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Communigué of the meeting

. The Conferenoe of the Conmittee on. Disarmament- ‘today heid 1ts 650th*g1enary
meetlng in the Palals des Hations, Geneva, under the chalrmanshlp of
H.E. the UndereSecretaryhqf,Sﬁate, Mrs. Inga Thorsson, representative of -Sweden.

Statements were made by the-rebresentatives of the:Union of Boviet Socdialist:
Republics, Mexico, Hungary, Argentina, the United States.and the Chairman.

The delegation of Mexico submitted a "Letter dated 6 August l974=from'the Leader
of -the delegatioﬁ of Mexico to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General
to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmement" (CCD/439). 4

The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 13. August 1974,
at 10.30 a.m. :
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Mr, ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

We should like to devote our statement today to the problem of averting, the threat of

nuclear war and to the related problem of preventlng the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, and io dwell on some 1mportant aspects of this problem.

The great scientific discoveries in nuclear physics which ushered in the atomic
age in the development of mankind have opened up greatropportunities fdr the use of a
new type of energy for man's benefit. Those discoveries, however, have led to the
emergence of thé most dgstructive and deadly means of warfare. Those means, if ever
used, would destroy a vast number of human lives and annihilate whole States.
Therefore one of today's most vital tasks is to plan and execute measures to avert the
dangér of ‘nuclear war. Important factofs in such measures are the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons, the institution of a strict régime to prevent their proliferation,
and steps to ensure that it operates effectively. To achieve that supremely important
aim a Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was concluded in 1968
(ENDC/226%) and made an effective international instrument in March 1970. That
international instrument has become an outstanding document of the nuclear age, its aim
being to limit the threat posed by the emergence of the most destructive means of
warfare. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is intended to stop the spread of nuclear
weapons, to prevent their acquisition by an increasing number of States. The parties
to the Treaty undertake not to receive, manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons ofvother nuclear explosive devices, and not to transfer such weapons or
explosive devices or control over them. By restricting opportunities for the
proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Treaty reduces the danger of an outbreak of
miclear war. Implementation of the Treaty's provisions is in the interests of
world security and the further relaxation of international temnsion. We note with
satisfaction that the provisions of the Treaty are being fulfilled by all its
participants.. Since the Non-Proliferation Treaty came into force more than four
years ago, no cases have arisen of deliberate or involuntary failure by a Party to

fulfill its obligation not to transfer or to acquire nuclear weapons.
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(Mr. Roshchin, USSR)

Nevertheless, the Non—Prbliferation‘Treaty has obviousIy not yet become the kind
‘of international. instrument that would»ensure'striot,obsefvance by all Statesvof the
régime for the,nonﬁproliferation‘of nuclear weapons. . The danger of ‘the proliferation
of such weapons has not yet been eliminated. The prediction that a number of .
States will-acquire nuclear weapons in-.the next ten years is not unrealistic and
cannot. be described as unfounded.

The main cause of this gituation is that a number of "near-nuclear" countries
. having a considerable industrial potential and consequently able to produce nuclear .
weapons are .still not parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and are not.bound dby -
- the terms of that impcrtant international instiument. Therein lies the fundamental
inadequacy of the present non-proliferation régime. The main task therefore is to
make . every effort to ensure the full participation of -all. near-nuclear States in
the Non—Proliferation.Treaty. The near-nuclear Stabes themselves must realize how
important it is to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons throughout the world, and be
aware of the' consequences of their proliferation. The only way of avoiding that
situation is for-all States to co-operate fully in ensuring the non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons. It is necessary to use-all political and practical means .to
ensure that all States strictly observe the non—préliferation régime, and thereby to
avert the real danger of wide—sbread possession of such weapons.. '

We have heard much criticism .of the Non-Proliferation Treaty since. it .came.into
force. . We have heard such criticism here in the Committee on Disarmament; and -
indeed at the present segsion. I therefore wish to stress that the Won=Proliferation
Treaty at present .offers the best real possibility of checking the process of nuclear-
weapons proliferation, 6f preventing a chain reaction in the spread of such weapons..
Of course, from the point of view of individual States the Treaty could have been
better, but from the point of view of the entire community of States it is at’
present a common denominator for any solution to the problem of the non-proliferation
.-of nuclear weapons. We therefore cannot agree with the adverse opinions expressed
about the Treaty, or with its qualification as a "discriminatory" international -

instrument, Tar from sharing such an opiniOn of this outstanding international
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document, which reflects>the realities of the present-day world, we believe that a
negative attitude to and deprecation of the Treaty are detrimental to the non-
proliferation régime provided in it. Whatever the motives and reasons-behind the
attacks on the Treaty by States and their representatives, such a course of action
is clearly intended to érode and weaken rather than strengthen the non-proliferation
régime. The harm done by such a course may not at first'glance be apparent now,
but in the longer term it may prove irreversible.
The éystem of safeguards ensuring the fulfilment by States of their obligations
is a very important element of the Treaty. It is defined in Article III and is
being implemented through the International Atomic Energy Agency - (IARA). It has been
worked out by a large number of States and is effective, serves the purposes for
which it was established, and conforms with present world possibilities. It is
therefore universally recognized and supported.
Nearly all the States Parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty which are
substantially engaged in nuclear activities have concluded control agreements with
IAEA as provided by the Treaty. It is essential, hovever, for other States. Parties
to the Treaty which have not yet done so to speed up the conclusion of such agreements.
It is equally important to speed up agreement on the practical implementation of the
Treaty provision requiring fissionable material and special equipment to be exported
to non-nuclear countries solely under TAEA control.
In her statement on %0 July Mrs. Thorsson, the representative of Sieden,
suggested. that the present safeguards system should be extended to permit, not only
detection, but also prevention of the misuse of nuclear material, by providing a
© gystem for the "physical protection of all stockpiles of nuclear material'. . She
put forward the idea of "oimershin™ of nuclear material by an international -body,
and of "internationalization of the management of nuclear material'. She thus

" proposed a very substantial revision of the present safeguard system for verifying
the fulfilment of obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, whereby the principle
of observation,of the use of fissionable material would be replaced by the principle

of "internationalization" of its ownership and management.
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The 1dea of "1nternatlonallzat10n" of the ownershlp and.management of fissionable

- material. advanced by Mrs. Thorsson 1s not new. At the very “outset of the nuclear )

age ‘the prlnclple of "1nternatlonallzatlon" of “the ownershlp and management of

nuclear materlal and nuclea fa0111t1es was strongly advocated by~ the United States

Government It was embodled 1n the Acheson—Llllenthal Plan and was formally moved

in the United Natlons Atomlc Energy Comm1ss1on in June 1946 as the'"Baruch Plan"

named after the Unlted States representatlve in that Commlsslon -The plan provided

for a control system based on "1nternatlonallzatlon” of the ownership and management

of atomic raw-material sources and of enterprlses process1ng and us1nv such raw

material. Its. maln purpose was to give the Unlted States a monopoly of the mllltany

and peaceful uses of atomic energy It was almed at ensurlng advantages for some

countries at the expense‘of others, and dlsregarded States! soverelgn rights. -

Subsequent developments demonstrated that it.was'completely unrealistic and unviable.
The idea proposed by Sweden, although w1th different motives and obJectlves, like

the "Baruch Plan" runs counter to the sovereign rlohts of States, thus 1gnor1ng an -

1mportant reallty of our tlme._ Such an approach can only divert efforts avay from the

task of generally Surongthenlng the present safeguards system by extendlng it to cover

the maxlmum number of States.and. 1mprov1ng observatlon methods to prevent violations

of- the non-prollferatlon régime establlshed by the Treaty. " As I have already stated,

the primary. task is to ensire that all States, partlcularly the 1ndustr1ally and
technologically advanced ones, conclude control agreements with the IAEA w1thout
delay. We hope that Sweden, wh:Lch has advanoed far in the peaoeful use of n'utclea:c
.enhergy, will conclude such an agreement as soon as poss1ble.l ' )

. Peaceful nuclear explosions are an 1mportant problem dlrectly linked wlth that of
the-non—proliferation of nuclear weapons. This problem is reflected in Artlcle V of
‘the Non—froliferation Treaty, which provides measures to make the beneflts of peaceful
applications of nuclear explos1ons available to all States°> Work 1n that dlrectlon
is belng done in the TJAEA, and we understand thau detalls of it wrll be glven in
documents prepared by the Agency for the conference on review of the operation of the

