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Communique of' the meeting 

The Conference of the Committee on Dis3II!lament today held its 68lst plenary 

mee-Ging in the Pala:i.s des Nations 1 Geneva~, under the Chairmanship of 

H.E. Ambassador A.A. Roshchin 1 representative of. the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics •. ·. 
Statements were made by the representatives of Poland, Egypt, J.::.J?an1 . . 

. -

t.i1e Netherlands, the Union of Soviet Soc;i.alist Republics 1 Mexico, the United States 
··! 

of America~ India~ Romania and Canada and by th~ Representative of the 

Secretar,y-General. 
The delegation of Japan submitted a "Working paper concerning the scope of 

chemical agents that have justification for peaceful purposes and an example of the 

national verification system11 (CCD/466). 

The next meeting of i;he Conference will be held on Tuesday~ 19 August 1975, 

at 10.30 a.m. 

._:; 

~ . . . 
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Mr. WYZNER (Poland)g .Permit".me; Mr'. Chairman,. to begin by joining other 

delegations in extending a warm welcome to our new colleagues from Egypt and Ethiopia~ 

Ambassadors Osman and Berhanu. 

In my intervention to-day I·would like to confine my remarks to two issues~ in 

the main: that of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons~ including the question of 

nuclear-weapon-free zones; and the problem of the prohibition of action to influence 

the environment and climate for military and other hostile purposes incompatible with 

international security, human well-being and health, which, on the initiative of the 

Soviet Union, has been referred to the CCD by the General Assembly, at its twenty­

ninth session. 

However, before I address those two topics I should like·to make several 

observations of a somewhat general nature. 

It" is the view of the Polish delegation that while, regrettably, no major new 

ground has been broken so far in the field of disarmament negotiations this year, the 

remarkable broadening of the scope and .acceleration of the pace of the negotiating 

process, as well as of the disarmament-related debates and discussions~ conducted 

at various places and in different forums over the past few months 1 will have 

important implications for our disarmament efforts and may well bear fruit in the 

not-too-distant future. 

As is generally agreed, the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, held last May, was by far the single most 

important event in that regard. 

The sense of a generally quickened pace of endeavour in the field of disarmament 

was further confirmed by the fact that there has been no let-up in the Soviet-American 

strategic arms limitation talks, and by the continuation of the Vienna talks on the 

reduction of armaments and armed forces in Central Europe. 

The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, recently concluded in 

Helsinki, in itself was an event of major and historic proportions. Its Final Act, 

truly a "Charter of Europe'', signed by the leaders of 35 European States, the 

United States of America and Canadas is of direct reh~vance to the work of this 

Committee. In a section entitled "Document on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain 

Aspects of Security and Disarmament", it reads as follows~ 
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"The participating States recognize the interest of all of them in efforts 

aimed at lessening military confrontation and promoting disarmament which 

are designed to complement detente in Europe and to strengthen their 

security. They are convinced ··of the necessity to take effective measures 

in these fields which by their scope and by their nature constitute steps 

towards the ultimate achievement of general and complete disarmament under 

strict and effective interDational control, and which should result in 

strengthening peace and security throughout the world''· 

The theme of the need for political detente to be complemented in Europe by 

military detente also figured prominently in the Joint Statement by the First Secret~ 

of the Central Committee of the Polish United Workers Par~, Mr. Edward Gierek~ and 

the President of the Ull.i ted States, Mr. Gerald Ford~ following his official visit in 

Poland, as well as in the Helsinki address by Mr. Edward Gierek a few days later. 

I submit that against the background of increased activity in disarmament and 

in related fields this summer, the Disarmament Committee has been no exception to 

the rule. With the multitude of official and unofficial meetings with the 

participation o.f experts on the subject of the arms-control implications of peaceful 

nuclear explosions, on environment modification techniques and -- of course the 

study on all aspects of nuclear..:..weapon-free zones, I would assume that those 

representatives who are fortunate enough to have the prospect of a vacation still 

ahead of them will certainly enjoy thei:r hoJ.iday with a sense of "rell-deserved respite 

from the rigours of the sweltering Geneva climate and the long hours at the Palais •. 

While I am on this subject of the commendable practice of the Committee working 
' increasingly with the assista~ce of experts, I would like to observe that we 

certainly appreciate the wealth of technical and scientific information with which 

they provide us, mru(ing for a more educated and intelligent debate on the issues on 

our agenda. However, while appreciating the benefit of the expert advice, we must 

not lose sight of the basically political and negotiating function of this organ. 

Consequently, we must take care not to detract in any way from our primary 

responsibility of negotiating the matters which have been referred to the CCD by 

the General Assembly. 
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As I ,!J.ay:e just observed, the NPr Reviei•T .Conference was an event of major 

significance. in th~---~ield of arms control and _disarmament. 1'-'hile it represented many 

things to many delegations, it has fully vindicated .the view shared by my country that 

its primaryobjective o:u,ght to be the reaffirmation of' the important role of-the Treaty 

in preventing further proliferation of nuclear weapons, thereby help~g to.s~ow down 

the nuclear arms race. Indeed~ in our vievr, the. Treaty has emerged from th~-~eview 

process considerably strengthened and r_einvigorated. A sounding proof of confidence 

in that instrument came vlith ·its ratification by a number of countries, among them 

the "near-nuclear" EURATOM member States. Directly or indirectly linked to the Review 

Confe:r:ence, this was a development whl.ch considerably advanced .. the cause_ of .. 

universa:lity of the Treaty and consolidated the non-proliferation regime established 

by the NPr·. 

Although,. admittedly, divergent opinions we::re voieed at the Conference, my 

Government found it mo·st. gratifying that complete agr(~ement wasJ.record,ed by the States 

Parties to .the Treaty as to the fu:ll effectiveness of the non~proliferation regime and 

the strict observance of articles I and· II, the ·mainstay and the very raison d 1etre 

of .the Treaty. . · ·· 

The FL~al Declaration of the Conference; elaborated and adopted by ·consensus, 

largely thanks to the perspicacity and determination o.:f the President of. the Conference, 

the distinguished representative of Sweden, Madame Thorsson~, proves that· the NPr Review 

Conference made an important contribution to preventing the -further spread of nuclear 

weapons. This, too, 1-ras the primary consideration in dealing with the q_uestion of 

the peaceful application of nuclear. energy, where care ivas .taken to preclude any 

possibility of the spread of nuclear explosive capability •. 

In this connexion, my delegation i·muld ~·rish to c:.ssociate itself fully with the· 

apprehensions expressed in this Committee over industrial deals iri -the nuclear f~eld, 

deals that run counter to the Declaration's intent. 

Our positive assessment of the outcome of the N:Pr Review Conference would be 

incomplete -vrithout registering our agreement with the 1-ridely shared view, .cortfirJP,ed 

in the Final Declaration, that universal accession to observance of the Treaty.byall 

States would in itself be the most reliable and effective guarantee of. security of all 

non-nuclear-weapon States. 
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It is entirely appropriate that the'- CoiD..mittee should apply itself -. vrith the help 

of qualified governmental experts -- to a study of all aspects of nuclear-weapon-free 

zones only after the international community had the occasion~ during the NFT Revievv 

Conference~ to acg_uaint itself vdth the potential risks to \Wrld peace and security 

inherent in an unchecked proliferation of nuclear weapons. Indeed~ \ve fully share the 

vievJ expressed b;T ym.rrself, Sir, on behalf of the Soviet Union, .that ", •• it is 

essential in establishing Jl:uclear--vreapon-free zones to ensure thg,t they constitute 

an j_mportant supp1ement to, and development of, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons~ that these zones should be an effective instrument in the struggle for 

reducing and eliminating the threat of nuclearwar ••• " (CCD/PV.666 p.14). 

Naturally, it is too early for my Government,to pass judgement to-day on the 

substance of the expert study~ now in its final stage, or to take a definite position 

-vlith respect.to many important issues involved. 

A fe~ preliminary comments on behalf of my delegation should not, however, be out 
~- ·. 

of place, particularly bearing in mind Poland's interest in the preparation of the study 
'·· ' 

and her active role in the NPT Revie1o1 Conference. 

I believe it fair to state, first, that the experts should be commended for their 

conscientious approach to the task of preparing, in accordance with General Assembly 

resolution 3261 F (J?CIX), under the auspices of the CCD, a: comprehensive study on all 

aspects of nuclear~weapon-free zones. I am confident that when we examine their 
I 
~roduct, our appreciation of their expertise; as well as of the competent assistance 

I 
I 

they have received from the Secretariat, will prove to have been well deserved. 
I 

In all frankness, few delegates around this Conference table thought. it 

r:ealistically possible for the group of experts to be able -- 1o1i thin a matter of weeks 

tb elaborate a universally applicable prescription for ways and means of establishing 

srch zones, and including, to boot, a detailed break-up of the conceivable rights and 

obligations of States, especially the nuclear-vreapon States, within a zone and outside it. 
I 
I 



CCD/PV.681 
10 

(l!Jr. IAJ'yzner, Po land) 

While it can be expected~ therefore, that not in all instances would consensus 

be pos~ibie-on ;o~e·lrltricate aspects of such a study, we beli:ve that this Committee 

will eventually accept as a basic consideration, reflecting upon the validity of the 

concept of denuclearizatiori, that nuclear..:.weapon-free zones are important factors of 

regional.security and~ through their direct relationship to the non-proliferation 

regime established by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, of 1·rorld 

security as: .well.: 

When dealing with the QUestion of nuclear-weapon-free zones, one has to bear in 

mind that there ar·e difficult and complex problems, whose solution, so crucial to the 

effectiveness of .. a miclear-vreapon-free zone, reQuires a careful and pragmatic approach. 

One such .problem is sure to be the ·Question of a commitment by the nuclear-weapon 

States nev;er to use or. thr-eaten to use· nuclear weapons a.gamst the territory of a zone. 

It will be recalled ·that the desire to secure such a corrmitment was· among the 

importlli1.t motives behind Poland Is decision vrhen· it 1·ras the first to come out' as early 

a3 1958, with a comprehensive concept of a nuclear~weapon-free zone in the sensitive · 

region of Central Europe •. However, ri6w as-then, the int~rnational peace and secnrity 

of States largely depend upon the stability of· the· mechanism of balance betvreen the 

existing politico-military alliances; and. no international agreement in the general 

are;:: of arms· control and disarmament can disregard. that ·fact if it is to be a really 

effective a'g-.ceement D Appropriate security guaran'tee arrangements must naturally stem 

from the negotiations or consultations behreen non-nuclear and nuclear-v;eapon States 

CO:':J.Cerning Vital interests of both, which -- as a result -- iiOuld succeed in reaching 

a satisfac-Gory solution of such matters, for example~ as a detaiied outline of mutual 

ol1ligations of. the two groups of Sta:tes. 

