in ac
cordance with General Assembly r^olution 2602 E (X X IV ), which 
proclaimed the Disarmament Decade.^ In such a programme, the CCD 
could begin in earnest with the negotiation of two instruments: (i) a 
Treaty banning the use of chemical and bacteriolo^cal (biological) 
weapons; and (ii) a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty providing for 
the total prohibition of test explosions of nuclear weapons in all en
vironments, including the underground. Besides, we have, by the 
exercise of the mid-term reviews, accepted and consecrated the concept 
of a Disarmament Decade as a legitimate counterpart of the economic 
Development Decades. We should now begin to give thought to the 
elements that should go into a Second Disarmament Decade.

We believe that a good start could be made on substantive issues 
before the CCD next year. We have spent enough time on collateral 
measures and so-called confidence-building measures. We would 
prefer, therefore, that that Committee address itself seriously to the 
question of a CTB early next spring. For several years now, the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations has given the highest priority to 
the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear-weapon test ban agreement. 
This was also the case last session. Are we going to repeat the same 
demand this year without some expectation of implementation, as if it 
is a mere expression of hope in a dream ?

Since the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, which is often referred 
to as ‘‘an anti-pollution treaty” because it was the fear of radioactive 
fall-out, voiced by ordinary men and women the world over, rather 
than a conscious policy of nuclear disarmament that compelled the 
nuclear Powers to accept it, no other measure of significance has been 
adopted to limit the nuclear arms race.® The Non-Proliferation Treaty,®

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
* m d ., 1963, pp. 291-293.
® im . ,  1968, pp. 461-465.
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as we have argued, in spite of xts original promise, has been virtually 
emasculated by the nuclear weapon States parties to it through their 
neglect of their obligations. The issue of verification has been defied to 
the point where the super-Powers worry more about the sanctity of 
new generations of weapons than the destructiveness of their existing 
arsenal of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons that are already 
capable of destroying our world 15 times over.

During the NPT Review Conference of last year, Nigeria joined 
her many other friends among the non-nuclear-weapons States parties 
to the Treaty to propose that as a first step and without detriment 
to the political and security consideration of any Power, the nuclear- 
weapons States parties to the Treaty should agree to an immediate 
moratorium which could later be extended and transformed into a 
comprehensive test ban. The answer from the nuclear-weapons States 
was negative and frustrating. Fortunately, since then, the Soviet- 
American Threshold Test Ban Treaty^® and their PNE Treaty of 
May 1976,̂  ̂ have been concluded. In  spite of their obvious defects 
and narrow conceptions, both Treaties have generated an irreversible 
momentum. In this connexion, we welcome the assurances given by the 
Deputy Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Kuznetsov, in his statement 
of 1 November 1976, that

the Soviet Union in a spirit of goodwill, is ready to take part in the search for 
a generaUy accepted agreement on such a basis of compromise that decisions 
concerning on-site inspection would be taken voluntarily, and the Parties to 
the 0TB Treaty would have the assurance that the Treaty obligations were 
being complied with “

We think that this is a healthy development, even though Nigeria 
believes that all the elements for a CTB are already in hand. We, 
therefore, repeat our call to the nuclear-weapons States to demonstrate 
their concern for United Nations resohitions by declaring, without 
further delay, a moratorium on all nuclear tests and subsequently to 
suspend such tests forever precedent to a CTB.

Another area where the CCD can effectively act early next spring 
and to report its outcome to the thirty-second session of the General 
Assembly, is a treaty to ban chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons. Besides, the Japanese text which the CCD considered in 
1974,’-'̂ and the Soviet-American promise of the same year to submit 
a draft to the CCD banning the most lethal chemical weapons,^  ̂ the 
United Kingdom delegation has submitted to the last session of the 
CCD a draft convention which seeks to combine important elements 
of previous other drafts.^® We appreciate that the issues involved are 
very technical and complex and constantly evolving. But these are 
no reasons for inaction. While we may not be opposed, in principle,

“ lu a ., 1974, pp. 225-227.
^Antej pp. 328-348.
^  Ante, p. 721.
“  Documents on Disarmament, 1974i PP* 99-106.

lUd., p. 286.
“ Ante, pp. 520-525.
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to a phased, threshold approach that looks meaningfully to a charted 
future course, our preference is naturally for a comprehensive ban. 
Trust in a pledged work [word?] of honour is to be preferred to reli
ance on verification procedures, the mechanics of which can often be 
defeated with a little ingenuity.

My delegation will have more to say later on the various other items 
on our agenda. For instance, the items on the nuclear-weapon-free 
zones are so important to my delegation that we shall make our modest 
contribution to their consideration. Secondly, the draft convention to 
prohibit the military or any hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques before this Committee seems to be generating so much heat 
that we shall like to have our say about its status, scope and signifi
cance. Thirdly, the item on the World Disarmament Conference has 
become such a hardy perennial that we dare not overlook it.

Lastly, my delegation is privileged to note that the Nigerian Gov
ernment’s interest in disarmament was amply demonstrated at various 
fora in the past year. I t is on record that in addition to the CCD, 
Nigeria participated actively in the work of the group of consulting 
experts which met in Geneva to study the reduction of the military 
budgets of States permanent members of the Security Council by 10 
percent and utilization of part of the fund thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries. Thanks to the Swedish initiative, 
we also participated in the review to determine the role of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament. We also attended the'Geneva and 
Lugano meetings organized under the auspices of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross to discuss aspects of the item on the in
cendiary and other specific conventional weapons which may be the 
subject of prohibitions or restrictions of use for humanitarian reasons. 
Similarly, we participated in the informal consultations on the Soviet 
initiative pertaining to the question of implementing the resolution on 
the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests. We also attended the Colombo Conference where 
the non-aligned countries called for a special session of the General 
Assembly on disarmament. Needless to say that Nigeria vigorously 
supported this initiative at Colombo and that we shall do so again 
here. In sum, we shall have more to say on these items later.

Statement by the Finnish Representative (Pastinen) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modifi
cation, November 12, 1976^

I  have asked for the floor this morning under rule 115 of the rules 
of procedure of the General Assembly concerning the right of reply. 
I  have made this request to you, Mr. Chairman, in relation to a state
ment made by the distinguished representative of Mexico last Tues-

 ̂A /C .l/ai/PV .31, pp. 63-76.
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day. That statement appears in the verbatim record of this First 
Committee of its 26th meeting in docmnent A/C.1/31/PV.26.^

The particular point I am referring to appears in the middle of page 
66 of that verbatim record. But I  believe that, to meet the point made 
by the distinguished representative of Mexico, I  owe him the courtesy 
of putting my right of reply in the proper context and framework. 
I  think I  owe that to my very good friend, Mr. Marin.
.--In my general statement last Friday, I gave briefly the reasons why 
the Finnish Government, after thorough consideration, had decided 
not only to give its support to the draft Convention on the prohibition 
of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques,'* but had also decided to take the initiative of recommend
ing, with a large number of other delegations, a draft resolution (A / 
C.1/31/L.5) which would ask the General Assembly to commend the 
Convention for signature and ratification by States.^

'During this week almost all delegations which have spoken have, 
in their statements, made known their views on this matter. We are 
glad to note that most of them seem to agree with our position. I t is 
particularly encouraging to see that among these are countries that 
still last year expressed strong reservations towards previous drafts. 
This trend is also reflected in the increasing number of co-sponsors 
for the draft resolution which I  had the honour of introducing last 
Friday.

However, some divergent views have also been heard. In terms of 
parliamentary tactics, this divergent approach is reflected in the 
other draft resolution on the subject introduced originally in the 
names of the delegations of Argentina, Mexico, Panama and Peru.® 
The thrust of that draft resolution, if I  may use that word, is con
tained in the suggestion that the draft treaty should be sent back 
to the CCD for another round of negotiations. We strongly believe 
that this is a course of action that the Assembly should not adopt, 
and the reasons for our thinking so are as follows:

—First, it is highly unlikely that this would lead to an improvement 
in the present text of the draft treaty;

—Secondly, to the contrary, it would risk reopening other questions 
related to the treaty which have already been settled in the negotia
tions ;

—^Thirdly, this alternative would contain a high—and to our mind— 
an unacceptably high risk that next year we would have no draft 
treaty to consider at a ll;

—Fourthly, and this is perhaps the most important argument, it 
would divert the work of the CCD from its high priority items— 
chemical weapons and a comprehensive test ban (CTB), which the

 ̂AntCf pp. 767-770.
* For the Finnish statement, see A/C.1/31/PV.24, pp. 27-31; for the draft con

vention, see ante, pp. 577-588.
* The draft res. appears ante, p. 748.
“ Ante, p. 747.
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representative of Nigeria dwelt upon in his statement just now.® This 
procedure then to our mind would be particularly unfortunate at a 
time when we at long last can have a reasonable expectation, to say 
the least, that the CCD will be able next year to move forward on 
both these questions and these questions that are of crucial impor
tance to us all.

For us, therefore, and keeping in mind the results already achieved, 
the conclusions from the arguments I  have adduced stand clear. 
Thus I  do not feel guilty of overdramatizing the situation if I  put 
it in the following simple words: nothing can be gained by waiting— 
everything can be lost.

What I  have said so far defines the views of my delegation in 
broad political terms, with the accent on the pragmatic side of things. 
As a Finn, this is what comes to me naturally. Finland is a small, 
neutral country and stands non-aligned in its relations to military 
blocs. In this we are in a position similar to the overwhelming majority 
of small non-aligned countries in this Assembly. We believe that the 
fact of being small and neutral broadens one’s view and also teaches 
the lesson of pragmatism. When we look at political issues in the 
world today we therefore try to take a broad and realistic outlook.

To our mind, the issue we are presently discussing is also one 
which should be assessed from that outlook. We should at least try 
to view it beyond the immediate situation, in a longer perspective 
and in a broader context.

What I  have said, I  have said fully aware of the fact that the broad 
outlook and pragmatism does not always carry the day. The argu
ments adduced in support“̂of the approach contained in the draft co
sponsored by Argentina, Mexico and others are mainly legal in char
acter. I t is only fair to them that I  should try to meet those arguments 
on the same legal ground as best I  can.

I  am not a legal man myself. However, in Finland we have an estab
lishment called a National Advisory Council for Disarmament and 
this body includes a fair amount of the best legal expertise which a 
small country like ours is able to muster. These legal men of ours 
have taken a long and hard look at the legal intricacies relating to 
this treaty. (I must confess that many of them escaped me.) And 
they did not start that work yesterday. They have been at it for at 
least the last two years. The following is a brief account of their views 
on the legal side of the things.

The sponsors of the draft resolution contained in document A/31/ 
C.1/L.4—and I  am referring more particularly to the statement by 
the alternate representative of Mexico on 9 November^—have sug
gested that the environmental modification convention, unlike other 
multilateral agreements negotiated at the CCD, did not have the sup
port of all members of that body. While the text transmitted to the

® Supra.
" Ante, pp. 767-770.
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General Assembly this year enjoyed the support of an overwhelming 
majority of CCD members, it is, of course, true that a few CCD 
members did explicitly state their opposition to the convention as it 
stood. What is not true, however, is that the transmittal of a text 
not having unanimous approval is an unprecedented action by the 
CCD. And I  would elaborate on that, if I  may.

I t is obviously the objective of any multilateral negotiation to 
reconcile to the maximum extent possible the views of all partici
pants. However, it sometimes becomes clear that unanimous agree
ment is not possible on essential elements of the negotiation and that 
a solution acceptable to the great majority of the participants does 
not fully satisfy all delegations. Given the diversity of views and 
interests among nations, this is not surprising. If  multilateral agree
ments depended on the unqualified support of all participants I  am 
afraid that no such agreements would have been concluded so far, 
nor would there be much prospect of concluding any in the future. 
For this reason, the CCD does not operate on the basis of the prin
ciple of unanimity, that is, it does not require the acceptance of a 
text by each and every member. Rather, the CCD seeks a consensus 
agreement to transmit a broadly acceptable text to the Assembly, even 
though some delegations may not be prepared to accept it on substan
tive grounds.

The first precedent is the case of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.® 
This is a notable example of an agreement concluded at the CCD and 
subsequently approved by the Assembly, even though some CCD mem
bers opposed it and actually continue to oppose it. In the case of the 
Seabed Treaty as well, some members of the CCD made explicit 
declarations with respect to some points without, however, objecting 
to its transmittal to the Assembly. Subsequently, the CCD achieved 
a general consensus in support of the Biological Weapons Conven
tion,̂ ® although even that text did not fully satisfy all members. Despite 
this, all these three Treaties were, in due course, commended by the 
General Assembly for signature and ratification by States. On the 
basis of that commendation, they have subsequently become instru
ments of international law and have the overwhelming majority of 
the Governments represented in this hall as legal parties to them.

In his statement the distinguished alternate representative of Mexi
co also said in effect that, in the view of his Government, no negotia
tion occurred with respect to the basic operative imdertaking in article 
I  of the Convention. This is not our reading of the situation. Even a 
brief reference to the report of the CCD will, however, reveal that this 
article was the object of very extensive discussions and negotiation.^^ 
Although the original language of article I  itself was retained, several

• Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
^TUd., pp. 7-11.

IMd., 1972, pp. 13a-138.
^ See General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 

27 (A/31/27), vol. I, pp. 61-85.
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related changes were accepted in the course of the negotiations— 
changes which, in our view, significantly strengthen the restraining 
effect of the Convention. Most importantly, the Committee reached a 
common imderstanding of the key terms used in that article. The 
interpretations of the terms “widespread”, “long-lasting” and “severe” 
contained in the CCD’s report established what in our view is a very 
restrictive prohibition. In addition, agreement was reached on a re
view conference provision (article V III) which calls explicitly for 
examination of the Convention’s effectiveness in meeting the dangers it 
is designed to overcome. Finally, a preambular paragraph was in
serted, expressing the desire of parties to prohibit effectively mili
tary or any hostUe use of environmental modification techniques in 
order to eliminate the dangers to mankind from such use, and affirming 
their willingness to work towards the achievement of that objective.

I t  must be recognized, moreover, that the draft convention before 
this Committee represents a lengthy process of compromise, in which 
concessions were made on all sides. The result is a package whose 
elements are carefully balanced and interrelated. We much fear 
that to reopen one of these elements would threaten to reopen all others, 
at the risk of sacrificing points and compromises which delegations 
worked very hard to achieve, and Finland, not being a member of 
the CCD, still appreciates the work that was done on this draft con
vention. Among the provisions that my delegation—and I  am sure 
most delegations—^would not wish reopened are those in articles I I I  
and V dealing with peaceful uses and the complaints procedure, re
spectively. On these particular points I  refer to my statement last 
Friday, when I  particularly emphasized the importance of these arti
cles as substantive improvements achieved in negotiations,and, as 
delegates will recall, the same points have been made many a time 
during the debate this week.

Another point made by the distinguished alternate representative of 
Mexico in his statement was that the text of article I  of the draft con
vention would legitimize the use of certain environmental modification 
techniques for military or other hostile uses. I  must say that this is 
one of the points which has left me personally and also our experts 
most bewildered. Because it would seem to be tantamount to saying 
that at present—^when we have no international treaty dealing ex
plicitly with environmental warfare— ŵe are legitimizing all hos
tile uses of environmental modification techniques. True, the draft con
vention before us can be considered a partial prohibition. In defining 
the scope of the prohibition, various competing considerations obvi
ously had to be weighed. One of them was the necessity of balancing 
the desire for the broadest possible constraints on the hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques, with the need to ensure that 
the scope of the prohibition would not lead to insurmountable prob
lems of implementation. The partial nature of the prohibition, as we 
understand it, is a reflection of the view that a complete ban would 
run the risk of giving rise to disputes over insignificant and basically

“ A/0.1/31/PV.24, p. 27.
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unsolvable problems, without providing additional substantial arms 
control benefits. The basis on which the Finnish Government has de
cided its position is our strong belief that the scope of prohibition of 
the draft convention will effectively eliminate all serious dangers of 
the hostile use of environmental modification techniques. Would this 
have left any doubt in our mind, and I -am speaking in the name of 
my Government, that the effect would be the opposite, namely to legit
imize or condone any such use, I  would not be here today making this 
statement.

My final point will be couched in more personal terms, and in those 
terms it must in all fairness contain a note of apology to my good 
friend, Mr. Marin, with whom I  have had the privilege of working to
gether for a number of years, both in the CCD and here on disarma
ment matters. That co-operation, I  am happy to say, has at least, from 
my point of view, always been not only imiformly present, but also 
productive in many substantive results. In his statement on Tuesday, 
Mr. Marin was kind enough to make reference to my previous activi
ties in the CCD, where I  had the honour of representing the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations for a number of years. He went on 
to say that, given the former capacity of mine, I  should not have used 
certain words that I  used in my statement.

I  refer to the statement which I  made on Friday when I  introduced 
our draft resolution. The word that seems to have caused particular 
concern to Mr. Marin Bosch is the word “recommend”. Not being a 
jurist myself, I  do not dispute words, particularly not single words. I  
used the word “recommend” in its political and in its pragmatic sense, 
and I  continue to stand on that ground. I  do so because of the indis
putable fact that the draft treaty was reported from the CCD for the 
consideration of the General Assembly with the support of an over
whelming majority of the members of the CCD. To my note of apology 
to Mr. Marin Bosch I  must therefore also add a note of thanks for 
having drawn my attention to this word and this point and thus giving 
me the opportunity to clarify it today.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental 
Modification, November 12, 1976^

I t is not exactly a right of reply, but rather the continuation of a 
dialogue with the representative of Finland—I  regard it as a continu
ation or prolongation of the dialogue, because I  do think that we agree 
in many cases and I  do not believe it to be too difficult to find language 
that will be acceptable to him in our draft resolution if we amend it. 
I  say this because I  do not want now to go into the legal side. He has 
told us that he is not a lawyer and has therefore sought the best legal

" A/C.1/31/PV. 31, pp. 76-78.
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expertise in his country. I  am sorry to have to admit that I  too am 
not a jurist and therefore will have also to seek the advice of the For
eign Minister of our country, who is a jurist. And then I  would refer 
the distinguished representative of Finland to the statement that was 
made by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of my country on 1 November 
of this year, when the debate on the disarmament items began.^

On page 1 and at the beginning of page 2 of the text which the 
representative of Finland has had circulated to all of us here—and I 
am very grateful that he did so—will be found what, in the opinion of 
the representative of Finland, would be the arguments for the Assem
bly not to adopt draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.4.^ And what are these 
arguments ? The first is that “I t  is highly unlikely that this would lead 
to an improvement of the present text of the draft treaty”. I  think that 
the representative of Finland—along with, I  would venture to say, 
143 or 144 other members of the Assembly—would agree that it might 
be an improvement for the prohibition to be total and, therefore, I  
think that it would be worth while to refer it back to the CCD in 
order to introduce that improvement, which would be widely accept
able to the United Nations.

Then he goes on to say that another argument is that if we refer it 
back we put the entire text of the treaty in jeopardy, aside from 
article 1. Well, I think that we might devise a wording whereby the 
General Assembly might stipulate precisely that to the CCD. In 
other words, in document A/C.1/31/L.4 the 12 co-sponsors have al
ready added a final paragraph in the preamble in which we note with 
satisfaction the progress achieved in the preparation of the text of a 
draft treaty. We could add here the idea that the only thing that has 
still to be settled is the wording of article 1 of the so-called draft 
treaty. And I think that, as I  said in the past, and as my delegation 
pointed out last Thursday, with very little effort we might arrive 
at an agreement on this matter.

Another of the ideas is that we would divert the work of the CCD. 
Well, frankly, I  do not think that would be the case. We might agree 
to devote some little time to this question that seems to be of secondary 
importance to everybody. We would not divert the attention of the 
Conference from the matter of maximum priority, which is the con
clusion of a treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons, and 
the second question of high priority, which is the elimination of 
chemical weapons. So I  think that the CCD this year has shown 
that it is capable of organizing its work in an intelligent fashion. I  
think that we might devote one afternoon a week, say, to the question 
of the prohibition of the use of environmental modification techniques.

The question raised by the representative of Finland, namely, that 
there were negotiations on article 1—well, I  think this question is 
answered by him when he says, . . the original language of article 
1 itself was retained . . So was the original language of the identi-

 ̂See ante, pp. 733-740.
“ Ante, pp. 666-668. The speech by the Finnish representative is printed supra.
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cal text submitted respectively by the United States and the USSR. 
There was, I  think they call it an understanding—I do not know 
whether it is annexed or appended; I  do not know what the relation
ship is between it and the treaty— b̂ut that there was no negotiation 
on the text itself is, I  think, a fact that all the participating members 
of the CCD can attest to.

Another question that the representative of Finland has just raised 
and which concerns us is the question of consensus. Consensus has been 
defined in many varied ways in the last few years, but as far as I  
know, consensus means that no delegation has opposed a proposal. All 
delegations need not necessarily be in agreement with everything 
adopted by the consensus, but if one delegation says “No”, there is 
then no consensus. He adduced the argument that whichever way it 
was, it had the support of “the overwhelming majority of the CCD”. 
That is true; but then might I  venture to ask the representative of 
Finland what would happen if, next year or within two years, the 
CCD were able to come to an agreement on a text that was acceptable 
to an overwhelming majority, but that that overwhelming majority 
did not include the two co-chairmen? Would we be, then, adducing the 
same arguments as we are now ? So, in view of the lateness of the hour 
I  do not think it appropriate to revert now to the legal questions.

News Conference Remarks by President-Elect Carter in Plains, 
Georgia [Extracts], November 15, 1976^

Q, 'What do you intend to do in the area of nuclear agreements and 
human rights?

A, Yes, I  think that my statements on those matters have been 
fairly well spelled out in several speeches I ’ve made that were given 
careful consideration by me. Particularly in the reduction of atomic 
weapons, the control of nuclear waste materials and the nonprolifera
tion of the capability for atomic explosions.

I  will pursue through normal diplomatic channels and through 
normal diplomatic persuasion my hope that the sale of plutonium 
reprocessing plants by both Germany and France might be abrogated 
and not be carried to conclusion. The information that I  have, which 
is unofficial and has been made public, is that in at least one of those 
instances there is a good chance that this might be successful.

Q, What are the plans your administration has for dealing with 
the Soviet Union?

 ̂Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Nov. 20, 1976, pp. 3200, 3201. Re
printed with permission of Congressional Quarterly, Inc.



CARTER REMARKS, NOVEMBER 15 799

A, Well, I  want to remind you again of a statement that I  made at 
the last press conference: I ’m not President. We have a government 
in place that’s perfectly capable of representing our nation and I 
don’t want any of my responses to insinuate that I ’m trying to act as 
President or that my representatives are representing the American 
Government.

The Soviet Union, I  think, is the key to the reduction of atomic 
weaponry, and I  have read very carefully the recent speeches made by 
Mr. Brezhnev and the statement that was submitted to the United 
Nations by Mr. Gromyko concerning reduction in dependence,^ for 
instance, upon atomic weapons. When I  become President then I  will 
pursue those possibilities for the lessening of dependence on atomic 
weapons aggressively.

/  worvder if  what they’re {current administration offtcials] doing 
\in relation to the SA L T  talks] this year leases time to do anything 
short of get started in this field so that the time should he spent now on 
getting some negotiating assurance working during the transition^ and 
how much of that whole problem concerns you?

A. I  think if my own administration could accomplish a substantial 
reduction in dependence upon atomic weapons as an instrument for 
international relations, it would be a major one. I  consider this to be 
very important. As you probably know, I ’ve made at least three major 
speeches on the subject of atomic weaponry.

I ’ve stayed as thoroughly familiar with the SALT talks or details 
as I  could within the propriety of being a candidate and now a Presi
dent-elect. I  will have another briefing by the CIA—Sen. Mondale 
and I  here—on this Friday.

I  met with [former Secretary of State] Dean Eusk about three or 
four hours on Saturday. He has been an official member of the special 
committee to assess disarmament. The meeting with Secretary Kis
singer that Sen. Mondale and I  will have will be announced shortly 
at the time for it. That will be one of the major items that I  shall 
discuss with him.

Obviously, I  have no objections to a determined effort being con
tinued by the present administration for a SALT agreement. And I  
hope that is ongoing. But to the limit of my ability to understand 
both the details and the general principles involved, I  will become 
familiar with it.

I  would hope that we can be successful. My commitments have been 
spelled out very thoroughly. I  think we ought to freeze at the present 
level the number of missiles, the number of warheads, overall throw 
weights and qualitative status and I  have said this in two major 
speeches which I ’m sure have been reported to the Soviet leaders.

* See ante, pp. 631-641, 643-650.
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I  tliink if you have a particular interest in it you might read a 
speech that Mr. Brezhnev has made and a statement that has been 
filed with the United Nations by Mr. Gromyko.

They have had sent to me a copy of those two statements. I  think 
they are encouraging. I  have no way to know. I ’ve never met with the 
Russian ambassador nor any of the Eussian leaders. I ’ve deliberately 
avoided meeting with foreign countries. But I  will put that as a top 
item on my agenda when I become President. I ’ll try to be qualified 
on Inauguration Day.

K i s s i n g e r  D e c is io n s  o n  SALT

Q, I f  I could follow u'p̂  r  understand that you would have no objec- 
iions to the present administration continuing work on a new SA L T  
agreement,

A. Yes, and hope that they will.

Q, Secretary Kissinger was  ̂ iŝ  the hey figure in negotiating this 
hind of agreement. Are you prepared to accept whatever hinds of ne
gotiation process that Secretary Kissinger wants to continue with?

A. Not necessarily.

Q, Not necessarily. 'What then do you mean  ̂then^ when you say that 
you would like them to heep on? There'̂ s a general feeling thai Kis
singer really canH do vei'^ much with the new President heing elected 
from the opposite party,

A, During the campaign I  was quite often very critical of the ad
ministration because they were not pursuing the SALT talks aggres
sively. Following the campaign I  think it’s fruitless for me to be 
critical any further. It's of no benefit to the nation to point out the 
absence of progress in the last two years, since the Vladivostok agree
ment was reached.^ This has not been confirmed, as you know; it’s just 
a simple unconfirmed agreement based on further negotiations.

I would hope that we can reach, by next fall, when SALT I  expires, 
a comprehensive agreement on nuclear disarmament. I f  we cannot, 
then I would be very likely to ask for an extension of the present 
agreement. But I have hopes that this can be done, but when I mention 
my hope that the, about the continuation of the negotiations, I  think 
whatever minor progress is made is a step in the right direction. But 
before a final agreement is reached, of course any negotiating points 
on which there has been agreement would be subject to renegotiations.

Q, When you talk about stabilizing the quantity during SA L T  ne
gotiations^ does that mean you loould favor operating solely on such 
wea/pons as the cruise missile,  ̂and aJsô  could you tell us your view of 
Sen, Riihicoff'̂ s proposal that Secretary Kissinger continue as a nego
tiator?

* Docttmenta on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 746-747.
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A, Jody answered that last question for me last week and I  think 
it would be inappropriate on who might negotiate for me in the next 
administration.

The answer to your first question is th is: I  think that the subject 
of the so-called Backfire bomber and the cruise missile is an integral 
part of the deliberations to be pursued with the Soviet Union. I  have 
discussed the advantages, particular advantages, of a freeze on present 
circumstances with the Soviet Union with many of my own advisers, 
and I  have not had anyone yet who disagrees with the advantages to 
this country of doing that. Again, if you would take the time to get 
Mr. Gromyko’s filed report at the United Nations I  think you would 
see what the Soviet apparently has as a premise.

But I  think that this is the first step to freeze present developments 
and then to lower, step-by-step, the quantity, at least the quantity, of 
atomic weapons on which we presently depend with an ultimate goal 
of reducing dependence on atomic weapons to zero. This would be 
far in the future—the zero acquisition of atomic weapons.

The second thing that needs to be said is th is: there has to be some 
assured way of confirming compliance with the agreement, possibly 
including on-site inspections. I  have also proposed something that you 
didn’t include in your question: a cessation of testing peaceful and 
military nuclear devices—at least for a five-year period—^perhaps in
definitely. And here, again, there would be some requirements for on
site inspections. But all those matters would be, I  would say, subject 
to further negotiation, including the cruise missiles and the Backfire 
bomber.

Does that rriean̂  then^ that you wovZd favor a slowing down of 
the cruise missile 'program within the United States?

A. I  think it would be inappropriate to do that unilaterally.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Kissinger 
[Extract], November 16, 1976^

Kurt MatticJe: Mr. Secretary of StaAe  ̂since 1968̂  when we had in 
Europe student demonstrations and popular movements against the 
mar in Vietnam^ and demonstrations have also taken place against 
armaments—sinxie then there have not heen any serious objections 
against this development in the public opinion of Europe^ even I  would 
say a dreamlike acceptance of everything.

 ̂DepoATtment of State Bulletin, Dec. 13,1976, p. 710. The Secretary made these 
remarks during a question-and-answer session with members of the North 
Atlantic Assembly a t WilUamsburg, Va.
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I  would ash you now: How do you estimate the 'possibilities of dis
armament? How do you see the role of the Soviet Union? And^ i f  I 
may ask  ̂ does the V.S. Administration have certain reservations as 
far as SA L T  Two is concerned?

The third question^ i f  there are opportunities for success in disarma- 
ynent  ̂would there not he time for all European governments to talk 
with the population of the countries concerned^ why there has not 
ieen any progress^ and should we not also underline that this is per
haps the fault of the Soviet Union and Eastern European govern- 
ments? Otherwise^ we might expect demonstrations against fuiAire 
armament.

Secretary Kissinger: We have believed that the control of arms is 
an imperative of our period.

With respect to strategic nuclear weapons, we do not believe that 
either side can gain a decisive advantage unless the other totally fails 
to meet its obligations over an extended period of time. And since one 
can expect that both sides will make the necessary efforts, it only in
sures a continuously rising level of expenditures and of arms that in 
the final analysis will not be relevant to most of the crises that occur.

Secondly, I  believe that our governments have an obligation to their 
peoples not to accept a constant accumulation of nuclear weapons 
without having made a serious effort to limit them.

We will of course accept no unequal agreement. Of course an agree
ment must be balanced and reciprocal. We believe that such an agree
ment is achievable at levels somewhat lower than those that now exist 
and could lead from there to more substantial reductions.

That is the field of strategic weapons. In the field of nonstrategic 
weapons, the issue is more complicated because there the West is not 
in a position of parity as we are in the field of strategic weapons; in 
certain areas, our opponents have a numerical superiority.

So therefore negotiations such as those in Vienna [on mutual and 
balanced force reductions] are more complex, because in order to 
establish parity the Eastern bloc would have to make disproportion
ately larger cuts than NATO.

But I  believe that if parity is the proper course in strategic weapons, 
it must also be the proper course in nonstrategic weapons.

I  agree with your comment that our governments must demonstrate 
to their public that they are making every effort to control arms. But 
the art of leadership now is to demonstrate this in such a way as not to 
undermine the readiness to maintain adequate defenses in the absence 
of an agreement.

So, we have to do both things: to maintain adequate defenses and 
to maintain our readiness to negotiate seriously about limitation of 
arms.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Likhatchev) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modifi
cation, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and Chemical 
Weapons, November 16, 1976^

The statements of a number of delegations in our discussion have 
shown the progress achieved in the work of the Committee on Dis
armament over the last year. We share the feeling of satisfaction ex
pressed in this regard by the delegations. Indeed, the work of the 
Committee on Disarmament in 1976, particularly in its summer ses
sion, was marked by its intensiveness and was of a businesslike and 
purposeful nature. The activity and productivity of the work of the 
Committee in some questions confirmed once again that when there 
exists the necessary political will, then no matter how complicated and 
difficult the problems may be, the final results of talks on these ques
tions can be positive.

In its statement today, the Soviet delegation feels it necessary to say 
something about the following three questions which, inter oHiâ  were 
also actively considered by the Disarmament Committee this year, 
namely, the prohibition of military or any other hostile environmental 
modification techniques, the prohibition of the development and manu
facture of new typ^  and systems of weapons of mass destruction and 
the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons.

We have before us a draft convention prohibiting the military or 
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques which was 
argreed on in the Committee on Disarmament.^ The Soviet Union, as 
the initiator of the proposal at the twenty-ninth session of the Gen
eral Assembly and as one of the active participants in the prepara
tion of this international agreement, does have in this connexion, a 
feeling of satisfaction.^

The convention opens up a new avenue in the disarmament field. I t 
includes the prohibition of the use of natural forces for military pur
poses and of any activities which have formerly not been the sub
ject of any disarmament talks. In connexion with the expanding of 
the opportunities for mankind to control powerful natural processes, 
it is easy to foresee how destructive would be the consequences of ac
tivities undertaken for military or other hostile purposes.

In the light of this, thei urgent need for an international agreement 
which would ban any environmental modification techniques, incom
patible with peaceful purposes, becomes quite understandable. In the 
view of the Soviet Union, the draft convention submitted by the Dis
armament Committee is entirely in keeping with these purposes.

The preparation of the draft convention was no easy matter and 
required considerable effort, not only on the part of the Soviet

" A/C.1/31/PV.34, pp. 11-30.
^A nte ,w -  577-588.
® For the original Soviet proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, pp. 

510-521.
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Union and the United States as authors of identical drafts tabled 
in August 1975, but also on the part of other States members of the 
Disarmament Committee. The hard work of preparing and carefully 
drafting the text of the convention took place at the numerous of
ficial and unofficial plenary meetings of the Committee and in a work
ing group especially established for that purpose, composed of all mem
bers of the Committee and also in the course of the work of so-called 
contact groups. The Committee also had the highly qualified assistance 
of outstanding scientists in the field of geophysics and hydrometeorol
ogy, in their capacity as experts from various countries. In other 
words, the preparation of the text of the convention was something 
that took place on a broad democratic basis of constructive examina
tion by the Committee of what were at times extremely complicated 
political, juridical and technical problems. As a result, a draft interna
tional agreement was produced, a carefully weighed and balanced 
compromise document which takes into accoimt the positions of a 
broad range of countries.

The content of the convention is something about which I  do not 
think I  have to go into any detail since delegations have had an op
portunity to study the text in its totality and in connexion with the 
provisions set out in the preamble, in the 10 articles of the conven
tion, in the annex to it and in the anrreed understandings of the Com
mittee on articles I, II , II I , and V III. I  should like to stress here the 
importance of seeing the matter precisely in the light of the whole com
plex or as it has become customary to call it, the package, since taken 
as a whole, it does represent an understanding, an agreement which 
takes into account the various interests and positions of different 
States.

As regards the main characteristics of the draft convention, I  should 
like to mention the following: firstly, the scope of the prohibition of 
the use of environmental modification techniques for military or other 
hostile purposes; secondly, concern for the preservation of the human 
environment and international co-operation in the field of the peace
ful use of these techniques for the good of mankind; and thirdly, the 
carefully prepared system of control over the implementation of the 
convention.

The scope of the prohibition envisaged in the draft convention is 
not only broad but—and this is the main thing—the prohibition ap
plies to all the most dangerous forms of military techniques for modi
fying the natural environment. I t applies to any manipulation tech
nique of the environment that would produce any changes whatsoever 
in the dynamics, composition or structure of the earth, including its 
biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere and atmosphere, as well as in outer 
space. More specifically, it applies to the use for military or any other 
hostile purposes of changes in the elements of the weather: clouds, 
precipitation, cyclones, storms and so on; to artificially induced earth
quakes, tidal waves and changes in the climatic elements, in ocean
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currents, and in the ozone layer, and to any violation of the ecological 
balance of any part of the world.

It should be observed that the scope of the prohibition provided for 
in the draft convention does not exclude any means of affecting the 
natural environment which could in practice have harmful 
consequences.

The system of control provided for in the draft convention is suf
ficiently flexible and effective. Article V, and also the provision on the 
Consultative Committee of Experts contained in the addendum to the 
draft convention, lays down significant conditions that would ensure 
the settlement of possible conflicts of opinion relating to the imple
mentation of the convention by the parties thereto. I t  is designed to 
give the parties to the convention not only appropriate rights but also 
assistance in this matter. I f  need be, a State would have a sufficiently 
broad range of action, including bilateral consultations and co-oper
ation, appeals to appropriate international organizations for consul
tation, the convening of the Consultative Committee of Experts and, 
finally, reference to the Security Council. The State would itself de
termine which of these courses of action it should take in any given 
circumstances.

The Soviet delegation believes that the draft convention prepared 
by the CCD is entirely in keeping with the purpose of prohibiting en
vironmental modification techniques incompatible with peaceful pur
poses. Therefore we support the draft resolution proposed by Fin
land, which already has some 25 co-sponsors—^Austria, Zaire, Iran, 
India, Guinea, Mozambique, Brazil, Poland, Bulgaria, Canada, Nor
way, Netherlands and others (A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.l)—that is, the 
representatives of all the Inain groups of States Members of the 
United Nations. As we know, the Soviet Union is also a co-sponsor.^

We call on everyone to support this draft resolution so that we can 
approve the convention and open it for signature as soon as possible.

We cannot agree with the position of the delegation of Mexico, 
which proposes that we should not approve the draft convention, but 
rather return it to the CCD on the grounds that the text does not pro
vide for a comprehensive prohibition. As has been indicated above, the 
j)rohibition laid down in the draft convention in practice embraces 
all possible ways of affecting the natural environment for military pur
poses. In these circumstances, any delay in approving the draft con
vention would in fact serve only to delay the adoption of a major step 
towards blocking of a new avenue in the arms race. I t  would be a 
flagrant contradiction of an approach which has stood the test of time, 
namely, the conclusion of a number of international agreements on 
disarmament. We cannot but express surprise at the assertion that, 
with the threshold prohibition of any weapon, that part of it is per
mitted which has not been prohibited. To accept this assumption

* See ante, p. 748 and poatf pp. 861-862.
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would mean that there was really no point in talking about adopting 
any partial measures of disarmament, since according to the pro
ponents of this argument, everything that is not excluded from the 
prohibition would be permitted.

But life fortimately develops in a rather different way, and mankind 
has in its possession such important international agreements as the 
Treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons in the three 
spheres,® the Treaty prohibiting the emplacement of nuclear weapons 
on the sea-bed,® the agreement prohibiting the emplacement of nu
clear weapons in outer space,  ̂ the Moscow Treaty of 1974 limiting 
underground nuclear tests,® and a number of other important inter
national agreements on disarmament.

Nor can we agree that because the prohibition is not fully compre
hensive, it is not in keeping with the interests of small countries. Let 
me ask you th is: if the convention is not concluded, and all means of 
affecting the natural environment are not prohibited, including those 
that may cause irreversible damage to any country, and especially to 
small countries, would this be in the interests of small countries?

Those w!ho propose that the draft convention should be referred back 
to the CCD argue that agreement could easily and rapidly be achieved. 
We cannot agree with this. I t  is not a matter of drafting or clarifying 
formulations. As has already been demonstrated, the present draft 
convention was prepared in the course of long and difficult discus
sions. I t is a sensible compromise and a balanced outcome of the dis
cussions, which takes into account the positions of many countries.

In  the course of the discussion some doubts were expressed as to the 
extent to which the draft convention met the interests of the develop
ing countries.

The Soviet Union, which initiated the idea of preparing this agree
ment, had and has one aim in mind: to erect a barrier against the use 
of environmental modification techniques for military and other hos
tile purposes, with a view to closing off new avenues in the arms race. 
This is obviously in the interests of all nations and States, including, of 
course, the developing countries. On the basis of this initiative, and as 
a result of difficult and complex talks, agreement was achieved among 
a considerable number of States, including the more highly developed 
from a scientific and technological point of view, which voluntarily 
agreed to renounce the use of environmental modification techniques 
for military or other hostile purposes although some of these States 
actually possess such techniques. So the question arises whether or not 
it is to the advantage of developing countries that do not possess such 
techniques for other countries, w'hich do possess them, voluntarily to 
give up their use? There can be only one answer to that question.

^Documents on Disarmament. 19€S. pp. 291-293.
m i ,  pp. 7-11.

’’m d ., 1967, pp. 38-43.
‘ lUd., 1974, pp. 225-227.



LIKHATCHEV STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 16 807

Furthermore, the draft convention provides for the fullest possible 
exchange of scientific and technological information regarding envi
ronmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes. Article III , 
paragraph 2 of the draft convention states that

States parties . . . shall contribute . . .  to international economic and scien
tific co-operation in the preservation, improvement and peaceful utilization of 
the environment, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas 
of the world.

This provision takes into account the interests of the developing coim  ̂
tries, and even anticipates them.

To sum up what I  said on the question of the convention, I  can say 
that the purposes of strengthening peace, of restraining the arms race, 
the interests of all States would be served by the approval by the 
thirty-first session of the General Assembly of the United Nations of 
the convention on the prohibition of military or other hostile environ
mental modification techniques, as would the opening of such a conven
tion for signature as soon as possible.

The positive results which have been achieved in the preparation 
of this convention confirm that agreement on preventing the emer
gence of new possible trends or avenues in the arms race is something 
that comes about more easily and sooner than attempts to prohibit or 
remove already existing forms of weaponry which are to be found 
in arsenals. This, in our view, should be borne in mind in our approach 
to another question which I  shall refer to later.

A year ago here, at the General Assembly, the Soviet Union made 
a proposal to prohibit the development and production of new types 
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons,® 
and introduced an appropriate draft international treaty.^® Subsequent 
courses of events have confirmed the timeliness of resolution 3479 
(XXX) of the General Assembly which approved the Soviet initia
tive.^  ̂ITie discussion of this proposal which was held that year in the 
Disarmament Committee with the participation of highly qualified ex
perts showed that there was a certain amount of progress. Typically, 
a nimiber of countries, which adopted a waiting and passive stand at 
the spring session of the Committee, did express their views on the 
substance of the problem in the summer session and sent their own ex
perts. And we noted with satisfaction that in the discussion of this 
subject, representatives of 11 States took part. A beginning was made 
in a business-like and constructive discussion of the problem, the im
portance and complexity of which it would be difficult to 
overestimate.

Indeed, any limitations on the use of science and technology for the 
creation of new, even more fearful forms of weapons of mass destruc
tion do not exist, a,t the moment with the exception of biological weap

® lUa., 1975, pp. 477-478, 482-486.
pp. 479-482.
pp. 798-803.

253-754 0  -  78 -  53
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ons. And this means that any time discoveries and inventions of science 
and technology may be used for military purposes with consequent 
catastrophic effects.

Sometimes we hear people saying that such weapons have not yet 
been invented and should we really be bothering about banning them 
right now ? Yes, we should; and this is why: there is one incontrovert
ible fact we are all aware of, namely that scientific progress is con
stantly accelerating, as is the sophistication and perfection of weapons. 
The existing prototypes of weapons are growing old in their very 
stockpiles today and even on their testing groimds. And who can 
swear that new forms of weapons of mass destruction will not appear 
in the conceivable future? We can say right now with considerable 
confidence that in their staggering effects they would be comparable 
to the existing forms of such weapons and maybe even outstrip them. 
Furthermore, in recent years, there has been an ever more discernible 
tendency to go over to an arms race in weapons of a new qualitatively 
higher degree. And if we do not do something to stop this process right 
now—if we do not erect a barrier to the creation of new forms and 
systems of weapons of mass destruction— t̂hen the task of disarma
ment in the future would become much more complex and difficult than 
it is now.

The memorandum of the Soviet Union on questions of ending the 
arms race and disarmament stresses that this danger is extremely great 
and that we must find ways of stopping it.