Treaty. - We hope that due efforts w1ll be made to SOlVe the problem of peaceful

-nuclear explos1ons.
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On the question of peaceful nuclear explosions, Mrs, Thorsson, the representative
of Sweden, saia that the Treaty'!s provisions with respect to such explosidns had so
far not been implemented. We should like to point out in this comnexion that at
present, when'peaEeful nuclear explosions still have no practical application because
of inadequate technology, there are no grounds for spsaking of failure to implement
that part of‘the Treaty. It would Be more'accurate to say that the Treaty!'s
provisions with regard to such axpiosions have not so far been implemented, since
there has been no practical need for such explosions,' Nevertheléss, the preparatory
work for the implementation of Article V of the Treaty is already being done in
the IAFA. | o

Article VI, containing an undertaking by the Parties to the anéProliferation
Treaty to negotiate measures on the cessation of the nuclear and non-nuclear arms
~race, is an important element of the Treaty. Like many othér Parties‘to the Treaty,
we have repeatedly expressed our dissatisfaction with the course and results of the
disarmament negotiations. At the same time it cannot be denied that a number of
important agreements have 'been concluded in that field inm pursuance of Artioie Vi
since the signature of the Treaty. Of great significance in this respect are the
agreements concluded betWeen'the USSR and the United States in 1972 and 1973 on the
prevention of nuclear war, on the limitation of antirballistic-missile systems, and
on certain measures concerning the limitation of strategié offensive arms. The third
Soviet—United States summit meeting held this year produced another series of
important agreements, A Protocol was signed providing for a new subétantial
limitation of the anti-ballistic-missile systems of both countries. At the talks
further steps in the limitation of strategic offenéive armaments were outlined, The
two sides agreed to restrict their underground nuclear tests considerably over an
agreed period, and to stop high;yield test explosions altogether. This ag;eement is
a‘step towérds the eventual complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapons tests.
Agreement has been reached to outlaw the use of highly'dangerous, lethal means of
ohemioai warfare, as ﬁell as environmental modification techniques for military
pUrpoOSes, '

Speaking of the Soviet-United States arms-reduction agreements; Mr, Brezhnev,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,

stated at Warsaw on 21 July:
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"we thlnk that thls whole series of practlcal measures, which is a good example
of the limitation by the Powers of their mllltary preparatlon , is in the interests
of all who want more secure world _peace. o |

«eo. L can say that we should 11ke to g0 stlll further and were prepared to go
further. | Thé Sov1et Union, for 1nstance, is ready to conclude an agreement on the
complete cessatlon of all underground nuclear—weapons tests.‘ We also consider it
des1rab1e to agree ‘on the withdrawal from the Mediterranean Sea of all Sov1et and
Unlted States warshlps and submarines carrying nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, we
have not yet managed to agree on this matter We are conv1nced however,, that'the
1mplementatlon of our pronosals would make a new and real contrlbutlon to the -
consolidation of peace and would be warmly welcomed by the peoples of many countrles.
Let us hope that agreements on those questlons will one day hecome poss1ble" '

Thus the Sov1et—Un1ted States summlt talks and the 1mportant agreements resultlng
from them have contrlbuted conslderably to the fulfllment of obllgatlons under the
anﬁProllferatlon Treaty, to the cessatlon of the arms race and to the ellmlnatlon
of the threat of nuclear war and war in general

In this connex1on we should 1lke to state that our oplnlon of the 31gn1flcance
of the Sov1et—Un1ted States agreement on the limitation of underground nuclear—Weapons
tests dlffezs substantlally from ‘that expressed by Mrs, Thorsson in her statement on
30 July. She sald that the llmluatlon prov1ded bv the agreement affected only
10 per cent of Unlted States and 20 per cent of Sov1et nuclear tests. ‘Without
questlonlng the accuracy of the proportions mentioned by the representatlve of Sweden,
we should llke to p01nt out that even lO and 20 per cent are substantlal flgures in
arms llmltatlon and that thelr 1mportance should not be 1gnored or bellttled “0f still
:greater s1gn1flcance, however than the statlstlcs 1s the fundamental aspect the :
lwmltatnon of underground nuclear—weapons tests. ‘ '

‘ _In our oplnlon the agreement with that essentlally new element, is an 1mportant

step towards the complete cessation of all nuclear—weapons tests, TFor the first time

limits have been 1mposed on underground tests. By prohibiting explosions with a yield
of over 150 kt, the agreement limits the poss1b111ty of developlng and perfectlng the

most powerful and consequently the most dangerous types of weapons. It 1s helplng to

foster 1nternatlonal confidence and improve the 1nternatlonal climate, - Therefore we

cannot accept Mrs., Thorsson's opinion of that Soviet-United States agreement.
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Today we have dwelt only briefly on some aspects of the non-proliferation regime
and the Treaty. All facets of this problem will be considered m&re closely at the
conference on the review of the operation of the Treaty to be held here at Geneva
next May. In mentioning some aspects of the Treaty's operation we should like to
stress the imperative need for Seeking all means and exerting éll efforts in order to
strengthen in every possible way —— politically, legally and technically -- the
non-proliferation regime and the Treaty providing for it. The participation of a
large number of States in the internabional disarmament agreements already concluded
would play an important part in streﬁgthening the non-proliferation regime, We must
therefore continue our efforts to ensure the participation in such agreements of all
Ipuclear, neax-nuclear and other militarilyksiénificant States. Primarily, this would
mean participation in the Treaties on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, on
;the,Prohibitipn of Nuclear Tests in the three environments —— in the atmosphere, in
-:outér space and under water -— on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea~bed and the Ocean Floor and
in the Subsoil Thereof, and others., Universal accession to these international
instruments would greatly help to limit the nuclear arms race and the arms race as a
~whole, to strengthen the non-proliferation regime, and consequently to promote
infernational_seourity and peace., This is an importént task for fhe Committee on
Disarmement and all other international forums dealing with various aspects of arms
control and disarmament, ‘ '

Disarmament affécts all States without exception, nuclear .and non-nuclear.
However, it is an:gndgniable fact that the fundamental disarmament problems, and
espeoially>those of nuclear disarmament, can only be solved with the-participation of
militarilyésignificant States on the basis.of the principle of equal security for all
countries, These countries bear special responsibility for the solution of arms~control
and disarmament issues., This applies in the first place to all the nuclear Powers,
since they possess huge military potentials. including a nuclear capability, It is a
ﬁdfter for regrgt that at present not all nuclear Powers are participating in the
current disarmament negotiations. . .Consequently we must intensify our efforts to draw
all militarily-significant States, including all the nuclear and near-nuclear countries,

into the disarmament télks.
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I should like to take this opportunity to touchon the question of-"ﬁini—nukes”,
that is miniature nuclear weapons, raised laét August by Mrs. Myrdal, the
representative of Sweden, and again‘in the statement by Mrs, Thorsson, In the.
last few decades nuclear weapons have received special treatment in a number of
international instruments. So far there has been no need for distinctions among
individual types of tactical nuclear weapons. We consider that they are still
unnecessary. Lt seems to us that the attempts to equate certain types of‘these
weapons with conventional armaments are dangérous in that they mayAconceal a
search for loopholes to circumvent the prohibitions on nuclear weapons imposed'
by a number of international treaties and agreements, such as the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. We believe that there is no justification for distinguishing among
individual types of tactical nuclear weapons, or for trying to equate somé'types
of those weapons with conventional armaments, 9

In accordance with this position, I should like to state that the Soviet Union's
obligations under resolution 255 (1968) of June 1968 adopted by the United Nations
Security Council in comnexion with the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and under the
Soviet-United States agreement of 22 June 1973 on the prevention of nuclear war,
cover all types of nuclear weapons whatever their power.