In our opinion, the question of peaceful nuclear explosions is rio less complex 

when ··it cocnes to o.:·aft~_ng principles to govern the establislment o1 nuclec,r-lieapon.....:iree 

zorres. ~bile recognizing the interest in such peaceful nuclear explosions, especially 

from the vie1·;point of their potential attractiveness for the economic development of 

l'lon-nucle·gr-vreapon States, 1ie bel·ieve that a thorough and responsible consideration of 
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all their implications would be most appropriate. At any rate, in a situation when 

potential benefits of such PNE technology Cai1 be made available~ through appropriate 

procedures to be worked out by IAEA. and under international control, to any non-nuclear 

State; irrespective of whether or not a party to the NPT, vle would -vrish to believe 

that in every case of a conflict oet1veen the narrow, particular interest and the 

supreme interest of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the latter would gain the 

upper hand. Bear:G'lg in mind that -- technically -- there is practically no difference 

between the explosion of a nuclear 1·Teapon and that of a nuclear explosive device for 

peaceful purposes, the overriding consideration must be that the consolidation of the 

non·-proliferation regime comes first. 

As a result of the contribution by experts, especially those from the Soviet Union 

and the United Stat,es, the CCD is now much better equipped in its efforts to elaborate 

a draft convention on the prohibition of action to influence the environment and 

climate for military and other hostile purposes incompatible with international 

security, human well-being and health. 

In this connexion, our thanks go also to the delegation of Canada for its helpful 

working paper contained in .document CCD/463. 

As a result of the discussions last week, we believe.that there can be no doubt 

that the important Soviet initiative in this regard is not on~y timely, but also 

necessary and entirely realistic. In the light of the debate on this subject, it -vmuld 

appear that while solutions are not only possible but urgently necessary in certain 
' . . 

areas, they are less clearly identifiable in others. Hoi..rever, bearing in mind 

technological and scientific progress, especially in the military sphere, we would be 

-vrell-advised not to let. that consideration discourage us. vJhat is uncharted and 

unexplored to-day may not be so in the near future. As we are only too -vrell a.-.rare, when 

a new technology is developed and a vTeapons system deployed, vested interestfl set in 

and the opportunity to halt and control a situation might be lost for quite a time. 

There are all too many examples kno1m to this time-tested body to show that crying over 

spilt milk does not serve much useful purpose when it comes to disarmament negotiations. 
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vfuile my delegation strongly believes that it would be entirely i~ppropriate and 

unfo-rtunate for prohibitions and limitations to be placed in the way of peaceful 

research.,lll the areaS vvhich, as in the Cc,Se of environment and climate, are likely to 

contribute to human 1-rell-being 1 we have no qualms about the imperative necessity of 
I 

establishing bans where a chance of abuse exists. Thus, far from hampering, we must 

encourage and promote research capable of better. preparing man to face and deal with 

such natural calamities as drought, flood, hailstorm, hurricane and earthquake. 

Conversely; the Committee is duty-bound to see to it that any nevr scienti-fic or 

technological breru~through in those areas is not and ca11not ever be put to use for 

purposes other than peaceful. · \!Jhile, therefore, it vmuld be entirely wrong to 

interfere '\orith research into the effects of high-flying aircraft upon the upper 

atmosphere and, in particular, upon its ozone layer-- it must be 'decr-eed that any 

such research on deliberate destruction of the protective ozone layer is outlawed -

once and for all. 

The question of influencing the environment end climate for military and other 

hostile purposes· is no doubt an area 1-lhere it may often prove difficult to drm-r a 

clear line between what is innocent and peaceful or inadmissible milit8xy and hostile 

activity. Likewise, a certain kind of difficulties in terminology vms detectable 

during the informal meetings, vrhen, for instance, Hhat for one expert 1-ras 
11intensif:i..cation of .rainfall", for another \-las :r:rainfall distribution11

• • The 

inescapable corollary is, of course, that what for a large country can be a mere 
11distribution of rainfall:r for a small one may mean a cataclysm of enormous 

proportions. 

In concluding, I v·rish to add my voice to those of my distinguished colleagues 

from Bulgaria and Iran and to urge again an early and determined action by the 

Disarmament Committee to .elaborate an appropriate draft convention on the· prohibition· 

of action to influence the environment ru~d climate for military and other hostile· 

purposes. We must not·be deterred by the unexplored, the untested or the unheard-of. 

We should take pre .... emptive. action -vrith the same foresight and 1-risdom \vhich this· 

Committee. demonstrated in the negotiation of the 1971 Sea-Bed Treaty, or vvhich 

earlier the U:ill. ted Nations demonstrated vrhen vmrking out the 1967 Outer-Space Treaty, 

pr.oviding. for -..., inter .. alia-- the prohibit ion of 2.11 militar-Y activity on the Noon and 

other celestial bodies. 



CCD/PV.681 
13 

(11r. \vyzne:r: 2 Poland) 

There is no -doubt that our Cormnittee is eminently qualified .to negotiate an 

appropriate draft convention, despite the undeniable overlap areas vThich may be in 

the purvim·r of such agencies as the United Nations Environment Programme, the 

\vorld Meteorological Organization or bodies dealing primarily "'vith humanitarian 

issues. Still, taking into account the arms control implications of the envisaged 

instrument, it is up to the ccn to t8ke appropriate action, including all necessary 

co-ordination efforts vri th respect to interested agencies or organs. 

I believe_ that, as a result of the hard-working suriuner session~ the 

Disarmament Committee -v;ill no~-1 be in a better position to come to real grips with the 

pressing issues which have been facing us for much too long. 

Mr. OSMLI.N (Egypt)~ Allovr me at the outset to express my heartfelt thanks 

to each of the distinguished representatives ~mo so ldndly and graciously 1velcomed me 

on the occasion of the assumption of my nevr responsibilities as Egypt 1 s 

representative to the CCD. 

I assure you, Mr. Chairman, and all my distinguished colleagues, that I am looking 

forvrard to fruitful and friendly co-ope_ration in the attainment of our common 

objectives~ I wish also to extend my sincere ivelcome to Ambassador Berhanu of 

Ethiopia; our two countries have since time immemorial maintained close and 
' 

neighbourly relations, 1·rhich I am sure vTill be reflected in our \vork here. 

I had the pleasure of representir~ my country in the Geneva Disarmament 

negotiations, some ten years ago, in_ the E1~C. MY last years with the ENDC were fully 

absorbed in the arduous negotiations that eventually culminated in the adoption of the 

N.Pr in 1968. I shall at a later stage of my intervention express our basic position 

on the NPT in the light of the recent RevieH Conference. I wish, however, to confine 

my remarks, at this juncture, to one point, namely the general expeptations raised at 

the time of its conclusion that significant steps tm1ards vertical disarmament 1·1ould 

immecliately be forthcordng. The negotiatir~ history of the NPT will reveal that on 

many occasions non-nuclear \·Teapon States >·rere influenced by a genuine desire to halt 

the nuclear arms race through the irqplementation of article VI of the NPr. r.rhe 

·atmosphere in the Geneva disarmament negotiations vrhen I departed was dominated by a 

general feeling of anticipation and expectation that the nuclear-ueapon States vtould 

honour their commitments as contained in article VI to pursue negotiations in good 
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faith on effective measuTes relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race o,ncl on a 

treaty on general and. completG di.so..rmc:;ment un<ler str:Lct a..nd. Gffecti ve j_nterna..tional 

control. 

bet1veen the non-nuclear States and ·the nuclear States. 'J:lhe non-nuclcu..r-ueapon 

States foremrear the l'ight to possess nuclear irecrpons a.ncl the nuclear States sl:loulcl 

emqark on the process of nuclear disarmament. Years later, I return to the.Goneva 

disarmament negoti2,tions· ancl se.e that the international corm;nmi ty is still <'J.;Ivai ting 

the achievement of these goals. Certainl;:,r 1 in the interve;:-,ing years some collcrote 

a.greements have bee:n reached uith respect to the 11 collatera..l measures of dis2rmru;1e1YGH. 

I vmuld like to mention here the 1970 Sea--Bed Treaty and the 1971 I3iological \>Jeo;pons 

c{)!lVention. 

Since 1971, houever, tho CCD has not been able to score mear..ingful pro~-ress in ruv 
direction. I vroulcL like in this connexion to a.ssociate myself fully Hi th tho 

pertinent remarks made lJy r,:rr. Lalovic, the represerrca,tive of· Yugoslavia~ uhon he 

stated on jl July 1975~ 

n ••• the CCD has .not succ~edeu_ in moving :foruard from the s-tandstill in 

vJhich it has been :bogged ctmm for several consecutive years. 

the i:r1c'lbili ty of this body, the only multilatera1 negotiating organ in the field 

of clisarmament, to produce an3r concrete results for the ·international comm1.mi ty 

is the consequence of the profound crisis •:rhich ho..s afflicterl the c:mtire process 

of disarman1ent negotiations for a con:siderRble n1.uniJer of years. 'l'he .lJusic 

reason for th::_s 1 as :r.·re see it, lies in the l:~.ck ·Jf political readincGs o£: the 

major military and nuclear Povrers to halt the axms Tace, a.nd ir: particular the 

nuclear <LTms race. It also stems from ,the fact the1t the mo8t important 

disarmament problems h.:.:tving a bea..rin:3 on peace and security [;1..re consiclered 

outsicle the United Nations, beyoncl its direct guidance and broa<l e~1gagement 11 • 

(~CD/PV.677, pp. 6 a2~~) 
·We believe that the time ma3" soon :come uhen c;, •:Jider forum should devote i:1<lec;rua.te 

I 

time to bolstering the diaarmament necotiatiom:!, either in the form of a specio,l 

session of the General Assembly a.:nd/or of a Horld dis2rmament cortierence. 
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I would like nov1 to make three remarks of a general nature before turning to the 

specific subjects inscribed on. 'our ·agenda. 

·First of all, I Vl'ish to ::cecall that as far back as 1957 the General Assembly 

approved the call for a-comprehensive ban on testing nuclear weapons. In 1959 

the General Assembly adopted resolution 1378 (XIV) which contained, inter·alia, 

the following operative paragraphg 

"Expresses the ho~ that measures leading towards the goal of general 

and complete disarmament under effective international control will be worked 

out in.detail_and agreed .upon in the shortest po;:;si,blE;J time 0
• 

It was considered then both acceptable and desi~able to urge .the ad~ption: o:f the 

r1ecessary measures towards ·general and complete disarmament.· Today, sixteen years 

later, when we look back in retrospect ·ue appreciate ·bhe merit and the relevance of the 

·1959 resolution, which called'the disarmament issue "the most important one facing 

the world. 'today''. History, as well as the poi"er of reason, vroulcl vindicate the 

urgency the General Assembly ·attached to the achievement of general and complete 

disarri:Jament. 11any of the acute problems 1-rhich mankind is ·gravely· affected with­

today cquld have been conside:cably. alleviated had the as:tronomical amo'unts of money 

and energy wasted on armament beeri directed to more_ beneficial areas of human 

· endeavour. 

ln'~l962-, the United Nations Secretary-General submitted a study to ·the 

General Assembly on the economic and social consequences of disarmament. In the 

introduction, the late U Thant states that the sense of urger~cy '~:ri th respect to · 

disaTIDament does. not or1ly spr~ng from !!the existence of a threat to mankind that has 

grown into one of' mass destruction11
, but also "from the consciousness that the 

resou~ces that make this threat possible •·· are being diverted from the tasks of 

lightening the bUJ:"dens and enriching the lives· of individuals and of society" 

(Qnited Nations Public_ation2 Sales No,62.IX.b__:Q:.l2.• These t-vm aspects or two sides 

of the same _coin have multiplied and acquired serious dimensions in the 1970s. 