I t is precisely from this standpoint that the Soviet Union ap
proaches the talks on this question of the Committee on Disarma
ment. And, as we know, the Soviet delegation, in order to clarify 
the scope of the prohibition in the draft agreement, has tabled a 
working document on defining concepts of new forms of weapons of 
mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. I t gives examples 
of the definition of such concepts and illustrative examples.^^ The 
USSR proposed an approach whereby new forms of weaponry of 
mass destruction would include among them any forms of weapons 
based on qualitatively new principles of operation—in terms of method 
of use, target and the nature of the effect. These would include, for 
example, say weapons with a broad range of selectivity of targets, 
which affect cells, and various systems of the human organism and 
even whole peoples; infra-sound weapons which affect internal organs, 
the psyche and conduct of peoples; genetic weapons which destroy 
the genetic processes and affect heredity both of man and plants and 
animals necessary for his existence, and which, in the final analysis, 
would lead to decline and even extinction; ethnic weapons based on 
the use of natural biochemical distinctions between various groups 
of the population, depending on skin colour, blood group, which would 
strike selectively by means of special chemical agents. There are also 
a number of other possibilities we could mention, from which as a

 ̂Ante, pp. 538-541.



LIKHATCHEV STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 16 809

result of scientific and technological advances and even experiments, 
new types of terrifying weapons might be developed.

Insofar as new systems of weapons of mass destruction are con
cerned, they should not, in the view of the Soviet Union, be cre
ated either in terms of new types or of types already based on exist
ing scientific principles which new technical elements of combat or 
support means could make even more dangerous. As an example we 
could mention aero-space systems of nuclear weapons on the basis of 
space craft transporters, air-fueled projectiles and a number of others.

The question of prohibition of the creation of new weapons and 
new systems of weapons of mass destruction is an important and 
topical one and embraces the substantial aspect of the whole problem 
of disarmament and the prevention of war. Talks on this question 
should be given high-priority attention. We believe that the Com
mittee on Disarmament should step up its work in this field and 
accelerate the preparation .of a new important international agree
ment. The Soviet delegation on the basis of this, on 10 [9] November, 
tabled a draft resolution (A/C.l/31/L.lO/Eev. 1) for tlxis purpose, in 
accordance with the decision of the thirtieth session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations contained in resolution 3479 
( X X X ) a n d  also with the results of the consideration in 1976 of 
the question of preparing an agreement in the Disarmament Com
mittee. In presenting this draft to the Committee, we call upon all 
delegations to support it.̂ ^

The General Assembly of the United Nations and the Committee 
on Disarmament have had on their agenda for more than one year 
now the question of prohibition of the development, manufacture and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and the destruction of such stock
piles. Although the General Assembly regularly adopts resolutions 
calling on all countries as a matter of urgency to solve this problem, 
there has so far been no perceptible progress. Meanwhile, the prob
lem of destroying this type of weapon has become even more pressing 
than before. I f  not today, then tomorrow, the world may see the 
development of new and even more effective types of chemical weap
ons, which would threaten us with mass destruction and also with 
irreversible consequences for the environment. The Western press 
has already published information on so-called binary mixtures— 
two harmless components which together form a highly toxic sub
stance. Specialists see a particular danger in binary mixtures, in 
that they open up the way for the production of chemical weapons 
in factories which produce chemicals for peaceful purposes. And we 
cannot fail to be concerned by the fact that along with the ever- 
accelerating process of the proliferation of new chemical technology, 
there can be also proliferation of chemical weapons which can be 
adopted for use by the armed forces by new countries.

“ Documents on Dimrmament, 1915, pp. 798-803.
See G.A. res. 31/74, post, pp. 932-933.
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The Soviet Union has constantly favoured the total prohibition 
and destruction of all chemical means of waging war. We believe 
that the approach which forms the basis of the draft convention of 
the socialist countries presented in the Disarmament Committee in 
1972 ensures a radical and simultaneous solution of the problem of 
chemical weapons also, as was the case with bacteriological weapons. 
The socialist countries have proposed a much more far-reaching plan 
of chemical disarmament.

Nevertheless, the talks on the subject which have been going on for 
some years now have not yet opened up prospects for such a compre
hensive solution. In that connexion the question has arisen of begin
ning with an agreement on prohibiting and eliminating the most dan
gerous, deadly types of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union has ex
pressed its readiness to agree to this as a first step.

In the Disarmament Committee in 1976 the problem of chemical 
weapons was subjected to further, more profound study by experts 
from many coimtries. This work was useful. We would like to high
light in particular a narrowing of differences on such questions as 
the definition of chemical agents which would be subject to prohibi
tion on the basis of the criterion of the common goal. Also there 
emerged a general view with regard to taking toxicity as an additional 
criterion. In our view, the Soviet and American talks held in Geneva 
in August this year for the purpose of preparing new steps towards 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, that is, towards the conclusion 
of an international convention, have proved useful. Problems were 
considered at these consultations connected with the definition of the 
scope of prohibition and control measures. The consultations will 
continue.

In the talks regarding the banning of chemical weapons, certain 
States have tended to refer to control diificulties. The Soviet Union 
and other socialist countries believe that national control, in combi
nation with certain international procedures, is a sufficient guarantee 
of the observance of the relevant agreement by all the parties to it. 
The possibilities of national control have grown considerably in recent 
years. The effectiveness of physical, chemical and biological methods 
is now such that the presence of minute quantities of substances can 
be detected, even by remote sensing devices situated outside the terri
tory concerned. The possibilities of using statistical methods of control 
have also grown, on the basis of new generations of computers. The 
Soviet Union, as it stressed in its memorandum on questions of ending 
the arms race and disarmament presented for consideration by the 
Assembly, is at the same time ready to consider the possibility of using 
additional control procedures and in particular to discuss methods of 
verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons required 
to be removed from the arsenals of States.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124.
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The Disarmament Committee is now in a position to carry the prob
lem of prohibiting chemical weapons and the elimination of stockpiles 
of such weapons forward from the stage of technical research to the 
practical stage of actually preparing an international agreement. The 
USSR delegation believes that the General Assembly should call on 
all States to demonstrate their political will to reach a universally 
acceptable agreement and recommend to the Disarmament Committee 
to speed up its talks on this problem. For its part, the Soviet Union 
intends to take a very active part in the talks aimed at eliminating 
chemical means of waging war.

The representatives of a number of States who have spoken in the 
discussion in the First Committee have said that the Disarmament 
Committee has always been the most appropriate and competent in
ternational body for talks on specific questions of disarmament. The 
Soviet delegation shares this view and believes that the Disarmament 
Committee in its future work should confirm this high assessment of 
its attributes by practically facilitating the solution of the urgent 
problems of disarmament.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 17, 1976^

Once again we have gathered here to express our views on the multi
faceted issue of disarmament. There are before us 18 items relating to 
disarmament. They range from individual concerns to regional pre
occupations, and some vitally affect all of humanity. None of these 
items is new. JSTor have the views of the Indian delegation undergone 
change on any of them. For decades we have stated our position on 
the items here in the First Committee as also in the CCD. There is 
thus no need for me today to go into details.

What I  should like to do, with your permission, is to address myself 
to fundamentals. It is clear to all—even to those who over the years 
have espoused this idea or that proposal, this convention or that 
treaty—that the international community can claim only meagre re
sults in the field of disarmament since the founding of the United 
Nations Organization. One could say that in truth there has been no 
disarmament in the 31 years of this Organization. Even the convention 
dealing with biological weapons has not been adhered to by all those 
who are capable of producing such weapons.^ The truth is that today 
this world of ours abounds in weapons as it has never before. And the 
quantity is matched by quality. What is more, it needs fewer persons 
than the fingers of one hand to unleash total and, perhaps, irrevocable 
destruction. In truth, just one is enough to do it. Humanity has never 
before faced such a situation. And without a radical change in our

* A/C.1/31/PV. 35, pp. 12-22.
* For convention text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1972, pp. 133-138.
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thinking there will not be—there cannot be—a change in this situa
tion. The situation is radical. Old-fashioned ideas cannot cope with it.

One of the old-fashioned ideas is that, if the security of a few is 
guaranteed, the world will be a safe place to live in. And how is this 
security brought about? Not by disarmament but by a balance of 
terror. They are terrified of each other. So every opportunity is used 
to tilt the balance. Since each is doing the same, the balance turns into 
a see-saw. To put it another way, we live on a roller-coaster with the 
pit of the stomach the most conscious part of our body. Security in 
terror is not possible. One day the mind will be unable to cope with 
the terror and something will give. Where in such a situation is the 
safety for the rest of us ?

Another old-fashioned idea is that some are more responsible than 
others; that so long as nuclear weapons remain in the hands of a select 
few the world is safe. In this very Committee one representative was 
heard to say 10 to 12 years ago that there was nothing wrong in the 
five permanent members of the Security Council possessing nuclear 
weapons. After all, it was argued, they have special responsibility 
under the Charter of the United Nations to maintain peace and se
curity in the world. The only grace in that statement was that it was 
not made by a permanent member. The speaker represented one of 
the allies! Most delegations then, as now, had no doubts about the evil 
character of nuclear weapons. Certainly my delegation has always 
held this view. We are against the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
vertical or horizontal. We are for their total elimination. They are 
evil whether in the hands of a few or of many. We do not accept, we 
will never accept, that some of us are more responsible than others. 
Any thought to the contrary can only be the legacy of colonialism and 
imperialism, a product of the zealous missionary activity to civilize 
others undertaken in centuries past.

But such a thought persists. Over the last few years increasing at
tention has been paid to the overwhelming majority of nations which 
do not possess nuclear weapons rather than to those few which do 
possess them. So much so that a “club” of exporters of nuclear mate
rial and equipment has been formed to bring to heel those who refuse 
to follow the discriminatory policies dictated by a few and sanctioned 
by none. In parallel, efforts are being made to impose safeguards 
through international agencies, again without sanction. Do the mem
bers of this ‘‘club” discuss ways and means of eliminating the stock
piles of nuclear weapons or even of preventing vertical proliferation ? 
If they dared to, the “club” would dissolve in an instant.

The result is that the nuclear technology so desperately needed by 
most developing nations for peaceful purposes cannot be used inde
pendently, much less developed, by the newly-independent and devel
oping countries. Political sovereignty and independence are sought to 
be nullified through the withholding of the latest technology and, of 
course, development assistance. I t should not be a matter of surprise 
if nations resist an approach which is far from curbing the nuclear-
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weapon States and which, in fact, creates a monopoly of nuclear tech
nology for peaceful purposes. Strange as it might seem, such an ap
proach is deemed to prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons. But 
it will never succeed in serving the purpose ascribed to it. What is 
one-sided, lacking in a balance of obligations, will remain so, no 
matter what the label given to it. And it will become more and more 
burdensome to the developing nations, regardless of whether or not 
they subscribe to this or that treaty. Even some of those which became 
parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂
are under suspicion. It will remain so because the bases of this ap
proach are retention of power in the hands of a few, monopoly of nu
clear technology and monopoly of commerce in nuclear material and 
equipment. All this in the name of preventing the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons!

I  am reminded of the story of a monk who prayed and meditated 
beneath a tree by the side of a road. Anyone travelling the road was 
admonished by the monk to give up his evil ways. Years passed in this 
way and the monk died fully expecting to go to heaven. But it hap
pened otherwise! He could not understand the situation and ch id^  
the dark messenger for bringing him to the wrong place. The mes
senger told him calmly.

This is the correct place for you. AU these years you thought you were pray
ing and meditating. But in reality your mind was constantly occupied with the
evil ways of others. You are here by r ig h t!

As in the field of nuclear disarmament so in relation to disarma
ment in the field of conventional weapons, the same discriminatory 
approach is rearing its head. Lest there be misunderstanding, it is not 
my purpose that the developing countries should waste their scarce 
resources in unnecessarily arming themselves. Indeed, no group of 
nations is more conscious of the need to husband its resources and to 
devote them to productive goals. We plead for general and complete 
disarmament in order that we could do so. But now suggestions have 
been made that the “transfer” of arms from one country to another or 
from one group of countries to another should be subjected to selective 
control. Once again the targets of the suggested controls are the newly- 
independent and developing countries. Arms would be “transferred” 
to them in accordance with policies suited to the so-called global in
terests of supplier States. Let there be no doubt that the suggested 
controls are politically motivated. As in the nuclear field so here, they 
are designed to retain power in the hands of a few. There is no sugges
tion, none at all, that the nations which have a monopoly of arms 
manufacture should stop the development and production of more and 
more sophisticated weapons. So, a small group of countries will have 
more and more powerful means to control the vast majority of nations. 
We have all talked of the ever-widening economic gap between the 
industrialized developed States on the one hand and the newly-

® m d., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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independent developing States on the other. Most of us have not yet 
paid attention to this other ever-widening gap. This is not disarma
ment, not even arms limitation. This is control of many by a few. 
Again, some are thought to be more responsible than others!

Thus, we are trying to cope with a radical situation through old- 
fashioned ideas. Whatsoever is based on such ideas is doomed to 
failure. I t  is repeatedly said that lack of progress in disarmament is 
due to a lack of political will to disarm. True enough. But the political 
will of the vast majority cannot be aroused by the dictates of a few. 
Maintenance of peace and security by means of a balance of terror 
among a few and the defencelessness of the vast majority are not a 
sound basis for disarmament, much less for peace. No wonder, there
fore, that the recent Conference of Heads of State or Government of 
Non-Aligned Countries incorporated this passage in its Political 
Declaration:

The Conference emphasized the necessity to strengthen international peace 
and security and ratified their firm decision to reinforce solidarity and mutual 
assistance among the Non-AUgned Countries in order to confront more effec
tively threats, pressures, aggressions and other political or economic actions 
directed against them by imperialism.*

In the same declaration the Conference reiterated the urgent need 
to adopt effective measures leading to the convening of a world dis
armament conference and recommended that in the meantime the 
United Nations General Assembly hold a special session with this 
agenda: a review of the problem of disarmament; the promotion and 
elaboration of a programme of priorities and recommendations in the 
field of disarmament; and, finally, the question of convening a world 
disarmament conference.

At the Special Session and, hopefully, soon thereafter at the world 
disarmament conference, we must re-examine our ideas and recast 
our approach in relation to disarmament negotiations and agreements. 
To succeed the new approach must be based on:

1. The primary and urgent necessity of the elimination of nuclear 
weapons and their means of delivery. I t  is obvious that action in this 
regard can be taken only by those who possess the weapons. No amount 
of restrictions on non-nuclear-weapon States will remedy the situation.

2. Science and technology should be handmaids of economic devel
opment of all, not only a few. They must be available to all on a non- 
discriminatory basis.

3. The necessity of stopping the further development and sophis
tication of conventional weapons by the industrialized developed 
States as a first step towards halting the race in such weapons.

4. The end of practices whereby a few industrialized developed 
States remain heavily armed on the pretext of assuring their own 
security but impose defencelessness upon the newly independent and 
developing States.

Ante, pp. 561-564.
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We live in a world which is interdependent as never before. There 
are no isolated phenomena. The security of a few cannot guarantee 
the security of all. Until we construct policies which do assure the 
security of all, disarmament will not move from the forum of debate 
to the field of actuality.

Statement by ACDA Director Ikle to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Nuclear Policy and Radiological Weap
ons, November 18, 1976^

We welcome this opportunity to address the First Committee again. 
We consider this the ideal forum in which to present a fuller up-to- 
date explanation of the United States’ most recent policy and pro
posals on nuclear energy and put forward a related arms control 
proposal.

Throughout the nuclear age, the United States has launched many 
efforts to control the destructive potential of the atom and yet keep 
the peaceful benefits of nuclear energy in mankind’s service. Some 30 
years ago, when only the United States possessed the atom bomb, we 
made a proposal to the United Nations that envisaged placing all nu
clear resources throughout the world under the ownership and control 
of an independent international authority.^ Perhaps that proposal 
called for too great a willingness of other nations to place their trust 
in international cooperation.

Less than a decade later, in 1954, the United States imdertook a 
second major initiative— t̂he “Atoms for Peace” program— t̂o assist 
other countries in acquiring nuclear technology for peaceful uses.  ̂And 
we invited other nations to join with us in building an international 
agency to facilitate cooperation in peaceful uses of the atom and to 
safeguard nuclear technology from diversion to destructive ends. The 
fruit of this initiative can be seen in the broad acceptance and useful
ness of the International Atomic Energy Agency and its unprece
dented safeguards ^stem.

But in the last two decades, much has been learned about both the 
promise and the threat of nuclear technology, and the thin dividing 
line between them. I t  became clear that further and far-reaching 
measures were needed. Otherwise, in region after region, new nuclear 
threats and rivalries could accompany the worldwide spread of peace
ful nuclear technology. This concern is widely shared in the United 
States and other countries. President Ford’s October 28 announce
ment on United States nuclear energy policy is a response to these 
concerns and represents a wide spectrum of agreement in my country as 
to the steps needed.^

^ACDA press release; for UNGA version, see A/C.1/31/PV.37, pp. 32-41. 
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 7-16.
* For the proposal, see iMd,, pp. 393-^X).
* Ante, pp. 703-716.
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I  believe it is important to emphasize to you certain premises on 
which this policy is based:

—F irst: Success in stemming the spread of nuclear weapons must 
be based on sympathetic understanding of the energy needs of all 
states. States electing to participate in the necessary restraint ar
rangements must, therefore, be assured that they will Ite able to bene
fit fully from the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

—Second: If  the United States asks other nations to exercise re
straint in certain aspects of their nuclear power programs, it must be 
prepared to show comparable restraint at home.

—^Third: I t  is of crucial importance that all nations clearly recog
nize their common interest in preventing the spread of nuclear weapons 
capabilities to country after country. No single nation or group of 
nations can ensure an effective non-proliferation effort. As President 
Ford has said:

The United States is prepared to work with aU other countries. . . . Ef
fective non-proliferation measures will require the participation and support 
of nuclear suppliers and consumers.®

The security of many of the non-nuclear nations represented here is 
perhaps more directly threatened by further proliferation than is the 
security of countries now possessing nuclear weapons. This is im
portant.

Our new nuclear energy policy sets forth action the United States 
has decided to take on its own, and proposals the United States will 
make to other nations. Several of these measures are designed to avert 
the serious dangers that would result from the existence throughout the 
world of nationally owned uranium enrichment plants and plutonium 
reprocessing plants. These plants can produce the materials that can 
readily be made into nuclear weapons.

In regard to uranium enrichment, we of course recognize that coun
tries which plan for nuclear reactors as an important source of elec
trical energy need to have an assured and reliable source of nuclear 
fuel. In forgoing acquisition of sensitive nuclear facilities under na
tional control, it is evident that such countries are entitled to assur
ances that suitable nuclear fuel will remain available.

I t has long been a-ssumed that the energy value remaining in spent 
reactor fuel would be recovered by reprocessing recovered fissile ma
terial and recycling it back into power reactors. However, as our un
derstanding and information improved, two facts became plain: first, 
the economic advantages of plutonium recycle are at this time very 
uncertain; second, and more important, in the absence of adequate 
safeguard measures, the accumulation of separated plutonium can 
greatly increase the risk of diversion to nuclear weapons. And this 
risk would lead to instability among the neighboring countries of a 
region.

® Ante, p. 706.
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The U.S. policy statement of October 28 specifies several actions, 
domestic and international, aimed at restraining the spread of such 
plutonium:

—The United States has decided to defer conmiercial reprocessing 
activities. We no longer regard reprocessing and recycling of pluto
nium as a necessary and inevitable step in the nuclear fuel cycle. We 
will pursue them in the future only if there is sound reason to con
clude that it is economically justified and that the world community 
can effectively overcome the associated risks of proliferation. In the 
meantime, we will expand our capacity to store unreprocessed spent 
fuel, we will fully consider all the implications of reprocessing, and 
we will also explore alternative means for recovering the energy value 
from used nuclear fuel without separating plutonium. Several ideas 
have been advanced for such recovery methods and research will now 
be undertaken to determine their validity.

—^We are calling on all nations to join us in refraining from the 
transfer of reprocessing and enrichment technology and facilities for a 
period of at least 3 years. We are also asking suppliers and consumers 
to work together to establish reliable international means for meet
ing nuclear fuel needs with minimum risk.

—^We will invite other nations to participate in our new evalua
tion program on the values and risks of plutonium reprocessing and 
recycling and the alternatives that may be available.

In addition to these actions, the United States’ policy calls for 
better controls on the accumulation of plutonium. I t proposes inter
national discussions aimed at secure and safe storage arrangements 
for civil plutonium and spent reactor fuel under the auspices of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, pending ultimate disposition. 
We are prepared, when such a storage arrangement is broadly accepted 
and in operation, to place our own excess civil plutonium and spent 
fuel under its control. We are also prepared to consider providing a 
site for international storage of spent fuel and radioactive wastes 
under IAEA auspices.

Another important element of the U.S. program of action is sup
port for strengthening the IAEA safeguards system. We hope that 
all states will join us in insuring that the IAEA has the technical 
resources and staff necessary to meet its sjrowing responsibilities. We 
are committinpf more resources to help the Agency improve its safe
guards capabilities, and our national laboratories with expertise in 
safeguards will provide assistance on a continuing basis to the IAEA 
as the Agency identifies its needs.

Let me now turn to U.S. nuclear export policies. The United States 
is adopting new criteria to encourage nations to pursue cooperative 
and responsible non-proliferation policies. In determining whether
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to enter into new or expanded nuclear cooperation, we will consider 
the following factors:

—^Adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty ® will be a strong 
positive factor favoring cooperation with a non-nuclear weapon state.

—Non-nuclear weapons states that have not yet adhered to the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty will receive positive recognition if they are 
prepared to submit to full fuel cycle safeguards, pending adherence.

—^We will favor recipient nations that are prepared to forgo, or 
postpone for a substantial period, the establishment of national re
processing or enrichment activities or, in certain cases, prepared to 
shape and schedule their reprocessing and enriching facilities to foster 
non-proliferation needs.

—Positive recognition will also be given to nations prepared to 
participate in an international storage regime, under which spent 
fuel and any separated plutonium would be placed pending use.

Moreover, we will also encourage other nuclear suppliers to adopt 
these same criteria as common guidelines. As a fundamental element 
of our non-proliferation effort, I  now reiterate the continuing U.S. 
support for the Non-Proliferation Treaty and our position that all 
nations ought to adhere to it.

My Government believes the international community must take 
certain concerted actions. I t must be made clear that no state can 
expect to abrogate or violate any non-proliferation agreement with 
impunity. As President Ford stated on October 28, the United States 
will, at a minimum, respond to a violation of any safeguards agree
ment with the United States by immediately cutting off the supply 
of nuclear fuel to the violator and ending cooperation. We would also 
consider further steps against violators—steps not necessarily confined 
to ending nuclear cooperation. Moreover, our actions would not be 
limited only to agreements in which we are directly involved. In 
case of violation of any safeguards agreement, particularly one in
volving the IAEA, we will initiate immediate consultations with 
all interested nations to determine appropriate action. We invite all 
concerned governments to adopt a similar policy.

While the United States believes that the steps I  have outlined 
will inhibit the further spread of nuclear weapons, it recognizes 
that nuclear energy policy, of course, must also offer the benefits of 
cooperation and incentives, bearing in mind the importance of nuclear 
power as an alternative to fossil fuels. The United States will take 
steps to assure that states which practice responsible non-prolifera
tion policies, and join appropriate international arrangements, will 
have an adequate and reliable supply of nuclear energy:

—The United States is prepared to act, in cooperation with other 
nations, to assure reliable supplies of nuclear fuel at equitable prices

® Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-^65.



IKLfi STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 18 819

to a country that accepts effective restraints on reprocessing, plutonium 
disposition, and other sensitive technologies. We will initiate con
sultations with other nations to develop the means to insure that 
suppliers will be able to offer, and consumers will be able to receive, 
an uninterrupted and economical supply of low-enriched uranium 
fuel and fuel services.

—The United States will offer other equitable arrangements. Where 
appropriate, this may include providing fresh, low-enriched uranium 
fuel in return for mutual agreement on the disposition of spent fuel, 
where this clearly fosters our common non-proliferation objectives.

—We will expand cooperative efforts with other countries to develop 
their indigenous non-nuclear energy resources. We have proposed that 
an International Energy Institute be established to help other coun
tries match the most economical and readily available sources of 
energy to their power needs. We will offer technological assistance 
through this Institute and other appropriate means.

My Government believes that the program of actions described 
in the Presidential statement of October 28—and summarized very 
briefly today—can provide an improved foimdation for the use of 
nuclear energy throughout the world, in ways that meet both non
proliferation objectives and electric power needs. “The task we face,” 
President Ford emphasized in his statement, ‘‘calls for an interna
tional cooperative venture of unprecedented dimensions.” So we ask 
all nations to join in this opportunity to work together for the benefit 
of all.

I  must ask you, however, to keep in mind that all these steps cannot 
change the fact that large amounts of radioactive materials will con
tinue to accumulate until the question of their final utilization or 
disposition is resolved. I  would like to turn now to a further oppor
tunity for arms control.

These rapidly accumulating radioactive materials have the po
tential for use in radiological weapons—a hazard distinct from nu
clear explosives. Such weapons, if ever developed, could produce per
nicious effects—long-term and short-term—solely by the radioactivity 
emitted. Virtually any of the strongly radioactive isotopes might be 
used to contaminate areas for long periods of time. For example, the 
amount of plutonium which could be dispersed by a conventional ex
plosive could contaminate a substantial area, with the material re
taining its radioactive characteristics for tens of thousands of years. 
Decontamination, if feasible at all, would be extremely costly.

My Government suggests that next year an appropriate forum, such 
as the CCD, consider an agreement that would prohibit the use of 
radioactive materials as radiological weapons. Such an agreement 
would not affect the production of radioactive materials, either as a 
necessary byproduct of power reactors or for other peaceful appli
cations, or affect our call for storage of spent fuel under international 
auspices.
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Such an agreement could complement the Geneva Protocol of 1925, 
which prohibits the use of poison gas and bacteriological methods of 
warfare.*  ̂In addition, a radiological warfare agreement could contain 
a provision for appropriate measures by the parties to preclude di
version of radioactive materials for use as radiological weapons.

Such a commitment would, of course, be a particularly worthwhile 
undertaking for the major nuclear industrial states. Countries with 
substantial nuclear energy programs have accumulated large amounts 
of waste materials with extensive remaining radioactivity.

Negotiation of a radiological weapons agreement should not of 
course, impede work on other multilateral arms control issues. I t is our 
intent that it will not. But feasible arms control steps, such as this, 
should not go unrealized simply because larger problems have yet to 
be solved. Such a proposal, if adopted, would address a potentially 
significant future danger; each arms control agreement that is sound 
on its own merits can be another positive step toward a safer world.

The measures the United States is here advocating are important 
to progress in arms control. They will make more durable our peace
ful nuclear cooperation by making it safer. They will help prevent the 
world’s search for energy from fostering rivalries for mankind’s most 
destructive weapon.

All this is good, but all this, of course, is not enough. We must move 
resolutely toward much broader and more far-reaching controls on 
nuclear weapons. The security of every nation—of every person—re
quires that we do our utmost to limit and reduce the nuclear arsenals 
and that we work with no less determination toward a more secure 
international order. The United States pledges its continuing dedica
tion to this goal.

Soviet Draft Treaty Introduced in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly on the Complete and General Prohibition 
of Nuclear-Weapon Tests, November 22, 1976^

The States Parties to this Treaty^

Proclaiming their intention to bring about, as speedily as possible, 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race, the adoption of effective meas
ures towards nuclear disarmament and the conclusion of an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 
international control.

Taking into account the appeals by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations to put an end to nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments,

" 7Wd., imd, pp. 76^-765.
^A/C.1/31/9. Nov. 22, 1976. A revised version of the 1975 Soviet draft treaty 

(see Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 487-^90), the text of this draft 
treaty was forwarded to the Secretary-General by First Deputy Foreign Minister 
Kuznetsov, who requested its circulation.
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Noting that the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests would be in 
the interests of strengthening peace and slowing the arms race and 
would be a contribution to the process of international detente,

Reaffirming the potential benefits of any peaceful application 
of nuclear explosions should be available to nuclear as well as non
nuclear States in conformity with the provisions of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons^ and of the present Treaty,

Noting the great positive significance of the Treaty Banning Nu
clear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under- 
Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963,̂

Stressing the importance of strict compliance with the above- 
mentioned Treaty up to the time of the entry into force of this 
Treaty,

Seeking to achieve the permanent cessation of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons by all States,

Having agreed on the following:

AETICLE I

1. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to pre
vent and to refrain from carrying out any test explosions of nuclear 
weapons anywhere under its jurisdiction or control in all environ
ments—in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and under
ground.

2. Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes to refrain from 
encouraging, inciting, or in any way participating in the carrying out 
of nuclear explosions prohibited by paragraph 1 of this article.

AETICLE II

1. Control over compliance with this Treaty shall be conducted by 
the States Parties, through their own national technical means of con
trol, in accordance with the generally recognized rules of international 
law.

2. In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance 
with the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties to the Treaty shall co
operate in an international exchange of seismic data.

3. In case a State Party to this Treaty has doubts regarding the 
nature of a seismic event that occurred in the territory of another State 
Party to this Treaty, it has the right to raise the question of carrying 
out an on-site inspection in order to ascertain the true nature of that 
event. The State Party to the Treaty that raised this question must cite 
appropriate grounds in support of the necessity of carrying out the 
inspection. The State Party to the Treaty which is the object of doubts 
regarding its compliance with the Treaty, recognizing the importance 
of this question, may take a favourable position regarding the carrying

^Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
® Ihid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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out of an inspection in its territory, provided it finds the grounds con
vincing, or it may take another decision. Such an inspection shall be 
carried out according to rules established by the inviting State Party.

4. In order to promote the objectives of and to ensure compliance 
with the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties shall, when necessary, 
consult one another, make inquiries and receive appropriate informa
tion in connexion with such inquiries.

5. Any State Party to this Treaty which ascertains that any other 
State Party is acting in violation of obligations deriving from the 
provisions of the Treaty may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint must contain all 
possible evidence confirming its validity and a request for its con
sideration by the Security Council. The Council shall inform the 
States Parties to the Treaty of the results of its conisideration.

ARTICLE I I I

1. The provisions of article I  shall not apply to any underground 
nuclear explosions conducted by nuclear-weapon S ta t^  for peaceful 
purposes on the territory under their jurisdiction and in compliance 
with the agreements under which, in accordance with article V of 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, non
nuclear-weapon States are to benefit from any peaceful applications 
of nuclear explosions.

2. The explosions referred to in paragraph 1 of this article shall 
be conducted as follows:

(a) In  the case of non-nuclear-weapon States, in conformity with 
the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons;

(b) In  the ca?e of nuclear-weapon States, in conformity with a pro
cedure to be established under a special aOTeement concerning which 
the nuclear-weapon States will conduct negotiations with due rejrard 
for the recommendations of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
on the subject and which will be concluded as speedily as possible.

ARTICLE IV

The provisions of this Treaty shall not affect obli^rations assumed by 
the States Parties to the Treaty under other international agreements.

ARTICLE V

1. Any Party to this Treaty may propose amendments to the Treaty. 
The text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the de
positary Governments, which shall circulate it to all Parties to the 
Treaty. Thereupon, if reouested to do so by one third or more of the 
Parties to the Treaty, the depositary Governments shall convene a con-
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ference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, for 
the purpose of considering such amendment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority 
of the votes of all the Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all 
nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Treaty. The amendment shall 
enter into force for each Party depositing its instrument of ratifica
tion of the amendment upon the deposit of such instruments of rati
fication by a majority of all the Parties, including the nuclear-weapon 
States Parties to the Treaty. Thereafter, it shall enter into force for 
any other Party upon the deposit of its instrument of ratification of 
the amendment.

AETICLE VI

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

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. 
Instruments of ratification and accession shall be deposited with the 
Governments o f ---------- —, w'hich are hereby designated the deposi
tary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of the in
struments of ratification b y -------------  Governments, including the
Governments of all nuclear-weapon States.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are de
posited subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, the Treaty 
shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instrumente 
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 accession, the date of the entry 
into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for 
convening a conference of Parties to the Treaty or of other notifi
cations.

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

ARTICLE V II

1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
2. Each State Party shall, in the exercise of its national sovereignty, 

have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraordi
nary circumstances, connected with the subject-matter of this Treaty, 
have jeopardized its supreme interests. I t  shall give three months’ 
notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to 
the Security Council of the United Nations. Such notice shall include 
a statement of the extraordinary circumstances which it regards as 
having jeopardized its supreme interests.

253-754 0  - 78 - 54
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ARTICLE V III

This Treaty, 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 Treaty 
shall be transmitted by the depositary Governments to the Govern
ments of the signatory and acceding States.

I n w rrN E S S  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized for the pur
pose, have signed this Treaty.

D one in  copies, a t  on the  day of , -------- .

Japanese Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee of 
the General Assembly: Question of International Transfer of 
Conventional Arms, November 22, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Noting the concern expressed in the General Assembly over the 
rapidly increasing international transfer of conventional arms and 
the resulting build-up of national armaments,

Recognizing the necessity for the acquisition of arms by States in 
exercise of their inherent right of self-defence as recognized in Article 
51 of the United Nations Charter,

Convinced of the urgent need to curb the conventional arms race 
without prejudice to the supreme importance of nuclear disarma
ment, and to make progress towards general and complete disarma
ment.

Convinced of the need to assure the use of the resources which are 
now being diverted to the production and purchase of conventional

" A/C.1/31/L.20, Nov. 22, 1976. The draft res. was introduced on Nov. 23, 1976,
(see post, pp. 840-842). Pakistan submitted amendments on Nov. 30 {post, p. 874), 
but withdrew them {post, pp. 894-895) after Japan orally amended the draft res. 
{post, pp. 893-894). India, joined by Algeria, Egypt, Mexico, Nigeria, and Yugo
slavia, moved for adjournment of debate on the question (A/C.1/31/PV.49, pp. 18- 
20). The motion was carried by a vote of 51 to 32, with 33 abstentions, as foUows :

In  favor—Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bhutan, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Rep., Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Ethiopia, GDR, Hungary, India, Iraq, 
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Libyan Arab Rep., Mada
gascar, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, 
Peru, Poland, Qatar, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri
nam, Syrian Arab Rep., Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United 
Rep. of Cameroon, USSR, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against—^Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Ghana, Ireland, Israel, Japan, Liberia, Nepal, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Philippines, Portugal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Spain, Swaziland, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Uruguay, 
Venezuela.

AhHaininff—Afghanistan, Austria, Bangladesh. Burma, Chad, Costa Rica, 
Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Greece, Guinea Bissau, Iceland, 
Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Malawi, Malaysia, Mauritius, 
Mozambique, Niger, Pakistan, Panama, Romania, Sweden, Togo, United Rep. 
of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Zaire, Zambia.
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arms, for the benefit of all countries and the improvement of world 
economic and social conditions,

1. Invites all Member States to communicate to the Secretary- 
General before 1 May 1977 their views and suggestions on the ques
tion of the international transfer of conventional arms;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General As
sembly at its thirty-second session a report containing the communi
cations received under paragraph 1;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, with the assistance of qualified 
governmental experts, to make a factual study of the international 
transfer of conventional arms and submit it to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session an item entitled: “Question of the international transfer of 
conventional arms”.

Statement by the Indonesian Representative (Joewono) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Report of the k d  
Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, November 22, 1976^

Since Ambassador Amerasinghe of Sri Lanka, Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, has been elected to the 
important position of the President of the General Assembly at the 
present session, I  am given the honour to address the First Committee 
in my capacity as acting Chairman of the Committee in order to intro
duce the Committee report (A/31/29).^

Before dwelling on the content of the report, allow me to touch 
briefly upon the developments which have taken place in connexion 
with the consideration of the important question of the Indian Ocean 
as a zone of peace.

Since the Indian Ocean was declared a zone of peace by General 
Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI)^ following a timely initiative by 
Prime Minister Bandaranaike of Sri Lanka in 1971,̂  understanding 
and support for the objective of the Declaration have prevailed and 
increased in parallel with efforts for maintaining regional peace and 
security in the Indian Ocean among its littoral and hinterland States.

This development is reflected in the voting on the past five resolu
tions on the Indian Ocean from the twenty-sixth to the thirtieth 
sessions of the General Assembly. The number of supporting votes 
has increased from 61 for the first resolution 2832 (XXVI) in 1971 
to 106 for the fifth resolution 3468 (XXX) in 1975,® while the num-

"A/C.1/31/PV.40, pp. 6-10.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session^ Supplement No. 29 

(A/31/29).
® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
" A/PV.1962 (prov.), pp. 9-13.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 774-776.
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ber of abstentions has decreased from 55 to 25. No single vote has 
been cast against any of these resolutions.

By resolution 3259 (X X IX ), in 1974, the General Assembly re
quested the littoral and hinterland States to enter into consultations 
with a view to convening an Indian Ocean conference.® The following 
year by resolution 3468 (XXX), the Assembly noted that, as a result 
of these consultations, an agreement in principle on the convening of 
such a conference had emerged among the regional States and re
quested them to continue their consultations with particular attention 
to the following six points: purposes of such a conference, date, venue, 
agenda, participation and level of participation. Therefore, in 1976, 
the Ad Hoc Committee continued its work and consultations and 
adopted the report which is now before the Committee.

As indicated in the report, the Ad Hoc Committee held two sessions 
of meetings in May and September this year and a number of informal 
meetings. The littoral and hinterland States continued informal con
sultations on the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean at 
a meeting on 11 May 1976.

To facilitate such consultations, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee requested, in a letter dated 10 February 1976, the littoral and 
hinterland States to communicate their views on the six points listed 
in paragraph 3 of resolution 3468 (XXX).

The Ad Hoc Committee considered views communicated in response 
to the letter together with those already expressed in previous years. 
They are found in the current report of the Ad Hoc Committee, in 
Part II.

In parallel with those consultations in the Ad Hoc Committee and 
among regional States, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee ad
dressed a letter dated 19 May 1976 to the great Powers and major 
maritime users of the Indian Ocean, except China and Japan which 
have been members of the Ad Hoc Committee, inviting them to par
ticipate in the consultations of the littoral and hinterland States. The 
replies to the letter indicated that a large number of great Powers 
and major maritime States still found it difficult to participate in 
such consultations on the convening of a conference on the Indian 
Ocean. These replies are referred to in Part I I  of the report. However, 
during the general debate in the plenary some encouraging movement 
has been discerned.

In the final stage of its 1976 session, the Ad Hoc Committee con
sidered the possibility of reaching agreement on a draft resolution 
to be recommended to the First Committee for its adoption. I t is my 
pleasure to inform the First Committee that agreement was reached 
on a draft resolution which is contained in Part IV of the report.^

In its preamble, the General Assembly would, inter alia  ̂ note the 
resolution adopted at the Fifth Conference of Heads of State or Gov

UUd,, 1974, pp. 795-797.
Identical with res. 31/88, poatj pp. 939-940.
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ernment of Non-Aligned Countries at Colombo; ® express concern over 
an escalation of the military presence of the great Powers in the Indian 
Ocean; and regret the lack of co-operation by certain great Powers 
and major maritime States. By the operative paragraphs of the draft 
resolution, the General Assembly would take note of the report of the 
J  d U oG  Committee; request the Ad Hoc Committee and the littoral 
and hinterland States to continue their consultations for the conven
ing of a conference on the Indian Ocean; renew its invitation to all 
States, in particular the great Powers and major maritime users, to 
co-operate with the Ad Hoc Committee; request the Ad Hoc Com
mittee to continue its work; and request the Secretary-General to con
tinue to render all necessary assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee.

It is the earnest hope of the Ad Hoc Committee that this draft reso
lution will be found acceptable to the members of the First Committee 
and that a broad measure of consensus will be achieved in the matter.

Before concluding I would like to draw the attention of the dis
tinguished members of the Committee to the Corrigendum issued to 
the Report of the Ad Hoc Committee, and in particular to item num
ber two, which reflects the decision of the Committee to the effect that 
paragraphs 8 to 15 of the report should be indented. I  should like, 
however, notwithstanding the circulation of the corrigendum, to ex
press on behalf of the Committee its dissatisfaction that the format 
of the report as first issued is not in accordance with its decision.

Statement by the Sri Lanka Representative (Senanayake) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as 
a Zone of Peace, November 22, 1976 ^

In my statement to this Committee on 9 November, in the course 
of the general debate, I  stated that one of the main concerns of the 
Ad Hoc Committee during the past two years has been the convening 
of a conference on the Indian Ocean for which agreement in principle 
has emerged among the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean area. At the same time, I  have been constrained to express the 
dissatisfaction of my delegation with the progress, or rather lack of 
it, that has been made either in the Ad Hoc Committee itself or in the 
larger Group of littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean 
area in advancing our work in this matter.

This is not to imply that nothing has so far been accomplished in 
this direction. I  believe that there is general agreement that the ulti
mate aim of the Conference should be the adoption of an international 
convention which would give legal effect to the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. Further, there has been some dis-

® Ante, pp. 561-504.
^A/C.1/31/PV.40, pp. 11-12.
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cussion, as the Ad Hoc Committee’s report would indicate, on the prac
tical aspects of holding such a conference, such as venue, level of 
participation, etc. However, between the end result of the conference, 
on which I believe no serious disagreement exists, and the discussions 
on the practical aspects of holding it on which I feel agreement could 
be reached without much difficulty, there is a vast area of uncharted 
territory. I t is, therefore, necessary that consultations should continue 
both in the Ad Hoc Committee as well as in the larger Group of lit
toral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean area on such matters 
as the agenda for the conference, etc. To enable the Ad Hoc Committee 
and the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to continue 
their consultations, my delegation would urge the adoption of the 
resolution unanimously recommended by the 18 members of the Ad  
H og Committee which, in te r  alia^

Requests the Ad Hoc Committee and the Uttoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean to continue their consultations with a view to formulating a pro
gramme of action leading to the convening of a Conference on the Indian 
Ocean.^

At the same time, my delegation feels that such consultations would 
be of little or no effect unless the great Powers and major maritime 
users of the Indian Ocean co-operate with the Ad Hoc Committee. My 
delegation notes with regret that, but for some notable exceptions— 
and here I  would particularly like to express the appreciation of my 
delegation to China and Japan, who have actively participated in the 
work of the Ad Hoc Committee since its inception—such co-operation 
has so far not been forthcoming. My delegation, therefore, appeals to 
those great Powers and major maritime users of the Indian Ocean 
who have so far not done so, to respond in a positive manner to the 
invitation contained in operative paragraph 4 of the draft declaration

to cooperate in a practical manner with the Ad Hoc Committee in the despatch 
of its functions.

Statement by the Polish Representative (Wyzner) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical Weapons, 
November 22, 1976^

Over a fortnight ago, in a general statement concerning, inter alia  ̂
the elimination of chemical weapons, I  informed the Committee that 
the Polish delegation, whose traditional interest in this particular field 
of disarmament is well known to my colleagues, had begun consulta
tions with a number of interested delegations with a view to working 
out an appropriate draft resolution.

The text before you (document A/C.1/31/L.13 and Corr. 1)^ has 
been elaborated precisely as a result of those consultations and the

* Identical with G.A. res 31/88, posi, pp. 939-940.
" A/C.1/31/PV.40, pp. 12-21.
* Identical with G.A. res. 31/65, see post, pp. 908-910 and n, 1.
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joint efforts made, which were facilitated by the spirit of mutual con
fidence and common purpose which prevailed. That is why it gives me 
particular pleasure to introduce the draft resolution to the Committee 
on behalf of the delegations of Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Bel
gium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
Ethiopia, Finland, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal Re
public of Germany, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Sweden, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, Yugoslavia, and Poland. I  am very 
happy to welcome also among the sponsors the delegations of Ghana 
and Ireland, a fact which was brought to our attention a few moments 
ago.

Many speakers who have addressed the First Committee in the 
course of the general debate on disarmament have stressed the necessity 
for the complete prohibition and total elimination of all chemical 
weapons. There is certainly no need to go further into details of those 
remarkable arguments or to add to the highly accurate picture of the 
present state of negotiations which has emerged from our delibera
tions. May I, however, point to some new elements, which make the 
complete prohibition of all chemical weapons even more imperative 
and certainly one of the most urgent among the priority items on the 
agenda of the Geneva Disarmament Committee.

