
CON FERENCE 0 F THE COMMITTEE 0 N D ISAR MAM ENT 
CCD/PV.698 
30 March 1976 

. ~ . ENGLISH 

FDTAL RECORD OF THE SIX HUNDRED .AND NINETY-EIGHTH MEETING 

GE. 76-83141 

held at. the .Palais ~es Nations, Geneva 
on Tuesday, 30 March 1976, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: ';1·.·._: 
Mr. M. Fartash (Iran} 

,•; :~... 



. ' 

CCll/PV.698 
2 

PRESENT AT THE T.AJ3LE · 

Argenti~: 

:Brazil: 

:Bulgaria: 

:Burma: ... · '_! .. · 

Canada: 

Czechoslovakia: · 

Egy-pt: 

Ethiopia: 

German llemocrc:.tic Republic: 

Germany, Federal Republic of 

Hungary: 

India: 

JVIr. S. N. :MARTINEZ 

Mr. I. H. A. 11ASTROGIOVJu'lNI 
}'[r. 1. H. PEREIRA llA FONSECA 

I'1r. :B. GRII\fBERG 
}'[r. I. PETROV 

Mr. J. T. SIMlUID. 

1'-rr. P • E • HoRAE 

J.lrr. V. SOJAK 

J.l'[r. S. A • .AJ30U-ALI 

Mr: T • GE:BRU 

Hr . G • HERDER 

Hr. H. -J. MICHEEL 

1'1r. H. GBACZYNSKI 
j 

Hr. H. THIELICKE 

Hr. G. J. SCHLAICH 

Hr. J. :BAUCH 

Ivlr. K. HANNES SCHLAGER 

ll'[r. I. KORMEN.DY 

Hr. :B. C. HISHRA 

fu. P. R. SOOll 

I'1r. P. K. GUPTA 



ItaJ.x: 

Japan: 

Mexico: 

Mongolia: 

Morocco: 

Netherlands: 

Nigeria: 

Pakistan: 

.Poland: 

Romania: 

CCD/PV~698 :' · 
3' 

. . Mr. M. FAR'l.JASH 

-· .... :·.... . ~vir. H • .AMERI 

. ~-. ;' ·. 

.. .. ' ... 

::l. 

: ... 

. . . 

;', 
.·. 

.-·-;.- -._ ·_:·. 

... - · .... ~-.' .- : 

Miss C • T.AHMASSEB 

. ·MJ:.. D.· CHILA:TY · ": .. ·.-... ~ •.. ,.:.. •. ::~--~:::.~:~·-··~·-·-~--

Mr ~ N. DI BERNARDO 
( 

. Mr. M. l10RENO 

J.lir. G. VAIJ)EVIT · 

. Mr. A. BIZZARINI 

.Mr. r1. OGISO 

.Mr. T. SAW AI 

Mr. T • KA.ZUHARA 

. Mr. ·S. CAMPOS-ICABDO 

J.lir. M. A. 'CACERES 

Mr. JYI. DUGERSUREN 

. Mr. S. M. RAHHALI 

Mr. A • J. MEERBURG 

. " ~ . __ ... _ .. · ............ ,. ...• ~--

.. · ... 
·_.: ·:,. __ · ... : ... ~ .. ]~ . ;.,::~ .. =·· :. _:_.--_:·-~--

Mr. G. S. AKUl\fW.A,FOR 

Mr. s .. · T ... -~- JillAMif·;· ·'·:~t~~~,:~~~:: '.~;;:-~: ~~:::;~~-.~~ ·-}~'~~~ 

~- -· · · · ·J!'.tt. ~'1~·:;.~~ ~-:-.. :-~-~~-~--~-':~:'· __ :·. I: -.~_:.;-l·:::..:-'!;·.:~.:~ .. _, ... -. .' _L·~~ . . .. 
Mr. K. SALEEM: ---· -···· - ---· -.:·-_·._ -i~--~~ : .. ~:.~. ---~:-~ 

Mr. 1. CHAVEZ-GODOY 

Hr. H. PAC 

Mr. A. CZERKAWSKI 

J.lir. T. FIECKO 

Mr. V •.. TUDOR 

Mr. G. TINCA 

MJ.~. 11. ROSIANU 



CCD/PV .;,698 
·4 

Svmden: 

Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics 

(· 

United Kingdom: 

Un.i ted States of America: 

Yugoslavia: 

Za:r.re: . 

Special Representative of the · 
Secretary-General.: . 

\ 
\ 

Alternate Representative of.the 
Secretary-General: 

.. 

. ·. · Mr. G. HAMILTON 

. - J.VIr. U. REINIDS 

lYfr. A. A. ROSHCHIN 

I1r .• V. I. LIKHATCHEV 

~1r. y. K. NAZARKIN 

Hr. lif. v. PESTEREV 

IvJ:r. A. M. VAVILOV 

· f.'Ir. E • K. POTIARKIN 

. Y1r. M .• E. ALLEN 

Mr. J. G. TAYLOR 

Jl1r. J. MARTllf 

Mr. D. P. BLACK 

Mr. D. R. WESTERVELT 

Mr. c. L. WILMOT 

Mr. D. THOMPSON 

Jl'"lr. ·M. MIHAJLOVIC 

Mr. D. DJOKIC 

Jl1r •. RISTO HYV AR.INEN 

Mr. A •. CORRADINI 

; 

~- .. ;. .... : . .. -" 

~ '1 ••• 
~· ~. ·•,1, ··.·-



........... "!·~~.·-:-··.·~·;a ......... · ... -·.-·~ 

CCD /PV. 698 
5 

Communigue of the meeting· 

Th~ Confererice of-the ComriJitteEi'on Disarmament today held its 698th plenary 

meeting-- in the PalELis des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of 

H.E • .Arnbas~ador :f\1: Fartash, ·representative of Iran. 

Stat-~ments v1ere made by the representatives of the German Democratic Republic 

and the Union of SovJ..-et Socialist Republics. 

The'· next" ineeting cif the Goriference vrill be held on Thursday, l April 1976, 

at 10. 30'' a~m· •. · 

. · .. 
• II• 

.·· ... 

· ... ·. 