If the Secretary-General in 1962 could afford to talk then about lightening 

the .burden and enriching the li'Jes of individuals and society, the hard fact is that 

individuals and·society.in 1975 are profoundly beset by severe and overwhelming-crises, 

acute problems and. urgent tasks which d>-rar.f mere alleviation. ·Indeed, individuals 

and society are confronted wi:t;h ·a combination of accumulated staggering ·challenges 

-vrhich need all· the attention~ energy and resources 'vhich are freely drained to 
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armaments.. . On~ can menti.5m~. in passing, inflation, reoession, mO!ietary crises~ 

economic instabili tys unemployment, overpo:oulation, 'hunger~. famine, disease~ etc, 

Economic. and ~ocial ·ills are ~ot limited to the less fortunate peoples on OUr eaJ.~th. 

Affluent.and industrializ~d societies have also their' share of serious proble~s, 
I . 

althou~h of a;different kind.- If· I underlined the economic, social and 

humani.tarian problems facing the individl~ls in our modern age, I have no intention 

of brushing aside the important problem of military security. of States •.. After all, 

we have ·to protect ourselves from vrhat Puffendorf already in 1759 talked· of, that 

is "la malice des hommes 2 de leur ambition'demesureS?J.:·et de l'avidite avec laquell~ 

i1s desirent·. le ·bien d 1 autrui". 

The answer .to this pro.blem today -is to rededicate ourselves to the conce.pt of. 

C:ollective security as enshrined in the United Nations Charter and to ensure that a 

sincere attempt is made to sectiTe an effective implementation o'f this· concept. · With 

the end of. the Qold vrar, such an endeavour should not prove impossible today~ 

·secondly, the relaxation of tension in international relations, in particular 

b8"t1-T3en the .t1v-o Super Povrers is indeed a ~~elcome sign. The 'international community 

has,.in ·general, hailed d~~nte as an indispensable concept.in the nuclear age. It 

~as considered a necessary catalyst to'enable maru~ind to uridert~ke the required· 

measures to ensure survival and avoid a global conflagration and holocaust.· Thus, 

the m::st direct consequences of de~ente should have been. more concrete meas"ures in 

the realm of nuclear disarmament to speedil~: achieve the cesired objective of 
I 

general and complete disarmament,. Yet these possible beneficial results have not 

hitherto been forthcoming. It has been noted; however? that detent~ has led to 

the. development of a trend to conduct all meaningful disarmament talks on a 

~Jila.teral level and surround these talks with the utmost secrecy. In this· 

coill".exion I would fully subscribe to what Mrs. Thorsson~ the leader of.· the Sv!edish 

delegation, stated on 17 July 1975, that:· 

. "vle should long ·ago· have 1 earnt by experience that political realities~ 

as conceived by the Super Po1vers and not by the rest of th~· vrorld, dictat~ 

·_the rules of international negotiations. We '\vould not for a· moment den~- -the 

importance of the fact that the tvm Super ·pm,rers entertain· ·strategic. arms 

limitation talks. :But the fad is that 'these talks are bil;ateral and basel! 
I 

on their concepts of worl·d reaii ties. This is '"hat makes the Super Pow~rs 
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believe that each and every armament problem facing mankind today can best be 

solved, if solved at all, 'through bilateral talks between them, presenting 

the results to us as finished products, when they consider, for various reasons, 

· the time ripe and appropriate. · This is what makes them continue the nuclear 

arms race in spite of repeated talks of arms limitations". (CCD/PV.673z p.8) 

We believe that the international community has a right to be informed and 

consulted, and this for a simple obvious reason. We could all very well be the first 

victims if the huge arsenals of mass destruction were to be unleashed. The 

interdependence of our contemporary world necessitates more institutionalization in 

the disarmament talks. This is no verbal rhetoric, or empty exhortation; this is 

the only course to adopt when the extinction of mankind is involved. We should be 

heard, because we will not have a second chance. 

It is therefore submitted that it would be advantageous to involve the 

___ international_ community in disarmament talks by increasing the involvement of the 

CCD in these talks. 

My third remark relates to a topic bearing special relevance to our work, which 

is the convening of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. In our 
\ 

part of the world, -vre fully realize that peace and stability in Europe are 

indispensable for the maintenance of international peace and security. The 

sufferings, devastation and destruction caused by the two world wars are still vivid 

in our minds. Battles and campaigns were conducted on our soil. Monuments in 

various parts of olir territories bear witness to this very day that the disruption of 

p1eace in Europe would directly affect our region. This integral interrelationship 

is, no doubt, a two-way channel. When peace is shattered in our region, Europe 

could be the first to suffer. We therefore consider that European security could not 

be adequately attained so long as Europe's southern periphery festers with instability 

and recurrent violence. The Helsinki Final Act actually confirms Europe's interest 

and Europe's full understanding of interrelationship with the Middle East. I hasten 

to add that interest and understanding, hovrever sincere, do not suffice. When the 

United Nations Charter is flagrantly and repeatedly flouted, the culprit should not 

be allowed to reap the benefits from his illegal action. I do not intend to elaborate 

at any length on 'the Israeli aggressive policies in the Middle East. I vTould 
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merely point out that to have peace and security in Europe i~ ~s essential to have 

a just pea~e in t~;_r,_," Middle East, an~ that ::_Jeac~ with justice could only be aqhieved 

thTough strict appl~cation of the fundamental principles of·the United Nations Charter 

and full complic:tnce -vri th the relevcmt resolutions of the Security Council and the 

General·- ·Jtsi:l'embly-~ .. · · · 

After these i•emarks of a general character, I 1·muld like to turn now to th~ 

specific subjects under consideration. The first and most urgent item.on Ou:J;' agenda . . . . '.· . :. . . . . . . ' 

is, no do~bt, the ~gent need for cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear test~ ~1d the. 

conclusi.ori' of a treaty design~q to achieve a comprehensive test ban. . A comprehensive.: 

test ban has be'en·;inscribed on our agenda for a considerable number of years., }\lvery 

year the ··G~~~ral As~embly requests our Committee to give 'the highest priority: to the.· 

/ conclusion of a co~prehensive test ban, and every year our Committee fails to .discharge 

this important task. To our g;eat regret, this year's report to th_e General A:ssembly 
. • I • ~ ,. 

will not contain any agreed concrete steps on a comprehensive test b~n agreement, 

while t'l.-ro events that have occurred in the course .of this year have clearly re-emphasized 

the ab.sohite necessity_ ~d :urgency of concluding a comprel:wnsive test ban. _ .I am of 

course referring here to th.e NPT Review Conference and to the expert meeting on the 

arms control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions. 

events I '1.-r~sh ·to e~pr.ess the vie1vs of my delegation. 

vii th. re:3pect to both 

Let me first state, in very clear terms, that Egypt fully adheres to the basic 

rationality and philotlo:phy behind the NPT. V.Je ha.ve readily signed it and vre have 

declared, at the highest levels, that vTe would ratify the NPT the mqment Israel 

accedes to th~ T~eaty. This position \val? recently reaffirmed in the reply Egypt 

addressed 'to th~ Secr~tary-Gener~l rega,rqing a nuclear-1v-eap?n-free zone in· th.e 

Middle East, iri pursuance of Gen:eral As~~mbly resolution 3263 (XXIX), contained in ..... •'· . . . . . 

doclinient 8/117~8. The relevant _part of oc:-r reply reads as follows: . 

"The accession of t4e parties in the area of the Middle E13.st to the Treaty . ' . . . '., 
on the Non-Pro~:j_feration of N11cle.ar V.Teapons is indi,spensable for the 

establishment of a N. W .F .Z. in the region _of ·.:the Middle East". 

Our reply includ~s also the following passageg "Egypt is ready to ratify the ... -. ·~ . . ' 

Treaty the moment Israel accedes to it and becomes a party thereto". 
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We, however, share the view of many non-nuclear-weapon States who regard the 

NPT as a step in the right direction, but L'"Jt as an end in itself. To curb horizontal 

proliferation is indeed desirable and, no doubt, urgently required. Nevertheless., this 

should be done in the proper framework derived from balancing the mutual responsibilities 

and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States. 

I have had the opportunity of expressing our position with respect to the NPT in 

the course of the deliberations in the Review Conference. I would, therefore, confine 

myself to three basic issues emanating from the dire necessity to achieve and maintain 

the afore-mentioned required balance. 

The first relates to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The negotiating histor,y 

of article IV demonstrates that it was the direct result of the endeavours of so many 

non-nuclear-weapon States to redress the provisions of articles I, II and III of the 

Treaty, which were drafted in a manner favouring the interests of the nuclear Powers. 

During the Review Conference, the non-nuclear Powers stressed once more the increasing 

relevance of nuclear energy to provide impetus to their economic development. It was 

eloquently and even powerfully pointed out that renouncing nuclear weapons should in 

no way act as an impediment to their development. Argwnents were advanced that no 

.serious effort to meet the needs of the developing countries has been~enuinely 

undertaken, that technical assistance and more funds are needed. It is sincerely hoped 

that the outcome of the Review Conference will indicate that on this specific issue the 

at,titude and outlook of the nuclear Powers have changed. 

Another related issue i~ the implementation of article VI. It will be recalled 

th1at this article has particular significance. In point of fact, the major 

re'sponsibili ty of the Review Conference was to assess the results so far achieved in 

discharging the obligations under this article. For on the one hand its provisions 

inspired the final formulation of paragraph 3 of article VIII containing the terms 

of reference of the Review Conference, and on the other hand the implementation of its 

obligations are generally considered as the yardstick to measure -vrhether the NPT is, as 

its proponents insist, an effective instrument towards the cessation of the nuclear arms 

race and eventually the achievement of general and complete disannament. 