To begin with, there is a wealth of specialist technical information 
provided during the unofficial sessions of the CCD with the participa
tion of experts, held from 5 to 8 July 1976. I t  is those efforts, under
taken with the assistance of highly qualified experts, which have led 
to growing understanding in identifying practical approaches towards 
the chemical warfare bauj including definition of the agents to be 
banned.

Secondly, in the search for the ways and means of overcoming the 
existing difficulties in the elimination of chemical warfare, a number 
of new ideas were advanced in the numerous working documents, 
proposals and suggestions, as well as in a new complete draft conven
tion on the subject,^ which have been submitted to the CCD during its 
1976 session. Along with the earlier submitted draft conventions, work
ing documents and proposals, they certainly constitute valuable con
tributions sufficient for reaching appropriate agreement.

Third, the useful consultations between Soviet and United States 
experts on a possibility of the conclusion, as a first step, of an interna
tional convention on the elimination of the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare, held last summer in Geneva, and the stated 
intention of the two Powers to continue those consultations in the 
future, increase in the view of my delegation, the chances of early and 
meaningful progress on the ban of chemical weapons.

pp. 520-525.
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Fourth, the mounting awareness of world public opinion of the 
disastrous effects of the potential use of chemical weapons, the terrible 
weapon of mass destruction which resulted from the accidental release 
of toxic chemical agents, and the extensive and alarming havoc 
wrought upon unprepared population in certain parts of Europe help 
create a climate which brooks no further delay in the efforts to ban 
chemical weapons.

We believe that, as a result of those and other factors, including the 
progress made in formulating the draft convention on the prohibition 
of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques, there exist all the conditions necessary to make 1977 the year 
for the decisive breakthrough in the achievement of our common goal: 
chemical disarmament.

In  addressing myself now to some of the specific provisions of the 
draft resolution before the Committee, I  should like to observe that, 
in fact, significant parts of the document are identical with, or 
parallel to, the wording of General Assembly resolution 3465 (X X X ), 
which was adopted by consensus.  ̂ I  will therefore refrain from 
commenting on those parts of the draft resolution.

The leading and, indeed, the underlying notion of the document 
which I am privileged to introduce to you is the objective of reaching 
early agreement on the effective prohibition of the development, pro
duction and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruc
tion, a measure which the co-sponsors believe would contribute to 
general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol. This objective has been expressed both in the preamble (fifth, 
sixth and fourteenth paragraphs) and in operative paragraphs 1, 2 
and 3 of the draft resolution.

The members of the First Conmiittee will note that operative para
graph 3, as corrected in Corrigendum 1 to the English version, con
tains a request addressed to the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament (CCD) to continue negotiations, taking into account the 
existing proposals, with a view to reaching such an early agreement, 
as a matter of high priority. This wording is similar to that adopted 
by the General Assembly last year. Though a number of co-sponsors, 
including my own delegation, would have preferred to include in 
paragraph 3 a wording conveying a greater sense of urgency, we have 
agreed, as a matter of compromise, to use the existing language so as 
to enable the resolution to win the widest possible support. We also 
recognize the validity of the argument that there are already items on 
the CCD’s agenda which, by virtue of earlier General Assembly reso
lutions, had been accorded the highest priority. We believe that the 
present formulation of the paragraph in question conveys the sense of 
urgency which prevails within this Committee with respect to the 
elimination of chemical weapons, once and for all.

* For text, see Documents on Disarmamentj 19̂ 15, pp. 767-769.
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I t  was only during the last session of the General Assembly, in the 
wake of the successful conclusion of the Helsinki Conference on Securi- 
ity and Co-operation in Europe and of other significant events of a 
multilateral and bilateral character, that the interdependence between 
political detente and progress in the field of disarmament was re
flected. We are convinced that also now, as is evident from the dis
armament debate just concluded, this assertion is as valid as ever. We 
therefore say so in the second preambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution.

I  should like now, Mr. Chairman, to review briefly those parts of the 
document which did not appea-r in the earlier resolutions on chemi
cal and bacteriological (biological) weapons adopted by the General 
Assembly. You will find them mainly in the preambular part.

The seventh paragraph adds a new dramatic element to the search 
for early agreement banning chemical weapons. I t  stresses the risk of 
continued development, production and stockpiling of chemical weap
ons in the absence of such agreement.

The tenth preambular paragraph would have the Assembly note the 
comments addressed to the problem of chemical weapons as well as 
relevant documents presented to the current session, some of which— 
as we all are aware^—contain fresih and important contributions to the 
consideration of item 36 of the 'agenda.

In the eleventh paragraph you will find a well-deserved recognition 
of intensified efforts made in the CCD which have led to some posi
tive results in identifying practical approaches towards the prohibi
tion of all chemical weapons and their destruction. I  mentioned some 
of those efforts at the outset of my introduction. I  shall refrain, there
fore, from being repetitive.

Finally, the twelfth and thirteenth preambular paragraphs contain 
new and important indications of the Assembly’s preoccupations 
which should be borne in mind by the negotiators when working out 
the text of a future agreement. These formulations seek to emphasize:

(a) the importance of developing methods for providing adequate 
assurance of compliance with effective measures for the prohibition of 
all chemical weapons, including methods of verifying the destruction 
of stockpiles of such weapons; and

(b) the view that the envisaged agreement should not impede the 
utilization of science and technology for the economic development of 
States.

The latter paragraph, in particular, was inserted in the draft in 
recognition of the legitimate demands of the developing countries, 
which insist that bans on military or hostile use of certain techniques 
or agents should in no case impede their utilization or application for 
peaceful purposes. An example of such an approach can also be found 
in article 3 of the draft convention on the prohibition of military or
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any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques,® as 
well as in some earlier agreements.

To conclude this review of some of the provisions of the draft resolu
tion, I  should like to draw the Committee’s attention to operative para
graph 4. Under this amalgamated paragraph, the General Assembly 
would invite all States that have not yet done so to accede to the Con
vention on the Prohibition of Bacteriological [Biological] and Toxin 
Weapons and to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and would call for strict 
observance by all States of the principles and objectives of those 
instruments.®

The text of the document which I  have ventured to present to my 
distinguished colleagues speaks for itself, for it is—I believe—a clear- 
cut expose of the resolve of the General Assembly to attain chemical 
disarmament in the shortest possible time. And if it is so, it is largely 
due to the valuable contributions from many co-sponsors who in the 
process of the preparation of the final text have demonstrated their re
sourcefulness, good will and understanding. For this I  should like to 
express to them all my delegation’s deep appreciation. Particular men
tion, however, is due to my distinguished colleagues. Ambassador Jay 
of Canada, who was instrumental in negotiating much of the final text, 
and also to Ambassador Reshetniak of the Ukrainian SSR, who was 
one of the initiators of the draft resolution. Speaking now on behalf 
of all the co-sponsors whom I  have listed a few moments ago, I  have 
the honour to submit the draft resolution contained in document 
A/C.1/31/L.13 with Corr. 1 and commend it warmly for adoption 
by consensus of the First Committee, at the earliest convenience of 
the Chair.

Taking into account the looming dangers and indiscriminate effect 
which that terrible instrument of mass destruction could have upon 
millions of innocent victims, there can be no other way but to pro
scribe and eliminate chemical weapons for ever.

Statement by the United States Representative (Rosenstock) to 
the Sixth Committee of the General Assembly: Non-Use of 
Force in International Relations [Summary], November 22, 
1976^

The prohibition of the threat or use of force is one of this century’s 
greatest contributions to law and to mankind. The modern origins 
of the idea of eliminating force as a means of settling disputes lie in 
the fi:reat conferences of the last days of the 19th century. The League 
of Nations Covenant and the Kellogg-Briand Pact marked the begin
nings of governmental commitment to norms designed to eliminate 
force as a legitimate aspect of governmental policy.

 ̂Ante, pp. 577-588.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
' USUN press release USUN—156(76), Nov. 22,1976; A/0.6/31/SR.50.
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The Charter of the United Nations represents the culmination 
of the drive to eliminate the use of force in international relations. 
For the first time in the history of the world, States expressly com
mitted themselves to a binding treaty obligation in Article 2, para
graph 4: to

refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other 
manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.

Today that clear and direct rule is universally recognized as a per
emptory norm of international law binding on all and not subject to 
derogation by unilateral declarations or bilateral agreements.

In the years since 1945, the international community has deepened 
its understanding of this fundamental norm through experience and 
through pronouncements such as those contained in the Declaration 
on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations 
and Cooperation Among States in Accordance with the Charter.^ I t 
is far from clear that further United Nations pronouncements on the 
matter are likely to be useful.

As a result of the clarity of Ai’ticle 2, paragraph 4, and the subse
quent consideration of the norm, there is little doubt as to its content. 
Indeed none of the post-1945 armed conflicts can be attributed to 
any lack of understanding of the rule on the part of decision makers 
in national governments. If one reflects on the instances of conflict 
in the last 31 years, one finds occasions of total cynical or contemptuous 
disregard of the prohibition, examples of disputes as to underlying 
facts, and instances of long-festering disputes which, left unresolved, 
exploded into conflicts.

This analysis leads to the conclusion that what is desperately 
needed is not further glosses on the prohibition of the threat or use 
of force or further instruments reiterating once again obligations none 
deny bu t: First, greater will on the part of States to honor what they 
know full well to be their obligations; second, examination of methods 
of resolving differences as to facts and an intensive, prolonged and 
detailed examination of the alternative to the use of force—the peace
ful settlement of disputes.

Clearly, differences between States exist and will continue to exist 
for the foreseeable future. I t is a moral as well as a pragmatic impera
tive in today’s interdependent, nuclear world that States become habit
uated to settling their disputes by peaceful means. There is no rational 
alternative. Unfortunately, while there is much learning and little 
doubt concerning the meaning of paragraph 4 of Article 2 of the 
Charter, the same cannot be said of paragraph 3 of Article 2. The 
Charter wisely listed the obligation to “settle international disputes 
by peaceful means” ahead of the prohibition of the threat or use

“Annexed to G.A. res. 2625 (XXV), Oct. 24, 1970. For text, see General 
Assembly Oflicial Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No, 28 (A/8028), 
pp. 121-124.
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of force because disputes must be settled if we are to avoid violence. 
The two norms are part of an inseparable whole.

Whether we concentrate on the prohibition of the threat or use of 
force or on the peaceful settlement of disputes or both, one thing is 
clear— t̂he issues are complex and delicate. If we are to examine these 
issues usefully, we must first recognize that they need careful exam
ination grounded in expertise and experience. They need examina
tion by those trained in the analysis of legal norms. They should be ex
amined by the Legal Committee which has gained so much learning 
and made such contributions as the Declaration on Friendly Rela
tions and the Aggression Definition.^ These perceptions are essential 
to any serious examination of these questions.

If  a detailed examination is to be undertaken, we must, moreover, 
take great care not to base such an examination on a premise which 
is harmful to our shared goal. Whatever the motivation for the item 
before us, if we decide to proceed further with it, we must do so 
responsibly. The issues are too serious to allow the matter to be han
dled in a casual manner without due regard for the effect this item 
may have for concrete obligations.

To commence discussion of the prohibition of the use of force on the 
basis that what is needed is a new treaty is to approach the problem 
in a counterproductive manner.

We all have a solemn treaty commitment to avoid the threat or 
use of force in the Charter. We must not diminish the full force and 
effect of these Charter obligations by elaborating a partial parallel 
treaty structure. We would do no service to the primacy of the Charter 
by adopting another treaty on the same subject matter. If  the provi
sions of both treaties were to be identical, we would debase the treaty- 
making process and the rule of pacta sunt servanda by suggesting that 
two treaties are better than one. If  the words of the two treaties were 
not precisely the same, comma for comma, a number of difficulties 
would be bound to arise. Among the foremost of the difficulties would 
be that not all States will become parties to the second treaty, and we 
will have two regimes sometimes parallel, sometimes divergent. A sec
ond major difficulty that would arise is that some States will seek to 
find interpretive loopholes stemming from the differences between the 
two texts—^however slight those differences may be. I t is even possible 
that some may argue that the elaboration of a new treaty implies mem
ber States are free to adopt or reject the basic prohibition of the threat 
or use of force. All of these difficulties produce uncertainty and con
fusion in the critical field of the prohibition of the threat or use of 
force. They must be avoided.

I f  we are not to follow the treaty route, but decide the general 
area merits further examination, we would do well to ask whether the 
suggestions of the character contained in the USSR proposal contain

® Annexed to G.A. res. 3314 (XXIX), Dec. 14, 1974. For text, see General 
Assembly O^cial Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 31 (A/0631), 
pp. 142-144.
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a useful basis for pursuing the elaboration of a recommendation such 
as a resolution or declaration. I f  it is decided to continue examination 
of this matter in the future, this is obviously a question which would 
need careful and detailed examination in this Committee and not 
something on which we or anyone else can comment definitively at 
this time. What we can do at this point is share some preliminary re
actions with a view to more considered discussion at any subsequent 
stage which may be agreed upon. On balance, we are inclined to think 
that the approach and format contained in the Soviet text are not— 
even aside from the inadvisability of a treaty—a good basis for con
sideration of the complex of issues involved in the prohibition of the 
threat or use of force and the obligation to settle disputes by peaceful 
means.

We are disinclined to take note of an unspecified series of instru
ments and declarations, some of which may contain or support 
doctrines that are not consonant with the fundamental obligations of 
the Charter. We are, moreover, concerned that any reference to the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe not suggest that 
any one part of that Conference’s work is more important than any 
other part. The Helsinki Declaration is a compilation of various ele
ments including the non-use of force but also including humanitarian 
issues and the free exchange of ideas and information.^ If  the Con
ference produced nothing more than a reiteration in non-treaty form 
of existing obligations it would be a redundant way to spend time. 
The emphasis on human rights and the free exchange of ideas and in
formation is what protects that Declaration from a charge of 
redundancy.

We see no merit in new paraphrases of Article 2, paragraph 4, of 
the Charter, whether in the context of a treaty or a resolution, for such 
a paraphrase can only create confusion of a potentially dangerous 
nature. The danger is enhanced when the paraphrase takes a single 
notion out of the context of any entire legal framework.

We agree that any serious effort to deal with the problem of the 
threat or use of force must deal with the peaceful settlement of dis
putes which is, as noted above, another of the aspects of the interna
tional security system as a whole. In order to be meaningful, however, 
any effort to deal with peaceful settlement must build upon the prin
ciple contained in the Friendly Relations Declaration that

recourse to, or acceptance of, a settlement procedure freely agreed to by
States with regard to existing or future disputes to which they are parties
shall not be regarded as incompatible with sovereign equality.

What is needed is an examination of the various means of disputes 
settlement, and a recognition that acceptance of dispute settlement 
procedures involving impartial third parties for future disputes is 
essential, if we are to eliminate force as a means to settle disputes. 
Experience teaches us that once a dispute has become serious each 
party may be hesitant to seek third-party dispute settlement for fear

* For text, see Department of State Bulletin^ Sept. 1, 1^5, pp. 323-350.
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it is a sign of weakness. The stronger party is frequently tempted to 
find ways of avoiding third-party settlement, lest it lose the advan
tages flowing from its superior strength—its public opinion may in
sist it yield no advantages without negotiated quid pro quo.

States derive their sovereignty from international law. They must 
come to recognize that the supreme manifestation of that sovereignty 
is to agree not merely to the principle of peaceful settlement but to 
meaningful and expeditious settlement procedures. This is where the 
concern to avoid the use of force can now be most productively 
directed.

A meaningful effort to discuss the norms contained in Article 2 of 
the Charter must not suggest that these norms exist in a vacuum. Other 
parts of the entire system such as Chapters VI, V II, and V III must 
also be taken into account if distortion and confusion are to be 
avoided. Emphasis on only some parts of the interlocking system risks 
downgrading other parts. Vague references to measures for limiting 
confrontation and for disarmament are more likely to distract us from 
serious efforts to reduce armaments and tension than contribute to 
positive change.

I f  we are to proceed with future consideration of ways and means of 
eliminating the use of force, all of these aspects of the problem must 
be carefully studied and analyzed. There is no benefit to be derived 
from ill-considered and hastily adopted political manifestations which 
reflect merely a general disinclination to oppose high-sounding 
phrases. Such exercises debase the United Nations and create the risk 
of lulling some with the view that our problems have been lessened.

There are a number of critical problems in the world. The recurrence 
of resort to force is one of them. If  this institution determines that 
future study of the problem of the use of force merits priority con
sideration, then we need to decide how that consideration is to 
proceed. We must not assume that the problem is simple or subject to 
ready amelioration by the hasty adoption of glib generalities. If  we 
intend to grapple with the problem, we must do so carefully and with 
the benefit of existing expertise. We believe that expertise exists to a 
unique extent in the Legal Committee and are consequently firmly con
vinced that any future study of the item should be conducted in the 
Legal Committee.

Amendments to the Swedish Draft Resolution Submitted by 
India and Nigeria in the First Committee of the General As
sembly: Strengthening the Role of the United Nations in the 
Field of Disarmament, November 23, 1976^

I. Insert a new preambular paragraph as the last preambular para
graph :

Recognizing the strong interest of developing member States in contributing 
to the cause of disarmament,

 ̂A/C.1/31/L.24. Mauritius also sponsored these amendments. For the draft 
res., see ante, pp. 784r-785.

\
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II. Eeword operative paragraph 3 to read as follows:

3. Requests the Secretary-General to implement as soon as possible the 
measures recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee and falling within this area 
of responsibilities bearing in mind the strong interest of developing member 
States in contributing to the cause of disarmament through the proposed 
United Nations Centre for Disarmament, and report to the thirty-second ses
sion of the General Assembly;

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Mann Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and Radiological Weapons, November 23, 1976 ^

In  the course of the general debate on items on disarmament, a de
bate that we concluded last Friday, during which almost 100 state
ments were made, once again stress was laid upon the profound con
cern expressed by the majority of the Members of the United Nations 
at the total lack of progress in negotiations to put an end to the arms 
race, especially in nuclear weapons.

A number of delegations deplore the lack of political will on the 
part of the great Powers to adopt true disarmament measures. The 
debate also brought out the dissatisfaction of the international com
munity with the system at present available to our Organization to 
encourage a thorough discussion of the question of disarmament. 
Hence, the initiative adopted in Colombo by the heads of Government 
or State of the non-aligned countries on the convening of a special 
session of the General Assembly in 1978 to deal with disarmament was 
given the unrestricted support of almost the entire membership of the 
First Committee.2

Furthermore, the general debate we held proved that among the 
countries present there is significant dissatisfaction with the work 
done by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. In  fact, to 
the general unhappiness resulting from the sterility of the work of the 
CCD in Geneva, has now been added this year the well-founded 
criticism that the CCD seems determined to devote its best efforts to 
the discussion of matters which, with great benevolence, we might 
term secondary in nature.

In the eloquent statement he made on 18 November,^ the representa
tive of New Zealand referred to this criticism which, implicitly or 
explicitly, was voiced by many delegations, some of them members of 
the CCD, since they felt that the CCD’s attention was being diverted 
from such urgent work as the conclusion of a treaty for the prohibition 
of all nuclear weapons tests. Again, and more specifically, he referred 
to the declarations of the representatives of Japan, Sweden and Can-

" A/C.1/31/PV.41, pp. 4-12.
^The Colombo (non-aligned) resolution can be found ante^ pp. 566-567.
• A/C.1/31/PV.37, Nov. 19,1976, pp. 2-15.
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ada. To those delegations must now be added those of Hungary, 
Poland, Finland and Ethiopia, among many others who have stated 
with similar emphasis that the decisions of this Committee should 
encourage the CCD to concentrate on the most important items on its 
agenda such as the prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests and the 
elimination of chemical weapons.

In the light of the foregoing, my delegation would like to make a 
few comments on the proposals submitted in the course of the general 
debate by the Soviet Union and the United States respectively <".on- 
cerning the work of the CCD. On 16 November the representative of 
the Soviet Union referred to the question of the “prohibition of the 
creation of new weapons and new systems of weapons of mass destruc
tion” and he called the subject “an important and topical one”. He 
then went on to say that it

embraces the substantial aspect of the whole problem of disarmament and the 
prevention of war. Talks on this question should be given high-priority atten
tion. We believe that the Committee on Disarmament should step up its work 
in this field and accelerate the preparation of a new important international 
agreement.^

At the same time the Soviet representative spoke to the draft reso
lution which had been submitted a few days ago by his delegation, 
document A/C.l/31/L.lO/Rev. 1. When submitting that draft reso
lution the representative of the Soviet Union called “upon all delega
tions to support it”.®

Since the Mexican delegation would like this year as last year to 
support the initiative of the Soviet Union, I  will venture to suggest 
some slight changes in the afore-mentioned draft resolution. First of 
all, where the third preambular paragraph says “taking into account” 
we would prefer it to say “taking note of” the report of the CCD. 
Secondly, in the fifth and last preambular paragraph we would prefer 
the following wording:

Taking note also of the suggestions on this question submitted in the course 
of the present session;

Thirdly, we would suggest that the first operative paragraph be re
worded to read as follows:

Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue ne
gotiations with the assistance of qualified governmental experts as far as al
lowed by the consideration of the priority items on its work programme.

I  am convinced that agreement by the Soviet representative to the 
slight changes that we have proposed to his draft resolution would 
gain for it a much greater support. Were our suggestions to be ac
cepted, the Soviet Union would thus show that it shares the good in
tentions of the representative of the United States, the other Co- 
Chairman of the CCD who, at the very beginning of the general de

 ̂ j/#? p 809
® See G.A. res. 31/74, post, pp. 932-933 and ihid., n. 1.
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bate, expressed the hope that during the next year the CCD “will 
concentrate on the other important items on its agenda.” On this 
matter I  should like to add that although we listened with satisfaction 
to the statement just quoted of Ambassador Martin, we were the prey 
of some concern over another statement made by the delegation of 
the United States by Dr. Ikle, on 18 November. In the course of that 
statement the Director of the United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency stated:

My Government suggests that next year an appropriate forum, such as the 
COD, consider an agreement that would prohibit the use of radio-active mate
rials as radiological weapons.

He then went on to point out that the negotiations on that agreement 
b'hould obviously not interfere with the work to be done on other dis
armament matters, and added:

But feasible arms control steps, such as this, should not go unrealized simply 
because larger problems have yet to be solved. Such a proposal, if adopted, 
would address a potentially significant future danger; each arms control agree
ment that is sovmd on its own merits can be another i>ositive step toward a 
safer world.^

With regard to this proposal we should like to make two prelimi
nary observations. First of all, we do not quite understand how that 
super-Power, having thus far refused to agree to a general agreement 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, can now advocate a prohibi
tion of the so-called radiological weapons. Secondly, for those who 
may recall the debate in this Committee during the twenty-fourth 
regular session of the General Assembly, the proposal might be inter
preted as an effort to revive a corpse which the CCD itself buried 
more than five years ago. You will doubtlessly recall that on 16 Decem
ber 1969, on the initiative of the delegation of Malta, the General 
Assembly adopted resolution 2602 C (XXIV) whose operative para
graph 1 requested the CCD

to consider, without prejudice to existing priorities, effective methods of con
trol against the use of radiological methods of warfare conducted independently 
of nuclear explosions.’̂

A large number of delegations abstained in the vote on that resolu
tion. In explaining his vote at the 1715th meeting of the First Com
mittee, on 9 December 1969, the representative of the United Kingdom, 
Lord Chalfont, stated:

My delegation understands very well the concern of the representative of 
Malta about the possibilities of radiological warfare as distinct from the more 
familiar forms of nuclear weapons warfare, and also about the possible mili
tary applications of the new and expanding technology of lasers. These are 
very exciting developments in one sense but very forbidding in another and, 
clearly, we must all, especially those of us who work in the arms control and 
disarmament fields, keep a very careful eye on the way in which these matters 
develop. . . .

® Antey pp. 819-820.
7 on Disarmament, 1969, p. 712.
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But I do not believe that the question of radiological weapons and the pos
sible military applications of laser technology are going to pose any significant
military threat in the very near future........

It may be that this will happen in the more distant future, but I think that 
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva we already 
have a very large number of Important and urgent issues to which we ought 
to address ourselves and deal with before we come to expend time, money and 
resources on these interesting and slightly esoteric concepts of future weapon 
systems.®

Pursuant to resolution 2602 C (XXIV), the CCD took up this 
question in 1970 and devoted a paragraph to it—paragraph 26—in its 
annual report to the General Assembly (A/8059), which read:

Having in mind General Assembly resolution 2602 C, which invited the Con
ference of the Committee on Disarmament to consider effective methods of 
control against the use of radiological methods of warfare conducted inde
pendently of nuclear explosions and the need for effective methods of control 
of nuclear weapons that maximize radio-active effects, the Netherlands dele
gation submitted a working paper (CCD/291) on this subject on 14 July 1970. 
This paper concluded on the basis of available information that possibilities 
of radiological warfare do exist theoretically, but do not seem to be of much 
or even of any practical significance; therefore, it is difficult to see the practical 
usefulness of discussing measures related to radiological warfare.®

The Mexican delegation feels it highly desirable that, in the draft 
resolutions that this Committee may recommend to the plenary Gen
eral Assembly, we should not lose sight of the disarmament priori
ties established by the Assembly. This is particularly important in the 
cases of matters referred by the General Assembly to the CCD for its 
consideration. We should resist the temptation of referring to the CCD 
items that, although possessing a certain importance, are nevertheless, 
to use the words of Lord Chalfont, “slightly esoteric”.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Conventional Arms 
Transfers [Extracts], November 23, 1976'

I  asked for the floor to introduce the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/31/L.20 concerning the international transfer of conventional 
arms, which was submitted on 22 November by the delegations of Bo
livia, Colombia, El Salvador, Denmark, Ghana, Ireland, Liberia, New 
Zealand, Netherlands, Norway, the Philippines, Singapore and 
Japan.2

During the general debate at this session of the General Assembly, 
and the ensuing debate in this Committee, a number of representatives, 
including those of Singapore, Nepal, the United Kingdom, the Philip
pines, Canada, Austria, the Netherlands, Bels^ium, Somalia, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Colombia, Tunisia, Iran and Ecuador, and the repre-

" m a., pp. 653-654.
® /.970. X). 504.
" A/C.l /31/PV. 41, pp. 17-22, 26.
" Ante, pp. 824-825.
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sentative of my own country, expressed concern over the increase in the 
international transfer of conventional weapons and the resulting 
buildup of arms in some States and areias, and emphasized the urgent 
need to curb or reduce this traJffic.

In his statement in the general debate, the Foreign Minister of 
Singapore, Mr. Rajaratnam, empihasizing the effects on third world 
countries declared:

The massive flow of arms to the third world, confronts it with a new danger. 
I t  is, first of all, a drain on their economies; but even more important is the 
fact that it creates a new form of dependence on the great Powers which can 
exploit the third world’s dependence on them for arms to manipulate them, to 
engineer conflicts between them, and to use them as their proxies in their com
petition for influence and dominance. This may partly account for the tremen
dous acceleration in the arm,s race, especially among countries of the third 
world.®

The Foreign Minister of the Philippines, General Carlos P. Romulo, 
stated during the debate in this Committee:

One of the major items not on our agenda concerns the runaway traflSc 
in so-called conventional arms, many of Which now involve kilUng power that 
is near-nuclear in scope. There was a time when arms traffic consisted of a 
trickle of cast-off arms of major military Powers. I t  now comprises not a 
trickle but a torrent of the most sophisticated and advanced weaponry in to
day’s arsenals, with major Powers competing vigorously as arms salesmen to 
the world. This is grave danger. What from experience can we expect the 
results to be if not sharply increased destructiveness in so-called local wars 
•and the debilitation of nations through an attempt to match weapon for 
weapon with their neighbours? *

Most of the distinguished representatives who spoke on this question 
have pointed out that the international transfer of conventional arms, 
with the resulting build-up in a number of States, will not only in
crease the danger of local armed conflicts, but will also mean the loss 
of resources for the economic and social development of the developing 
world.

In order to respond to this general concern the co-sponsors have come 
to the conclusion that the General Assembly should approach this is
sue in a most serious manner.

On the other hand, we are fully conscious of the delicate and com
plex nature of the international transfer of conventional arms, since 
the import of conventional arms is closely related to the national se
curity needs of some States. We are fully aware that the answer to 
such complicated questions cannot be arrived <at overnight. However, 
as has been pointed out by the repre^ntative of Trinidad and Tobago, 
Ambassador Dumas, the increasing arms flow, including sophisticated 
weaponry, into the third world

is rapidly reaching the point where it may in this area be subsidizing the more 
industrial countries of both the East and West, and . . . indeed it may have 
reached that point already.®

 ̂Ante, p. 658.
- A/C.1/31/PV.22, pp. 34-35. 
®A/C.1/31/PV.35, p. 33.
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According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Insti
tute (SIPRI) Yearbook of 1976 from which the representative of 
Trinidad and Tobago quoted, in 1975 third world arms imports 
reached the value of $4,843 billion [million]. The chief exporters were 
the United States, with sales amounting to $1,769 billion [million], 
and the Soviet Union with $1,652 billion [million]. These two coun
tries’ exports accounted for 70 per cent of total sales to the third world. 
When we examine the global situation, we find that in 1975 the United 
States and the Soviet Union together accounted for 75 per cent of the 
world’s arms trade. As in the case of nuclear disarmament this brings 
home to us the major responsibility of the two super-Powers in this 
matter and it is clear beyond any question that no concrete result can 
be realistically expected without co-operation from the super-Powers. 
In this context I  would call upon the two super-Powers to be mindful 
of their responsibility and to co-operate with our present efforts.®

In these circumstances it is evident that we should not remain timid 
and hesitant because of the complex and sensitive nature of the prob
lems involved. The decision which we should take now, therefore, is 
not whether we should deal with the issue at all, but where to begin. 
The representative of Singapore, Mr. Tan, was absolutely right when 
he said:

I t is self-evident in many ways that we should first focus a scintillating beam 
of light on the subject itself/

The draft resolution before the Committee, document A/C.1/31/ 
L.20, is indeed intended to focus light on this issue and provide a 
starting point for further United Nations efforts to deal with it.

I f  I  may summarize, the main thrust of the draft resolution is (1) 
to invite all Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General 
their views and suggestions on the question of the international trans
fer of conventional arms, and his report containing this material would 
be communicated to the General Assembly in accordance with opera
tive paragraphs 1 and 2; (2) parallel with this, to request the Secre
tary-General to make a factual study of the question as provided for 
in operative paragraph 3. Here I  wish to stress again that the course 
of action to be taken by the General Assembly on the basis of the report 
and the factual study by the Secretary-General will remain open and 
in the hands of the Member States.

In closing, I  appeal, together with other co-sponsors, to the dis
tinguished delegates to give their support to the draft resolution so 
that it may be adopted by the greatest possible majority.

* Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, World Armaments and Dis
armament, SIPRI Yearbook 1976. Cambridge, Ma;ss.: The MIT Press, 1976, p. 
253.

‘’ Ante, p. 776.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Prohibition of Nuclear- 
Weapon Tests, November 23, 1976^

The Soviet delegation would like to make some points about draft 
resolution A/C.1/31/L.16 submitted by the Soviet Union on 19 No
vember of this year with regard to the conclusion of a treaty on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.^ As we 
know, the General Assembly on the proposal of the USSR approved 
in resolution 3478 (XXX) the idea of concluding such a treaty and 
called on all nuclear-weapon States to enter into negotiations not later 
than 31 March 1976 with a view to reaching agreement on the com
plete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests with the par
ticipation of a group of non-nuclear-weapon States.^

The Soviet Union expressed readiness to do this. Unfortunately, 
other nuclear-weapon Powers have not given their consent to negotia
tions. The said resolution provided for the participation in the talks of 
25 to 30 non-nuclear-weapon States. Twenty-six non-nuclear-weapon 
States have expressed agreement to participate in such negotiations.

We are firmly convinced that the General Assembly should make 
extra efforts so that the question of calling a halt to all nuclear-weapon 
tests can be set in motion once again. This task, and this has been con
firmed in many statements at the Assembly, remains a crucial one in 
the field of disarmament. The solution to this problem would facilitate 
a reduction of the arms race and further ease international tension.

In previous statements, the Soviet delegation has set forth in detail 
its views in favour of the idea that it is necessary to intensify efforts 
to conclude an agreement on the complete and general prohibition of 
tests. In particular, certain proposals have been submitted relating to 
control over the observance of a comprehensive agreement, that is, the 
question which for a long time was used as a way of complicating the 
solution of prohibiting tests.

We continue to believe that national means are sufficient for effective 
control over observance of the agreement. Nevertheless, in the interest 
of early progress in this matter, the Soviet Union has expressed its 
readiness to agree to the working: out of a compromise basis for an 
understanding when the principle of voluntariness in the taking of 
decisions is observed, that is, in regard to the detection on the spot of 
the relevant circumstances.

This proposal, as has been shown by the discussion, gave rise to a 
certain amount of interest. Certain delesfations in their statements ex
pressed the hope that it would be further explained and made more 
concrete. In the light of this hope that was expressed, we are circulat
ing a revised text of what was proposed in 1975 by the Soviet Union,

" A/0.1/31/PV.41, pp. 27-31.
 ̂See G. A. res. 31/8i9. post, pp. 941-942 nnd iHd., n. 1.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 793-798.



844 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1976

which is a draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear-weapon tests.^

Article I I  of this supplemental draft, as a new paragraph 3, has the 
following further developed provision, and I quote:

In case a State Party to this Treaty has doubts regarding the nature of a 
seismic event that occurred in the territory of another State Party to this 
Treaty, it has the right to raise the question of carrying out an on-site inspec
tion in order to ascertain the true nature of that event. The State Party to 
the Treaty that raised this question must cite appropriate grounds in support 
of the necessity of carrying out the inspection. The State Party to the Treaty 
which is the object of doubts regarding its- compUance with the Treaty, recog
nizing the importance of this question, may take a favourable position regard
ing the carrjdng out of an inspection in its territory, provided it finds the 
grounds convincing, or it may take another decision. Such an inspection shaU 
be carried out according to rules established by the inviting State Party.

The text of the draft treaty on the complete and general prohibi
tion of nuclear weapon tests with the new paragraph of article I I  
contained in it has been circulated in document A/C.1/31/9. We hope 
that it will be circulated this very day.

The Soviet delegation is convinced that the new proposal will create 
the necessary conditions for beginning concrete business-like nego
tiations with a view to reaching agreement on a treaty on the com
plete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Of course, 
all nuclear States should be parties to such a treaty, and draft reso
lution A/C.1/31/L.16 is directed to this end. I t contains a new appeal 
to all nuclear-weapon States to proceed as soon as possible with nego
tiations on the concluding of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, with the participation of non- 
nuclear-weapon States. I t  also requests the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations to provide the necessary assistance in such negotia
tions. I t  further proposes to include in the provisional agenda of 
the thirty-second session of the General Assembly an item entitled 
‘‘Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapon tests”. The Soviet delegation wishes to express the 
hope that members of the First Committee will give the broadest 
possible support to this draft resolution.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Khan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone and Indian Ocean Peace Zone [Extracts], 
November 24, 1976^

The main purpose of my statement is to introduce the draft reso
lution in document A/C.1/31/L.6 on the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia.^

Ante, pp. 820-824.
 ̂A/C.1/31/PV.42, pp. 16-23.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/73, post, pp. 930-932.
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In his statement to the Committee, the representative of Canada 
appealed to those States which have not adhered to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)^ to do so or to give an 
equally binding and verifiable commitment to the objectives of non
proliferation. The acceptance of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia is a most feasible way in which non-nuclear States of this region 
can give their commitment to the non-proliferation objective. The 
establishment of such a zone in this region is particularly urgent in 
view of the present danger of nuclear proliferation which exists 
there. I t would also greatly enhance the security of all the States 
of the region against the nuclear threat.

My delegation is convinced that the creation of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia is a realistic objective. By endorsing, in prin
ciple  ̂the concept of the zone in South Asia, and calling for consulta
tions among the regional States, the General Assembly has provided 
the political and moral support of the international community to 
this endeavour. I t is reasonable to hope that, given goodwill and co
operation, agreement can be reached on the establishment of the zone 
in the near future. Furthermore, there is a broad measure of agree
ment on the subject among the States of South Asia as well.

The first and most fundamental point of agreement among the 
South Asian States is their common commitment not to acquire or 
develop nuclear weapons. This provides a solid basis to devise agree
ment on the modalities by which these unilateral declarations are to 
be translated into binding multilateral form. Second, all the States 
in the region are agreed that the arrangements for denuclearization 
should be “developed and matured” by the States concerned through 
mutual consultations. We believe that the assistance of the Secretary- 
General and of the United Nations Secretariat will be valuable in 
promoting the objective of the nuclear-weapon-free zone in South 
Asia. Third, there is a common desire to see that, if possible, the scope 
of the denuclearized zone should encompass other interested neigh
bouring non-nuclear-weapon States besides the States of South Asia. 
Pakistan believes that the initial arrangements should be worked out 
among the South Asian States since this region is contiguous, has a 
common history and, most important, all the States in the region have 
renounced nuclear weapons. But we would welcome, as provided for 
in operative paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 3265 B 
(X X IX ), other “neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States” which 
may be interested in joining the denuclearized zone.^

We believe that in this case, as on other proposals for nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, the General Assembly should continue to encour
age and urge the States concerned towards the objective of denucleari
zation. I t is for this purpose that my delegation has submitted the

^Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
1974, pp. 817-819.
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draft resolution in document A/C.1/31/L.6 which I  have the honour 
to introduce to the Committee.

Pakistan’s proposal for a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, 
and our support for denuclearization in other regions, reflects our 
conviction that, despite the lack of positive action on the part of the 
major Powers to restrain the arms race, the non-nuclear States should 
take it upon themselves to avert the nuclear threat at least in their 
own regions. I t is in the interest of all those who wish to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons to encourage by every possible means the 
establishment of such nuclear-free zones. We are confident that the 
members of this Committee will once again declare their unequivocal 
support for the objective of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia 
and ensure the adoption of this resolution with their overwhelming 
support.

I  should like to take this opportunity to offer some comments on the 
draft resolution attached to the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean in document A/31/29.^

The proposal for a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean is mutually 
complementary to Pakistan’s initiative for the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia. For, it is obvious that a zone of peace 
in the Indian Ocean would imply the denuclearization and absence of 
nuclear arms not only from the area in the Indian Ocean itself but also 
from the territories of its littoral States.

Pakistan’s views on the implementation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace have been expressed consistently on 
many occasions. During his visit to Sri Lanka in December 1975, the 
Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, outlined our ap
proach to this question.

The Prime Minister of Pakistan underlined that, for the establish
ment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, the elimination of great 
Powers rivalry and dismantling of foreign military bases is essential. 
However, he pointed out that the rivalries of the great Powers in the 
Indian Ocean are, in part at least, a reflection of the disputes, tensions 
and conflicts among the States of the region. While such differences 
and tensions exist within the region, it will be difficult for the littoral 
States to take united and resolute action to achieve the elimination of 
the foreign presence from the Indian Ocean. A zone of peace in the 
Indian Ocean requires that regional States be assured against threats 
from both within and without the region.

For this purpose. Prime Minister Bhutto suggested that one of the 
important tasks was to create an effective system of security within the 
region which could be expressed in the form of a code of conduct to 
guide the relations among the Indian Ocean States. Such a code of

® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 29 
(A/31/29), p. 5. The draft res. is identical with G.A. res. 31/88, post, pp. 939-940.
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conduct would include a commitment to abide by the principles of the 
United Nations Charter; an agreement to respect and implement reso
lutions of the United Nations; an agreement to maintain a reasonable 
ratio of naval and military forces among the major littoral States of 
the Indian Ocean, and a commitment not to acquire, develop or intro
duce nuclear weapons into the Indian Ocean region.

My delegation wishes to commend the skill and ability with which 
Mr. Amerasinghe, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee and currently 
the President of the General Assembly, conducted the proceedings of 
the Ad Hoc Conmiittee on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.

The draft resolution attached to the report of the Ad Hoc Com
mittee in document A/31/29 is by and large procedural in nature. 
However, in certain of its provisions, especially preambular para
graphs 3 and 4, the draft resolution touches on the substance of the 
question. In this respect, it is the considered view of the Government 
of Pakistan that the draft resolution does not fully reflect the views 
expressed by Pakistan on the subject. Therefore, despite our con
tinued and deep interest in ensuring the earliest possible implementa
tion of the Declaration on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, the 
Pakistan delegation will be constrained to abstain on the draft when it 
is put to a vote.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Proto
col II to the TIatelolco Treaty [Extracts!, November 24, 1976 ̂

I  have the honour formally to submit to the First Committee draft, 
resolution A/C.1/31/L.18 concerning Additional Protocol I I  of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, the 
Treaty of TIatelolco.^ On this matter the General Assembly has al
ready adopted eight resolutions in each of which it urged the nuclear- 
weapon States to sign and ratify that international instrument. The 
draft that I  am submitting is co-sponsored by the 2 1  Latin American 
delegations listed in the document.

Apart from recalling the previous resolutions, the draft reiterates 
the firm conviction of the General Assembly that the co-operation of 
the nuclear-weapon States is necessary for the greater effectiveness 
of any treaty setting up a nuclear-weapon-free zone, and that that 
co-operation should take the form of commitments, likewise under
taken in a solemn international instrument which is legally binding, 
such as a treaty, convention or protocol.

" A/C.1/31/PV.42, pp. 23-25.
 ̂For texts of treaty and protocols, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp.

69-83. The draft resolution is identical with G.A. res. 31/67, post, pp. 912-913.
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The third and last paragraph of draft resolution L.18 recalls with 
particular satisfaction that four of the five nuclear-weapon States 
have already become parties to Additional Protocol II. The operative 
part of the draft is intended primarily once again to urge the Union 
of the Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and ratify Additional Pro
tocol I I  and to include the item in the provisional agenda for the thirty- 
second session of the General Assembly.

I  believe it appropriate to stress that for more than two years the 
Soviet Union has stood in a position of complete isolation in this mat
ter. For the co-sponsors of the resolution, the reluctance of that nu
clear-weapon State to heed the repeated appeals and urgings of the 
General Assembly is under any circumstances inexplicable simply 
because, as we have repeatedly recalled here, among the five so-called 
nuclear Powers it was precisely the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics that had most frequently, and at times through its highest 
leaders, offered its unreserved support for the establishment of nu
clear-weapon-free zones.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Hsu) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a Zone of 
Peace, November 24, 1976 ^

The Chinese delegation would like to offer a few remarks on the 
question of the Indian Ocean peace zone.

Five years have elapsed since the United Nations General Assembly 
adopted the Declaration on the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace.^ 
During this period the proposal for the establishment of the Indian 
Ocean peace zone has been receiving support from an increasing num
ber of countries and peoples. At the same time, one must not fail to 
see that foreign military presence and rivalry in the Indian Ocean 
region, far from being reduced, has been constantly on the increase, 
rendering the situation there even more turbulent. The responsibility 
for the failure thus far to realize the goal of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace rests squarely with the two super- 
Powers, the Soviet Union and the United States. While strategically 
Europe is the focus of their rivalry for world hegemony, the Indian 
Ocean is an essential flank in their rivalry. To this end, they are 
stepping up infiltration, intervention, subversion, control and aggres
sion in this region.

Long regarding its seizure of command of the oceans as an im
portant means for and direct target of its rivalry with the other 
super-Power for world hegemony, that super-Power which styles 
itself the natural ally of the third world attaches great importance 
to its seizure of the command of the Indian Ocean. I t is trying by

' A /0.1/31/PV. 42, pp. 26-31.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1911, pp. 901-903.
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every possible means constantly to expand its permanent fleet there, 
grab the right to use coastal ports and establish overt and covert 
military bases there. 'While ceaselessly intensifying their military ri
valry in the Indian Ocean region, the super-Powers are impeding 
and resisting by all means the efforts for the establishment of the 
Indian Ocean peace zone.