'· .. 
·.' ~. 
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:Mr. HERDER (G~rman Democratic Republic) (translated. from Russian): Many of 

the speakers before me l1ave al:d~ady:. welcome~l. in_.:thei:J:'. statemer.ts the new 

repre·sentatives who cook up their duties in .the Committee on :Ois·armament· with the 

start of the spring session.- As new representatives of ·their countries to the C'CD,. 
. . . ov 

I should. like to welcome .Ambassador U Thet Tu.11 of Burma, All'l.bassad.or Ruzek o'f· • ... 

Czechosiova.kiii, :Ariibassa'd.or Ogiso of Japan and . .Ambassad.or Arias:..Schreiber of· Peru. 
To them, to .Ambassad.or Hyvarinen, the new Special Representative of the 

Secret~~~G~rl~ral 1

of 'the United. Natiqns, and. to Dr. Corradini, his d.eputy, I w:fsh 

much success in their new field. of activity, and. I am looking forward. to fruitful ·· · 

co-operation with them. 

During this session our Committee has to deal· with a far greater number of 

problems than in previous years. The .·fact that the thirtieth session of the 

Urii ted. Nations General Assembly assigned. a number of new tasks to the Committee 

underlines the latter's growing responsibility as a representative multilateral body 

, for disarmament negotiations. 

In tackling our tasks we are backed. up by the growing d.emand. of world. public 

opinion for effective measures to halt the arms race, limit armaments and. achieve 

disarmament. There is a constantly grm.;ing number of supporters for the id.ea of 

complementing political detente by d.etente in the military field.. 

We regard. as an important positive factor in our efforts to achieve agreements 

on disarmament measures the fact that, by introducing a large number of concrete 

disarmament ini tiatj_ ves, the USSR -- a nuclear-v1eapon State with a consid.erable 

military potential -- is constantly pointing to nev1 possible ways of averting the 

dangers connected. with the arms race. This is also borne out by the peace programme 
I 

of the Soviet· Union ad.opted. at the twenty-fifth Congress of the Communist Paxty of the 

Soviet Union. The realistic proposals in that programme for putting a stop to the arms 

race and. bringing about disarmament have our full approval. We are convinced. that the 

programme is giving rise to new impulses which also have a favourable impact on the 

fulfilment of our tasks in the Committee on Disarmament. 

The German Democratic Republic pressingly supports the proposal of the 

·Soviet Union regarding the conclusion of a universal treaty on the renunciation of 

the use of force in international relations. Since such a treaty would. impose on 

States, including the nuclear Powers, the obligation to renounce the use of any kind. 

of weapons, including nuclear weapons, in settling disputes 5 , its conclusion would. be an 

important contributi.on to reducing the danger of war and. achieving progress toward.s 

d.isarmament. In ad.di tion to that, such a treaty would. provid.e another effecti v~ 

guarantee against the use of nuclear 1-Jeapons in international conflicts. 



(Mr. Herd.er 2 German Democratic Republic) 

Questions of nuclear disarmament figure ·prominently in CCD activities. The 
. . . . . . 

conclusion of a treaty on the complete and. general prohibi~ion of nuclear weapon tests 

vmuld. be an important and. concrete c~~tribution tol'rard.s th~ achievement of that 'goal. 

It would. be a logical continuation of t_he efforts for a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
I 

weapon tests efforts that were initiated in 1963 with the Treaty Banning Nucie~ 

Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and und.er Water. The German Democratic 
. . . 

Republic regards the draft treaty on the complete and. general prohibition of nuclear 
.. 

weapon tests submitted. by the Soviet Union as a good. basis for the corresponding 
. . . 

negotiations. We regret to note that some nuclear-weapon States are refusing to take 

part~~ world.ng out an appropriate treaty in accordance withresolution,3478 (m). 
One of the main reasons vlhy our d.elegation attaches such great importance to the 

. . . . 
elaboration of such a treaty is that it vmuld. help put a stop to the nuclear arms race 

and. would. raise new obstacles to the proliferation of nuclear >veapons. 

The representatives of some States have voiced. the id.~a that the USSR and.· the 

United. States should be first, as it were r in stopping all their nuclear weapon tests. 
' ' ' - -~ • ' ' , ' I :. :' ' • ' • ', • ' .; : • • 1 •: i 

This would. amount to some nuclear-weapon States assuming unilateral obligations while 
' ~:· •. . 

others w~uld.,- so to speak, be revrard.ed. for not taking part in the corresponding 

rl.egotiations and. agreements by being allowed. to continue. vli th their nuclear-weapon 

tests, and. woul9 thus be encouraged. to go on with their policy. 

All experience sho-vrs that disarmament agreements can be achieved. only when States 

assume equal, reciprocal commi tmentsp and. ivhen no prejudice is caused. to the security 
. . 

of any of the parties. A selective approach 1vould. actually mean not only tolerating, 

but even legitimizing the nuclear armament of some States. Experience from the past 

teaches that such an attitude may have serious consequences for peace. As everyone 

knovrs, Fascist Germany withdrew in the thirties from the disarmament talks then being 

held. on the ground.s that 11an equal l~?Vel of armament 11 must first be achieved.. That 
'·.·.: . . . ,: . :. 

view >vas tolerated. by some Governments at the time, and. it ivas thus easier for 

German Fascism to prepare and. unleash the S~-c~nd. World. War. 

The -d.elegation of the .German Democratic .R~public believes that a selective 

approach can encourage a State like China in its negative attitude, with a· consequent 
. ', . .l :··.. .· 

further reduction of the chances of China's participation in the negotiations. 

I 
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(lvtr. Herder, German Democratic Republic) 

Ambassador Domokos; · t·he -Tepre:sentati ve of Hungary, was justified. in pointing out that 

13 years have pa~sed since the conclusion of the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 

in the three media~ without China and. other States having acced.ed to it. The 

German Democratic Republic hold.s the view that the participation of all the 

nuclear-weapon States is a basic condition for a comprehensive ban of all 

nuclear weapon tests. 

As far as the supervision of a complete and. general cessai;ion of nuclear Heapon 

tests is concerned., we hold the view that -national means of ·control are sufficient to 

ensure compliance with an agreement on the subject. 