It is our considered vier,.r that only through a comprehensive agreement on an 

underground nuclear weapon test ban, and by embarking seriously on the process of 

effective nuclear disarmament will the obligation contained in article VI be carried 

out. 
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The third issue arising from balancing the obligations in the NPT is the 

fundamental question of security guarantee:::; for non-nuclear--v;eapon States. My 

dei~gatio~ _has on various occasions, including the ,:Review Conference~. focused on the 

built-in limitations in Security Cou_n.cil resolution 255 (1968). It shoulc1 1 

neverth~less~ be recognized that the credibility of Security Council resolution 255 

hinges on the credibility of the collective securi t;y system of the United Nations 

Charter itself. The latter has been the cause of concern, apprehension and profound 

d:i Rappointment for the victims of aggression by conventional w·eapons. Yet, 1ve submit, 

it would be.inconceivable to envisage any laxity or hesitation on the part of the 

Security Council to suppres$ a nuclear attack. ~he solemn obligation·to provide or 

su.pp.ort immediate assista.."1.ce to a victim of an act or an object. of a threat of 

aggression in which nuclear weapons are used should be a constant warning to States 

with aggressive inclinations. Non-nuclear States have, as of late, raised this 

matter in numerous forums. '.Pheir deep and justified concern was cogently reflected 

in Generai Assembly resolution 32~1 :G (XXIX), in 11rhich, inter alia, the General Assembly 

declared its firm support for the independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty 
. ' 

of non-nuclear-weapon States and recommended the consideration~ without loss of time, 

of the. question of strengthening their security. 

In all candour we do not believe that the genuine and profound concerns which 

>ve, the non-nuclear States~· constantly underlined, '"ere allayed as a result of the 

NPT Review Conference. I may be permitted to add that the element of time is crucial, 

and the Super Povrers are in duty bound~ by virtue of their Charter obligations~ as '. 

well as their NPT obligations, to urgently reconsider their hitherto rather relaxed 

attitude vis-a-vis the secur~ ty of non-nuclear-weapon States. 

On 14 July, the GCD held. an informal e:f~pert .meE,ting to consider the arms-control 

implications of p_~aceful nuclear explosions. M;y, delegation bas clo.sely followed the · 1 
; .·,; 

experts' presentation and the subsequent discussions with keen interest~ Arguments 

were advanced calling for the elaboratLon of an. international regime to regulate· PNEs. 

Yet we cannot disregard the concern, widely shared, that States should in no way be 

.prevented from enjoying the potential peaceful benefits that could be derived from 

PNEs. IAEA has already initiated useful urgently-needed studies in this respect, as 

•, 



CCJ.) /PV. 681 
21 

(Mr. Osman, Egypt) 

revealed in the letter of i~s Director-General (CCD/455). We believe· that the 

representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Nikolov, rightly summed up thG course to be adopted 

when he stated on-12 August 1975 that: 

"··· we question the wisdom of the idea of seeking a solution to the PNE 

oQtside the framework of the NPT and IAEA, i.e. outside the already tried 

and· ·proven system o·f safeguards against nuclear proliferation." ( CCD/PV. 680, p-14) 

In view of the above ·considerations~ it is. submitted that the proper course for 

the CCD to follow is to concentrate its energy- and vision on -concrete steps to. 

achieve a comprehensivve test ban treaty. A comprehensive test ban has been rightly 

described as the single most decisive step towards nuclear disarmament. We are 

grateful for the Swedish-delegation's timely il'litiative in proposing that the CCD 

call an expert meeting, early in 1976. We whole-heartedly support this proposal, 

which would facilitate the discontinuance of all nuclear tests in all environments. 

To sum up this point, I wish to Teaffirm in very clear terms that it is our sincere 

hope that the CCD adheres :faithfully to the directives issued annually by the 

General Assembly to g·i ve the highest priority to_ the conclusion of a comprehensive 

test ban agreement. I wish also to register our deep concern over the slow pace in 

carrying out this mandate. 

Another urgent subject~ lori.g overdue on our agenda, is the prohibition of the 

development, production and stockpiling· of ·all chemical weapons. 

The CCD has now before· it three categories of documents._ The first contains 

thre'e documents dealing with legal issues, namely, the draft convention on the 

·prohibition of chemical weapons submitted by the USSR and some other socialist 

countrie·s ( CCD/361), the memorandum presented by ten non-aligned countries, including 

E~ypt, contained in document CCD/400, and the draft agreeme~t submitted by the 

delegation cif Japan in its working paper CCD/420. 

The second categciry· of documents is of a rather technical nature.· It comprises 

all the technical wOrking papers· submitted. These working papers provide $. · - ! 

compilation, highly appreciated by my deiegation, of the relevant scientific and 

technical data. 

The third category of documents pertains to the results obtained from the 

different informal meetings organized by the CCD in 1971, 1972 and 1974. 
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In spite of the ample documentation at our disposal, the negotiations aiming at 

the prohibition of chemical weapons are still stagnant. The United States and the USSR 

promised, almost a year ago, to submit a joint initiative on "the most dangerous and 

lethal means of chemical i-rarfare". 

On several occasions, the views of my delegation on the prohibition of chemical 

weapons ha'l]'e been expressed in the CCD. In principle 1-re fully support the comprehensive 

a:pJ!roach aiming at the total prohibition of such weapons under adequate national and · 

international measures of verification. As to the method to be adopted for the 

achievement of this final aim, we realize that the Japanese draft conven"j;ion contained 

in document CCD/420 provides us vJith very relevant practical ideas. 

It is no longer sufficient to extend exhortations and state that efforts by the 

CCD should be increased_. What is needed now is action by the CCD leading to the 

conclusion of an agreement. The representative of Iran, M:r. Fartash, rightly pointed out 

on 5 August 1975 the inherent dangers of further delayB. He stated that "we are 

threatened by the danger that chemical weapons may be gradually assimilated and 

accepted as conventional weapons" (CCD/PV.678 2 p.14). Let us not forget that the chemical 

and biological weapons have been referred to as a poor man's atom bomb and as an 

alternative to atomic weapons. 

Last year the General Assembly adopted resolution 3264 (XXIX) on the prohibition of 

action to influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes 

incompatible with the maintenance of intE?rnational security; human well-being and health,. 

and stressed the importance of the conclusion of an appropriate convention providing 

effective measures to prohibit such actions. The uss:R., moreover, submitted a draft 

jnternational convention on the prohibition of these actions which had been transmitted 

to the CCD.by the General Assembly, as an annex to its resolution 3264. 

The informal meetings held, last week, vri thin the framework of the CCD ivi th the 

participation of experts to consider this subject were of considerable value. It 

confirmed the urgency of channeling scientific and technical achievements in order to 

avoid any diversion to military applications and to encourage its peaceful aspects. 

The question of meteorological warfare testifies to the great complexity of 

disarmament subjects. It shovrs also that the solutions to such new items resulting from 
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scientific and technical progress depend upon our full awareness of all the dimensions 

involved. However, it is necessary to know the technical data relevant to these 

subjects. 

This is no easy task for the majority of States, whose technical, scientific and 

fi:o.anci.al capabilities would not enable them to follo•;l closely the progress achieved. 

Ye-G their survival niay very well be affected by these achievements. The NPT Review 

Conference drew attention to this problem by expressing the view that, disarmament 

being a matter of general concern, the provision of information to all Govemments and 

peoples on the situation in the field of the alms race and disarmament is of great 

importance. 

It 1-ras on account of these considerations that the NPT Review Conference invited 

the United Nations to consider 1vays and means of improving its exi~ting facilities for 

collection, compilation and dissemination of information on disarmament issue.s, in order 

to keep all Governments as well as world public opinion properly informed on progress 

achieved. 

Before concludL~g, I would like to refer briefly to the comprehensive study of the 

nuclear-1'1Teapon--free zones which is be:L."lg prepared by a group of govemmental experts, 

I have on more than one occasion expressed the views of my Government on this important 

subject.· As co-sponsor with Iran of the proposal to establish a nuclear-weapon-free 

zone in the Middle East, we att~ch great importance-to this study. We hope that the 

outcome of the study will contribute to facilitating the establishment of nuclear­

wea.pon--free zones in the areas which -the Ge;:1eral Assembly is consider:ing no1v. The stud;y 

is oeillg reproduced now in its final form and I shall therefore refrain, at this stage, 

from expressing our views on it. 

In conclusion, I mu·st state in all fl'ankness that on various important topics the 

CCD has not undertaken the necessary measures and the required action. 

Soon the summer session vrill adjourn. OUr report 1.vill cause disappointment and 

concern to many when considered in the General Assembly. Yet I must note that this was 

an active session. Its maL~ feature has been the frequent meeting of expert groups on 

VaJ:ious topics. 

Let us hope that the studies undertaken and the deliberations conducted will 

facilitate the adoption of the necessary concrete measures. 
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working paper ( CCD/~66), i-rhich is entitled 11\llorking Paper con:;drning the scope of 

chemice.l agents that have justification for peaceful purposes and an example of the 

national· verification system 11 • · 

As to banning chemical weapons, ··we are at present eagerly awaitirJ.g the joint, 

initiative on banning the most dangerous a.11d lethal means of chemical warf~re as 

referred to in the· joint statement on the summit meetings held betiveen the United States 

and the Soviet ·union in July last year in Moscovr ancl· :reconfirmed at the Vladivostok 

s111nmit meetings last November. Meanwhile, it should he noted that this Committee has 

continued its work with a vie;,r to, expediting delil;Jera:tions on this subject~ During this 

oes.sion, fo:;:- example~ Finlandy the Federal Republic of Germany and Sweden have each 

submitted 11orking papers, CCD/453, 458 and 461. Also, in his statement on 5 August~ 
Mr. Fartash, of Ircm~ analysed in a most lucid mmmer the present state of the 

de}_ib~rations and the; key' problems, and made useful suggestions for faci:)..itating the 

J.iscussions. 

As delegates vlill recall, my delegation submitted a draft con~ention (GCil/420) 

du.ring the spring session of last year with a view to expediting the deliberations on 

this subject. \!fe have been encouraged by the fact.that Mrs. Thorsson, .of Sweden, has 

recently tciken the floor and introduced a 1vorking paper ( CCD/ 461) further developing our 

j_Q.ea~ 

Our 1wrking paper is intended to develop further on our own the idea contained in 

J:;he Japanese draft convention (CCD/420) ·and ;,rorking paper. (CCD/430) on the basis of 

suggestions made by several delegations. The draft convention prescribes in its 

article I (a) -~:r .. e che111ical vJarfare agents (CWAs) Hhich should be eventually banned as 
11 Chewical agents of types and in quantities that hav~ n9 justification for protective or 

other peaceful pu...ryoses 11 (CCD/420, p.20). By thus adopting purpose criteria, the 

provision has the merit of covering not only the chemical vrarfare agents which should be 

banned from the outset 1 but also the dual-purpose agents to be banned by stages, and 

unki:lovm. CwAs. · On the other hand; it is hard to deny that this provision leaves open the 

difficult p~oblem of deciding ;,rhether a certain chemical agent comes under the ba.Yl or 

no·b,' ·In order to remove this difficulty, it is necessary, as suggested in the Swedish 
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working P?tPers ( CCD/ 427 ,and 461), to look at the whole range of chemical• agents·, divide 

it. into chemical \faxfare agents (CVTAs), and chemical agents for peac~ful purposes (PCCs), 

to sc:een out ~ual-purpose chemical agents (DP'l:TAs), 2nd finaily to delimit clearly the 

boundaries of the three categories. 