In order to protect its vested interests one super-Power has been 
ignoring the proposal for the establishment of the Indian Ocean 
peace zone. The other super-Power, over a long period, has placed 
all kinds of obstacles and refused to support the proposal for the 
establishment of the Indian Ocean peace zone. Recently, however, 
it ostensibly departed from its usual attitude by declaring its inten
tion to alter its position. Yet a cursory analysis of its statement would 
suffice to show that its alleged intention to alter its position is en
tirely false and that its real motive is to continue to hang on there 
for continued expansion.

The summit conference of the non-aligned countries explicitly 
called for the elimination of the bases of the super-Powers and the 
elimination of any manifestation of great Power military presence 
in the Indian Ocean. But that super-Power which bragged about 
its readiness to make its contribution flatly denied the existence of 
its military bases in the Indian Ocean region. Moreover, instead of 
making any mention about the elimination of foreign military pres
ence in the Indian Ocean region, it talked only about its so-called 
readiness together with other great Powers to seek ways of reducing 
on a reciprocal basis the military activities in the Indian Ocean. In 
other words, it talked only about reducing and not cessation or elimi
nation. That is to say, if other great Powers refuse to leave it definitely 
will not leave either. I f  it fails in seeking such ways with other 
great Powers it will have a pretext to hang on there and increase 
its military activities at any time. I t also openly asserted its right 
to freedom of navigation and scientific research, which evidently 
would be used as a pretext for its increased infiltration and expan
sion. This shows that arduous struggles will have to be waged in 
order to do away with the super-Power military rivalry in the Indian 
Ocean region and realize the proposal of making it a peace zone. The 
proposal for the establishment of the Indian Ocean peace zone re
flects the legitimate desire of the States in the Indian Ocean region 
to defend their national independence and State sovereignty against 
super-Power expansion and infiltration in the region and this pro
posal has received increasingly wide support and endorsement.

Defying the pressure of the super-Powers, the Fifth Summit Con
ference of the Non-Aligned Countries held this year condemned in 
its political declaration the great-Power military rivalry and cre
ation of tension in the Indian Ocean. I t pointed to the need to elimi
nate any manifestation of great-Power military presence in the 
Indian Ocean, and thus frustrated the scheme of a super-Power to
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whitewash its culpability. The Conference also called for the con
vening of a conference on the Indian Ocean as soon as possible to 
facilitate the implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean 
as a Zone of Peace.^ All these views and demands are entirely correct. 
The Chinese Government and people have always given active sup
port to the Indian Ocean States in their struggle against imperialism, 
colonialism and hegemonism and supported their just proposal for 
the establishment of the Indian Ocean peace zone. In our view, in 
order to realize the just proposal for the establishment of the Indian 
Ocean peace zone, it is imperative, first of all, to put an end to all 
the super-Power activities of military expansion and rivalry for 
hegemony in the region, and to demand the withdrawal of all their 
military presence there, including the dismantling of all their overt 
and covert military bases. Herein lies the crux of the matter.

At the same time, it is imperative for all the countries in the region, 
proceeding from the over-all interests of the security of the region, 
to do away with the intervention and meddling by the super-Powers, 
and countries, big or small, should establish and enhance relations 
among them in accordance with the principles of respect for national 
sovereignty and territorial integrity and mutual nonaggression, non
interference in each other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual bene
fit and peaceful coexistence so as to promote their joint struggle 
against the two super-Powers’ policies of aggression and war and 
to combat expansionism in all its forms. I t is our earnest hope that, 
on the basis of the agreement reached at the last session of the United 
Nations General Assembly on the convening of a conference on the 
Indian Ocean and the consultations carried on this year, all the 
countries in the region will make active efforts for the establishment 
of the Indian Ocean peace zone with the support of the countries 
and peoples of the world.

The Chinese delegation will vote in favour of the draft resolution 
contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean.^

Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Disarmament Decade, 
November 24, 1976 ^

I t was fashionable, even prophetic, in the 1950s to speak of the 
1960s as the decade of Africa and the atom. I t was the expectation 
then that the triple challenge of decolonization, development and dis
armament would be met successfully within the decade and that the 
peaceful use of the atom would open up new vistas of hope and achiev-

^Ante, pp. 561-564.
* The draft res. is identical with G.A. res. 31/88, post, pp. 939-940. 
' A/C.1/31/PV.42, pp. 46-52.
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merit for all mankind. Little did we know at the time that colonialism 
and racism in Africa would not die a natural death; that the pros
pects of development would be so crippled by the diversion of re
sources from peaceful purposes to armaments, particularly nuclear 
armaments; and that the consequences of the arms race would injure 
so detrimentally the economic and social life of all States.

My delegation recalls two important resolutions adopted by the 
Second Committee at the twenty-ninth and thirtieth sessions of the 
General Assembly. One resolution, 3345 (X X IX ), related to the inter
relationship between population, resources, environment and develop- 
ment.2 The other resolution, 3508 (XXX), pertained to long-term eco
nomic trends and projections.^ In addition, further resolutions have 
been adopted on the outcome of the Conference of the United Nations 
Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) held at Lima in 1975 
and the fourth session of the United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD) held at Nairobi early this year.

In the light of our debate in this Committee, my delegation^ deeply 
regrets the absence of two factors in the consideration and adoption 
of these resolutions, which will most likely affect the pattern of eco
nomic and social development of the world for the remainder of the 
century and which will help in the establishment of a new international 
economic order. The first factor is the lack of proper and adequate co
ordination between the Second Committee and this Committee. Since 
the adoption of General Assembly resolution 2685 (XXV),^ which 
determined the link between the Second United Nations Development 
Decade and the Disarmament Decade, the two Committees appear to 
have gone their separate way«. The obligation to see that resources 
released as a result of progress towards disarmament are devoted to 
economic aid and assistance for the developing countries has become a 
dead letter. The second factor is the lack of appropriate reference to 
the various studies on the costs and economic consequences of arma
ments and disarmament measures so as to underline the fact that the 
link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second Development 
Decade is organic and indispensable. Consequently, there has been a 
tendency to understate the correlative fact that armaments is a major, 
if not the most dominant, burden because it is an essentially wasteful 
and unproductive constraint on world economic growth and co
operation.

In the recent study on The Future of the 'World Economy conducted 
under the direction of Nobel Prize winner. Professor Wassily Leontief 
of Harvard fame, the point was made that the rate of public consump
tion currently allocated to non-civilian purposes in many countries 
was too high. The report went on to quote the Far Eastern Economic 
Review of 23 January 1975 to prove that the total investment necessary 
to bring the average crop yield in Asia to half the maximum of four 
tons per hectare was about $60 billion. I t went on to estimate the in-

 ̂General Assembly OtfiGiol Records: Twenty-ninth Session, f^iipplement No. 31 
(A/9631), pp. 70-71.

^Ihid., Thirtieth Session, Supplement No. 34 (A/10034), pp. 66-67.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1970, pp. 693-^5.
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creases in the foreign income of the developing countries which would 
flow from the implementation of commodity schemes under which the 
price of some agricultural goods, of which the developing countries are 
substantial net exporters, and of mineral resources other than oil 
would be raised starting in 1980. According to the Leontief report, the 
over-all effect would be an increase in the export earnings of the devel
oping countries of about $ 2 0  billion in 1980 and $30 billion in 1990. In 
this connexion, it is common knowledge that the success or failure of 
the fourth session of UNCTAD at Nairobi depended on whether or 
not the rich, industrial countries would agree to support a common 
fund of only $ 6  billion to regulate the commodity trade upon which 
the developing countries depend.

If  I  may resort to a different source to illustrate the same point, I  
would turn to the 1975 edition of the Tearhook of the Stockholm In 
ternational Peace Research Institute, which so many eminent repre
sentatives have already quoted. According to this source, total world 
military expenditures in 1975 were estimated at $280 billion. Including 
1975, cumulative world military expenditure since the end of the 
Second World War amounts, at a conservative estimate, to some 
$4,500 billion. Another rather interesting source of information is a 
booklet entitled Political Detente and the Arms Race^ prepared by the 
Government of the German Democratic Republic. Table 4 of this 
booklet shows how military expenditure could be used for civilian pur
poses. For instance, according to this publication, one nuclear aircraft 
carrier and escort vessels cost $2,980 million—or the equivalent of con
structing an underground railway system in Washington, D.C., the 
capital of the United States. My fourth and last source of reference is 
'World Military amd Social Expenditures in 1976 by Mrs. Ruth Leger 
Sivard. By careful analysis of the rise in military expenditures in re
cent years, Mrs. Sivard demonstrated that a major contributory factor 
to the current inflation that is harassing the world economy is the unre
lenting pressure of military expenditures, which have generated pur
chasing power without corresponding production of economically use
ful goods for the civilian market.

I  do not intend to interpret my sources further, except to say that 
a pause or standstill in the diversion of human and material resources 
from peaceful economic and social pursuits to the unproductive and 
wasteful arms race at current levels would (i) meet many of the devel
opment needs of the developing countries; (ii) contribute towards 
bridging the gap between developed and developing countries; (iii) 
arrest the growing balance-of-payments deficit of developing 
countries, which increased from about $12.2 billion in 1973 to over $40 
billion last year; (iv) ameliorate the structural crises that characterize 
the present economic relations within and between States; (v) reverse 
the unhealthy comparison between military budgets and official devel
opment aid, wherebv the former is more than 30 times greater than 
the latter; (vi) facilitate the attainment by all nations of a better life
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for their peoples; (vii) lessen tension between States, thereby promot
ing international peace and security; and so on.

Draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.14, which I  now have the honour of 
introducing on behalf of Austria, Ethiopia, Finland, India, Kenya, 
Mexico, Niger, Nigeria, Eomania, Sweden, Trinidad and Tobago and 
Yugoslavia, is non-controversial and self-evident. I t seeks to reflect the 
concern that every speaker without exception has expressed during our 
debate over the increasing arms race—particularly the race in nuclear 
arms—and its economic and social consequences.®

Hence its second preambular paragraph.
The third preambular paragraph is an expression in moderate 

terms of the indignation being felt by all, particularly the Heads of 
State or Government of the Non-Aligned Group, who believe in the 
purposes and obligations of the Charter of the United Nations. The 
two concepts of a New International Economic Order and the Charter 
of Economic Eights and Duties of States flow from the legitimate 
demands of the developing countries to secure under the Charter neces
sary changes in the terms and character of economic relations between 
the rich and poor nations of the world. We believe that the Second 
United Nations Development Decade and the Disarmament Decade 
would have contributed significantly to the requirements for change, if 
the arms race had not vitiated their crucial provisions.

The other preambular paragraph which I  would like to draw r.tten- 
tion to is the sixth. The CCD is the poorer because not all the nuclear- 
weapon States participate in its work. A way must be found to correct 
this absurd and abnormal aberration in terms of multilateral negotia
tion on disarmament.

The last preambular paragraph refers to the outcome of the imple
mentation of General Assembly resolution 3470 (XXX).®

The CCD devoted three plenary meetings to the Mid-term Review 
of the Disarmament Decade during its 1976 session. The views ex
pressed by various delegations are in its report, paragraphs 227-246.  ̂
The significance of the exercise lay in the fact tha,t it was unprece
dented and that it enabled the CCD to decide to comply during its 1977 
session with General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) proclaim
ing the Disarmament Decade.®

Having spent much time on the preambular paragraphs, my task 
with respect to the operative paragraphs should be relatively easy. 
Firstly, because both the preambular and operative paragraphs are 
variations of the same themes. Secondly, the operative paragraphs 
mainly reaffirm what the General Assembly has adopted in the past.

I  shall therefore refer to only two paragraphs. One is operative 
paragraph 5. We believe that without proper imderstanding and co-

® Identical with G.A. res. Sl/68, post, pp. 913-915.
® For text, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1975, pp. 776-778.
'^General Assembly OffidcLl Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No, 27 

(A/31/27), pp. 50-54.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1969j pp. 713-715.
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ordination of disarmainent and development activities within the 
United Nations system, neither would receive the attention it richly 
deserves. Following the Romanian initiative of 1970 on “the economic 
and social consequences of the armament race and its extremely harm
ful effects on international peace and security” some useful studies have 
been made and these are shortly to be updated.® Both the General As
sembly and the Economic and Social Council have also discussed the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament and the transfer to 
peaceful uses of the resources released by disarmament.

Lately, however, these discussions of the link between the Disamia- 
ment Decade and the Second United Nations Development Decade 
have been assuming an air of artificiality. I  regret to note that this 
crucial issue was not even addressed by the United Nations Conference 
on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) at its fourth session at Nai
robi. The objective of operative paragraph 5 is to restore a balance of 
concern to these discussions and to emphasize the close and critical 
interrelationship between disarmament and development.

The last operative paragraph I  should like to refer to is operative 
paragraph 7, which should not create any difficulties. The CCD has 
already decided to take action on this matter. The important thing is 
to bear in mind that if the CCD does 'adopt a comprehensive pro
gramme of work in the light of the objectives of the Disarmament Dec
ade, it will enter into a new and productive phase. No one ^ould deny 
it this prospect.

Warsaw Pact Proposal To Sui^pend the Induction of New Mem
bers Into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the 
Warsaw Pact [Extract], November 26, 1976^

The interests of the thoroughgoing normalization of international 
relations require that the division of the world into opposing military 
blocs be overcome. The participants in the conference of the Political 
Consultative Committee affirm their readiness to disband the Warsaw 
Treaty Organization, if the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is 
disbanded simultaneously, and to eliminate their military organiza
tions as a first step. They call upon all states not to undertake actions 
that could lead to the expansion of existing closed groupings and mili
tary-political alliances or the creation of new ones. One practical meas
ure in this direction could be the simultaneous suspension of Art. 9

® See Doouwents on Dimrmament, 1970, pp. 570-577. 613-615.
 ̂Current Difiest of the f^ovict Press, vol. XXVTTT, no. 48 (T>er. 29. 1P76). p. 9. 

The proposal was adopted a t the conference of the Political Consultative Com
mittee of the Warsaw Treaty member states in Bucharest, Nov. 25-26.
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of the Warsaw Treaty and Art. 10  of the North Atlantic Treaty, 
which allow membership to be expanded by the affiliation of new states. 
The Warsaw Treaty member states are ready to enter into appro
priate talks on this question. They would also carefully consider any 
other proposals on the gradual relaxation of the military confronta
tion in Europe and the lessening of the danger of the accidental emer
gence of conflict situations.

At the same time, the NATO bloc continues to exist and to increase 
its military potential, and the Warsaw Treaty member states will 
take all necessary steps within the treaty’s framework to constantly 
provide reliable security to their peoples. . . .

Warsaw Pact Proposal To Prohibit the First Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 26, 1976^

The leaders of the Warsaw Treaty member states, meeting in a 
conference of the Political Consultative Committee in Bucharest on 
Nov. 25-26,1976, examined questions involving the prevention of war, 
deepening the easing of international tension and the struggle to 
strengthen security and develop mutually advantageous cooperation 
in Europe.

They noted that the period since the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe confirms the great positive significance of the 
conference’s results and of the commitments undertaken by its par
ticipants under the Final Act.^

Considering at the same time that life dictates the need to further 
intensify efforts aimed at consolidating peace in Europe and through
out the world, and expressing their determination to act precisely 
in this direction, as the Warsaw Treaty member states have stated in 
a special declaration, they have come to the conclusion that the indi
cated aims would be met if all the states that signed the Final Act 
were to adopt a pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weapons 
against any other such state.

By general agreement of the Warsaw Treaty member states— t̂he 
People’s Republic of Bulgaria, the Hungarian People’s Republic, the 
German Democratic Republic, the Polish People’s Republic, the So
cialist Republic of Rumania, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic—a draft treaty to this

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII, no. 48 (Dec. 29, 1976), p. 10.
* For complete text of the Final Act, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 

1975, pp. 323-350.
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eiffect is being forwarded, along with this letter, for consideration by 
all the other states that participated in the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe.

Warsaw Pact Draft Treaty To Prohibit the First Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 26, 1976^

The states that were participants in the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, named hereinafter as the high contract
ing parties, inspired by the aims and provisions of the Final Act of 
the conference;

desiring to undertake a fresh common action aimed at strengthening 
confidence among them, at weakening military confrontation and 
at assisting disarmament; • 

expressing their will to act in accordance with the aims and prin
ciples of the UN Charter;

determined not to allow the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
against any other such state;

striving to make a contribution to lessening the danger of a nuclear 
war in Europe and all over the world, have pledged as follows:

Art, I .—Not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against any other 
such state, on land, on the sea, in the air or in outer space.

Art, I I .—^The commitment envisaged by Art. I  shall apply not 
only to the territory of the states but also to their armed forces, in 
whatever area of the world they may be.

Art. I I I .—This treaty is for an unlimited period.
Art. IV .—The treaty shall be open for signature by any state which 

signed the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe in the city of Helsinki on Aug. 1,1975.^

Art. V.—1. This treaty shall be subject to ratification by the states 
which signed it. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited
with the government o f _________   , which shall be named as the
depository state.

2 . The treaty shall enter into force for each of the contracting 
parties from the time of deposition of its instruments of ratification.

Art. VI.—1 . This treaty, done in the Kussian, English, Spanish, 
Italian, French and German languages, all texts being equally authen
tic, shall be deposited with the government o f  ___________

2 . The treaty shall be registered in accordance with Art. 1 0 2  of 
the United Nations Charter.

 ̂Current Bipest of the Soviet Presft, vol. XXVIII, no. 48 (Dec. 29,1976), p. 10. 
The draft treaty was proposed at the conference of the PoUtical Consultative 
Committee of the Warsaw Treaty member states in Bucharest Nov. 25-26.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1,1975, pp. 323-350.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Mili
tary Budgets [Extracts], November 26,1976 ^

Year after year both in the general; debate of the plenary and in 
the discussions of this First Committee, special emphasis has been 
placed on the dangers inherent in the arms race. For more than 15 
years, the General Assembly itself has pointed out that the nuclear 
arms race constitutes the gravest danger to world peace and the 
very survival of mankind. I  think it only appropriate to add here 
that not only is there a threat of universal destruction but it also 
involves an unjustifiable squandering of resources and stands as a 
serious obstacle to the achievement of the new international world 
order.

To illustrate the squandering of the resources that I  have just men
tioned, inherent in the arms race, suffice it to point out that the $US 
300 billion which are yearly spent by the world on military hard
ware add up to more than $820 million a day or $34 million per hour. 
In other words, in the course of one of our normal morning meet
ings, the world is spending $85 million on the industry of war. Very 
recently, three very important studies were published that eloquently 
describe the serious problems confronting mankind today. These works, 
which appeared at the same time as the beginning of our discussion 
on disarmament, serve as a very good point of departure for consid
eration of item 34 of the agenda of the present session of the Gen
eral Assembly, namely, the reduction of military budgets.

To deal with these three documents chronologically, the first one 
is entitled “Armaments and Disarmaments in the Nuclear Era.” I t 
was published by the Stockholm International Peace Eesearch In 
stitute (SIPEI) to celebrate its tenth anniversary. This document 
points out that, in the three decades that have passed since the 
atomic explosions over Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the nuclear arse
nals of the great Powers have grown and their content has been per
fected until they, have gone beyond any possible military or political 
requirement. I t is pointed out, too, that according to conservative 
estimates, nuclear weapons stockpiled in the world have an explosive 
potential equivalent to 15 tons of TNT per inhabitant of the earth. 
This includes both strategic and tactical weapons. As an example 
of the destructive power of these tactical weapons, the survey indi
cates that the explosive capacity of the nuclear tactical weapons of 
the United States and of the Soviet Union amount to 50,000 bombs 
of the type that were dropped on Hiroshima in 1945.

In Europe alone approximately 10,000 of these tactical nuclear 
weapons are stockpiled. Thus, too, S IPE I points out that approxi

A/C.1/31/PV.43, pp. 7-11,13-15.
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mately 6  per cent of the world production is devoted to military pur
poses and that in the world today approximately half a million re
search workers and scientists are engaged exclusively in military 
research and development.

In the document entitled “The Future of the World Economy”— 
a survey prepared by a team of economists on the request of our 
Organization—the obstacles that, must be overcome to achieve con
tinued development of the countries of the third world up to the year 
2 0 0 0  are described. There is great stress on the need to establish this 
new international economic order and this is the central theme of a 
new survey, a recent one submitted by the Club of Rome entitled the 
Reconstruction of the International Order or “RIO Project.” That 
survey presents a blueprint for the establishment of this new world 
order so as to reduce the imbalances that exist at present between the 
developed and the developing world. The goals include the creation 
of socio-economic conditions assuring a life expectancy of 65 years, a 
literacy average of 75 per cent and a mortality rate lower than 50 
per 1 ,0 0 0 . The achievement of those goals will call for gigantic efforts 
and will also require the investment of between $US 15 and $ 2 0  

billion per year over the next decade—an amount that must be added 
to the $3 or $4 billion that the developing countries are already in
vesting annually in their programmes to eradicate wretchedness and 
want. The total amount of investments suggested, however, adds up 
to less than 1 0  per cent of the amount that is at present devoted 7/early 
to military spending.

In the light of all the above, it is easy to understand the import
ance that we all attach to the report that was submitted to us by the 
Secretary-General in document A/31/222 on the question of the re
duction of military budgets.^ That report which is entitled Measur
ing Military Expenditures and International Dissemination of In
formation was prepared this year by a group of experts pursuant to 
the terms of resolution 3463 (XXX) which the General Assembly 
adopted on 11 December 1975 with a majority of more than 100 votes.  ̂
With regard to that report, I  have the honour now, on behalf of the 
delegations of Sweden and my own delegation, Mexico, to present a 
draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/31/L.21.'‘

Finally, may I recall that in resolution 3463 (XXX) of last year 
the General Assembly urged all States— b̂ut particularly the perma
nent members of the Security Council and all other States with 
comparable military expenditures— t̂o endeavour, by mutual agree
ment, to reduce their military budgets and urged the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the two

 ̂Ante, pp. 687-696.
® For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 764-766.
* See post, pp. 937-940 and ibid., n. 1.
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countries that have the highest military budgets in the world, that, 
pending such an agreement, they reduce said military budgets. This, 
however, is neither new nor unexpected since it is an open secret that, 
in 1963 and 1964, those two States operated unilateral reductions of 
a mutual nature in what was then termed a policy of mutual example. 
There can be no doubt that the repetition of that policy would not 
only contribute to slowing down the speed of the arms race but would 
also have positive results since they would have a bearing on the 
success of the negotiations with the other permanent members of the 
Security Council and other States which are alluded to in paragraph 
3 of the preamble of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/31/L.21.

Statement by the Chinese Representative (Chou) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, November 26, 1976^

In their speeches at the plenary meetings and in the First Committee 
of the current session, quite a number of representatives expressed 
their serious concern over the two super-Powers’ intensified nuclear 
arms race, nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail which endanger the 
security and development of various countries. They pointed out that 
since the super-Powers had the largest nuclear arsenals, the super- 
Powers should be the first to start nuclear disarmament, and they 
expressed strong dissatisfaction at the failure of the super-Powers 
thus far to take any practical and effective measure for nuclear dis
armament. These criticisms and complaints are fully justified.

We have always held that in order to really eliminate the nuclear 
threat it is imperative to prohibit completely and destroy thoroughly 
the nuclear weapons. This includes the renunciation of the use, im
port and export, test, manufacture and stockpiling of all nuclear 
weapons as well as the destruction of all nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery. As a first step, all nuclear-weapon States should 
undertake the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. The 
Chinese Government has undertaken this obligation on its own initia
tive and openly declared that at no time and under no circumstances 
will it be the first to use nuclear weapons. Many countries have re
peatedly asked the super-Powers to do the same. In our opinion, the 
above position of ours and many other countries is truly conducive to 
the struggle of the world people against the super-Power policy of 
nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail.

In discussing the question of nuclear disarmament, the goal of com
plete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons can 
never be attained by leaving aside the crucial issue of non-use of nu
clear weapons and capitalizing on “nuclear non-proliferation” and 
“nuclear test ban”.

 ̂A/C.1/31/PV.43, pp. 41-45.
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On the day of the production of the so-called treaty of non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons concocted by the super-Powers, we pointed 
out that it was nothing but a major conspiracy of the super-Powers 
designed to maintain their nuclear monopoly and nuclear hegemony 
and to bind and control the non-nuclear States. According to this 
treaty, the super-Powers are free to continue to possess, develop and 
manufacture nuclear weapons, whereas the numerous non-nuclear 
States are deprived of their right to self-defence. The super-Powers 
will for ever brandish the nuclear weapons and even place them at the 
doorstep of other countries while prohibiting the non-nuclear States 
from developing their own defence capabilities. Is this not an obvious 
attempt to force the numerous non-nuclear States to recognize the 
super-Powers’ perpetual status of nuclear overlord and grant them 
the privilege of nuclear threat against the numerous countries with few 
or no nuclear weapons ? Small wonder this treaty is being resisted and 
opposed by an increasing number of countries.

The so-called complete and general prohibition of nuclear tests is all 
the more a trap set by the super-Powers in a naked attempt to main
tain their status of nuclear monopoly after the concoction of the 
treaty of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The two super-Powers 
conducted no less than several hundred nuclear tests. When they had 
enough atmospheric nuclear tests, they put forward [a] partial nu
clear test ban; when they have conducted about enough underground 
nuclear tests, they start to talk profusely about the complete and 
general prohibition of all nuclear tests. This in effect means: When 
they have a need, they can conduct the tests in whatever way they like; 
when they no longer have the need, others are not allowed even to con
duct the tests; they are free to threaten others, while others are not 
even allowed to act in self-defence. What on earth is this kind of logic? 
At no time and under no circumstances will China recognize such a 
right on the part of any suiper-Powers.

I t is common sense that the mere cessation today of all nuclear tests 
without the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear 
weapons can only serve to obstruct the countries with few or no nu
clear weapons from developing their nuclear defence capabilities and 
cannot in the least prevent the super-Powers from continuing their 
development, manufacture, deployment, stockpiling and use of nu
clear weapons. This can neither eliminate their nuclear monopoly nor 
prevent a nuclear war. In preaching feverishly the complete and gen
eral prohibition of nuclear tests, the Soviet Union is evidently trying 
to exploit many countries’ desire for peace in order to protect its 
status of nuclear superiority so as to have a free hand to carry out 
nuclear threats and nuclear blackmail against the countries with few 
or no nuclear weapons.

Nuclear weapons can serve neither as food nor as clothing. China is a 
developing country, and it is definitely unwilling to spend a penny 
more on this stuff. China is compelled to conduct nuclear tests which 
are limited in number. We are ready to cease all nuclear tests at any
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time, but this can happen only on the day when the super-Powers and 
all the nuclear States completely prohibit and thoroughly destroy their 
nuclear weapons, and definitely not before.

Basing itself on the above position, the Chinese delegation will vote 
against the draft resolutions contained in documents A/C.1/31/L.15  ̂
and L.16,  ̂and we wish to state our reservations on all the references 
and paragraphs concerning “nuclear non-proliferation” and “pro
hibition of nuclear tests” contained in other draft resolutions on dis
armament. We request that these reservations be put on the record.

Revised Finnish Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Convention on the Prohibi
tion of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques, November 29, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolutions 3264 (XXIX) ̂  of 9 December 1974 and 
3475 (XXX) ̂  of 11  December 1975,

Recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 2 0  December 1961,̂  in which 
it recognized that all States have a deep interest in disarmament and 
arms control negotiations,

Determined to avert the potential dangers of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques,

Convinced that broad adherence to a convention on the prohibition 
of such action would contribute to the cause of strengthening peace 
and averting the threat of war.

Noting loith satisfaction that the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament has completed and transmitted to the General Assem
bly, in the report of its work in 1976,® the text of a draft Convention 
on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques.

® Identical with G.A. res. 31/66, pp. 910-912.
® Identical with G.A. res. 31/89, pos#, pp. 941-942.
 ̂A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev. 2 and Corr. 1, Nov. 29, 1976. The original version of this 

draft res. was submitted on Nov. 4 by 12 states {ante, p. 748). The first revised ver
sion (A/C.1/31/L.5/Rev. 1*), which was a reissue of the original draft with the 
text of the draft convention annexed to it, had the following additional spon
sors : Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Ethiopia, Guinea, India, Iran, Italy, Liberia, Mozambique, Ukrainian SSR, U.S., 
USSR. The present version, which was submitted by the 28 sponsors, was subse
quently further revised to reflect the oral amendments proposed by Nigeria, and 
gained Nigeria and the Syrian Arab Rep. as co-sponsors (A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev. 3). 
This third revision was adopted by the G. A. as res. 31/72 {post^ pp. 924-930).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 pp. 814-816.
® Ibid., 1976, pp. 788-789.
" IMd., 1961, pp. 741-742.
° General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, 8u,pplement No. 27 

(A/31/27), vols. I and II.
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Anxious that during its 1977 session, the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should concentrate on urgent negotiations 
on disarmament and arms limitation measures,

Bearing in mind that draft agreements on disarmament and arms 
control measures submitted to the General Assembly by the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament should be the result of a 
process of effective negotiations and that such instruments should 
duly take into account the views and interests of all States so that 
they can be joined by the widest possible number of countries. 

Bearing in mind that article V III of the draft Convention makes 
IDrovision for a conference to review the operation of the Convention 
five years after its entry into force, with a view to ensuring that its 
purposes and provisions are being realized.

Also hearing in mind all relevant documents and negotiating rec
ords of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the 
discussion of the draft Convention,

Convinced that the Convention should not affect the use of environ
mental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, which could 
contribute to the preservation and improvement of the environment 
for the benefit of present and future generations.

Convinced that the Convention will contribute to the realization 
of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

1 . Commands the Convention on the prohibition of military or any 
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, the text 
of which is annexed to this resolution,

2 . Reqxiests the Secretary-General, as depositary of the Convention, 
to open for signature and ratification at the earliest possible date,

3 . Expresses its hope for the widest possible adherence to the Con
vention,

4 . Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
without prejudice to the priorities established in its programme of 
work, to keep under review the problem of effectively averting the 
dangers of military or any other hostile use of environmental modi
fication techniques,

5. Requests that the Secretary-General transmit to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the dis
cussion by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session of the 
question of prohibiting military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques.

Statement by the United States Representative (Martin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Indian Ocean as a 
Zone of Peace, November 29, 1976^

The United States fully shares the desires of the nations of the In 
dian Ocean area for peace and tranquillity and their wish not to be

" A/C.1/31/PV.44, pp. 4e-47.
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subjected to military pressure by outside Powers. We have long ap
preciated these objectives. Our actions in the Indian Ocean have always 
been consistent with our support of the independence and sovereignty 
of the States of the region. I t is our long-standing view that stability 
in the area serves not only the aspirations of the regional States, but 
also United States interests and the broader objectives of world peace. 
We thus are always prepared to do what we can to advance the cause 
of peace and stability in the Indian Ocean, and we hope that a similar 
commitment will be reflected in the actions of other outside Powers.

The United States deploys only modest forces in the Indian Ocean, 
reflecting its concern and the concern of other States that the lines of 
communication vital to world economic prosperity and stability not be 
subjected to pressure by anyone. We are as anxious as the littoral and 
hinterland States to avoid manifestations of great Power rivalry in 
the area and to lower, rather than raise, the tensions therein. In this 
regard, it should be emphasized that United States naval deployment 
in the Indian Ocean is not increasing. We will continue to follow a 
policy of restraint in our military activities in the area, and we look 
to others to do likewise-

The present resolution is directed towards our shared goal of assur
ing peace and stability in the Indian Ocean region.^ In  the view of my 
Government, however, it raises some of the same problems as did its 
predecessors, and some new ones:

First, by its preambular reference to the original Indian Ocean 
Peace Zone resolution of 1971, this resolution can be interpreted as 
acknowledging that littoral States of the region have the right to es
tablish a legal regime for the high seas in that region.

Second, it opts too readily and uncritically for a multilateral con
ference as the best way of addressing Indian Ocean arms limitation. 
In our view, practical ^eps to prevent a competitive expansion of mili
tary strength in the Indian Ocean area should be based on restraint 
by the States in the region and restraint by the great Powers.

Third, in the Colombo Resolution of Non-aligned Countries, re
ferred to in the preamble of this resolution, the United States facility 
on Diego Garcia is singled out for attention while only veiled refer
ences are made to the military activities of other Powers that are ex
ternal to the Indian Ocean.^ We cannot accept that comparal^le activi
ties by different States are to be judged according to different stand
ards. We do not believe that this is the intent of the States of the In 
dian Ocean region that have prepared the present resolution, because 
such an approach makes it difficult to deal with these important se
curity questions in a serious, balanced and objective manner.

For these reasons, the United States has a;bstained in the vote on this 
resolution.

* Identical with G.A. res. 31/88, post, pp. 939-940.
® For the Colombo res., see ante, pp. 564-566.
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The United States has been candid and open in making public the 
extent and nature of our military activities in the Indian Ocean. We 
would urge other nations to be equally candid in discussing their own 
activities. To maintain peace and tranquillity in the Indian Ocean 
there must be restraint and openness on the part of all States con
cerned. This can be promoted only if those seeking the stated objectives 
of the Indian Ocean peace zone initiative pursue a balanced approach.

The United States is committed to the goals of peace, stability and 
security for the States of the Indian Ocean region and for interna
tional shipping in the Indian Ocean. We are always prepared to con
sider positively any realistic and constructive proposal to advance 
these objectives.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, November 29, 1976 ̂

In connexion with the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.15,^ the 
Soviet delegation would like to make the following statement.

The Soviet Union has always favoured the cessation, everywhere 
and by all, of nuclear-weapons tests, including underground tests. In 
order to curb the nuclear arms race we must above all call a halt to all 
nuclear-weapons tests. As we know, certain results have been achieved 
in this area. The Moscow Treaty of 1963 was concluded; ® in 1974 there 
was the conclusion of the treaty between the USSR and the United 
States on the limitation of imderground nuclear-weapon tests which 
prohibited the carrying out of underground explosions above a certain 
threshold;  ̂ and, in the light of the great importance of nuclear ex
plosions for industrial purposes, the Treaty between the USSR and 
the United States of 1976 on Underground Nuclear Explosions for 
Peaceful Purposes established a procedure for the carrying out of such 
explosions which fully eliminates the possibility of their being used 
for purposes of perfex^ting nuclear weapons.®

Accordingly, a real basis has been laid down for the final solution 
to the problem of prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests. The time has 
now come for a solution to this problem and the Soviet Union once 
again proposes the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. Such a draft treaty has already 
been submitted to the United Nations, and the General Assembly has 
expressed itself in favour of the holding of concrete talks in order to 
achieve agreement on complete and general prohibition of nuclear-

" A/C.1/31/PV.44, pp. 57-60.
 ̂Identical with G. A. res. 31/66, post, pp. 910-912.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.

^lUd., 1974, pp. 225-227.
 ̂Ante, pp. 328-332.
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weapon tests.® These talks have not yet started, but as we know this is 
not the fault of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union is still ready, with 
the participation of other nuclear Powers, to come to an agreement 
once and for all to put an end to tests. The new proposals of the USSR 
on this question, which are contained in the revised text of the treaty 
and which relate to the possibility of carrying out on-site inspection on 
a voluntary basis, will, we are convinced, promote the attainment 
ultimately of such an agreement.^ In  a spirit of goodwill the Soviet 
Union is ready to take part in the search for a universally acceptable 
understanding on a compromise basis which would make it possible to 
observe the framework of voluntariness in the adoption of a decision 
on on-site verification, under appropriate circumstances, and which, 
at the same time, would assure all parties to the treaty that the obliga
tions assumed under the treaty are being complied with by all.

The Soviet Union, accordingly, is making constant efforts to bring 
about a radical solution to the problem of nuclear tests. I t  is precisely 
for this reason that the Soviet delegation is unable to agree to draft 
resolution A/C.1/31/L.15, which attempts to include the USSR among 
those responsible for continuing nuclear-weapons tests, and place it- 
on the same footing with those who are refusing to take part in talks 
or to seek a radical solution to the question and are still continuing 
tests—indeed, large-scale tests in the atmosphere— t̂hus doing serious 
harm to the environment. We cannot agree that the USSR bears 
responsibility for the lack of progress in talks on a comprehensive 
test ban.

In the light of what I  have stated, the Soviet delegation will be 
unable to support draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.15 and will abstain 
in the vote>

Statement by the Australian Representative (Oxiey) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Prohibition of Nuclear- 
Weapon Tests  ̂ November 29, 1976^

The Australian delegation will abstain on draft resolution 
A/C.1/31/L.16: Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.^ Since Australia is, in fact, a 
co-sponsor of draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.15 on the companion item: 
Urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests 
and the conclusion of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive 
test ban,  ̂ our motives in adopting quite dijfferent positions on what 
might otherwise appear to be quite similar items may not be clear 
to some delegations and I  shall therefore explain them briefly.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 191S, pp. 794-790.
’ Ante, pp. 820-824.
^A/C.1/31/PV.45, pp. 6-11.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/89, post, pp. 941-942.

® Identical with G.A. res. 31/66, post, pp. 910-912.
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The Australian Government is firmly committed to the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests in all environments out of recognition of the 
contribution adoption of such a measure may make to the nuclear arms 
race. But the differences between the two approaches embodied in 
each of the two resolutions are quite fundamental. In  my delegation’s 
view they centre on the following points.

Draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.15 calls for all nuclear-weapon States 
to suspend testing by agreement as an interim step towards the con
clusion of a formal agreement. Draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.16 does 
not recognize the desirability of a suspension of testing before the 
commencement of negotiations. My delegation recognizes that negoti
ations of a comprehensive test ban agreement are likely to be pro
tracted and believes that nuclear-weapon States should testify to their 
support for any such an arrangement by ceasing testing before, or 
at the time, any negotiations commence. Draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.15 calls for negotiation of a comprehensive test ban treaty within the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. Draft resolution 
A/C.1/31/L.16 does not recognize the value of using this negotiating 
forum which, despite its imperfections, the Australian Government 
considers should remain the primary international forum for negotia
tion of arms control and disarmament measures.

Draft resolution A/C./31/L.15 recognizes that some nuclear-weapon 
States have already shown a willingness to reach agreement on lim
ited restrictions on nuclear-weapon tests and have already accepted 
the obligation through adherence to the Partial Test Ban A^^eement  ̂
and other international agreements (of which the Australian Govern
ment considers the Non-Proliferation Treaty to be the important 
one) to end nuclear-weapon testing. Draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.15 
emphasizes that such an obligation exists, but draft resolution 
A/C.1/31/L.16 only envisages negotiations of a comprehensive test 
ban agreement if all nuclear-weapon States participate in those nego
tiations. I t ignores the fact that obligations to cease testing have 
already been assumed and it depends for its implementation on the 
co-operation of those nuclear-weapon States that have not even dem
onstrated the willingness to impose partial restrictions on nuclear 
testing. The approach underlying draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.15 
suggested that early negotiation of a comprehensive test ban agree
ment is feasible. The approach underlying draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.16 does not.

Up until this General Assembly a major point of contention be
tween the two principal nuclear-weapon States about negotiation of 
a comprehensive test ban treaty was the issue of the means by which a 
CTB might be verified. My delegation welcomes the announcements 
made at this Assembly that the Soviet Union is prepared to be more 
flexible on this issue. We note particularly that the Soviet Union has

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1968, pp. 291-293.
^Thid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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now modified paragraph 3 of article 2  of the Soviet draft treaty on 
the complete and general prohibition of nuclear tests to allow some 
provision for on-site inspection.® I t is not for my delegation to judge 
whether or not the proposals made will satisfy the concerns that 
had been expressed about the need for adequate provision for verifica
tion. We note, however, that the proposals are essentially voluntary.

I t is not usually the case to have an arrangement whereby a State, 
against whom a complaint may be lodged for alleged breach of an arms 
control measure, should have the residual power to decide itself 
whether or not any such complaint should be investigated. The es
sence of verification procedures is that they should be confidence- 
building measures, particularly when potential adherents regard 
agreements as central to national defence interests. But, presumably, 
the Soviet Union regards this proposal as a starting point for nego
tiations, since it has said its draft treaty should be negotiated by a 
group of nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States.

However, the Australian Government does not consider that the 
issue of verification is a major obstacle to early negotiation of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty. I t  considers the major obstacle now 
to be the stipulation implied in the approach in draft resolution A / 
C.1/31/L.16 that a CTB should not be negotiated unless all nuclear- 
weapon States participate in those negotiations.

That two nuclear-weapon States are not signatories either to the 
partial test ban treaty or to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty is 
well known. That this is the case is deeply regretted by the Austra
lian Government. However, the two major nuclear-weapon States 
are the ones who make the most sophisticated contribution to the ver
tical proliferation of nuclear weapons and who have given a valuable 
lead to other nuclear-weapon States by agreeing to partial measures 
to restrict nuclear weapons testings. Negotiation by them of a com
prehensive test ban treaty would represent a major contribution to 
restricting the nuclear arms race and it is a matter of deep regret 
that one of them now chooses to establish a precondifion which will 
defer negotiations for an indefinite period.

We are all aware that the negotiations proposed in General Assembly 
resolution 3478 (XXX) the precursor of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
31/L.16, did not get off the ground because none of the other nuclear- 
weapon States were prepared to join the Soviet Union in the negotia
tions envisaged in that resolution.

The Australian Government does not disregard the supreme impor
tance of the ultimate goal of the universal cessation of testing, but it 
has welcomed the acceptance in the past by the leading nuclear-weapon 
States of the special responsibility of setting an example on this 
question. My delegation is extremely disappointed that one of those 
States continues to seek the support of the General Assembly for an

 ̂Ante, pp. 820-824.
Documents on Dimrmament^ 1975, pp. 793-798.
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approach which, in the opinion of my Government, is contrary to the 
spirit of that responsibility and takes us farther away from, rather 
than nearer to, the early negotiation of an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear-weapon testing.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Reinius) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Prohibition of Nuclear- 
Weapon Tests, November 29, 1976®

The Swedish Government continues to attach the highest impor
tance to the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests and to the conclu
sion of a treaty on a comprehensive test ban. In our opinion, however, 
the negotiation of a complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests should remain an item of the highest priority of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) and should 
not be transferred to a forum outside the CCD. None the less, a year 
ago we declared our readiness to take part in such negotiations as 
are again called for in operative paragraph 1 of draft resolution A / 
C.1/31/L.16,® provided that at least four nuclear-weapon Powers 
declared their willingness to take part. We remain doubtful that it 
will be possible to have negotiations involving all the nuclear-weapon 
Powers, but we are still prepared to take part under the conditions 
mentioned—that is, with the participation of at least four nuclear- 
weapon Powers. Our position regarding this item on our agenda thus 
remains unchanged. That is why, as last year, we were not able to 
support draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.16 and therefore abstained in 
the vote.

Statement by the United States Representative (Thompson) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Prohibition 
of Nuclear-Weapon Tests, November 29, 1976^

The United States remains committed to the pursuit of an adequately 
verified comprehensive test ban agreement. Our abstention on the 
draft resolution introduced by the Soviet Union in document A /C .l/ 
31/L.16  ̂ reflects our continuing reservations concerning several is
sues that it raises, which we explained in some detail in the General 
Assembly last year. These reservations, involving such questions as the 
proper forum for negotiations, participation in a comprehensive test 
ban, and the need for resolving the problem of nuclear explosions for

® A/C.1/31/PV.45, pp. 27-30.
® Identical with G.A. res. 31/89, post, pp. 941-942.
"A/C.1/31/PV.45, p. 32.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/89, post, pp. 941-942.
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peaceful purposes in the context of a comprehensive test ban still 
pertain with regard to the present draft resolution. At the same time 
we have noted the introduction by the Soviet Union of a revised draft 
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 
tests and especially the new paragraph dealing with a possible system 
of on-site inspection.^ We believe this paragraph merits further 
consideration.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: South Asian Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 29, 1976 ^

My delegation would like to explain briefly its position on the 
draft resolution concerning the establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia.

