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FOREWORD
The subject o f  th is report is  a question o f  the highest p r io r ity  on the

disarmament agenda. Over the years, I haye stressed repeatedly the v ita l importance
o f  a general and complete test ban as an indispensable f i r s t  step towards halting
the nuclear-arms race.

The present report was prepared pursuant to General Assembly decision  34/422,
adopted on 11 December 1979» which reads as fo llow s; -

"The C-eneral Assembly requested the Secretary-General to prepare a study on
the question o f  a comprehensive nuclear test ban recommended by the
Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies and by the Secretary-General him self
and that the study should include the chapters or sections described in

■5;-/
paragraph I 4 o f  the report o f  the Secretary-General,-^ should be completed 
in  time to be transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament in the spring o f 
I 98O, as indicated in the same paragraph, and should be carried out in .
accordance vjith the procedure described in  paragraph 16 o f  the 
Secretary-General’ s report."
In accordance with that d ecision , I appointed Mr. Alessandro Corradini, 

former D irector and Deputy to the Assistant Secretaiy-General, Centre fo r  Disarmament, 
United Nations; Mr. William Epstein, Professor, Carlton U niversity, Ottawa;
Mr. Jozef Goldblat, The Senior Member o f  the Research S ta ff, Stockholm International 
Peace Research In stitu te , and Mr. Kashi Prasad Jain, D irector, Disarmament, M n istry  
o f  External R elations, New D elhi, to carry out the study.

In proposing that a study should be made on the subject o f  a nuclear test ban, 
the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies recommended that i t  should consist o f  an 
introduction , a b r ie f  background summary, an analytica l summary o f  the negotiations 
which led to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in  Outer 
Space and Under Water (p artia l test-ban Treaty); the p a rtia l-te s t  ban Treaty and the 
Treaty on the N on-Proliferation o f  Nuclear Weapons; proceedings in  the Conference o f  
the Committee on Disarmament and the Committee on Disarmament; three-Power 
negotiations; major unresolved issues; and conclusions. There should be appendices 
on present nuclear arsenals, nuclear-vreapon tests  from 1945 to I 963 and nuclear- 
weapon tests  from I 965 to 1979 .

In my report to the General Assembly, I pointed out that although the matter 
had been the subject o f  much study in  the past, I f e l t  that any measures which might 
contribute to the conclusion o f  an agreement мете welcome.

^  k/3A/58Q



I wish to express my appreciation to the' exTperts fo r  th eir valuable 
contributions and I  hope that the report w ill  be useful to the Committee in  i t s  work. 
At the same time I am aware that the subject o f  a comprehensive nuclear test Ьал 
has a variety  o f  in terrelated  aspects on \;hich there are many d ifferen t views.

The successful conclusion o f  the negotiations novj- in  progress i s  o f  cru cia l 
importance to the solu tion  o f  the problem. I , therefore, urge the three nuclear- 
weapon States involved in  those negotiations to use th eir best endeavours to achieve 
positive  resu lts soon.

In my f i r s t  statement to the Conference o f  the Committee on Disarmament, in  
1972» I stated the b e l ie f  that a l l  the technical and s c ie n t if ic  aspects o f  the 
problem had been so fu l ly  explored that only a p o l it ic a l  decision  was necessary in  
order to achieve agreement. I s t i l l  hold that b e l ie f .  The problem can and should 
be solved now. I share the conviction  expressed in  the Final Document adopted by 
the General Assembly at i t s  tenth specia l session , that the cessation  o f  nuclear- 
weapon testin g  by a l l  States within the framework o f  an e ffe c t iv e  nuclear 
disarmament process would be in  the in terest o f  mankind.
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INTRODUCTION
1. No other question in  the f ie ld  o f  disarmament has been the subject o f  so much 
international concern, d iscussion, study and negotiation  as that o f  stopping 
nuclear-weapon te s ts .
2. The complete cessation  o f  nuclear-weapon tests  is  a prime ob jective  o f  the 
United Nations in  the f i e ld  o f  disarmament. I t  has been considered ever since 1954» 
гЖеп Prime M inister Jawaharlal Nehru appealed fo r  a "s ta n d s till agreement" in 
respect o f  nuclear explosions. I t  has been a separate agenda item o f  the
General Assembly each year since 1957. The General Assembly has adopted some three 
dozen resolutions ca llin g  fo r  an end to nuclear-weapon testin g , fa r  more than on 
any other issue o f  disarmament.
3. The question has been the subject o f  deliberations and negotiations in  the 
Disarmament Commission and in  i t s  five-Power Sub-Committee, in  the three-Power 
Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests, in  the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, in  the Conference o f  the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) 
and, since 1979» in  the Committee on Digarmament, T rila tera l negotiations among . 
the Union o f  Soviet S o c ia lis t  Republics, the United Kingdom o f  Great B rita in  and 
Northern Ireland and the United States o f  America have also been proceeding since 
19 7 7» in  private.
4. A fter the conclusion o f  the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in  the 
Atmosphere, in  Outer Space and Under Water (the p artia l test-ban Treaty) in  19бЗ» 
e ffo r ts  were again d irected  towards achieving a comprehensive test ban.
5. Despite persistent urging by non-nuclear-weapon States in every session o f 
the General Assembly and in  the negotiating bodies, and the determination expressed 
by the United Nations that the cessation o f  a l l  nuclear-weapon testin g  was a matter 
o f  the "highest p r io r ity " , a l l  e ffo r ts  have thus fa r  been unsuccessful, and testin g  
continues unabated.
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I .  ВАСЖЖОтШ SUMMAEI

6. Many avenues have been explored and great ingenuity displayed in e ffo r ts  to 
achieve a comprehensive test ban. The proposals put forward at one time or 
another included various forms o f suspension o f testings un ila tera l and agreed 
moratoria on testin g ; a "threshold” above which a l l  underground tests  would be 
banned with or without a moratorium; a progressive lowering o f the threshold as 
v e r ifica t io n  techniques improved; and interim measures to reduce the number and 
magnitude o f tests  and to phase them out. A number o f proposals were also 
considered as regards v e r ifica t io n . They included the use o f automatic seismic 
stations ("black boxes"); a lim ited and variable number o f on -site  inspections; 
v e r ifica t io n  by challenge; a commission o f s c ien tis ts  possib ly  from non-aligned 
countries to consider ambiguous events; and a "detection  club" fo r  the 
international exchange o f seismic information. These e ffo r ts  have produced no 
solu tion . _
7 . Irrespective o f e ffo r ts  to achieve agreement on a comprehensive test ban or 
pending such agreement, the General Assembly repeatedly called fo r  an immediate 
suspension o f nuclear testin g .
8. Some countries maintained that ex istin g  techniques o f v e r ifica t io n  were 
adequate and that no international inspection was required.
9 . Some other countries questioned the adequacy o f ex istin g  v e r ifica t io n  
techniques fo r  small underground explosions. They also doubted whether those 
techniques could detect and id en tify  underground explosions conducted in "b ig  holes" 
or caverns or in so ft  alluvium, that i s ,  in  conditions that would have a m uffling or 
"decoupling"effect on seismic signals. They maintained that on -s ite  inspections 
were necessary. It  was even suggested that a series o f underground tests  could be 
so programmed as to stirmalate an earthquake and i t s  aftershocks or that tests  could 
be so timed as to be hidden by actual earthquakes.
10. Most other countries believed those p o s s ib il it ie s  to be so remote as to be o'f 
minor s ign ifican ce . tftiile a few such sm all-scale underground tests  might escape 
id e n tifica tio n , they would be o f l i t t l e  or no importance fo r  weapons development.
In order to achieve an important advance or advantage in that respect, a series o f 
tests  would be required and the p o s s ib i l i t ie s  o f such a series escaping detection  
were very small.



11. In addition to other arguments fo r  ending nuclear-weapon te s ts , i t  was 
a lso argued that continued testin g  increased the danger o f the spread o f 
nuclear weapons to other countries.
12. Over the years non-nuclear-weapon States have increasingly  questioned 
whether there was su ffic ie n t  determination to bring about a cessation o f 
nuclear-weapon testin g . The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, 
fo r  th e ir  part, repeatedly reaffirmed th e ir  intention to achieve a comprehensive 
test ban, but th e ir  p ositions as to when testin g  should stop and as to the 
extent o f v e r if ica t io n  required never coincided.
13. A number o f national and international s c io n t i f ic  studies and meetings
o f experts established that modern technology could ensure that a l l  underground 
tests  could be detected and id e n tifie d , except fo r  those having a very low 
y ie ld  o f a few k ilo ton s . It was doubtful, however, whether the threshold o f 
detection  could ever be lowered to zero so that a l l  small underground tests  
without exception could be monitored without any p o s s ib ility  o f error.
1 4 . It  was in  the lig h t o f these circumstances that the Secretary-General has, 
over the years, emphasized the importance he attaches to a comprehensive test 
ban and to i t s  ro le  in  the e ffo r ts  to halt the nuclear-arms race. In his 
message to the 1972 session o f the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament, 
the f i r s t  statement he made on the sub ject, he surveyed the problems and the 
s ign ifican ce  o f a comprehensive test ban. The text o f his remarks is  contained 
in appendix A.
1 5 . As a resu lt o f the fa ilu re  to stop nuclear weapon testin g , many States 
became d isillu sion ed  and increasingly discontented. Non-nuclear weapon States 
in general came to regard the achievement o f a comprehensive test ban as a 
litmus test o f the determination o f  the nuclear-weapon States to halt the 
arms race.
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I I .  NEGOTIATIONS LEADING TO THE PARTIAL TEST-BAN TREATY

1. Negotiations from 1955 to I 962 '
16. The development o f  thermonuclear vreapons in  the early  1950s spurred demands 
fo r  the cessation  o f  a l l 'nuclear-ггеароп te sts . There was also growing concern, 
indeed alarm, throughout the world about the dangerous e ffe c ts  o f  radioactive 
fa ll -o u t  from nu clear-test explosions. On the in it ia t iv e  o f  India, the 
General Assembly, in  1955» established a S c ie n tific  Committee on the E ffects
o f  Atomic Radiation to study and report on the short-term and long-term e ffe c ts  
o f  radiation upon man and his environment .-i/ The Committee continues i t s  work 
and submits period ic reports to the General Assembly.
1 7 . The q u estion 'o f a test ban \ras a ctiv e ly  discussed in  the Disarmament Commission, 
in  i t s  London Sub-Committee meetings, from 1955 "to 1957> and in  the
General Assembly. The Western Powers in sisted  that a test ban must be part 
o f  a comprehensive programme 01 disarmament with adequate supervision. The 
Soviet Union, in  1955> ca lled  fo r  an early  and separate agreement suspending, 
or banning a l l  te s ts , v/ith essen tia lly  only national supervision or monitoring.
18. In June 1957» the USSR form ally proposed agreement on the immediate 
cessation  o f  a l l  atomic and hydrogen te s ts , i f  only fo r  a period o f  two or 
three years, as well as the establishment o f  an international commission to 
supervise the agreement and the establishment, on a basis o f  re c ip ro c ity , o f  
control posts The V/estern Powers maintained, however, that any temporary 
suspension o f  tests must be linked to the cessation o f  production o f  fission able  
material fo r  ггеаропз' purposes. ' ,
1 9 . The increasing vrorld-v;ide concern about the e ffe c ts  o f  radioactive 
fa ll -o u t  гтаз evidenced by a deputation o f  sc ien tis ts  led by Linus Pauling 
which, in  January 1957> presented to the Secretary-General a p e tit ion  signed 
by 9>000 s c ie n t is ts , inôluding many Nobel laureates, from 45 countries, urging 
than an international agreement to 's to p  the testing o f  nuclear bombs "be
made now!".
20. In A pril 1958» Chairman Khruschev wrote to President Eisenhower drawing 
attention  to a decision  o f  the Soviet Government to end nuclear testing and 
ca llin g  on the Western Po\rers to -do the same, but reserving the right to
resume testing  i f  the Western Powers tested . Peilure to achieve a mutual ,
suspension led to the resumption o f  testing by both s id es . '



21. Following a United States proposal and an exchange o f  le t te rs  by 
President Eisenhower and Chairman Khruschev, i t  was agreed that a conference 
o f  experts from eight countries (Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Poland, 
Romania, the USSR, the United ICLngdom and the United States) be convened to 
study the p o s s ib il ity  o f  detecting v io la tion s o f  a possib le  agreement on the 
suspension o f  nuclear te s ts .
22. The Conference o f  Experts met in  Geneva from 1 July to 21 August 1958 and 
submitted a unanimous report, in  which the experts concluded that i t  was 
tech n ica lly  feasib le  to estab lish  an e ffe c t iv e  control system that could detect 
and id e n tify  nuclear explosions, including low -yield  explosions o f  from 1 to
5 k ilo ton s . Some 20 to 100 earthquakes each year would be indistinguishable 
from underground tests o f  5 k iloton s and would require on -s ite  inspection . 
Larger tests  could be monitored bj'" technical means set up in  a world-wide 
network o f  some 160 to I 70 land-based control posts and about 10 ships.
2 5 . The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United S'tates agreed to begin 
negotiations in  Geneva on 5I October 1958 in  an e f fo r t  to reach agreement on 
a treaty  fo r  the discontinuance o f  nuclear-weapon tests  on the basis o f  the 
experts ’ report. France stated that i t  would not sign a test-ban treaty 
unless the treaty  were accompanied by other measures o f  disarmament.
24 . The three Powers agreed u n ila tera lly  to suspend nuclear tests  about the 
time o f  the beginning o f  the Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear 
Weapon Tests and continued such suspensions on a voluntary b a sis . In the 
meantime, France conducted i t s  f i r s t  nuclear explosion in  1$60