As. for the chemical 'I•Tarfare agents 1..rhich should be· banned from the'·begiiming·, we· 

submit~ed last year a working paper (CCD/430) containing a list of them. ·As a fo1lov.r'-up 

to that working paper, 1-le have this time tried to show in table 1 the chemical agents 

that have just_if~cation for peaceful purposes, with a vievl to helping clarify· further.· 

the whole range of chemical _agents. 

In Japan, chemical substances with a toxicity exceeding a certain level have been 

placed ~der obligatory control since 1950 by virtue of (a) the Poisons and DeleterioUs 
. . ' 

Su'Qstance Control Law, (b) the Narcotics Control Law and (c) the Stimulating Drugs 

Control Lai-r. However, due to the recent and remarkable progress of the 'chemical 

i:q.dustzy, harmful chemical substances su~h a~ PCB which are liable to leave deposits in 

the_ human body and_ th1J.8 undermlne human health have been found~ and it has b,ecbme ciear 
. . 

that these laws are insufficient to deal vrith these newly produced substances of a 

harmful nature. In order to meet this nmv situation,. the 11 Lavv conce:ming the Screening 

of Chemical Substances and Re~l!1tlon of their Manufacture, etc.'' was hrought into force 

in 1973. To put this law into effective practice, a list of existing ·chemical 

substances ~as drawn up en~e;ating approximately 19' 500 kinds of chemic'al substances 

which were not covered by previous laws as being poison, deleterious substances, 
. . 

n~rcotics and stimulating drugs. As Japan does. not have any of tlre so-called CBR 
···r' 

weapons, all the chemical substances which appear in the list·are.for peaceful uses. 

Since. it is difficult for practical reasons·· to list here these nearly 20,000 kinds of 

chemical substances, we have chosen . only the phosphor:ous compounds out of the list and 

put them in table 1 of the working paper. This table 1 corresponds io the "list of 

organophosphorous compoimds contamed in our working paper (CCD/ 430) as che:rnical warfare 

agents w:P,ich should be banned. from the outset. By subrrlitting this table 1, 1ve have 
' . . . . . 

shown in'concrete terms the chemical warfare agents (CWAs) and chemical compounds ·for 

peaceful purposes (PCCs) within the phosphorous-compounds.· 

' ·~. 
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With chemical warfare agents (CWAs) and chemic:al compounds for peaceful purposes 

(PCCs) thus clarified, the next step is to delimit "tha boundaries of the scopes of both 

categories. If a consensus is to be reached at this Corm11ittee on such criteria as toxic 

criteria, chemical structural formulae and classification methods, as suggested by the 

Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/458) as those for d.elimiting the.boundaries, we shall 

be able to sort out the dual-purpose agents (DPWAs), thus clarifying the whole picture 

of chemical substances and contributing a great deal to the conclusion of a convention 

banning chemical weapons. 

In this com1.exion, we noted ~~ith interest that the new idea which is useful in · 

delimiting the scope of the chemical agents to be prohibited vras introduced, as I just 

mentioned, by Mr. Schlaich, of the Federal Republic of Germany, in his wor·king paper on 

the definition and cl,assification of chemical warfare agents ( CCD/ 458). We noted with 

particular attention the idea of adding such second.ary criteria as perceptibility and 

shelf life to toxic criteria for the purpose of classification and of giving 

objectivity to evaluation by way of mathematical formulae. This is really an original 

thought, but we wonder ho\v we would deal 11i th the 1.mknown chemical sup stances and 11i th 

those which have not been used in the past as chemical warfare agents but wpich have 

chemical charact~ristics more suited to chemical warfare agents (CWAs) than to compounds 

for peaceful purposes'(PCCs). 

The second aspect of our vrorking paper concerns the means and systems of 

verification; which is another key problem for coneluding a chemical weapons convention. 

As to.the means of verification, Finland has revealed in its working paper (CCD/453) 
. 

that it is doing research on detailed and precise verification means by applying 

instrumental analysis methods including NMR-spectrometry. Attention should be drawn to 

the part of this working paper vrhich refers to the method of analysing minute amounts of 

phosphorus-containing compounds contained in samples collected at the site. We look 

forward to the day when the results of the study will be disclosed. 

As to the verification systems, vre have already submitted our idea to this 

Committee in the form of a working paper (CCD/430). This time our working paper offers 

as an illustration our existing national control system as to what we.consider to be a 

concrete example of a national organ. This system (a) establishes a list of all 

chemical substances which exist at present in Japan, (b) requires the announcement in 
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advance of new chemical substances that are intended to be produced or imported and 

which do not appear in the list, (c) examines the chemical substances thus reported and 

classifies them into harmless chemical substances and those which require control, and 

(d) thus observes only the chemical substances requiring control. An illustration.is 

given in table 2 of the working paper. 

Today we have submitted in our working paper a list of the chemical substances 

which have justification for peaceful purposes and an example of our nation~l control 

system, and believe that we have thus marked a step foward towards solving the prob~ems 

of the classification of chemical agents and of verification systems. We hope that our 

working paper will further stimulate the discussion of banning chemical weapons. 

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Netherlands): Last week this Committee started 

discussions on the subject of environmental modifications for military or other hostile 

purposes in somewhat more technical terms than in the past. A substantial number of 

States members of the CCD were represented by experts in the informal talks. In 

particular, I woul~ like to expre~s my gratitude to the experts from the Soviet Union 

and the United States for their instructive and detailed oral contributions and to the 

Canadian delegation for its excellent working paper, CCD/463. My delegation also 

listened with great interest to the statements in our formal meetings last Tuesday by 

the delegates of Iran and the United States. 

From the outset it was clear that the informal discussions last week would not 

lead to .any conclusions. It was indeed too early to expect more definite results. What 

the Committee needed was to obtain a clearer insight into the problems involved. In 

this respect the meetings with the experts were a success and a concrete contribution to 

our task. Such a concrete result of last week's me~tings is the Swedish working 

document, CCD/465. The experts from the Netherlands also tried to make a contribution 

in the form of a preliminary classification of some suggested environmental modification 

techniques. 

For example, our experts tried, in a quantified form, to answer the questions: 

is the activity widespread, is it long-lasting, is it severe? The motive behind the 

introduction of these elements into the discussion was that they were used both in the 
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past and in our recent discussions. I may recall, for example, that article 33, 

paragraph· 3-,' ·of the draft protocol relating to the· protection of. vic.t:iii!f?, of int_ernatiol}a,l 

arme-d conflict~· currently under discussion by-the Dipbmatic Confer~nce on the. 

Retif:tirrriation· and Development of International Humanitarian Law Ap-plicable in Armed . · .. 
Conflicts r~adEl"i:is follows: 

"It is forbidden to employ methods or means of war-fare which .are intended or mey:: be 
I . 

. ~xp~cted to cause widespread, long-term, and severe,damage to the natural 

eriviro:rtinent ". ( Coitference document CDDH/III/286/Add.l, p. 2}-

In the joint- statement by the United States and the Soviet Union on environmental 

modifications· for milita:ry purpcises!-(CCD/431 9 p. 8), the term "widespread, long-:-lasting 

or· severe 11 is used, as it was in our recent discussiorl.s by the United States_ deleg~i;e .... .: ..... _:_. 

(CCD/PV.680,_p. 23). It seemed therefore useful to study the possibilities of making a 
. . ····· !:- : . 

quantitative_ assessment of th.e elements involved wii;h respect to· the suggest.ed 

environm~~tal modification activities. 

JY'.Jy first obse.rvation with regard to this assessment is the'· following: in ·practice 

it is :not an easy task to decide what is "widespread" and what ls' riot, what i:s 

"long-lasting" and what is not, and what is "severe" and what is not. For each of these 
. ·:: 

element~, our experts could at this stage do no more than establish three arbitra:ry . ~- . : 

classes witho~t exact bord~rlines, ~d even there it was found sometimes difficult to 

decide which class would be relevant. My deleg~tion expects therefore some serious 

problemson definition when we come to treaty language. If we only banned those 

a:ctivities having ~.i·ci~spr·ead, long-lasting and/or severe effects, it could be difficult 

to establish a borderline between what ·is allowed and what is not.. I int-roduce ·this 

obs_ervation as a discussion point; my Governinent · haB yet no definite views• . . ~ . . ' . 

Second observation: the quantification of the word "severe" was made by looking, at 

the nUUlber of human beings killed, injured or severely affected by the modification 

~ctj,vity. I recognize that one could just as well argue that changing the natural 

environment on a substantial scale with long-term effects is in itself an activity which 

must be considered ~-s severe, even if human beings would be barely affected.-· An extreme 

example g the deliberate introduction of a strange-biological species on an unirihabited 
f, • 

-
island for so~e trivial purpose which after some time would change the whole ecology of 

the island could be considered as a severe ''disturbance of the eco·lo'gy of the- vegetable 

and animal kingdom", as it is called in the Soviet draft convention (General Assembly 

resolution 3264 (XXIX), annex, art. II (k)). 
I may also touch here upon widespread activities which, as far as anybody knows, do 

not harm, but which do not seem useful either. Last week, in the informal talks, 

information v1as given about an earlier ·nuclear- explosion which created a new radiation 
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belt around the earth which lasted for about a year. Nobody could find any direct harm 

in this activity, but I wonder if the world would not be better off if such activities 
were banned, certainly as long as we are not sure of the effects and as long as the 
international community has not approved of such a project. 

Third observation: as I said beforey in the draft protocols to the Geneva 

Conventions on Humanitarian Lavl, mention is made of "widespread, long-term and severe" 
effects 1 while the bilateral United States- Soviet Union statement mentions "widespread, 
long-lasting .21: severe". The United States delegate also used the word "or". The 

words "and'' and "or" are of the utmost importance. The number of activities falling 

under all three elements -- widespread; long-lasting and severe -- is considerably smaller 
than the number of activities falling under only one of the elements applied: widespread, 
long-lasting££ severe. We must therefore, when elaborating a treaty, keep in mind that, 
although hopefully some of the mentioned activities will be banned by the new Geneva 
Conventions, other possibly important ones will not. In general, indeed, it is of 
interest for ~ur further work in the CCD on this subject to know what measures. will be 
taken by the Conference on Humanitarian Law. 

Our experts also tried to classify the suggested environmental modification 

activities into three groups, groups which·were mentioned by the Swedish delegate during 
the informal talks, These groups are: 

I. Those activities which could be used for military purposes during actual war.'. 
II. Those activities which have a hostile intent, but which could be used in "peacetime". 
III. Those activities which are carried out for strictly peaceful purposes, but which 

nevertheless can harm other countries or do harm to mankind in general. 

In addition, our experts came to the conclusion that several suggested activities are· 
practically impossible to use for military or hostile purposes. Most of these 
conclusions are in conformity with the Canadian, Swedish and American views. 

