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Communigqué of the meeting

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today held its £51st plenary
meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of
H.E. Ambassador A.A. Roshchin, representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics. .
Statements were made by the representatives of Sweden, Japan, Yugoslavia, India

and the United Kingdom.

The delegation of the United Kingdom submitted a "Working Paper on a development
in discriminating between seismic sources" (CCD/44O)Q

The delegations of Japan and Sweden submitted a "Working Paper on the
identification of seismic events in the USSR using seismological data from
observatories in Japan and Sveden” (cen/441).

The delegation of Japan submitted a "Working Paper on the accuracy of locating
seismic events" (CCD/442).

The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thuvsday, 15 August 1974,

at 10.3%0 a.m.
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Mrs., THORSSON (Sweden)" In my statement two weeks ago I discussed the test

ban issue at 'some length and stressed that the achlevemenu of a comprehensive test ban
must remain the prlorlty item on the adenda of our Commlttee.ﬂ The Swedish Government
will continue to contribute lelthal,‘SClentlflC and technical efforts to this end.
, The Japanese-Swedish vorking paper tabled today is the result'of>a joint research
project Carriéd,out within. the framework of a’'co-operation agreement in the field of
detection seismology between instltutes in‘our two countries. It illustrates the
‘benefits of using‘ssisﬁqlogical data from more  than one station 1n the identification of
explosions and earthquakes. I hope that the results of this study, and those of a
‘similar Canadian—Swedish study presented last year (CCD/)BG), will give 1mpetus to a
joint utilization of the highly SGnSlulVe stations Qpeiatlng today, not only for event
detection and location but also —- Uhlch is important for the fgrposs of controlling
a test ban —- for event identification. _ _ . .‘. . R

A substantial part of the station network needed for monltorlng not only tne
threshold. Treaty but also a. comprehensive test ban seems. to ex1st today. I am
primarily referring to the short and long period array-stations,; the so-called very
long period stations, and the extensive national station networks operafing in certain
countries, such as the Soviet Union.' The seismological research observatories now being
Ainstalled by the United States in diifferent countries may also play an. important role
in a giobai seismic station netwérk, although their capabilifies still have to be
agsessed., There seems, however, to be' a definite need for further highly-sensitive
stations in Africa and South America. | '

The mein effort.in oxder to obtain adequate data for test ban monitoring would thus
not be the installations of new stations, but rather the full use of the capabilities
of already-existing stations and an exchange of the obtained data on a routine and
globally-accessible basis. The American so-called ARPA-computer network which is now
being implemented'may bé one impdrtanﬁ communication link in such a global data
exchange system, if the net is accessible in a non-discriminatory way. I thus think
that the time has come Yo increase furtherithe use of collected seismological data for
identification purposes through an international data exchange, not only for monitoring
the recent threshold Treaty but sbove all in order to achieve a generally-acceptable
ﬁohitoring capability for a comprehensive test ban.

Having introduced today! s Wbrkln Paper, I wish to avail myself of this opportunity

to comment on some of the views presenued by you as representative of the Soviet Union
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in your comprehens1ve and 1nterestlng ctatement at our last meetlng (CCD/PV 650) In
that statement Mr. Roshchln turned against several ideas which I had introduced in a
Swedish statement on 30 July (CCD/PV.647, pages 6 et_seg.) .

May I start by dlscuss:LnL the character and the effects of the criticism which I
directed towards the NPT? The Swedish delegation is certainly not the first nor the
only delegatlon which has laoellea 1t a ”olscrlmwnatogy” treaty. We have said that it )
is ”dlscrlmlnatory by nature”, bult -~ and this I again wish to underline -- ﬁe have
Ialso said that its purpose is sucn that it should still be supporteo by the entlreuy
.0of the world communlty, ‘

Mr. Roshchin said at our last meet1ng "Whatever the motives and reasons behind
the attacks on the Treaty by States and their représentatives, such a course of action
is clearly iﬁtended to erode and weékeh rather fhap strengthen the non-proliferation
régime". (ibid., page 8). |

I cannot as representative of Sweden, a country which firmly —- yes,
categoricallj ~— supports the HPY, agree with this assessment. In our view it is not
the fact thaé é non—nuglear State party to the Treaty directé attention to its
discriminatory character which weakens the Treaty. This is known to all, butArt is

 hecessary - to point it out repeatedly. What weakens the Treaty is rather the lack of
implementation of Article VI by the nuclear Powers, thereby preserving its discriminatory
character. o o
Mr, Roshchln said 1n his statement that "Implementetion of the Treaty!s proV181ons
is in the interests of world security and the further relaxation of 1nLernat1opal
'ten31on”._(£b£g., page 6). We agree that the 1mpTenenuatlon of all the provisions of
the NPT, including the crucial Article VI, would indeed make +he Treauy le » '
discriminatory and further the.cauee of detente and peace. Ve again urge the !
responsible partles to proceed as ranldly as pos31ole towards the full 1mplementaulon
of Article VI; thus removing what we consider the main obstacle to Sureng'thenlnm the
RpPT reglme and enaolln@ it to become truly universal.
Mr. Roshchin also relerred to my suggestion of 30 July of a pOSSlblL '
1nternatlonallzaulon of the manaﬂement of nuclear material, the key tasL being not only
to Watch but also to prorect all tqe materlal in order to prevent nuclear—weaoons
proliferation and guarantee the sarest pOSSlbWe manabemenu of * nuclear enerqy productlon .
In his opinion this would he a measure that “Iuns counter to uhe soverelgn rights of
States, thus ignoring an 1mnortanb r“allqy of our time" (lbld , page 9).