In this connexion I would. like .to express our appreciation of the valuable 

contribution being mad.e by the· Swedish d.elegation toward.s settling the question of 

verification. The consid.erations set forth by Mrs. Inga Thorsson, Head. of the 

S1vedish delegation, v1hich are based. on the sound. knowledge of the world. 1 s leading 

scientists, have repeated.ly been quoted here. 

There is no justificati9n for barring the way toward.s the cGnclusion of a 

comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty on the pretext that the problem of verification 

of und.erground., nuclear tests has not yet been solved .• 

As far as peaceful nuclear explosions are concerned.P that is a question which 

could. be settled. in all its aspects in the framevJOrk of a complete and. general 

prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. In any case there is no reason why it should. 

cause the negotiation of such a treaty to be delayed.. 

To achieve real progress, it is necessary to begin negotiations on the conclusion 

of an appropriate treaty as early as possible. We regret that a number of 

nuclear-weapon States have refused. to take part in su.ch talks. 

Every effort should. be mad.e to ensure an early start for ·the work of the group 

of States which, und.er resolution 3478 (XX.,\), is· to be set up with a vie-vr to reaching 

agreement on the complete and. general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. 

We 1velcome the fact that. the USSR has expressed. its readiness to taJ<;:e part in 

such negotiations. 

The Committee is faced vri th the task of d:ravring up an agreement on the 

prohibition of the d.evelopment and. manufacture of ne-v1 types of weapons· of mass 

destruction and. of nevT systems of such 1.,reapons. Ny d.elegation consid.ers that this is 

a key problem in efforts to limit the arms race. Its solution -vwuld favourably 

influence the implementation of further measures of arms limitation and. disarmament. 
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(JVlr. Herd.er, German Democratic Republic) 

Und.er the conditions of the scientific and technological revolution, rapid. 

qualitative changes are taking place in the field. of military policy which will entail 

the d.evelopment of new and. even more dangerous types and. systems of weapons of mass 

d.estruction unless this process is stopped.. Hence measures to pr~vent their 

development in time are increasingly gaining in importance. To ignore this today 

1-1ould. meD.n to be faced. tomorrow vri th the necessity of making efforts to ban these· 

neTdly d.~veloped. weapons and systems of weapons. In this context, I would. like to 

join th~ representative of the Netherland.s, IVfr. van d.er Klaauw~ who, commenting on 

problems of environmental warfare in the Committee on 9 March 1976, stated. that arms 

limitation should. start before new weapons and. systems of new weapons are developed.," 

tested. and. ad.d.ed. to arsenalsp i~e. before new scientific and. technological ·findings 

are applied. to mili t<;U'y uses. 

If certain circles think that they could. gain d.ecisi ve mili ta:ry ad.vantages and. 

thus a new means of political pres?ure by stepping up the arms race and. by a 

technological breakthrough in this. field., this is 'a mis~alc~lation. This was not 

possible over 30 years ago by means of the atom bomb, nor wiil it be achieved. 

tod.ay by d.eveloping new types of weapons of mass d.estruction. The result is ·a 

further stepping up of the arms race, with consequently greater insecurity and. more 

misuse of human and. material resources. And. this is in the interests·only of 

certain military concerns -- it is not in the interests of the peoples. 

The difficulties arising in the course of the SALT negotiations show how the 
.. 

u.evelopment of new systems of weapons complicates the conclusion of agreements on 

the limitation of the arms race. As the General Secretary of the Central Committee 

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union stated. at the tvmnty-fifth Congress 

of the Party, the Soviet Union pre,sented. d.u~ing the negotiations vri th the 

United. States, proposals for the conclusion of an agreement banning the d.evelopment 

in both countries of new systems of weapons with even greater destructive power. 

Tl:.ese proposals 1-1ere unfortunately not accepted. by the other sid.e. 
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... ·-·-A~,,,_ ... ~: ... ~ ..... _,.',,,, , (I1r.- Herder, German Democratic. Republic) 
. ' 

We hold. tha~· ~n iri~ernation~l agreement aimed ~t the pro~bition ~f th~ 

d.evelo:pment 'and. manufacture o'f 118'1;1 types ·ana. systems of .\'l.eapons of ·mass .. d.estruction . . . . J,' 

would. have a positfve effect on the SALT 1;1egoiiiations. 

Year by year~ eVer-increasing sums are spent on military research and 

d.evelopment. At· the: International symposium ori 11Th~ role of scien~ists and. th~i+, 

organizations in the. struggle for 'd.isaz-mament", held. in Moscmv in July 1975, erq,tn~nt 

scientists urge~tl,y pointed. out that military research programmes ar~,,today requi::ring 

several times more· institutions and experts ~han vital peaceful resear_ch· programm~as 
' . : 

in the field.s of health, education -and. agriculture. . .. , . 

·To implement· the· ·agreement proposed. by the Soviet Union would. se,t a limit to 

this d.ev~l'6pment and.- promote the application of scientific and . technolo~cal 
findings for peaceful purposes. By excluding the military Jflisuse of certain new 

scient·:i:r±'c ·and. 'technological findings, confid.ence among. States. could. be enhanced., 
I . 

and. favourable-conditions for international c~operaUon,for, peaceful purposes.in 

this field. would. be c:z;-eated.. Consi<l'erable .'financial means and. s9ientific .. and. 

technologicai capacities could. be shifted. from military. to peaceful uses. . .,, 

Possibilities of supporting the d.eveloping countrie,s, ,,wuld. also be improved.. 
'• .,.,.,:. . 

. Jr ·fundamental prerequisite for the achieve.ment. of an agreement on the prohibition 

Of neW typ~S Of Weapons Of maSS destruction and. Of· .neH systemS. Of ,0 SUCh WeapOnS iS the .... . . .. . . : .. 

political w:lll of· States, in particular of those having a consi(leraple m;Lli i;ary, 

scientific and. technological -potential. It must unfortunate~ be poted:~ ,ho'lr!'eyer, 

that at the thi~tieth session of the United. Nations General Assembly a number of 

States, among them ·even some members of the Committee o~ Disa:cm8lllent, ad.o.pted .. a . -

. '· . 

temporizing atti tud.e·. ··In view of the great importance which an agreeT1Jent of that kind. 

would. have for the· limitation of the arms race and. the security of· peoples, such 

reserve .fa, in· m,y d.elegation's opinion, ;unjust:i.fiab_le. 