As a fourth and last observation~ I wish_to say the following~ it is clear that 
several activities, such as the diversion of rivers in border areas, 'could be used either 
for hostile purposes or for strictly peaceful purposes but with harmful effects on 
neighbouring countries. How is one going to establish a possible hostile intent, as the 

1 United Kingdom· delegate rightly asked.· Frankly~ if put in this context, I do not know. 
But it shows the urgent need for developing an international regime, for example under 
the auspices of UNEP, in which an environmental modification activity would only be 
allowed if all affected States vmuld agree to it or be adequately compensated. If such 

a system existed, it could perhaps help to solve the problem raised by the United Kingdom, 
since all activities harmful to other countries, deliberately or accidently, would be 

covered. Perhaps international registration of environmental experiments, as suggested 

by the delegation of Iran, would be a very useful first step. Indeed, WMO is already 

engaged in the registration of weather modification programmes. However, in spite of 

the Stockholm declaration, I doubt whether an adequate regime can be set up in the near 

future. In the meantime, therefore, we should try to negotiate a treaty banning 

activities with a hostile intent. This would perhaps create some verification problems 

but would be considerably better than nothing. A good complaints procedure in connexion 

with such a ban is, of course, essential. 
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In accordance lvith ·the reQuest of the United Nations General Assembly9 ·the Committee 

on Disarmament has," in collahoration with experts, examined the QUestion oi prohibiting . . 

action to influence the environment and climate for military or other hostile purp~ses. 

This new issue affects a sphere of human activity which has not hitherto been the 

.subject of intergove~nmental discussions on.disarmament. The views of the Soviet side 

on this matter were presented by the Soviet delegation at the informal meetings, 

attended by expei·ts; held by the Committee on· 4 and 7 August this year. On this presen.t. 

occasion we should like to make a number of general observations on the matter. 

·· The reason .for considering this problem is that steps have recently been taken for 

the purpose of actively influencing vJeather conditions and climate, A number of measures 

in this direction are already highly developed, such as artificial rain-makil:lg·, · 

prevention of hailstorms, fog_.dispersal, ant.i-hlrr-ricane measures, and many other 

·measures in the same field. Progress made in influencing geophysical and 

meteorological processes for peaceful purposes is providing extensive opportunities 

for influencing the environment in the interests of human wellbeing. 

At the same time, it must be stated that action to influence the environment and 

climate can also be .taken for military or other hostile purposes. As the experts pointed 

out, such techniQues in9lude modification of the hydrological and thermal balance of a 
.. 

particular part of the earth. It was observed, for example, that rain~~a.king can be 

used for hostile purposes-- infliction of damage on an opponent by i:q.du()ing floodi:qg. 

and destroying roads and dams, etc. Possibilities exist of using other, mor~ dangerous, 

technic;Lues for influencing the environment and climate, such as destruction of part of 

the ozone layer which protects the planet from ultra-violet .solar radiation, and the 

melting of glaciers and of Arctic and Antarctic ice-caps, etc. The experts have told 

us that long...;term techniQues for influencing the envil~onment are being rapidly 

developed~ Many· experts currently regard these techniQues as belonging only to the · 

realm of theory and.as unlikely to be used by man at present, but there is no doubt that 

such techniQues might eventually become feasible, and be added to the armaments of States. 

Thus, it Il!-ay be sald that some of the methods of inf.luencing ·the environment and 

climate for military or other hostile purposes 1vhich have been referred to here by the 
- v • 

delegates and experts are already capable of practic:aJ. applica~·ion; while others have 

some p:t'ospect of 'being used in the future. 
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Many delegates and experts ,have emphasized with yery·good ·reason that·environmental 

modification for military purposes cqu;I.d have. a negative or catastrophic .impact on 

human life on the eC:U'th as a whole. : :It was .-observed that· the ·use of; such· modification 

techniques could entail long-lasting consequences which would have a highly.pernicious 

. effect on the state of. the .environment and. on man 1 s living condi t·ions for decades. 

All .this makes it essep.tial to prohibit any. kind of modification of the environnient for 

military or other hostile purposes. 

Since means of influencing the environment for purposes i~imical to man are not 

widely developed at present~ th~ir:.p'J:?ohibi ti:on should be relatively niore 

achievable and less complicated now. When, however, such methods of 'influenci~g· the 

environment·become widespread and are used for arming States, their prohibition will 

be far more difficult and possibly even unre.ali.zable. 
.. 

The prohibition of means of influencing the environment for military purposes 

nn.lst be attained>by the conc.lusio~ of an i:t1'ternational agreement.· The conclusion of 

such an agTeement ··would contribute to a soiution of the task of pr~ve~tinlthe 

appearance of highly dangerous and. destructive methods of warfare, ·aria at the sanie 

time help to·solve·the problem of conserving the environment. 

A soluti'on to the problem of prohibiting action to influence. the environment for. 

military purposes must not~ of course, create obstacles· and difficulties when it 

comes to influencing the environment for peaceful purposes., nor must it hamper 

research and practical work on changing natural conditions for the ·benefit of mankind~ 

The question of environmental modification for peaceful purposes is relatively 

recent, and many approaches and methods are orily at the research and experimental 

stage. The same applies to the problem of p~ohibiting action to influence the 

environment for military purposes. The fact that many aspects of the problem of 

prohibiting action to influence the environment for military purposes have not been 

·thoroughly investigated is bound to give rise to difficulties in dealing with the 

issue as a whole. But these difficulties must be overcome, so that a barrier may be 

constructed here and now against geophysical and meteorological warfare -- something 

which is in the interests of all countries of the world. 

The consideration of this problem at informal meetings of the C~mmittee, with the 

participatiqn of the experts, has been most useful. It has given a clearer idea of 

the nature, possibilities, and serious negative effects of techniques for influencing 
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the environment ail.d clirilate for military purposes. It has shown that there aie great 

poEisibili ties. of developing highly destructive and extremely dangerous means of 

warfare by influ~ncihg the environment ~d climate, both in the short term and in 

theldng term. It has given members of the Committee on Disarmament the possibility 

of approaching with greater knowledge of the problem and it~ technicalities the task 

of working' out an international agreement to prohibit geophysical and meteorological 

methods of warfare. 

Mr. GARCiA ROBlES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): I merely wish to 

address through you, Mr. Chairman, a question to the Acting Representative of the 

Secretary-General. My delegation has very much in mind the exchange of views and the 

consensus which we believe was reached a week ago, on 7 August, as a result .of a 

similar question asked by my delegation on that occasion. 

Today, I should like the Acting Representative of the Secretary-General to please 

bring us up to date regarding the present status of the report which the_ gro11p .of 

experts has been p:J;'eparing on nuclear-weapon-free zones and ioThich, in accordance with 

the original time-limit~ should have been transmitted by 7 August and, according to 

. the maximum time-limit agreed to on 7 August, should have been transmitted by 

13 August, that is, to say -- yesterday. 

Mr. BJORNERSTEDT (Acting Representative of the Secretary-General): As I 

have done on previous occasions, I would briefly report, only on an informal basis, 

on th~ progress of work of the ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts 

preparing the study on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones. The group met 

yesterday night in an effort to finalize the study and to decide on the transmission 

o~ it to the CCD. The group did not reach a consensus on the adoption of the study 

and in consequence the distribution of the study to the members of the CCD.has been 

held up. The group suspended its meeting until 3 p.m. today awaiting advice from 

the CCD as to how the group should proceed in order to finalize its work. 
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Mr. GARCIA. ROBLES (Mexico) (.translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, my 

delegation has given genuine proof of a spirit of understanding with regard to all·th~ 

real difficulties which the &,rroup of experts may have encountered. We cannot 

demonstrate the Same. spirit, however~ 1-Ti th regard to difficulties which we consider 
~. ; ,. 

imaginary and unreal. IvJ;y: delegation n?tes that, .in addit;j_on to the Mexican expert, 

there are a.number of.oth~r experts who have to leave tomorrow or the day after 

tomorrow. Consequently, the group of experts will be unable to act as a full body 

after tomorr9'"· 
( 

According to my delegation's infor1~ation, it appears that the report was completed. 

yesterd~y and that the only reason why it. has not been transmitted to the CCD is that 

one or more. _de~egations would like to receive final instructions from their respective 

Governments. We do not believe that one thing should be allowed to interfere wi~h 

.::.r10ther or that it: is necessary to delay transmission of, the repor~ to the _CCD for the 

receipt of such instructions. If the re_port has been completed and. if various ~?Xperts 

have to leave Geneva inasmuch as the time-limit has been· considerably exceeded,., i;hen 

the prqper procedure to follo\oJ" -- and one vThich is alifays followed in such case~ ~- is 

tl:at if a Gpvernment considers it necessary, its expert should make a statement of 

interpretation-- should enter a reservation,
1
if it wishes to go so far, .which will be 

added to the report. Therefore, to shovT its utmost goodwill_,: my delegati()n v10uld see 

no reason why the report should not be distributed today, or tomorrow morning at the 

latest, but without any change as it ·novr stands. Nor would there· be any difficulty 

for my delegation if the report had no symbol for the time being and if it vrere given 

• a symbol on Monday once it is known ~1hether statements of interpretation or reservations· 

or wl~tever they might be called are going to be made and added to the report, ·so that 

as from today or from tomorrovT mormng, ·the members of the CCD may have an opportunity 

to study its contents. 

I repeat, however, that my delegation could not accept any claim that the report 

lD still open to further modification. If that were so, the task would never end 

~;~1co we all know quite well that if new additions were made, 'the delicate balance of 

the report would require further modifications and new additions by other experts. 

Tharefore, from the procedural point of view, the situation as my delegation sees 

it is as follows: at the meeting on 25 IV.tarch, the Chairman, vTho at that meeting \'las 

the distinguished representative of Czecl:J,oslovakia, read out the consensus which the 

CCJJ had reached as a result of painstaldng conversations. That consensus is to be 

found on page 28 of document CCD/PV.661. Paragraph 5 of the consensus states: 

''Requesting the group to submit to the CCD the comprehensive study on the question of 

nuclear--vreapon-free zones in all its aspects not later than 7 August 1975". That is the 

first point. 
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The second point is that at the meeting held one-week ago, on 7 August.1975, as a 

result of a question similar to that' wlllch I asked toda,y and of the reply by the 

distinguished Acting Representative of the Secretary-General, a number of suggestions 

were made. Among them vras my suggestion that last Saturday, 9 August, or 

Nonday, 11 August, at the latest, should be set as the time-limit. Other suggestions 

were more generous and went as far as .13 August. MY delegation, I. repeat, in an 

effort to show understanding and good will, did not object to that time-limit of 

13 August. Therefore, the distinguished representative of Romania, who presided over 

that meeting, said that he l·rould transmit to the group of experts the various 

sugge~tions which had been made here. As there were no objections, that meant that 
,( 

there was a new consensus which allowed for the longest and greatest time-limit, 

13 August. 

Now, in order to change that, a nevr consensus vmuld be required. I am compelled 

to say th0t my delegation is not prepared -- and I have solid grounds for believing, 

as a result of informal conversations with several of my colleagues, that a nlimber of 

delegations take the same position -- would not be prepared to accept a new consensus 

that would modify the previous consensus, which.is the only le~ally valid one and, in 

my view, the Chairman of the group of experts has the responsibility of ensuring that 

the group meets that time-limit. 