I, rn my turn, want to express strong oppos 1tlon to this 1nternretaolon. As I"sée

it, what Member States of this Committee and the United Nations have been doing over



CCD/PV.651
. , 8 \

(Mrs. Thorsson, Sweden)

all these years in their own enl'éhtened qelf—lnterest is to exercise thelr sovereign
rlght to forgo, in co-operatlon w1th other States, certain pr1V1leges in the arms field
in order to achleve more and more dlsarmament therebj restrlctlng certaln such sovereign
rights. ~The Soviet Union itself has here within and outs1de thls bommittee in the past

. negotlated and later acceded to a number of 1nternatlonal treatles. Thls in my - v1ew
reflects the important reallty of our tlme, Wthh forces us to proceed further along the
~road of bulldlng a safe and Jjust international communlty by an 1ncreas1ngly stroncer
network of international agreements. '

As to the idea of 1nternatlonal management of. nuclear material 1tsell, ny suggﬁstlon
was, as I p01nted out, prellmlnary. However, the frightening prospects of grow1nL
'stockplles of olutonlum, the serlous cangers for man hlmself and his env1ronment that
are involved and the related risk 1or prollferatlon cl nuclear weapons, are far from
prellmlnarv Therefore the tlme has come, it is in fact overdue, to do scmethlng to curb
"this threat. As we were sedrchlng for a oolutlon, we looked into what has been done :
before and also, as Mr ROOhcnln p01nted out, utudled the propeosals tabled in the
United Natlons by Mr, Baruch as well as by Mr Gromyko 1n June 1946. At that time there
vas a real pos510111ty of contalnlng the ”genle in the bottle” For well—known reasons
those proposals led to nothing. Ve have also had in mind the Xuratom system. I have no
1l]uulon that it will be easy to find an acceotable and Dractlcal solution- to the problem.
As I sald in my statement, we 1ntend to study it further and come back to it. Meanwhlle
I feel it necessary, however, to say hat some of the fears expressed by lMr. Roshchin
seem exaggerated. ' Inw

There is also another aspect of ~the problem to Wthﬂ I would like to draw your
attentlon. The big Powers have always ‘taken the NPT aspec+ 1nto cons1deratlon when
exportlng nuclear materlal omalle countries have not the same poss1b111t1es and do

need an effectlve 1nternat10nal mapagement which can ensure that its exncrted materlal
and equipment will not in some luture be used for bombs or other explosive devices.
Recent experience shows that this concern is well founded in realitj. Whatever vill e
the final legal term to be used inlan agreement - bevit'ownership, or management, or
gtockpiling by the IAEA, or perhaps something else ~- s we must always bear in mind the
principle affirmed in the preamble‘to the NPT that ”the~benefits of peaceful apnlications
of nuclear technology... should be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to the
Treaty, whether huclear-weapon or nonnnuclear—weaoon States". What we suggest is not
intended to limit the sovereign rrght of any country to develon its nuclear industry,

in so far as it complies with the provisions of the NPT. What we suggesttis aimed at

ensuring to all States, big and‘small, the zreatest possible amountiof safety and
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security in developing and managing their nuclear-energy industry through the strongeét
possible international arrangements that are nolitically acceptable. 4
Mr. Roshchin also in his statement last week discussed the so-called threshold
Treaty, which was recently agreed upon between the.Soviet Union and the United States.
He said that his assessment of the significance of this Treaty substantially differed
from the one given by me a week earlier. I regret that our views now differ on this
issue. I'wish to recall that three years ago, on 7 September 1971, Mr. Roshchin
expressed'views-which my delegation can fully subscribe to. Speaking of establishing a
certain threshold of magnitude for underground nuclear tests, Mr. Roshchin then said that
" oo it must be admitted that .such an approach would not provide a solution of the
problem of banning underground nuclear-weapon tests, nor would it create more
favourable prospects for progress towards its solution. We share thg,doubts of a
number of delegations -~ Sweden, the United Arab Republic, Ethiopia and the
Netherlands -~ about the effectiveness of the 'threshold! approach as such., In
‘particular we recognize the cogency of the arguments advanced by the representative
~ of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, against the proposal to establish a !'threshold'. She said:
'There are two sets of reasons, of which one may be called political and one
technical, why the Swedish Govermment has all along hesitated. to support the
threshold proposal. It would, in-our view, be another half-measure; perhaps
limiting arms development in some directions but leaving other directions .
open for so-calléd improvements of nuclear weapons (CCD/PV,513, para.l4).!
"In fact it can hardly be doubted that establishing a "threshold of magnitude!,
while ‘at the same time authorizing nuclear explosions below the established .
ZT'threshold', would have the result of stimulating the conduct of nuclear explosions
"of lower yield;which would thus become, as it were, legalized. Such a solution .
would entail the development of nuclear weapons of small capacities or, as the
representative of Japan, Mr. Tanaka; described it, a 'miniaturization' of nuclear
weapons (CCD/PV.SIB, para 25). Thus the establishment of .a 'threshold of magnitude!
would not put a stop to the building up of nuclear arsenals, nor would it contribute
towards nuclear disarmeament, which many countries, including the Soviet Union, are
striving to achieve. On the contrary, it would encourage new efforts o devise
improved types of warheads and thus would promote the development of nuclear weapons
as a whole., It goes without saying that that is not the path along which we would
wish to direct efforts towards disarmament and arméulimitation.”(QQQ/EE;5§§J“IEg§1342).
This is what Mr. Roshchin said in his statement on 7 September 1971. His assessment at
that time of the value of threshold agreements is practically identical with the one
which I presénted on behalf of the Swedish delegation on 30 July.this year (CCD/PV.647,
pages 8 et seg.), and which he criticized last week.
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Let me add a few more words about the threshold and about "strong" and "weak" tests.
The information on test activities presented in our recent working paper (CCD/438) is
based on so far available data. We would be happy to review these figures when
calibration data are released by the testing Powers. The significance of weak tests was
discussed at an informal expert meeting in this Committee a year ago, when a distinguished
expert from the United States told us that tests at small yields do not pertain only to
weapons of small yields, but that it is entirely feasible to use tests at a lower yield
which would relate to devices of larger yields, and that this is not an uncommon
procedure at present. It is the considered opinion of the Swedish delegation that the
threshold of 150 kilotons agreed upon in Moscow neither reflects the capability of
present'verificatioﬁ methods nor constitutes any serious limitation of- the development
of nuclear weapons for either tactical or strategical purposes.