The e:iper1ence gathered. so far by the Commi tt_ee on Di,sarmal!lent in elaborating 

a draft convention on ·the prohibition.of military or any other hostile use of 

environmental modification techniques sho\'rs that the temporizing atti tud.e at first 
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(Mr. Herd.er. German Democratic Republic) 

d.isplayed. by a number of States finally turned. out tq be unfound.ed.. It proved.. 

possible to solve ·outstanding problems satisfactorily with the help of experts. 

We are convinced th..q, t the consultation of· e:rperts set for 7 .AJ.;-:>il on the prohibition 

of the d.evelopme:nt and. manufacture of new types· of weapons of mass d.estruction and. 

of new systems of, such weapons v!ill contribute toward.s settling unsolved .. issues in 
. 1 . . 

this field,. 

It vrould. be welcome in the interests of the cause if those States which still 

ad.opt a temporizing atti tud.e or have reservations were to participate in an intensive 

consid.eration of the problem~ so that the elaboration of a corresponding treaty can 

b8gin without d.elay. let those v1ho consid.er too vague, the draft convention referred 

to the Committee by the thirtieth session of the United. Nations General Assemply 

submit proposals to make it more concrete, or take an active part in the consultations 

of experts, during which all .questions of d.etail can be consid.ered.. 

The German Democratic Republic consistently stand.s for the early :elaboratio~ of a 

convention~ acceptable to all States, on the prohibition of military or any other 

hostile use of environmental modification techniques. During the summer session 

last ;year, we set forth our position on this matter in d.etail. The German Democratic · 

Republic is of the opinion that the identical draft conventions submitted. by the 

Soviet Union and. the United. States fully serve the objective of further limiting the 

arms race and. of intensifying tl:j.e peaceful scientific and. technological co-operation 

of 0tates for their .mutual benefit. They provid.e a good. basis for the elaboration of 

a. draft convention; and on this point, to judge by the course of the discussion sq far, 

'ire are obviously in full agreement with the other members of the Committee o.n 

Disarillament. 

We are in favour of informal neeti.ngs as proposed. by the Co-Chairmen. These 

should. enable us to discuss more in d.etail the proposals submitted. here and. to bring 

still d.i vergent views on individual points into harmony as soon as soon as possible. 

In trLi.S context we should. like to say in general that we are not in every respect 

satisfied. with the draft convention nov1 before us. We would. have preferred certain 

formulations from the Soviet d.raft submitted. in 1974. Since? however, no State can 

oxpect its position to be fully reflected. in an international agreement, the task is 

to seek an acceptable compromise. vle beiieve that the identical texts of the USSR and. 

the United. States of 21 August 1975 represent such a compromise. My d.elegation is at 

present carefully studying the proposed. amendments. 
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(Mr. Herd.er 2 German D~mocratic .Hepublic). 

Today I should. like to comment on the proposal of the representatives of a nillnber 

of States 'that the wording "Prohibition of military or aey other hostile use of 

environmental modi'i'ication te·chniques 11 as used. in the ,j_d.entical draft convention of 

the USSR and. the United. States should be replaced. by the wording "Prohibition of 

hostile use ••• 11
• In our vievr the vTOrding "Prohibition of military ••• use • ~. 11 

covers not only the prohibition of the direct military application of environmental 

modification techniques against third. States but also the prohibition of the 

preparation ·of armed. forces for the use of such techniques, including the military.· 

testing of the latter. We are therefore in favour of retaining the present wording. 

As to:,the,.pro·ced.ure for ensUring compliance· with the ·provisions of the 

convention,;'· we hold. the opinion that 'the involvement of the Security Council· in 

international disarmament agreements has already become a practice that·has justified. 
J 

itself. · There· is no other international body better ~ualified. to watch over the · 

observan6e of disarmament agreements. This is also in line vri th its functions and. 

powers as the prinbipal organ of the United. Nations for the safeguarding of peace and. 

international. security. In· the present. cond.i tions, we consid.er any other views on the 

subject to be unrealistic. To insist. on such other views would. mean to rend.er an· 

early agreement on the text of the convention more difficult. 

In resolution 3465 (XXX), the Committee on Disarmament is again invited. to give 

top priority to the preparation of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical vreapons. 

Since this resolution was adopted. by consensus~ there are presumably no ·.longer any 

substantial obstacles to the preparation of a draft agreement on 'the subject by the CCD. 

It is in this sense also that we vmlcome the '"orking papers submitted. by several 

States,· which· we regard. as an expression of the growing interest. of States in 

achieving progress in this field .• 

·The d.raft convention which was submitted. to the Committee on Disarmament by the 

Soviet Union and. other socialist States on 28 March 1972 still remains on the table. 

We are prepared. at aey time to enter into concrete negotiations on this proposal as 

well as on others. Unfortunately, it has ·so far not been possible to make progress. 
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(Mr. Herd.er. German Democratic ReWblic) 

It must be. realized .. that both a comprehensive and. a partial pro!ribi tion of 
.. ' .... __ , ... ··- ~- ·-· ·' --· ·-

chemical ;W,'~?,a,pcms is connected. with complex political and. also with scientific and. 
~~· -'· :: ' I ' 

teqhnol9g~cal problems~ Given good. will, .howe~er, we believe that all these problems 

can be solved.. Obviously, there are States 1-1hich are not yet prepared. to banish 

chemi~a,l w~apons from military arsenals. They are therefore trying to delay the 

respective n,egotiations and. agreements. In d.oi:t;l.g so they are using what are 

alleged. to be still unsolved. technologi9al problems as a pretext for their negative .. 

attitude. 

My d.el_egation welcomes the planned. holding of informal meet~ngs on quest.l,ons. 

belonging. to this complex and. expects them to contribute to progress in the 

preparation of a treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons. 

The atti tud.e of the d.elegation of the German Democratic Republic on questions of 

the organization and. working procedure of the Committee on Disarmament was explained 

in detail at an informal meeting on 12 March. We consicler it necessary to 

underline at this meeting my d.elegation 1 s support of the view frequently expressed. 

from this rostrum that progress in the field. of disarmament d.epend.s in the f~rst 

place on the political preparedness .and. the will of States. It must be the main 

objective of our activities to stimulate this will. We shall best cope with the 

justified. d.emand.s for strengthening the Committee 1 s role if we succeed., on the 

basis of a realistic approach, in producing concrete resul t.s~ ... 