Mr. MARTIN (United State~ ~f America): ~~respect and admiration for the 

distinguished Ambassador of Mexica·is well known. I consider.him one of the deans 

of disarmament and it is always with a great deal of diffidence that·r tru<e the floor 

to have differences 1,ri th him. Unfortunately, ·in this case I have no choice but to 

put for>-rard a slightly different view, although a vievr that I hope will not be 

completely irreconcilable with the view of the representative of Mexico. 

Members of the Committee 1-rill recall that vrhen this study vras first proposed in 

Nevr York last year it was proposed that \ve have a traditional expert study by private 

consultants. Hovrever, discussions revealed that this vras a highly political question, 

a very important question and a very difficult question. It vras therefore decided 

that the expert group would be composed of representatives of governments who 1vould 

speak for their governments. This vrould give the finished study a weight that it 

could not possibly have in any other v1ay. 

\fuen vre originally met in the COD this Spring, vre decided that where consensus 

vras impossible, delegations experts, that is -- would have the right to set forth 

differing vievm. 
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It is my opinion that the strength of this study 1·rould come from these two 

elements first, that it is a stu~y by governments -.cmd second that the entire range 

of views on all of th_e complex problems involved in this subject -vrill be set forth. 

We 1vill have, in effect, a source-book for all kno-vrledge on this subject. 

In vie1v of the difficult problems involving. sensitive security matters 1-rhich are 

entailed in the study, I have made no secret of the fact that I was going to have to 
' . ' . . ' I 

send it_ back to Washington ad referendum, and that my Goverrunent reserved the right 

to suggest reasonable changes in areas of concern. . I have informed the Conuni ttee of 

this. I,have informed the experts of it. From the beginning I have said that it 

1>1ould take time and that my Goverrunent >·roulc1 not be able to act hastily in such an 

important area. This is a genuine difficulty~ r·~ssure '\ihe members of this Committee, 

and n9t _an imaginary one. I envy the other delegates who have the authority to oommit 

their Gove~e~ts. I do not haye ti~t authority and tPat has at all times been made_ 

crystal"':'olear. 

In vievr of the importance of this study it -vrould be unfortunate if my Government, 

or any other government, '"ere unable to join, because, at this very late date, -vre 

have decided that it was ~ "all or nothing" submission. 

I can recall many informal conversations in the beginning of our uqrk .'1\l'here 1\I'E) 

agreed. that the study would go back to governmentf:) in ample time to.pe::r;'Illit them to 

comment and that those comments 1Wuld be taken. into consideration in the study. I also 

reniind members of this Committee that the United States has continually pushed for 

more and more -vrork. We opposed, but -vre finally- agreed to accept, a tvro-week breal-;: in 

the vprk of the Comrni ttee at an early stage. We requested that the Committee should 

work last_ Sunday in an effort to give us the time that was required -- that 1-re kne1v . ' . ' 

we were going to need. _Unfortunately, the situation was such that those_requests 

could not be. honoured. 

It is understandable that people vrant to get this study done as quickly as 

possible •. I have heard informal discussions that the study should go forvrard -vrithout 

the participation or acquiescence of some members. Now, I put this question to the 

Commi tt.ee; will this study. be of m,ore value, of more weight, if. all of the. experts 

can join, or if it has to go forward as ru1 unofficial document signed by only some, 

or even most of the experts? 

With due deference to the distinguished representative of l\iexico ~ I 1\I'OUld lD-;:e 

to suggest the following schedule, and may I point out that I have no instructions to 

suggest this timetable, but in vie1\l' of the \·re-11-founded concerns that I have heard 

expressed, I am going to suggest a schedule. I cannot believe that when governments 
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have their representatives on the ad hoc group and there are so many qualified people 

in each delegation who could deal with the final wrap-up of this report, that the 

personal and individual problems of some of the experts should get in the way of a 

true consensus. 

· I agree vri th .Ambassador Garcia Robles that I can see no reason why the study in 

its present state should not be circulated immediately on an informal basis to members 

of the CCD. I can think of no legitimate reason why this should be delayed at all. 

I can assure Ambassador Garcfa Robles and every other delegation that I am doing 

everything I can to get the study approved in its present form because I am agreeable 

to signing·off at this stage on an ad referendum basis. But as I have told you, 

I do not have the authority to commit my Government. 

I would suggest that early 1-ionday morning the ad hoc group of experts meet to 

discuss any further suggestions that any goverr.ment may vrish to make ru1d that this 

meeting continue as long as needed on ~·ionday, but that thereafter, and no later than· 

Monday evening, a plenary meeting of the experts be held for formal approval of the 

study, and for its transmittal to the CCD at its meeting on Tuesday, 19 August. 

Since there is apparently a need for some delegations to comment on the study and 

to insert those comments in the annual report of the CCD, I would suggest that 1:1e hold 

as many meetings of the CCD after 19 August as necessary. There is no reason to limit 

ourselves to two meetings a week, because I feel certain that it would be very 

difficult, if not impossible, to secure a consensus to extend this present session 

past 28 August. 

I appeal sincerely to the distinguished representative of Mexico to give sympathetic 

consideration to these requests. I hope that he will feel that they are conducive to 

carrying out our mutual desire and that they are reasonably calculated to expedite 

the adoption of the report either unanimously or by the largest possible number of 

delegates. This vrill assure that the study is as l'l'eighty as it should be and that 

the OCD is not subject to criticism for being unable to produce a study vThich all of 

the experts can sign. 

I apologize for taking so much time, }tt. Chairman, at this late hour; but this 

is a matter of grave, overriding importance to my delegation. 
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Mr. van der If.L.A.Affiv (Netherlands) : I vrill be brief. I would like to speak as 

the representative of a G.ountry which }s not represented on this experts group~ so we 

are not yet familiar vri th the study. First I vmuld like to say that in .general I quite 

a.gree with Ambassador Martin, that it is of the utmost importance that all experts agree 

on the study. It is a group of .governmental expel·ts~ but as we all know we are sometimes 

at liberty to act in the framewor-k. of our .general instructions ancl at other tim.es \·re have 

to .go back to our capitals and ask for confirmation whether the s.tand \-re have taken is 

the correct one or some correction has to be made. That is something that can ahrays 

happen. 

Now, as regards the timGtable, I do not agree with Mr. Martin vri th respect to the 

discussions of the study in the CCD. If \·Je .get a study 9 we will have to send it back. to 

our capitals, where it has to be considered. I cannot see how, in the two 1-reeks or so 

that we still have, we· could .get instructions to really discuss this study here in the 

:ccn. It has always been !llJr impression that this study~ after the experts had finished 

their work, vmuld be sent on by us 9 just formally, to the General Assembly and that the 

discussion actually wm:tld take place during the disarmament debate in the First Committee. 

If that is a more .general opinion, then there is not much pressure from the point of vie1-r 

of· the CCD itself in having the study already circulated. 

It is much more important that we have a study approved by all the experts ·and then, 

in view of the extreme impo:rtance vrhich we attach to the question of nuclear-1.reapon-free 

zones, this will be discussed in depth during the meetings of the First Committee in 

New York. 

Mr. MISHRA (India): I should like to seek a clarification from the 

representative of the United States, Ambassador Martip. He mentioned the schedule for 

finalizing the 1.rork of the experts 1 .group. He said that the .group should meet on 

Monday, early Monday, or its informal meeting should be continued on J\1onda;y, to consider 

any comments which might be made by his Government or any other Government on the report 

as·'rt is ·ready today. And that later on Honday, there should be a formal meeting of .the 

experts to complete the 1·rork. Now the clarification I should like is that if .there 'is 

no agreement within the .group .in l'egard to incorporation of comments which might be made 

by the United States or any other country, vrha·t ~tould. be the position then? 1-lould it not 

then mean that the comments of the United States or of any other country would be 

included as dissenting opinions? That is the clarification I should like fro1n · 

Ambassador Martin. 
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:Mr. MART].! (United States of America): Let me assure the Committee and my 

distinguished frie~1d Ambassador Nishra that I am not trying to unduly prolong this 

matter. I anticipate that it 1vill end Monday and I. repeat~ this is vli thout 

instructions. I consider the report nm.,r ad referendum. I think ai'ter last night it 

was ad referendum. If my Government instructs me to m~<e suggestions for changes and 

if agreement cannot be reached on those changes Monday, then I assume that my 

instructions will tell me uhat to do in light of the fact that we have not succeeded' in 

convincing the other members. If that isthe case, I am not asking that anything in the 

way of dissen,ting vievrs be added to the report. I hope that clarifies the question for 

Ambassador Mishra. 

!Q::._ ~.SB;RA (India): I am grateful to my very good friend, Ambassador Martin, 

for the clarification he· has provided. l'tr conclusion from this is that if the vievrs of 

the United States are not accepted in regard to the changes which might be vrisbed, then 

either there vrill be a dissenting opinion or there \vill be no signing by the 

United States experts. 

If I may make a suggestion at this stage, I \muld suggest in all humility and .with 

all sympathy for the position outlined by Ambassador Martin.that the.report be finished 

today, with the reservation that if governments 1rish to comment upon them, they could 

do it within one vreek i.e. bet-vreen novr and 2l August, and this would not only be for a 

particular government but for e~l governments represented by experts in the study group. 

Then~ in the meanwhile 1·re vrill have the rer•.)rt for our consid(;ration. We could begin 

consideration of the report in the CCD early next i·reek. · I have no objection to the 

suggestion that we hold more than two meetings a \•reek. vie could· hold 2, 3, 4 or 5 

meetings to begin consideration of the report aJ:?.cl try to finalize it by the end of next 

1veek including the comments of governments, if any 9 >vhich ·are sent by 2l August~ T ..... 

make this suggestion in order not to put any.particular expert in difficulty vis-a-vis 

his government but in order to expedite our -vrork. 

I have a feeling that it -vroulcl not be possible to transmit the report of the study 

group to the General Assembly vri thout comments upon it >vi thin the CCD and for this 

purpose we need time. So, I vmulcl like to say to Ambassador Martin that 1·re also have 

a genuine difficulty in regard to finalization of that report within the CC]) and 1ve do 

need time to go through it to make our comments so that they are incorporf'l-ted along 

side the report when it is transmitted to the General Assembly. 
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Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics): The Soviet side is of the 

opinion that, before the adoption of the report of the ad hoc group of .governmental 

experts for the study of nuclear-weapon-free zones, the experts should be .given t1vo more 

days in which to consider the text of the report. In practice, the report may be 

adopted on 18 August 1975. Albeit short, this postponement of the adoption of the 

report is due, in particular, to the fact that so far there is still no Russian text of 

the report. The Soviet e~~ert needs that text for studying the report more carefully, 

after which he will be able to express an opinion on its adoption. 