25 . Early in  the Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests 
(January 1959)» the United Kingdom and the United States dropped their 
insistence that a test ban should be linked to other disarmament measures and 
agreed that the ban would depend so le ly  on e ffe c t iv e  con tro l. That was regarded 
as an important step foi4>/ard. Thereafter, the question o f  v e r ifica t io n  became 
the main issue o f  the negotiations.
26 . In the spring o f  1959» "th-e United States raised technical questions about 
the adequacy o f  the 1958 experts ' report. I t  maintained that new seismic data 
indicated that the number o f  earthquakes each year, indistinguishable from
5-k ilo to n  nuclear explosions, would be some 1,500  instead o f  the 20 to 100 

mentioned by the experts. Moreover, deep underground explosions in  large 
ca v ities  would be less  e a s ily  detected.
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27 . The Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests made 
considerable progress on many issues o f  substance and on the broad outlines o f
a control organization, although d ifferen ces remained concerning the composition 
o f  the control commission and i t s  operation. Because o f  disagreement concerning 
the id e n tifica tio n  o f  underground te s ts , the parties agreed that a treaty should 
ban a l l  tests in  the atmosphere, in  outer space and under water; underground 
tests above à seismic threshold o f  4.75 would also be banned and there would 
be a moratorium on a l l  testing below that threshold fo r  three years, subject 
to the in stitu tion  o f  a programme to improve detection  procedures. The USSR 
proposed a quota o f  three on -s ite  inspections each year, but the United ICLngdom 
and the United States proposed a s lid in g  scale o f  from ’12 to 20 annual on -site  
inspections.
28. During 19 6 1 , p o l i t ic a l  rela tion s between the t\TO sides deteriorated , and 
the conference became deadlocked. The Soviet Union stated that i t  could not 
ignore that Prance, as a NATO member, could improve the nuclear ca p ab ilities  
o f  the a llian ce  by continued testin g . It  proposed that e ith er a test-ban 
treaty be concluded on the basis o f  the USSR proposals, which were again based 
on the previous p osition  that national means o f  v e r ifica t io n  were s u ff ic ie n t , 
or the question be considered \rithin the context o f  general and complete 
disarmament. The United ICLngdom and the United Spates maintained that the 
Soviet proposals fo r  a treaty were unacceptable as they amounted to s e l f  _
inspection , and that to merge the test-ban issue vrith general and complete 
disaimament would "drovm i t " .  ,
29 . On 30 August 19 6 1 , the Soviet Union announced that i t  would resume testing 
and did so on the follo\fing day; a l l  but one o f  i t s  tests were conducted in  the 
atmosphere.-^ The United Spates and the United Kingdom proposed on 3 September 
that a l l  atmospheric tests  be ended without any requirement fo r  international 
con tro l. On 15  September, the United States resumed testing undergrouind and, 
la te r , in  the atmosphere. ,
30. The Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear \!eapon Tests met b r ie f ly  
towards the end o f  I 96I but made no progress and f in a l ly  adjourned in 
Jan\iary 1962 . At the la st  session , the USSR restated i t s  opposition  to any 
international control while the arms race continued, on the, grounds that such
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control could serve as a means o f  espionage. 'I t  proposed a draft treaty- 
providing fo r  a ban on a l l  tests  in  the a-fcmosphere, outer space and under 
water, to be supervised by national means o f  detection , with a moratorium on 
underground tests u n til a control sys’tem had been developed as part o f  the 
system for  control over general and complete disarmament. The United Kingdom 
and the United States re jected  the Soviet arguments and draft treaty , and 
declared that an uncontrolled moratori-um on underground tests was unacceptable. 
Thus ended what had appeared to be a hopeful and encouraging e f fo r t  to achieve 
a comprehensive test-ban treaty . .
2. Negotiations from 19б2-19бЗ
31. When the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) convened in  
Geneva in  March I 962 to consider the question o f  general and complete 
disarmament and also co lla te ra l measures, i t  created a Sub-Committee composed
o f  the same three nuclear Pov/ers to consider the nu clear-test ban. Their .
in i t ia l  positions were substantia lly  the same as they had been at the end o f  
the Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests. An important 
new development, however, had taken p lace . Eight non-aligned States — B razil, 
Burma, Egypt, E thiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria and Sweden — had become members 
o f  the new m ultilatera l negotiating body, the ENDC. These States stressed that 
a te s t  ban was also th eir concern, and they played an active  and moderating ro le .
32. In order to break the continuing deadlock, the eight non-aligned members 
presented a jo in t  memorandum on 10 A pril The memorandum suggested 
the establishment o f  a purely s c ie n t i f ic  and n on -p o lit ica l system fo r  
observation and control o f  a test ban, based on ex isting  netvrorks o f  
observation posts and in s titu t io n s , together with пег̂  posts as agreed. An 
international commission o f  highly q u a lified  s c ie n t is ts , p ossib ly  from 
non-aligned countries, xrould receive and process a l l  data received from the 
observation posts and report on any nuclear explosion or "suspicious event" 
a fte r  examination o f  a l l  available data. Parties to the treaty would be 
obligated  to furnish the commission with the fa cts  necessary to establish  the 
nature o f  any suspicious and s ig n ifica n t event, and "could in v ite "  the commission 
to v is i t  th e ir  te r r ito r ie s  and/or the s ite  o f  the doubtful event. The commission 
would report i t s  conclusions to the p a rties .



33 . The jo in t  niemorand-uro led to considerable d iscussion . The USSR interpreted the 
raomorandum as suggesting on -site  inspection  only on a voluntaary ba.sis. The 
United Kingdom and, the United States, on the other hand, interpreted i t .a s  laying 
down a mandatory obligration fo r  on -site  inspection . •
34* In August 1962 , the United States and the United Kingdom submitted two 
alternative d ra ft -tre a t ie s . One was fo r  a comprohonsive tost ban based on the 
princip le  o f  compulsory on -site  inspections but involving an unspecified smaller 
number than the 12 to 20 previously proposed. The other dra ft tree,ty was fo r  a 
pa.rtia.1 tost ban lim ited to the three "non controversial" environments — the 
atmosphère, outer space and under water — without international v e r ifica t io n . ■
The two Powers stated, however, tha.t they vrould not ancept in any form an uncontrolled 
mora,torium on underground te s ts . They proposed 1 January I 963 as the c u t -o ff  da.te 
fo r  tests  under c ith er the comprehensive or the partiaJ draut trea.ty.
35* ■ The USSR rejected  both d ra ft trea ties — the comprehensive one because i t  
provided fo r  compulsory on -site  inspection , and the p artia l one because i t  excluded 
underground te s ts . ■
36 . Some non-a,ligned members o f  the EIIDC urged that the s c ie n t i f ic  commission 
envisaged in  th eir jo in t  memorandum should be sot up immediately on an interim basis, 
accompanied by a suspension o f  underground tests fo r  a lim ited period o f  time. I f  
any party were to refuse a request from the commission fo r  on -site  inspection to 
id en tify  a suspicious seismic event, the commission would antoraatically release 
other pa.rtios from the interim arrangement.
37. In December I 962, the USSR proposed that two or throe automatic seismic 
stations (black boxes), in  addition to ex istin g  national mcsns o f  seismic detection , 
be established in  the te r r ito r ie s  o f  each o f  the three nuclear Powers and some oJso 
in neighbouring countries. These black boxes could p er iod ica lly  bo carried to the 
international commission by national personnel, but with the participation  o f  s ta ff  
o f  the Commission.
3s .  The United States considered that black boxes could bo a useful ad-junct to 
manned detection  stations but that in ternationally  manned stations and on -site  
inspections would s t i l l  bo required.
39» The General Assembly in November I 962 adopted two resolutions on a test ban.
The f i r s t  was a 37 Power d ra ft which condemned a l l  nuclean-weapon tests  and asked 
that they cease by 1 Januany 196З, end endorsed the eight-nation jo in t  memorandum 
o f  16 April 1962 as a basis fo r  negotiationj i f  no sgrocment wo-S reenhod by 
1 Jenueny I 963, i t  rocommondod on immediate sgroeraont proh ibiting tests  in  the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under water, ancorapaniod by an interim arrangement
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suspending a l l  underground te s ts , taking as a basis the eight-nation  jo in t 
InGInorглdum, with a viov; to providing adequate assurances o f  detection  and 
id e n t ifica t io n . The second resolu tion  vras a United ICingdom and United States draft 
ca llin g  simply fo r  the conclusion o f  a comprehensive test-bcon treaty  at an early  
date with e ffe c t iv e  international v e r ifica t io n .
40 . During 1963 , in  the o.ftermath o f  the Cuban "m issile c r is is " ,  priva.te talks took 
place between the USSR and the United States on a test ban.
4 1 . At the reconvened I 963 session o f  the EKDC, the discussions concentrated on a 
comprehensive test ban. Agreement emerged on the follovnng p r in cip les ;
(a) u t il iz a t io n  o f nationally  manned and controlled  seismic stations fo r  detecting 
and id en tify in g  seismic events; (b) in s ta lla t io n  o f  automatic (unmanned) seismic 
sta-tions on the te r r ito r ie s  o f  nuclear Powers and adjacent countries, on the 
understanding tha.t d e livery  and removal o f  equipment and records vrould be carried out 
with the participation  o f  some fore ign  personnel; and (c ) an annual quota o f  on -site  
inspections to determine the nature o f  suspicious events.
4 2 . There wan disagreement, however, on the number o f  antomatic seismic stations — 
the USSR proposed three and the United States seven. There was also disagreement on 
the number o f  a,nnual on -s ite  inspections — the USSR proposed from two to three, and 
the United States proposed from eight to ten but la te r  reduced the figure to seven. 
43* On 10 June 1963 , three non-a,ligned members o f  the ENDC — Egypt, Ethiopia and 
Nigeria — submitted a jo in t  memorandum suggesting that fo r  the time being "three, 
four or so tru ly  e ffe c t iv e  inspections a year, or an a,doquately proportioned figure 
spreat over more years", might d isp el mutuaJ suspicions and fa c i l i t a t e  agreement,-^ 
They also considered that d irect  tatks between the Foreign M n isters or hea,ds o f  
Government o f  the nuclear Powers could prove o f  great vaJue in  reanhing a solu tion . 
44 . Also on 10 Juno, i t  was announced that the USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States had. agreed to hold tatks in  mid-July on the cessation  o f  nuclear te s ts . 
On 2 July, the Soviet Union stated that insistence o f  the United States and the 
United Kingdom on on -site  inspections made an underground test ban im possible;
the USSR was therefore prepared to sign a, lim ited treaty banning tests  in  the 
three non-controvorsial environments in  the atmosphere, in outer spare and under 
water. I t  also withdrew i t s  previous demand that a p artia l te s t  ban be accompanied■ 
by a moratorium on underground testin g .
45- The tr i la te r a l  negotiations began in  Moscow on 15 July I 963 p-ud ended on 
25 July, when the text o f  the treaty was in it ia le d . The Treaty was signed on 
5 August by the Foreign M inisters o f  the three parties and was opened fo r  signature 
in  the cap ita ls o f  each o f  the three "o r ig in a l parties" as they are catle.d in the
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Treaty. (For the toxt o f  the Treaty, see appendix b ) .  The Treaty entered into force 
on 10 October 1963 . Up to the present, 110 States have become parties to the Treaty; 
two nuclear-woapon States, China and Franc., are among those that have not adhered to 
the Treaty. (For the l i s t  o f  signatories and parties , see appendix C).
46 . The commitment o f  the three orig in a l parties to pursue a comprehensive test ban 
is  contained in  the 'proamble end in  a r t ic le  I o f  the Troatjr. The relevant p ortion ,o f 
the proamble roads as fo llow s;

"Seeking to achieve the discontinuance o f  a l l  tost explosions o f  nuclear 
weapons fo r  a l l  time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, and 
desirin g  to put an end to the contamination o f  man's environment by rahioactivo 
substances . . . "

A rticle  I reojds as fo llow s; _
"1. Ea,ch o f the Parties to th is  Troa.ty undortaJces to p roh ib it, to prevent,
and not to carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear
explosion, at any place under i t s  ju r isd iction  or control;
" (a ) in  the a.tmosphere; beyond i t s  lim its ; including outer spa.ce; or under 
wa.ter, including torritorip .1 waters or high sca.s; or
" (b ) in  any other environment i f  such explosion cansos rad.ioa.ctivo debris to 
bo present outside the territoria.1 lim its o f  the Sta.te under whose ju r isd iction  
or control such explosion is  conducted. I t  is  understood in th is connexion 
that the provisions o f  th is subparagraph a.ro without prejudice to the 
conclusion o f  a. trea.ty resu lting  in  the permanent ba.nning o f  a l l  nuclear test 
explosions, ireluding a.ll such explosions underground, i.ie conclusion o f  which, 
as the Parties have stated in the Preamble to th is Trea.ty, they sook to 
achieve.
"2. Ea.ch o f  the Pa.rties to th is Trea.ty undortaJcos furthermoro to re fra in  from
ca.using, encouraging, or in  any wa.y participa.ting in , the carrying out o f  any
nuclear woa.pon tost explosion, or any other nuclca.r explosion, anywhere which 
vrould take pla.co in  any o f  the environments described, or have the e f fe c t  
referred to in panagraph 1 o f th is A r t ic le ."

47- The pa.rtia.1 tcst-bpn Treaty wa.s the f i r s t  intomationa.1 agreement o f  world 
wide scope roa.chod in  the f ie ld  o f  nuclear-a.rras liraita.tion. I t  wa.s ha.iled a.s an 
event o f  h is to r ic  sign ificance that would begin to curb the nuclear arms ra.cc.
I t  greatly  contributed to reducing radioa.ctivo p o llu tion . I t  brought about some 
relaxation  o f  international tension. I t  also helped to create a clima.te that 
fa c ilita te d  negotiations fo r  other trea ties  in  the f ie ld  o f  nucloa.r arms lim itation , 
including the n on -p roliferation  Treaty.

CD/86
page 15



43 , By 1963 , the USSR and tho United States had already carried out extensive 
series o f  tests  in  tho atmosphere and know thad testin g  underground, which would he 
continued, could provide most o f  the information required fo r  further nucloar-woa,pon 
development. Thad fn ,cilitodod , to a la.rgo extent, tho conclusion o f  tho pa.rtiad 
test-ban Treaty.
49» In pra.ctico, the partied test-ban Treaty did not slow dovm tho nuclear-arms 
race among the major nuclear Powers, except to the extent thed i t  placed tochnicad 
constraints on tho underground testin g  o f  largo thormonucloar weapons.
50. A fter the signing o f  tho Troady, tho radc o f  testin g , in  fa c t , increased.
Of 1,221 nuclear explosions reported to have been conducted between 1945 and 1979, 
48З wore carried out in  the 13 years preceding the conclusion o f  the Treaty, and 
733 in  the 16 years a fte r  tho signing o f  tho Treaty. Thus, tho rate o f  testin g  v/as, 
on average, 45 per year a fte r  tho Treaty as compared to 27 per year before i t .
Tho three nuclear Powers party to the p artia l test-ban Treaty, namely, the USSR, 

the United Kingdom and the United States, account fo r  more than 90 per cent o f  a l l  
nuclear explosions (sec Appendix!)).
5 1 . Despite tho commitraont to pursue a comprohonsive test ban, no actual 
negotiations took plane fo r  a. decade.
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I I I . TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR V/EAPONS
52. The qijestion o f a comprehensive test ban was one o f  the issues raised in 
connexion \;ith the negotiations fo r  the non -proliferation  Treaty. The question 
arose because o f  the demands o f the non-nuclear-weapon States that the nuclear 
Powers must provide some binding undertakings to make rapid substantial progress 
towards nuclear disannament. A resolution  o f that question was regarded as one o f 
the necessary elements o f an acceptable balance o f the mutual re sp o n s ib ilit ie s  and 
ob ligations o f  the nuclear-vreapon and non-nuclear-vreapon States.
53* The text o f the n on -proliferation  Treaty contains the follow ing preambular 
paragraph;

"Recalling the deteimination expressed by the Parties to the I 963 Treaty 
banning nuclear vreapon tests  in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water in i t s  Preamble to seek to achieve the discontinuance o f 
a l l  test explosions fo r  a l l  time and to continue negotiations to th is end", 

and a r t ic le  VI, which reads;
"Each o f  the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations 
in good fa ith  on e ffe c t iv e  measures relating  to cessation o f  the 
nuclear aims race at an early  date and to nuclear disarmament and on 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament under s t r ic t  and e ffe c t iv e  
international con tro l".

The commitment to negotiate a cessation o f the nuclear-arms race obviously 
includes the achievement o f a comprehensive test ban.
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IV. DELIBERATIONS AND NEGOTIATIONS (1963-1979)
1. General Assembly resolutions
54. The cessation o f nuclear-weapon tests , as a separate agenda item, has been 
debated by the General Assembly since 1957— longer than any other disarmament 
question.