Before concluding my remarks on the threshold.quesfion, I should like to recall
that in my statement of 30 July I put a question to the co-Chairmen. T -expressed the
hope that the control co-operation foreseen in the recent Moscow Agreement would lead

to better understanding and trust, so that at least the control issue in connexion with

"a comprehensive test ban could be settled by the two Powers. I suggested that

measurements from observétories in other countries could contribute to this end, and that
thereforé it would be pblitically and technically appropriate if data on test sites and
explosion data were made available to other governments. As it was not clear

from the fhreshold téét ban Treaty and its Protocol whether this was intended or not, I
said that the Swedish delegation would welcume s statement on this point,

I think that the kind of dialogue that the representative of the Soviet Union and I
are:now.engaged in is useful for cur work in the Committee, and I shall therefore with
greaf interest look forward to hearing more from the co-Chairmen on this particular
question. '

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to express the thanks of the Swedish delegation to you
in your capacity of representative of the Soviet Union, for youf reply to Mrs., Myrdal's
guestion on nuclear“mini—weapons at our last meeting. We are particularly happy to note
your statements that "There has been no need for distinctions among individual - types of
tactical nuclear weapons...... The attempts to equate certain types of these weapons
with'conVehtional armaments™; and that the Soviet Union's obligations under Security
Coﬁncil reéolution 255(1968), and under the Soviet;Uhited States Agreement on the
Prevention of Nuclear War, "cover all types of nuclear weapons whatever their power"
ﬁiﬁi@., page 13). I share your view that equating nuclear mini-weapons with conventional
arms would, among other things, provide a danger to the NPT. Your statement and the

previous statements of the representatives of the United Kingdom and the United States
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on this issue- are, talken’ together reassuring. - The Swedlsh delegatlon welcomes the lact
that,- although ‘the' 1§66 ‘of muclear: mlnl-weanons obv1ous1y w1ll remain under constant '

review, it can‘undet the present 01rcumstances be cons1dered closed 1n thls Commlttee.

Mr..NISIBORl (Japan) In my statement” of 11 .July I made some:commnénits; as a'

view of the - Japanese-Government, concerning the agreement on.the' limitation: of' undérground
nuclear weapon tests between the United States and the Soviet Union'ahnounéed oh- thet Y

occasion of thelr.recent summit meeting. I then said, "Rather than letting ourselves

be satisfied with this modest step forward, we should endeavour to gathér further:n:i':t’
momentum for nuclear disarmament." (CCD/PV.G642, page 9)

I note with- respect that, in response to such a desire commonly shared by us;y, the
delegates of the United States ‘and the Soviet Unlon'*eafflrmed in this Commlttee thelr
iriténtion to ‘continue. negoLlatlons vltn a view to bannlng all underground nuclearhweapon
tests. At the same time, I would like to seize this opportunlty to relterate my
delegatlon s hope ‘that, in subsequent negotiations bétueen the two countrles, speclal
efforts will be made not only to lower the aﬂreed threshold but’ also to develop the .:
agreement into a multilateral one. - ' h

Next I would like to draw attention to the fact that the agreement reached between
the " two countries includes; -in partlcular, the exchange of various data on underground '
nuclear—weapon tests and the test areas in order to ensure compllance w1th the ' ' )
obligations.- ' ’ “ ' SR

. “The’ "Working Paper on the Accuracy of Locating Selsmlc ‘Events" (CCD/442), whlcn was
submitted by the delegation of Japan, is the report of d study’ conducted by choos1ng as
tiaster events the Matsushiro uartnqua ce Svarm, whwch occurred in the central part of
Japan in- 1966 and 1967 Their eoﬂcentre and denth were determlned very accurately by a
. dense’Toéal network of seismic stations; and larger ones amonv them WeTe monltored also
‘from a long distance. Location error is generally 40 to even 60 Km when only statlons -
at epicentral distances of more than 2,000 ¥Km are used. As a result of this study, .
however, it has become clear that locatlon error can be reduced to less than 20 Km even ’
with distant stations alone, if corrections by means of master events are applled r

From this p01nt of view, the agreement reacneorbeuween the Unlted States and the.jﬁ
Soviet Union on conflnlnv nucledr-veapon testlng to spe01fled test areas’ and on
exchanging data’ concernlng undermround nuclearnweapon tests is an extremely 1mportant
decision. As emphasized in the Swedish vorking paper (CCD/438), the announcement of
geological data on testing areas and of the yields of given nuclear explosions is

expected to facilitate the estimation of the yields of other underground nuclear-weapon
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tests conaucfed in fhe testing areas concerned. In view of this, it is no
exaggeration to say, I believe, that the key to lowering the threshold of 150 kt by the
United States and the Soviet Union has already been provided in the Agreement. - We -
have submitted the working paper of our delegation (CCD/442) and also the joint working
paper of Japan and Sweden (CCD/441), which was introduced.by the representative of
Sweden a little while ago, in the hope that not only the United States and the

Soviet Union but also this Committee will come to an agreement on a comprehensive“‘
underground nuclear-test ban at the earliest possible date. I hope that these

working papers will serve as useful documents to that end.