It is a fact that in the past the Committee has never had. any difficulty in 

finding appropriate method.s and. fo,:rms of .vmrk at s_hort notice if agreement in. 

principle on the. problem to .be solv.e;d. was ,rea.ched. in ad.vance. We regret that a 

relatively large place is at present being giyen to organizational mattere,-which not 

only take time but also distract attention from the consid.eration of important 

political questions. In our opinion, the discussion of these matters must be 

conclud.ed. as soon as possible. We are in favour of the Committee's concentrating. 

on the main items in our programme of work. 



.-

COD/PV.698 
14 

;: 

.. . . . ' .. ~. .... . ..... 

: ._,_L.= L .. ::i;rltr.~.~:R.osRGIIIJ:i....(Illii'iS.n_o.f .. ::Bnvia.t~13ociali,st Republics) (translated from Russian): 

One of tl;l_e i,l;llporta.nt. questions under ·co,nsiq,eration -by ,the: Committee .qn. D:i,.sarmament 'is .. '... .. ·- .... .. .. \ . ; .. ..... ' .. ····. . .• . . 

the. prqbl,eJl!_\o:f- _the, :pro~h:i;.,biti_Ol} of. the. ,use ,:of, 811-Vironmen~al l!lpdifi,cation .t.echniques fon 

mil~ .. t~:cy;.,O,r-:o.t.~.e.rhostil:~ p:q_:qx>ses. - ,·:_ · - :--.· , 

The,,-qo:y:iet .Union,:-_:at.taches. greai! impo:r;taJ?-ce. to this que_stion., .~ts solution would 

place a. bar:J;"ier:.-in .the .way of the use of: me.ans of 11arfare 'involving ·enviro;nmental ·. _ -.-

modification,_fo:r-.:.-mn:Ltq.r.; o~ oth~r hostile.·purpo~es.~ ,'.Th~ .impor~~ce df solving:this_· 
'·•' I,._. • .·,:••" ,,, ' ' ,•! ,• .. : >• ,. '• • :•',•. •,, :' '• • ; ' ' •: •'. :·· 

probl~m_r-::P!J.d thEl.r{nee;d_to conclude .. ap. inte,rn,atio,nal .. agreement on this :que.stion, ;\vere noted 

in_ the report by the General Secretary of the Central coiDilli ttee ·of·· the, Communist· Party of 
. ' . ; .. I . -~ 

the Sovieit)Jn.iop 11,M:p~ ·L._I~: :Sre!!4hne.v;,. tO the ·'Jfwf'lpty-:-.Fifth CongreS.,s ;of the, Communist Par.-ty 
.·. . . . . . . . .. - . . '. . . ·' ' ' . ' . ., 

of the So'viet,,:Un~?n•,-; .. QI1e of _the o,qje,ctives $et forth, i_n ~~~: J?,rog~amme ,f<?,r,Pe~c:e .. , .. , ._c. 

approved by the Congress, ... w,h~ch, con.sti,;i;l,i,-tef:J _th,e basic orie:t;J-~at,iort .for .the f:o:rEil-~gn ... :pp,l.Jcy 
1 , ••• •.. ·'. • •• ,,. • • • • ·: • • ·:.· •••••• • .. • ••• , , ..... ·•·: 

on tA~: ':J?.:l;'O.l_tib~-~~01,1-: .o.f,, act.i~n to i:qflu~n.ce the· en;vi:r,<;~r;Unent /i'or ;m,:i.:I:i tq,~- p:J,lr~q,l;les •. ' . . . . . . ' . . . . ' . - ·,· . . ,. ' ....... -. . . . ·'· . ·._! 

The··Gi::niunitt~e/?n Di.s.armanie,~t._.}l?-s before i~, id~ntical--draf~s .of a qon_-y!3rition on this .. . . ... '· ... -· .... . ;. ' . 

problem" suqmi.tte.q: by: the· Sovie_t :U,nion an,d .. ,the 1Jni te·d States .of Ainerica •. : . The 
', •' ' '·· •' ' • •·• •',• I 

United Na.tions ,-r9e~~ral 4s,sembly ,,fl.&:'1-,.+e(j};u~-yted. the· Committee · qp .Dis.a:tmamen t, to. 'continuE;!, 

negotiatio?s W.::itt~ -:,a view to ~a~~iB~ -~~~i~ ag~r!3.em~:nt 1 if poss~ble. during· ~(-76:, o~ .tp~ :·: 

text of Cl; -9-?mr.e,n·.~-~on on the p_:r:ohil?.i t~on of e!:JtV:irO,Tlil1~!}:ta,l warfare. . . , , ,_., ,. \- ,-:. , .. l. 

During the P.~-sentsprj_ng ses.sion .pf th~_,_Conupit¥e :m .J)i.sarmament 9 Ei p~ber of·,~,. 
delegations -:--- those. of Sweden,, the Ne_the,::cla.nds; the United Ki!lgdom_, the oFederal -Repub,J.,ic 

. . ·'. . . . . . ·. · .... :• ... :.-. ·- .. . :. . . · .. \::'-· 

of Germa,ny, Argentina,. and othe:rs .,-- have expr!'lssed -_:some _.consideratic~ns O.A t.h±s qu~stion. 
. '.. ~ . . . ' . . :. : ' ; ,. . . -.~ . . ' . . ' \' ' . · ..... 