55« 'rom 1958 io  1979s the General Assembly adopted 36 resolutions dealing with
7 /exclu sively  with the cessation o f nuclear-^reapon tcst;-^-' o f these, 26 v;ere 

adopted a fte r  the conclusion o f the p artia l test-ban Treaty in August 1963»
56 , l ie  General Assembly resolutions deal with various aspects o f the question o f
the cessation o f nuclear-wea-pon te s ts . In particu lar, the Assembly

(a) Urged that a l l  nuclear weapon tests  be suspended in a l l  environments!—'̂
, , q /
(b) Repeated-ly condemned a l l  nuclear-wcapon te s ts ,
(c ) Called fo r  the 'h ighest p r io r ity '' to he given to the achievement o f  a

comprehensive test ban5-^^
(d) Called on a l l  Sta.tes to become parties to the p artia l test-ban T r e a t jr ^  

and, la te r , repeatedly ca lled  upon a l l  States not yot parties to the Treaty to
1 the
И /

12 /adhere to i t  vâthout delay!—  i t  a lso stressed the urgency o f bringing to a
halt a l l  atmospheric testing  o f nuclear weapons;

(e) Called on the ENDC (la te r  the CCD) to continue with a sense o f  urgency
14 /negotiations to achieve a comprehensive test ban;— '

( f )  Set a deadline (5 August 1973, i . e . ,  the tenth anniversary o f the signing 
o f the p a rtia l test ban treaty) fo r  the halting o f a l l  nuclear-weapon te s ts ; 
subsequently, a fte r  the d.ate in question had passed, i t  urged the Governments o f
the nuclear-wcapon Stater, to bring to a halt without delay a l l  nuclear-v/eapon te sts ,
c-i.ther through a permanent agreement or through u n ila tera l or agreed m oratoria;^ '^

(g) Requested the CCD to submit "sp ecia l reports" on i t s  deliberations on 
the question o f a nu clear-test ban;— '̂

(h) Underlined the resp on sib ility  o f the nuclear-weapon States to achieve
a nu clear-test ban and on occasion, stressed, in particu lar, the resp on sib ility  in 
iliis  regard o f the three nuclear Powers which were p arties to the p a rtia l 
test-ban Treaty and the n on -proliferation  Treaty
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( i )  Called fo r  immediate un ila tera l or negotiated measures o f restraint 
that ;/ould suspend nuclear-;/capon testing  or lim it or reduce the size and number 
o f nuclear-ггеароп tests , pending the cn tiy  into force  o f  a .comprehensive 
test ban;~'^

( j )  Called fo r  international co-operation in the f ie ld  o f seismic detection,-^=^ 
including the provision o f sp e c ific  infoim ation in the context o f a uorld-vride

20/exchange o f seism ological datap-p^
(к) Expressed the conviction  that, whatever might be the d ifferences on the 

question o f v e r ifica t io n , there \;as no va lid  reason fo r  delaying the conclusion o f
21/a comprehensive test ban.— ' _ _

57 . In 19 7 7» follow ing the in it ia t io n  o f  negotiations on a comprehensive text ban 
among the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, the General Assembly noted 
that fa ct with sa tisfa ction  and requested the CCD to take up the agreed text resulting 
from tho t r ip a rtite  negotiations, vrith a vie\/ to the submission o f a draft treaty
to the General Assembly at i t s  special session devoted to disarmament (tenth 
special session ).
58 . Subsequently, in 1978, the Степега! Assembly expressed i t s  regret that a draft 
treaty had not yet been concluded; urged the three negotiating Pô . ôrs to expedite
their negotiations, irith a vie\: to bringing them, to a p ositive  conclusion; and
requested the Committee on Disarmament to talce up immediately the text that would 
resu lt from the negotiations, with a view to the submission as soon as possible o f 
a draft treaty to a resumed th irty -th ird  session o f the General Assembly
59. Then, in 1979» the General Assembly reiterated  i t s  grave concern that 
nuclear-vreapon testing continued unabated against the v/ishes o f the overvvhelming 
m ajority o f Member States; reaffirmed i t s  conviction that a treaty to achieve the 
proh ibition  o f a l l  nuclear-test explosions by a l l  States fo r  a l l  time was a matter 
o f the highest p r io r ity ; expressed i t s  conviction that progress in the negotiations 
by the Committee on Disarmament on such a treaty was a v ita l element fo r  the 
prevention o f both v ertica l and horizontal p ro life ra tion  o f nuclear vreapons and 
would contribute to the halting o f  the arms race and the achievement o f nuclear 
disarmament; requested the Committee on Disarmament to in it ia te  negotiations
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on such a treaty as a matter o f the highest p r io r ity ; and ca lled  on the three 
negotiating Powers to bring their negotia,tions to a p ositive  conclusion in time 
fo r  consideration during the 1980 session o f the Committee on Disarmament.^'^
60. In spite o f a l l  these actions bj/- the General Assembly, including thé adoption
o f seven resolutions condemning nuclear-weapon tests  and just as папу requesting that 
the highest p r io r ity  be given to a comprehensive test ban, the international 
community is  s t i l l  trailing fo r  the comprehensive tost-ban Treaty. Testing is  
continuing notiàthstanding 24 resolutions urging that a l l  nuclear-vreapon tests  
be suspended in a l l  environments.
2 . Main developments in the negotiating bodies
61. A fter the tr ip a r tite  Conference on the Discontinuance o f  Nuclear Weapon Tests 
came to an end early  in I 962 , the task o f seeking agreement on a comprehensive 
test ban f e l l  mainly on the ENDC. Every year from I 962 to 1978 the Committee 
considered the question o f a comprehensive test ban and regularly reported to the 
General Assembly.- In addition , special reports on the subject мете submitted by 
the Committee in 1970, 1971, 1973 and 1974, in response to requests o f  the Assembly.
62. In i t s  report dated 5 September 196З, the Committee expressed sa tis fa ction
with the conclusion o f the p artia l test-han Treaty and "with the aims proclaimed

28/by tho negotiating p arties in the preamble o f the treaty' .—^
63 . During the fiv e  years between the signing o f  the p artia l test-ban Treaty in 
1963 and the signing o f the n on -proliferation  Treaty in I 968, there was no 
s ign ifica n t movement by the nuclear-\;eapon States to modify th eir long-held 
p osition s on an underground test ban. The United States and the United Kingdom 
ackno\/ledged that some progress had been made in tho teclmiquc o f detection and 
id en tifica tion  o f seismic events, hut not enough to eliminate the need fo r  
on -site  inspections. They were prepared to discuss the p o s s ib ility  o f accepting
a smaller number o f on -site  insuections than the seven per year previously proposed 
but did not suggest any now number. The USSR continued to in s is t  that no on -site  
inspections were necessary and that national detection  systems were adequate 
and, in e f f e c t ,  г-fithdrew i t s  previous o f fe r  o f from two or three on -site  inspections 
per year. •
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64. The USSR continued to urge a ban on underground tests  above a threshold o f  
seismic magnitude 4 - 75 , v/ith’ h“ voluntary moratorixm on tests  belovRthat threshold. 
The United States continued to re je c t  an unverified ‘moratorium in any form.
65. China conducted i t s  f i r s t  nuclear-weapon test in October i964> thus becoming 
the f i f t h  nuclear-weapon State. The event provided the occasion fo r  many
United Nations Members to c r i t ic iz e  not only the testing  in  the atmosphere by China 
and France but the continued underground testing by the USSR, the United Kin^om 
and the United States. It vas also observed that uinderground explosions had not 
been le'galized by their exclusion from the p artia l test-ban Treaty.
66. At the ENDC session in I 964, the eight non-aligned members submitted a jo in t 
memorandum^^ in which they reca lled  that in  resolu tion  I 762 A (XVIl) the 
General Assembly had condemned a l l  nuclear-weapon te s ts . They appreciated the fa ct 
that there were d ifferen ces among the nuclear-weapon Powers on the question o f  
v e r ifica t io n  o f  undergroiind te s ts , but they did not consider such obstacles to be 
insurmountable and suggested that an exchange o f  s c ie n t i f ic  or other information 
among the nuclear-vreapon Pov/ers leading to an improvement o f  detection  and 
id en tifica tion  techniques would fa c i l i t a t e  the achievement o f  a comprehensive test 
ban.
67 . At the ENDC session in I 965, Sweden form ally proposed international 
co-operation in the detection  o f  undergro;ind explosions by the exchange o f  seismic 
data (the "detection  c lu b "). The eight non-aligned members o f  the ENDC submitted 
a jo in t memorandum-^  ̂ in which they called  fo r  thé immediate suspension o f  a l l  
nuclear-weapon ’;^sts in a l l  environment г and stressed the -dvantages that would 
accrue from international co-operation in  the f ie ld  o f  seismic detection .
68. The follow ing year, Sweden proposed a system o f  "v e r ifica t io n  by challenge" 
or "inspection  by in v ita tion ", whereby a party to a comprehensive test ban 
suspected o f  a v io la tion  could provide information and invite  inspection  either on 
i t s  own in it ia t iv e  or on request; fa ilu re  to do so would e n t it le 'o th e r  parties to 
withdraw from the treaty.
69. The eight non-aligned members again submitted a jo in t memorandum-'^  ̂ stressing 
that a comprehensive test ban would be an e ffe c t iv e  non -proliferation  measure 
making the development o f  nuclear weapons by non-nuclear-weapon States p ra ct ica lly
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impossible and wovild in h ib it the development o f  new nuclear weapons. On 
, v e r if ic a t io n , the тетогагйит set forth  the euggentioce already presented

ind iv idually  hy various non-aligned members, fo r  instance the idea o f  a threshold 
treaty  and the proposal o f  v e r ifica t io n  by challenge, and once again called  on the 
nuclear-vreapon States to discontinue tests  pending the conclusion o f  a ,
comprehensive te s t  ban. ■ ■
70. During the period beginning in 1965» the question o f  n on -p ro iifera jion  o f  
nuclear vreapons emerged as the dominant issue in the f ie ld  o f  disarmament, and both 
the General Assembly and. the ЕЖ)С devoted most o f  th e ir  time and attention  to i t .  
Nevertheless, as has already been noted, the question o f  a comprehensive test ban 
became one o f  the issues raised in that connexion. .
7 1 . In 1968 , the ENDC adopted fo r  the f i r s t  time a provisional agenda. Cessation 
o f  nuclear te s ts  was mentioned f i r s t  among the measures to be discussed under the 
f i r s t  agenda item, i . e . ,  measiores re la tin g  to the cessation o f  the nuclear-arms . 
race and nuclear, disarmament.
72 . In a new jo in t memorandum,-^^ the eight non-aligned members o f  the ENDC
deplored the high_frequency and increasing y ie ld s  o f  tmderground testin g , which 

' i
they f e l t  were giving impetus to the arms race . On the question o f  v e r if ica t io n , 
they stressed that there had been considerable progress in regard to the techniques 
o f  ..ver ifica tion  o f  an xmdergro-und test ban and suggested that e f fo r t s  should, he made 
to promote an "organized international exchange o f  seismic data", which vrould 
provide a b etter technical basis fo r  national evaluation o f  undergrovznd events.
They also underlined the need fo r  a universal and comprehensive solu tion  o f  the 
problem o f  nuclear explosions fo r  peaceful pvnrposes in the context o f  a 
comprehensive test ban.
73 . At the Conference o f  Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, held in I 968, a reso lu tion  vres 
adopted requesting the General Assembly to recommend that the ENDC begin, not la te r  
than March 1969» negotiations fo r  the conclusion o f  a comprehensive test ban as a 
matter o f  high p r io r ity .
74* At the 1969 session  o f  the ENDC, Sweden submitted a -working paper suggesting 
possib le  provisions fo r  a treaty  o f  unlimited d-uration banning undergrovmd 
nuclear-vrea-pon te s ts .-^ ^  Each party vrould undertake to co-operate in good fa ith  
in  an e ffe c t iv e  international exchange o f  seism ological data in order to fa c i l i t a t e  
the d etection , id e n tifica t io n  and lo ca tion  o f  undergrovxnd events, as well as to 
co-operate in  the c la r if ic a t io n  o f  any unidentified  seismic event. In that