We can be brief now, because at the twenty-ninth and thirtieth 
sessions of the General Assembly the position of India was explained 
in great detail. The most fundamental objection to the draft resolution 
in document A/C.1/31/L.6  ̂ is that it seeks to establish a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in an area which is not appropriate for the purpose. 
South Asia is a subregion, being an integral part of the Asian and 
Pacific regions. The South Asian countries are surrounded by nuclear- 
weapon States or countries belonging to their alliances. Thus, this 
subregion cannot be treated in isolation for the purpose of creating 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone. The presence of nuclear weapons in the 
region as a whole, the alliances with nuclear-weapon States and the 
existence of foreign military bases have to be taken into account in 
the examination of any proposal for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in Asia and the Pacific.

Thus, the idea of treating South Asia in isolation is inappropriate. 
The General Assembly itself recognized the point in its resolution 
3265 A (XXIX) by making it clear that the initiative for the crea
tion 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.^

Another basic objection to the draft resolution in document 
A/C.1/31/L.6 is that it once again seeks to endorse, in principle, the 
concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. As I  have said 
this subregion is inappropriate for the purpose, but even for an 
appropriate region, the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone should come from States within the region concerned and 
participation must be voluntary. This is a basic principle unanimously

^AntCj pp. 820-824.
^A/C.1/31/PV.45, pp. 33-36.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/73, post, pp. 930l-932.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 816-^17.
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accepted by the ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts 
charged with the task of preparing the comprehensive study of the 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects. While accept
ing this principle the General Assembly decided in its resolution 3476 
A (XXX) to

give due consideration to any proposal for the creation of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in an appropriate region of Asia, after

and I  repeat, after

it has been developed and matured among the interested States within the 
region concerned/

Further, the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/31/L.6 
seeks once again to involve the Secretary-General of the United Na
tions in promoting the efforts for the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia. On this same question the Secretary- 
General reported to the General Assembly last year that

Differences exist in the approach to the question of the declaration and 
establishment of a nuclear-free zone in South Asia.®

As is well known to delegates, these differences continue to exist. 
Thus, to involve the Secretary-General in it again seems to us to be 
a waste of his time and effort. From what I  have said, it should be 
clear that my delegation is opposed to the adoption of draft resolu
tion A/C.1/31/L.6 and therefore we shall vote against it. India is 
of the firm view that it could not join the proposed nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia and regrets its inability to participate in any 
effort to establish such a zone.

Statement by the Israeli Representative (Eliav) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 29, 1976^

My delegation has studied with interest draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.I9 2  on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East. The Government of Israel wishes to reiterate its support 
in principle for the establishment of such a zone in the Middle East. 
The “Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones in all its aspects”, issued as a special report of the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, document A/10027/Add.l, has, 
however demonstrated the very wide disagreement that exists con
cerning the practical meaning and implications of the idea of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone. I t  has confirmed that what might have 
appeared at first siffht to be a clearly defined concept in fact contains 
a great many highly controversial elements. My Government there-

* n u , .  1975. pp. 790-791.
® A/10325. Oct. 31,1975.
^A/C.1/31/PV.45, pp. 51-52.
 ̂Identical with 6.A. res. 31/71, post^ pp. 918-920.
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fore remains convinced that in the words of its note of 14 September 
1976 on this issue to the Secretary-General of the United Nations,

. . .  in accordance with general international practice, the Government of 
Israel feels justified in its call for negotiations between all the States of the 
region as an indispensable requirement for the establishment of such a zone 
in the Middle East. Israel is firmly of the view that such negotiations should 
lead to the conclusion of a formal, contractual, multilateral convention between 
all the States of the region, on the lines of such notable precedents as the 
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Datin America, through the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco,® and the proposals for similar agreements in the areas of 
South Asia and the South Pacific. This indeed was Israel’s position as set out 
in its note of 22 September 1975 to the Secretary-General, document S/11778/ 
Add. 3 of 25 September 1975.

As the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel, Mr. Yigal Allon, 
declared in his statement during the general debate to the General As
sembly on 30 September 1975 concerning the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in the Middle E ast:

Israel . . . will be ready to enter Into negotiations with all States concerned 
in order to attain this objective.^

However, no progress has been made since the last session of the Gen
eral Assembly in the direction of such negotiations, and the Arab 
countries continue to refuse to take part in any such consultation with 
Israel.

The Government of Israel has noted with regret that the following 
declaration was made by the Syrian Arab Republic upon the ratifica
tion of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: ®

The acceptance of this Treaty by the Syrian Arab Republic shall in no way 
signify recognition of Israel or entail entry into relations with Israel there
under.

This declaration is incompatible with the aims and spirit of the Treaty 
and constitutes a grave obstacle to the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region.

The fact that the Egyptian Government regards the bare principle 
of negotiation as one to be rejected a priori^ and insists on a unilateral 
declaration as the only means of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone which it is prepared to contemplate, casts grave doubt on the 
sincerity of its support for a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region, 
as does the constant refusal of the Egyptian Government to withdraw 
its reservation concerning Israel in relation to the Moscow Test Ban 
Treaty of 1963.® You must be aware that it is only for this reason that 
the proposal now before the Committee on the establishment of a nu
clear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East does not call for the con
sultations which are the sole way to realize it. The omission in fact 
contradicts the proclaimed aim of the present draft. For the reason 
stated, we cannot support it and we will have to abstain in the vote.

 ̂For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69-83.
 ̂A/PV.2368, pp. 28-30.

® For treaty text, see ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
® lUd., pp. 291-293.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Black) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Middle Eastern Nuclear- 
Weapon-Free Zone, November 29, 1976 ^

My delegation’s vote in favor of the draft resolution we have just 
adopted reflects continuing United States support for the objective of 
establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East under 
conditions that would assure its effectiveness.® As we have stated in the 
past, we are prepared to lend our co-operation to efforts to achieve this 
objective. However, while [we] support the draft resolution in gen
eral, and the over-all concept of a Middle Easit nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, we continue to question the approach of asking States to under
take commitments to establish a zone in the region in advance of actual 
negotiations. Moreover, our support for any nuclear-weapon-free zone 
arrangement will be contingent upon its compatibility with criteria 
that the United States has frequently articulated in the past. In es
sence, these criteria are that the initiative for the creation of the zone 
should come from the States in the region concerned; that all States 
whose participation is considered important should participate in the 
zone; that the zone arrangement should include adequate provisions 
for verification of compliance; that the establishment of a zone should 
not disturb existing security arrangements to the detriment of regional 
or international security; and that the zone arrangement should effec
tively prohibit its parties from developing any nuclear explosive 
device.

Speech by General Secretary Brezhnev to the American-Soviet 
Trade and Economic Council [Extract], November 30, 1976 ^

All this confirms the maxim that in speaking about economic ties 
one must not digress from the general state of political relations be
tween states. In this respect, our course in relations with the United 
States of America is perfectly clear and consistent. I t  is linked with 
the basic principles of the peace-loving foreign policy of our Party 
and our state. Our policy toward the US is not one based on temporary 
expediency—it is calculated in terms not of months but of years, of 
decades. We want genuinely stable, peaceful relations to develop be
tween the USSR and the US—in the interests of our peoples and of 
world peace, and not to the detriment of any third countries. The 25th

'"A/C. 1/31/PV.45, p. 61.
® Identical with G.A. res. 31/71, post, pp. 918-920.
^Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXVIII, no. 48 (Dec. 29, 1976), 

pp. 3-4.
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CPSU Congress very clearly reaffirmed our readiness to develop good, 
mutually advantageous relations with the US.

This reminder is not irrelevant today, because of late, especially in 
connection with the recent election campaign, trends have emerged in 
the US that, speaking frankly, run counter to the goal of improving 
American-Soviet relations. Again, as in the time of the cold war, calls 
have sounded forth for a “tough policy” toward the USSK, for actions 
from a “position of strength.” Some people are importunately sug
gesting that some sort of military threat is posed by the Soviet Union, 
that our country is interested in continuing the arms race. There are 
even attempts to frighten people by talk about some kind of Soviet 
“preparations for a first nuclear strike” against America. I  don’t  know 
who needs to babble this nonsense, but it is a fact that such twaddle is 
being uttered.

The absurdity of these fabrications should be obvious, one would 
think. They are at variance with the Soviet Union’s entire policy, 
which is aimed at lessening and ultimately completely eliminating 
the threat of nuclear war, ending the arms race and developing peace
ful cooperation among states.

The whole world knows about the Soviet Union’s concrete and 
persistent proposals aimed at curbing the arms race and at disarm
ament. Let me recall here only such proposals as a ban on the devel
opment of new types and systems of weapons tests and a world treaty 
renouncing the use of force in international relations. Backing up our 
proposals with actions, we recently cut our military budget.

Speaking of the Soviet-American dialogue, we have proposed to 
the United States that we mutually abandon the creation of new 
generations of atomic submarines, such as your Trident, of new heavy 
bombers such as your B-1 and of corresponding types of Soviet sub
marines and bombers. We have proposed the mutual withdrawal of 
ships armed with nuclear weapons from the Mediterranean. All these 
proposals remain on the table.

New evidence of the peace-loving nature of our policy is provided 
by the proposal that the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Treaty allies 
made a few days ago to all participants in last year’s Helsinki con
ference, including the United States, on the conclusion of a treaty re
nouncing the first use of nuclear weapons.^ We are awaiting a response 
to this proposal, and we hope it will be a positive one.

All this talk about some sinister plans that the Soviet Union has 
against the US is pure fabrication. And, we believe, it is ill-intentioned 
fabrication. After all, under cover of this talk an increasingly unre
strained inflation of military budgets and a further arms buildup are 
going on. This is a dangerous thing. I t cannot be ruled out that, by 
raising a furor about the USSR’s imaginary intentions, some people 
in the US itself are nurturing plans for a “first strike,” not realizing 
the consequences. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it—and I

 ̂See ante, pp. 855-856.
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want to reiterate this most emphatically—has been and remains a 
convinced opponent of all such adventurist concepts, as it is of nuclear 
war in general. We are faithful to the agreement with the US on the 
prevention of nuclear war,  ̂and we proceed from the premise that the 
American side will also fulfill its commitments under this agreement.

We place a high value on the things our two countries have done 
jointly to lessen the threat of nuclear war. We are prepared to go 
further along this path in cooperation with the new American admin
istration, if it intends to act in the same spirit. The Soviet Union 
believes that efforts should be stepped up to conclude a new agreement 
on the limitation of strategic offensive arms on the basis agreed upon 
some time ago in Vladivostok.^ We think that it is time to end the 
“freeze” on this important question imposed by Washington almost 
a year ago. The Soviet Union is prepared to discuss possible new 
steps to effectively prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons on 
the planet, as well as other measures aimed at lessening the threat of 
nuclear war.

Pakistani Amendments to the Japanese Draft Resolution on the 
Question of the Production and International Transfer of 
Conventional Arms, November 30, 1976^

1. Amend the title to read:

Question of the production and international transfer of conventional arms.

2. In preambular paragraph 1 and operative paragraphs 1, 3 and 
4, add the words “production and” before the words “international 
transfer of conventional arms”.

3. At the end of preambular paragraph 2, add the following:

and for the exercise of the legitimate rights of peoples to self-determination 
and national independence;

4. Add the following as a new preambular paragraph after present 
preambular paragraph 2:

Noting that acquisition of conventional arms by States and peoples is 
often in response to the remaining vestiges of colonialism, foreign domination 
and occupation and international disputes and tensions in various parts of 
the world;

® Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 634-635.
 ̂lUd., 1974. pp. 7-^6-747.
 ̂A/C.1/31/L.36. Japan orally revised its draft {ante, pp. 824-825) after con

sultation with Pakistan (post, pp. 893-894), which decided not to press its amend
ment to a vote (post, pp. 894-895).
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Statement by the Singapore Representative (Tan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Transfer of Conven
tional Arms, December 1, 1976^

I  speak today in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.20 on the 
transfer of conventional arms, of which Singapore is a co-sponsor.^ 
The reasons, the whys and the wherefors which prompted my country 
to co-operate with other like-minded delegations in putting forward 
this resolution, have, I  hope, been adequately covered in both my 
Minister’s and my own statements. We share the aspirations voiced 
by several delegations that something should be done to restrain 
the wasteful increase and alarming spread of conventional arms. 
This draft resolution is the culmination, the fruit of such aspirations. 
Permit me to spend some time, therefore, in explaining what are our 
objectives behind the draft resolution and what are not our objec
tives so as to allay some of the reservations expressed and unexpressed.

The co-sponsors believe that the quantitative and qualitative in
crease in conventional arms and their massive transfusion into the 
third world is a very real problem. We begin from this premise. The 
first objective, therefore, is to highlight the problem to bring it to 
peoples’ attention and to publicize its import. No international prob
lem can be solved unless nations are made aware of it. The replies 
of Governments, the factual studies by the Secretariat, and the debate 
in this Committee will help achieve this aim.

The discussion of this subject would be useful in keeping the con
ventional arms issue alive and on peoples’ minds. I t could help identify 
problem areas, pose and evaluate possible alternatives. To be sure, 
there would be much debate and compromise before any solution 
would be arrived at, but at least the first step on the long hazardous 
journey should be taken.

The second objective is to explore, with the help of all Member 
States, what could be done to restrain and reduce the escalating 
transfer of conventional arms. The United Nations is an appropriate 
body to examine the present transfer of conventional weapons and 
its implications and the means by which the inherent dangers may 
be curtailed by future policies. This is more difficult and subject to 
all forms of suspicion and mistrust built upon Member States’ own 
unique position and needs. In fact, it is so difficult and sensitive that 
the working group preferred not to come to specifics in their draft 
resolution, as you may well have noticed. This, then, led to questions 
such as “But what exactly are the long-term intentions?”. Ambassador 
Ogiso of Japan has already stated that the draft resolution leaves 
this entirely open to the General Assembly to decide and does not 
prejudge the position. The fact nevertheless remains that the direc-

"A/C.1/31/PV.47, pp. 17-22.
 ̂Ante, pp. 824-825.
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tions it takes will be dictated by the majority, and the majority is 
made up by the third world developing countries. I t  will hardly be 
likely, therefore, that the issue can be utilized against the latters’ 
interests. I t can only be used for their good—^perhaps in highlighting 
that control should be exercised at the suppliers’ end.

In pursuit of this broad objective we fully recognize two pertinent, 
and I  think very important points: one, that it does not detract at 
all from the cardinal priority which we have set that nuclear dis
armament is all important, and the problem in disarmament. Two, 
that every State is free to purchase or acquire arms for defence pur
poses as recognized by the Charter of the United Nations.

Having said that, let me come to what are not the objectives of 
the resolution. I  think I  can speak for my fellow co-sponsors in stating 
that we have agreed to participate and lend our support because we 
are convinced that there is a problem, and that there are no other 
covert or overt, malicious or untoward intentions other than what 
we have stated. There is no truth at all behind the allegation that 
it is meant as a first move to impose selective control or discriminate 
against arms purchases by have-not developing countries. Neither is 
the resolution meant to pass judgements on Members States’ arms 
policy or cast aspersions on them. I t  is not meant to control or alter 
the arms traffic to suit the purposes of certain countries or blocs. 
Finally, the resolution is not aimed against any countries, nor is it 
meant tx) favour any, least of all the manufacturers and suppliers of 
arms.

We fully realize that this point has never been made more clear 
than by the feedback we have received; that the subject is highly 
sensitive and that several countries have their hackles raised at the 
mere mention of it. The fact remains that the sensitivity of the subject 
should not be cited for avoiding this discussion. The resolution is 
therefore worded not to cast blame on anybody. All it calls for is 
a response from interested Governments in effectual study of con
ventional arms transfer in all its aspects. I t  could not be more in
nocuous as an opening salvo to the consideration of the subject.

At the same time, we cannot help wondering why there should be 
this strong concern. Surely, these countries admit that this is a real 
problem; that it does account for major diversion of much needed 
resources away from economic development and that the increase in 
conventional arms does lead to increase in regional tensions. Yet, we 
are made to believe that they prefer that this subject be swept under 
the carpet for fear that it may open a Pandora’s box. I  question this 
stand, for by doing so they are merely avoiding the issue. Just as we 
accuse the super-Powers of not coming to grips with disarmament 
by turning to peripheral, collateral issues, similarly are we not guilty 
of the same by stressing and being preoccupied with nuclear weapons 
and not paying adequate attention to conventional arms which con
cern us— t̂he developing countries—^more, in every other way. How
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many wars have been fought with conventional arms? How many 
developing comitries are really involved or have the capacity to possess 
nuclear arms? Though, as admitted, nuclear disarmament remains 
the priority problem, I  stress that for the majority of developing 
countries, the matter which concerns them directly and which governs 
their everyday concern is conventional weapons. How many of us 
realize that 79,000 persons died in one single night of 9 March 1945, 
when Tokyo was firebombed, as compared to 70,000 persons when the 
atomic bomb was dropped over Hiroshima a few months later? I  am 
not condoning these acts, not being morbid; but, out of our concern 
for nuclear holocausts, are we not forgetting the conventional weapons ? 
The problem is real; the problem is there, it exists. I t  leads to a 
terrible sapping of the scarce energies of the developing countries. 
The above initiative is the first attempt in the General Assembly 
to start the ball rolling. Let us face up to the problem and give the 
resolution our support.

Sfatement by the Swedish Representative (Rydbeck) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Implementation of the 
Decisions of the First Review Conference of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, December 1, 1976^

I  will this morning, on behalf of the delegations of Austria, Den
mark, Iceland, Nigeria, Norway and Sweden, introduce draft resolu
tion A/C.1/31/L.32 under agenda item 116,̂  dealing with the conclu
sion of the first Review Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT). With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I  will begin by giving 
an outline of the policy of my Government on the non-proliferation 
issue.

The first NPT Eeview Conference in 1975 recommended that op
portunities should be provided during the General Assembly regular 
sessions of 1976 and 1978 to consider the implementation of the 
conclusions of the Conference and to prepare for the second Eeview 
Conference in 1980.̂  We have now come to the first stage in this 
follow-up process.

The Swedish Government attaches great importance to the possi
bility now provided to consider the specific issue of non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons at a high political level and with a broad participa
tion of States both parties and non-parties to the NPT. The seriousness 
of the problem and the urgency with which it must be dealt emphasize 
the timeliness of our deliberations.

" A/C.1/31/PV.47, pp. 22-30.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/75, post, pp. 933-935.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 461-465 for the text of the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, and ihid., 1975, pp. 146-156 for the Final Declaration of 
the Review Conference.
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The danger of a further proliferation of nuclear weapons continues 
to be the most urgent problem facing us in the disarmament field. This 
was also strongly underlined in the general debate of this Committee. 
The first NPT l^view Conference was not able to halt trends which 
might lead to further proliferation of nuclear weapons. The second 
Review Conference in 1980 will undoubtedly be looked upon by most 
States, whether parties to the NPT or not, as a moment of truth for the 
credibility of the non-proliferation regime. Determined efforts are 
urgently needed if the concept of non-proliferation is to survive. Each 
of us has to shoulder his particular responsibility in this context. We 
must act together in this matter where the future of all of us is at stake. 
I f  today, eight years after its conclusion, the NPT is still not imi- 
versally adhered to and its efficiency is called into question, it is to a 
considerable extent due to the fact that the nuclear weapon States 
parties are still reluctant to accept the full consequences of their acces
sion to it. The nuclear-weapon States party to the NPT must finally, 
after so many years, apart from public statements by their leading 
representatives to this effect, give concrete evidence that they take 
seriously their treaty obligations and solemn pledges to the world com
munity to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures of 
disarmament to be taken at an early date. They must start a process 
of gradual eradication of nuclear weapons. Otherwise there will be no 
balance in the fulfilment of the obligations undertaken in the treaty 
by nuclear-weapons States on the one hand, and non-nuclear-weapon 
States on the other.

No one should underestimate the complexity of meaningful negotia
tions on nuclear arms limitation and reduction. The Swedish Govern
ment has welcomed the SALT negotiations, as representing a positive 
contribution in the super-Power relations and hopefully further reduc
ing the likelihood of nuclear war. But we continue to voice, together 
with many other Governments, our strong criticism that the agree
ments reached so far do not lead to any disarmament. On the contrary, 
they permit further increases in strategic missile forces which can 
already now inflict death and destruction of an unimaginable order of 
magnitude. No limits have been placed on the rapid qualitative devel
opments in the nuclear weapons field, which threaten to undermine the 
basis of further negotiations, in other words, the nuclear arms race 
continues unabated. We are deeply concerned at the lack of momentum 
in the SALT negotiations and we regret the lack of real efforts to come 
to grips with the problems of slowing down and halting the process 
of developing new, ever more sophisticated nuclear weapons. Thereby 
the nuclear Powers also contribute to upholding the dubious and dan
gerous military and political prestige attached to nuclear weapons.

Universal adherence to the NPT is essential if the treaty is to con
tinue as a credible instrument of international law. The non-nuclear- 
weapon States are entitled to demand that the nuclear-weapon States
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should live up to their undertakings. This is necessary for creating 
such an international atmosphere that non-NPT States would find it 
more consistent with their own national interest to accede to the treaty. 
Lack of progress, on the other hand, would continue to provide the 
non-parties with an argument for not joining the treaty.

In this context, the matter of security guarantees to non-nuclear- 
weapon States parties to the treaty must be solved. In the view of the 
Swedish Government, Security Council resolution 225 cannot be re
garded as a realistic answer to a request for security guarantees.^ My 
Government favours a general pledge by the nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the NPT not to use nuclear weapons and not to threaten to 
use these weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States. Members of 
military alliances might require another type of commitment.

I  have now mentioned i^ues which in our view are critical for the 
survival of the non-proliferation regime. But we must also act in other 
ways to further the idea of non-proliferation. I  will in the following 
indicate the direction of the Swedish thinking in this respect. Under
lying it all is our firm conviction that the chance of success will in the 
end depend on the attitude and actions by the nuclear-weapon States.

The expansion of civil nuclear energy programmes in many coun
tries has placed the international community before new and complex 
problems. The Swedish delegation has already taken up important 
aspects of this issue several times in the CCD and the General 
Assembly.

The world total stock of plutonium produced mainly by nuclear 
power reactors as a by-product of electricity generation will soon 
exceed 100,000 kg. About 30 per cent of this plutonium will be owned 
by 19 countries which do not now possess nuclear weapons. Existing 
nuclear power reactors are capable of producing 20,000 kg plutonium 
annually. By the end of 1980 this figure will have risen to approxi
mately 45,000 kg annually. The accumulated stock of plutonium will 
have increased to aJbout 375 tons in 1982. The well-known fact that 
less than 10 kg of plutonium are needed to manufacture a nuclear 
explosive device illustrates the magnitude of the problem.

The Swedish delegation is of course aware of article IV  of the 
NPT, w'hich foresees the availability of nuclear fission to meet in
creasing energy requirements in the world. At the same time, we must 
be conscious of jbhe fact that the management of the nuclear fuel cycle 
involves great problems and risks for present and future generations. 
These problems and risks as well as the non-proliferation aspects have 
led Sweden to give serious consideration to the question whether 
nuclear power really represents an acceptable solution to our own 
long-term energy needs. Therefore, the Swedish Government considers 
that it is of the highest importance that the international community 
devote much more attention and greater resources in the development

* For text, see ibid., 1968j p. 444.
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of altemativvi sources of energy. In this connexion special emphasis 
should be put on renewable energy sources. We believe that it is es
sential for all of us, not least for the developing countries, to take 
part in such efforts.

As to the non-proliferation dimension of the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, my Government is encouraged that the seriousness of the situ
ation finally seems to have been brought home in the international 
discussion. The threats of nuclear-weapon proliferation, sabotage and 
blackmail generated by the spread and development of peaceful appli
cations of nuclear en er^  must be countered by resolute measures.

The NPT Review Conference recommended that concrete recom
mendations be further elaborated within the IAEA for the physical 
protection of nuclear material in use, storage and transit, including 
principles relating to the responsibility of States. This work should 
be speeded up with the aim of agreeing upon an international legal 
instrument e^blishing certain minimum standards in this respect. 
The leading nuclear exporting countries—whether nuclear-weapon 
States or not— ĥave a special responsibility in devising such export 
policies as are most conducive [to] prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
explosive technology. A major step would be not to allow sales involv
ing particularly sensitive elements of the fuel cycle, such as facilities 
for reprocessing and enricihment. Such facilities should preferably be 
established on an international rather than on a national level. I  also 
wish to recall that the NPT Review Conference recommended that, 
in all possible ways, common export requirements relating to safe
guards be strengthened, in particular by extending the application 
of safeguards to all nuclear activities in importing non-nuclear-weapon 
States. In other words, there should 'be basically the same type of 
comprehensive safeguard systems in both NPT and non-NPT States. 
Some progress has been achieved in efforts of the Conference, but so 
far they have regrettably fallen short of this goal. I t continues to be 
our conviction that for the non-proliferation regime to be efficient in 
the long run, it is necessary that countries which are chosen to stay 
outside the NPT should not, as is the case today, be subject to less 
comprehensive IAEA safeguards than those applied to NPT countries. 
I  wiŝ h, in this connexion, to say that the Swedish Government is 
attracted by the suggestion pursued by the Finnish Government of 
supplementing common import requirements in the nuclear field by 
common export requirements. This idea merits further study. The 
responsibilities of the IAEA in the field of safeguards require that 
the organization be given adequate resources to fulfil these functions. 
I t is essential that the IAEA Board of Governors and the General 
Conference accord a high priority to the IAEA programme of work 
in this area when allocating funds to different sectors. I  also want to 
take this opportunity to express the strong support of my Government 
for the ongoing IAEA studies on multinational fuel cycle centres and 
on an international regime for plutonium storage. These studies fit
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very well into the long-term goal Which we have advocated many times 
in the CCD, starting already in July 1974, and in the General Assembly 
for a system of international management of fissile material. No ex
clusive national solutions can, in our view, be adequate and satisfac
tory. My Government has taken note of and welcomed recent United 
States statements indicating that the international non-proliferation 
problems will lead to reappraisal of United States domestic and for
eign policies in the nuclear field.

Finally, before turning to the possible action to be taken by the 
General Assembly let me say a brief word about the question of 
peaceful nuclear explosions (PNE). We have on several occasions, 
and I  repeat this today, expressed our doubts as to the desirability 
of PNEs. The value of PNEs was in fact overrated in the days 
when the NPT was negotiated.

The Swedish Government considers that the PNE question should 
be seen mainly in the arms control perspective. Ways must be found 
to prevent PNEs from becoming shortcuts to the acquisition of a 
nuclear weapons capability. Further we have difficulties in seeing 
how PNEs could be accommodated under a comprehensive test ban 
agreement. In  our opinion that interest to conduct PNEs should 
yield to the urgency of achie:Ving such an agreement, to which the 
CCD will continue to give the highest priority.

Mr. Chairman, I  will now turn to the action which the General 
Assembly may wish to take under this agenda item. In  doing so 
I  have the honour of introducing draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.32 on 
behalf of the delegations of Austria, Denmark, Iceland, Nigeria, 
Norway and Sweden.

First, I  wish to underline the strong support of the sponsors for 
the NPT as the best available instrument at present for the promo
tion of the idea of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. An inter
national non-proliferation regime, of which the treaty is the basis, 
is a touchstone of unprecedented importance for the international 
community in its efforts for peace and security. At the same time 
we cannot disregard the present difficulties facing the treaty stem
ming from the lack of progress towards the fulfilment of some of its 
provisions.

In the view of the sponsors, the main task of the General Assembly 
at this moment is to give an as authoritative as possible support for 
the overriding objective of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This 
support, we believe, can be found also in quarters where we do not, 
for various reasons as matters stand today, find the most ardent 
supporters of the NPT.
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Statement by the Indian Representative (Mishra) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Transfer of Conven
tional Arms, December 1, 1976^

I  wish to speak very briefly on draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.20, en
titled “Question of international transfer of conventional arms”.̂  

At least on two previous occasions, the First Committee has dis
cussed this matter, once in 1965 ® and then again in 1968.* In 1965, 
the draft resolution proposed by certain delegations was defeated. 
In 1968, the draft resolution on the subject was not pressed to a vote.

In 1968 the delegation of India, at the 1,624th meeting of the First 
Committee, made a statement on this subject which remains pertinent 
today. With permission I  should like to quote briefly from that state
ment in order to bring out our position on the question. The Indian 
representative at that time said:

At the outset, I  should like to say that as a matter of principle, the Govern
ment of India favours all proposals which promote relaxation of tension and 
foster relations of mutual trust between States and thus pave the way for dis
armament. I t  is claimed in the preambular part of the draft resolution before 
us [the reference is to the 1968 draft resolution that publication of infor
mation about arms transfers between States, whether by way of trade or 
otherwise, would promote relaxation of tension and foster relations of mutual 
trust between States. But it is not clear how universally it is proposed to secure 
an undertaking to register with the Secretary-General all imports, exports and 
transfer otherwise of arms and ammunition between States. Does it, for ex
ample, cover transfer of arms and ammunition between States within military 
alliances? Would it cover the placement of arms and ammunition in foreign 
territories not covered by commercial transactions? Would it include manu
facture under license of arms and ammunition in other countries? I t is neces
sary to ask those questions so as to ensure that the attempt now being made 
to restrict the freedom of small Powers in the field of defence would not be a 
repetition of the unequal obligations of the non-proliferation Treaty under 
which the nuclear-weapon States continue to augment their arsenals, while 
those which do not possess them undertake never to think of possessing them. 
We need to ask, is it justifiable that while nuclear-weapon Powers and [this 
is important] other armament-producing Powers, in the name of national se
curity and global responsibilities, reserve to themselves secrecy and freedom 
of action, the smaller, non-armament producing Powers should be subjected 
to a discipline which would adversely affect their security ? We need to be sure 
that the imbalance created by the possession of nuclear weapons by a few 
Powers is not going to be further accentuated by creating monopolies in the 
field of conventional weapons also, thereby intensifying tensions and distrust 
among nations.®

The second objection which we have to draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.20 refers to the question of priorities which the international com
munity should have before it in the field of disarmament. On this also 
there was a very small passage in our statement in 1968, which I  should 
like to quote:

^A/C.l/31/PV.47, pp. 39-42.
 ̂Ante, pp. 824-825.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 586,600-604.
 ̂lUd., 1968, pp. 728-738, 748-751, 762-766.

® lUd., p. 728.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 748-751.
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India considers that nuclear arms pose the most serious danger to interna
tional peace and security. At the same time we are mindful of the danger posed 
by conventional arms. We consider that both problems should receive balanced 
treatment in the context of a disarmament treaty and that the big military 
Powers should be the first to adopt bold and far-reaching measures for sub
stantial reductions in their armaments. India is totally opposed to any pro
posal which diverts attention from the important question of disarmament and 
which would virtually lead to control of the smaller nations by the nuclear 
and other large military Powers."^

Our views have not changed at all on this question. We have con
sidered with serious attention the draft resolution in document A /C .l/ 
31/L.20, but find ourselves unable to go along with it. There are some 
consultations going on amongst delegations here in the First Commit
tee and it is our hope—and now I  speak on behalf oif Algeria, Egypt, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Yugoslavia and my delegation— t̂hat there will be no 
decision on this draft resolution today.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Military 
Budgets, December 1, 1976^

In connexion with the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.21 on 
the reduction of military budgets,^ the Soviet delegation deems it nec
essary to make the following statement.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly put forward the proposal for the 
reduction of military budgets. We abide firmly by the conviction that 
instead of the constant growth of military expenditure on the part 
of many States, there should be a practice of systematic reduction of 
such expenditures. This w’ould be an important measure for the limita
tion of the arms race. As we know, the General Assembly in resolution 
3093 A (X X V III called for a 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 major sums released in this way could be 
devoted to purposes of economic and social progress. I t  is not the fault 
of the Soviet Union that the practical realization of this proposal has 
been delayed. Certain permanent members of the Security Council 
continue to display reluctance to implement the appeal of the General 
Assembly.

The Soviet Union, as has already been stated from the rostrum of 
the General Assembly by the Foreign Minister of the USSR, is ready 
to be flexible on this and to look for mutually acceptable concrete fig
ures from which we could begin to reduce military budgets. I t  would 
be possible to come to an agreement on a higher figure than 10 per cent

nud.
 ̂A/C.1/S1/PV.47, pp. 67-70.
Substantially the same as G.A. res. 31/87, post, pp. 987-939.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 876-877.
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or a lower figure, as a first step for 1977. However, the important 
thing is to make this question the subject of businesslike negotiations, 
among all interested States. The Soviet Union, for its part, is ready 
to undertake serious steps in this direction, if other permanent mem
bers of the Security Council show a similar readiness.

I  would like to draw the attention of members of the Committee to 
the statement of the General Secretary of the Central Conmiittee of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Leonid Illyich Brezhnev, 
of 30 November which inter alia stated:

The whole world knows the concrete and persistent proposals of the Soviet 
Union designed to curb the arms race and to bring about disarmament. I would 
remind you here of such proposals as, for example, the prohibition on the crea
tion of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction; the complete 
and general cessation of nuclear weapon tests; and the world treaty on re
nunciation of the use of force in international relations. Supporting our pro
posals by deeds, we have recently, once again, reduced our military budget/

Draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.21 in our view—and we are convinced 
of this—^would not promote the solution of the problem of the reduc
tion of military budgets. I t reflects the line which unfortunately has 
been detected in our Organization last year, a policy designed for 
further delaying technical research into the military expenditures of 
States and the proposed preparation of reports which become ever 
more complex, contradictory and abstract and divert us more and 
more from the political solutions which we need if we want to reduce 
military budgets.

The efforts of the States Members of the United Nations should be 
aimed, in our view, not at abstract searches for things which do not 
yield practical results, but at the implementation of genuine realistic 
measures to reduce military budgets.

For the reasons I  have mentioned therefore, the Soviet delegation 
will be unable to support the draft resolution which is to be put to the 
vote shortly and will abstain in the voting.

Statement by the United States Representative (Black) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of Mili
tary Budgets, December 1, 1976^

My delegation’s vote for the draft resolution just adopted by the 
Committee reflects our continuing interest in efforts by the United 
Nations to develop broadly applicable and generally acceptable stand
ards for the measurement and international comparison of military 
expenditures.^ We believe these efforts merit the support of all Mem
bers of this Organization, both as a means of developing a workable 
standardized system for reporting military expenditures and as a

 ̂Ante (variant translation), p. 873.
‘ A/C.1/31/PV.48, pp. 6-7.
* For text of res., see post, pp. 937-939.
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means of addressing the fundamental technical problems that must be 
resolved if agreed limitations on such expenditures are to become a 
realistic possibility.

We are pleased to join in the expression of appreciation to the 
Secretary-General and to the group of qualified governmental ex
perts that assisted in preparing the report called for last year in 
resolution 3463 (XXX) At the same time, we regret that the resolu
tion does not act fully on the experts’ recommendations concerning 
the operational testing of the system of international measurement, 
reporting and comparison of military expenditures. We hope the 
new intergovernmental group of budgetary experts to be established 
under this resolution will give careful consideration to further steps 
that can be taken in the near future to test and begin implementation 
of a standardized measurement and reporting system. We also hope 
that additional States will participate in refining such a system.

While we are able to support this draft resolution as a whole, my 
delegation does have reservations regarding its third and fourth pre
ambular paragraphs. With respect to the third, we believe it is in
appropriate to call on States, either selectively or collectively, to re
duce military spending in the absence of conditions that would make 
it possible to achieve,effective agreements. We do not believe that any 
State can be expected to reduce its defence expenditures without 
some assurance that doing so would not jeopardize its security.

With respect to the fourth preambular paragraph, as we have stated 
before, the United States does not agree with the implied linkage 
between reduction of military expenditures and a commitment to 
particular alternative uses of resources that might be made avail
able—specifically in this case, a commitment to increase development 
assistance. We view these as distinct and separate issues, each of 
which should be considered on its own merits.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol II 
of the TIatelolco Treaty, December 1, 1976^

The Soviet delegation has repeatedly set forth its attitude towards 
the creation of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, view
ing them as measures for the effective limitation of the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, the reduction of nuclear war and the easing of 
international tension. The Soviet Union is ready to co-operate with 
the implementation of such proposals. Of course, in the light of 
the real possibilities in any given region where it is proposed to create 
a nuclear-free zone, it is also important that such zones be genuinely 
free from nuclear arms; and that there be no loopholes and that norms

^Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 764-766.
 ̂A/C.1/31/PV.48, pp. 12-15.
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of international law be observed. The Soviet Union is guided by its 
position of principle and also with regard to the Treaty on the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Arms in Latin America.^

We continue to consider that this treaty has a number of short
comings which seriously weaken its effectiveness. There is no ban 
in it on the carrying out by States parties of nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes nor a ban on the transit of nuclear weapons through 
their territory. The radius of action of the treaty covers a broad ex
panse of the high seas, which is not in keeping with the universally 
acknowledged norms of international law.

For these reasons, the Soviet delegation was unable to support 
draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.18  ̂ regarding the signing and ratifi
cation of Additional Protocol I I  of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and ab
stained in the vote.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Hamilton) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Incendiary and Other 
Weapons Subject to Restriction for Humanitarian Reasons, 
December 1, 1976^

I  should like to address myself to item 35 of our agenda, ‘‘Incendiary 
and other specific conventional weapons which may be the subject 
of prohibitions or restrictions of use for humanitarian reasons”. May 
I  start by underlining what is evident by the very name of the item, 
namely, that the aims pursued are not disarmament in a narrow sense, 
but humanitarian. The underlying philosophy is that some weapons 
and some weapon uses are likely to have such inhumane results that 
they should be subjected to prohibitions of use or restrictions of use.

To be sure, the military efficiency and economy will always be key 
issues in the assessment of any weapon. But they cannot be the only 
ones. There comes a point where humanitarian considerations must 
prevail. This, of course, was the background of the ban against the 
dumdum bullet. The soft nose of that projectile mushroomed against 
the human body and the bullet tore its way through. This caused 
“unnecessary suffering”. A hard-nosed bullet which pierced its way 
was considered enough for the legitimate aim in a war to place a 
combatant out of action. This was also the background of bans against 
some weapons or weapon uses which raised acute risks of affecting 
combatants and non-combatants alike. There comes a point where 
the military efficiency of a weapon cannot prevail over its potential 
for indiscriminate effects.

The present discussions concern only conventional weapons, and, 
as explained in preambular paragraph 4 of draft resolution A /C .l/

^Documents on Disarmament^ pp. 69-83.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/67, post, pp. 912-913.
 ̂A/0.1/31/PV. 48, pp. 26-32.
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31/L.30 before us,  ̂ they have focused on relatively well-defined cate
gories of weapons. I  have in mind napalm and other incendiary weap
ons ; land mines, more particularly methods of using them which are 
likely to have indiscriminate effects; perfidious weapons, such as 
explosives designed as toys or religious objects; weapons which rely 
for their effect upon fragments invisible on X -ray; certain types of 
especially injurious small-calibre projectiles for assault rifles; cer
tain types of blast and fragmentation weapons, more particularly 
some anti-personnel cluster-bomb units of extreme area coverage and 
anti-personnel use of the novel fuel-air explosives.

I  think there is a growing feeling that enough data have now been 
compiled about all or nearly all of these weapons to enable Govern
ments to draw their conclusions. The long series of inquiries began 
with the 1972 report by the Secretary-General on napalm and other 
incendiary weapons.^ I t  continued with the 1973 expert report of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross on “Weapons that may 
cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects”. I t went 
on with the 106-page report produced by the 1974 Lucerne Confer
ence of Government Experts convoked by the ICRC, and the latest in 
the long series is the 231-page report prepared by the Lugano Con
ference of Government Experts convoked by the ICRC this year. I  
shall not name the numerous studies on the question by writers or 
institutes like SIPRI.

ISTo one, I  think, is requesting any further conferences of govern
ment experts. The areas of agreement on facts are not very likely to 
expand by such conferences. All seem to understand that the need 
is now rather for the political instances to focus upon the issues. When 
the various Governments possess, as we think they do, adequate data 
on both the military efficiency and medical effects or potentials for 
indiscriminate effects of various weapons or weapon uses, it is essen
tially a political, not a military, judgment that must be exercised. 
The Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, 
which held its third session in Geneva last spring at the invitation 
of the Swiss Government, has provided Governments with a forum 
for joint consideration of this issue. A fourth, and, as we hope and 
trust, last session of that conference will be held in the coming spring.

I t is against this perspective that the Colombo Conference of Heads 
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries adopted a rec
ommendation which

urges aU States, particularly military Powers, to accelerate negotiations, 
with a view to securing, as rapidly as possible and within the context of 
the Diplomatic Conference now being held in Geneva, the prohibition of 
certain conventional weapons of an indiscriminate or cruel effect, particularly 
the prohibition of the use of napalm and other incendiary weaDons.*

 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/64, post, pp. 906-908. 
® A/8803 (U.N. Sales No. 73.1.3).
 ̂AntCy p. 563.

253-754 0  - 78 - 58
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My delegation whole-heartedly endorses the emphasis placed by 
the Colombo Conference on incendiary weapons. No category of con
ventional weapons now under discussion has been more fully analysed, 
none has been more condemned by public opinion and by Govern
ments in this Committee and in comments transmitted to the Secretary- 
General. No ban on use of a conventional weapon would be more 
welcomed by world public opinion and would serve as greater en
couragement in the broader sphere of disarmament, than a ban on the 
use of incendiary weapons, in particular napalm and napalm substi
tutes. Some reflection of this assessment is found in the second pre
ambular paragraph of the draft resolution.

I t is not contended that these weapons have a particular potential 
for indiscriminate use, nor that their military value and efficiency is 
negligible. The judgment of many experts and Governments is rather 
that the burn injuries often caused by these weapons are so inhumane 
that the humanitarian considerations must prevail and the weapons, 
especially those commonly used against personnel, be banned for use. 
This will not eliminate burn injuries in war, but will reduce the num
ber of such injuries. Several proposals for bans or restrictions on the 
use of incendiary weapons are before the Diplomatic Conference that 
will meet in the spring. It is the fervent hope of my Government that 
they will lead to dependable, meaningful agreement. The Foreign 
Minister of the new Swedish Government stressed this point in her 
statement before the General Assembly on 13 October of this year.^

Although incendiary weapons in general and napalm in particular 
remains a group on which world public opinion focuses attention, it is 
not the only category of conventional weapons where a ban on use 
would have great humanitarian benefits. My Government has tried to 
the best of its ability to help shed light on the effects of various small 
calibre projectiles of assault rifles. We have tried to do so by encourag
ing research and by spreading the results of this research. We have 
been happy often to co-operate in these endeavours with the Govern
ments of Austria and Switzerland. I  shall not go into the complicated 
matter of wound ballistics; I  would merely like to appeal to the Gov
ernments represented in this Committee to examine the data which 
have been publicly presented at the various conferences, as well as 
other data which are undoubtedly available to many of them. I t  is our 
conclusion that all Governments ought to have a common interest in 
avoiding that new projectiles be mass-produced which would lead to an 
escalation in injuries, because they break up easily in the human body 
or because they tumble fast on impact.

Some weapons issues before the Diplomatic Conference might not 
raise any formidable problems. The impression was gained last spring 
that rules regarding mines and some perfidious weapons and rules 
against weapons which rely for their effect on fragments not visible

® A/31/PV.29, pp. 33-35.
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on X-ray, ought to be within relatively easy reach. An impression has 
also been gained sometimes that agreement could be reached to the 
effect that fuel air explosives should be used only to destroy material 
objects, such as minefields.