These state.J;)le:t;J-'Iis,,nar,e, ;.b,e¥:g .~t~di~~. by _t~e Soviet, _siq!3 wi tl}, due., <;tttN:tt,io~.: .. :
1
,r·,·., 

Fo:R . ;iJ~ _·.!)<:!.~~ ':.-.- t~e. ~S~~. de~€l~lt t:i,on )jfG:Vlise ,±nt.ends to4ay, to exp~<?:_ss: some , 
. . . ' - . . ' ~ . . . . . •. . . ' .. . . 

corg;~d~rC)r~~o;n~, .... 9f.~ Pf€E.~JI'9~n,a:q--,r,g~,tu:r;? on the que.stion at ... iss,ue. 
, •• • ~ ·~< • ' •' .1. · • •· ·• • ', I ;'t • • , I /, ·, ' • ' . ' • •• > ~ 

Many 0.9nst.q€l:ratio~s -~,c't .. :Pro,:po.f.3als .. h~ye beE!,n .(jlx:?resfi3ed.;q_o.~9er~in~. t_he _provi,siQn~.~~;~ 

the draft '99.n'I{E>~F()n. w!ficJ:l CJ.e;fine th.e S(}Ope ()f. the ·prohib~tion and. wlf.ich therefo~ . . . 
' ' ' ~ '• ' • •'·• •: ·' ' • ·' _. '< '. ' . - ' ' •, ' ' ' ' ' •,• l I ' ' ' .: • I . . ' . ' • ' )• 

constitu, te ... t.J}y ,v_e.~ he9;:r,t .. of .. the <'!:.raf.'t ~ndex: , dif?cussio~ (qcn/ 4 F ~nd. 4 72, .art.i,cl~s -.. I ,,- . 

and II). 
: Oo'' '• ,' ''.~ o M, 0 I' 

• '• •I • '. ,'• ,,, ,(',• I ' ' 

First of all, I should like to refer to the considerations expressed by delegations 

concerning an extension of the scope of the prohibition. A number-of representatives 

have referred in the'ir statements to the corresponding provisions of the Soviet draft of 

1974 as being preferable, in their view, to those in the present text. Indeed, in the 

draft convention submitted l;>y the Soviet Union to the General Assembly at its 

twenty-ninth session (annex to resolution 3264 (XXIX)), the scope- of the proposed 
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prohibition is wider than it is in the draft convention submitted to the Committee by 

the Soviet,··Uriion ru1d the United States of Al:nerioa (CCD/471 and 472). The changes which 

have been made are the result of the harmoni~ation of the positions of the two sides 

achieved during the Soviet-United States negotiations on this question. Some 

delegations have in essence advocated a return to the provisions whf~h appeared in the 

basic arti'cles of the original Soviet draft.·· ·In this 'r.espect, the consider,atioris 
. ; ' : ~ .· 

expressed by certain representatives conce~rtirig an extension of the scope of the 

prohibition have been linked by them to ·~ 1 substantial change in the procedure for 

ensuring compliance with the con:vention. 'With reference to these considerations, v1e 

believe 'that the draft converit'ior(sub~i tte·d by the USSR and the United States otfers the 

optimum solution to' both these _:problems;-.:i~e., to the _problem of_ the scope ?f _the 
'' 

:' 

prohibition and the: problem of:' guaranteeing 'this prohibition. Since we intend to dwell 

on both these problems' in greater detail later,- ~e shall now pass on to the consideta:tion . . '• . :~ 

of the specific comments made on the content'~t the draft articles relating to the sco:pe 

of the prohibition of the use of environmental modification teclmiques for hostile 

purposes ·(articles I and II).-

A number of delegations have referred to the formulation "widespread, long-lasting 

or severe effects" contained in article I, paragraph l. This restrictive f~l.-mulation 
of the prohibition was included in the text of the ~rticle in order to indi~ate in the 

convention that the prohibition applies to-substantial measures to modify the; 

environment -- measures which are obvious and which cannot give rise to any douot as' to 

·wheth,e:r. :they are 'occurring or not. This narrows the possibility of creating debatable 

situations in which the effects of-the use of environmental modification techniques would 

not be of a 11vTidespread, long-lasting or severe" nature. Of 'course·, this lim.i tation of 

the .scope of the prohibi ti6n is not mathematically precise. But', 'this requirement 

cannot, in our view, be applied to the definition of the 'scope of the ·prohibition 
·. 1: 

contained in article I, ·which raises as a- matter of principle the question of the 

prohibition of the· most substantial environmental modification technique, whose use 

would be obvious·and should not. therefore give rise to any doubts. The scope of the 

prohibition formulate-d in article I is clarified inarticl~ II, which lists a-number of 

specif.ic .environmental modification techniques which are subject to t':he prohibition. 

This method of defining the prohibition seems to us .·to be reasonable aild justified in 

the light of the objective to be attained. 
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··-"·'·~oni~ .. ;:aii""~gati.·ciii"s have raised the question of making changes in the list of 

environrilen:tal''··modi'fiC'ation te·cliriiques contained· ~in a·rti'61e II. . fu p~rtf~ul-~r~ d~tailed 
comm.ents on· this point were'''made by ·the distinguished representati've ~of the ·., 

Federal· Republic of Ge:hzi~ny; Ambassad.or Schleich'. · It seems to us that' t.he manner in. 

which he has 'formula~e·d certa:in problems is open to question ~nd c~1ls for 
.. ::.t: 

consideration at·· the .:·expert 'leveL I do not intend to touch on these matte.rs ~n my 
.. : ~ 

statemerit·'td'd.ay·.:. We sh~lr~ .be ~Tilli~g' to discuss these .questions at the inionnai 

meetings of the Corririii. ttee ·:whidh begin on 5 <A:p:dL ~On our s.id~, ·these in~ee.tinis wi'.lf'' b~ 
attended 'by t'echnical experts,' .AckdeJnici~n 'E~K. Fedo;ov and hofe·s-so~ i. r.' ~ts~v,. . 

who wil:t' ·:w-e thli1k~ =be abi~·. to; giv~ t:he necessa:rY cr~rii"icatians ·.E1: ·:re~a;d t~ . . . 
artidie II. '· For: the ~-moment~· I ~houlif like Iilereiy to m€mtio~ as;-~.; p;~l~nary remark 

that, al thotigh soliie·· o:f the eb.vir~ninental modificati~n t~'chnique~ ~m~·~tioned. ln .... ~'· 
article. II 'in~y today 'seem to bEr conceivabl~e only'. in' ·tb.e future; th~ possibil'i ty'6f.' 

the-ir· us~··'i_s\ nevertheless: by nO' me~ns a ·.fab.tasy, i~ .:ri'ew· of th~ r~pld de~elopment of 

scierice :and ·techhbl~gy an~ their pi_;eser{t' levels~· '·Tb.e ·use of 'thes~'iechniqu~;:_1'{ciuld 
not requ.i~e 'such ·~ubsii1anti'~l m~t~r~{ai 1 kxpendi t:U~e' ~tid effort ·a~ some ~el~~ati.'ori~; ,j 

·-: .. ;i 

believe. 