CD/86
page 22



connèxion, any party could invite inspection on i t s  te rr ito ry , in the manner 
prescribed by the inviting  party. Any party could bring to the attention  o f  the 
Security Council or the other parties to the treaty  the fa ct that a party had 
fa ile d -to  co-opei-ate in the c la r if ic a t io n  o f a p articu la r 'ev en t. A separate 
international agreement vrould he negotiated to regulate the question o f  nuclear 
explosions fo r  peaceful purposes. '
75• The Sv/edish vrorking paper -was welcomed by the m ajority o f  the Committee members, 
including a l l  o f  the non-aligned members, but both the USSR and the United States 
had reservations on the proposals fo r  v e r ifica t io n .
76. The vrorking paper was revised by Svreden in 1971«“^  "the revised version
it  v/as envisaged that the treaty  vrould become fu lly  operative a fte r  a tran sition a l 
period to be negotiated, during v;hich nuclear-vroapon test explosions would be 
phased out in accordance vàth the provisions la id  down in a p rotoco l annexed to the 
treaty . Nuclear explosions fo r  peaceful purposes vjould be carried out in 
conformity v/ith the provisions o f  another p rotoco l.
77* Those proposals met with no immediate response on the part o f  the 
nuclear-vroapon members o f  the CCD, vÆio continued to maintain th eir respective 
p ositions on v e r ifica t io n .
78 . ligain in 19 7 1 , a jo in t memorandum vjas submitted by nine members (Burma, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Svteden and Yugoslavia) o f  the
Group o f  12 o f  the CCD.-^^ The memorand-ипД^ maintained that su ffic ien t  progress 
had been made in the f ie ld  o f seismology to permit resolu tion  o f  the v e r ifica t io n  
problem on the basis o f  national means o f  detection , supplemented by international 
co-operation and procedures. Such a system, coupled v/ith a v;ithdrawal clause and 
provisions fo r  period ic reviev: conferences, should ensure the required lev e l o f 
deterrence against clandestine testin g . The memorandum also ca lled  on the 
nuclear-weapon States to submit their ovm proposals with regard to a comprehensive 
test ban, so that purposeful negotiations could be immediately undertaken.
79. ■ b i 1971  and subsequent years, the CCD gave increased attention  to the 
question o f  international co-operation in the exchange o f  seismic data. The 
question vra,s debated in plenary meetings, as well as in informal meetings with 
the p artic ipation  o f  experts, a practice  to v/hich the CCD resorted repeatedly 
throughout i t s  existence.
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80. At a specia l meeting o f  the CCD held on the occasion o f  the tenth anniversary 
o f  the p a rtia l test-ban Treaty, nearly a ll', speakers underlined the importance o f  
the Treaty and the need to complete i t  with an underground test ban. The three 
nuclear-vreapon Powers, in p articu lar, stressed the ro le  that the Treaty had played 
in  reducing дагЫ tensions, curbing nuclear-arms p ro life ra t io n  and promoting arms 
lim ita tion  measures. At the same time, members o f  the Group o f  12 o f  the CCD, 
supported by a number o f Western countries, expressed strong d issa tis fa ct io n  that 
the commitment o f  the Treaty to seek to achieve the discontinuance o f  a l l  
nuclear-weapon te sts  had not been fu l f i l l e d ,  and several o f  them s p e c if ic a lly  
expressed concern that such fa ilu re  could undermine the v ia b il ity  o f  the 
N on-Proliferation Treaty.
81. Over the years, both the USSR and the United States had repeatedly stated that 
a comprehensive solu tion  should be found to the problem o f  undergrovind testin g . 
Then, on 3 Jiily 1974 > "bhe USSR and the United States signed the Treaty on the 
Limitation o f  Undergroxind Nuclear Weapon Tests, commonlj'" referred  to as the 
threshold test-ban T re a ty .-^  In the Preamble to the Treaty, the tvro parties 
reca lled  the determination expressed in the p a rtia l test-ban Treaty to seek to 
achieve the discontinuance o f  a l l  test explosions o f  nuclear weapons fo r  a l l  time 
and reaffirm ed th e ir  adherence to the ob jectives  and p rin cip les  o f  that Treaty.
They a lso noted that the adoption o f  measures fo r  the further lim ita tion  o f  
underground nuclear weapon 'tests  would contribute to the achievement o f  those 
ob jectives  and \reuld meet the in terests o f  strengthening peace and the further 
relaxation  o f  international tension .
82. Under the threshold test-ban Treaty, the USSR and the United States undertook 
not to carry out, beginning 5I March 1976, any underground nuclear-v/eapon test 
having a y ie ld  in excess o f  I 50 k iloton s and to conduct a l l  permitted tests  so le ly  
within sp ecified  testing  areas. Each party \rould use the national technical means 
o f  v e r if ica t io n  at i t s  d isposal and vs,s under the ob ligation  not to in terfere  with 
the means o f  v e r ifica t io n  o f  the other party. The parties also agreed to exchange 
information necessary to improve the assessments o f  the y ie ld s  o f  explosions.
83 . The Treaty was not in  force  by 3I March 1976, the agreed c u t -o f f  date, and 
has not entered into force  subsequently, but the parties stated that they would 
observe the lim itation  during the p re -ra t ifica t io n  period.
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84 . In addition to the lim it  placed on the size o f underground te sts , each party 
committed i t s e l f  to r e s t r ic t  the number o f tests to a "minimum". However, the 
rate o f testin g  a c t iv it ie s  has not diminished (see appendix D).
8 5 . 'Although data necessary to design weapons with a y ie ld  much higher than the 
150-k ilo ton  threshold can be obtained from tests below that threshold,-^^ the 
s ign ificance o f the threshold test-ban Treaty consists mainly in that i t  may maice 
more com plicated'the development o f new high -y ield  warheads.
86. In the CCD several members welcomed the threshold test-ban Treaty as a step 
towards a comprehensive test ban. On the other hand, many members pointed out 
that the 150-k ilo ton  y ie ld  threshold was so high (approximately 10 times the y ie ld  
o f  thé Hiroshima bomb) that the lim itation  would not contribute to the cessation 
o f  the nuclear-arms race. Moreover, the threshold exceeded hy many times the 
lev e l o f v e rs ifica tio n  ca p ab ility . I t  was generally admitted that detection  and 
id en tifca tion  o f nuclear-explosions o f  much lower size was p ossib le . Furthermore, 
i t  was pointed out that the very concept o f a threshold test-ban, which presumes 
the continuation o f testing , was not in consonance with the ob jective  o f  a 
comprehensive te s t  ban.
8 7 . The provisions o f the Treaty did not extend to underground nuclear explosions 
fo r  peaceful puiqposec. Since the parties considered that such explosions could 
not be distinguished from a distance from tests serving m ilitary  purposes, and since 
the information to be provided under the Treaty was not meant fo r  monitoring the 
size  o f  explosions conducted outside the designated weapon-test s ite s , the USSR
and the United States decided to work out a separate agreement fo r  underground 
explosions fo r  peaceful purposes.
88. On 28 May 1976, the two Powers signed the Treaty on Underground Nuclear 
Explosions fo r  Peaceful Purposes, commonly referred  to as the peaceful nuclear 
explosions T rea ty .-^  The Treaty regulates the explosions which may be carried 
out by the USSR and the United States outside their nuclear-weapon test s ite s  
and which may, therefore, be presumed to be fo r  peaceful purposes. To ensure 
that explosions announced as peaeeful should not provide weapon-related benefits 
that were not obtainable from weapon testin g  lim ited by the thresholdtest-ban 
Treaty, the new Treaty established the same y ie ld  threshold fo r  explosions fo r , 
peaceful applications as had been iiuposed on weapon tests , namely, I 50 k ilo ton s .
The re s tr ic t io n  applies to individual explosions, but a group explosion might exceed 
the 150-k ilo ton  lim it  and reach an aggregate y ie ld  as high as I 5OO k ilo ton s , or 
one-and-one-half megatons, i f  i t  was carried out in  such a way that individual 
explosions in the group could be id en tified  and th eir y e ild s  determined to be no 
more than I 50 k ilo ton s.
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89 . In checking compliance with the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty, the 
parties would use national technical means o f  v e r if ica t io n . They were a lso 
obliged  to supply each other with relevant inform ation. But, in  addition , in  
certain  sp ecified  circumstances, observers o f  the verify in g  party would be given 
access to the s ite  o f  the explosion .
90. The p arties agreed that the peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty could not be 
terminated so long as the threshold test-ban Treaty was in  fo rce , since i t  is  an 
essen tia l complement to the la t te r .
9 1 . In the meantime, in  Maj?- 1975, the f i r s t  Review Conference o f the Parties to 
the Treaty on the N on-Proliferation o f Nuclear Weapons, in  i t s  Pinal Declaration, 
affirm ed the detennination, expressed in the p artia l test-ban Treaty and reiterated  
in  the n on -p roliferation  Treaty, to achieve the discontinuance o f  a l l  test explosions 
o f  nuclear weapons fo r  a l l  time. ’ The Conference a lso expressed the hope that the 
nuclear-weapon States p arties to the n on -p roliferation  Treaty would take the lead 
and make every e f fo r t  to reach an early solu tion  o f  the technical and p o l i t ic a l  
d i f f i c u lt ie s  re la tin g  to the conclusion o f  an e ffe c t iv e  comprehensive test ban,
92 . In. 19 75 , fo r  the f i r s t  time since I 962, one o f  the nuclear-weapon States, the 
USSR, proposed a dra ft treaty on the "complete and general p roh ib ition  o f  nuclear- 
weapon te s ts " . The draft treaty, which was submitted to the General Assembly, 
'provided fo r  p roh ib ition  o f  unlimited duration o f  a l l  nuclear-weapon tests in  a l l  
environments. I t  further provided that a l l  nuclear-weapon States must r a t ify  the
trea ly  before' i t s  entiy  into fo r ce . As regards v e r ifica t io n , the relevant
provisions o f the treaty were to be based on "national technical means o f  con tro l",
i . e . ,  there would be no on -s ite  inspection . They contained, however, tmdertakings 
o f  the parties to co-operate in an international exchange o f seismic data and to 
consult and malce in qu iries , as w ell as a procedure fo r  lodging complaints with the
Security Council in  the case o f  a suspected v io la tio n .
93* In 19 7 7 , the USSR submitted to the CCD i t s  1975 draft trea iy , together with 
an amendment (submitted to the Assembly in 1976) providing fo r  on -s ite  inspections 
by in v ita tion  under certain  con d ition s .-2^
94, Subsequently, Sweden a lso introduced a dra ft treaty-^-^ with possib le  
transitiona l arrangements peim itting the two major nuclear-weapon Powers to phase 
ou t-th e ir  testin g  over a lim ited  period o f  time. On v e r if ica t io n , the draft 
en-visaged the establishment o f a cb'nsulijative committee o f parties to the trea-fcy to 
c la r i fy  ambiguous events. The draft a lso provided fo r  the withdrawal o f  any par-fcy 
i f  a l l  nuclear weapon Powers had not adhered to i t  within a s p e c if ic  period .
Sweden urged that a working group be set up at an early  date to negotiate a concrete 
agreement on the matter.
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95 . In 1976 , the CCD adopted a proposal to establish  the Ad Hoc Group o f S c ie n tific  
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify  
Seismic Events. The Group held i t s  f i r s t  meeting in 1976 and is  continuing it s  
work. In 1978» ■bhe Group submitted a. comprehensive report .to the CCD ,-^  

recomitending the establisbaent o f  a global net\i?ork o f  seism ological stations and 
the carrying out o f p ractica l exercise to te s t  the proposed network. The CCD, • 
a fte r  considering the report, decided that the Ad Hoc Group should continue its, . 
work and study the s c ie n t i f ic  and methodological p rincip les o f  the possible 
experimental test o f a global network o f seism ological stations o f the kind which 
might be established in future fo r  the international exchange o f seism ological data 
iinder a treaty proh ib iting  nuclear-weapon tests , as w ell as under a protocol dealing 
with tests  fo r  peaceful purposes which would be an integral part o f the treaty.
In 1979? the Ad Hoc Group submitted a second report on the subject.-^^^
96 . In 1977» the USSR and the United States, a fte r  preliminary b ila te ra l talks, 
infoimed the CCD that the United Kingdom would jo in  with them in negotiations on 
a comprehensive test-ban agreement. The United States stressed that, i f  such 
agreement was reached, the Committee could then begin to play an haportant ro le  in 
the elaboration o f  an appropriate international treatj/-. The United States added
the view that, while i t  would be easier to reach a broad agreement a fte r  the 
nuclear-weapon Powers ho.d f i r s t  succeeded in bridging th eir d ifferences on the 
subject, informal discussions in the Committee could be useful in the meantime.
97- On the occasion o f  the specia l session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament, in 1973, the CCD, at the request o f  the General Assembly, submitted a 
specia l report on the s ta te ,o f  the various questions under consideration by the 
Committee, including the question o f a comprehensive n u clear-test ban.b^^ In 
the report, the CCD stated that "the Conmittee's highest p r io r ily  remains the 
conclusion o f a comprehensive n u clear-test ban". ■
98. At thé special session, the Members o f  the United Nations, in .the Pinal Document 
o f the session, recognized that the cessation o f nuclear-weapon testing  would make 
an important contribution to the goal o f ending the qualitative iiaprovement o f 
nuclear weapons and the development o f  new types o f  such weapons, and o f  preventing 
the p ro life ra tion  o f nuclear weapons. In that context, the General Assembly stated 
that the tr ip a rtite  negotiations in progress on a comprehensive n u clear-test ban 
shotild be concluded urgently and that a l l  e ffo r ts  should be made by the negotiating 
parties to achieve an agreement vjhich, follow ing General Assembly endorsement, could 
a ttra ct the widest possib le  adherence. In that context, various views were 
expressed by non-nuclear-weapon States that, pending the conclusion o f  such a trea-ty,
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the world community would he encouraged i f  a l l  the nuclear-weapon States refrained 
from testirig nuclear weapons. A few countries expressed reservations on some 
aspects o f that part o f  the Pinal Document,
99* China stated that i t  fovmd those parts o f  the Pinal Docimient dealing with 
the "so -ca lled  to ta l p roh ib ition  o f  nuclear te s ts "  to ta lly  unacceptable. Likewise, 
Prance d issociated  i t s e l f  from the idea that the cessation o f nuclear tests would 
make a s ig n ifica n t contribution to the prevention o f  the production o f  new i^ypes
o f  weapons and the p ro life ra tion  o f  nuclear weapons. In i t s  view, the two most
heavily  aimed Powers had, as a resu lt o f  numerous te sts , accumulated su ffic ie n t  
data to make any qualitative improvements they might desire, without cariying 
out new tests ,
100, The Disaimament Commission, as established hy the specia l session o f  the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, at i t s  f i r s t  substantive session in  1979» 
elaborated the elements o f  a comprehensive programme o f  disarmament and mentioned
a n u clear-test ban f i r s t  in  the l i s t  o f  measures o f the programme.
101, The Committee on Disaimament, the disarmament negotiating body, a lso held 
i t s  f i r s t  session in  19 7 9 * I'ts agenda fo r  the session a lso l is t e d  f i r s t  the 
question o f  a n u clear-test ban.
102, The la te s t  resolution  o f  the General Assembly on the subject^;^/ contains the
follow ing  t̂ ô provisions:

"The General Assembly, 
tr • • •
"4. Requests the Committee on Disarmament to in it ia te  negotiations 

on such a treaiy , as a mtter o f the highest p r io r ity ;
"5. Calls upon the three negotiating nuclear-weapon States to use 

■ th e ir  best endeavours to bring th eir negotiations to a p ositiv e  conclusion 
in  time fo r  consideration during the next session o f  the Committee on 
Disarmament.



V. TRILATERAL Il̂ GOTIATIOHS ON A COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN
10 3 . Follov/ing b ila te ra l consultations between the Soviet Union and the 
United States in  June 1977 on the subject o f a test ban, tr ila te ra l 
negotiations, in  v/hich the United Kingdom join ed , began in  July o f that year 
fo r  the achievement o f a comprehensive test ban.-^^ Several rounds o f these 
talks have since taken p lace , the la tes t  o f which opened in Geneva on
4 February I 9QO.
10 4 . The t r ila te r a l negotiations are private , and o f f i c i a l  information in 
regard to them is  based on the progress reports that have been provided from" 
time to time to the m ultilateral negotiating body by the United Kingdom on 
behalf o f the three negotiating p arties . Three such reports have been 
presented so far? on I 6 March 1976, 8 August 1978 and 31 Jaly 1979»'^^
10 5 . The follov/ing points have emerged from those reports concerning the 
substance o f the negotiations?

(a) The tr i la te r a l  negotiations were aimed at achieving a treaty 
prohibiting nuclear-weapon tests  in  a l l  environments and a protoco l covering 
nuclear explosions fo r  peaceful purposes, which would be an in tegral part o f 
the treaty. ‘

(b) There was agreement that the treaty should provide fo r  v e r ifica t io n  
by national technical means and fo r  the p o s s ib il ity  o f  on -site  inspection .

(c )  The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States shared the v/idely 
held viev; that an international exchange o f  seismic data v;ould play a major ro le  
in  v e r ifica t io n  o f compliance with the treaty . They considered that a l l  
parties to the treaty should have the right to participate  and to receive 
seismic data provided by the international exchange, whe'fcher or not they 
contributed seismic stations to the global network. They agreed that the 
guidelines fo r  setting up and running the international seismic exchange should 
be la id  down in an annex to the treaty , and that the detailed organizational 
and proced"ural arrangements fo r  implementing the international exchange should 
be worked out a fte r  the entry into force  o f the treaty . The recommendations o f 
the Ad Hoc Group of S c ie n t ific  Experts to Consider International Co-operative 
Measures to Detect and Iden tify  Seismic Events would, in  large measure, 
influence the way in which the exchange o f seismic data v;as implemented in 
p ra ctice . The negotiating parties considered that a committee o f experts 
drawn from the p arties to the treaty should he established to a ss is t  in the 
implementation o f the exchange..

(d) I t  v/as envisaged that a fte r  a certain  period the p arties to the 
treaty would v/ish to hold a conference to review i t s  operation.