Mr;‘LALOVIé (Yugoslavia): Every year we attempt to make a balance-sheet of
our achievements, to enable us to draw the proper conclusions and define our tasks for
the future. It has also become customary to consider the work of the Committee within
the wider context of world events. This is only understendable, for we live in a
~world of extremely dynamic movements, where constant efforts are made to create new and
juster relations, in order to remove many factors which permanentiy threaten the
maintenance of etable peace and security in the world.

Many features of intermational relationship require serious and permanent
re—examination: the remnants of colonialism, the policy of action from a position of
strengﬁh, interference in internal affairs, interventions by foreign Powers aimed at
forecibly overthrowing independent and sovereign States, unjust and unequal intermational
economic relations, and other features, all of which are manifested in various forms
and in manyAregions of the_world.' The last of these problems was placed on the agenda
of the Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly, which considered a number
of baeic principlee for creating a new system of equitable international economic
relations, ana various solutions for the acutest problems of international economic
co—-operation. |

M1 mankind is constantly harassed by the evergrowing arms race, in particular by
the muclear arms race, which moves by its own incomprehensible logic - always in
inverse proportion to the efforts and plans made to halt or reverse it. We find
ourselves in a paradoxical situation, because the more numerous the forums for arms
control and disarmament negotietion59 and more numerous the appeals and demands made to

halt or reverse the arms race, the greater and quicker the increase of expenditure.
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" New generationSJOf nuiclear weapons are multiplying both on land and sea, and new.

milita:y doctrines- are being launched to justify their use. Although the momentum

of the cold war has been arrested for quite some time, and international co-operation
is gradually being brought to the stage described as detente; nevertheless the arms
race has not only not frozen or ended, but gains new dimensions contrary to what we
consider detente should mean. . o

We st express our very great concern at the continuance of the arms race, the
increase of nuclear stockpiles, and the improvement of nuclear-weapon systems. A Our
attention is particularly drawn to the constant increase of different types and :
stockpiles of so-called tactical nuclear weapons, and to the ever-present strategic
ideas of the nuclear-weapon Powers about the pogsibility of using these weapons. not
only in géneral but also in "local" wars. _

At the same time there is a constant increase of expendifture. on the development
and producfion of nuclear weapons, to which huge financial, scientific and hﬁman
‘resources are being applied. At the same time the gap between the developed and the
developing countries continues to grow; and the international community ought to maké
‘stremious efforts to help the developing countries to free themselves from poverty and
backwardness, in the -interest both of the developed countries and of peace and securjty
in general, It is a fact -- often repeated —- that more than ¢2OO billion is spenb
yearly on armaments, out of which the lion's share, that is %o say T0 per cent, is openu
by four military Powers only (without the People's Republic of Chlna) It is '
estimated that approximately %20 billion is spent and about 400, 000 s01entlsts ar4
enginéers are engaged on military research and development. This situation is vexy .
disturbing-beéause of its adverse effects on sdcial and economic development in general
and on peace and security in the world in particular, and because of its devaluation
of the initial and very modest results achieved so far in the CCD and in some bilateral
arrangemerits.  What is most discouraging about the outlook for the futuré is that,
in sﬁite of all the negotiations taking place in various forums for arms control and

disarmament, the technological and qualitative arms race continues unabated. The

~
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present terrible weapons of mass destruction are constantly improved and sophisticated,
the new ones dre miltiplied, and there seems to be no prospect of a halt in the
expenditures on armament. The agreenents already achieved and those now being
negotiated do not stop the arms race; they allow it to continue in relative immunity
with the aim of conducting further experiments for improving the fire power, precision
and diversity of weapons of mass destruction.

Certainly nobody has any illusions about the complexity of the problems which we
are trying to solve. They grow not only from the real difficulties  of harmonizing
the often very conflicting interests of various countries and groups of countries, but
also from #he constantly active and persistent attempts made to preserve and strengthen
existing privileges, advantages and inequalities. The prdbiem of the political
readiness and the specific duty of the chief military Powers to make a significant
turning-point in their policy which would halt or reverse the arms race, and in '
particular the nuclear arms race, is becoming more and more urgent.

We are aware that such anxieties are present in the minds of the leaders of the
two super—Powers. We listened with attention to the statement which the representative
of the USSR, Mr. Roshchin, made on 8 August, when he quoted two relevant passages from
the speech made by Soviet Union Leader Leonid Brezhnev on 21 July (CCD/PV.650,
pages 11, 13). Allow me also to quote from a similar statement made by the
United States Secretary of State, Dr. Kissinger, during his press conference on 3 July:

"If we have not reached an agreement well before 1977, then I believe you
will see an explosion of technology and an explosion of numbers at the end of
which we will be lucky if we have the present stability; in which it will be
impossible to describe what strategic superiority means. And one of the
questions which we have to ask ourselves as a country is what in the name of-

God is strategic superiority? Vhat is the significance of it, politically,

militarily, operationally, at this level of numbers? What do you do with

it?r,
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As a result of the policy of detente’ and Within the lavourable cllmate it has
created, a number of froitful contacts have been made among statesmen at the hlghest
level, some important ‘results have been galned and conclderatlon of some of the magor
world problems hias begun. In partlcular such meet:.ng_zfc have 1mproved relatlons between
States and groups of Staues Ve are also avare of the 1mportance of holdlng the
Eutopéan Conference ‘on Security and Co—operatlon, whlch e hope wlll lay new
foundations for even more fruitful co—operatlon and securlty in Burope. However, thls
essentially positive political co—operatlon and these efforts ‘did not s1multaneously
stop the arms race, nor did they produce concrete measures of dlsarmament among
which the highest priority certainly belongs to nuclear dlsarmament Thls means that
the policy of detente still lacks one of its most 1mportant elements, that is its
implementation in disarmament, whlch should make it more conV1nc1ng and longer lastlng