In conclusion, I should like to quote from the statement made by Mr, Brezhnev
on 21 July concerning the Soviet Union's position on; arms control and disarmament:

"The Soviet Union, like other'socialisf countries, has repeatedly stated that
it is prepared to agree to drastic measures to limit the arms race and subsequently
to reduce armaments. We repeat that we are ready, for instance, to agree on a
reduction of armed forces and armasments in Burope. The need for more effective
and universal application of the Non-Proliferation Treaty is more urgent than
ever before. We are prepared — and have long been prepared -~ to sit down to a
World Disarmament Conference, We are alsoc ready to come to an agreement on measures
to reduce the confrontation between the present blocs, and eventually on their
complete elimination.  In other words, it will not be our fault if there is no

1

progress,"

'
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Mr GARCIA ?OBLES (Me?voo\ (translatlon from Spanlsh) At the opening of the
1974 sesgion of the Conference ‘of tne Commlttee on Dlsarmament on 16 April of “this

year, I ventured an asses ment of the Committee's twelve yrears of worL In my view,

the survey Wthh I made on thau occasion oémonsv*ated coneclusively the gap- -vhich has-
existed and contlnueu to 911°b between words and deeds, and brought out.the many

' formal promlses and solémn oommltments ‘of the muclear Powers which from the outset
have been a dead letter. ' » :

There has’ been no. basic change since that time. The four modest multilateral.
ingtruments whlch, dlreculy or 1ndlrectly, have produced this negotlatlng organ remain
truncated and mutilated. mh:Ls has not been, of course, through a lack of-accessionsg =-
as one of the representaulves who snoke on 25 April put it, giving free rein to his
1mag1natlon (CCD/PV 630, page 23) -~ but merely, as I quite clearly stated on: the . .
previous occa31on, through failtire to comply w1th a-number of the ba51c prov1slons of
'those 1nstruments, such as those contalned in the preamble and- artche I of the ..
«Mbscow Treaty (ENDC/iOl/ReV 1/ and in articles VI and V of the Non-Proliferation-Treaty
(ENDC/226*) - : _

In view of my precedlnb remarks and in order to avoid- superflulty,_l shall refrain
from-commenting further on the matter at today's meetlnga. 1. should -not, however, like
to leave the subject of the CCD before adding that one of the few positive
contributions to 1ts_cu:rent sesglon has been the-"Draft Convention on. the Prohibition
of thé Developﬁent Production and Stockpiling of Chemical Weapons and on their
Destruction” (CCD/&ZO), qultted to the Committee by the répresentative of Japan on
30 April. How fortunate it would be if . only this imaginative and commendable effort
stlmulated negotlatlons and 1nduce& a positive reactlon in the two super—Powers in
partlcular, who have failed so far to submit any draft treaty or convention on the
subject. o . | :

I should also like to place on record our hope fhat the enlargement of the
Committee on Dlsarmament whlch is virtually sure to be| approved by ‘the General Assembly
at its twentybnlnth ‘regular se551on, will make the Commlttee more effective. Tor that
aim to be achleved it is, in our ‘view, necessary not qnlyAto enalrge the.Committee but
at the same time to reorgan%ze it. The delegation of Mexico has been advocating this
since 1969 and has suggested a2 number of specific reforms. It ﬁill he recalled that,
on. the proposal of our delégation, the Committee devoted on 16 August 1972 a whole
informal meeting to that question, which was the subject of many statements during' that
year. This is proved by ‘the *two working documents which we submitted on 8 and

28 August 1972 under the symbols CCD/385 and CCD/390.
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" Having said that, I believe it is.not appropriate to set out briefly our position
with regard to the latest results of the bilateral negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union, known as SALT.

First of all, T should like fo say that we have requested that General Assembly
docﬁment A/9293 of 8 November 1973 be reproduced as a document of the Committee —— it
has in fact already been circulated under the'symbol CCD/439 --~ not only because the
two texts in it are unquestionably of direct interest to the Committee itself but also,
and more particularly, because the second of those texts —- signed on 21 June 1973 and
bearing the title "Basic Principles of Negotiations on the Further Limitation. of
Strategic Offensive Arms" -- contains provisions regarding the implementation of which
the representatives of the two signatory>8tates, who happen to be the co-Chairmen of
the CCD, might give us some relevant explanations° .

The first of the "basic principles”, after affirming that "the two Sideg will
continue active negotiations in order. to work out a permanent agreement on .more complete
measures on the limitation of strategic offensive arms, as well as their subsequent
reduction', in accordance with the five-year Interim Agreement of 26 May 1972, states
‘unequivocally that -- _

"Over the course of the next year the two Sides will make serious efforts to

work out the provisions of the permanent agreement on more complete measures

on the limitation of strategic offensive arms with the objective of signing

it in 1974", '

Despite this, neither document CCD/451, co—sponsored by the United States and the
Sov1et Union, nor the statement of the United States representative in introducing
that document on 16 July 1974, told us anything about the fate which has befallen the
basic principle of 1973 to which I have just referred, Its vital importance is, I am
sure, clear to all, particularly when it is recalled that the General Assembly, in its
resolution 3184 A (XXVIII) of -18 December 1973, after reiterating its appeal of the
previous year, once again drew the attenmtion of the two super-Powers to '"the necessity
and urgency of reaching agreement on important quaiitative limitations and substantial
reductions of their strategic nuclear-wgapon systems as a positive step towards nuclear

disarmament”.

n

The Treaty between the United Statgs and the Soviet Union on the limitation of .
underground nuclear weapon tests, signed at Moscow on 3 July 1974, is reproduced in

pages 1 to 3 of documeht CCD/431, to which I referred a few moments.ago. My first
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comment is that, mach to our regret, we ‘feel obliged to take a rather sceptlcal view
of the promise in paragraph 3 of artlcle I uhau the Partles "shall contvnue their
negotiations w1th a view toward achieving a .solution to the problem of the ceosatlon
of all underground nuclear weapon tests". , , ‘

The reasons for our scepticism should be obvious to anyone who recalls that for
eleven years, we have waited in vain. for. translation'into acts of ﬁhe ”determlnatlonﬁ,
sovsolemnly proclaimed in the preamble to the 1963 Treaty, to achieve “"the .
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weepons for all time™, This is
neinferced_by the fact brought out last week in the excellent statement of the
representative of Sweden, lrs Thorsson, that, on the same day on’ whlch that new
Moscow Treaty was concluded, no less’ an authorltv than the Secretary of Defence of
one of the two supen—Powers slgnatorles of this Treaty stated in Washington that those .
who were waltlng for a comprenens1ve test-ban agreement m1ght "walt eternally".

This unaV01dab1e sceptlclsm will not, however, prevent us from assessing, in-all
objectivity, the possible impact of the recent bilateral instrument on disarmament.

In order to attain the balanced and realistic perspectlve requlred for' such an L
assessment it is 1n our view necessary to bear clearly in mlnd some fundamental factors
such as the follow1ng. - . ;

In.the. past twenty years the General Assembly of the United Nations has adopted -
more than twentyhflve resolutions urging the nuclear Powers to put an end to all
nuolear—weapon tests., In four or flve of those “esolutlons the Assemle has ~— using
a word. whlch it employs only rarely -~ condemned most strongly all tests of nuclear
weapons, without exceptlon and regardless of their ex plOSlVe force. Undoubtedly the
Assembly's main objective is to avoid what 1n its latest resolutlons:i% calls ”the;‘

- harmful consequences of rmclear weapon tests for the acceleratlon of ‘the arms Ta oe'ly .
In other words, it wishes to. prevent any 1nprovement or increase im the destruc tive
SPOWEY =- already terrlfylng =— of the stockpile of weapons in nuclear.arsenals.:

. Careful and reliaﬁlefinvestiga%ions, suchtas tnpse reported_en in the working paper
submitted by the delegation of Sweden on 1 August 1974 (CCD/438), show that in the

past few yeais'the vast majority of nucleqr'e%plosions carried out by the -two
super—Powers have been bhelow the 150 kt threshold, which limit will~ continue to be
permitied w1thout any hindrance whatsoever by the new Treaty and which, ino1dentally,

is the equlvalent of - 150 000 tons of dynamite and some eight nuclear homos of .. the kind
which, exactly twenty—nlne years -ago the day before yesterday, redu&edileOShlma to

[3

ashes.
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The bilateral instrument in qﬁestion will not enter into force until 31 March 1976,

which leaves a period of twenty months in|which, as experience in similar cases has

shown, it is to be feared that the two super-Povers will engage in an all-out race to

test nuclear weapons, especially, if they| deem it necessary, weapons of more than

150 kt.

In the view of the best-qualified ex
3 July, the United States and the Soviet
completing; before the Treaty enters into
which they had plamned. There is also ge
view of the absolute freedom those countn
have already stated, in view of the 1ittl

150 kt, the limitation which will become

perts in this fiéld, made public after

Union will have no difficulty at all in
force, all the new types of nuclear warheads
neral agreement among the experts that, in
ies will enjoy till 31 March 1976 and, as I

e use they have made of tests of more than

effective on that date will not have any

moderating effect at all on the nuclear srms race between those two States.