CD/86
page 29



10 6 . Concerning the progress o f the negotiations, the United Kingdom stated, 
in  the 1979 report, that a large measure o f agreement had already been reached 
hetvjeen the three negotiating p a rties . I t  a lso  pointed out that although 
there was agreement on the main elements o f v e r if ica t io n , negotiations v;ere 
s t i l l  proceeding on the detailed arrangements. The United Kingdom stated 
that v e r if ica t io n  was a complex subject, involving many technical issues that 
required time to negotia,te. The three negotiating partners recognized the 
legitim ate in terest o f the Committee on Disarmament in the e a r lie s t  completion 
o f  the negotiations — and the ca lls  to that e f fe c t  in successive
General Assembly resolu tion s, as well as in the Final Document o f the tenth 
specia l session o f the General Assembly. They were determined to achieve an 
agreement \ihich v/ould meet international expectations and a ttra ct  the v/idest 
possib le  adherence.
10 7 . In addition to presenting jo in t  progress reports, the three negotiating 
parties have commented ind iv idually  on the state o f the t r ila te r a l negotiations 
in the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament, in  the Committee on 
Disarmament and in the General Assembly. ,
108. The USSR stated that in  the course o f the negotiations i t  had suggested a 
number o f  constructive steps with respect to the issues that presented the 
greatest d i f f i c u lt y ,  in  order to bring the matter to a speedy and successfu l 
conclusion. I t  had agreed to v e r if ica t io n  on a voluntary basis , to a 
moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions and to the entry in to force  o f  the 
treaty  — even i f  in i t ia l ly  not a l l  the fiv e  nuclear Pov;ers became parties to i t .  
The Soviet Union considered that an early  conclusion o f a treaty and i t s  entry 
into force  v;ould contribute to the cessation o f the nuclear arms race and would 
create the conditions necessary fo r  a tran sition  to nuclear disaimiament.-^^
10 9 . The United ICingdom stated that i t s  ob jective  was to achieve a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty vdiich vjould bo non-discrim inatory in  that i t  would ban nuclear 
explosions by a l l  p a rties , nuclear-v/eapon and non-nuclear-weapon States a lik e .
I t  a lso  noted that agreement in  p rin cip le  had been reached on many of the 
major issues in the negotiations, including the key point that the treaty  should 
be genuinely comprehensive. Although much progress had been made, there were 
s t i l l  d i f f i c u l t  problems, p a rticu la rly  concerning v e r if ica t io n . The
United Kingdom believed that adequate v e r if ica t io n  measures мете needed to 
provide the necessary confidence in  regard to compliance with the trea ty 's  
ob liga tion s. I t  was determined to make every e f fo r t  to bring to a successfu l 
and early  conclusion a viable and fa ir  treaty v/hich \;ou1g a ttra ct the adherence

46 /
o f  as many States as p oss ib le , both nuclear and non-nuclear.—̂
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110. The United States pointed out that the treaty that v;as being negotiated 
would be o f fixed  duration. I t  stated i t s  determination to bring the ongoing 
negotiations to an early  and successful conclusion but emphasized that i f  a 
comprehensive test-ban  treaty was to serve i t s  ob jectives  e f fe c t iv e ly , i t  must 
provide fo r  measures capable of promoting confidence that i t s  provisions vjere 
being fa ith fu lly  implemented. In that respect, a s ign ifica n t nvimber o f 
c r i t i c a l  questions remained to be resolved. The United States pointed out 
that innovative co-operative measures would be required, as the negotiating 
parties had recognized. V/ork vjas continuing on that and other aspects but a 
number o f  problems had been less  susceptible to prompt solu tion  than the 
United States had hoped. I t  understood the strong in terest o f the entire world 
community in  the success o f  the negotiations but ya.s convinced that the only 
p ra ctica l means of achieving the common ob jective  o f a comprehensive test ban 
was fo r  the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States to continue

■I7 /th e ir  e ffo r ts  to resolve the remaining d ifferen ces in their negotiations
111. The in it ia t io n  o f the t r ila te ra l negotiations in  1977 was generally 
welcomed, and the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States were urged to 
bring them to a speedy conclusion and submit a draft treaty to the CCD, with a 
view to the elaboration o f a generally acceptable treaty. In the follow ing 
years, there was increasing d issa tis fa ct io n  at the fa ct that no draft treaty 
had emerged fo r  consideration in the negotiating body and that, consequently, 
i t  had not been possib le  to in it ia te  m ultilateral negotiations on the question 
that had fo r  long been a matter o f the highest p r io r ity . îfeny countries v;ere 
a lso disappointed at the general nature o f the information provided by the three 
Powers and called fo r  more precise ind ication  o f the progress o f the 
negotiations and o f  the areas where agreement had yet to be reached.
112. There have been a number o f comments on some o f the requirements a treaty 
v;ould have to meet to be generally acceptable and e f fe c t iv e . For instance, i t  
has been held that the treaty should be tru ly  comprehensive in  scope, v/ithout 
any loopholes; that i t  should provide fo r  the p artic ip a tion  o f a l l  parties in  
the verifies .tion  process; that a l l  nuclear-weapon States should become parties to
the treaty; and that provision  should be made fo r  i t s  automatic prolongation,
with the usual clause fo r  withdra\jal in  the event the v ita l in terests o f  a
party v/ere being threatened.
1 1 3 . Following the 1979 jo in t  progress report, many States argued that 
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament should not await the submission o f 
an agreed text by the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States. The
Group o f 21 o f the Committee on Disarmament,-^^ in  i t s  statement on the conclusion
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o f the Committee,'s 1979 session , held that there was no ju s t if ic a t io n  to delay 
any further the in it ia t io n  o f concrete negotiations in the Committee on a 
comprehensive test ban and called fo r  such negotiations to start at the

/'9/beginning o f the I 98O session as the item o f highest p r io r i t y .-^
1 1 4 . That sense o f urgency in  regard to a comprehensive test han, underlay 
General Assembly resolu tion  34/83^, by which the Assembly urged the Committee on 
Disarmament to proceed without any further delay to substantive negotiations 
on th e .p r io r ity  questions on i t s  agenda and invited Committee members 
involved in  separate negotiations on s p e c if ic  p r io r ity  questions o f 
disarmciment to make every e f fo r t  to achieve a p ositive  conclusion o f tliose 
negotiations v;ithout further delay fo r  submission to the Committee and., 
fa i l in g  that, to submit to the Committee a fu l l  report on the status o f their 
separate negotiations and resu lts  achieved so fa r , in  order to contribute most 
d ire c t ly  to the negotiations in  the Committee as envisaged in  the resolu tion .
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V I . TIE ILAJOn UIIRESOLVED ISSUES

1 1 5 . The obstacles to  e ffe c t iv e  negotiations among the USSR, the United KingUom 
and the United States on a comprehensive test ban seemed to have been removed in 
19 7 7 , when those States agreed that on -site  inspection  to v e r ify  compliance with the 
treaty  might be carried out under certain  circumstances, that explosions fo r  
peaceful purposes would be covered by a protocol v;hich v;ould be an in tegral part o f 
the treaty, and that participation  o f  a l l  nuclcar-vreapon Pov/ers would not be 
required fo r  the treaty  to enter into fo rce , nevertheless, the t r i la te r a l  talks on 
a comprehensive test han, which have now been going on fo r  nearly three years, he,ve 
not as yet succeeded in formulating a treaty  text which could be submitted to the 
Committee on Disarmament fo r  M ultilatéral considei’ation . The major i.mresolved 
issues, together with possib le  solu tion s, are revievred below.
1 1 6 . In considering those issues, i t  should be noted f i r s t  that various reasons have
been adduced to ju s t i fy  the continuation o f nuclear-weapon testin g . Among those
most often  propounded is  that test explosions are necessary to maintain confidence 
in the r e l ia b i l i t y  o f the stockpiled x/eapons. In reply to th is  contention, highly 
qu a lified  viex/s have been advanced to the e ffe c t  that the state o f stoclq)iled 
nuclear x-reapons can be checked x/ithout nuclear testin g .-^ ^  Even assuming that the 
nuclear xreapons x/ere subject to deterioration , any such deterioration  xrould af fe c t  
the arsenals o f a l l  nuclear-x-æapon Pox;ers. Moreover, experts x;ho have studied the 
problem consider that the less  confidence there i s  in nuclear v/eapons, the less  
xrould he the temptation to re ly  on them.*^^
1. V erifica tion  o f the comprehonsive test ban
1 1 7 . The problems o f v o r ifica t io n  o f a comprehensive test ban necessarily  d i f fe r  in
important respects from those o f the p artia l test-ban Treaty. The p artia l test-ban 
Treaty xfhich proh ib its nuclear testin g  in three environments —  in the atmosphere, in  
outer space and under x-;ater —  did not set up any mechanism to check x-rhether the 
commitments o f the Parties xrore being complied xfith. The nuclear-x-reapon States 
parties xrore sa tis fied  that each could monitor the terms o f the Treaty xm ilaterally , 
using i t s  ox-m national means o f v e r ifica t io n , x;hile other parties vrere also 
confident that a v io la tion  xrould not remain xmdetected.
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118. Any presumed gains from clandestine atmospheric explosions may turn out to 
be r e la t iv e ly  small when compared to the cost o f concealment and the risk  o f 
detection . Actually, since the Parties arc permitted to tost underground, there 
appears to  be no reason fo r  v io la tin g  tho p artia l test-ban Treaty.
1 1 9 . Because i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  predict p rec ise ly  the y ie ld  o f nuclear explosions 
and because o f the additional d i f f i c u l t ie s  o f v e r ifica t io n  o f explosions near the 
threshold le v e l, a tlircshold toot ban poses many more pi-oblems fo r  observance and 
v e r ifica t io n  than a comprehensive tost ban.
120. Under a comprohensive test ban, secret underground testin g  may provide a 
m ilitary  advantage to  a v io la to r , and i t  may not be possible to obtain, through the 
p a r tie s ’ ovm means alone, a,ssurancG tha.t the proh ib ition  is  being observed. Provision 
fo r  v e r ifica t io n  by both nationa.1 and international means must, therefore , be made
in  a treaty  banning a l l  underground nuclear tests', '

(a) Seismic monitoring
121. It  i s  no\r generally recognized that seism ological means are a most e ffe c t iv e  
form o f v e r ifica t io n  and that they can provide deterrence against clandestine 
underground nucleor te s ts . Therefore, v/hatever additional methods might be used by 
individual nations, seism ological v o r ifica t io n  \7i l l  constitute the p rincipa l ' 
component o f a g lobal control system fo r  an underground test ban. In 1976, the 
Conference o f  the Committee on DisariTiamont (CCD) established the Ad Hoc Group o f 
S c ie n t if ic  Experts to  Consider International Co-operative îleasuros to Detect and 
Iden tify  Seismic Events.

52/122. In i t s  r e p o r t s ,-^  the Ad Hoc Group has suggested tliat these measures should 
include a systematic improvement o f procedures at seism ological stations around the 
globe, an international exchange o f seismic data over the global telecommunications 
system o f the Uorld Ileteorologica l Organization (lA'IO), and the processing o f tho 
data at specia l international data centres fo r  use by 'p a rtic ip a tin g  States,
12 3 . In particu lar, the Grovip o f  Experts considered that a seism ological 
v e r ifica t io n  system should comprise about 50 g loba lly  d istributed  te leseism ic 
stations, selected  in  accordance with seism ological requirements, and that there 
should be routine reporting by these stations o f basic parameters o f detected 
seismic signals, as well as transmission o f  data in  response to requests fo r
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additional information regarding events o f particu lar in teres t. International 
centres \rould receive the data mentioned above, analyse those data in accordance 
with agreed pi'ocedures in order to estimate loca tion , magnitude and depth o f 
seismic events; associate id .en tifica tion  parameters with those events; d istribute 
compilations o f the complete resu lts o f those analyses, and act as a data banlc.
12 4 . D etails remain to be ^rorked out to render the proposed seismic netvrork 
operative. These include the d istribu tion  of stations, p articu larly  in  the 
southern hemisphere, equipment fo r  data acqu isition  and data comraimications 
f a c i l i t i e s .
12 5 . According to  some sources, the envisaged netvrork o f stations v/ould be capable 
o f detecting and loca tin g  in  the USSR and the United States seismic events o f a 
magnitude corresponding to that o f a fu l ly  contained nuclear explosion in  hard rock 
v/ith a y ie ld  o f  abou.t one k iloton  TUT. The capab ility  fo r  obtaining data fo r  
d istinguishing explosions from earthquakes (and not merely detecting  and loca tin g  
them) would be some-'diat le ss .-^ ^  ■
126. As indicated e a r lie r , the parties to  the t r i la te r a l  negotiations stated that
the Ad Hoc Group's recommendations x;ould, "in  large measure", influence the way in
vfhich the exchange o f  data among a l l  the parties to the comprehensive test ban v;as
implemented in  practice . They a.lso expressed the -vie\r that a committee o f experts
draxiTn from the parties to the treaty  should be established to  assist in  the

5̂  /implementation o f the exchange.'^
1 2 7 . As a supplement to the global seismic network, the USSR, the United Kingdom 
and the United States are reported to  be negotiating additional arrangements to 
meet th e ir  v e r ifica t io n  requirements. These arrangements would apparently consist 
mainly in the establishment of in tern al, so -ca lled  national seismic stations (HSS), 
v/hich would have international aspect s . .
128. The national seismic stations, i/hich are s t i l l  in  the stage o f development, 
vrould be advanced, tamper-proof stations, nationally  manned, as opposed’ to the 
automatic black boxes proposed in previous years, and the data recorded by them 
v/ould be transmitted outside the host country continuously and d ire c t ly .
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12 9 . It  is  -anderstood that the national seismic stations vrould help lovrer the 
detection  threshold. I f  properly d istributed , they vrould a lso provide 
supplementary id e n tifica t io n  data fo r  monitoring earthquakes, thus contributing to 
a more confident id e n tifica t io n  o f seismic events detected by a global netxjork. 
Furthermore, the national seismic stations could serve to deter evasion i f  placed 
in  areas xj-hose geo log ica l structure might be considered suitable fo r  conducting 
clandestine tests.-^"^ Such areas e x is t , fo r  instance, in  the USSR and the 
United S tates.-^^
130 . Questions re la tin g  to the instrumentation o f  the national seismic stations, 
th e ir  nxomber and loca tion  in each o f the negotiating S ta tes^ ^ , procedxires fo r  th eir 
emplacement and maintenance, as xroll as the transmission o f data, are to be solved.

(b) On-site inspection
1 3 1 . The need fo r  on -s ite  inspection  is  being urged on the groxmd that although the 
global seismic netxrork can provide a high degree.of confidence that a comprehensive 
test han is  not being v io la ted , there may s t i l l  be a feu  events o f  uncertain .orig in . 
VJhen the g lobal seismic netxrork is  supplemented x;ith national seismic stations, 
s a te ll it e  observation, e le ctron ic  and other means o f information gathering (v;hich 
can even detect preparations fo r  t e s t s ) ,  the need fo r  on -s ite  inspection  xrould be 
further reduced. Ambiguous events could a lso be c la r if ie d  by the provision  o f 
seismic data from stations not belonging to the global netxrork, as vroll as other 
information.
13 2 . The partners in the tr ip a r t ite  negotiations have agreed on the p o s s ib il ity  o f 
having on -site  i n s p e c t i o n . I t  i s  xmdei ctood that such inspection  xrould be 
con6.ucted on a volxntary or "challenge" basis and that a case vrould have to  be made 
not only fo r  a challenge but fo r  a rejection.^ '^^
13 3 . It is  xrorth noting tliat "on -s ite  observation" vras agreed upon in  the 1976 
peaceful nuclear explosions Treaty betx/een the USSR and the United States, xfhich 
has not entered into fo r ce . A protoco l to  that Treaty contains detailed, provisions 
regulating the nxxmber o f observers, the geographical extent o f th e ir  access, th e ir  
equipment, records and immxmities. These provisions might be usefu l in  connexion 
vrith the m odalities o f  on -s ite  inspection  fo r  a comprehensive test ban.
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(с ) P articipation  in v e r ifica t io n  arrangements 
134* Various States have expressed the view that i t  would be necessary to ensure 
that a l l  parties to a comprehensive test ban have the p o s s ib ility  to participate 
in the v e r ifica t io n  process as envisaged in the Pinal Document o f the specia l 
session o f the General Assembly.
135* A problem which arises is  whether the v e r ifica tio n  arrangements which are 
being negotiated by the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States w ill  be 
reserved so le ly  fo r  the three Powers, on the basis o f re c ip ro c ity , or 
"m ultilatéralized" to include other p a rtie s , both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear- 
weapon States, A ll States have an in terest in  e ffe c t iv e  v e r ifica t io n , but the 
nuclear-weapon States have a specia l in terest in monitoring each other. 
Consequently, problems concerning the application  o f the whole v e r ifica t io n  system 
w ill a rise , p articu larly  fo r  the nuclear-weapon States, i f  CEina and Prance decide 
to participate in the comprehensive test ban.
13 6 . Among the s p e c if ic  questions that might arise is  whether any other States, in  
addition to the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, would be required 
to set up national seismic sta tion s; whether the data from national seismic 
stations would be generally  availab le; and whether on -site  inspections on the 
te rr ito r ie s  o f the three great Powers v/ould be conducted with the participation  o f 
other States as w ell.
1 3 7 . The three negotiating parties have stated that they consider that a l l  parties 
to the Treaty should have the right to participate in and to receive seismic data 
provided by the international exchange, whether or not they contribute seismic 
stations to the g loba l network.
138 . The re la tion  between the arrangements that are being negotiated tr i la te r a lly  
and those in which a l l  parties to the treaty would p artic ip a te , w ill  have to be 
worked out. Some experts fe e l  that i f  there are to be v e r ifica t io n  arrangements 
va lid  only fo r  the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, and separate 
from the v e r ifica t io n  system va lid  fo r  a l l ,  i t  would fa c i l i t a t e  early agreement i f  
negotiations fo r  m ultilateral arrangements were in it ia te d  as soon as p ossib le .
2. Scope o f the comprehensive test ban