;:~~'ThE\'So~i~t·~i:Pel?ts'·\ri.l1~ais6~b~ able 1to. an~&e:\7 some othe~ q~e~ti.bn~ ~hl-~h h~;e. 
beert ~ai~c;a' h~rEi" b'oh~erning th~ in t~ry1'et~ tf~~ Of C~nceptS and' t~;~~- ~UCh aS II ~n:. Upset 

' . . . . 

in the e~oi6gic~±- balanc~i', ;;~lim~te patter~~~~;··;"~eatherp~fperns;', 1
and s~ fo~ih.· .· _ 

We shali not ·therefoie tou~J:i ~~on .the~~·:sp~bf~l '~uestions at· th~ present time •.. 

.fu th~i~ r~Irtarks on artt~le I .of th~ draft c~nv~ntion, c~nce:rning the defi~itio~ .. 
of ;,b..;i{'.i~;JtcY be ;.p±~hi.bi ted·; '~ome del~gatio~s ~hav~ ~dvocated the deletion of the , . 

words "military u;e". f~~m ·the te.~t o"f p~r~.graph. i ·of this article, so as to leave only 

th~ f~in/"li~stiie.use",·o~the·gro~ds.thatthls latt~r te·~ cove;s also militaryuse • 
• • ,, ' • : ... , ; ' 'J • " __ ; • • t • .: . . . :. : • . • : • • . • : : : .• . _: •.. • ' • ' . • • • ~ • • 

It is necessary to ·point out in this connexion that military use is mentioned in_the 
. . . . . ' . 

text of ihi~ 'article 'in order to emphasize the need to prohibit precisely the military 
I. , '• -~ .1, '. ~, ' 

1 
I ' ., \ • ' ~ • '' 

use of environmental modification techlllques. This fonnulation has a certain merit •. 

Moreover, we do not see any ·'vai.id reason~ for deletlng the refe.rence to ·"~l.j. t.!'Jl"Y" use • 
. ' ! .: ' ' ' : !. , . _; ', ' ' c • :· 0 ~ • : ~ • '•· ' , '• • • • 1 i .' : ,', ' ', ! , ; • ' 't ' ,: • \,' , 

If we delete the reference to "military" use, the meaning ,of ~he article 1'?'~~1 not be : 

cha~~d·,. b~'t- its :political -~mph~~is vili be ~eak.ened·. 'The. ;e~~t;sentati;~.-. ~.:f St-!ede~,. 
j ~ • -: __ ; ' • : -~ .- ' • ' J . ,. :·-· -~ ' : ~ 

Mrs. Thorsson, ~xpressed the .·view that the present fonnulatiqn,. _whiqh ~ontains ,a 
. • •. ! . . . -·· .... ' . :··.: .• · •'.. ; : ,' . . ..... . : :.·_, · .. ' -·· .. •. . ' - ' 

reference to "mili ta'ry" use might be interpreted al:! including also. ll).~lii;~ry manoeuyres 
. . . . . . . . : . . . . ·.. '• . ~ . 

which are not hostile acts. In our opinion, manoeuvres of this kind would not be 

.·.· 
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prohipit.ed by the convention, since according to the. present draft the prohibition 

,applies to the use of environmental modification techniques. as the means. of 
.·,' . 

destructiony damage or injur,y to another State Party. 
' \ .. 

The question has been raised as to wby article I of the draft convention, does .. not 

contain a provision prohibiting the use of environmental modification techniques 

against States >'lhich are not parties to the convention. 

In our opinion, if the application of such techniques to Ste~tes not parties to the 

conven,tion were prohibited as well, the latter would be in a special position. ·They 

would enjqy the privileges deriving from the convention~ but at the same time -vrould 

remain free to apply environmental modification techniques for militar,y purpos~s 

against parties to the.conventio~. Thus, States not parties to the convention would 

have no incentive to accede to this international agreement. 

The question wos also raisedas to whether not only the uses of environmental 

modification techniques for military purposes should be prohibited, but also the threat 

of such use. The explanation given by the representative of the United States, 

Ambassador Martin, on this question, seems to us to carr,y conviction, when he said that 

the prohibition of the use of such techn;Lques.would~ of course, also include the threat 

of such use. Indeed, if a State undertook not to use environmental modification 

techniques, hovr< could it threaten to use such techniques? 

The representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Allen, wished to know whether 

States parties to the convention would have the right to use the techniques prohibited 

by the conven~ion in their own territories, in order to ward off aggression. . The text 

of the draft convention, in particular, -paragraph 1 of article I, does not allow 'of 

differing interpretations on this question. It is clear, and prohibits unequivocally 

the military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having 

widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of dest~ction; damage or 

injur,y to another State party. This prordbition is ver,y specifi9 and not connected 

with any territorial boundaries. 
In this connexion, it may be noted that the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the prohibi~ion 

of the use of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare was also based on such an 

approach" 

A number of representatives have made observations and remarks on the provisions 

concerning the use of environmental modification 'techniques for pe9ceful purposes 
(article III of the draft ·convention)~ 

The fear was voiced ·that this article might be construed to mean that any use of 

·these techniques was free and permissible provided it did not pursue hostile purposes, 

peaceful use not being.:~ub,ject to :pegulation by international rules. On these· grounds,i t 

was suggested that the article should be deleted altogether, or modified. 
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On the other hand 1 a number of representatives spoke in favour of retaining· the 

article and even ·of amplifying it, by incluc.ing a provision to the effect that peaceful 

action to modify the environment should be carried out in compliance with the provisions 

of existing international lav1. 

Under article ·TIT of the draft, the convention is not to hinder the use of 

environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, or international economic 

arrd scientific co-operation in this field. At the same time, itseems to us that the 

convention should not touch upon complex questions of the procedure for regulating 

peaceful activities and international exchanges in this sphere. Besides, these matters 

are outside the field of competence of the Committee on Disarmament. 

We consider that, in its present form, article III of the draft dul;}r" reflects 

this approach to the pr·oblem of peaceful actH,ities in the area under consideration. 