Perhaps my delegation is unduly optimistic. However, but for in
curable optimism, how can we work year after year, conference after 
conference, project after project on these issues? We think there exists 
a common interest which could be defined, if Governments use the time 
between now and April, when the Diplomatic Conference resumes, 
and which could lead to agreement. The key issue is not whether that 
agreement is formalized at the Conference. The draft resolution does 
not insist on this. Nor is the key issue whether, on one weapon or 
another the agreement enters into operation immediately, or perhaps 
only after some lapse of time in which Governments are enabled to 
adjust themselves to the agreement. Nor is the key issue that agree
ment should immediately cover each and every category of the weap
ons which have been under discussion at the Conference. The draft 
resolution does not insist on this either. The key issue is rather that all 
Governments should make maximum use of the fourth session of the 
Diplomatic Conference to reach results which are meaningful and 
tangible from a humanitarian viewpoint and which are reliable. But 
for such efforts and such results the Conference will have failed in 
one of the important tasks laid upon it and it will have been yet another 
case of lost opportunities.

On behalf of the co-sponsors, Algeria, Austria, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Tunisia, Ven
ezuela, Yugoslavia and Sweden, I  hereby formally introduce draft 
resolution A/C.1/31/L.30. We trust that this text can be adopted by 
consensus by the First Committee.

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Van der Zee) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental 
Modification Convention, December 1, 1976^

Although a lot has already been said on the draft convention to 
prohibit environmental warfare, my delegation is still under the im
pression that a number of misunderstandings exist on the exact scope 
of the convention.^ This is understandable, since the draft covers a 
broad spectrum of possible hostile activities which have been described 
in the convention in a very concise way. A more detailed description of 
the meaning of articles I  and I I  of the draft convention is given in the 
so-called “agreed understandings”. These understandings, although of 
different legal nature from the convention itself, form part of the 
negotiating history of the draft convention, negotiations in which I  
was myself personally involved.

" A /C .l/ai/PV .48, pp. eS-75. 
^Ante,w-  577-588.
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I  want to underline again that, contrary to the interpretation given 
by the Foreign Minister of Mexico,  ̂ the use of environmental modifi
cation techniques to cause any of the phenomena listed as examples in 
the agreed understandings on article I I  is always—I repeat, always— 
prohibited. Only with respect to activities which are not mentioned in 
the examples, but which clearly fall under the description in article 
II, the question arises if these are “widespread”, “long-lasting” or 
“severe”. I  have tried to find examples of possible hostile activities in 
this field which would not be prohibited by the convention. Frankly, 
they are not easy to find. Taking into account the definitions given of 
the words “widespread, long-lasting, or severe” and taking into 
account that the activity is prohibited when only one of the three ele
ments applies, there is really very little left. As far as I  know, no one has 
mentioned as yet any example of a permitted activity.

The only examples I  could find refer to the stimulation or dissipa
tion of fog, the diversion of a creek near a border area or other such 
small activities. I  do not see why we should defer the ratification of a 
convention for the sole reason that it does not cover such very restricted 
activities.

For small countries, the definition of “widespread” may represent a 
major proportion of their total area. I  am particularly referring to the 
statement made by the representative of Trinidad and Tobago. For 
some tropical countries, a “season” may be longer-lasting than for 
other countries. Such countries, however, would find their interests, 
in our opinion, best protected by the word “severe”, which has been 
defined as “involving serious or significant disruption or harm to hu
man life, natural and economic resources or other assets”. This intro
duces an element of proportionality that is clearly of great importance. 
Of course, proportionality would not count in a case in which 100 
people were killed, either in India or Luxembourg. In both cases, the 
effect would be serious and would thus be prohibited. However, the 
proportionality comes into view when we look at the disturbance of, 
for example, crop-growing in the United States or Trinidad and To
bago. A small disturbance would possibly not be significant in the 
United States but could well be in Trinidad and Tobago. In the latter 
case it would be prohibited.

I t is true that we cannot foresee all the problems in the operation 
of the convention which might arise in the coming years. We can re
view the situation at the first review conference, and the following 
ones of course. In the meantime, any such problem could quite possibly 
be solved in consultations between parties, inter alia in the consulta
tive committee of experts provided for in article V of the draft 
convention.

I  want to remark that interpretation problems could also arise 
under a complete prohibition, since the description of prohibited 
activities in article I I  is only of a general nature.

’ Ante, pp. 733-740.
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Turning to another aspect of the matter, I  cannot resist saying 
a few words on the negotiations in the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament (CCD), in particular, since the representative of 
Mexico referred to this question. I  should simply like to note that 
the three countries that are co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.4  ̂ and are also CCD members played very different roles in the 
negotiations. One, despite its repeated opposition to the threshold 
approach in the draft convention, played a very constructive role 
in the negotiations. The views of the others were only expressed 
at a very late stage in the negotiations or not at all.

Some countries have asserted that no negotiations took place on 
article I. The fact that the text of that article remained unchanged 
does not mean, however, that no negotiations took place on the subject. 
The meaning of article I  was modified significantly, as is clear from 
the agreed understandings on articles I  and II. Moreover, a new 
preambular paragraph was introduced and it was made clear that, 
during the review conferences, particular attention would be paid 
to the scope of the convention.

The agreed understandings have a rather complicated history. 
Certain parts are of a descriptive nature which would not fit, in our 
opinion, in the treaty itself. Early in the negotiations, it was pro
posed that the definition of the terms “widespread”, “long-lasting” or 
“severe” should be made an integral part of the convention, but one 
or more countries voiced serious objections to that. The examples of 
prohibited activities were also originally included as an integral part 
of the convention, but my country, for instance, had serious legal 
problems with the inclusion of examples in a treaty. Other countries 
had other objections. I t is therefore not simple to make the under
standings an integral part of the convention, and frankly, I  do not 
think it is necessary.

Concluding, I  should like to stress that, in the opinion of my 
delegation, it is perfectly justified for the General Assembly to send 
the draft convention back to the CCD if the majority of member States 
do not like it. The CCD members do not want to press their results 
on the rest of the member States. However, one must always weigh 
what is the best way to achieve meaningful results in the field of 
disarmament. My delegation is of the opinion that, in this particular 
case, it is better to commend the convention for ratification. After 
the long negotiations in the CCD, my delegation thinks that the con
vention cannot be improved substantially. Of course, we regret very 
much that no complete consensus could be found, but apparently that 
is impossible at the moment and this is, of course, no novelty in the 
field of disarmament. I  am very afraid that sending the convention 
back to the CCD would take up a lot of time in the CCD— t̂ime which 
could be spent much better on important disarmament issues. The

* Ante, p. 747.
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result would probably be about the same. I  therefore think it wise 
to commend the treaty for ratification. I  should like to stress, how
ever, that this is certainly not a precedent for the handling of future 
arms control and disarmament agreements negotiated by the CCD.

Revised Mexican Draft ResoluHon Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Convention on the Prohibi
tion of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques, December 2, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolutions 3264 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974  ̂ and 
3475 (-XXX) of 11 December 1975,̂

Reiterating its conviction that the conclusion of a convention on 
the prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate 
for military and other hostile purposes would contribute to the cause 
of strengthening peace and averting the threat of war,

Convinced also that such a convention should not affect the use 
of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, which 
should contribute to the preservation and improvement of the envi
ronment for the benefit of present and future generations.

Taking into account the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament as it relates to this question.^

 ̂A/C.1/31/L.4/R0V. 1, Dec. 2, 1976. This is the revised version of the Mexican 
draft res. submitted on Nov. 3 {ante, p. 747) and introduced on Dec. 2 {'post, 
pp. 899-901). On Dec. 3, the First Committee adopted a Finnish-Indian motion 
to take no further action on the res. The vote was 49 to 42, with 35 abstentions, 
as foUows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, BoUvia, Brazil, Bulgaria, 
Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Rep., Colombia, Cuba, Czecho
slovakia, Denmark, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Finland, FRG, GDR, Ghana, 
Hungary, Iceland, India, Iran, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Lao People’s Democratic 
Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal. 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Poland, Swaziland, Syrian Arab 
Rep., Turkey, Uganda, U.K., U.S., USSR, Zaire.

Afjainst—Algeria. Argentina, Benin, Burundi, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, France, Grenada, Israel, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Luxembourjsr, Malaysia, Malta Mauritania. Mexico, Morocco. Nicaragua, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Spain. Surinam, 
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. 
of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania. Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zambia.

Abstaining—Australia, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Botswana, Burma, Chad, Congo, 
Democratic Yemen, Egypt. El Salvador, Fiji, Gabon, Greece, Guyana, Indonesia, 
Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Libyan Arab Rep., Malawi, Mali, New Zealand, 
Niger, Oman, Pakistan. Portugal, Qatar, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Tunisia, Yugoslavia.

The First Committee then adopted the revised Finnish draft resolution {ante,
pp. «61-862.)

* Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 816-818.
«Il)id., 1975, pp. 788-789.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 

27 (A/31/27), vol. I, pp. 61 ff.
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Noting with satisfaction the progress achieved in the preparation 
of the text of a draft convention on the matter,

Being aware that Member States have not had time to give that 
text the consideration it deserves,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to all States the 
text of the draft convention on the prohibition of military or any 
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, contained 
in document A/31/27, as well as all other relevant documents relating 
to this question;

2. Invites all Member States to communicate to the Secretary-Gten- 
eral their views and suggestions on this question before 30 June 1977;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to all Member States 
the replies submitted pursuant to paragraph 2 above;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session an item entitled “Convention on the prohibition of military 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques”.

Statement by the Japanese Representative (Ogiso) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: International Transfer 
of Conventional Arms, December 2, 1976^

Before we vote, I  should like, on behalf of the co-sponsors of draft 
resolution A/C.l/31/L.20,2 to make the following announcement. The 
sponsors have studied the amendment proposed by the representative 
of Pakistan (A/C.l/31/L.3§)^ very carefully and we had a very 
friendly exchange of views with the representative of Pakistan on 
this amendment. We very much appreciate the understanding shown 
by the representative of Pakistan, and we have come to an agreement 
to change the text of A/C.1/31/L.20 as follows.

The first change is in the second preambular paragraph which will 
read as follows. In the first line of the second preambular paragraph, 
after the words “for the acquisition of arms by States”, the words 
“for the maintenance of security and” should be added. The second 
preambular paragraph will therefore read as follows:

Recognizing the necessity for the acquisition of arms by States for the main
tenance of security and in exercise of their inherent right of self-defence 
as recognized in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.

The second change is in operative paragraph 3. In the second line 
after the words “governmental experts, to make” insert a comma and 
add “as an initial step,”. Operative paragraph 3 will then read as 
follows:

Requests the Secretary-General with the assistance of qualified govern
mental experts to make, as an initial step, a factual study of the international

" A/C.1/31/PV.49, pp. 11-16.
Ante, pp. 824r-825.

® Ante, p. 874.
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transfer of conventional arms and submit it to the General Assembly at 
its thirty-second session.

The third amendment is in operative paragraph 4. In the second 
line add after the words “an item entitled ‘Question of the . . ”
the words “production and”. Paragraph 4 will then read:

Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second session 
an item entitled “Question of the production and international transfer of con
ventional arms.”

I  should like to be permitted to add some explanation to those 
changes. I  think that the first change in paragraph 2 of the pream
bular paragraph will not need any explanation; I  think it is self- 
explanatory. As to the second revision, as I  had explained in my 
introductory statement in connexion with A/C.1/31/L.20, the Secre
tary-General is requested to make a factual study and the result of 
that study will be considered at the next session of the General As
sembly, but what steps should be taken as a result of the considera
tion at the next General Assembly or in future sessions, will be 
entirely open and will not prejudge the position to be taken by any dele
gation. So in order to make it clear that that is the initial step, we 
have added the words: “to make as an initial step”. The last change, 
to add the word “production” in paragraph 4, is the result of a con
sideration of the proposal— t̂he proposed amendment—submitted by 
the representative of Pakistan, and as I  said in my introductory state
ment, although the views of Member States are requested on the 
question of international transfer at this meeting, and the Secretary- 
General is requested to make a factual study of the international 
transfer of conventional arms, this is not intended to prejudge the 
outcome of these studies and the views to be communicated by Mem
ber States, and it is not my intention to exclude from the discussion 
to take place in the next session, the phases of production of conven
tional arms, in case the views along that line are submitted by the 
Member States, in accordance with operative paragraph 1. That is 
the short explanation which I  wished to make in connexion with 
the amendment which I  have just introduced, and with that revision 
I  hope that the representative of Pakistan will not press his amendment 
to the vote.

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Khan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: International Transfer 
of Conventional Arms, December 2, 1976^

Pakistan shares the concern which has been expressed in this Com
mittee about the proliferation of conventional arms, increasing de
structive capacity all over the world. We are prepared to examine 
this question, both in a regional as well as in more general context.

" A/C.1/31/PV.49, pp. 16-17.
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Such an examination, however, has to be objective in nature. I t must 
take into account all factors which contribute to the proliferation of 
conventional arms and devise equitable and realistic measures to 
check this phenomenon. In our view, draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.20,^ 
introduced by the representative of Japan, lacked balance, insofar 
as its primary objective appears to be to focus attention only on the 
acquisition of conventional arms by the developing countries of the 
third world. I t must be remembered that the major proportion of the 
world’s expenditure on conventional armaments is still incurred by 
a handful of industrialized States and other large countries. By com
parison, the expenditure of most small and medium-sized States on 
armaments is a minimal part of global military expenditure.

I t is therefore necessary to examine, not only the transfer in arms, 
but also the trade in arms, including indigenous production of arms 
by various countries, a restraint on the export or transfer of arms 
alone would do nothing to prevent those States which are capable of 
producing conventional weapons from expanding their armaments 
and developing their weapons. On the other hand, we feel that an 
estoppel on the transfer of arms would gravely endanger the security 
of the smaller and weaker States which by and large do not have the 
capacity to produce arms indigenously for their security against 
external threat. I t was for these considerations that my delegation had 
put forward the amendments in document A/C.1/31/L.36 to the draft 
resolution.^ In our view we should address ourselves not merely to the 
question of international transfer of conventional arms but to the 
broader question of production as well as the international transfer 
of such arms. We have had consultations with, the co-sponsors of 
draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.20. We are gratified by the changes 
they have introduced in the draft resolution. These do not, however, 
fully meet our point of view. None the less, in a spirit of understand
ing my delegation will not press the amendments in A/C.1/31/L.36 
to a vote.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks, December 2, 1976 ̂

In connexion with the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.25,2 the 
Soviet delegation would like to state the following. The Soviet Union 
attaches crucial importance to the successful solution of the problem 
of limiting strategic nuclear weapons and of their reduction. The con
clusion in recent years between the Soviet Union and the United

 ̂Ante, pp. 824-825.
 ̂Ante, p. 874.
"A/C.1/31/PV.49, pp. 26-30.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/189A, post, pp. 945-947.
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States of agreements for the prevention of nuclear war and the limita
tion of strategic weapons and their testing are of crucial importance 
as a means of reducing the threat of nuclear war and curtailing the 
arms race. We appreciate the fact that steps have already been taken 
in the area of preventing nuclear war. However, the Soviet Union is 
ready to go even further and to step up efforts to conclude a new agree
ment with the United States on the limitation of strategic offensive 
weapons on the basis of the well-known Vladivostok Agreement, which 
oriented both States towards a limitation of these weapons not only 
quantitatively but also qualitatively, as well as towards their further 
limitation.^ The readiness to step up these efforts was once more re
affirmed in the statement made by the General Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Brezhnev, 
just a few days ago.  ̂The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction the 
great interest manifested by delegations of many countries to the Gen
eral Assembly regarding the Soviet-United States strategic arms limi
tation talks. Of course, no less than these countries we would like to see 
these talks successfully completed in the near future. However, in our 
view, draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.25 gives a distorted picture of the 
results of the talks between the USSR and the United States on the 
limitation of strategic weapons. In  it an illegal attempt is made to 
prejudge the order, concrete orientation and possible results of these 
talks, which represents interference in the conduct of these talks. For 
these reasons, the Soviet delegation will vote against this draft reso
lution.

Statement by the United States Representative (Black) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, December 2, 1976^

As we have stated in the past, the United States welcomes the inter
est shoAvn by the international community in the strategic arms limita
tion talks. My Government has worked seriously to contribute to the 
achievement of a SALT I I  agreement at the earliest possible date. We 
will vote against the draft resolution now being considered by the 
Committee because of our strong objections to the language of its 
first and second operative paragraphs.^ We believe these paragraphs 
seriously misrepresent the facts in ways which my delegation identi
fied last year in explaining our negative vote on a similar resolution.^

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, pp. 746-747.
 ̂Ante, pp. 872-874.
 ̂A/C.1/31/PV.^9, pp. 27-30.

^Identical with G.A. res. 31/189A, post, pp. 945-947.
<“G.A. res. 34840 (XXX), see Documents on Disarmament, 197S, pp. 809-810. 

For the U.S. explanation, see ibid., pp. 744r-745.
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Statement by the British Representative (Allen) to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of Africa, 
December 2, 1976 ^

My delegation has not obstructed the consensus on this item and if 
there had been a vote, we would have voted in favour of the draft reso
lution,^ although we regret that it does not do more to encourage actual 
negotiations by the States of the region. We note, furthermore, that 
in its third preambular paragraph the resolution recalls an expres
sion, made elsewhere, of grave concern over collaboration with the 
South African Government:

particularly in the military and nuclear fields, thereby enabling it to acquire 
nuclear-weapon capability.

My Government is not aware that South Africa has acquired nuclear- 
weapon capability, or that it is preparing to do so. We would strongly 
deplore any collaboration with South Africa in order to help it to 
acquire this capability. Again, we are not aware that such collabora
tion actually exists.

The British Government’s position has already been made clear, but 
it bears repeating. I t is th is: because of its general nuclear non-prolif
eration policy and, in particular, its opposition to apartheid^ my Gov
ernment would not sanction the export to South Africa of any nuclear 
material, equipment or teclinology contributing to the development of 
a military nuclear capability.

The British Gt)vemment’s policy on trade with South Africa in the 
civil sphere was explained in the British Parliament on 4 December 
1974 and in a General Assembly document circulated under the symbol 
A/9918. British companies are free to engage in civil trade and in 
business such as uranium mining in South Africa. For example, Brit
ish firms conduct a trade in isotopes for medical, biological and ordi
nary industrial and agricultural uses, and some uranium exported 
from South Africa is converted into hexafluoride. We do not, however, 
enrich uranium for South Africa, nor have we any plans to do so. My 
Government has made no secret of its policies on trading with South 
Africa, which it is prepared to defend on their economic and political 
merits. This trade is confined to the civil sphere, in accordance with 
our international undertakings. Our position is as I  have stated it to
day, and on that we stand.

" A/C.1/31/PV.50, pp. 18-21.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/69, post, pp. 915-916.
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Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, December 2, 1976 ^

My delegation has very willingly associated itself with the con
sensus just arrived at on draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.31, concerning 
the implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
Africa.^ We would have voted in favour of this text if it had been 
put to the vote. My delegation would not have wished to explain its 
vote if, on the submission of this draft, the representative of Nigeria 
had not raised the problem of the construction by my country of the 
nuclear electric power station at Koberg.^ I  should simply like to 
recall, on this subject, that in the general debate in the General As
sembly, the representative of France, in a statement made on 5 Octo
ber, gave all necessary explanations about the construction of this 
station.^ He made it clear how the French Government had ensured 
the absolute impossibility for South Africa to progress towards ob
taining military nuclear capacity because of the functioning of the 
Koberg power station, and particularly towards obtaining by this 
means the enriched uranium or plutonium which are necessary for 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons. This is both materially and 
contractually impossible. I  do not want to take up the time of the 
Committee by repeating this argument and these explanations, but 
I  would hope that delegations which are interested in this matter 
would be good enough to acquaint themselves with the explanation 
we gave on this subject.

Statement by the FRG Representative (Schlaich) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclearization of 
Africa, December 2, 1976 ^

The delegation of the Federal Eepublic of Germany has participated 
without any reservations in the consensus on the draft resolution con
cerning the implementation of the Declaration on the Denucleariza
tion of Africa.® I need not particularly stress that, on the basis of 
our adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons ' and our membership of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and our general non-proliferation policy ensuing therefrom, 
we do not permit the export to South Africa of nuclear material, 
equipment or technology which might contribute to the development 
of a nuclear-weapon capability by that country. The draft resolution

"A/C.1/31/PV.50, pp. 21-22.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/69, post, pp. 915-916.

® A/C.1/31/PV.48, pp. 53-55.
 ̂Ante, pp. 663-666.

PA/C.1/31/PV.50, p. 22.
® Identical with G.A. res. 31/69, post, pp. 915-916.

For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461^65.
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just adopted by the First Committee is entirely in line with the pol
icy of my Government. As early as 1963, long before the Federal 
Republic of Germany became a Member of the United Nations, the 
Federal Government placed an embargo upon the supply to South 
Africa of military weapons, ammunition, military vehicles and in
stallations for the production of raw materials. This policy has been 
repeatedly reaffirmed since then by the Federal Government and it 
is being strictly observed. I t  is an essential principle of this policy 
not to contribute in any way to the establishment of a nuclear poten
tial in South Africa.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental 
Modification, December 2, 1976^

I  should like to refer to item 45 entitled “Convention on the prohi
bition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modifica
tion techniques” concerning which, as the Committee knows full 
well, there are two draft resolutions: one contained in document 
A/C.1/31/L.4, which was revised by its authors,^ and the other in 
A/C.1/31/L.5, which has been the subject of two revisions, the sec
ond of which has just been introduced by the representative of 
Finland.^

I  should like to address myself briefly to A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.2, 
inasmuch as Mr. Pastinen mentioned that the changes introduced were 
sufficiently drastic as to enlist the general support of the Committee 
and more still of the sponsors of resolution A/C.1/31/L.4. I  should 
like to refer to two of these changes made.

The first amendment relates to paragraph 5 of the preamble, which 
states, inter alia:

Noting with satisfaction that the Conference of the Committee on Dis
armament has completed [I repeat, has completed] and transmitted . . . 
the text of a draft Convention . . . .

This is a distortion of the facts. The CCD never completed the 
draft. What it transmitted was a report to which all the working 
papers are annexed, among them the report of the Working Group 
which dealt with a text of a draft convention.

There is another aspect reflected in A/C.l/31/L.5/Eev.2 in the 
seventh preambular paragraph where it is stated:

Bearing in mind that draft agreements on disarmament and arms control 
measures submitted to the General Assembly by the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament should be the result of a process of effective negotia
tions and that such instruments should duly take into account the views 
of interests of all [I repeat of all] States, so that they can be joined by the 
widest possible number of countries.

" A/C.1/31/PV.50, pp. 42^7.
 ̂AntCy p. 747.
 ̂See ante, pp. 748, 861-862.
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On an earlier occasion we have already spoken about the manner 
in which the draft the Assembly is asked to accept was negotiated. I  
think there is one great truth in this paragraph, as there is great 
truth in what some, I  would venture to say a large number of rep
resentatives, have told us formally in meetings of this Committee or 
in informal meetings. What they have told us is that we should 
allow for a waiting period in dealing with this issue, in order to 
make it possible for all Member States of the United Nations to 
consider this all-important question.

The co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.4 thought that 
this could be achieved by requesting the CCD to continue, without 
prejudice to the priorities established in its programme of work, 
negotiations on a draft text which would take into account the views 
put forward at the current session of the General Assembly. But, in 
the light of what had been said by a large number of representatives, 
for example, by the representatives of the United Republic of Tan
zania  ̂ and of New Zealand,® the co-sponsors of draft resolution A / 
C.1/31/L.4, that is, the delegations of Argentina, Cyprus, Ecuador. 
Grenada, Haiti, Jamaica, Mauritius, Panama, Peru, the Dominican 
Eepublic, Trinidad and Tobago, Venezuela and Mexico, thought that 
it might be desirable to make some slight changes in their draft in 
order to meet the concern voiced by a large number of delegations, 
concerns which could be summed up as follows: the text should not be 
referred back again to the CCD because of the dangers of reopening 
the whole question and prejudicing work on other important matters, 
as we have been told repeatedly.

For this reason the co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.4 
thought that they could add a last paragraph to the preamble which 
would read as follows:

Being aware that Member States have not had time to give that text [that 
is to say the text of the draft convention] the consideration it deserves,

this being followed by the three paragraphs below, which would re
place the present two operative paragraphs, put in the following three 
paragraphs, first:

Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to aU States the text of the 
draft convention on the prohibition of miUtary or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques, contained in document A/31/27, as 
well as all other relevant documents relating to this question;

Operative paragraph 2 would read:

Invites all Member States to communicate to the Secretary-General their 
views and suggestions on this question no later than 30 June 1977;

Operative paragraph 3 would read:

Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to all Member States the replies 
submitted pursuant to paragraph 2 above;

‘ A/C.1/31/PV.36, Nov. 18,1976, p. 21.
® A/C.1/31/PV.37, Nov. 18,1976, pp. 11-12.
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The present paragraph 3 of A/C.1/31/L.4 would become para
graph 4.

The co-sponsors felt that this would effectively make it possible to 
do what the sponsors of A/C.1/31/L.5 say in the preambular para
graph mentioned earlier, namely,

. . . that the instruments forthcoming from the CCD should duly take into 
account the views and interests of all States so that they can be joined by 
the widest possible number of countries.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, my delegation takes it for granted that the 
Committee will pronounce on these drafts in their order of presen
tation, and I  would add straightaway that if there is any question 
or doubt whatsoever on this point, then my delegation requests for
mally that they immediately put to the vote the following motion, 
namely, does the Committee agree that it will pronounce on the draft 
resolutions on agenda item 45 in their order of presentation?

Statemenf by the Nigerian Representative (Clark) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Environmental Modifi
cation, December 2, 1976 ^

I  also want to express my deep appreciation and gratitude to the 
co-sponsors of draft resolutions A/C.1/31/L.4  ̂ and A/C.1/31/L.5/ 
Rev.2,® the latter of which has just been introduced by the representa
tive of Finland, for the patience they have shown in the negotiations 
which have taken place concerning both draft resolutions.

My delegation is profoundly moved by the courtesies which have 
been shown to it and to my person at all times by the sponsors of the 
two draft resolutions. We are also most grateful to have had the 
opportunity to participate in those negotiations.

I  want to make some points clear. In all the discussions we have been 
involved in our main object has been, first of all, to give the highest 
priority to the items of disarmament—real disarmament—on the 
agenda of the CCD. The draft convention before us, despite its appar
ent and obvious importance, does not in our view command pressing 
attention to the point that the CCD should divert attention from its 
consideration of a CTB treaty or a CWB [CBW] treaty, and open 
negotiations on the said draft convention. Secondly, the CCD should 
not rest on its oars by accepting a treaty on a partial ban. In our view, 
a partial ban treaty or convention can only be a first step to a compre
hensive ban. I  am glad to note that such an undertaking has been given 
by the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.2. Thirdly, the 
provisions of the draft convention, particularly its article 1, were not

" A/C.1/31/PV.50, pp. 52-^1.
"Ante, p. 747.
® Ante, pp. 861-862.
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interpreted in such a manner as to permit military or hostile use of en
vironmental modification techniques. We were particularly impressed 
by the argument tha,t the developing countries should not be put in the 
position of accepting the convention so as to injure their security and 
legitimate interests. To some extent, we now have such assurance in 
draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.2.

Fourthly, the procedures of the consideration of the draft conven
tion should not be hurried in such a way as to brush aside legitimate 
concerns and interests. We believe, and this has been reaffirmed time 
and again by the United Nations, that all States, I  repeat, all States, 
have interests in disarmament negotiations.

And fifthly, we were concerned that we did not have a confrontation 
over a convention, even if that convention was of crucial importance, 
dealing with disarmament and arms control measures. F rom my exper
ience, all the treaties and conventions on disarmament and arms con
trols measures that were received and considered in the United Nations 
were compromise measures. We expect and we have the right to expect, 
that one day we can obtain more adequate, more comprehensive, and 
I  will even say perfect texts that will truly reflect the mood and will of 
the international community.

In  the lig*ht of what I  have just said, I  have noted with a measure of 
satisfaction, albeit not complete, that document A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.2 
contains some of the elements I  have just referred to. But my delega
tion, and I  believe I  also speak for quite a number of others, still be
lieves that there is room for improvement. We see some need to restate 
more categorically the purposes of the draft convention. I  also see fur
ther need to ensure that the States, Member States of the United Na
tions, be given an opportunity to receive and consider the draft 
convention before signing it. In fact, there seems to 'be need to recon
sider the procedure whereby important documents, say from the CCD, 
are brought to the attention of Member States for consideration. Hence 
I  wish to propose some oral amendments to draft resolution A /C .l/ 
31/L.5/Rev.2, along the lines I  have just indicated.

My first oral proposal, is for a new preambular paragraph. The new 
preambular paragraph will read as follows:

Noting further that the convention is intended to prohibit effectively military 
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques in order to 
eliminate the dangers to mankind from such use,

This proposed amendment relates to the purpose of the treaty. We 
wish to make it quite clear by this amendment that the draft conven
tion provides for an effective ban on military or hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques. Even if it is a partial ban, this 
construction that we have just put on it must be accepted as its own 
legitimate meaning and significance.

Secondly, we wish to propose that the draft convention be referred 
to Member States for their consideration with the eventuality that 
they will exercise their sovereign rights to sign it and in their own
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time. This proposed amendment would result in the deletion of the 
present operative paragraph 1 in document A/C.l/31/L.5/Eev.2 and 
the su'bstitution of the following:

Refers the convention on the prohibition of miUtary or any other hostile use 
of environmental modification techniques, the text of which is annexed to this 
convention, to all States for their consideration, signature and ratification.

The three actions that we have suggested in this formulation would 
ensure all the essential obligations of any States parties to the conven
tion or States Members of the United Nations to consider the draft con
vention appropriately before signing it and before undertaking the 
necessary domestic legislative action to ratify it.

There is no presumption in this amendment that there is a time-limit 
for the consideration of the draft convention by any State party, nor 
does it prevent any State that feels very strongly that the draft con
vention satisfies all its needs, from signing it.

I  must confess Sir that these two oral amendments that I  have just 
proposed are not perfect and that they will not satisfy the sponsors 
of draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.5/Eev. 2 lOQ per cent. But in our view, 
they point the way to delegations like mine who feel that the best 
need not be the enemy of the good and that, as a compromise, the res
olution be amended as I  have just proposed. I  therefore wish to appeal 
to the sponsors of the draft resolution to give serious and sympathetic 
consideration to my proposed amendments. I  wish to assure them 
that the proposed amendments are the product of very wide, and I  
will even add, intensive, consultations. I  have been assured by many 
friends, whom I  will refer to as middle-roaders, that they can support 
them. Similarly, I  would be less than even-handed if I  did not address 
an appeal to my other friends, the sponsors of draft resolution A /C .l/ 
31/L.4. I  must admit that I  cannot rightly appeal to them for any 
understanding because my amendments are to draft resolution A /C .l/ 
31/L.5/Eev.2, but I  am doing so because I  am rather concerned by the 
charged atmosphere of our debate on this item. But above all, the 
distinguished representative of Mexico and my other friends who 
sponsored draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.4 know, probably more than 
others, how much I  admire their role and reputation at the CCD in 
Geneva on all matters concerning general and complete disarmament. 
I  do not need anyone to tell me that they will not like my proposed 
amendments but if they can live with them, this will be all I  ask of 
them. Friends may disagree but as long as there are interests and rela
tions that override causes for the occasional disagreement, they should 
be circumspect and conciliatory in their actions. Happily, Nigeria and 
their countries enjoy excellent relations; equally happily, our per
sonal relations at all levels are warm and friendly.

I  have learned with interest this afternoon, a few moments ago, 
that the sponsors of A/C.1/31/L.4 have made some changes in their 
drafts. I  have not had the advantage nor the privilege of seeing the new 
version, but I  do welcome the statement just made by the representa-
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tive of Mexico, that he no longer insists on referring the draft conven
tion back to the CCD so as to confound and block its important agenda. 
I  can safely say that there is not a single member of the CCD who 
would welcome receiving the draft convention next year.

I  am therefore in your hands, Mr. Chairman, as I  do not know 
how you wish to proceed with our work. I  had in mind to appeal to my 
dear friend, the representative of Mexico, and my other friends who 
sponsored draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.4 not to insist on their position 
as expressed in that document. In spite of the changes that they have 
made in that text, I  still wish to address an appeal to them not to press 
for a show-down on their texts or on A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.2 as just 
amended. I  hardly need to reassure them that Nigeria respects the 
principles that dictated their action and that my delegation cannot 
forget the patience, the courtesies and the understanding they showed 
me in all my contacts and consultations with them regarding the two 
resolutions before the house.

Statemenf by the Soviet Representative (Issraelyan) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Implementation of the 
Decisions of the First Review Conference of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty, December 3, 1976 ^

In connexion with the vote on the draft resolution on the implemen
tation of the conclusions of the First Review Conference of the Parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons contained 
in document A/C.l/31/L.32,^ the Soviet delegation would like to make 
the following statement.

The Soviet Union has been and remains a convinced proponent of the 
strengthening of the system of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
under conditions where all States, without exception, will have access 
to the benefits of the wide utilization of nuclear energy under effective 
international control, in accordance with the regulations of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. The Soviet Union has supported 
all United Nations resolutions having that aim. We consider that draft 
resolution A/C.1/31/L.32 also serves that aim. However, since the 
draft emphasizes “the particular responsibility of the two major nu- 
clear-weapon States” in bringing about the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and in nuclear disarmament, we should like to make a 
further comment.

Although the Soviet Union is making efforts in this area on a 
bilateral basis with the United States, it is obvious that any radical 
solution of the problem of nuclear disarmament can be brought about 
only if all States possessing nuclear weapons are involved in it. Those

" A/C.1/31/PV.52, pp. 2-5.
 ̂Identical with G.A. res. 31/75, poatj pp. 933-935.
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of them that do not wish to do so would carry a tremendous respon
sibility before the peoples of the world. However, since draft resolu
tion A/C.1/31/L.32 as a whole is aimed at strengthening the system 
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Soviet delegation will 
vote in favour of that draft.

Statement by the French Representative (Mistral) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security of Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon States, December 3, 1976 ^

My delegation will abstain in the vote on draft resolution A /C .l/ 
31/L.33, concerning the strengthening of the security of non-nuclear- 
weapon States.^ I  should like to make some brief clarifications of the 
position of the French Government in this matter since France, which 
is a nuclear Power, is directly involved in this draft resolution.

The French Government fully appreciates the concern which 
prompted the sponsors of the draft resolution to introduce it. In 
specific circumstances—for example, if it were so requested by States 
members of a nuclear-weapon-free zone—the French Government 
would be prepared to give guarantees on the non-use of nuclear weap
ons. That is what the French Government did when it signed the Pro
tocol as annex I I  to the Tlatelolco Treaty.® But the draft which is 
before us today views the problem of safeguards given to non-nuclear- 
weapon States by nuclear-weapon States from a very general point of 
view. And I  must say that this is not precisely in keeping with our 
views on matters of national defence.

The French nuclear force, which is of modest proportions, has a 
purely defensive role to play and it is designed to guarantee the inde
pendence and security of the nation. I t is not directed against anyone 
nor does it threaten anyone. With respect to the conditions for its use, 
I  can only quote what was said by the President of the French Re
public, who would be responsible for the decision to make use of these 
weapons. At a press conference held on 24 October 1974, Mr. Valery 
Giscard d’Estaing stated the following:

PersonaUy I can only speak of the exercise of my own mandate as Presi
dent of the RepubUc. I consider that the French nuclear dissuasive force can 
be used only against Powers which themselves are nuclear Powers or against 
Powers—and I would hasten to add that this is a very unlikely hyiwthesis, but 
we must cover all possibilities—^which threaten our own soil. The purpose of 
our nuclear dissuasive force, which would then have to be used, would be to 
oppose a nuclear threat to our own soil on the part of a nuclear Power or to 
respond to a threat to invade our territory. On the other hand, with respect 
to non-nuclear Powers I consider that France should neither utilize nor even 
threaten to utilize its nuclear capabilities, and it is my hope that this attitude 
will progressively be adopted by others so that the means of nuclear dissuasion 
wiU only be used against nuclear threats and not in any other type of conflict’-

 ̂A/C.1/31/PV.52, pp. 22-25.
 ̂Identical with Pt. O of res. 31/189, post, pp. 948-949.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1973, pp. 454-455, 772-773.
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Those are the words of Mr. Valery Giscard d’Estaing and it is in 
the light of what I  have just said that my country will abstain in the 
vote on the draft resolution we now have before us.

Statement by the United States Representative (Black) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Security of Non-Nuclear- 
Weapon States, December 3,1976 ^

In his intervention on 1 November, the United States representative 
stated my Government’s recognition that alleviation of the legitimate 
security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States is a critical component 
of international efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation. He pointed 
out then that the United States has sought through a variety of means 
to promote the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.®

He also observed, however, that we had not been able to accept 
proposals for universally applicable assurances on the non-use of nu
clear weapons because we had not discovered any formulation that 
would effectively serve the varied security needs of such States.

I  should like to reiterate today that the United States stands ready 
to consider appropriate means of strengthening the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States, provided such means do not detrimentally 
affect existing security arrangements. However, since the non-use 
formulation contained in the draft resolution before us does not fully 
meet that criterion, my delegation will have to abstain in the vote.® 

We nevertheless appreciate the continued attention that the Gov
ernment of Pakistan is devoting to this problem.

General Assembly Resolution 31/64: Incendiary and Other 
Specific Conventional Weapons Which May be the Subject of 
Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use for Humanitarian Reasons, 
December 10, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Convinced that the suffering of civilian populations and combat
ants could be significantly reduced if general agreement can be 
attained on the prohibition or restriction for humanitarian reasons 
of the use of specific conventional weapons, including any which may 
be deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects,

* A/C.1/31/PV.52, pp. 23-26.
“ Ante, pp. 731-732.
 ̂I.e., on draft res. A/C.1/31/L.33, identical with Pt. C of res. 31/189, post, pp. 

948-949.
^A/RES/31/64, Jan. 21, 1967. This resolution was introduced in the First 

Committee by Sweden on Dec. 1. I t was adopted by consensus by both the First 
Committee and the G.A. In the First Committee, France and Italy expressed re
servations (A/C.1/31/PV.50, pp. 16 and 17), and the Soviet Union stated that 
it would have abstained if the resolution had been put to a vote {ibid.).
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Mimdfvl that positive results as regards non-use or restriction of use 
for humanitarian reasons of specific conventional weapons would 
serve, in addition, as encouragement in the broader field of disarma
ment and might facilitate subsequent agreement on the elimination 
of such weapons which were completely banned for use.

Recalling that the issue of prohibitions or restrictions for humanitar
ian reasons of the use of specific conventional weapons has been the 
subject of serious and substantive discussion for a number of years, 
notably at the sessions of the Conference of Government Experts on 
the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons held, under the auspices of 
the International Committee of the Eed Cross, at Lucerne from 
24 September to 18 October 1974  ̂and at Lugano from 28 January to 
26 February 1976,̂  and at three sessions of the Diplomatic Conference 
on the Eeaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian 
Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts and in the General Assembly since 
1971,

Noting that the discussions and proposals regarding the prohibition 
or restriction for humanitarian reasons of the use of certain weapons 
have focused on napalm and other incendiary weapons, on indiscrimi
nate methods of using land mines, on perfidious weapons and weapons 
which rely for their effect upon fragments invisible on X-ray, on cer
tain types of small calibre projectile which may be especially injurious 
and on certain blast and fragmentation weapons.

Noting that the issue will come before the fourth session of the Dip
lomatic Conference on the ReaflGirmation and Development of Inter
national Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, to be held 
at Geneva from 17 March to 10 June 1977,

Convinced that the work of the fourth session of the Diplomatic Con
ference should be inspired by a sense of urgency and the wish to attain 
concrete results which was stressed in the appeal by the Fifth Confer
ence of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held 
at Colombo from 16 to 19 August 1976,̂  concerning particularly the 
prohibition of the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons,

1. Takes note of the reports of the Secretary-General on the work of 
the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts as re
gards the work of the Conference relevant to the present resolution; ®

2. Invites the Diplomatic Conference to accelerate its consideration 
of the use of specific conventional weapons, including any which may be 
deemed to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects, and 
to do its utmost to agree for humanitarian reasons on possible rules pro
hibiting or restricting the use of such weapons;

* For the report of the first session, see Conference of Government Experts on 
the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons (International Committee of the Red 
Cross, Geneva, 1975).

® For the report of the second session, see Conference o f Government Experts 
on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons (International Committee of the 
Red Cross, Geneva, 1976).

* See A/31/197, annex IV, resolution 12.
® A/9726, A/10222, A/31/146.
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3. Requests the Secretary-General, who has been invited to attend the 
Diplomatic Conference as an observer, to report to the General As
sembly at its thirty-second session on aspects of the work of the Diplo
matic Conference relevant to the present resolution;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Incendiary and other specific conventional 
weapons which may be the subject of prohibitions or restrictions of use 
for humanitarian reasons”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/65: Chemical and Bacterio
logical (Biological) Weapons, December 10, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Rea-ffirming its resolutions 2454 A (X X III) 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 (XXVH) of 29 No
vember 1972,® 3077 (X X V III) of December 1973,̂  3256 (X X IX ) 
of 9 December 1974 ® and 3465 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,® 

Convinced that the process of international detente is conducive to 
the implementation of further disarmament measures and of general 
and complete disarmament imder effective international control, 

Rea-ffirming the necessity of strict observance by all States of the 
principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use 
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacterio
logical Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,̂ ® 

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 early agreement on the effective prohibition of the devel
opment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on 
their elimination from arsenals of all States,

Recalling in that connexion the undertaking contained in article IX  
of the Convention to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to

 ̂A/RBS/31/65, Jan. 7, 1977. Submitted to the F irst Committee by 26 coun
tries on Nov. 17 and subsequently sponsored by 10 others, the draft res. was in
troduced in the First Oommittee by Poland on Nov. 22, ante, pp. 828-832. I t  was 
adopted by both the First Committee and the G.A. by consensus. In the First 
Committee France expressed reservations (A/C.1/31/PV.42, pp. 32-35), and 
China said that it would not have participated in a vote if one had been taken 
{iMd.).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 793-795.
" TUd., 1969, pp. 717-719.

1970, pp. 688-685.
 ̂Ibid., 1971, pp. 890-892.

^IMd., 1972, pp. 840-841.
IMd., 1978, pp. 847-848.

^m d ., 197Jf, pp. 790-792.
^lUd., 1975, pp. 767-769.

lUd., 1969, pp. 764-765.
^lU d., 1972, pp. 133-138.
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reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons 
and for their destruction.

Stressing the importance of early agreement on the complete pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chem
ical weapons and on their destruction, which would contribute to gen
eral and complete disarmament under effective international control, 

Noting the risk of continued development, production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons in the absence of such agreement,

Hcuving considered the report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament,

Noting that drafts of a convention on the prohibition of the develop
ment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their 
destruction,^^ as well as other working documents, proposals and sug
gestions, have been submitted to the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament and constitute valuable contributions to reaching appro
priate agreement,

Noting also the comments addressed to this problem and relevant 
documents submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session. 

Noting also that intensified efforts in the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament have led to increased understanding in identify
ing practical approaches towards the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, and their destruc
tion, including definition of the agents to be banned.

Recognizing the importance of developing methods for providing 
adequate assurance of compliance with effective measures for the pro
hibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical 
weapons, including methods of verifying the destruction of stockpiles 
of such weapons,

Having in mind that agreement on the complete prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and 
on their destruction should not impede the utilization of science and 
technology for the economic development of States,

Desiring to contribute to a successful conclusion of the negotiations 
on effective and strict measures for the complete prohibition of the de
velopment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and for 
their destruction,

1. Rea-ffimhs the objective of reaching early agreement on the effective 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical weapons and on their elimination from arsenals of all States;

2. Urges again all States to make every effort to facilitate early agree
ment on the effective prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruction;

“ General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No, 27 
(A/31/27), vols. I and IL 

“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1972, pp. 120-124: ibid., 1974, pp. 99--106: 
iUd., 1973, p. 101; ante, pp. 820-S2^. »
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3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue negotiations as a matter of high priority, taking into account the 
existing proposals, with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of all chemical weapons and for their destruction;

4. Invites all States that have not yet done so to accede to the Conven
tion on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpil
ing of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, as well as to accede to or ratify 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 calls again for strict observance by all States of the 
principles and objectives of those instruments;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament all documents of the thirty-first ses
sion of the General Assembly relating to chemical weapons and to 
chemical means of warfare;

6. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to re
port on the results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-second session.