From the outset the problem of nuclear armament has caused “the utmost concern to
the international communlty, becauge of the possible consequences which the use of
these weapons may" have for its survival. - A1l efforts to solve thls problen have
unfortunately remained futile. Yugoslav1a, together with other non—allgned countries,
has“always resolutely devoted its efforts to measures almed at comprehenslve bannlng
of the use, development, production and stockplllng of nuclear weapons, and at the
destruction of the existing stockpiles, ' In that conteyt we haVe always declared
ourselves against all nuclear~weapon tests, in all env1ronments and by all btates.
These main standp01nts were also formulated in the Political Declaratlon adopted at
the Fourth Conference of the Heads of States ana Governments of the Non-Aligned ’
Countrles, and in the documents of prev10us sunmit neetings and mlnlsterlal conferences
held by the non-aligned States., In that splrlt Yugoslavia signed and ratified the -
Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, and will consistently strlve for'

the reallzatlon of these aims.,
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The Treaty on. the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (ENDC/226) and the

Treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under

~ water (ENDC/100/Rev.l) are limited in their scope. Neither of them has ended the

armaments race or nuclear-weapon tests. On the contrary, after their adoption the
arms race was intensified, and in consequence underground nuclear weapon tests have
increased. The solemn obligation undertaken in the Moscow Partial Test Dan Treaty
”Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for
all tiﬁe", and the obligation in Art. VI of the NPT "to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relafing'to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and o nuclear disarmament" have not yet been fulfilled.

Some of the recent arms—-control agreements sound rather unconvincing, in spite
of the good intentions expressed at their conclusion; because they have been
immediately followed by nuclear-weapon tests and the announcement of a new series of
tests aimed at further improvément of nuclear weapons. It is not likely that
endeavours to encourage a number of countries to adhere to the NPT will be fruitful
if at the same time nothing is done to remove a number of factors which these countries
regard as serious obstacles to their adherence. Some of the agreements'signed during
the last summit meeting in Moscow between the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics indicate areas where attempts may be made to halt
and reverse the vicious circle of the arms race. We hope that fubture negotiations
will produce new and more substantial agreements that will permanently ban further
sophistication of nuclear~weapon systems as a first step towzrds nuclear disarmament.
Every lost opportunity, every postponement of an agreement which would halt the_
miclear arms race, will considerably impede its halting at a later stage, not only
because the quantity and diversity of stockpiled weapons will be larger, but’also
because the arms race 1s usually accompanied by a mtual mistrust wh;ch is furﬁher

enhanced by its continuation.
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We must unfortunately state again that during the last four years during which
the NPT has been in force very 1ittle has been done either to halt or to limit the
nuclear arms race, or to transfer nuclear technology to developlng countrles. While
expressing our satlsfactlon ‘with the 1n1t1a1 eXforts of the two greatest nuclear
Powers to limit strateglc nuclear weapons, we are bound to call the concrete results
very modest in comparison w1th the successful eIfOTuS to develop and produce more
perfect and deadly nuclear weapons, from the mlnl—nukes to those w1th the greatest'
range and fire power. Our dissatisfaction is even greater because the results of
transfer of nuclear technology to. develonln countries are stlll far short of
expectatlons, promlses and assumed obligations. A s1tuatlon has been created in
whlch we may Justlflably speak of the monopollstlc pos1tlon of the nuclearuweapon
Powers not only in weapons but also in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. If
‘nuclear—weapon States do not proceed more culckly along the road of nuclear dlsarmament,
it may be expected that a certain number of non-nuclear weapon States will try to '
solve their defence problems by developlng and producing their own nuclear weapons.
This capacity is becoming nowadays more and more nearly attalnable for qulte a number
of -States, even for some whose general level of development is not very hlch
Similarly, under the ex1st1nb conditions it is quite understandable that develOping
countries, by pooling their resources and bJ strengthenlng international co—operatlon,
mist search for solutions for their very complex development problems, 1nclud1ng '
development of muclear-energy potentlal, “which are not heeded by many developed
States. . Developlng countries should not be denled their sovereign right to take
necessary. measures, individually and jointly, to accelerate their development both
in their own interest and 1n that of the international communlty. Wlthln this o
general context we also form our oplnlon about the underground exp1031on of a nuclear '

. device carried out recently by Indla for peaceful purposes.
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At the beginning of 1975 a conference will be convened by the States parties to the
Non—proliferafion Treaty\in order to review the Operatioh of this Treaty and ascertain
whether the purposes of its Preamble and provisions are being reallaed One
s1gn1floant feature of this conferenoe is that it is to tase place at a time vhen,; owing
to a number of events and factors, doubts are startlng to grow about the credibility of
the NPT. At the same time there is also a growing conviction that a number of
necessary steps should be tanen to soften or remove such doubts and so create a
necessary balance of rights and duules between the Parties to the Treaty.

I will mention some of our prellmlnary thoughts on practical measures vhich could
serve those purposes. The Yugoslav Government, in its deolaratlon.of 27 February 1970
when it submitted the Non—proliferation Treaty for ratificatiou, expressed the motives
and expectations'which had guided its decision to sign the Treaty (CCD/278). Similar
thoughts have been expressed earlier in this forum by other deiegations; and only
recently the leader of the Swedish delegatioh,'Under—Seoretery of State
Mrs. Inga Thorsson, has also mentioned a few useful ideas in her speech of
30 July (CCD/PV.647).