Thus the conclusions reached from an

analysis of the recent Moscow bilateral

agreements are as discouraging as those which I described at length in my statement of

16 April in connexion with the CCD and wh
briefly.
These meagre results and the purely

lend increasing gravity to the alarming

ich today I have ventured o recall very

meretricious nature of the measures proposed

gituation created by the existence of huge

arsenals of nuclear weapons, whose destruotive power is enough and more than enough to

wipe out every sign of life on our planet

» In the last few years my delegation has

th in this Committee and in the ‘

drawn attention on numerous occasions, bﬂ

General Assembly, to the fateful menace presented by those arsenals.

¢

We have repeatedly quoted Toynbee 8

words that "“the threat to mankiﬁd's survival

has become much greafer since 1945 than it ever was in the first million yvears of

history".

We have dwelt on the need to bear co

ACommitteevof Experts appointed by the Sec

nstantly in mind the statement made by the
retary-General of the United Nations in 1967

to prepare a report on the effects of the possible use of nuclear weapons:

"There is one inescapable and basic

which are in being already contain 1

fact., It is that the nuclear armouries

arge megaton weapons every one of whlch

has a destructive power greater than that of all the conventional exalos1ve

that has ever been used in warfare since the dayr gunpowder was discovered."”
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. We have said that we share the view of Dr. Ik1lé, Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, who has pointed out that merely "wishing to .put
out of our minds the thought.that nuclear war may be as inevitable as death" will not -
suffice %o eliminéte the causes which-may "put an end to our days and our society, in
this géneratidn'Or the next'.

Starting from such unassailable premises as these, my delegation affirmed and
repeated more than five years ago, both in New York and at Geneva, that --

"We refuse to believe that the so-called deterrent power -- a.formula that has
regretfably been much abusedff— of such weapons can be regarded as a positive

-factor justifying their existence. We cannot understand why today international

peacé and security should have to depend on weapons such as the nuclear weapons,

the very existence éf vhich entails the danger of universal suicide'.:

‘T should like to conclude my statement today by quoting two very recent opinions
which seem to us to confirm the validity of our helief. The first was expressed last
month by somedhe who dould certainly not be accused of a tendency to drawatize
situations, namely fhe.Uhited.States Becretary of State,; who, aceording to information

published in the New York Times of 4 July last, after emphasizing that only eighteen

to twenty-four months remained in which to avoid an "explosion of technology and
numbers" and to gain a grip on the problem of multiple warheads, added that if this -
problem is not solved well before 1977 "we will be:living in a world which will be ..
extraordinarily complex, in whichvthe opportunities for nuclear warfare exist that -
were unimaginablé fifteen jyears ago at the beginning of the nuclear age'.  ~:-

The second opinion emanates from what T considef the most serious and renouwned -
non—gqvernmental\insfitution on disarmament questions, namely the International
Institﬁté of Peace and Conflict Régearch, with its headquarters at Stockholm; the
preface to whoée Yearbook for 1974, just published, includes the following
unequivocal statement: o _

"There is~én ever—present'riqk that any wajor conflict, even a limited,

non-nuclear war, will escalate to a geaeral nuclear war. Moreover, the

possibility of puclear‘war.by accident or miscalculation is -always with.us.

The dangers of}this situation are increased by advances in nuclear-weapon -

techno;ogy... .The catastrophic consequences of .a general nuclear var demand

either that,tﬁé probabil@ty.of any war be reduced to an acceptable level

(most réésonable men would say that this would have to be zero), or that

nuclear weapons be abolished as part of a comprehensive programme of disarmament.
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Even though we'do not underestimate the difficulties 6f the latter, we believe
its achievement' to be a simpler task than the former., For all the reasons outlined
above, we believe that the need for p031tlve action in disarmament has never -

before been greater"

- Mr, KOMIVES (Hungary) Yesterdqy was the fifth anmiversary of the second
phase of the enlargement of our Committee in 1969 when the Hungarlan People's Republic,
together with other States, joined this Committee. I had the honour and privilege of .
making the first statement: of the Hungarian delegation before this very. important body.
In my firstuinterVentioﬁ I--stateds "My Government accepted the‘invitation-wiih.the.
intention of. taking an active part and doing useful work to the best of its,ability,
in the search for: solution of the great problems before the Committee.! ..

- Since then I have never ceased to follow with great interest . the.activity of the
CCD,  to which I have‘done,my'best to contribute. As all of you are well aware, tﬁe
Hungarian delegation, with othef-delegatione, has taken an active part in- the
‘elaboration of two important international instruments.

Now-I am about to leave Geneva to return to my country, where I am called upon to
asgume -other duties. I am happy to inform you that in my new function I shall be able,
and it will be my duty, to maintain close contacts with the activity of the CCD. In ..
this way I can and will follow your efforts aimed at new results in dlsarmament, in
which T should llke to w1sh all of. you. every: success. -

I thank you a1l for your co—operatlon and the friendship you have extended 1o me;
and I should like to’ express my gratltude and respect to the Co-Chairman of the
Committee, Ambagsador Roshchin of the Soviet Union and Ambassador Martin of the
Uriited States, with whom I have had excellent co-operation, and to the
Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Ambassador Pastinen, and all his
collaborators. IR ' '

In concludlng, to 'all my colleagues and friends in the Committee I say Goodbye -
and good Tuck. '

The CHATRMAN: T wish to thank the  distinguished representatlve of Hungary,

Ambassador Komives, for his statement, vhich at the same time constitutes, on his
part, a valedictory statement, As we heard, this is indeed the last meeting of the

Committee in which Ambasgsador Komives barticipates, at least in his present capacity. .
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As Ambéssador Kﬁﬁiéés himself said in his statement, he has represented his
country in this Committee as well as in othcr international organs and organizations
in Geneva for a peripd_of five years. 'I am quite certain that even those among us who
have the work in the CCD as a main and even unique occupation can apprebiate at ifs
proper value the'enormity of the different tasks that an Ambassador who is concurrently
representative of his country to éll the international organizations in Geneva must
perform. - I should like to believe, however, that the work in the CCD ﬁas:had a specilal
place and a high priority among the multifarious duties of Ambassador Komives. At this
moment of his approaching departure, we are all very:conscious of his devotion to the
work of the CCD and his dedication to the cause Qf'disarmamént. This. has indeed been
proved by his statement here today. Beyond the call of his official  duties, we have
found Ambassador Kdmives an esteemed colleague and friend whose constant good sense
and good humouxr have on many .occasions made our work more easy. . A

I know that I am expressing the feelings of all the members round this table in. -
extending>to Ambassador Komives and also to Madame Komives our warmest thanks for a
fruitful and agreeable co-operation, and in conveying to them our best wishes for
success in their new and important duties. We are glad to understand that he will keep
constant contact‘with the important tasks that this Committee has been called. upon to -

verform.

Mr. BERASATEGUI (Argentina) (translation from Spanish): Madam Chairman, allow

me to associate myself with your words of farewell to Ambassador Komives. This week

the Argentine delegation has had the godd fortune to preside over the Committee of
the Twelve, and it is in this capacity fhat I echo your sentiments. But even if my
delegation had not been occupylng the Chalr, we should still have followod your example,
vhich the personal ard.dlplomatlc qualltles of Ambassador Kdmives fully Justlfy.
Ambassador Kémives, as he himself p01nted out, was his country's first
representative to this Conference, associating himself with our work five years ago
yesterday. On that occasion he wasg the first speakér after the neW'mémbers, including
Argentina, had taken their places in the Committee., Since then he has reﬁdéred
distinguished services to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by his tact,
intelligence and ability with which we are all familiar.
While we deeply regret his departure, we have no doubt that in his new functions
he will continue to collaborate with us in our work with the efficiency to which we'
bhave become accustomed. And although we lose his wise contribution to our day-to-day

activities, we receive in exchange valuable support for the tasks of our Committee.
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Mr, ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republlcs) (translation from Russian):

As Ambassador Komives is to take up a new assignment and will shortly leave us, I should
like to express the Soviet delegation's congratulations and convey its best wishes to him.

As Ambassador Komives has already told us, we first heard our distinguished
colleague speak in the Committee on Disarmament as the representative of Hungary five
years ago on T August 1969. He had the honour of being the first representative of
Hungary when it became a member of this Committee. During the past five years he has
actively and ably collaborated with the other members of the Committee and helﬁed it to
make an effective contribution, tackling the,problems under discussion with profound
understanding and an open mind. In cogently-argued statements and in his daily contacts
with other members of the Committee, he has propounded with skill and dignity his .
country's policy of seeking a solution to the problems of peace and security,
disarmament and limitation of the arms race. . ‘

The Hungarian Peopleré Républic has co-~sponsored a number of important documents,
such as the draft conventions on the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological .
weapons, the prohibition of bacteriological weapons alone, and lastly the prohibitibn
of chemical weapons. Ambassador Komives has made a great personal contribution to the
drafting of those and other documents discussed here in the Committee on Dlsarmament
and at sessions of the General Assembly.