Those who spoke on the draft convention in the Committee devoted considerable 

attention to the p:rovisions concerning the measures that may be tciken in the eve'nt of 

a breach of the obligations deriving from the convention. These provisions; which are 

set forth in article V of the draft convention, provide for the obligation of States 

parties to the convention to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any 

problems ;;1hich may arise in the application of the convention, and for the possibility 

of lodging a complaint with the Security Council if any State party acts iii breach of 

its: obligations under the convention. 

The procedure proposed in the draft convention for lodging complaints with the 

United Nations Security Council is the .most appropriate and practical one. . Under the 

United Nations Charter, the body responsible for maintaining peace and security is·the 

Security Council. In accor·dance with its powers, the Counci"l will determine, on the 

basis of article V -of the convention, the procedure for· considering complaints received 

by it regarding the violation of the convention. 

A few delegations, speaking on the said draft co·nvention, have made some critical 

observations and comments on that part of article V vJhich deals 1,;i th the consideration 

. of complaints against a violation of the convention. Thus, the representative of the 

Netherlands, Ambassador Van der Klaauw~ stated that his Government is not at all happy 

with the fact that the Security Council would be the only body that could consider 

complaints against a violation of the convention and carry out an investigation. He 

spoke in favour of creating an "intermediate body 11 for the preliminary consideratio;.1 of 

complaints, with the co-operation of experts. He suggested that the Secretary-General 

of the United Nations should be given fact-finding powers. in the event of a violation 

of .the convention, in which task he would be assisted by a committee, composed of 

parties to. the Treaty. 
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The Soviet side considers. that the p_roced,ur·e for sol;,ing probleme; arising froin a 
. ' . . . 

violation of. the convention~ dealt with in article V of the draft convention is fully 

justified. This pr~cedure is based on gener-ally accepted. rules of international law, 
• ' , •• ~ ' • •· ' _, . . • r . • 

namely~ on the use of_ an appropriate international procedure within the f~·~ework of 

the United Nations and in aecordance with_its Charter. The_ procedures established in 

the United Nations Charter for considering problems of' the maintenru1ce. of· international 

pe.ace and security represent. the most perfect expression and application. of the 
- . ' . ; . . 

universally accepted ru~es of international law, ~.J_h,ictJ, .most fully express. the rea],. . . . . . 

means and possibilities regarding the settlement of controver-sial internation~l-i;;;sues 
' . ·~:.;' 

and .sit~ations. These rules have a_cquired univer~al recognition, as expre~seq. in the 

broad membership of States in the United Nations and in their.recognition of .the 

United Nations Charter. 

· Moreover, the procedur-e for investigation proposed in the draft conve.ntion has 

already been _widely adopted in international practiqe. It has, been adopted in a 

number· of international agreements concluded on the limitation of arms-and on . . ~ . .. . 

disarmament, and prepared within the frame•v-ork of the Committee .on Disarmam~nt~ Thus, 

~rtiele III of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplac~ment of J,ifu,cle,ar \l{eapqns and 

Other \r/eapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and. the Ocean Floor and. in the. 

Subsoil Thereof provides, in particular, for consultation ~d c_9-operation .be.t>v-een i;he 
.. 

parties to the Treaty if any doubts arise cqncerning th.e f:Ul,filment of the 9p~igations 

assumed under the Treaty. If such consultation and cp:-:-OPE?ration do not remove the 

doubts, a State party may, in accordance with the prov_is:i,.o..ns_ of that article refer· the 

matt_er· to the Security Council 'for consideration. The convention on _the prohibition of .. . . ,.. 

bacte_riological ·and toxin weapons (articles V and V:I) provides for t:P,e.:.same,.procedure 

for the consideration of complaints against a violation of the convention as is . .,., ; .. 

proposed in the draft convention on the prohibition of environmental modification 

techniques fo:r· hostile purp913E3.s now 'under co-P,-sideratiR:t:J. in .the CoiDI1).i ttee. 

Some remarks have been made in favour of giving the United Nations Secretary-General 

fact-finding povrers in the event of a violation of the convention. The Soviet side 

does not share this attitude. The Secretary-General is the chief administr-ator of 

the Organization and it does. not seem _appropriate t.o enlist his aid in re.solving questionl 
\ 

and situations which are sometimes not only of a technical nature, but also political. 

It has been argued that it would be inappropriate to lodge co1pplaints directly with 

the Security Council, since "A State would be reluctant to lodge a complaint with the 

Security Council if it did not possess conclusive evidence that a violation of the 

treaty had occurred 11 • (From the statement by the representative of the Netherlands, 

Ambassador Vander Klaauw (CCD/PV.692, page 34)). 
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In this connexion, we should like to note that artiele V, paragraph 1, of th~ 

. d~aft convention provides for procedures o·i;her than the lodging of complaints to the 

Security Council, namely: consultation. and co-operation of States parties to the 

Convention in solving any problems which may arise in connexion with the application 

or violation of the convention. A complaint ·would be lodged with the Security. Council 

only after all other· possibilities of dealing with a controversial issue or situation, 

either by direct c?nsultations between the interested parties, or by the use of 

appropr·iate international procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in 

accordance \v~th its Charter, had been exhausted. 

The establishment of an intermediate body would create complications of a political 

and legal nature at the international level. 

For the reasons I have stated, the Soviet side does not share the opinion 

expressed regarding an alteration of the procedure -- provided for in article V of 

the draft convention now being considered by the Committee on Disarmament -~ for solving 

problems arising from a possible violation of the convention on the prohibition of the 

use of environmental modification techniques for ho.stile purposes. 

Those are the observations we should like to make in connexion i'lith the discus.sion 

in this Committee of the draft convention on the pr·ohibition of the use of 

environmental modification techniques for hostile purposes. I would note, once again, 

that these obs~rvatl.ons are of a preliminary nature·.· 

We hope that both the current exchange of views on the problem under consideration, 

and the meetings of the Committee on Disarmament to be held vli th the participation of 

exp·erts, starting ori 5 April next, will help towards the Committee's completing its work 

on'thetext oftheconvention already this year, and submitting it to the United·Nations 

General Assem.bly at its thirty-first session. 

The meetin~ 'rose at 11.45 a.m. 
~: 