In our opinion these measures should be mutually connected because, although each
one separately could mean positive improvement, it uould not be sufficient by itself.
The Nourproiiferation Treaty's chief aim is to prevent a spread of nuclear weaponss;
but it also contains equally important provigions concerning early cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear dlsarmament "the inalienable right of all the Parties to
develop research, produotlon and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without
discrimination', "the rlght to participate in the fullest possible exchange of
equipment, materials and scientific and technologicel information for the peaceful uses
of nuolear energy ..r; especially in the territories:of non-auclear-weapon States
Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of
the world", and the "potential benefits from eny peaceful applications of nuclear

explosions .... on a non-discriminatory basis".
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The best situation in respect of fulfilmént of the bagic aim of the
Non~proliferation Treaty would be its universal acceptance.  However, although about
80 States are Parties to the Treaty, there are still some nuclear-weapon and - '
non~nuclear-weapon States who are not members. o

. The absence of a satisfactory solution for the problem of 'security guarantees for
non-nuclear-weapon States is in our opinion one of the basic faults of -the NPT. *. The
minimum which should be secured in, order to -meke the Treaty most widely acceptable -would
be, in our opinion, that nuclear-weapon States should assume a solemn obligation. never
to use in any circumstances nuclear .weapons against non-nuclear-veapon Stdtes, nor in
any pircumstances.to threaton those States with the use of such weapons.  To withdraw
nuclear: weapons from the territories of non-nmuclear-weapon States would be' in- those
States! best interests.

A: comprehensive- test ban is in our opinion one of the most urgent  and imporﬁant
measures- to be taken in crder to strengthen the Non-proliferation Treaty.:
Continuation of nuclear-weapon tests is contrary to the spirit and’ letter of' the NPT
and also to the obligations of the Moscow Paftial Tegt-Ban Treaty. A nuclear=weapon
test ban would be very effective-in limiting the nuclear arms race and preventing
improvement of nuclear weapons. | It.would provide convincing evidence of  the-gradual-
removal of the nuclear threat. Another important consequence of a comprehensive
miclear test ban would be the creation of a favourable international climate conducive
to the negotiation.nd adoption of new arms-control and disar:zament agreements and to
the strengthening of the exigting ones. Other important benefits would: be creation
of additional financial resources for. the needs of domestic and international
development projects, and protection of the human environment.

A comprehensive -test ban is also an important prerequisite foi the creation of an
internationally-agreed régime governing nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.
Article V of the NPT stipulates that "Non-nuclear weapon States Pafty to the Treaty
shall be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special international agreement

- or agreements', and further that "Negotiations on this subject shall commence as soon as
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possible after the Treaty enters into force'. Such international agreement has not
yet been concluded; nor have any negotiationé started with this aim.  We believe-that
the moment has come to start serious and timely consideration of the need fo convene
such an interhational conference. This conference should be open for participation
by all countries, nuclear and non-imuclear alike; and it should consider and elaborate
a generally-acceptable régime and procedure to govern nuclear explosions for peaceful
puUrposes. This régime should not be discriminatory and should apply equally to all
States, including nuclear-weapon Povers. The generally-recognized ability of a
number of countries to develop themselves and use the existing scientific and
technological achievements of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes fully proves the
need for a timely international.movement to regulate those activities, which will
most probabiy‘assume much wider dimensions‘iﬁ the following decade.

The wider and more inteﬁsive use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes
which the non—aligned States- have always advocated at the summit meetings could be one
of the most important factors accelerating the economic development of the developing
States. - Interest in nuclear energy has greatly increased during the recent energy
crisis as a possibly available éource of energy in the near future. This interest
is stimulated by the opinion of a mumber of developing countries that nuclear power
plants are the cheépest source of electric power.

At the non-nuclear Conference held in Geneva in 1968 the -'-non—nuclear;\-zeapon
States resolutely sought the creation of international conditions which:would enable
gpeedier transfer of adeguate nuclear technology to the developing countries,
particularly in the fields of radiation and radio—acti§e isotopes, nuclear pover
plaﬁts, and nmuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. Many of them, including
Yugoslavia, adhered to the NPT in the conviction that its provisions relating to

peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to the transfer of nuclear technology will be’
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respected by the nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Treaty. The existing sources
of finance for these activitiesAcgn hardly be considered sufficient to satisfy the
ever-growing needs. The International Atomic Energy Agency is devoting a
substanfiai part of its scientifio and material resources to the strengthening of its
safeguardihg functions in fulfilment of its duties under the Treaty, while the acute
need of the deﬁéioping countries for peaceful uses of nuclear energy remain -to a
great extent unfulfilled. The Agency has no doubt made great efforts so far to -
perform some of its tasks. However, there is still much to be done to diminish.the
very important existing gap between the highly-developed and the developing States.

Many actions and projects have been undertaken so far and important reéults have
been achieved in some of the fields in which nuclear energy is applied (e.g. agricultufe,
medicine, and radiation protection), vhile some other fields remain the exclusive
privilege of highly-developed States. We are convinced that a number of activities
in the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes could and should be made:
available to a greater extent, especially to the developing non-nuclear-weagpon States.
Confidence in the Non—proliferetion Treaty would be strengthened and its universal
adoption hastened if present forms of financing were reconsidered and if new ways and
means-were found for financing such activities and for the transfer of nuclear
technology for peaceful purposes, especially for the supply of energy needs and -
accessipility to nuclear fuels. ,

These are some of our preliminary thoughts which we considered worth mentioning
within the context of nuclearﬂﬁroblems. We hope that other delegations too would
like to express fheir views about these problems, particularly at the forthcoming
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. _