We have been very happy to work together with Ambassador Kdmives, whose good-
natured approach and friendly attitude to his colleagues we shall always remember with
pleasure when we recall our long years of collaboration in the Coumittee on Disarmament
and at sessions of the Genérai Assembly. We hope ‘that our collaboration with him will
continue in other multilateral and bilateral forums.

I should like %0 wish our dear colleague and comrade Ambassador Komives every

success in his new and res pons&ble post at thg Hungarian Mlnlstry of Toreign Affairs.
We also wish him and Mrs. Kdmives every personal success and happiness.

Mr. MARTIN (United States): It is always a sad occasion when we have to bid
farewell to a distinguished and esteemed colleague. It is particularly sad to have %o
say goodbye to Ambassador Komives, who has played a unigque and important role in this
Committee. I have always had the greatest respect for his ability and integrity, and
it has been a personal pleasure to have worked with him during the last few years, both .
in this Committee and in New York at the United Nations General Assembly.‘ It will be
difficult not to have Ambassador KSmives here with us. I would like to extend my best
- wishes and those of my delegation to Ambassador Komives in his new assignment. I hope
that he realizes that he will be greatly wmissed by all of us. '

The meeting rose at 12.00 noon
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Communigue of the meeting

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today held its 651st plenary
meeting in the Paglais 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/440). |

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 Sweden" (CCD/441).

The delegation of Japan submitted a ”Workihg'Paper on the accuracy of locating
seismic events” (CCD/442). ' A

The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday, 15 August 1974,
at 10.30 a.m. ‘

P
k3
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Mrs. THORSSON (oweden) In my statﬁment two, weeks ago I discussed the test

ban issue at 'some length and stressed that the achlevemenu of a comprehensive test ban
muss remain the priority item on the agenda.of our Commlttee.ﬂ The Swedish Government
will continue to contribute political, scientific and technical efforts to this end.
; The Japanese-Swedish working paper tabled today is the result'of'a Jjoint reéearch
project Carriéd,out within. the framewvork of a co-operation agreement in the field of
detection seismology between institutes in'our two countries. It illustrates the
"benefits of using selsm010f1cai data from more than one station iﬁ the ﬁdentification of
explosions and earthquakes. I hope tha the vesults of this study, and houe of a
‘similar Canadian-Swedish study nreuented last year (CCD/)SG), will give 1mpetus to a
Joint utilization of the highly sensitive stations Qperatlng todaJ, not only for evenﬂ
detection and 1ocatlon but also —— whlch is impertant for the purpose of COHofOllln
a test ban -~ for event identification. ' ‘ : o

A substantial part of the station network needed for monitbriﬁg nof»oniy the
threshold. Treaty but also a. comprehensive test ban seems to exiét.ﬁbday, Iam
primarily referring to the short and long period array-stations, the so-called vexry
long period stations, and the extensive national station networks operafing in -certain
countries, such as  -the Soviet Union. The seismological research observatories now being
installed by the United St ateu in different counvries may also play an important xrole
in a global seismic station networl, aluhou siv their capabilities still have to bhe’
agsessed. There seems, however, fto be a deflnite need for further highly-sensitive
stations in Africa and South America. ‘ '

The main efforit.in oxder to obtain adequate data for test ban monitoring.woﬁld 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 sb—called ARPA~computer network which is now
being implemented'may be one important communication link in such a global data
exchange system, if the netl is accessible in a non-discriminatory way. I thus think
that the time has come to increase further)the use of collected seismological data for
identification purposes through an international data exchange, not only for monitoring
the recent threshold Treaty but apbove all in order to achieve a generally-acceptable
ﬁohitoring capability for a comprehensive test ban.

Having introduced today's'Wbrking Paper, I wish to avail myself of this opportunity

to comment on some of the views presented by you as representative of the Soviet Union
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in your compreheusive and interestiug’statement at our last meetlng (CCD/PV 650). In
that statement Mr. Roshchin turned against severel ideas which.I had introduced in a
Swedish statement on 30 July (CCD/PV. 647, pages 6 et_seq.)

May I gtart by discussing. the characmer and the effects of the criticism which I

directed towards the NPT? The Swedish delegation is certainly not the first nor the

”dlecrlmlnatory” treaty. We have said that it

only delegation which has labelled it a
is ”discriminatory by nature”,‘but ~—~ and this I again wish to underline --- we have
‘also sald that its purpose is such that it shoulu still be eupporbed by the entlrety
of the world communlty ,
Mr. Roshchin said at our last mee%ing: ”Whatevervthe motives and reasons behind
the attacks on the Treaty by States and their repreuentatlves, such a course of action
is clearly iﬁtended to erode and weeken rather than strengthen the non-proliferation
régime"., (ibid., page 8). '
I cannot as representative of Sweden, a country which firmly —- yes,
categorlcally -~ gupports the HPT, agree with this asoessment In our view it is not
the fact that a non-nuclear State party to the Treaty uirects attention to its
discriminatory character which weakens the Treaty. This is known to all, but‘rt is
 necessary-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 "Implementation of the Treaty's provisions
is in the interests of worid securlity and the further relaxation of 1nternat1onal
“tension". (1b1d., page 6). Ve agree that the 1mpTenentatlon of all the provisions of
the NPT, including the crucial Article VI, wvould indeed make +he Treauy less
discriminatory and further the cause of detente and peace. We araln urge the
responsible partles to proceed as ra31dly as possible towards the full 1mplementat10n
of Article VI, thus removing what we consider the main obstacle to strengthenlnm the
JpT reglme and ensbling it to become truly unlversal
Mr, Roshchin also referred to my suggestion of 30 July of a poss1ble
1nternatlonallzaulon of the mauaﬂement of nuclear material, the key task being not only
to watch but also to protect all the meterlal in oxder to prevent nuclear-weapons
prollferatlon and guarantee the sarest uoss1b1e manabemenb of nuclear enerqy productlon .
In his opinion this would be a measure that "ruas counter to ghe soverelgn rlghts of
States, thus ignoring an important reality of our time" (;@ig., page 9).

I, rn my turm, went to e;prese sfrong oppoeition o this interuretetion. Ae I see

it, what Member States of this Committee and the United Hations have been doing over
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all these years in their own enlightened‘self—interest is to exercise thelr sovexreign
right to forgo, in co—operation with other States, certainlprivileges in the amms field
in order to'achiete more and'more disarmahenti thereby restrictinﬁ'certain such sovereign

‘rights. ~The Soviet Union itself nas here w1th1n and outs1de thls Committee in the past

, negotlated and later acceded to a number of 1nternatlonal treatles. Thls 1n my view
reflects the important reallty of our tlme, Wthh forces us %o proceed further along the
-road of bulldlng a safe and Jjust international communlty by an 1ncrea51ngly stronger
natwork of 1nternatlona1 agreements. _

As to the idea of 1nternatlonal management of. miclear material 1tself, ny suggestlon
was, as I pointed out, preliminary. However, the frightening prospects of grown.nb
'stochpiles of plutonium, the serious dangers for man hlmself and his env1ronment that
are involved and _the related risk LOT nrollferatlon Ol nuclear weapons, are far from .
prellmlnary Therefore the tlme has come, it is in fact overdue, to do somethlng to curb
"this threat. As we were searcnln for a solutlon, we looked into what has been done '
before and also, as Mr. Ro°hcn1n p01nted out, studled the proposals tabled in the '
United Nations by Mr. Baruch as well as by Mr GromJlo 1n June 1946. At that tlme there
vas a real poss10111ty of contalnlnb the ”genle in the bottle” For well—known reasons
those proposals led to nothing. Ve have also had in mind the Buratom system. I have no
1llus1on that it will be easy to find an acceotable and nractlcal solution- to the problem.
As I sald in my statement, we intend to study it furthervand come back to it. MEanwhlle
I feel it necessary, however, to say that some of the fears expressed by lMr. Roshchin
seem exaggerated. ' .,nw