(a) Peaceful nuclear explosions
13 9 . The participants in  the tr ip a r tite  negotiations have agreed that a treaty 
prohibiting weapon tests would be accompanied by a p rotoco l, as an integral part o f 
the treaty, covering peaceful nuclear explosions. The two documents would be o f 
the same duration. Thus, in  p ra ctice , the comprehensive test ban that is  being 
negotiated would cover a l l  nuclear explosions.
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140 . For several States, including the three negotiating p arties , there is  a problem 
o f  com patibility  o f such a comprehensive coverage with the n on -p roliferation  Treaty, 
which contains ал ob liga tion  to ensure that "poten tia l" benefits from any peaceful 
application  o f nuclear explosions should be made available to non-nuclear-weapon 
States parties to the n on -p roliferation  Treaty, as well as with the 19?6 peaceful 
nuclear explosions Treaty, which regulates the Soviet and the United States 
peaceful explosions. However, there seems to be a consensus among the negotiating 
Powers that as long as peaceful programmes can be used to obtain weapon-related 
inform ation, i t  w il l  be impossible to separate nuclear-weapon testing  from peaceful 
nuclear explosions. D ifferent problems w ill  arise in the case o f  non-nuclear-weapon 
States that are not parties to the n on -p ro liferation  Treaty. ,

(b) Laboratory tests
1 4 1 . It  may be argued that in order to be e f fe c t iv e , a comprehensive test ban should 
coyer a l l  explosions without exception, including laboratory te s ts . On the other 
hand, i t  can be contended that a comprehensive test ban could not cover laboratory 
tests because they are contained and not v e r if ia b le , and a lso because some o f  them 
may be useful fo r  various peaceful purposes, including the development o f new 
sources o f  energy. Such tests could, fo r  example, consist o f extremely low -yield  
"nuclear experiments", or the so -ca lle d  in e r tia l confinement fusion .
14 2 . Extremely low -y ie ld  nuclear experiments could involve an explosion o f  a device 
which may have ch aracteristics  o f a nuclear explosive device but uses f i s s i l e  
material o f an amount or kind that produces only a fra ction  o f the y ie ld  o f  the 
chemical explosion  that sets o f f  the release o f the. nuclear energy. The question is  
whether such a te s t , which could he conducted in a containment f a c i l i t y  at a 
laboratory, should be considered a nuclear-weapon test explosion
143» The in e r tia l confinement concept is  to use lasers or other high-power sources 
to heat and compress small p e lle ts  containing fusionable fu e l (deuterivim and 
tr it iu m ). I f  a properly shaped pulse o f s u ff ic ie n t  energy can be delivered  to the 
p e lle t ,  the density and temperature may become high enough fo r  fu s i o n . -^  This 
would be a laboratory nuclear explosion o f  tiny proportions. .
14 4 . It w il l  be reca lled  that in  1975» during the f i r s t  n on -p roliferation  Treaty 
Review Conference, the United States, responding to a question asked by .
Switzerland about the le g a lity  o f contained thermonuclear micro explosions fo r  
peaceful purposes, made the follow ing statement;
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"A question has been raised xrôth respect to energy sources, o f  a 
kind on which research has been reported, involving nuclear reactions 
in it ia ted  in m illim eter-sized  p e lle ts  o f fiss ion a b le  and/or fusionable 
material by lasers or by energetic beams o f p a r tic le s , in  which the 
energy re leases , while extremely rapid, are designed to be, and w ill  be, 
nondestructively contained within a suitable vesse l. On the basis o f our 
present understanding o f this type o f energy source, which is  s t i l l  at an 

. early stage o f research, we have concluded that i t  does not constitute a 
nucleaj? explosive device within the meaning o f  the non -proliferation  
Treaty or undertakings in  IAEA Safeguards Agreements against diversion

6-7to any nuclear explosive d ev ice ."—̂
The above in terpretation  was supported at the Conference by the United Kingdom.
The USSR did not comment.
145* Recently, the United States stated that i t  did not anticipate that in e r tia l 
confinement fusion  research would be constrained under the prospective lim ited 
duration comprehensive test ban.-^^ The technology in question may have both
c iv ilia n  and m ilitary  app lications, but nev; weapons designs "cannot be based on

/laser fusion  experimentation alone".—̂
3. Duration o f the comprehensive test ban
14 6 . It has always been assumed that a comprehensive test ban would be o f in d efin ite  
duration. However, in  recent years, a comprehensive test ban o f fixed  duration has 
been discussed,-^^ and there are indications that the comprehensive test ban now 
being negotiated t r i la te r a lly  may be lim ited to three years A review conference
o f the parties is  envisaged to be held before the expiration o f the t r e a t y I t  
has been suggested that such a conference could discuss the possible extension o f

69/  'the treaty .—̂  It  can be assumed that the protocol to the treaty, covering peaceful 
nuclear explosions, would be subject to the same treatment as the treaty i t s e l f .
147» As regards the duration o f  the comprehensive test ban, the treaty should f u l f i l  
the pledge included in the p artia l test ban Treaty, and re iterated  in the non
p ro life ra tion  Treaty, "to  achieve the discontinuance o f a l l  test explosions o f  
nuclear weapons fo r  a l l  t in e ."
14 8 . According to some views, a comprehensive test ban o f short dxiration would 
create a problem with respect to. the adherence o f non-nuclear-weapon States, 
particu larly  fo r  parties to the n on -proliferation  Treaty, which have renounced the 
possession o f nuclear xroapons and other nuclear explosive devices fo r  a longer period. 
149* Resumption o f tests upon the expiration o f a sh ort-lived  comprehensive test 
ban might he a serious setback to the cause o f arms lim itation  and disarmament.
150 . F ina lly , whatever the format o f the comprehensive test han, the existing  
commitments and the continued operation o f  the p artia l test-ban Treaty would need 
to be ensxired so that tho proh ib itions contained in that Treaty vnill endure.
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CONCLUSIONS
1 5 1 * A main ob jective  o f  a l l  e f fo r ts  o f  the United Nations in the f ie ld  o f  
disarmament has been to halt and reverse the nuclear-arms race, to stop the 
production o f  nuclear weapons and to achxeve their eventual elim ination,
15 2 . In th is connexion, a comprehensive test ban is  regarded as the f i r s t  and 
most urgent step to\/ards a cessation  o f  the nuclear-arms race, in  p articu lar, 
as regards i t s  qualitative aspects.
153- Over the years, enormous e f fo r ts  have been invested in achieving a cessation 
o f  a l l  nuclear-weapon tests by a l l  States fo r  a l l  time. These e f fo r ts  have 
occupied the uninterrupted attention  o f  the Members o f  the United Nations fo r  a 
longer period o f  time than any other disarmament issue.
15 4 . The t r ila te r a l negotiations have now been going on fo r  nearly three years, 
while in the Committee on Disarmament negotiations have s t i l l  not commenced.
In order to bring the achievement o f  a comprehensive test ban nearer to 
rea liza tion , much more intensive negotiations are essen tia l. V erifica tion  o f  
compliance no longer seems to be an obstacle to reaching agreement.
15 5 - A comprehensive test ban could serve as an important measure o f  
n on -p roliferation  o f  nuclear weapons, both v ertica l and horizontal,
15 6 . A comprehensive test ban would have a major arms lim ita tion  impact in  that 
i t  would make i t  d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not im possible, fo r  the nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the treaty to develop nevir designs o f  nuclear v/eapons and would a lso 
place constraints on the m odification  o f  ex isting  weapon designs.
157» A comprehensive test ban would also place constraints on the further spread 
o f  nuclear weapons by preventing nuclear explosions, although a te s t  explosion 
may not be absolutely  essen tia l fo r  constructing a simple f is s io n  device.
15 8 . In the view o f  the parties to the n on -p roliferation  Treaty, a comprehensive 
test ban would re in force  the Treaty by demonstrating the av/areness o f  the major 
nuclear Powers o f  the lega l ob liga tion  under the Treaty "to  pursue negotiations 
in good fa ith  on e ffe c t iv e  measures relating  to cessation  o f  the nuclear arms 
race at an early  date".
15 9 * The arms lim ita tion  ben efits  o f  a comprehensive test ban could be enhanced, 
and the channels o f  arms competition among the great Powers further narrowed, i f  
the comprehensive test ban were follov/ed by restr ic tion s  on the qualitative 
improvement o f  nuclear delivery veh icles.



The widespread impatience and d issa tis fa ct ion  o f  the non-nuclear-weapon 
States with the fa ilu re  o f  the nuclear Powers to stop nuclear-weapon tests 
has been] c lea r ly  demonstrated . . ,

A comprehensive test-ban treaty would strengthen the Treaty on the 
N on-Proliferation o f  Nuclear Weapons . . .  It  would he a major step toiA/ards 
halting what has been ca lled  "v ertica l p ro life ra t io n " , that is  the further 
soph istication  and deployment o f  nuclear weapons, and would a lso strengthen 
the resolve o f  potentia l nuclear-vreapon States not to acquire nuclear vreapons 
and thereby help to prevent the "horizontal p ro life ra tion " o f  such vreapons.
On the other hand, i f  nuclear-weapon tests by the nuclear Powers continue, the 
future c r e d ib ility  and perhaps even the v ia b il ity  o f  the n on -proliferation  
Treaty achieved a fte r  such painstaking e f fo r t  may be jeopardized. I need not 
describe the greatly  increased dangers that would confront the world in  such 
event.
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В. TREATY B/OTING NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS IN THE 
ATMOSPHERE, IN OUTER SPACE /iND UNDER WATER

The Governments o f the United States o f America, the United Kingdom o f 
Great Britain  and Northern Ireland, and vhe Union o f Soviet S o c ia lis t  Ropuhlics, 
hereinafter referred to as the "O riginal P a rties" ,

Proclaiming as th e ir  p rincipa l aim the speediest possib le  achievement o f 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament - under s t r ic t  international 
control in  accordance with the ob jectives  o f the United Nations which would put 
an end to the armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production and
testin g  o f a l l  kin^is o f  weapons, including nuclear weapons.

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance o f a l l  test explosions o f nuclear 
weapons fo r  a l l  time, determined to continue negotiations to th is  end, and 
desiring to put an end to the contamination o f man's environment by radioactive 
substances,

Have agreed as fo llow s;
A rtic le  I

1. Each o f the Parties to th is Treaty undertakes to p roh ib it, to prevent, 
and not to carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear 
explosion, at any place under i t s  ju r isd ic t io n  or control:

(a ; in  the atmosphere; beyond it s  lim its , including outer space; or 
under water, including te r r it o r ia l  waters or high seas; or

(b) in  any other environment i f  such explosion causes radioactive debris
to be present outside the t e r r it o r ia l  l i " ’i t s  o f the State under whose ju r isd ic t io n  
or control such explosion is  conducted. It is  understood in  th is  connexion 
that the provisions o f th is subparagraph are without prejudice to the conclusion 
o f a treaty  resu ltin g  in  the permanent banning o f a l l  nuclear test  explosions, 
including a l l  such explosions underground, the conclusion o f which, as the Parties 
have stated in  the Preamble to th is  Treaty, they seek to achieve.

2. Each o f  the Parties to th is  Treaty undertakes furthermore to re fra in  
from causing, encouraging, or in  any way p articipatin g  in , the carrying out o f 
any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion , anywhere which 
would take place in any o f the environments described, or have the e f fe c t  referred 
to , in  paragraph 1 o f th is  A rtic le .

A rtic le  II
1. Any Party may propose amendments to th is  Treaty. The text o f any 

proposed amendment shall he submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall 
c ircu la te  i t  to a l l  Parties to th is  Treaty. Thereafter, i f  requested to do so



by one-third or more o f the Parties, the Depositary Governments shall convene a 
conference, to which they shall in v ite  a l l  the P arties, to consider such 
amendment.

2. Any ameiidment to th is Treaty must be approved by a m ajority o f the 
votes o f a l l  the Parties to th is Treaty, including the votes o f a l l  o f  the 
Original Parties. The amendment shall enter into force  fo r  a l l  Parties upon 
the deposit o f instruments o f r a t if ic a t io n  by a m ajority o f  a l l  the Parties, 
including the instruments o f r a t if ic a t io n  o f a l l  o f the Original Parties.

A rtic le  111
1. This Treaty shall be open to a l l  States fo r  signature. Any State

which does not sign th is Treaty before i t s  entry into force  in accordance with
paragraph 3 o f th is A rtic le  may accede to i t  at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to r a t if ic a t io n  by signatory States.
Instruments o f r a t if ic a t io n  and instruments o f accession shall he deposited with 
the Governments o f tho Original Partes — the United States o f America, the 
United Kingdom o f Great B ritain  and Northern Ireland, and the Union o f Soviet 
S oc ia lis t  Repuhlics — which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into fo rce  a fter  i t s  r a t if ic a t io n  by a l l  the 
Original Parties and the deposit o f th e ir  instruments o f r a t if ic a t io n .

4. For States whose instruments o f  r a t if ic a t io n  or accession are deposited 
subsequent to the entry into fo rce  o f th is Treaty, i t  shall enter into fo rce  on 
the date o f the deposit o f th eir instruments o f r a t if ic a t io n  or accession.

5. The Dop'-sitary Governments sha]'' promptly inform a l l  signatory and 
acceding States o f the date o f each signature, the date o f deposit o f each 
instrument o f r a t if ic a t io n  o f and accession to th is  Treaty, the date o f i t s  entry 
into fo r ce , and the date o f rece ip t o f any requests fo r  conferences or other 
n otices .

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant 
to A rtic le  102 o f the Charter o f tho United Nations.

A rtic le  IF
This Treaty shall be o f unlimited duration.
Each Party shall in  exorcising i t s  national sovereignty have the right to 

withdraw from the Treaty i f  i t  decides that extraordinary events related to the 
subject matter o f th is  Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme in terests  o f i t s  
country. It shall give notice  o f such withdrawal to a l l  other Parties to the 
Treaty three months in advance.
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A rtic le  V . .
This Treaty, o f which the English and Russian texts are equally authentic, 

shall ho deposited in the archives o f tho Depositary Governments. Duly 
ce r t if ie d  copies o f th is  Treaty shall he transmitted hy the Depositary 
Governments to tho Governments o f the signatory and acceding States.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
th is  Treaty.

DONE in  t r ip lic a te  at the c ity  o f Moscow the f i f t h  day o f  August, 
one thousand nine hundred and six ty -th ree .
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С. LIST OP PARTIES AND SIGMTORIES TO THE TREATY ВАШОТО MJCLKIR 
WEAPON TESTS IN THE ATMOSPHERE', IN OUTER SPACE AND UNDER WATER

Signed Ъу the Union o f Soviet S oc ia lis t  Republics, the United. Kingd.om of
Great B ritain and. Northern Ireland and the United States o f America at Moscow;
5 August 1963

Opened fo r  signature at London, Moscov; and Washingtons 8 August I963

Entered into fo r ce ; 10 October I963

The Depositary Governments; Union o f Soviet S oc ia lis t  Republics, United Kingdom o f
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and United States of, Amoricp .