My delegation has repeatedly stated its reaeons in favour of a comprehensive
agreement on measures for prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and for their destruction. During the unofficial meetings held

with experts from 17 to 22 July my delegation had the opportunity to express in more
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detail some of its thoughts through the active partieipatien‘bf the' Yugoslav éxperts.
For these:réasons I shall'limit'mjself’todty only to somoigererel remarks.  In our
opinion recent meetlngs with the exserts 1ndlcated pOSSlble solutions of a number ‘of
still unresolved problems donnected with'a’ comprehens1Ve ban on the develoPment
productlon and stockplllng of chemlcal weapons and with their destruction.  —The
debate durlng these meetings, furthelmore, strengthened our conviction that the basic
obstacle to a comprehensive ban on chemlcal wegpons is political and that a
satlsfactory way of remov1ng it can be found after five j Jears of intensive
negotlatlon.. A numbcr of documents submltted to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament; including the Draft Convention of nine socialist countries (CCD/361),
“the Japanese Draft Convention CCD/420)g and a great number of working papers SR
submitted by many delegations, including that of the ten non—allgned countries

CCD/4OC); offer a 'solid base from vhich to start drafting the agreement “Such an
agreemént is not yet in slght becanse some States still havé not taken the polltlcal
decision necessary for its drafting.

‘We have also to wait for the fulfilment of the agreement in principle betwéen
the United States 'and the Soviet Union to consider a joint proposal in the CCD for the
conclusion, as a first step, of an international:convention dealing with-the most
dangeroiis; lethal means of chemical warfare. It is nececssary, however,to stress
once again, in connexion with the problem of banning chemical weapons, that each new
agreement in this field must be ba sed on the principles and aims laid dowm in the
Geneva ‘Protocol of 1925. - The valuable aim of this Protocol to eliminate chemical
and biological warfare altogether, and to:strengthen the credibility of
implementation of further arms-control and disarmament measures, could be
significantly promoted if the United States would ratify the Protocol as soon as
possible, thus adding to it the 1nfluence and prestlgo of one of the world‘s greatest

mllltary, 1n&ustr1al and economic Powers
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The summer session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is coming
to an end. Much 4o our regret, the Commi‘tee will again this year not be able to
submit to the United Nations Generasl Assembly eny éoncrete reSults.& This situation,
which has been repeated for the last few years, calls for very serious concern. We
cannot be satisfied to measure the value of this, the oniy multilateral négotiafing
body on disarmasment, solely by its existence for over twelve years. This is
obvibusly a sign of the great interest of the intermational community in solving the
disarmament problem, and of the need for such a negotiating body. The earlier and
the present modest results achieved by this Committee are the sole measure of its
value.  One cannot live endlessly on old glory, and new efforts mist be made to give
new substance to this Committee's woxrk. ‘ :

The Yugoslav delegation would appreciate also the creation of conditions
conducive to the participation in multilateral disarmament negotiations of all
nmuclear-weapon and other militarily-significant States whose contribution would
doubtless add to the achievement of concrete results. In this context Yugoslavia
will make all necessary efforts in the future, as it has done before, for an urgent

convening of the World Disarmament Conference.

My, MISHRA (India): Since India's peaceful nuclear explosion on 18 May this
year, several deiégations have expressed views on its implications and consequences
as they see them. . In the process, statements have been made which are at variance
with our thinking and our intentions. In the previous meetings of the Committee I
have stated India's positioﬁ éeveral times, but only piecemeal. Now that we have
decided to end the 1974 segs?énvof the Committee in about ten days! time, it is
opportune for me to reiterate those views all together, and also to touch on one oI

two other points which merit attention.
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Some delegates.have asserted directly or indirectly that at present there are
hardly any peaceful appiications of nuclear explosion technology. The announcement
of . the Indian Atomic Energy Commission whicn I read out in this Committee on 21 and
23 May bad this sentence in it: "As part of the programme of study of peaceful uses
of nuclear explosion, the Government of India had undertaken a programme to keep
itself abreast of developments of this technology, particularly with reference to its
vre in the field of mining and earth-moving operations".

It is clear that the Government of India is not alone in this respect. Peaceful
nuclear explosions carried out underground over a period of several years by other
Member States have confirmed the feasibility of this technology, although many problems
8till remain to be solved. Their experiments have been oriented towards gas and oil -
stimulation;'haﬁe shown' promising results, and are even reported to have increased oil
‘production by 30 to 60 per cent. A former Chairmen of the United States Atomic Energy
Commission, Mr. Glenn  Seaborg, stated "The technology and understanding of péaceful
nuclear explosions has advanced to the state where they can be safely, efficiently and -
beneficially used for earth movihg, for recovering natural resources and as research
tools for man's understanding of his environment“. It should not, therefore, be a
matter of surprise or regret if India, without contravening any treat& it has entered
into, were to experiment and try to develop this technology for exploiting the natural
resources within its own territory. We have a right tc develop our own natural
resources in accordance with well-established principles of international law. We
are not prepared to wait for others to perfect nuclear—explosfon technology and thereby
lag behind by a decade or more in its development in India.

I should also like to quote the “"Declaration on Disarmament" adopted at Lusaka on
10 September 1970 by the Third Non-Aligned Summit Conference, which had this to say:
"The Conference is aware of the tremendous contribution which the technology of the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, including peacefui nuclear explosions, can make to
the economy of the developing world. It is of the opinion that the benefits of this
technology should be available to all &:ates without any discrimination'.