There is also another aspect of " the problem to whlcn I would llke to draw your
attentlon. The big Powers have aluays taken the NPT aspec’r 1nto con51deratlon when
exportlng nuclear materlal. Smaller countries have not the same pOSS1b111t1es ‘and do
need an effective 1nternat10nal management which can ensure that its exported material
and equipment will not in some fubture be used for bombs or other eprOS1ve devices.
Recent experience shows that this concern is well founded in reallty. Whatever will be
the final legal term to be used in an agreement — be it ownership, or management, or
stockpiling by the IAEA, or perhaps something else ~- y We must always bear in mind the
principle affirmed in the preamble to the NPT that "the benefits of peaceful aoollcatlons
of nuclear technology... should be available for peaoeful purposes to all Parties to the
Treaty, whether huclear-weapon or nonnnuclearuweapon States". lNhat we suggest is not
intended %o limit the sovereign right of any countyy to develop its nuclear industry,
in so far as it complles with the provisions of the NFT. What we suggestlls aimed at

ensuring to all States, big and‘small, the greatest 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 politically acceptable. .
Mr. Roshchin also in his statement last week discussed the so-called threshold
Treaty, which was recently agreed upon between theASoviet 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-whioh my delegation can fully subscribe to. Speaking of establishing a
certain threshold of magnitude for underground nuclear tests, Mr. Roshchin then said that
"ovo. 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 the,doubts of a
number of delegations —- Sweden, the United Arab Republic, Ethiopia and the
Netherlands —— about the effectiveness of the 'threshold! approach as such. In
‘particular we recoguize 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 Government 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-called improvements of nuclear weapons (QQQZI&;j;jJ_pg;ngﬁ).‘
"In fact it can hardly be doubted that establishing a 'threshold of magnitudef,
while at the same time authorizing nuclear explosions below the established .
:7'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 muclear weapons of small capacities or, as the
representative of Japan, lr. Tanaka; described it, a 'miniaturization' of nuclear
weapons (CCD/PV.518, para 25). Thus the establishment of.a 'threshold of magnitude!
would not put a stop to the building up of nuclear arsenals, nor vould it contribute
towards nuclear disarmament, vhich many countries, including the Soviet Union, are
striving to achieve. On the contrary, it would encourage new efforts to devise
improved types of warheads and thus would promote the development of muclear weapons
as a whole, Tt goes without saying that that is not the path along which we would
wish to direct efforts towards disarmament and armé;limitation,”(g&gy}ﬂ;jjﬁngggﬁggug).
This is what Mr. Roshchin said in his statement on 7 September 1971. His assessment at
that time of the yalue of threshold agreements is practically identical with the one
which I presented on behalf of the Swedish delegation on 30 July.this year (CCD/?V.647,
pages 8 et seg.), and which he criticized lasst 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 éVailable 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 tirust, 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 threshold téét ban Treaty and its Protocol whether this was intended or not, I
said that the Swedish delegatioh would welcoume a statement on this point.

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

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to express the thanks of the Swedish delegation to you
in your capacity of representative of the Soviet Union, for youf reply to Mrg, Myrdal's
question on nuclear:mini—weapons at our last meeting. We are particularly happy to note
your statements that "There has been no need for distinctions among individual types of
tactica} nuclear weapons...... The attempts to equate certain types of these weapons
with'conVeﬁtional armaments'; and that the Soviet Union's obligations under Security
Council reéolution 255(1968), and under the Sovieﬁ;Uhited States Agreement on the
Prevention of fuclear War, "cover all types of nuclear weapons whatever their power'
ﬁ;klg., 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, taken'together; reassuring. ~The ‘Swedish delegatlon welcomes the lact
that, although the- 1g§Hs of nuclear: mlnl—weaoons obv1ously w1ll remain under constant '

review, it can“under the present clrcumSUances be con51dered closed 1n thls Commlttee.

Mr..NISIBORI (Japan) In my statement of 11 .July I made some:comnénts, as a '

view of the -Japanese -Government, concerning the aw“eement on. the' limitation: 6" undérground
nuclear wegpon tests between the United States and the Soviet Union" ahnounced on- the' -

occasion of their recent summit meeting. I then said, "Rather than letting outselves -

be satisfied with this modest step forward, we should endeavour to gathér further:s.fir
momentum for nuclear disarmament." (CCD/PV.642, page 9)

I note with- respect “that, in responsé to such a de51re commonly shared by us; the
delegates of the United States ‘and the Soviet Union reafflrmed in this Commlttee thelr
inténtion to ‘continue . negotlatlons with a view to bannlng all underground nucleazhweapon
tests.. At the same time, I would like to seize this opportunlty to relterate my
delegatlon s hope that, in subsequent negotiations bétireen the two countrles, speclal ’
efforts will be made not only to lower the aﬁreed threshold but also to develop the _'
agreement into a multilateral one, - ' B

Next I would like to draw atbtention to the fact that the agreement reached between
the two -countries includes, 'in paw tlcular, the exchange of various data on underground '
nuclear—weapon tests and the test areas in order to ensure compllance wlth the ' o
obligations.” ' ' ’ o e A e

. "Phe "Working Paper on the Accuracy of Locaulng Seismic nvents“ (CCD/442), Wthh was
submitted by the delegation of Japan, i the report of a study conducted by ch0081ng as
mastet events the Matsushizo hartuqua ce Swarm, wh_ch o¢curred in the central part of
Japan 1n“l966 ‘and 1967 " Their enlcentre and denth were Letermlned very accurately by a
. dense Tocal network of seismic stations; and larger ones amoncr them wete monltored also
from a long distance. Location error is generally 40 to even 60 Xm 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 eten "
with distant stations alone, if corrections by means of master events are applled :

From this point of view, the agreement reached between the Unlued States and the.j“
Soviet Union on conflnlng nuclearuveapon testlng to spe0111ed teSu areas and on
exchanging data’ concernlnﬁ underﬂround nuclearuweapon tests is an extremely 1mportant
decision. As emphasized in the Swedish working paper (QCD/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 conducfed in the 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 introducedlby 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 comprehensivé*"
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): Bvery 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 understéndable, for we live in a
~world of extremely dynamic movements, where constant efforts are made to create new and
Jjuster relations, in order to remove many factors which permanentiy threaten the
maintenance of étable peace and security in the world.

Many features of international relationship require serious and permanent
re—éxamination: the remnants of colonialism, the policy of action from a position of
stréngﬁh, interference in internal affairs, interventions by foreign Powers aimed at
forcibly 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.u The last of these problems was placed on the agenda
of the Special Session of the United Nations General Assembly, which considered'a numbexr
of basic principleé for creating a new system of equitable internmational economic
relations, and various solutions for the acutest problems of international economic
co-operation. |

A1l mankind is constantly harassed by the evergroving arms race, in particular by
the nuclear 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 negotiétions, and more numerous the appeals and demands_made to

halt or reverse the armg race; the greater and quicker the increase of expenditure.
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 New generations- of nuclear wveapons are multiplying both on land and sea, and new,
military doctrines are being 1aunched 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 gaing new dimensions contrary to what we
consider detente should mean. ‘ o

We must express our very great concern at the continuance of the arms race, the
increase of nuclear stockpiles, and the improvement of nuclear-weapon systems. ' Cur
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 aBQut the possibility of using these weapons not
only in géneral but also in "local” wars. _

At the same time there is a constant increase of expenditure on the development
and produc%ion of nuclear weapons, to which huge financial, scientific and hnman
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
‘strenuous efforts to help the deVelopingncountries to free themselves from poverty and
backwardness, in the interest both of the developed countries and of peace and securlty
in general, It is a fact -- often repeated —- that more than ¢ZOO billion is spenb
yearly on armaments, out of which the lion's share, that is %o say 70 per cent, is upent
by four militdry Powers only (without the People's Republic of Chlna) It is '
estimated that approximately %20 billion is spent and about 400,000 501entists-ani
enginéers are engaged on military research and development. This situation is vexy B
disturbing~beéause of its adverse effects on sdcial and economic development in genersl
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
arrangements. What is most discouraging about the outlook for the futuré ié that,
in splte 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 ére multiplied, and there seems to be no prospect of a halt in the
expenditures on armament. The agreements 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 the constantly active and persistent attempts made to preserve and strengthen
existing-pfivileges, 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 Stete, Dr. Kissinger, during his press conference on 3 Julys

"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 vwhat in the name of-

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

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

it?h.
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As a result of the policy of detente and vithin the favourable cllmate 1t has
created, a number of fruitful contacts have ‘been made among statesmen at the hlghest
level, some important - ‘results have been galned and conelderatlon of some of the maJor
world problems hds begun. In partlcular such meetlngs have 1mproved relatlons between
States and groups of States. Ve are also aware of the 1mportanCe of holdlng the
Européan Conference ‘on Security and Co—0peratlon, Uthh Wwe hope w111 lay nev
foundations for even more fruitful co- operatlon and securlty in Europe. . However, thls
esséntially positive political co~0peratlon and these ‘efforts 'did not s1multaneously
stop the arms race, nor did they produce concrete measures of dlsarmament amonﬂ
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, Uhlch should make it more conv1n01ng and lnnger lastlng.