General Assembly Resolution 31 /66: Urgent Need for Cessation 
of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests and Conclusion of a 
Treaty Designed To Achieve a Comprehensive Test Ban, 
December 10, 1976"

The General Assembly^

Reafjirming its conviction that the cessation of nuclear weapon test
ing would be in the supreme interest of mankind, both as a major step 
towards controlling the development and proliferation of nuclear

 ̂A/RBS/31/66, Jan. 6, 1977. The d raft res. was submitted in the First Com
mittee on Nov. 22 by Australia, Austria, Colombia, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Ireland, 
Mexico, Nepal, New Zealand, Nigeria, Philippines, Sweden, and Venezuela. It was 
subsequently sponsored also by Afghanistan, Finland, Papua New Guinea, and 
the United Rep. of Cameroon, and introduced on Nov. 24 by New Zealand. The 
F irst Committee took a separate vote on oper. par. 1, adopting it by 82 votes to 5 
(Albania, China, France, U.K., U.S.), with 38 abstentions. The General Assem
bly adopted the res. as a whole by 105 votes to 2 , with 27 abstentions, as follows:

In fdvor—Afsrhanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, 
Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Demo
cratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab 
Rep., Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco. 
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Nor
way, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singa
pore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,

(Continued)
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weapons and to relieve the deep apprehension concerning the harmful 
consequences of radio-active contamination for the health of present 
and future generations,

Grmely conoemed at the continuation of both atmospheric and un
derground nuclear weapon testing since the thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly,

Recalling its previous resolutions on this subject, the most recent be
ing resolution 3466 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,^

Recalling the stated aim of the parties to the Treaty Banning Nu
clear 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,

Noting the information concerning agreements concluded by two 
nuclear-weapon States limiting the scope of underground nuclear 
weapon tests and making provision in this connexion for the control 
and supervision of peaceful nuclear explosions including, in certain 
cases, arrangements for on-site verification,^

Gcmsidering that conditions are favourable for these two nuclear- 
weapon States to step up their efforts to reach agreement on the means 
of verifying a comprehensive test ban agreement.

Taking note of that part of the report of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament ® relating to the question of a comprehensive 
test ban treaty,

1. Conderrms all nuclear weapon tests, in whatever environment they 
may be conducted;

2. Declares its profound concern that substantive negotiations to
wards a comprehensive test ban agreement have not yet begun and re
emphasizes the urgency of concluding a comprehensive and effective 
agreement;

3. Galls once again upon all nuclear-weapon States to suspend the 
testing of nuclear weapons by agreement, subject to review after a 
specified period, as an interim step towards the conclusion of a formal 
and comprehensive test ban agreement;

4. Ew/phasizes in this regard the particular responsibility of the 
nuclear-weapon States which are parties to international agreements

(Continued)

United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vene
zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—^Albania, China.
Abstaining—Algeria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Comoros, Congo, 

Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Equatorial Guinea, France, FRG, Gambia, GDR, Greece, 
Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mauritania, Mongolia, Poland, U.K., 
Ukrainian SSR, United Rep. of Tanzania, U.S., USSR, Zambia.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 769-773. 
m s ,  pp. 291-293. 

pp. 461-465.
 ̂Ante, pp. 328-348.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 2^ 

(A/31/27), vols. I and II.
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in which they have declared their intention to achieve at the earliest 
possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race;

5. Galls upon all States not yet parties to the Treaty Banning Nu
clear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water to adhere to it forthwith;

6. Urges the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to con
tinue to give the highest priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban agreement and to report to the General Assembly at its thirty- 
second session on the progress achieved;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed to achieve a 
comprehensive test ban”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/67: Implementation of 
General Assembly Resolution 3467 (XXX) Concerning the 
Signature and Ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of TIatelolco), December 10, 1976^

The General Assewhly^

Recallmg its resolutions 1911 (X V III) of 27 November 1963,  ̂2286 
(X X II) of 6 December 1967,̂  2456 B (X X III) of 20 December 1968,̂

 ̂A/RES/31/67, Jan. 6, 1977. The draft res. was submitted to the First Com- 
m itt^  by 21 Latin American states on Nov. 22 (Bahamas, Bolivia, Chile, Colom
bia, Costa Rica, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Haiti, Hon
duras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Surinam, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Uruguay. Venezuela), and subsequently also sponsored by Barbados. 
Introduced in the First Committee by Mexico on Nov. 24 (see ante, pp. 847-848), 
it was adopted by the G.A. by 119 votes to 0, with 14 abstentions, as follows:

In favor—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, 
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, 
Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, 
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan 
Arab Rep., Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malayasia, Mali, Malta, Mauri
tania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zea
land, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New 
Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal. Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sir Lanka, Sudan, Suri
nam, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic. Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United 
Rep. of Tanzania, U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
Ahstaimng—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic 

Yemen, GDR, Guyana, Hungary, Maldives, Mongolia, Poland, Uganda, Ukrain
ian SSR, USSR.

^Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 628-629.
^Ibid., 1967, pp. 620-621.
*m d., 1968, p. 799.
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2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,® 2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 
1971« 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,̂  3079 (X X V III) of 
6 December 1973,« 3258 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974" and 3467 
(XXX) of 11 Decemlber 1975,̂ ° eight of which contain appeals to the 
nuclear-weapon States regarding the signature and ratification of 
Additional Protocol I I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

Reiterating its f/rm conviction that, for the maximum effective
ness of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co
operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary and that such 
co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise under
taken in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, 
such as a treaty, convention or protocol,

RecciLlmg with particulaT satisfaction that the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, 
France and the People’s Republic of China are already parties to 
Additional Protocol I I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

1. Again urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and 
ratify Additional Protocol I I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco);

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session an item entitled “Implementation of General Assembly resolu
tion 31/67 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional 
Protocol I I  of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) ”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/68: Effective Measures To 
Implement the Purposes and Objectives of the Disarmament 
Decade, December 10, 1976 ^

The General Asserribly^

Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,  ̂ in 
which it declared the decade of the 1970s the Disarmament Decade

m o ,  pp. 68^691.
U lid., 1971, pp. 898-899.

1972, pp. 847-848.
^lUd., 197S, pp. 852-853.
* IMd., 197If, pp. 793-795.
^nUd., 1975, pp. 773-774.
^lU d., 1967, pp. 69-83.
 ̂A/RES/31/68, Jan. 7, 1977. This res. was submitted to the First Committee 

on Nov. 23 by 11 states, and subsequently also sponsored by Bangladesh, 
Morocco, Philippines, Sweden, and the United Rep. of Cameroon. I t was intro
duced on Nov. 24 by Nigeria {ante, pp. 850-854). Both the First Committee and the 
G.A. adopted it by consensus. In the F irst Committee, the U.S. expressed 
reservations regarding the existence of a direct link between disarmament and 
development (A/C.1/31/PV.44, pp. 52-55), while China said that it would not 
have participated in a vote on the res. {ibid., pp. 53, 55).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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and envisaged a link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second 
United Nations Development Decade,

Deeply eoncemed that, despite the repeated requests by the General 
Assembly for the implementation of effective measures aimed at its 
cessation, the arms race, particularly of nuclear armaments, has con
tinued to increase at an alarming speed, absorbing enormous material 
and human resources from the economic and social development of all 
countries and constituting a grave danger for world peace and 
security,

G(msidering that the ever spiralling arms race is not compatible with 
the efforts aimed at promoting international peace and security as well 
as establishing a new international economic order, as defin^ in the 
Declaration and the Programme of Action on the Establishment of a 
New International Economic Order, contained in its resolutions 3201 
(S-VI) and 3202 (S-VI) of 1 May 1974, and in the Charter of Eco
nomic Rights and Duties of States, contained in its resolution 3281 
(X X IX ) of 12 December 1974,®

Recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961,̂  in which 
it recognized that all States have a deep interest in disarmament 
negotiations,

Con/vinced that the participation of all nuclear-weapon States in 
the efforts to contain the nuclear arms race and to reduce and eliminate 
all armaments is indisi>ensable for a full measure of success in these 
efforts,

Conscious that disarmament being a matter of grave concern to all 
States, there is a pressing need for all Governments and peoples to be 
informed about and understand the situation prevailing in the field of 
the arms race and disarmament and that the United Nations has a cen
tral role in this connexion in keeping with its obligations under the 
Charter of the United Nations,

Noting the suggestion made by the Secretary-General in the intro
duction to his report on the work of the Organization that the General 
Assembly might discuss various ways in which public concern about 
disarmament could be stimulated and channelled in constructive ways,*"

Hawing received the report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, including, in particular, the part dealing with its mid
term review of the Disarmament Decade with a view to reappraising 
its tasks and duties in order to accelerate the pace of its efforts to ne
gotiate truly effective disarmament and arms limitation agreements,®

1. Reaffirms the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade;
2. Deplores the meagre achievements of the Disarmament Decade in 

terms of truly effective disarmament and arms limitation agreements, 
and the detrimental effects on world peace and economy of the contin

® General Assembly Officio,l Records: Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 31 
(A/9631), vol. I, pp. 50-55.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
“General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement lA  (A/ 

31/1/Add. 1), p. 5.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/31/27), vols. la n d  II.
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uing unproductive and wasteful arms race, particularly the nuclear 
arms race;

3. Calls again upon all States, as well as the organs concerned with 
disarmament issues, to place at the centre of their preoccupations the 
adoption of effective measures for the cessation of the arms race, espe
cially in the nuclear field, and for the reduction of military expendi
tures and to make sustained efforts with a view to achieving progress 
towards general and complete disarmament;

4. Galls upon Member States and the Secretary-General to intensify 
their efforts in support of the link between disarmament and develop
ment, envisaged in General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) on 
the Disarmament Decade, so as to promote disarmament negotiations 
and to ensure that the human and material resources freed by dis
armament are used to promote economic and social development, par
ticularly in the developing countries;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to ensure a proper co-ordination 
of disarmament and development activities within the United Nations 
system of organizations and to report to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-second session;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to offer appropriate assistance and 
information to Member States that may require them in pursuance of 
the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade;

7. Urges the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to adopt, 
during its 1977 session, a comprehensive programme dealing with all 
aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms race and general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control, 
in accordance with General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) pro
claiming the Disarmament Decade;

8. Galls upon non-governmental organizations and international in
stitutions and organizations to further the goals of the Disarmament 
Decade;

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Effective measures to implement the purposes 
and objectives of the Disarmament Decade”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/69: Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa, December 10, 
1976^

The General Asserribly^

Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961,̂  2033 
(XX) of 3 December 1965,̂  3261 E (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974 ̂  and

 ̂A/RES/31/69, Jan. 7, 1977. Sponsored by 36 African states, this res. was in
troduced in the F irst Committee by Nigeria on Dec. 1, and adopted by consensus 
by both the F irst Committee and the G.A. The U.K., France, and the FRG ex
plained their positions in the First Committee (A/0.1/31/TV.50, pp. 20-22).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
* Ibid., 1965, pp. 624-626.
" lUd., 1974, pp. 807-808.
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3471 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,® in which it 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-weapon-free zone.

Recognizing that implementation of the Declaration on the De
nuclearization of Africa adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State 
and Government of the Organization of African Unity in 1964 ® would 
contribute to the security of all the African States and to the goals of 
general and complete disarmament.

Bearing in mind that the Assembly of Heads of State and Govern
ment of the Organization of African Unity at its thirteenth ordinary 
session, held at Port Louis from 2 to 6 July 1976, expressed grave con
cern over the continuing collaboration between certain States Members 
of the United Nations and the racist regime of South Africa, particu
larly in the military and nuclear fields, thereby enabling it to acquire 
nuclear-weapon capability.

Concerned that further development of South Africa’s military and 
nuclear-weapon potential would frustrate efforts to establish nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in Africa and elsewhere as an effective means for 
preventing the proliferation, both horizontal and vertical, of nuclear 
weapons and for contributing to the elimination of the danger of a 
nuclear holocaust,

1. Reaffirrrhs its call upon all States to respect and abide by the Dec
laration on the Denuclearization of Africa;

2. Further reafftrms its call upon all States to consider and respect 
the continent of Africa, including the continental African States, Mad
agascar and other islands surrounding Africa, as a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone;

3. Appecds to all States not to deliver to South Africa or place at its 
disposal any equipment or fissionable material or technology that will 
enable the racist regime of South Africa to acquire nuclear-weapon 
capability ;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance 
to the Organization of African Unity towards the realization of its 
solemn Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa, in which the 
African Heads of State and Government 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;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa”.

1975, pp. 778-779.
® Ibid., 1964, pp. 294-295.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 3 l / 7 0 ,  DECEMBER 10 917

General Assembly Resolution 31/70: Comprehensive Study of 
the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in All Its 
Aspects, December 10, 1976 ^

The General Asserribly^

Recalling its resolution 3261 F  (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974, by 
which it decided to undertake a comprehensive study of the question 
of nuclear-weapon-f ree zones in all its aspects,^

Recalling further its resolution 3472 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,̂  
by which it, inter alia  ̂ commended the special report containing the 
comprehensive study  ̂to the attention of all Governments, the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency and other relevant international orga
nizations and invited them to transmit to the Secretary-General before 
30 June 1976 such views, observations and suggestions on the special 
report as they might deem appropriate,

Ha/oing considered the special report of the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament containing the comprehensive study of the 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects prepared by the 
Ad Hoc Group of Qualified Governmental Experts for the Study of 
the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones,

Haming noted the comments made by States members of the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament concerning the study,®

Considering that the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones is in
cluded in the provisional agenda of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament as adopted on 15 August 1968,®

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary General containing the 
views, observations and suggestions on the special report by Govern
ments, the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Agency for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America; ^

2. Expresses once more its appreciation to the Ad Hoc Group of 
Qualified Governmental Experts for the Study of the Question of 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones for the preparation of the study and 
conveys its thanks to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, the 
Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency and 
other relevant international organizations for the assistance they have 
given for the preparation of the study;

 ̂A/RES/31/70, Jan. 10, 1977. Finland introduced the draft res. in the First 
Committee on Nov. 29. On Dee. 1, the F irst Committee, at the request of France, 
adopted preambular par. 2 by a  separate vote (unrecorded) of 95 to 1 (France), 
with 18 abstentions, and the res. as a whole by 114 votes to 0, with 1 (France) 
abstaining (A/C.1/31/PV.47, pp. 46-50). The G.A. adopted the res. by 132 votes 
to 0.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP- 808-809.
^lUd., 1975, pp. 780-784.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirtieth Session, Supplement No. 27A 

(A/10027/Add.l, Annex I).
^Ihid., Annex II.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 583-584.
 ̂A/31/189, Sept. 16,1976, and Adds. 1 and 2.
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3. Reiterates its conviction that the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones can contribute to the security of members of such zones, to 
the prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons and to the goals of 
general and complete disarmament;

4. Draws the attention of Gk)vernments to the compreihensive study 
and the views, observations and sugsrestions on that study contained 
in the report of the Secretary-General;

5. Expresses the hope that the comprehensive study and the views, 
observations and suggestions on that study will enhance further efforts 
of Grovemments concerning nuclear-weapon-free zones and will be of 
assistance to States interested in the establishment of such zones;

6. Go'meys the comprehensive study and the report of the Secretary- 
General to the Governments concerned, to interested international 
organizations and to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
for the further consideration and measures that they may deem appro
priate within their respective fields of competence.

General Assembly Resolution 31/71: Establishment of a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Region of the Middle East, 
December 10, 1976 ^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolution 3263 (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974, in which

 ̂A/RES/31/71, Jan. 10, 1977. The draft res. was submitted to the F irst 0am- 
mittee by Egypt, Iran, and Kuwait on Nov. 22; subsequently co-sponsored by 
Bahrain, Jordan, Mauritania, Sudan, and United Arab Emirates; and introduced 
by Iran on Nov. 23. In the F irst Committee, the U.S. stated that its support for 
any nuclear-free-zone was contingent upon compatibility of the zone with U.S. 
criteria {ante, p. 872). Both the First Committee and the G.A. took separate votes 
on oper. pars. 2 and 3 (see n. 5, below). The G.A. adopted the res. as a whole by 
a recorded vote of 130 to 0, with 1 abstention, as follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bul
garia, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cosfca Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji. Finland, France FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, 
Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau, Guvana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indo
nesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenva, 
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Madagas<»ar, Malawi, Malaysia. Maldives. Mali, Malta. Manritania. Mauritius, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, 
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philii>pines, Poland, Portug-al, Qatar, Romaniia, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia. Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Syrian Arab R^p., Thailand, Togo. Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Uganda, U.K., Ukrainian S'SR, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of 
Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^None.
A hstaifdng—Israel.
Bhutan later informed the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain.
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it overwhelmingly commended the idea of the estajblishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East,^

Recalling also its resolution 3474 (XXX) of 11 Decem'ber 1975, in 
which it recognized that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-fr^ 
zone in the Middle East enjoys wide support in the region,®

M indful of the prevailing political situation in the region and the 
potential danger emanating therefrom that would be further aggra
vated by the introduction of nuclear weapons in the area.

Concerned that the lack of any appreciable progress in the direction 
of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, in the present at
mosphere in the region, will further complicate the situation.

Convinced that progress towards the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the Middle East will greatly enhance the cause of 
peace both in the region and in the world.

Conscious of the particular nature of the problems involved and the 
complexities inherent in the situation in the Middle East, and the 
urgency of keeping the region free from involvement in a ruinous 
nuclear arms race,

1. Expresses the need for further action to generate momentum to
wards realization of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the Middle East;

2. Urges all parties directly concerned to adhere to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons  ̂as a means of promoting this 
objective;

3. Reiterates its recommendation that the Member States referred to 
in paragraph 2 above, pending the establishment of the nuclear-weap
on-free zone under an effective system of safeguards, should:

{a) Proclaim solemnly and immediately their intention to refrain, 
on a reciprocal basis, from producing, acquiring or in any other way 
possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices, and from 
permitting the stationing of nuclear weapons in their territory or the 
territory under their control by any third party;

(&) Refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from any other action that would 
facilitate the acquisition, testing or use of such weapons, or would be 
in any other way detrimental to the objective of the establishment of 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region under an effective system of 
safeguards;

{c) Agree to place all their nuclear activities under the International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards; °

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 pp. 811-813.
1975, pp. 786-788. 

yhid ., 1968, pp. 461-^65.
® Both the First Committee and the G.A. took separate votes on oper. pars. 2 and 

3. The G.A. adopted these two pars, by a vote of 117 to 0, with 13 abstentions, as 
follows:

In  /ai;or—Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangla
desh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi. Byelorussian 
SSR, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,

(Continued)
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4. Reafp/nas the recommendations to the nuclear-weapon States to 
refrain from any action contraiy to the purpose of the present resolu
tion and the objective of establishing, in the region of the Middle East, 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone under an effective system of safeguards and 
to extend their co-operation to the States of the region in their efforts 
to promote this objective;

5. Invites the Secretary-General to explore the possibilities of mak
ing progress towards the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the area of the Middle E ast;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled ‘‘Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in the region of the Middle East”.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Marin Bosch) to the 
General Assembly: Environmental Modification Convention, 
December 10, 1976^

The delegation of Mexico wishes to place on record its position on 
the so-called convention on the prohibition of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques, which appears as 
an annex to the draft resolution in document A/31/382.^ By adopting 
this draft resolution the General Assembly would refer this Convention 
‘‘to all States for their consideration, signature and ratification”, and 
would request the Secretary-General, “as depositary of the Convention, 
to open it for signature and ratification at the earliest possible date”. 
Similarly, the General Assembly would express its hope that the Con
vention will receive the “widest possible adherence”.

The delegation of Mexico, much to its regret, will be unable to lend 
its support to that draft resolution, since we consider that the scope of 
the prohibition contemplated in the so-called Convention is totally 
unacceptable, and that the procedure being followed to win its accept
ance by the international community is equally unacceptable.
(Continued)
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, 
Greece, Grenada, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, 
Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mon
golia. Morocco. Mozambique, Nepal. Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay. Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Le
one, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swazil^ind, Sweden, Syrian 
Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrain
ian SSR. United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—None.
Al)8taining—^Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, France, India, Israel, Port

ugal, Spain, Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania, Zambia. (Subsequently the delega
tion of Bhutan advised the Secretariat that it had intended to abstain.)

" A/31/PV. 96 (prov.), pp. 26-53.
 ̂See post, pp. 926-930.
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The first paragraph of article I  of the so-called Convention reads as 
follows:

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having wide
spread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or 
injury to any other State Party.

That text is the same as that which appeared in the identical drafts 
submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) 
in August 1975 by the Soviet Union and the United States, respec
tively.^ True, in 1976 the delegations of the States participating in the 
work of the CCD succeeded in introducing some changes in the identi
cal texts proposed by the super-Powers. I t is also true however, that, 
despite the intense negotiations held in the Committee in Geneva this 
year, almost all of the changes accepted by the super-Powers are purely 
cosmetic and, from every point of view, of secondary importance. The 
text of article I, which defines the scope of the prohibition, is identical 
to the joint proposal of the super-Powers. From the outset, one of them 
had indicated that that text was not subject to negotiation; this intran
sigent attitude was supported unreservedly by the other super-Power, 
whose original proposal for a total prohibition had already received 
the general support of the Assembly.

Indeed, in the draft Convention submitted to the General Assembly 
by the Soviet Union in 1974, complete prohibition was envisaged. Ar
ticle I  of that draft Convention was drafted as follows:

Each of the Parties to this Convention undertakes not to develop meteorolog
ical, geophysical or any other scientific or technological means of influencing 
the environment, including the weather and climate, for military and other pur
poses incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human well
being and health, and furthermore, never under any circumstances to resort to 
such means of influencing the environment and climate or to carry out prep
arations for their use/

In comparison with that original Soviet text, a text all-encompassing 
in its prohibitions, and categorical and unequivocal in its concepts, ar
ticle I  of the so-called Convention which we are now called upon to en
dorse is, from every standpoint, insufficient and ambiguous and entails 
very grave risks. To illustrate this, it will suffice to give the first para
graph of article I  of the so-called Convention positive wording equiva
lent from a legal point of view. It would then read as follows:

Each State Party to the Convention shall have the right to use environmental 
modification techniques for miUtary or any other hostile purposes as the means 
of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party, as long as such tech
niques have no widespread, long-lasting or severe effects.

The risks that that would entail, not only from the legal standpoint, 
but also in practice, can be even better appreciated if one takes into ac
count the explanations given to the scope of the expression ‘‘environ

* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 395-398.
A^nex to G.A. res. 3264 (X X IX ). For complete text of the draft convention,

see Documents on Disarmament, 1974, PP. 517-521.
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mental modification techniques” incorporated in article II, whereby 
that expression would include, inter alia  ̂the deliberate manipulation 
of natural processes to bring about earthquakes, tidal waves, various 
types of cyclones and hurricane storms, or modification of the condition 
of the ozone layer or the ionosphere and ocean currents.

It seems to us most alarming that one can think of legitimizing in 
an international convention actions so monstrous as those, on the con
dition that they have no “widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”, es
pecially when we bear in mind that there will always inevitably be an 
important subjective element involved in the description of these 
effects.

For a better appreciation of the meaning of the text, we must bear 
in mind that among the effects of techniques of waging environmental 
warfare which are allowed by virtue of their not being considered 
to be suflGlciently “widespread” there would be those which, according 
to the clarifications of the super-Powers which co-sponsored the draft, 
would cover an area of less than “several hundred square kilometres” ; 
and among those that would similarly be tolerated since they would 
not fall into the category of “long-lasting”, in accordance with the so- 
called Convention, would be included those of a duration of less than 
“several months or approximately a season”.

This becomes all the more stark if we consider that we are legislating 
on a subject—environmental modification for military purposes— 
which may be described as totally virgin. Hence any multilateral in
strument adopted on the subject will constitute a precedent of incal
culable consequences for the evolution of common law in this field, 
which will have such far reaching consequences for the future of man
kind.

For all the reasons I  have stated, my delegation considers indispens
able the omission of the limiting clause, “having widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects”.

Both at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in 
the debates of the First Committee on this item, the super-Powers have 
insisted that, despite the present wording of article I  of the so-called 
Convention, it will be possible effectively to prohibit the use of environ
mental modification techniques for military or other hostile purposes. 
Hence the following paragraph has been included in the preamble to 
the draft resolution we are now considering:

Noting further that the Convention is intended to prohibit effectively mili
tary or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques in 
order to eliminate the dangers to mankind from such use,®

But if what is at issue is complete prohibition, then we absolutely 
fail to realize why the super-Powers refuse to delete the limiting 
clause “having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”. I t  also

® See G.A. res. 31/72, infra.
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seems to us, quite frankly, to be contradictory to have operative para
graph 4, which reads:

Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, without preju
dice to the priorities established in its programme of work, to keep under review 
the problem of effectively averting the dangers of military or any other hostile 
use of environmental modification techniques.

Furthermore, the delegation of Mexico wishes to emphasize the fact 
that the text of the so-called convention is the result of inconclusive 
negotiations. That text does not have the general support of the coun
tries which participate in the work of the Geneva Committee. Con
trary to the impression that some delegations have tried to give, 
the CCD did not recommend that the General Assembly adopt this 
d raft; so that it is a mistake to affirm in the fifth preambular paragraph 
that the CCD “has completed and transmitted” this draft to the 
Assembly.

The delegation of Mexico understands very well that, after five 
years of sterile efforts, the States exercising the co-chairmanship of 
the Committee on Disarmament want to present “results” to the As
sembly. We realize, too, the importance accorded by the super-Powers 
to anything that might be interpreted as furtherance of the policy of 
detente. Nevertheless, as a State Member of the United Nations, we 
cannot accept that an attempt should be made to deceive the General 
Assembly by imposing on it a multilateral instrument that has not been 
properly negotiated; nor can we accept that the most representative 
organ of the international community be made use of for the political 
purposes of bilateral interests.

The disagreement of the States Members of the United Nations 
with the text of the so-called convention, as well as with the procedure, 
which, on the urging of the super-Powers, was followed in the First 
Committee to obtain blind acceptance of the draft, was registered in 
the voting held at the 51st meeting of that Committee on 3 December 
last. As will be recalled, the Committee had before it two draft reso
lutions on agenda item 45, entitled “Convention on the prohibition 
of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques” : draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.4/Rev.l,® which requested 
that the text of the so-called draft convention be transmitted to Gov
ernments for study by them, and draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.5/Rev.3, 
which requested that the convention be open for signature and ratifica
tion as early as possible.*̂

The super-Powers, using parliamentary techniques and manoeuvres 
that are somewhat irregular and with the assistance of a selective 
application of the rules of procedure, succeeded in having a vote 
taken on a motion to give priority to draft resolution A/C.1/31/ 
L.5/Eev.3. They obtained that priority but only with 59 votes in

® See ante, pp. 892-803. 
’ See antej p. 861, n. 1.
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favour, while 61 delegations expressed their disagreement either by 
voting against it or abstaining.

I t is true that draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.5/Eev.3 was adopted by 
89 votes to 11, with 25 abstentions; but it is also true that a large 
number of the votes in favour were cast under the influence of an 
intense campaign carried on by the super-Powers. Time will tell 
whether the so-called convention will be ratified by the same number 
of States which at that stage gave it an affirmative vote.

There can be no doubt that the great majority of delegations would 
have preferred to give their respective Governments an opportunity 
carefully to study the so-called draft convention, as it deserves to be 
studied. That was clearly shown when, with only 49 votes, the super- 
Powers succeeded in not putting to the vote draft resolution A^C.l/ 
31/L.4/Rev.l. Indeed, the First Committee decided not to pronounce 
itself on that draft resolution by 49 votes to 42, with 35 abstentions; 
that is to say, 77 delegations were prepared, in one way or another, 
to support draft resolution A/C.l/31/L.4/Eev.l.®

From an objective analysis of the votes it is clear that no fewer than 
43 of the delegations which supported draft resolution A/C.1/31/L.5/ 
Rev. 3 were prepared to vote on draft resohition A/C.l/31/L.4/Eev.l.

The procedure followed in the First Committee for the adoption 
of the draft resolution that we are now considering cannot but redound 
to the detriment of the Committee itself and of the credibility of the 
CCD as a multilateral negotiating body.

For all the foregoing reasons, the delegation of Mexico will vote 
against the draft resolution in document A/31/382, since we openly 
refuse to be accomplices in this attempt to legitimize, in an instrument 
allegedly concerned with disarmament, activities of a warlike 
character.

General Assembly Resolution 31/72: Convention on the Pro
hibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques, December 10, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolutions 3264 (XXIX) of 9 December 1974  ̂ and 
3475 (X50?:) of 11 December 1975,«

® See A/C.1/31/PV. 51, pp. 3-65.
 ̂A/RES/31/72, Dec. 22, 1976. Introduced by Finland on behalf of itself and 

11 other states, the draft res. was revised three times before its adoption by the 
First Committee on Dec. 3 {ante, pp. 748, 861-862). At the same meeting, the First 
Committee took a decision not to act on an alternate draft res. submitted by 
Mexico and 12 other states {ante, p. 747).

The G.A. adopted the revised Finnish draft res. by a vote of 96 to 8, with 
30 abstentions, as follows:

In favor—Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian

(Continued)
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Recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961,̂  in which 
it recognized that all States have a deep interest in disarmament and 
arms control negotiations,

Determined to avert the potential dangers of military or any other 
hostile use of environmental modification techniques,

Convinced that broad adherence to a convention on the prohibition of 
such action would contribute to the cause of strengthening peace and 
averting the threat of war.

Noting with satisfaction that the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament has completed and transmitted to the General Assembly, 
in the report of its work in 1976,® the text of a draft Convention on the 
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification techniques,®

Noting further that the Convention is intended to prohibit effectively 
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification tech
niques in order to eliminate the dangers to mankind from such use. 

Bearing i/n mind that draft agreements on disarmament and arms 
control measures submitted to the General Assembly by the Confer
ence of the Committee on Disarmament should be the result of a pro
cess of effective negotiations, and that such instruments should duly 
take into account the views and interests of all States so that they can 
be adhered to by the widest possible number of countries.

Bearing in mind that article V III of the Convention makes pro
vision for a conference to review the operation of the Convention five 
years after its entry into force, with a view to ensuring that its purposes 
and provisions are being realized.

Also bearim̂ g in mind all relevant documents and negotiating records 
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on the discussion 
of the draft Convention,
(Continued)
SSR, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin
land, FRG, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, In
dia, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Lao People’s Democratic 
Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Rep., Luxembourg, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, 
United Arab Emirates, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—Albania, Ecuador, Grenada, Kenya, Kuwait, Mexico, Panama, 
Zambia.

Ahstdining—Argentina. Bahamas, Barbados, Burundi, Chile, Comorus, Congo, 
Costa Rica, Dominican Rep., Equatorial Guinea, France, Gabon, Gambia, Iraq, 
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Malaysia, Mauritius, New Zealand, Pakistan, Paraguay, 
Peru, Pwnnda, To ĵo, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, United Rep. of Cameroon, 
United Rep. of Tanzania, Venezuela, Yemen.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974i pp. 81^816.
^Ihid., 7P75, pp. 788-789.
* 1961, pp. 741-742.
“General Assembly Ofjficial' Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/31/27).
® The text is annexed to this res.
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Convinced that the Convention should not affect the use of environ
mental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, which could con
tribute to the preservation and improvement of the environment for 
the benefit of present and future generations,

Gonvinced that the Convention will contribute to the realization of 
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Anxious that during its 1977 session the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament should concentrate on urgent negotiations on 
disarmament and arms limitation measures,

1. Refers the Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques, the 
text of which is annexed to the present resolution, to all States for 
their consideration, signature and ratification;

2 . Requests the Secretary-General, as Depositary of the Convention, 
to open it for signature and ratification at the earliest possible date;

3. Expresses its hope for the widest possible adherence to the 
Convention;

4. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
without prejudice to the priorities established in its programme of 
work, to keep under review the problem of effectively averting the 
dangers of military or any other hostile use of environmental modifi
cation techniques;

5. Requests the Secretarv-General to transmit to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the dis
cussion by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session of the ques
tion of the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environ
mental modification techniques.

ANNEX

C o n v e n t i o n  o n  t h e  P r o h i b i t i o n  o f  M i l i t a r y  o r  A n y  O t h e r  H o s t i u e  

U se  o f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  M o d i f i c a t i o n  T e c h n i q u e s

The States Parties to this Convention^

Guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and wishing to con
tribute to the cause of halting the arms race, and of bringing about 
general and complete disarmament under strict and effective interna
tional control, and of saving mankind from the danger of using new 
means of warfare.

Determined to continue negotiations with a view to achieving effec
tive progress towards further measures in the field of disarmament,

Recognizing that scientific and technical advances may open new 
possibilities with respect to modification of the environment,

RecdUing the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the 
Human Environment, adopted at Stockholm on 16 June 1972,

Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for 
peaceful purposes could improve the interrelationship of man and na
ture and contribute to the preservation and improvement of the envir
onment for the benefit of present and future generations,
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Recognizing^ however, that military or any other hostile use of such 
techniques could have effects extremely harmful to human welfare,

Desiring to prohibit effectively military or any other hostile use of 
environmental modification techniques in order to eliminate the dan
gers to mankind from such use, and affirming their willingness to 
work towards the achievement of this objective,

Desiring also to contribute to the strengthening of trust among na
tions and to the further improvement of the international situation in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations,

Have agreed on the following:

AETICLE I

1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in 
military or any other hostile use of environmental modii&cation tech
niques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means 
of destruction, damage or injury to any other State Party.

2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to assist, en
courage or induce any State, group of States or international organiza
tion to engage in activities contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 
of this article.

ARTICLE I I

As used in article I, the term “environmental modification tech
niques” refers to any technique for changing—^through the deliberate 
manipulation of natural processes— t̂he dynamics, composition or 
structure of the earth, including its biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere 
and atmosphere, or of outer space.

AETICLE I I I

1. The provisioiis of this Convention shall not hinder the use of en
vironmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes and shall 
be without prejudice to the generally recognized principles and appli
cable rules of international law concerning such use.

2. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate, and 
have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of scien
tific and technological information on the use of environmental modifi
cation techniques for peaceful purposes. States Par^iies in a position to 
do so shall contribute, alone or together with other States or interna
tional organizations, to international economic and scientific co-opera
tion in the preservation, improvement and peaceful utilization of the 
environment, with due consideration for the needs of the developing 
areas of the world.

AETICLE IV

Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to take any meas
ures it considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional proc
esses to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions 
of the Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.
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AETICLE V

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one 
another and to co-operate in solvina  ̂any problems which may arise in 
relation to the objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, 
the Convention. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article 
may also be undertaken throuafh appropriate international procedures 
within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its 
Charter. These international procedures may include the services of 
appropriate international organizations, as well as of a Consultative 
Committee of Experts as provided for in paragraph 2 of this article.

2. For the purposes set forth in paragraph 1 of this article, the De
positary shall, within one month of the receipt of a request from any 
State Party to this Convention, convene a Consultative Committee of 
Experts. Any State Party may appoint an expert to this Committee 
whose functions and rules of procedure are set out in the annex, which 
constitutes an integral part of the Convention. The conmiittee shall 
transmit to the Depositary a summary of its findings of fact, incor
porating all views and mformation presented to the Committee dur
ing its proceedings. The Depositary shall distribute the summary to 
all States Parties.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which has reasons to believe 
that any other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving 
from the provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the 
Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should in
clude all relevant information as well as all possible evidence support
ing its validity.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in 
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council may initi
ate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the Complaint received by the Council. The 
Security Council shall inform the States Parties of the results of the 
investigation.

5. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or sup
port assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations, to any State Party which so requests, if the Security 
Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely to be 
harmed as a result of violation of the Convention.

AETICLE VI

1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. The 
text of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary, 
who shall promptly circulate it to all States Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Parties which 
have accepted it, upon the denosit with the Depositary of instruments 
of acceptance by a majority of States Parties. Thereafter it shall enter 
into force for any remaining State Party on the date of deposit of its 
instrument of acceptance.
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AETICLE V II 

This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

ARTICLE V III

1. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, a confer
ence of the States Parties to the Convention shall be convened by the 
Depositary at Geneva. The conference shall review the operation of 
the Convention with a view to ensuring that its purposes and provisions 
are being realized, and shall in particular examine the effectiveness of 
the provisions of article I, paragraph 1, in eliminating the dangers of 
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification 
techniques.

2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, a majority of 
the States Parties to this Convention may obtain, by submitting a pro
posal to this effect to the Depositary, the convening of a conference 
with the same objectives.

3. If  no review conference has been convened pursuant to paragraph
2 of this article within ten years following the conclusion of a previous 
review conference, the Depositary shall solicit the views of all States 
Parties to this Convention on the holding of such a conference. I f  one 
third or ten of the States Parties, whichever number is less, respond 
affirmatively, the Depositary shall take immediate steps to convene the 
conference.

ARTICLE IX

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

2 . This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification and of accession shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit with the 
Depositary of instruments of ratification by twenty Governments in 
accordance with paragraph 2 of this article.

4. For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession are 
deposited after 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 shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instru
ment of ratification or accession and the date of the entry into force of 
this Convention and of any amendments thereto, as weil as of the re
ceipt of other notices.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
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ARTICLE X

This Convention, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, 
Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations who shall send cer
tified copies thereof to the Governments of the signatory and acceding 
States.

I n  w t i n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, being duly authorized there
to, have signed this convention.

D o n e  in --------  copies, at ----------- on the   day of  ,

ANNEX TO THE CONVENTION

Consultative Gom/mittee of Experts

1. The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake to make 
appropriate iSndings of fact and provide expert views relevant to any 
problem raised pursuant to article V, paragraph 1, of this Convention 
by the State Party requesting the convening of the Committee.

2. The work of the Consultative Committee of Experts shall be or
ganized in such a way as to permit it to perform the functions set forth 
in paragraph 1 of this annex. The Committee shall decide procedural 
questions relative to the organization of its work, where possible by 
consensus, but otherwise by a majority of those present and voting. 
There shall be no voting on matters of substance.

3. The Depositary or his representative shall serve as the Chairman 
of the Committee.

4. Each expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more advisers.
5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to re

quest from States, and from international organizations, such informa
tion and assistance as the expert considers desirable for the accomplish
ment of the Committee’s work.

General Assembly Resolution 31/73: Establishment of a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia, December 10, 
1976 "

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolutions 3265 B (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974  ̂and 
and 3476 B (XXX) of 11 Deceml^r 1975  ̂concerning the establish
ment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia,

 ̂A/RES/31/73, Jan. 11, 1977. Pakistan was the author and sole snonsor of this 
resolution, which was introduced on Nov. 24. I t  was adopted by the G.A. by a vote 
of 91 in favor, 2 against, and 43 abstaining, as follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, 
Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burundi, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad,

(Continued)
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Reiterating its conviction that the establishment of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in various regions of the world is one of the measures which 
can contribute most elOfectively to halting the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and to promoting progress towards nuclear disarmament as 
a step towards general and complete disarmament under effective in
ternational control, with the ultimate goal of total destruction of all 
nuclear weapons and their means of delivery,

Bearing in mind the compreihensive study prepared by the Ad Hoc 
Group of Qualified Governmental Experts for the Study of the Ques
tion of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones,^

Believing that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia, as in other regions, will strengthen the security of the 
States of the region against nuclear threat or attack.

Noting the aflS.rmation by the States of South Asia not to €icquire or 
manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear programimes 
exclusively to the economic and social advancement of their peoples, 

Recalling that in the above-mentioned resolutions the General As
sembly had called upon the States of the South Asian region and such 
other neighbouring non-nuclear-weapon States as might be interested 
to initiate, without delay, necessary consultations with a view to estab
lishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone and urged them, in the interim, to 
refrain from any action contrary to the achievement of the objectives 
of such a nuclear-weapon-f ree zone.

Recalling that in resolution 3265 B (XXIX) the General Assembly 
had requested the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the pur
pose of the above-mentioned consultations to render such assistance as 
might be required,

1. Reajffimfbs its endorsement in principle of the concept of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in South Asia;

(Continued)

Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Democratic Yemen, Domini
can Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Finland, 
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Iceland, 
Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lesotho, Liberia, 
Libyan Arab Rep., Madagascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Mo
zambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 
Swaziland, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire.

Against—Bhutan, India.
Abstaining—^Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelo

russian SSR, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Fiji, France, FRG, GDR, 
Greece, Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Lao People’s Demo
cratic Rep., Lebanon, Luxembourg, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mauritius, Mon
golia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Singapore, Sweden, U.K., 
Ukrainian SSR, United Rep. of Tanzania, U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 7 pp. 817-819. 
m s ,  pp. 790-791.

^General Assembly Official Records: Thirtieth Session, Supplement No. 27A 
(A/10027/Add.l), annex I.
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2 . Urges once again the States of South Asia and such other neigh
bouring non-nuclear-weapon States as may be interested to continue 
to make all possible efforts to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
South Asia and to refrain, in the meantime, from any action contrary 
to this objective;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance as may 
be required to promote the above efforts for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia and to report on the subject to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-second session;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Bstablishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/74: Prohibition of the Develop
ment and Manufacture of New Types of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction and New Systems of Such Weapons, December 10, 
1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolution 3479 (XXX) of 11 December 1975, in which 
it requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to pro
ceed as soon as possible to work out the text of an agreement on the

 ̂A/RES/31/74, Jan. 11, 1977. The draft res. was submitted to the First Com
mittee by the Soviet Union on Nov. 9, introduced on Nov. 16 {ante, pp. 803-811), 
and subsequently sponsored also by 7 other states. I t  was revised twice by the 
sponsors : (1) to stipulate the “assistance of qualified government experts” in oper. 
par. 1 and (2) to refer to “suggestions and relevant documents submitted” to the 
31st G.A. in the last preambular par. rather than to the Soviet Memorandum on 
Questions of Ending the Arms Race and Disarmament. The res. was adopted by 
120 votes to 1, with 15 abstentions, as follows:

In favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bang
ladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, BoUvia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, 
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, Colombia, 
Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba. Cyprus. Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, Gabon, Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia. Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, 
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, 
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Rep., Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, 
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, MongoUa, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oanan, Pakistan, Pan
ama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, 
Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri 
Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad 
and Tol>ago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab Emirates, United Rep. 
of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, USSR, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^Albania.
AbstaAning—^Australia, Belgium, Denmark, France, FRG, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 

Luxembourg. Netherlands, Spain. Sweden, Uganda, U.K., U.S.
Subsequently the delegation of Sweden advised the Secretariat that it had 

intended to vote in favor.
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prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons,^

Being convinced of the importance of concluding an agreement 
to prevent the use of scientific and technological progress for the de
velopment of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, 

Taking into account the report of the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament with regard to this question,®

Taking note of the discussion at the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament of the question of the prohibition of the develop
ment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 
and new systems of such weapons,

ToMng into accomit the suggestions and relevant documents sub
mitted to the General Assembly on this subject at its thirty-first 
session,

1. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to 
continue the negotiations, with the assistance of qualified govern
mental experts, aimed at working out the text of an agreement on the 
prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons and to 
submit a report on the results achieved for consideration by the 
General Assembly at its thirty-second session;

2. RequeMs the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament all documents relating to the dis
cussion of this item by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Prohibition of the development and manu
facture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new sys
tems of such weapons: report of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/75: Implementation of the 
Conclusions of the First Review Conference of the Parties to 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
December 10, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recognizing that the danger of nuclear warfare remains a grave 
threat to the survival of mankind,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 798-803.
® General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 27 

(A/31/27), pp. 41-45.
 ̂A/RES/31/75, Jan. 11, 1977. The res. was submitted in the F irst Committee 

by Sweden on Nov. 30, introduced on Dec. 1 (see ante, pp. 877-881), and sub
sequently sponsored also by Austria, Denmark, Ecuador, Iceland, Nigeria, and 
Norway. I t was adopted by a vote of 115 to 2, with 18 abstaining, as follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,

(Continued)
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Convinced that the prevention of any further proliferation of nu
clear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices remains a vital 
element in efforts to avert nuclear warfare,

Convinced that the promotion of this objective will be furthered by 
more rapid progress towards the cessation of the nuclear arms race and 
the initiation of effective measures of nuclear disarmament,

Further convinced that the discontinuance of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons for all time would constitute an important step in 
these efforts,

Noting that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons,  ̂to which about one hundred States are parties, implies a balance 
of mutual responsibilities and obligations of all States parties to the 
Treaty, nuclear-weapon as well as non-nuclear-weapon States, 

Recalling that the States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Pro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons met at Geneva from 5 to 30 May 1975 
to review the operation of the Treaty with a view to assuring that the 
purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty were being 
realized.