( i )  Signatures a ffixed  on the orig in a l o f the Treaty deposited with the 
Governments o f the; Union o f Soviet S oc ia lis t  Republics (M),
United Kingdom o f  Great Britain  and Northern Ireland (L ), and 
United States o f America (W).

( i i )  Instruments c f  r a t if ic a t ic n , accession (a )' or succession (s ) deposited
with the Governments o f  the; Union o f  Soviet S oc ia lis t  Republics (M),
United Kingdom o f Great Britain  and Northern Ireland (L ), and
United States o f America (w),I
State ( i ) Signature ( i i )  Deposit
Afghanistan ......................  (M) 9 August 1963 23 March 1964

(L) 8 August 1963 12 March 1964
W 8 August 1963 13 March 1964

A lgeria .......... ....................  (M) 19 August 1963 -

(L) 14 August 1963 -

(W) 14 August 1963 -
Argentina . . . . 9 August 1963 -

(L) 9 August 1963 -

bo 8 August 1963 -

A ustralia . . . . 8 August 1963 12 November 1963
(L) 8 August 1963 12 November 1963
bo 8 August 1963 12 November 1963

Austria ........... 11 September I963 17  July 1964
L) 12 September I963 17  July 1964

W 11 September 1963 17  July 1964

Bahamas ........... — 16 July 1976 (s )
(l ) - 13 August 1976 (s )
(w) 13 August 1976 (s ) j y

B elgium .......... 8 August 1963 1 March 1966
(l ) 8 August 1963 1 March 1966
(w) 8 August 1963 1 March 1966

Benin (Dahomey) ............... (M) 9 October I963
( l )  3 September I963
(¥) 27 August 1963

23 December I964 
22 A pril 1965 
15 December I964
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State ( i ) Signature ( i i )  Deposit
Bhutan ................................. (M) *

L) - *
- 8 June 1978 (a)

B oliv ia  ............................... (M) 20 September I963 4 August 1965
L) 21 August 1963 25 January I966

(w) 8 August 1963 4 August 1965

Botswana ............................. (M) - 5 January I968 (s )
(L) _ 14 February I968 (s )
(w) - 4 March 1968 (s )  1 /

B razil ................................. (M) 9 August 1963 15 December I964
(L) 8 August 1963 4 March 1965
(W) 8 August 1963 15 January I965

Bulgaria ............................. (M) 8 August 1963 21 November 1963
(b) 8 August 1963 2 December I963
(¥) 8 August 1963 13 November I963

Burma................................... ( m) 14 August 1963 15 November I963
b) 14 August 1963 15 November 1963

W 14 August 1963 15 November I963

Burundi ............................... (M) . * _

{l ) *
(¥) 4 October 1963 -

Byelorussian SSR ............. (M) 8 October 1963 16 December ' 1963
L * *

(w) * *
Cameroon, United (M) * —

Republic o f L 6 September I963 -
(¥) 27 August 1963 -

Canada ................................. (M) 8 -lugust 1963 28 Januaiy 19 64
8 August 1963 • 28 January I964

(¥) 8 August 1963 28 January 1964

Cape Verde ......................... (M)
Ы/1 тЛ

- 24 October 1979 (a)

Central African Republic
(¥)
( m ) 25 September I965 (a)
(l ) -  . 24 August 1965 (a)
(W) - 22 December I964 (a)

Chad..................................... (M) * *
( l ) * *
(¥) 26 August 1963 1 March 1965

Chile ................................... (m) 9 August 1963 *
( l ) 9 August 1963 .6 .October 1965
(W) 8 August 1963 *

Colombia ............................. (M) 16 August 1963 —

(L) 20 August 1963 -

(¥) 16 August 1963 -

Costa Rica ......................... fM) 23 August 1963 *
(b) 9 August 1963 *
(w) 13 August 1963 10 July 1967



CD/86
page 49

German Democratic 
Republic

Germany, Federal 
Republic o f

State . ( i ) " Signature
C yprus................. fM) 8 August 1963

(L) 8 August' 1963
(W) 8 August 1963

C zechoslovakia    fM) 8 August I963
(L) 8 August 1963
(W) 8 August 1963

Denmark............................... Гм) 9 August 1963
( l )  9 August 1963
(W) 9 August 1963

Dominican Republic ........  fM) I9 September 1963'
( l )  17 September I963 
(w) 16 September I963

E cuador...............................  (M) 1 October 1963 '
(L) 1 October 1963
(W) 27 September I963

Egypt (DAR) .......................  (M) 8 August I963 '
(L) 8 August 1963
(w) 8 August 1963

El S a lva d or.......................  (M) 23 August 1963 ’
fL) 22 August 1963 
(W) 21 Augxst 1963

E th io p ia .............................  (М) 19 September I963
(L) 9 August 1963
(W) 9 August 1963

F i j i .....................................  (m) -

iii :
Finland ...............................  (m) 8 August I963

(L) 8 August 1963 
(W) 8 August 1963

G abon...................................  Гм) *
(L) *
(W) 10 September 1963

Gambia.................................  (M) -
(l ) -
(¥) -

(m) 8 August 1963

Ghana

Greece

*

Гм) 19 August 1963 
(L) 19 August 1963 
(W) 19 August 1963

Гм) 8 August 1963 
(L) 4 September I963
(W) 9 August 1963

Гм) 9 August 1963
(L) 9 August 1963
(¥) 8 August 19 63

( i i )  Deposit
21' A pril 1965 
15 A pril 1965
7 May 1965

14 October 1963
14 October 1963
17 October 1963

15 January I964 
15 January 1964 
15 January I964

3 June 1964
18 June 1964 
22 July 1964

13 November 1964
8 May 1964
6 May 1964

10 January 1964 l /  
10 January 1964 
10 January 1964 2/

' '9 February 1965
7 December I964 
3 December I964

14 'July 1972 
14 July 1972 
18 July 1972 (s )  1 /
9 January 1964 
9 January 1964 
9 January 1964

9 March 1964 
4 March 1964 

20 February 1964

27 A pril 1965 (s )
6 May 1965 (s )

27 A pril 1965 (s )  1 /
30 December I963 

*

*
1 December 1964 Д / 
1 December 1964 J ./

31 ''May '1965 
27 November I963 
9 January I964

18 December I963 
18 December 1963 
18 December I963
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Signature 
*

( i i )  Deposit 
*

23 September 1963 6 January 1964 4 /
20 August 1976 (a) 

*

-X 

*

9 October 1963

16 August 1963 ,. 
15 August 1963 
8 August 1963

8 August 19 6 3 . 
8 August 1963 
8 August 1963

12 August 1963 
12 August 1963
12 August 1963

8 August 1963 
8 August 1963 
8 August 1963

23 August 1963 
23 August 1963 
23 August 1963

8 August 1963 
8 August 1963
8 August 1963

13 August 1963, 
13 August 1963 
13 August 1963

9 August 1963,
8 August 1963 
8 August 1963

8 August 1963 
8 August 1963 
8 August 1963

8 August 1963 
8 August 1963 
8 August 1963

*

*

■x-
2 December I964 
2 October 1964

,2 3 .October 1963
21 October 1963
22 October I963

29 A pril 1964
29 A pril 1964 

•29 A pril 1964

14 .October 1963 
10 October 1963 
18 October 1963

20 J.anuary 19 64 
8 May 1964

27 January 1964

. 5. May 19.64
5 May 1964
5 May 1964

,3 December 1964
30 November I964 

1 December I964

20. December I963 
18 December 1963 
18 December 1963

28 .January 1964
15  January 1964 
15 January 1964

10 December I964 
10 December 1964 
10 December I964

-X
* *

5 September ,1963 5 Ncbruary I965

13 August 1963 .
13 August 1963 -
13 August 1963 -



state
Japan

Jordan

Kenya

( i ) '  signature
14 August 1963 
14 August 1963 

(W) 14 August 1963

(M) 19 August 1963 
Tl) 12 August 1963 
(V) 12 A u^st 1963

Korea, Republic o f
(L) 30 August 1963
(W) 30 August 1963

lû iw a it................................. , (M) 20 August 1963
L 20 August 1963

(V) 20 August 1963

L a o s ..................................... (M) 12 August 1963 ■
(b) 12 August 1963
(¥) 12 August 1963

Lebanon .............................. (M) 13 August 1963
L) 13 August 1963

(W) 12 August 1963

Liberia ............................... (M) 27 August 1963
( l ) 16 August 1963
(W) 8 August 1963

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya (M) 16 August 1963
(Libya) b 9 August 1963

(¥) 16 August 1963

Luxembourg ......................... (M) 13 September I963
(L) 13 August 1963
(¥) 3 September I963

Madagascar

Malawi

*

*
(V/) 23 September I963

Malaysia (Federation 
o f Malaya)

(m) 21 August 1963 
(L) 12 August 1963 
(w) 8 August 1963 8 /

M a l i .....................................  (M) 23 August I963
( l )  23 August 1963 
(W) 23 August 1963

M a lta ...................................  (m) -
(L) -
(V) -

M auritania.........................  (m) 8 October I963
(L) 17  September I963 
(W) 13 September I963

( i i )  Deposit
15 June 1964 
15 June 1964
15 June 1964

■7 July 1964
29 May 1964 
10 July 1964

30 June 1965 fa
10 June 1965 (a
11 June 1965 (a)

' ’ *
24 July 1964 У  
24 July 1964 V

17 June 1965 6 /
21 May 1965
20 May 1965 6 /

7 A pril 1965 
10 February I965
12 February I965

4 June 1965 
20 May 1965 
14 May 1965

16 June 1964
22 May 1964 
19 May 1964
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15 July 1968

10 Feioruaiy I965
10 February I965
10 February I965 

' '
*

15 Iferch 1965

26 November I964 (s)
7 January I965 (s )

26 November I964 (s )  _ l/
■i5 ’ Ju ly"1964
16 July 1964 
16 July 1964

25 November 1964 
1 December I964 

25 November 1964

'28 'April 1964 
15 A pril 1964 

6 A pril 1964

1 /
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State
Mauritius'

Mexico

Mongolia, P eople 's 
Republic o f

Morocco .....................

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nic aragua

Niger

Nigeria

Norway

Pakistan

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

( i ) Signature T ii) Deposit
(M) ' - 30 A pril 1969 (s )

- 12 May 1969 (s )  ■
M - 30 A pril 1969 (s ) 8 /
(M) 8 August 1963 27 Decomber 1963
(l ) 8 Jj-ugust 1963 27 December I963
(w) 8 August 1963 27 December I963

(m) 8 August 1963 1 November I963
( l ) 8 August 1963 7 Novômbôr 1963
(¥) * *

(m) 27 August 1963 18 February I966
l ) 30 August 1963 1 February I966

(\I) 27 August 1963 21 February 1966

(m) 26 August 1963 7 October 1964
L 26 August 19 63 • ■ 7 October 1964

(¥) 30 August 1963 7 October 1964

(M) 9 August 1963 14  September I964
L 9 August 1963 • 14 'September I964 §_/

(¥) 9 August 1963 14 September 1964 §_/

Гм) 8 August 1963 16 October 1963
Ы 8 August 1963 10 -October 1963
(¥) 8 August 1963 10 October 1963

(m) 16 August 1963 26 February 1965
( l ) 13 August 1963 2'6 January 1965
(¥) 13 August 1963 26 February I965

(M) * 3 July 1964
( l ) 24 September 1963 6 July 1964
(¥) 24 September 1963 9 July 1964

(m) 30 August 1963 25 February I967
(l ) 2 September I963 ' • 17 February I967
(¥) 4 September 1963 28 February 1967

(m) 9 August 1963 21 November 1963
(l ) 9 August 1963 21 November I963
(¥) 9 August 1963 21 November 1963

Гм) 14 August 1963 -

Гь) 14 August 1963 ■ I.- '
(¥) 14 ”August 1963 -
Гм) * *
(l ) * ■ *
(¥) 20 September 1963 24 February I966

(м) 21 August 1963 -

(L 15 August 1963 ■ '
(¥) 15 August 1963 -
Гм) 23 August 1963 21 August 1964

23 August 19 6 3 ' ' 4 Ailgdst ' 1964
(¥) 23 August 1963 20 July 1964

Гм) 14 August 1963 8 February 1966
( l ) 8 August 19 6 3 ' ■ 10 'November I965
(¥) 8 August 1963 15 November I965 2./
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State
Poland

Portugal

Romania

Rwanda

Samoa (Western)

San Marino

Senegal

Sierra Leone

Singapore

Somalia

South A frica

Spain

Sri Lanka (Ceylon)

Sudan

Swaziland

( i )  Signature
) 8 August 1963
) 8 August 1963
) 8 August 1963

9 October 1963 
9 October 1963

8 August 1963.
8 August 1963
8 August 1963

*
*

19 September I963

6 September 1963
5 September 1963
6 September 1963

(m) 24 September I9.63 
( l )  20 September I963 
(¥) 17 September 1963

9 October 1963. 
23 September 1963
20 September I963

9 September 1963 
4 September I963 

11 September I963

(m) 19 August 1963 
(L) *

( i i )  Deposit
14 0,ct.ober 1963 
14  October 1963 
14 October 1963

12 December I963 
12 December I963 
12 December I963

16 December I963
22 October I963 
27 December I963

8 February 1965 
19 Januaiy 1965 
15 January I965

27 November I964
3 July 1964
9 July 1964

12 May 1964 
6 May 1964 
2 June 1964

29 A pril 1964 
21 February 1964

4 March 1964

12 July 1968 (s )
23 July 1968 (s )
12 July 1968 (s ) J ^ /

19 August 1963 -
. . . 22 November I963

10 October 1963
- 10 October 1965
* ,  *

14 August 1963 17 December I964
15 August 1963 17 December I964

23 August 1963 12 Februazy I964
22 August 1963 13 February 1964
22 August 1963 5 Februaiy 19 64

9 August 1963 28 March 1966
9 August 1963 4 March 1966
9 August 1963 4 March 1966

~ 3 June 1969 (a)
- 29 May 1969 (a)
- 29 May 1969 (a)
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State ( i ) Signature ( i i )  Deposit
Sweden ................................. (M) 12 August 196З- • 9 Deoember I963

(L) 12 August 1963 9 December I963
(W) 12 August 1963 9 December I963

Switzerland . . . . . . . . . . . . (M) 26 August 1963 .16 January 19 64
b 26 August 1963 16 January I964

(¥) 26 August 1963 16 January I964

Syrian Arab Republic . . , (m) 13 August 1963 1 June- 1964
(L) 15 August 1963 1 June 1964
(w) 13 August 1963 1 June 1964

Tanzania, United (M) 20 September I9.63. *
Republic o f b 16 September I963 6 February I964
(Tanganyika) W 18 September 1963 -Si-

Thailand ............................. (M) 8 August 1963 . . 21 November I963
L) 8 August 1963 15 November I963

(¥) 8 August 1963 29 November I963

Togo ..................... ................ (M) * ¥r
L) * *

(¥) 18 September 1963 7 December 1964

Tonga .................................... (M) - . 22 June. 1971 (s )
(L) - 7 July 1971 (s )
(w) 7 July 1971 (s )

Trinidad and Tobago . . . . (M) 13 August 1963 . -6. August 1964
(l ) 12 August 1963 16 July 1964
(¥) 12 August 1963 14  July 1964

T u n is ia ............... ..... (M) 13 August 1963 26 May 1965
b) 12 August 1963 26 May 1965

(¥) 8 August 1963 3 June 1965

Turkey ...................................... fM) 9 August 1963 .3 -Ju ly  1965
Ы 9 .^ugust 1963 8 July 1965

N (¥) 9 August 1963 8 July 1965

Uganda................................. (m) * .  *
(l ) 29 August 1963 24 March 1964
(¥) 29 August 1963 2 A pril 1964

Ukrainian SSR ................... fM) 8 October 1963 .30 December I963
(L) * -X-
(W) * -X

Union o f  Soviet (M) 5 August 1963 10 October 1963
S o c ia lis t  Republics (l ) * 10 October 1963

(¥) * 10 October 1963

United Kingdom o f (M) 5 August 19 6 3 . 10 .October 1963
Great Britain  and (l )  ̂ , 10 October 1963
Northern Ireland l l / (W) * 10 October 1963

United States o f (M) 5 August 1963 10.October 1963
America (L) * 10 October 1963

(¥) * 10 October 1963

Upper Volta ....................... (И) 
( тЛ

* -

[ю 30 August 1963 . . .