From the outset the problem of nuclear armament has caused ‘the utmost concern to
the interhational communlty, becaussz of the possible consequences whi ch the use of
these weapons may have for its survrval. M1 efforts to solve thls problem have \
unfortunately remained futile. Yugoslav1a, uogether with other non-allgned countries,
Has’ ‘always resolutely devoted its efforts Ho measures almea at comprehens1ve bannlng
of the use, development, production and stockplllng of nuclear weapons, and at the '
destruction of the ex1st1nn stockpiles. - Tn that conteyt we have always declared
ourselves against all nuclear—weapon tests, in all enVlronments and by all btates.
These main standp01nts vere also formilated 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 previous summit neetings and mlnlsterlal conferences
held by the non-aligned States. In that splrlt Yudoslav1a signed and ratified the -
Treaty on the Non—prollferatlon of Huclear Weapons, and w1ll consistently strlve for

the reallzatlon of these aims.
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The Treaty on. the Non-proliferation of Wuclear Weapons (ENDC/226) and the
Treaty bamning nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in oufer space and under
water (ENDC/lOO/ReV.l) are limited in their scope. Neither of them has ended the
armaments race or nuc¢lear-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 undertsken in the Moscow Partial Test Ban Treaﬁy{
"Seeking to acﬁieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for
all tiﬁé”, and the obligation in Art., VI of the NPT "to pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament" 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 improvement 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 afms race. We hope that future negotiations
will produce new and more substantial agreements that will permanently ban further
sophistication of nuclear-weapon systems as a first step towerds nuclear disarmament.
Every lost opportunity, every postponement of an agreement which would halt the
nuclear arms race, will considerably impede its haltlng at a later stage, not only
because the gquantity and diversity of stockpiled weapons will be larger, but also
because the arms race is usually accompanied by a mtual mistrust which is furthexr

enhanced by its continuation.
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We must unfortunately state again that during the last four years dvuring which
the NPT has been in force very little has been done either to halt or to llmlt the
nuclear arms race, or to transfer nuclear technology to developlng countrles. While
exXpressing our satlsfactlon w1th the 1n1t1al efforts of the two greatest nuclear
Powers to limit strateglc nuclear weapons, we are bound to call the concrete results
vexry modest 1n comparison w1th the successful efiorus to develop and produce more
perfect and deadly nuclear weapons, from the mini-nukes to those w1th the greatest
range and fire power. Our dissatisfaction is even greater because the results of
transfer of nuclear technology to developln countries are stlll far short of
expectatlons, promlses and assumed obligations. A situation has been created in
wblch we may Justlflably speak of the monopollstlc pos1tlon of the nucleareweapon
Powers not only in weapons but also in the’ peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Ir
nuclear—weapon States do not proceed more oulckly along the road of niclear dlsarmament,
it may be expected that a certain number of non-nuclear weapon States will try to ‘
solve their de*ence problems by developlng'and producing their own nuclear weapons.
This capacity is becoming nowadays more and more nearly attainable for qulte a number
of States, even for some whose general level of development is not very hlgh.
Similarly, under tbe existing conditions it is quite understandable tnat'developing
countries, by pooling their resources and by strengthenlng international Co-operatlon,
must search for solutions for their very complex development problems, 1nclud1ng ' |
development of nuclear-energy potentlal, ‘which are not heeded by many developed
States., . Developlng countries should not be denled their sovereign right to take
necessary. measures, individually and1301nol , Lo accelerate their development both
in their own interest and in that of the international communlty° Withln this o
general context we also form our oplnlon about the underground explos1on of a nuclear ’

- device carried out recently by Inula for peaceful purposes.
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At the beginning of 1975 a conference will be convened by the States parties to the
Non—nroliferafion Treaty!in order to review the oceratioh of this Treaty and ascertain
whether ‘the purposes of its Preamble and provisions are being reallaed. One
81gn1flcant feature of this conference is that it is 4o take place at a time vhen; owing
to a number of events and factors, doubts are startlng to grov about the credibility of
the NPT. At the same time there is also a growing conviction that a number of
necessary steps should be taken to soften or remove such doubts and so create a
necessary balance of rights and duties between the Parties to the Treaty.

I will mention some.of our preliminary thoughts on practical measures which could
serve thcee PUrposes. The Yugcélév Government, in its declaration.of‘27 Februéry 1970
when it submitted the Non—proliferation Treaty for ratificatioh, expressed the motives
and expecfations>which had guided its decision to sign the Treaty (CCD/278). Similar
thoughts have been expressed earlier in this forum by other delegatione; and only
recently the leader of the Swedish delegatioh,.Under—Secretéry of State
Mrs. Inga Thorsson, has also mentioned a few useful idecas 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 would not be sufficient by ‘itself.
The Noc—proliferation Treaty's chief aim is to prevent a spread of nuclear weaponss;
but it also contains equally imporﬁanf provisions concerning early cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear dlsarmament "the inalienzble right of all the Parties to
develop research, prcductlon and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without
discrimination", "the rlght to participate in the fullest possible exchange of
eculpment, materials and scientific and technologlcal information for the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy .... especially in the terrltorles of non-nuclear-weapon States
Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of
the world", and the "potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear

explosions .... on a non-discriminatory basis'".
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The best situation in respect of iulfilmént of the basic aim of the
Non-proliferation Treaty would be its Lniversél 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. ‘ '

. The absence of a satisfactory solutlon for the problem of 'security guarantees for
non-nuclear-weapon States is in our opinion one of the basic fzults of the NPT. * The
minimum which should be secured in order to -make the Tredty most widely acceptable -would
be, in our opinion, that~nuclear—weapo# States should assume a solemn obligation never
to use in- any circumstances nuclear,weépons against non-nuclear-weapon Stites, nor in
any pircumstances'to threaton those St%tes with the use of such weapons. To withdraw
nuclear weagpons from -the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States would be' in-those
States! best interests. P

A: comprehensive- test ban is in ouﬁ opinion one of the most urgent-and important
measures- t0, be  taken.in crder to'strenéthentthe Non-proliferation Treaty.: -
Continuation of. nuclear-weapon tests-ig contrary to the spirit and letter- of’ the NPT
and also to the obligations of the Mbséow Paftial Tegt-Ban Treaty. A nizclear=weapon
test ban would be very_effective>in 1i£iting the nuclear arms race and-preventing
improvement of nuclear weapons. Itnﬁould provide convincing evidence of the-gradual-
removal of the nuclear threat. Another important- consequence of a comprehensive

miclear test ban would be the oreatlor‘of favourable international cllmate conducive

to the negotiation. -nd adoption of new arma .control and disarmament agreements and %o

the strengthening of the existing ones. Other important benefits would: be .creation
of additional financial resources forthe-needs of 'domestic and international - -°
development projects, and protection of] the human enviromment.

A comprehensive -test.ban is also a£ important prerequisite for the creation of an
internationally-agreed régime governing! nmuclear explosions for j eaceful PUTPOSES.
Article V of the NPT stipulates that ”V?nnnuclear wveapon States Party 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



CCD/PV.651
20

(Mr. Lalovié, Yugoslavia)

possible after the Treaty enters into force'. Such international agreement hag not
yet been concluded, nor have any negotiations started with this aim. We believe-that
the moment has come to start serious and timely consideration of the need fo convene
such an international conference. This conference should be open for partieipation
by all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear alike; and it should consider and elaborate
a generally-acceptable régime and procedure to govern nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes. This régime should not be discriminatory and should apply equally to all
States, including nuclear-weapon Powers. The generally-recognized ability of a
number ‘of countries to develop themselves and use the existing scientific and
technological achiefements of muclear 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 foxr peaceful purposes
which the non-aligned States-have always advocated at the summit meetings could be one
of the most im@brtant'facﬁors 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 stimlated by the opinion of a number of developing countries that nuclear power
plants are the chéépest source of clectric power.