Further recalling that the Final Document of the Review Confer
ence of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons includes, inter alia  ̂ a Final Declaration and a number of 
interpretative statements in connexion with the Final Declaration,^ 

Noting that the Conference has called for universal adherence to 
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Recognizing the necessity of effective international safeguards in 
order to ensure that the peaceful applications of nuclear energy will 
not lead to further proliferation of nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices.

Underlining the important role of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in implementing international non-proliferation policies in 
connexion with the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,
(Continued)

Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, 
El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, 
GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, 
Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Maldives, IVIali, Malta, Mauritius Mexico, Moneolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nether
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Surinam, Swaziland. Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR. United Arab Emirates, United 
Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zaire.

Against—^Albania, China.
Ahfitaining—^Algeria, Argentina, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Chile, Como

ros. Cuba, lYance, India. Mauritania, Mozambique, Pakistan, Portugal, Spain, 
Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania.

^Documents on Disarmament^ 1968, pp. 461-465.
® For the Final Declaration, see iUd.j 1915, pp. 146-156.
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Concerned that the nuclear arms race continues unabated.
Recognizing that various appropriate means are necessary to meet 

the security concerns of non-nuclear-weapon States,

1. Urgently calls for determined efforts by all nuclear-weapon 
States:

{a) To bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race;
(&) To undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear 

disarmament;
((?) To find an early solution to the difficulties in reaching agreement 

to discontinue all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time as 
a step towards the realization of these objectives;

2. Emphasizes the particular responsibility of the two major nuclear- 
weapon States in this regard;

3. Stresses the urgency of international co-operative efforts in appro
priate forums to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear weapons 
or other nuclear explosive devices;

4. Recognizes that States accepting effective non-proliferation re
straints have a right to full access to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
and underlines the importance of all efforts to increase the availability 
of energy, particularly for the needs of the developing countries of 
the world;

5. Reguests the International Atomic Energy Agency to accord high 
priority to its programme of work in these areas;

6. Decides to include in the provisional iâ genda of its thirty-third 
session an item entitled “Implementation of the conclusions of the 
first Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and establishment of a preparatory 
committee for the second Conference”.

North Atlantic Council Communique [Extract], December 13, 
1976"

3. At the same time. Ministers expressed their concern that the con
tinued expansion of armaments would increasingly endanger not only 
world security but also the economic well-being of all nations. They 
stressed that these dangers could only be averted if all countries con
cerned joined in realistic efforts to achieve genuine and controlled 
measures of disarmament and arms control.

Ministers confirmed that the countries of the Alliance, in the event 
of an attack on them, cannot renounce the use, as may be required for 
defense, of any of the means available to them. Ministers also stated 
their view that all States which participated in the CSCE should

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 3,1977, pp. 9-12.

253-754 0  - 78 -  61
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respect strictly the renunciation of the threat or use of force as laid 
down in the Charter of the United N'ations and reaffirmed in the Final 
Act of Helsinki.^ This renunciation must apply to all types of weapons. 
I t is essential for the strengthening of peace that there should be no 
build-up of armaments of any type beyond the needs of defense, a 
policy which has always been followed by the Alliance. Ministers also 
stated their position that the Alliance will remain a free association 
open to all European states devoted to the defense of the freedom, 
common heritage and civilization of their peoples. Furthermore, Min
isters recalled that the right of states to belong or not to belong to 
treaties of alliance was confirmed in the Final Act of Helsinki. I t is in 
light of these considerations that they have concluded that the recently 
published Warsaw Pact proposals could not be accepted.

4. Ministers stated again the determination of their governments 
to continue to comply with all the principles and provisions of the 
Final Act of the CSCE and expected that all other signatories would 
take steps to fully implement them. They noted that some progress 
had been made in implementation. However, much remains to be done 
before the benefits of the Final Act become significantly apparent in 
tangible improvements, not only in relations between states, but also 
in the lives of peoples and individuals. Ministers recalled that the 
F'inal Act acknowledges that wider human contacts and dissemination 
of information would contribute to the strengthening of peace and ex
pressed the hope that the Warsaw Pact countries would take measures 
leading to significant progress in the p?uie of implementation of the 
Final Act in the months to come.

Ministers also noted that Allied governments had fully and scrupu
lously implemented the provisions of the Final Act dealing with con
fidence-building measures. They noted that the practice of notifying 
major maneuvers was beginning to be established ; however, unlike 
Allied coimtries, Warsaw Pact countries had still not notified maneu
vers involving less than 25,000 men. They regretted that the Warsaw 
Pact countries had failed up to liow to accept invitations to send 
observers to Western maneuvers.

Ministers looked forward wH,h interest to the follow-up meeting to 
be held in Belgrade during 1977. The meeting provides an opportunity 
for a thorough and objective review of the situation prevailing in all 
the signatory countries as regards all the areas covered by the Final 
Act, and also for considering the further progress that could be made 
towards the obj^tive agreed in Helsinki. Allied governments intend 
to play their full part in seeking positive results, with the aim of fur
thering the cause of peace and cooperation in Europe.

5. Ministers heard a report from the United States Secretary of 
State on the progress and prospects of the United States-USSR

* The document on confidence-building measures of the Final Act can be found 
in Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 304-308. For the complete text of the 
Final Act, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
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Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and discussed the relationship be
tween the SALT negotiations and Allied security interests. Ministers 
found the report on SALT both useful and informative and welcomed 
continued United States efforts towards achievement of a satisfactory 
SALT agreement which takes into account Allied interests and 
concerns.

6. Ministers of the participating countries reviewed the state of ne
gotiations in Vienna on Mutual and and Balanced Force Reductions 
(MBFR). They expressed their conviction that these negotiations 
would achieve their agreed aim of contributing to a more stable rela
tionship and to the strengthening of peace and security in Europe only 
if they were to result in eliminating the existing groimd force man
power disparity in Central Europe and in mitigating the disparity in 
main battle tanks.

These Ministers reaffirmed their position that these objectives would 
be achieved by their proposal to establish, in the area of reductions, ap
proximate parity in ground forces in the form of a common collective 
ceiling for ground force manpower on each side and to reduce the dis
parity in main battle tanks. These Ministers stressed that agreement 
to the goal of a common collective ceiling and reductions of United 
States and Soviet ground forces in the first phase would be an impor
tant and practical first step leading to the common collective ceiling 
which would be reached through additional reductions in the second 
phase.

These Ministers noted with regret that the important specific addi
tional offer they made one year ago had thus far not met with an ade
quate response. They reaffirmed their conviction that the Western pro
posals provided a reasonable foimdation for a just and equitable MBFK 
agreement. They reemphasized their continuing resolve to press for the 
achievement of the objectives of the Western participants which would 
ensure undiminished security for all countries concerned. They ex
pressed satisfaction with their governments’ continuing solidarity, and 
reaffirmed the principle that NATO forces should not be reduced ex
cept in the context of Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction agree
ments.

General Assembly Resolution 31/87; Reduction of Military 
Budgets, December 14, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling that in its resolution 3463 (XXX) of 11 December 1975  ̂
the General Assembly, inter oHiâ  requested the Secretary-General to

 ̂A/RES/31/87, Jan. 17, 1977. The res. was submitted to the First Committee 
oy Mexico and Sweden on Nov. 23, subsequently sponsored also by Ecuador, and

(Continued)
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prepare, with the assistance of a group of qualified experts, a report 
containing an analysis and examination in concrete terms of issues re
garding a system of international measurement, reporting and com
parison of military expenditures.

Noting with apfveciation the report of the Secretary-General  ̂sub
mitted to the General Assembly in response to the aforementioned reso
lution,

Reaiftrming its conviction of the urgent necessity that the States 
permanent members of the Security Council, as well as any other State 
with comparable military expenditures, carry out reductions in their 
military budgets,

Rea-fjirming also its conviction that part of the resources thus re
leased should be utilized for social and economic development, partic
ularly that of the developing countries,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the 
Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets which assisted 
in the preparation of the report;

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 April 1977 their comments with regard to matters covered in the re
port and, in particular:

{a) Their views and suggestions on the proposed standardized re
porting instrument contained in the report;

(Continued)

introduced by Mexico on Nov. 26 {ante, pp. 857-859). On Dec. 1, the sponsors 
changed the deadline in oper. par. 3 from April 30 to May 31, 1977. The res. was 
adopted by a vote of 120 to 2, with 11 abstaining, as follows:

In fapor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, 
Burundi, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, Costa 
Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, FRG, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao 
People’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Rep., Luxembourg, Mad
agascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mex
ico, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Phil
ippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi 
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, 
United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo
slavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^Albania, China.
Ahstaininff—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hun

gary, Mongolia, Poland, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 764-766.
" A/31/222 and Corr. 1. For excerpt, see ante, pp. 687-696.
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(i)  Any information they may wish to convey on their military ex
penditure accounting practices, including a description of methods 
currently in use;

(c) Suggestions and recommendations concerning possible practical 
approaches for the further development and operation of a standard
ized reporting system;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of 
an intergovernmental group of budgetary experts appointed by him, a 
report containing an analysis of the comments provided by States pur
suant to paragraph 3 above, in the light of the suggestions contained 
in his report, as well as any further conclusions and recommendations;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to distribute that report not later 
than 31 August 1977;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Eeduction of military budgets”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/88: Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 
December 14, 1976^

The General Assembly^

Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, 
contained in its resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,̂  and

 ̂A/RES/31/88, Jan. 17, 1977. The draft res., which was included in the report 
of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, was introduced in the First Com
mittee by Indonesia on Nov. 22 and adopted by the G.A. by a vote of 106 to 0, with 
27 abstentions, as follows:

In favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Bahrain, 
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Cen
tral African Rep., Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Democratic Yemen, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, 
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Rep., Mad
agascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Ro
mania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Syrian Arab 
Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Em
irates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru
guay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—None.
A A u s t r i a ,  Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cuba, 

Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, FRG, GDR, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Mongolia, Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Sweden, Turkey, 
U.K.. T^krainian SSR, U.S., USSR.

In the First Committee, the United States pointed out some problems raised 
by the res. {ante, pp. 862-864).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1971, pp. 901-903.
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recallino: also its resolutions 2992 (XXVII) of 15 December 1972,® 
3080 (X X V III) of 6 December 1973," 3259 A (X X IX ) of 9 Decem
ber 1974 ® and 3468 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,®

Reajfirming its conviction that concrete action in furtherance of l̂ he 
objectives of the Declaration would be a substantial contribution to 
the strengtheninq; of international peace and security,

Notmg the resolution adopted at the Fifth Conference of Heads of 
State or Government of Non-Ali/med Countries on the subject of the 
Indian Ocean Peace Zone Proposal,’̂

Deeply concerned that there has been an escalation of the military 
presence of the firreat Powers conceived in the context of great Power 
rivalry in the Indian Ocean, and believing therefore that the imple
mentation of the purposes and objectives of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a ̂ n e  of Peace has acquired a new urgency,

Regretting that, despite repeated invitations, certain great Powers 
as well Bs certain mujor maritime users of the Indian Ocean have not 
so far found it possible to co-operate with the Ad Hoc Committee on 
the Indian Ocean and the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian 
Ocean,

1. Takes note of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 
Ocean,® in particular section I I  thereof concemins: the consultations 
entered into by the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean 
in pursuance of paragraphs 3 and 4 of General Assembly resolution
3468 (X X X );

2. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee and the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean to continue their consultations with a view 
to formulating a proorramme of action leading to the convening of a 
conference on the Indian Ocean;

3. Iwoites once again all States, in particular the great Powers and 
the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, to co-operate in a prac
tical manner with the Ad Hoc Committee in the di^harge of its 
functions;

4. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee to continue its work and consul
tations in accordance with its mandate and to submit to the General 
Assembly at its thirty-second session a report on its work;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render all necessary 
assistance to the Ad Hoc Committee, including the provision of sum
mary records.

® m 2 ,  pp. 861-862.
 ̂lua ., m s ,  pp. 854-855.

m ^ ,  pp. 795-797.
«lUd., 1975, pp. 77^-77Q.
' Ante, pp. 564-566.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 29 

f A/31/29 and Corr. 1).
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General Assembly Resolution 31/89: Conclusion of a Treaty 
on the Complete and General Prohibition of Nuclear-Weapon 
Tests, December 14, 1976^

The General Asserribly^

its resolution 3478 (XXX) of 11 December 1975,2 in which 
it called upon all nuclear-weapon States to enter into negotiations, not 
later than 31 March 1976, with a view to reaching agreement on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, with twenty- 
five to thirty non-nuclear-weapon States participating in such nego
tiations.

Deploring the fact that such negotiations have not yet begun, 
Conoinced that the early cessation of nuclear weapon tests, including 

undergrpund tests, everywhere and by everyone, would contribute to 
the reduction of the nuclear arms race and to the further relaxation of 
international tension,

Also convinced of the need for again exerting every effort to achieve 
an international agreement on the cessation of all types of nuclear 
weapon tests,

Noting that during the thirty-first session of the General Assembly 
proposals have been made and relevant documents submitted with a 
view to finding a compromise basis for a generally acceptable under
standing regarding the supervision of compliance with such an 
agreement^

Believing that the conclusion between the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Eepublics and the United States of America of treaties on the limita-

 ̂A/BES/31/89, Jan. 17, 1977. The draft res. was submitted by the USSR on 
Nov. 19, su'bs^uently si>onsored also by the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, 
Finland, GDR, Hungary, Jordan, Mongolia, and Poland, and introduced in the 
F irst Committee on Nov. 23 {antCy pp. 843-844). The Soviet Union also submitted 
the text of a draft treaty on Nov. 22 (antCj pp. 820-824). The G.A. adopted the 
draft res. by 95 votes to 2, with 36 abstentions, as follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Bartbados, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussi'an S'SR, Central African Rep., 
Chad, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, 
Gambia, GDR, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo
ple’s Democratic Rep., Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Rep., Malaysia, Maldives, 
MaU, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, 
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 'Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Sene
gal, 'Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, 
Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Ukrainian SSR, 
United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, Upper Volta, Uruguay, USSR, 
Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire.

Against—^Albania, <^ina.
Abstaining—-Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Botswiana, Brazil, Burma, 

Canada, Chile, Comoros, Denmark, France, FRG, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritania, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Portugal, 'Spain, Sweden, Turkey, Uganda, U.K., 
United Rep. of Tanzania, U.S., Zambia.

^JDocuments on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 793-798.
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tion of underground nuclear weapon tests and on underground nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes contributes to the creation of favour
able conditions for the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests,®

Taking note of the note by the Secretary-General^ stating that 
twenty-six non-nuclear-weapon States are ready to participate in the 
negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests,

1. Again calls upon all nuclear-weapon States, in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 3478 (X X X ), to proceed as soon as pos
sible with negotiations on the conclusion of a treaty on the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests with the participation 
of non-nuclear-weapon States;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance as may 
be necessary for the negotiations and to transmit to the group re
ferred to in paragraph 1 above all documents relating to the consid
eration by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session of the item 
entitled “Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohi
bition of nuclear weapon tests” ;

3. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests”.

General Assembly Resolution 31/90: Strengthening of the 
Role of the United Nations in the Field of Disarmament, 
December 14, 1976 ^

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolution 3484 B (XXX) of 12 December 1975,̂  in 
which it decided to carry out a review of the role of the United Na
tions in the field of disarmament.

Noting that the Ad Hoc Committee on the Eeview of the Eole of 
the United Nations in the Field of Disarmament has carried out the 
task entrusted to it by the General Assembly in the aforementioned 
resolution.

Having considered the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, which 
contains, inter alia  ̂ a set of agreed proposals with regard to the fol
lowing subjects:®

* See ante, pp. 328-332 and n, 1.
* A/31/228.
 ̂A/RBS/31/90, Jan. 18, 1977. The draft res. was submitted to the First Com

mittee on Nov. 11 (see ante, pp. 784-785), and introduced on Nov. 15 by Sweden on 
behalf of itself and 24 co-sponsors. Amendments introduced on Nov. 23 by India 
and Nigeria (see ante, pp. 836-837) were withdrawn on Nov. 30, after the spon
sors of the draft res. submitted a revised draft which incorporated in the last 
preambular clause and in oper. par. 3 the concerns expressed by India and 
Nigeria. The revised draft res. was adopted by consensus.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1975, pp. 807-809.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 36 

(A/31/36), par. 18.
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{a) Improved methods of work of the First Gommi^e in disy 
armament matters, , /

(&) Eelationship between the General Assembly a|id other United 
Nations bodies in the field of disarmament,

{c) Role of the United Nations Disarmament Commission,
{d) Role of the United Nations in providing assistance on request 

in multilateral and regional disarmament negotiations,
{e) Relationship between the General Assembly and the Confer

ence of the Committee on Disarmament,
(/) Increased use of in-depth studies of the arms race, disarma

ment and related matters,
{g) Improvement of existing United Nations facilities for the col

lection, compilation and dissemination of information on disarma
ment issues, in order to keep all Governments, as well as world public 
opinion, properly informed on progress achieved in the field of dis
armament,

(A) Assistance by the Secretariat, on request, to States parties to 
multilateral disarmament agreements in their duty to ensure the effec
tive functioning of such agreements, including appropriate reviews, 

(i) Strengthening of the resources of the Secretariat,

Recognizing the vital interest of all States of the world, including 
developing States, in contributing to the cause of disarmament,

1. Endorses the agreed proposals made by the Ad Hoc Committee 
on the Review of the Role of the United Nations in the Field of Dis
armament as a step towards the strengthening of the role of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament ;

2. Decides to keep the question of the strengthening of the role 
of the United Nations in the field of disarmament under continued 
review;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to implement as soon as pos
sible the measures recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee falling 
within his area of responsibilities, bearing in mind the importance 
of recruiting the staff for the proposed Centre for Disarmament on 
as wide a geographical basis as possible, and to report thereon to the 
General Assembly at its thirty-second session;

4. Urges Member States to make every effort to realize the objec
tives set out in the report of the Ad Roc Committee.

Televised Interview of French Minister of Foreign Affairs de 
Guiringaud: Nuclear Export Policy, December 16, 1976^

Question: I t was decided at [the Council for Foreign Nuclear Pol
icy] meeting to cease selling uranium reprocessing plants that could

^French Embassy press release.
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enable users to manufacture atomic bombs. We have contracts in 
force at present for plants of this type, in particular with Pakistan. 
So how may this decision affect contracts of this kind ?

Answer: Signed contracts remain signed. France does not go back 
on her signature. This morning’s Higher Council for Foreign Nuclear 
Policy did not examine individual cases. I t made a decision in prin
ciple on a concrete point—reprocessing, reprocessing plants—and 
this decision is exactly in line with the declaration adopted on Octo
ber 11 whereby we decided not to contribute to nuclear proliferation."

Question: Don’t you have the impression that in this matter we 
are complying with the United States, which has been calling for a 
decision of this kind since the election campaign?

Answer: Your question is interesting, since this may indeed be 
what our decision looks like. But it only looks like that. What is hap
pening is that over the past two years or so the world scientific 
conmiunity has realized that irradiated fuel reprocessing plants could 
lead to the bomb—^notably after the explosion in India in 1974, and es
pecially after the starting up of the French and British reprocessing 
plants, which are industrial plants of a kind that had not been built 
before. The possibilities of extracting military plutonium from the 
products of these reprocessing plants then suddenly occurred to people. 
And it is with this risk in mind that the responsible scientific commu
nity and responsible politicians have recognized that it was becoming 
dangerous to transfer reprocessing plants.

Question: The Americans called very loudly for this in October, 
before the elections.

Answer: The fact that, the Americans called for it does not alter 
the fact that we too had become aware of this risk, and we have decided 
independently to conduct our own policy in this field.

Question: Do you not find that France is making big efforts to pre
vent nuclear proliferation, whereas certain countries, such as our Ger
man neighbors, are not making the same efforts and are ready to sell; 
they have in fact already negotiated with South Africa and Brazil?

Answer : Germany has indeed negotiated a contract with Brazil that 
is understood to provide for a ^mall reprocessing plant and also an 
enrichment plant. There is no certainty that Germany will be able to 
carry on with that contract.

Question: We are going to sell, or have already sold, nuclear power 
stations with the guarantee that the buyers can operate them correctly. 
Shall we continue on this track in view of the new decision ?

Answer: Quite obviously, since we are guaranteeing the buyer’s fuel 
supplies and fuel services. This means that once fuel has been irradi-

* Ante, p. 669.
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ated we are prepared to reprocess it, but always on the condition that 
we return the waste to the country of origin. We have no intention of 
turning France into a nuclear dustbin. We reprocess, then send back 
the reprocessed product.

Question: And we keep the guarantees of the Vienna Agency? ®

Answer: Under the guarantees of the Vienna Agency, of course. All 
these operations are carried out in that framework.

General Assembly Resolution 31/189: General and Complete 
Disarmament, December 21, 1976^

A 2

The General Assembly^

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 Eepublics and the United States of 
America on the limitation of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear- 
weapon systems,^

Reaiflrming its resolutions 2932 B (XXVII) of 29 November 1972,̂  
3184 A and C (X X V III) of 18 December 1973,® 3261 C (X X IX ) 
of 9 December 1974,® and 3484.C (XXX) of 12 December 1975,̂

 ̂International Atomic Energy Agency.
A/RES/31/189, Jan. 26, 1977.

*Pt. A was submitted to the First Committee by Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Peru, and Sweden on Nov. 24, and introduced by Mexico on Nov. 30. The 
res. was adopted by the G.A. by a vote of 107 to 10, with 11 abstentions, as 
follows:

In  favor—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Bu
rundi, Canada, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab 
Rep., Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mex
ico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Ziealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Nor
way, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, SSo Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Sene
gal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Swe
den, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, 
United Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper 
Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, GDR, Hungary, Mon
golia, Poland, Ukranian SSR, U.S., USSR.

Al)8taining—-’Belgium, France, FRG, Greece, Israel, Italy, Lao People’s Demo
cratic Rep., Luxembourg, Malawi, Turkey, U.K.

Both the Soviet Union {ante pp. 895-896) and the United States explained 
their votes {ante, p. 896).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 710-711.
*IUd., 1972, pp. 839-840.
® IMd., 197S, pp. 901-902, 003-904.
^lUd., i974,pp. 801-803.

pp. 809-810.
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Bearing in mind that the above-mentioned Governments agreed on 
21 June 1973 ® to make serious efforts to work out and sign in 1974 
the agreement on more complete measures on the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms called for in the interim agreement of 26 May 1972,® and 
that on the same occasion they expressed their intention to carry out 
the subsequent reduction of such arms,

Oomcious of the fact that the interim agreement referred to above 
will expire next year.

Noting that, as a result of the discussions held at the highest level in 
November 1974 also between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America, both sides reaffirmed their intention 
to conclude an agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms 
to last until 31 December 1985 inclusive,̂ ®

Noting also that at the same meeting it was agreed to set ceilings 
both on the strategic offensive nuclear delivery vehicles as well as on 
such of those vehicles as may be equipped with multiple independently 
targetable warheads, and that both sides stated that favourable pros
pects existed for completing the work on the new agreement in 1975 
and stressed that it would include provisions for further negotiations 
beginning no later than 1980-1981 on the question of further limita
tions and possible reductions of strategic arms in the period after 
1985,

Noting further the information submitted by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America,^^

Reiterating its opinion that disarmament negotiations move very 
slowly in comparison to the obvious perils posed by the enormous 
arsenals of nuclear weapons,

1. Regrets the absence of positive results during the last three years 
of the bilateral negotiations between the Governments of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America on 
the limitation of their strategic nuclear-weapon systems;

2. Expresses its concern for the very high ceilings of nuclear arms 
set for themselves by both States, for the total absence of qualitative 
limitations of such arms, for the protracted time-table contemplated 
for the negotiation of further limitations and possible reductions of 
the nuclear arsenals and for the situation thus created;

3. Urges anew the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America to broaden the scope and accelerate the pace 
of their strategic nuclear arms limitation talks, and stresses once again 
the necessity and urgency of reaching agreement on important quali
tative limitations and sutetantial reductions of their strategic nuclear- 
weapon systems as a positive step towards nuclear disarmament;

® lUa., 1973, pp. 271-273.
® Ibid., 1972, pp. 202-204.

lUd., 197It, pp. 746-747.
^^Ref. is to A/31/125 containing a letter from U.S. and Soviet Representatives 

transmitting text of the treaty on underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes. For treaty text, see ante, pp. 328-332.
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4. Reiterates its previous invitation to both Governments to keep 
the General Assembly informed in good time of the progress and results 
of their negotiations.

B 1 2

The General Assenibly^

Mimdful that the continuation of the arms race endangers interna
tional peace and security and also diverts vast resources urgently 
needed for economic and social development,

Gonminced that peace can be secured through the implementation of 
disarmament measures, particularly of nuclear disarmament, condu
cive to the realization of the JBLnal objective, namely, general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control.

Reaffirming that disarmament is one of the essential objectives of 
the United Nations,

Bearing in m ini that the Fifth Conference of Heads of State or 
Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Colombo from 16 to 19 
August 1976, called for a special session of the General A^embly 
devoted to disarmament and made specific suggestions in this regard in 
its declaration and resolution on disarmament,^®

1. Decides to convene a special session of the General Assembly de
voted to disarmament, to be held in New York in May/June 1978;

2. Further decides to establish a Preparatory Committee for the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament, 
composed of fifty-four Member States appointed by the President of 
the Assembly on the basis of equitable geographical distribution, with 
the mandate of examining all relevant questions relating to the special 
session, including its agenda, and to submit to the Assembly at its 
thirty-second session appropriate recommendations thereon;

3. Incites all Memiber States to communicate to the Secretary-Gen- 
eral their views on the agenda and all other relevant questions relating 
to the special session of the General Assembly not later than 15 April 
1977;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the replies of Member 
States pursuant to paragraph 3 above to the Preparatory Committee 
and to render it all necessary assistance, including the provision of 
essential background information, relevant documents and summary 
records;

5. Requests the Preparatory Committee to meet for a short organiza
tional session not longer than one week, before 31 March 1977, inter 
alia to set the dates for its substantive sessions;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session an item entitled: “Special session of the General Assembly de-

^ Pt. B was submitted to the F irst Committee by 42 states on Nov. 8 and subse
quently sponsored by 31 more. Introduced by Sri Lanka on Nov. 21, it was adopted 
by consensus by both the First Committee and the G.A.

“ Aw/6,pp. 561-566.
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voted to disarmament: report of the Preparatory Committee for the 
Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament”.

C 1 4

The General Assembly^

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,

Deeply concerned at the continuation of the arms race, in particular 
the nuclear arms race and the threat to mankind due to the possibility 
of the use of nuclear weapons,

C(moinced that only nuclear disarmament resulting in the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons will assure perfect security in the 
nuclear era,

Recognizim^g 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, until nuclear disarmament is achieved on a uni
versal basis, it is imperative for the international community to devise 
effective measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States 
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons frorh any quarter.

Recalling its resolution 3261 G (X X IX ) of 9 December 1974,̂ ® in. 
which it recommended that Member States should consider in all ap
propriate forums, without loss of time, the question of strengthening 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States,

^  Pt. C was introduced in the F irst Committee by Pakistan. I t was sponsored 
also by Iran, Kuwait, Morocco, Nicaragua, and Panama. In the F irst Committee, 
explanations of vote were made by France {ante, pp. 905-906) and the United 
States {ante, p. 906). Pt. C was adopted by the G.A. by a vote of 95 to 0, with 33 
abstentions, as follows:

In  /flwor—Afghanistan, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Central African Rep., Chad, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial 
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Indon<^sia, Iran, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Rep., Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab 
Rep., Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauri
tius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senes^al, Sierra 
Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, 'Swaziland, Syrian Arab 
Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United 
Arab Emirates, United Rep. of Cameroon, United Rep. of Tanzania, Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia.

Against—^None.
AbataiiUng—^Algeria, Argentina, AustraUa, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Bulgaria, 

Byelorussian SSB, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, FRG, GDR, 
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, India, Iraq, Irelan(i, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mon
golia, New 25ealand, Norway, Poland, Sweden, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, U.S., USSR, 
Yugoslavia.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1974i p. 809.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION 31/189, DECEMBER 21 949

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,

Deeply concerned over any possibility of the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons in any contingency,

1. Requests the nuclear-weapon States, as a first step towards a com
plete ban on the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, to con- 
coiisider undertaking, without prejudice to their obligations arising 
from treaties establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones, not to use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States not 
parties to the nuclear security arrangements of some nuclear-weapon 
Powers;

2. Decides to review at its thirty-second session the progress made on 
the question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon 
States.

J)16

The General Assembly^

Recalling its resolution 2373 (X X II) of 12 June 1968, in which it 
commended the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons and expressed the hope for the widest possible adherence to that 
Treaty,

Noting that one hundred States now are parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Noting further that the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons have accepted 
the principle of safeguards on all their peaceful nuclear activities. 

Recognizing that the accelerated spread and development of peace
ful applications of nuclear energy may, in the absence of an effective

^®Pt. D was submitted by Finland on Nov. 30, subsequently sponsored also by 
Denmark, Iceland, and Norway, and introduced by Finland on Dec. 1. I t  was 
adopted by the General Assembly by a vote of 106 to 2, with 22 abstentions, as 
follows:

In favor—Afghanistan, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar
bados, Belgium, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cen
tra l African Rep., Chad, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 
Denmark, Dominican Rep., Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, 
Finland, FRG, Gabon, GDR, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea- 
Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic 
Rep., Lebanon, Libyan Arab Republic, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Ma
laysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Ara
bia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swazi
land, Sweden, Syrian Arab Rep., Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 
Turkey, U.K., Ukrainian SSR, United Arab En^irates, United Rep. of Cameroon, 
Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S., USSR, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire.

Against—^Albania, China.
Ab&tairHng—^Algeria, Argentina, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Chile, Colom

bia, France, India, Lesotho, Mauritius, Mexico, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Romania, Uganda, United Rep. of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 431^32.
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and comprehensive safei^ards system, increase the danger of prolifer
ation of nuclear weapons or equivalent nuclear explosive capabilities,

Noting that the objectives of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, as defined in its statute, are to promote the peaceful applica
tion of nuclear energy while ensuring that they are not used in such a 
way as to further any military purpose.

Underlining the important role of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in implementing international non-proliferation policies in 
connexion with the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and noting in this 
context the communication from Finland concerning the strengthening 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on a compre
hensive basis,̂ ®

Recognizing the necessity of continued international co-operation in 
the application and improvement of International Atomic Energy 
Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities,

1. Recognizes that States accepting effective non-proliferation re
straints have a right to enjoy fully the benefits of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy and underlines the importance of increased efforts in 
this field, particularly for the needs of the developing areas of the 
world;

2. Requests Vcv̂  International Atomic Energy Agency to give special 
attention to its proio^amme of work in the non-proliferation area, in
cluding its efforts in facilitating peaceful nuclear co-operation and in
creasing assistance to the developing areas of the world within an effec
tive and comprehensive safe/^uards system;

3. Further requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to 
continue its studies on the questions of multinational fuel cycle centres 
and an international regime for plutonium storage as effective means 
to promote the interests of the non-proliferation regime;

4. Calls upon the International Atomic Energy Agency to give 
careful consideration to all relevant suggestions aiming at strength
ening the safeguards regime that have been presented to the Agency;

5. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to report 
on the progress of its work on this question to the General Assembly 
at its thirty-second session.

General Assembly Resolution 31/190: World Disarmament 
Conference, December 21, 1976^

The General Asseml)ly^

ReccHlinq its resolutions 3260 fX X IX ) of 9 December 1974  ̂ and
3469 (XXX) of 11 December 1975.®

""A/O.l/31/6.
 ̂A/RES/Sl/190, Jan. 26, 1977. One of two draft res. on the same subject 

submitted to the First Committee, this res. was introduced by Atgentina on behalf
(Continued)
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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 that a world disarmament conference, 
adequately prepared and convened at an appropriate time, could pro
mote the realization of such aims and that the co-operation of all nu- 
clear-weapon Powers would considerably facilitate this attainment,

Notincf the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarm
ament Conference.^

Noting further that in its resolution 31/189 B of 21 December 1976 ® 
the General Assembly decided to convene a special session devoted to 
disarmament,

1. Requests the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference to maintain close contact with the representatives of 
the States possessing nuclear w;eapons in order to remain currently 
informed of their respective attitudes, as well as to consider any rele
vant comments and observations which might be made to the Com
mittee and, for this purpose, to meet briefly and submit a report to 
the General Assembly at its thirty-second session, in accordance with 
its established procedure;

2. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirty-second 
session the item entitled “World Disarmament Conference”.

Stafement by Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs 
Jamieson Before the House of Commons: Change in Nuclear 
Export Policy, December 22, 1976^

Mr. Speaker, I  wish to announce a change in Canada’s nuclear ex
port policy, a matter of central concern to the people and Government 
of Canada, raising as it does fundamental issues affecting world eco
nomic growth and world peace.

In this Christmas season our thoughts naturally turn to peace and 
the brotherhood of man. I t is easy to pay tribute to these fundamental 
goals with words. I t is more important that we do so with our actions. 
I t is a challenge to the Government of Canada to respond to the de
mand of Canadian public opinion that this country exercise its influ-

(Continued)

of itself and 16 other sponsors. I t was adopted by both the First Committee 
and the G.A. by consensus. The other draft res., which was introduced by the 
Soviet Union (A/C.1/31/L.9), was withdrawn after the First Committee’s adop
tion of the Argentine draft.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1974f PP- 797-798.
^IHd.y 1975, p. 776.
* General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 28 

(A/31/28).
® Ante, pp. 947-948.
^Canada, Parliamentary Debates. House of Commons, 1976, pp. 2255-2256.

253-754 0  -  78 -  62
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ence toward the betterment of the global society in which we and 
our descendants must live. In the area of nuclear policy there is no 
simple answer or it would have long smce been adopted. I t is rather 
the need to balance energy requirements, the advance of technology 
which regardless of what we do will make nuclear capability within 
the reach of a wider and wider group of countries, and the need to 
establish a sound international framework which will curb the spread 
of nuclear weapons and yet take into account the legitimate economic 
aspirations of sovereign states. I  wish to make quite clear, however, 
that the first priority, indeed the overriding priority, is to prevent the 
spread of instruments of destruction.

In this context I  am pleased to announce that the Canadian govern
ment has decided upon a further strengthening of the safeguards 
requirements which apply to the export of Canadian reactors and 
uranium. Shipments to non-nuclear weapon states under future con
tracts will be restricted to those which ratify the Non-Proliferation 
T r e a t y o r  otherwise accept international safeguards on their entire 
nuclear program. It follows from this policy that Canada will termi
nate nuclear shipments to any non-nuclear weapon state which explodes 
a nuclear device.

This requirement is in addition to those outlined in December, 1974. 
The purpose of the Canadian safeguards policy is simple and straight
forward. We w^sh to avoid contributing to the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons while at the same time satisfying the legitimate requirements 
for uranium and technology of countries which demonstrate the in
tention of restricting Canadian assistance only to peaceful non-explo
sive uses. Nuclear export policy already requires binding assurances 
that what Canada provides will not be used for explosive purposes. 
Existing policy, however, does not cover what a country receives from 
other suppliers or what it might do on its own. The new policy will 
close this gap. We will have, therefore, assurance by treaty that 
Canada’s nuclear customers will have been selected from those coun
tries which have made a clear and unequivocal commitment to the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The development of the CANDU reactor has been one of Canada’s 
great technological achievements. This technology is needed to reduce 
the world’s dependence on oil. Moreover, our industrialized trading 
partners look to Canada as a source of uranium to fuel the nuclear 
reactor programs which they, like ourselves, have undertaken to meet 
a growing share of energy needs. In the absence of alternative tech
nologies, developing countries will also look to nuclear power once 
they have exploited other conventional energy resources and have built 
up the national power grids necessary for large present reactors. 
While research into conservation and renewable energy technologies 
should be intensified, energy planning in Canada and elsewhere must 
look to energy resources presently available.

“ For treaty text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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While the Canadian government recognizes the legitimate energy 
requirements of its trading partners, it is detetmined to do everji^hing 
within its power to avoid contributing to nuclear weapons prolifera
tion. I t is for this reason that the Government of Canada has unilater
ally decided to strengthen further Canada’s safeguards requirements. 
As in the past we are prepared to accept the commercial consequences of 
being clearly ahead of other suppliers. This is the price we are prepared 
to pay to curb the threat to mankind of nuclear proliferation.

We recognize that for this policy to be fully effective we must 
persuade other nuclear suppliers to adopt similar export policies. In 
discussions amongst suppliers we have urged that a collective decision 
be taken to restrict their nuclear exports to non-nuclear-weapon states 
to those which have ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty or other
wise accept full scope safeguards. We regret that to date it has not 
been possible to reach a collective decision to this effect. Canada, how
ever, is determined to assume responsibility where it has the power to 
act, that is, with regard to Canada’s own exports of nuclear equipment, 
technology and uranium. We are charting a course which we hope will 
serve as a compelling example for other nuclear suppliers.

With this announcement I  am calling on other nuclear exporters 
to review their own export policies, not in the light of commercial gain 
but in the interests of maintaining a safe and secure world.

Interview of General Secretary Brezhnev by Joseph K. Smith 
[Extract], December 29, 1976^

Question, What, in your opinion, are the most important steps the 
Soviet Union and the United States, working together, could under
take in 1977 in the interests of world peace and stronger Soviet- 
American relations?

A mwer, I think that in this respect our states could do a great deal. 
Let me mention only the most important: We would like as soon as 
possible to finish work on a Soviet-American agreement limiting 
strategic armaments on the basis of the understanding achieved in 
Vladivostok in 1974.̂  For our part we see no obstacles, past, present or 
future, to this goal that affects all mankind. This Soviet-American 
agreement would definitely be a very important step toward effective 
termination of the arms race and have a most direct bearing on the 
chief goal of our time—the prevention of nuclear war. And, on the 
other hand, delaying the agreement under conditions when still more 
terrible kinds and systems of weapons are being developed is fraught 
with the emergence of new threats to peace and international stability

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press^ vol. XXVIII, no. 52 (Jan. 26, 1977), pp. 
15-16: Taas, Dec. 29, 1976; Pravda, Dec. 30. 1976.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1974, pp. 746-747.
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and security. Judging from a recent statement by the newly elected 
US President James Carter, the American side also understands the 
urgency of this matter. I  hope that this promises rapid success.

I cannot refrain from saying that we in the Soviet Union are amazed 
by the position taken by certain circles in the West—both in the 
United States and in other NATO countries. They act as if nothing 
had occurred in recent years, as if nothing had changed and the world 
continues to exist in a state of “cold war.” They trump up one noisy 
campaign after another about the supposedly growing “military 
threat” from the USSR, demanding ever greater military appropria
tions and pushing ahead with the arms race.

We think that things should not go on in this way. Having achieved 
political detente, we also open the door for earnest^scussion of the 
cardinal questions of arms limitation and disarmament. I would like 
to state it once again most unequivocally: The Soviet Union does not 
threaten anyone and does not intend to attack anyone. Let us not scare 
ourselves with mythical threats, but rather let us practically and con
structively discuss the problems and possibilities that actually exist in 
this area. Continuing the arms race cannot be justified on grounds that 
limitation poses a risk to national security. Today a much greater risk 
to worldwide security lies in inaction, in allowing the arms race to 
continue unrestrained.

We would very much like to see 1977 become a true turning point in 
the effort to stop the arms race. In that case it would unquestionably 
occupy a worthy place in history.

Q, Would you welcome an opportunity to meet with the new Ameri
can president at a mutually suitable location at a very early date in 
1977?

A. Experience, including experience in Soviet-American relations, 
demonstrates the usefulness and fruitfulness of meetings at the highest 
level, when each of the participants strives for constructive practical 
dialogue. Therefore, we favor continuing this practice. The time of the 
next regular Soviet-American meeting will be determined, naturally, 
by mutual agreement and depending upon progress in the appropriate 
matters.

In conclusion, I  would like to repeat what was said at the 25th Party 
Congress. Our country firmly intends to pursue a policy of further 
improvement of Soviet-American relations, for this corresponds to 
the interests of the American and Soviet people and also the interests 
of world peace.®

® Ante, pp. 49-54.
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Documents and verbatim records of meetings of the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament (CCD), dating from Aug. 26, 1969, also exist in mimeo
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(XXIX)® has been issued as Comprehensive Study of the Question of Nuclear- 
WeapofirFree Zones in All Its  Aspects ( Sales no. E.76.I.7).

Disarmament Commission

Verbatim records of the meetings of the Commission exist in mimeographed 
form. The most recent records are those for April 21-June 16, 1965.

General Asseml)ly

Verbatim records of plenary and F irst Committee meetings are published in 
the General Assembly Official Records. Thirty-first Session agenda items of in
terest are numlbered 34-50, 116, 124. The texts of the resolutions adopted by the 
31st General Assembly during Sept. 21-Dec. 22, 1976 have been published in 
General AssemJ)ly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. S9 (A/ 
31/39), Vol. I.

International Atomic Energy Agency

The International Atomic Energy Bulletin, whi<di is issued six times a year, 
contains discussions of such substantive matters as nuclear iwwer and its fuel 
cycles and Latin America and nuclear energy, as well as notices on forthcoming 
conferences sponsored by the Agency. The Annual Report for 1976 contains a 
table listing both the nuclear and non-nuclear parties to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and the status of their safeguards agreements with the IAEA, as well 
as a report on the activities Of the Agency during January 1-December 31, 1976. 
I t  has been issued as GO (XXI)/580 by the IAEA and as A/31/71 by the Gen
eral Assembly.

Secretary-General

The Secretary-General’s report on the work of the organization for the period 
June 16, 1975-June 15, 1976, and his introduction to the report have been pub
lished as General Assembly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement 
No. 1 (A/31/1) and Supplement No. lA  (A/31/Add. 1), respectively. Respect 
for Human Rights in Armed Conflicts, his report on the third session of the Dip
lomatic Conference on Reaflarmation and Development of International Humani
tarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, has been issued as A/31/163. An
other report of the Secretary-General, which was prepared in pursuance of Gen
eral Assembly resolution 3463 (XXX),̂ ® has been isued as Reduction of Military 
Budgets. Measurement and International Reporting of Military Expenditure: 
Report Prep<Jred by the Group of Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets 
(A/31/222 and Corr. 1).

Security Council

The 1976 report of the Security Council has been published in General Assem
bly Official Records: Thirty-first Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/31/2).

® Documents on Disarmament, 1914, PP- 808-809.
Documents on Disarmament, 1915, pp. 764-766.
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