I/
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State
Uruguay

Venezuela

Viet Nan, Republic 
o f  South] V2/

Yemen, Arab Republic o f

Zamb ia

Signature
27 September I963 
27 September I963
12 August 1963

16 August 1963 
20 August 1963 
16 August 1963

*
*

1 October 1963

13 August 1963
*

6 September 1963

Yemen, People 's Гм)
Democratic Republic o f (l )

■ ( w )

Y u goslav ia .........................  (M)
• (L)

(V)

Zaire (Congo, (M)
Democratic Republic of) (L)

Ы )

8 August 1963
8 August 1963
8 August 1963

12 August 1965
9 August 1963
9 August 1963

( i i )  Deposit 
*

25 February 1969 
*

22 February I965 
3 March 1965 

29 March 1965

1 Juno 1979 (a)

31 January 1964 
15 January I964 
3 A pril 1964

28 October I965

11 January I965 (s )
8 February 1965 (s )

11 January I965 (s) I /

-  The action has not been taicen.
* The action has not been talcon with th is Depositary.
1/  Succeeded to the Treaty by v irture o f the ra t if ica t io n  o f the United Kingdom.
_g/ With the follow ing statement; '

"-In transmitting th is instrument the Ambassador o f the 
United Arab Republic, on behalf o f  his Govomnent, wishes to express the 
fo llow ing  réservation ; The ra t ifica t io n  by the Government o f the 
United Arab Republic o f th is Treaty doos not mean or imply any recogjiition 
o f Israel or any Treaty-Relations with Is ra e l."

_2/  With the fo llow ing  declaration ;
"Tho aforementioned Treaty is  also applicable in Land Berlin with

e ffe c t  from the date on which i t  enters into force  in the Federal Republic
o f Germany, talcing into account tho rights and re sp o n s ib ilit ie s  o f the 
A llied  authorities and the powers they retain  in the f ie ld s  o f 
disarmament and d em ilita riza tion ."



_4/ With the follow ing statement; '
"The signing, approval, ra t if ica t io n  and application  by the 

Govomnent o f Guatemala o f the Treaty banning nuclear' ■weapon tests  in 
the atmosphere, in outer space art under water does not imply that the 
Republic uf Guatemala accords recognition  as a sovereign State to any 
te rr ito ry  or recognition  as a legal govemment to any regime which i t  
does not at present r e c o ^ iz e . Nor does i t  imply the establishment or 
restoration  o f  diplom atic rela tions with those countries with v/hich such 
re la tion s arc not at present maintained," ' •

_3/ With the fo llow ing  statement;
"The r a t if ic a t io n  by the Governncnt o f Korea o f the said Treaty does 

not in any way mean or imply the recognition  o f any te rr ito ry  or regime 
which has not been recogiized  by the Republic o f Korea as a State or 
Govemncnt. "

_6/ With the follow ing statement:
"In ra tify in g  the said Convention, the Govemment o f the State o f  

Kuvrait takes the view that i t s  signature and ra t if ica t io n  o f  the said 
Convention does not in any way imply i t s  recognition  o f  Isra e l, nor does 
i t  ob lige  i t  to apply the provisions o f the Convention in respect o f the 
said country.

"The Government o f the State o f Kuvréit wishes further to indicate 
that i t s  understanding described above is  in conformity with the general 
p ractice  ex istin g  in Kuwait regarding signature, r a t if ic a t io n  or 
accession to a Convention o f  which a countiy not recognized by Kuwait is  
a p a r ty ." •

_2/ In a note to the Secretary o f  State dated 30 A pril I969 Mauritius stated 
the f  с Hewing;

"The Gcvcrnnent c f  Mauritius declares that i t  ccnsiders i t s e l f  .
bcund . . .  [under the Treaty] as from the 12th March, I968, the date cn 
which Mauritius acceded to Independence,"

8 /  R atifica tion  by the Netherlands is  in respect o f  the Kingdom in Europe, 
Suriname and the Netherlands A n tille s .

_2 /  With the fo llow in g  statement:
"bn depositing the said instrument, the Philippine Govemment would 

lik e  to state that ra t if ica t io n  o f the Treaty should not be construed as 
including or implying recognition  by the Philippines o f  any State or 
Govemment party to the Treaty which has not heretofore been recognized by 
the P h ilipp in es."

10/  Succeeded to the Treaty by virtue o f  the r a t if ic a t io n  o f  the Federation o f  
Malaysia.

1 1 /  Statement communicated on 27 August I963 to a l l  States recognized by the 
United Kingdom;

"The Government o f  the United Kingdom wish to re ca ll th e ir  view that 
i f  a regime is  not recognized by the Government o f a State, neither 
signature nor the deposit o f any instrument by i t ,  nor n o t ifica t io n  o f  any 
o f those acts w ill bring abcut recognition  o f  that regime by any other S tate ."

12 /  The Democratic Republic o f V iot Nam and the Republic o f  South Viet Nan (the 
la tte r  o f which replaced the Republic o f  Viet Nan) ■united on 2 July 19?6 to 
constitu te the S ocia lis t  Republic o f  Viet Nan. At the tine o f preparing th is 
publication  no indication  had been received from the Government o f the 
S oc ia lis t  Republic o f Viet Nan regarding i t s  position  with respect to a possib le  
succession.
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D. mJCLEAR EXPLOSIONS FROM I 945 TO I 963 АШ) FROM I 965 TO 1979 
Data on nuclear explosions is  available from a nxmber o f  sources, mainly non

o f f i c i a l .  A compilation o f  these data has been presented by the Stockholm 
International Peace Researbh. J-nbtitute (SIPRi) in  th e 'SIPRETearbook o f  V/orld Armament 
and Disarmament (198O). That Yearbook provides the folloxâng figures fo r  nuclear 
.explosions ■^tween-16 July 1945 and 3I December 1979 (the date fo r  1979 is  marked 
by SIPRI as being prelim inary);
I .  16 July 1945 -  5 August 1963 (the signing o f the p artia l test ban Treaty).

USA USSR UK France Total
293 164 23 8 488

I I .  5 August 1963 -  31 December 1979
a atmosphere
u undergroxmd ,

USA USSR UK France China India
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Year a u a  u a  u a  u a  u a  u Total

1963 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 15

1964 0 28 0 6 0 1 0 3 1 0 39
1965 0 29 0 9 0 1 0 4 1 0 44
1966 0 40 0 15 0 0 5 1 3 0 64
1967 0 29 . 0 15 0 0 3 0 2 0 49
1968 0 39 0 13 0 0 5 0 1 0 58
1969 0 28 0 15 0 0 0 0 1 1 45
1970 0 33 0 12 0 0 8 0 1 0 54
1971 0 15 0 19 0 0 5 0 1 0 40

1972 0 15 0 22 0 0 3 0 2 0 42

1973 0 11 0 14 0 0 5 0 1 0 31
1974 0 9 0 19 0 1 7 0 1 0 0 1 38
1975 0 16 0 15 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 34
1976 0 15 0 17 0 1 0 4 3 1 0 0 . 41

1977 0 12 0 16 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 35
1978 0 12 0 27 o' 2 0 7 2 1 0 0 51
1979 0 15 0 28 0 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 53

I I I . 16 July 1945 -  31 December 1979

USA USSR UK France China India Total
653 426 30 86 25 1 1  221
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E. PRESEITT NUCLEAR ARSENALS

Strategic nuclear fo rce s  of the USSR and the United States
(a) D elivery veAicless

;hA  United States-^uss:

Launchers of ICBMs 1,598 1»054
Fixed launchers of ICBMs 1,598 1,054
Launchers of ICBMs -equipped with MRVs ' 608 5 50
Launchers of SLBMs 950 656

Launchers o f SLBMs equipped- with MIRVs 144 496
Heavy bombers I 56 573
Heavy bombers equipped f o r  cruise m issiles

capable of a range in  excess of 600 kilom eters 0 3
Heavy bombers equipped only f o r  ASBMs 0 0
ASBMs 0 0
ASBMs equipped with MIRVs 0 0
(b) Nuclear warheads as of 1 January 1980^^
Total warheads on bombers and m issiles 6,000 9,200

( o f f i c i a l  United States estim ates)
Strategic nuclear fo r ce s  o f China, France and the United K ingdom -^
China; ICBM

IRBM
MRBM

2 CSS-3 (lim ited  range) 
50-70 CSS-2 
40-50 CSS-1

A .-rcraft; about 90 Tu-l6 medium bombers

Statement o f data on the numbers o f stra teg ic  o ffen sive  aims as of the 
date of signature o f the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms 
(SALT I I ) ,  CD/29.

~“~̂ '/ Stockholm International Peace Research Institu te  (SIPRi).
The International Institu te  f o r  Strategic S-tudies, The' M ilitary  Balance

1979-1980.
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France; SLBM; 64 in  4 SSBN, each with I 6 M-20 m issiles
(2 with 16 M-4 b u ild in g ).
ШВМ: 18 in  2 squadrons, each with 9 SSBS S-2 m issiles
(being replaced by S-5) .
A ircra ft ;

Bombers: 6 squadrons with 53 ÎUrage IVA 
Tanlcers; 3 squadrons with 11 KG-I35F 
Reserve: l6  ffirage IVA (including 12 reconnaissance)

United Kingdom; SLBM; 4 Resolution SSBÏÏ, each with 16 P olaris A3 m issiles .
B a ll is t ic  M issile Early-Warning System station  at Fylingdales



Notes

1 /  Resolution 913 (x ) o f  3 December 1955*

2/  O ff ic ia l  Records o f  the Disarmament,Commission, Supplement fo r  January
to December 1957, document DC/112, annex 12 (DC/sC .1 /6 0 ). '  ^

1  Resolution 1379 ( x r v )  o f  20 November 1959-

Д / Resolution I 632 (XVl) o f 27 October I 96I .

V  ENDC/28. ■

У  ENDC/94.

l J  The 36 resolutions carry the fo llow in g  numbers; 1252 (X l l l )  o f
4 November 1958; 1379 (XIV) o f 20 November 1959; 1402 (XIV) o f 
21 November 1959; 1577 (XV) and 1578 (XV) o f 20 December I 96O; I 932 (XVl) 
o f 27 October 1961 ; I 648 (XVl) o f 6 November 196I ;  I 649 (XVl) o f
8 November I 96I ;  1762 Л and Б (XVll) o f  6 November 1962; I 9IO (X V II l)  o f
27 November 196З; 2032 (XX) o f 3 December I 965 ; 2I 63 (XXl) o f 5 December I 966;
2343 (XXIl) o f 19 December 1967; 2455 (XXIIl) o f  20 December I 968;
2604 A and В (XIV) o f  I 6 December I 969; 2663 A and В (XXV) o f  7 December 1970; 
2528 A, Б and С (XXVl) o f I 6 December 1971; 2954 A, Б and С (XXXIl) o f
29 November 1972; 3078 A and В (XXVIIl) o f 6 December 1973; 3257 (XXIX) o f
9 December 1974; 3466 (XXX) and 3478 (XXX) o f 11 December 1975; З1/66 o f
10 December 1976 and 3l/89 o f 14 December 1976; 32/?8 o f 12 December 1977;
33/60 and 33/71 С o f 14  December 1978; 34/73 o f 11 December 1979-

^  Resolutions 2932 (XX), 2163 (X X l), 2343 (X X Il), 2455 (X X IIl),
2604 В (XXIV), 2663 Б (XIV), 2628 Б (XXVl), 2828 С (XXVl), 2934 A (XXVIl),
2934 В ( x x v i i ) ,  5078 В ( x x v i i i ) ,  3257 ( x x i x ) ,  5466 ( x x x ) ,  31/ 66 , 32/ 78 ,
33/ 60 , 33/71 0, 54/73* P rior to 19 6 3 , the General Assembly had adopted 
resolutions 1252 A (X I I l ) ,  I 402 A and В (XIV), 1577  (XV), I 648 (XVl) and 
1762 ii (XVII) on the same sub ject.

2/  Resolutions 2828 A (XXVl), 2934 С (XXVIl), 3078 A (XXVIIl), 3257 (XXIX),
3466 ( x x x ) ,  31/ 66 . P rior to 1963 , the General Assembly had adopted
resolution  1762  A (XVIl) on the same sub ject. -

10/  Resolutions 2934 В (XXVIl), 3078 С ( XXVIII) ,  3257 (XXIX), 3466 (XXX),
31/ 66 , 33/ 60, 34/ 73.

n j  Resolution I 9IO (X V IIl).

12 /  Resolutions 2032 (XX), 2163  (X X l), 2343 (X X Il), 2455 (X X IIl), 26O4 Б (XXIV), 
2663 В (XXV), 2828 С (XXVI), 2934 A (XXVIl), 2954 В (XXVIl), 3078 В (XXVIIl), 
3257 (XXIX), 3466 ( x x x ) ,  31 / 6 6 .

13/  Resolutions 2828 Б (XXVl), 2934 A (XXVIl), 2934 В (XXVIl), 3078 Б (XXVIIl),
3257 (x x ix ).
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l i J  Resolutions I 9IO (X V IIl), 2032 (XX), 2163 (XXl), 2343 ('XXIl), 2455 (X X lIl),
2604 Б (XXIV), 2663 В (XXV), 2828 G (XXVl), 2934 A (XXVIl), 30?8 В (XXVIIl),
3257 (XXIX), 3466 (XXX), 31/ 66 , 32/ 7 8 , 33/ 60, 34/ 7 3 . ■

l y  Resolutions 2828 A (XXVl), 2934 С (XXVIl), 30?8 A (XXVIIl).

1 ^  Resolutions 2604 Б (XXIV), 2663 Б (XXV), 293  ̂ Б (XXVIl), 3078 В (XXVIIl).

] j /  Resolutions 2828 В (XXVl), 2828 С (XXVl), 2934 В (XXVIl), 3078 В (XXVHl),
3257 (XXK ), 3466 (XXX), 31/ 66 , 32/ 78 , 33/ 60 , 34/ 7 3 .

18 / Resolutions 2828 С (XXVl) and 2934 Б (XXVII).

12 /  Resolutions 2032 (XX), 2I 63 (XXl), 2343 (X X Il), 2455 (X X IIl), 2828 С (XXVl),
2934 (XXVII), 34/ 7 3 . '

20/  Resolutions 2604 A (XXIV) and 2663 A (XXV).

21/  Resolutions 2934 С (XXVTl), 3078 A (XXVIIl).

22/  Resolution 32/78.

22/  Resolution ЗЗ/60.

24/  Resolution 34/73.

2 5 / Л/5/188, DC/208.

CD/86
page 6l

26/ ENDC/145.

27/ ENDC/159.

28/ ENDC/177-. ■

1 2 / -ENDC/235-.

JO/ ENDC/242.

J l / ENDC/348.

J 2 / The Group 1 
E th io p ia , !

12/ CCD/554.

34/ CCD/431.

15/ E ffe c t s  o f
in terests . Report o f the Panel on the stra teg ic arms lim itation  talks and 
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