At the non-nuclear Conference held in Geneva in 1968 the -.1non—nuclea:£“—\-ieapon
States resolutely sought the creation of international conditions which:would enable
speedier transfer of adequate nuclear. technology to the developing countries,
particularly in the fields of radiation and radio—actiﬁe isotopes, nuclear power
plaﬂts, and nuclear 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 activities can herdly be considered sufficient to satisfy the
ever-grgwing needs. The Internetio%al Atomic Enexrgy Agency is devoting a
substantial part of its scientific and material resources to the strengthening of its
safeguardihé’functions'in.fulfilment @f its duties under the Treaty, while thekacute
need of the d@#élqping countries for %eaceful uses of nuclear energy remain.to a
great extent unfulfilled. The AgenLy 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 betqeen tke highly-developed and the developing States.

Meny ‘actions and projects have been undertaken so far and important results have

been achieved in some of the fields ih which nuclear energy is applied (e.g. agrlculture,

medicine, and radiation protection), %hile 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 }or peaceful purposes could and should be made:
available to a greater extent,»especielly to the developing non-nuclear-weapon States.
Confidence in the Non-proliferation Tgeaiy would be strengthened and its universal
adoption hastened if present forms ofl 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, espeoially for the supply of energy needs and-
accessibility to nuclear fuels. . , _

These are some of our preliminary thoughts wvhich we considered worth mentioning
within the context of nuclear'problems We hope that other delegations too would
like to express thelr views aboul these problems, particularly at the forthcoming
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons. . o . o

My delegation has repeatedly stated its reasons in favour of a comprehensive
agreement on measures for prohibiting the aeveloﬁment, 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 partlolpatlon of the Yugoslav experts.
For these reasons T shall limit szelf todoy. only to some geleral remarks.  In -our
opinion recent meetings with the experts” 1ndlcated poss1ble solutions of a number of
still unresolved problems éonnected with a comprehenslve ban on the development
pro&uctlon and stockplllng of ohemloal veapons and with their destruction. - The
debate durlng these meetings, furthermore, strengthened our conviction that the basic
obstacle to a comprehensive ban on chemlcal weapons is political and that a "
satlsfactory way of remOVlng it can be found after five ; Joars of intensive
negotiation. . A numbcr of documents submltted to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament; 1nclud1ng the Draft Convention of nine socialist countries (CCD/361),
“the Japanese Draft Convention (CCD/420); and a great number of working papers '
submltted'by many delegations, including that of the ten non—allgned countries
(CCD/400), offer a ‘solid base from which to start drafting the agreement. Such an’
agreement is not yet in s1ght because some States still have' not taken the'ﬁolitical
décision necessary for its drafting.

We have also to wait for the fulfilment of the agreement in principle between
the United States 'and the Soviet Union to consider a ‘joint proposal in the CCD for the
conclusion, as'a first step, of an internationallconvention dealing with the most
dangeroiis; lethal means of chemical warfare. It is necessary, however,%o stress
once again, in connexion with the problem of banning chemical weapons, that each new
agreement in ¥his field must be besed on the principles and aims laid down in the
GeneyawProtocol”Of"l925. " The valuable aim of this Protocol o 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 gdding to it the influence and prestlge of one of the world's greatest

mllltary, lndustrlal and economic Powers.
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The summer session of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is coming:
0 an end. Much to our regret, the Committee will again this year not be able to
submit to the United Nations General Assembly any éoncrete reSults.\ This situation,
which has been repeated for the last few years, calls for vexry serious concern. We
canmot be satisfied to measure the value of'this, the onliy multilateral négotiafing
body on disarmament, solely by its existence for over twelve years. This is
obvibusly a.sign of the great interest of the international 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 work. : \

The Yugoslav delegation would appreciate also the creation of conditions
conducive to the participation in multilateral disarmament negotiations of all
nuclear-weapon and other militarily-significant States vhose 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.

 Mr. 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, staﬁements 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 éeﬁeral times, but only piecemeal. Now that we have
decided to end the 1974 session of the Committee in sbout ten days' time, it is
opportune for me to reiterate those views all together, and also to touch on one or

two other points which merit attention.
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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 had 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, varticularly with reference to its
ure in the field of mining and earth-moving operations'.

It is clear that the Government of India is not alone in this respect. Peaceful
nuclear explosions carried out underground over a period of several years by other
Member States-have confirmed the feasibility of this technology, although many problems.
still remain to be solved. Their experiments have been oriented towards gas and oil °
stimulation;'haﬁe shown promising results, and are even reported to have increased oil
production by 30 to 60 per cent. A former Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy
Comnission, 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. ¥e have a right to develop our own natural
resources in accordance with well-established principles of international law. Ve
are not prepared to wait for others to perfect nucleaf—explosfon technology and thereby
lag behind by a decade or more in its development in Tndia.

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 peaceful nuclear explosions, can make to
the economy of the developing world. It is of the opinion that the benefits of this
technology should be available to all S .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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" knokher point which we have heard rather frequently here is that, if India's

* intentions are peaoeful, it should place all its nuclear activities under international
safeguards. Our policies on safeguards for nuclear energy are well known. The

late Dr. Bhabha was one of the so-called Washington Group of Twelve which did B
preparatory work on the Statute of the Tnternational Atomic Energy Agency in l956d

Dr. Bhabha expressed his views clearly during those meetings as well as subsequently,
and these were "that India advocated safeguards on a completely non—discriminatory
basis so that they do not operate mainly against the developing’ countries? and
secondly that they should be devisedlon functional criteria. These:views have been.
.consistently expressed by Indian leaders and representatives in India and abroad.

Dr. Bhabha had also spoken of safeguards in the context of peaceful nuclear.explosions
and had said that, if these are to be subject to observation by an international body;
it should be on a non-discriminatory basis and in the general frameuork of non-
discriminétory safeguards to be applied to eiierjronen On 13 June 1974 the Indien
represehtative stated in the IAEA Board of Governors meeting: "Some Governors"enquired
whether India would place all its nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards. Well,
Mr. Chairmah, we shall certainly consider this possibility when all the Member States
of the Agency, and indeed others too outside the Agency, voluntarily place all their
nuclear activities, civil and military, under the Agency s safeguards',

- Is it not strange that, while the nuclear activities of nuclear—weapon States are
allowed to operate in a completely uprestrained manner, some delegations seem more'“
concerned with con*rolling the peaceful activities of non—nuclear—weapon countries‘P
We believe that we should have a proper sense of priorities and proportion in
disarmament matters. Part of the problem of nuclear proliferation stems from the
resigned acceptance of the belief that certain countries cannot be stopped from haVing‘
or developing their nuclear arsenals, and that therefore the others should meekly
acquiesce in this situation.' Ve have stated this before and we shall state it again,v
that we have no intention to campaign against the NET. Even if we do not égree with
the approach adopted therein, we feel that our aim is the samev—— which is to ensure
non—prolifergtion, but both horizontal and vertical. We respect the views of the
parties to the NFT and bave no intention %o impose our views on them. At the same

time we feel we are entitled to our own views.
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Another question which has been ralsed by some delegatlons concerns securlty
guarantees agalnst nuclear threat. This questlon is of vital importarce to all_
non-nuclear-weapon States, whether or not +hey are parties to.the NPT. ~ It is not
Jjustifiable 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. e have solemnly
declared for theAlast'twenty years that we intend to use nuclear energy solely for
peaceful purposes: Even after exploding a nuclear device we have, unlike others,
reaffirmed our solemn declaration. Thus only in thls respect have we brokén 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 1mag1ne that the Indian exp1051on for peaceful purposes
has somehow damaged the NPT, As T have already said, India has not and does not
intend to campaign against that Treaty. The Treaty stands or falls by its own merits
or demerits. Fven after India‘s peaceful nuclear explosion we'are rot aware that any
so-called nearénuclear‘State which had -intended to become a party to the NET hed
.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 S0 for their own reasons.

There are no reasons for any doubt regardlng Indla 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
weapons. It is also our hope that all States — nuclear-weapon States as well as
non—nuclear—weapon States —_ w1ll like India, commit themselves to use nuclear energy
for peaceful purposes only.  The nuclear-weapon States have a special respons1b111ty
in this matter. | -

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

Yugoslatia, for his very understanding reference to India's peaceful nuclear explosion,




CCD/PV.651
27

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.oontiﬁuation 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 commexion 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. Last June's papers included a review of <he _
United Kingdom seismological research and development programme and a report of the
estimation of the depth of seismic events. The new paper presented today describes
a. technique known as "seismogram modelling", illustrated by the case of a seismic
event which occurred in East Kazakhstan in 196S. VWe intend to continue to keep the
Committee abreast of all signifioant'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 attain our objeotive of so refining the seismic' art that
it may eventually prove possible adequately to verify a comprehensive test ban

ﬁreaty.

The meeting rose at 11.55 a.m.