Recently the Soviet Union and the United States have given fresh indications of
the trust they put in the usefulness of this technology by excluding underground
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes from the proposed limited ban on underground

tests of nuclear weapons.
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“Ahdfﬂéfuﬁbiﬂt\Which we have heard rather frequently here is that, if India's
intentions are peaéeful, it should place all its nuclear activities under international
safeguards.‘ Our policies on safeguards for nuclear energy are well knowm. The
late Dr. Bhabha waé one of the so--called Washington Group of Twelve which did B
preparatory work on the Statute of the Tnternational Atomic Energy Agency in 1956}
Dr.vBhabha expressed his views clearly during those meetings as well as subseéuently;
and these were that India advocated safeguards on a completely non—discrimihétbry
basis so that they do not operate mainly against the developing'coﬁntries? and
secondly thaf they should be devised on functional criteria. These:viewé have been.
.consistéhtiy expressed by Indian leaders and represéntatives in India and abroad.

Dr. Bhabha had also gpoken of safeguards in the context of peaceful hgclear_exploéioné
and had said that, if these are to be subject to observation by an international body,
it should be on a non-discriminatory basis and in the general framework of non-
dlscrlmlnatory safeguards to be applled to everyoneu On 13 June 1974 the Indian
represéhtative stated in the I@EA Board of Governors meeting: "Some Governors'enqulred
whether India would place all its nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards. Well,
M. Chairmah, we shall cerﬁaiﬁly consider this possibility when all the Member States
of the Agency, and indeéd others too outside the Agency, voluntarily place all thelr
nuclear act1v1t1es, civil and military, under the Agency s safeguards".

Is it not strange that, while the nuclear activities of’ nuclear—weapon States are
allowed to operate in a completely unrestiained manner, some delegatlons seem more'“
concerned with con*rolling the peaceful ach ivities of non—nuc“ear—weapon countr1es°
We believe that we should have a proper sense of prloritiés and proportion in
disarmaméht matters, Part of the problem of nuclear proliferation stems from the
resignéd acceptance of the velief that certain countries cannot be stopped from having
or aevéloping their nuclear arsenals, and that therefore the others should meekly
acquiesce in this sifuafion.' We have stated this before and we shall state it again,
that we have no intention to campaign against the NPT. Even if we do not ﬁgree with
the approach adoptéd therein, we feel that our aim is the same.—— which is to ensure
non—prpliferation, but both horizontal and vertical. Ve respect the views of the
parties.to the NFT and have no intention to impose our views on them. At the same

time we feel we are entitled to our own views.
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_Another'quesfion which has been raised by some delegations concerns securitj
guarantees against nuclear threat. This question is of vital importarce to all_
non-nuclear-weapon Sﬁates, whether or not they are parfies tobthe NPT. It is not
justifiable to consider it merely in the context of that Treaty. ' *

One of the strangest arguments that I have heard 1n this Committee is that Indla,
by explodlng a peaceful nuclear dev1ce, has broken some kind of a barrier to non—
proliferation of nuclear weapons, that India has set a bad example. Ve have»solemnly
declared for theflast twenty years that we intend to use nuclear energy solely for
peaceful purposes: Bven after exploding a nuclear device we have, unlike.others,
reaffirmed our solemn declaration. Thus only in thls respect have we broken a
barrier. And all to the good. If other non;nuclear—weapon States follow us in
reaffirming their resolve to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes'only, is it to
the benefit or to the detriment of mankind? If, on the other hand, one or more-
non—nuclear—weapon States proceed to acquire nuclear weapons, they will certalnly not
be follow1ng India's example.

It is also quite wrong to imagine that the Indlan explogion for peaceful purposes
has somehow damaged the PT. As T have already said, India has not and does not
intend to campaign againgt that Treaty. The Treaty stands or falls by its own merlts
or demerits. Fven after Indla s peaceful nuclear explosion we are not aware that any
so—called near-nuclear'Sfate.which had -intended to become a party to the N?T'had
decided not now to do so. The others in the same category who from the beglnnlng had
refused to accept the obllgatlons of the NP& did so for their own reasons.

There are no reasons for any doubt regardlng India's views on non-prollferatlon
of nuclear weapons. " For years India's policy has been stated and re-stated in this
Commlttee. India is opposed to all proliferation, vertical or horizontal, of nuclear
wWeapons. Tt is also our hope that all States —— nuclear—weapon States as well as
non-nuclear—weapon States - w111 like India, commit themselves to use nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes only.  The nuclear-weapon States have a special respon51hlllty
in this matter. | |

Before I conclude, I should like to thank the preceding speaker; Mr. Lalovié of

Yugoslaﬁia, for his very understanding reference to India's peaceful nuclear explosion,
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Mr, HAINWORTH (United Kingdom): I shall be very brief, since I have only
asked for the floor in order to introduce a working paper which my delegation has

tabled today as document CCD/440. This is entitled "A development in discriminating

between seismic sources'.

As is explained in the paper, this is a.contiﬁuation of a series of reports on
work carried out in the seiémological field in the United Kingdom, and follows the
two papers (CCD/401, 402) which were tabled last year in cormexion with the informal
meetings with experts on a comprehensive test ban. Those two papers were introduced
by Dr. H. Thirlaway, Director of the United Kingdom Seismological Research Station

.at Blacknest in Hampshire. TLast June's vapers included a review of the _
United Kingdom seismological research and development programme and a report of the
estimation of the denth of seismic events. The new paper presented today describes
a technique known as '"seilsmogram modelling', illustrated by the case of a seismic
event which occurred in East Kazakhstan in 1969. We intend to continue to keep the
Committee abreast of all significant'and relevant developments in United Kingdom
seismological research in this field.

We hope that these papers, making an original contribution to progress in
seismology, will help us to altain our ijective of so refining the seismic art that
it may eventually prove possible adequately to verify a comprehensive test ban

freaty.

The meeting rose at 11.55 a.m.