After the report has been adopted by the group of experts, some time \'Till be needed 

for delegations to obtain instructions from their capitals and .give their conclusions on 

the report in the Committee on Disarmament, "t!rhich, in conformity Hi th the decision of 

the General Assembly, is required to send the report on nuclear-weapon-free zones to the 

United Nations General Assembly. 

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (!ranslated from Spanish): MY delegation would 

venture to make a strictly procedural motion. I vrould suggest that we do not now 

embark upon a discussion and an examination of what CCD is going to do about the · 

special report requested in resolution 3261 F (XXIX). MY delegation is completely 

open to any method or procedure which the majority may wish to follm..r -- that 

suggested by Ambassador van der Klaauw, that just suggested by yourself, Mr. Chairman, 

or that suggested by the representative of India. But let us not confuse matters. 

It will be the special report of the CC:). \!!ill it contain comments by the 

government representatives in the CCD o:c not? To my delegation it amounts to the same 

thing, for in any case, if a delegation >·rishes to make comments, it has the right to· 

devote a full statement to the matter that will be included in the record of the 

meeting and will .go to the General AsseL1bly. If, on the other hand, it is desired that 

the special report of the CCD should be a report like that of the experts, that can 

also be done, if time allmrs, vrhich I doubt. Hovmver, I repeat that, as a matter of 

principle, for us it is all the same. 

But for the moment, l1:r. Chairman, I vrould request you and my distinguished 

colleagues to concentrate our attention on the other point, lvhich, I believe, is· 

easier to resolve but also more urgent -·- the point 1vhich I raised at the beginning , 

and which was later referred to by the :representative of the United States, 

Ambassador Martin, after vrhom the representative of India, Ambassador 111ishra, asked 
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a very pertinent question.. Although my ·delegation 1-ras convinced when. it took the floor 

that, we had reached the limit of conces~ions, the .very eloq_uen·~ statemep.t by our 

distinguished_friend llinbassador ~furtin has caused me to consider the possibility of 

'making still a further concession. 

From what he said, I ~~derstand that his delegation has no objection to 

considering the document vrhich was approved ad referendum last evening by the.· 
. . 

group. of experts and vrhich is no\v ready. That is the first point that I think. I 

.. _understood very clearly from \•That the representative of the United States said. 

Seco:qdly, he Hi shes, and says that this is a proposal vrhich his Government :q1ay consider 

bold -- I do not think so 9 I- think that his Gov;:rnm13nt \vill find it very sensible and 

really the most that could be expected in the circumstances -- he says that he would 

agree, apart from ad referendum approval of the document completed last evening, that 

this should be done today, at the meeting of the Group of Experts which will tCL~e place 

today. Now, apart from that,, __ ,.,ould he like his .delegation, and any other delegatiop. 

that might find ~tself in a similar position, to have the right, on Monday morning, to 

make some suggestions for changes or additions if they receive instructions'to do so? 
I would ask the representative of the United States if he vJOuld be 1villing for us to 

' . 
interpret his suggestion to mean that at a formal meeting on Monday afternoon 'or 

evening, as he said, the group of experts i'lould officially and finallY ·approve· its 

report. 

I repeat, I should like to kno-vr 1vhether I may interpret Ambassador Ma:rtin 1 s ·· 
suggestion to· meari. that· any proposed chcmges _...:. it ,,muld be simplest if there .. were none -

>vill be subje·ct to the consensus rule, that is to say, that if there is no ·consensus 

in the group. of experts rGgarding all or some of the proposals, there should be no, 

further discussion of the matter,_ and the del_egation or delegations concerned ,.,oru.d then 

consider the various possibilities -vrhich: have been mentioned here -- impossibility of 

signing, contrary ·ppinion, stat:ement of interpretation. or reservation. But let it be · 

clear that 9 as the', report of the e:1.'Jlerts represents 9 I repeat 9 a delicate balance 

resulting from weeks of arduous talks, negotiations arid discussions, it cannot be 

expected that the debate should be reopened at the ~ast minute. So, if 

Ambassador Martin allo-vrs me to interpret his proposal in that sense 9 I \vould agree 

not to oppose a consensus on the new schedule he mentioned. 
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Mr. HARTIN (United States of America); I must admit that the suggestion of 

Ambassador Garcia Robles gives me some problems that I am trying to work my way around. 

Under the rules of the study, if no consensus can be reached, delegations have the right 

to state their positions in their own v.ray. 

I recognize the problem that he raises that one change may induce another change 

and that is vlby I proposed a firm cut-off. I think I have to, under my instructions 7 

reserve the right to suggest changes in our formulations until Monday. 

I can see that if these new statements create a tremendous problem of imbalance, 

the report will have to be extended -- that the exnerts will not be able to agree. But 

then I think probably I would have to say that at the end of the Monday deadline we 

would be faced vri th the choice of either accepting the report in its present form vli thout 

our suggested changes or rejecting the entire report. 

I sincerely hope 111e are not put in that position. But I vrould like to hope that 

as long as the meetings go on, on Monday, 1-1e could operate under the :rules of the 

group as they have been agreed to to date, recognizing that at a given hour on Monday 

there is to be a cut-off and that at that point I lirill recommend to my Government that 

they be prepared to ma_'ke a decision either "go" or "no go", so that there will not be 

any_ further delay as from Monday. 

Mr. ENE (Romania)~ Mr. Chairman, I •·rill be very brief. Frankly 7 I am in the 

same position as the representative of Mexico, because our expert has to leave this 

afternoon. Of course, vre understand the problem of the representative of the 

United States and, in fact, any of us might sometimes be in a similar position. We 

appreciate the efforts made by all the experts in order to finalize the report. In 

fact, we consider that we have before us now a report which is not, of course, official, 

but which has practically been agreed upon more or less. There are only a few experts 

vrhich might have some point to clarify further with their Government. vJi th due respect 

to the fact that there are individual problems as well as the matter of t_he departure of 

the experts, I believe the question concerns the work of the group and its mandate. It 

did receive a calendar from this Committee and as it nm...; stands it has no further·mandate 

since the latest decision, which was trucen by this Committee -- and I had the honour 

to be in the Chair at the time -- was that the group could work until the 13th of this 

month at the latest. In other worcls 7 vre must now decide how the group should proceed 

further. I understand that the representatives of both India and Mexico put forward very 

valuable suggestions 1-1hich, in my opinion, meet the problems of the two delegations 

that do not yet have final instructions from their Governments, and I would support both 

those suggestions •. 
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,Mr. :BARTON (Canada) g I have been reluctant to intervene in this discussion - .. :;------. - . 

because~ not being a party to the 1-JOrking' group, it is easy to make' bright"' suggestions 
" ··:· :'• 

without being a1vare of all the difficulties. J3ut it strikes me 7 at this late stage' . 
,·,,. 

that the real thing that we v;rant to turn out .,..._ and vTe vTill have to compromise ~>lith 
. . 

our desires, principles and personal convenience to do so -- is a report that carries 

the largest possible consensus· and, from -vrhat I hear, we are on the edge of tliis. · I 

th'ink that we are faced, on the one hand by at least one government _with strict 

instructions about the right to have a _final lopl.~ ~t it. :But perhaps just as important 

is the point that was raised by the representative of the Soviet Union, that. he has ,not 

yet got it in the o,fficial language that he >vorks in. I .would have thought that that 

consideration would operate for some others as well. 
. .. . ' It would seem to me that it would 
. ' . '· 

be improper for the group to put a numper on its docUment until it is in all the working 

languages and I gather from vrhat Ihave heard that that will not be until Monday. 

Now, we have been 1vorried about all sorts of hypotheses about the position that 

the United States might find itself. _in on Monday, and maybe some other. delegations as . 

well • 
I 

I think that these are probably chimeras and we do not really need to vrorry about .. . 

them. These are possibilities~ but o:n,ly theoretical possibilities •. E-very Government 

is going to be av1are of vrhat has gone into this document and the ·nature of the tenuous 

agreement and I -vmuld venture to suggest that when the Committee meets on Monday it 

·'·rill have a document_ in the official language of each of the delegations. They can look 

at it; they can decide whether or not they agree to it and then. they will address 

themselves to any problE?ms that they may be faced -v!ith at· that time, vThich in my. 

personal estimate,.: will not prove to be very serious. Then .it- can be formally tabled 

ih the. OCD on Tuesday. I would hope~ if we could follow that kind of timetable, that 

in the meantime those of us vrho have not been party to the group could h!'Lve an informal 

copy of the informal draft of the informal document 'to have a look at over the weekend • 

. :' Mr. GARCfA ROJ3LE8 (~·1exico) (translCl.ted fr~sh): I am sorry to impose 

upon the patience o_f the Conference, but I really do have a clear conscience that it is 

. not our fault. Of qoUl~se I agree with what the representative of Canada has just 

s'aid - that it is desirable that we should have the report in all working, languages' 

and .in passing I should like to reiterate more or less what you yourself have .said, 

V.tr. Chairman. 

It has been accepted that we are to work in English -- I· do not kriow._why, but we 

have .always worked, in English .-- and this has been a disadvantage for us all.. We are 
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now hopirig to have the Spanish text. · I am told that all. texts _vr~l~ probably be ready 

tomorrow, the 15th. vTith this last gesture. of conciliation and.gc;>od faith on our part~ 

only one more point remains to be clarified. I am sure that Ambassador Martin 1 who is 

an excellent lawyer, will realize that the reply to a question such as the one I asked. 

must be .clear. The question is, of course 1 -vrhether the United States delegation and 

any. other delegation would have the rig~t to present any suggestions which-it m~ be 

instructed by its Government to mal<:e. That is cle·ar, very clear, and I said that we. 

would airee to it, with one reservation~ I. shoulo_ like to know whether the United States 

delegation w"ould agree that~ at the deadline 1 it should be subject to the consensus 

rule. That means that if t-\.10 delegations, or only one, say ''Gentlemen, I cannot 

accept that 'proposal because it would entail ame~ding the whole chapter 11 , then that· 

would simply mean that· the proposal cannot be included because it would destroy the 

whole balance. I am sure that all the members of the group of experts gi:'e responsible 

arid reasonable men and that they would not raise ·an objection of that ·kind without 

having come to the well-considered conclusion that to include it is not possible because 

it would make void and useless all the reconciliation work that had gone into that 

particular chapter. Thus, I do :·l}ot ~_pink it would be difficult for the distinguished 
' . '· 

representative of the United State:s to give me a ''yes", a categorical ''yes 11 , answer, 

and with that the problem is solved. 

Mr. MARTIN (United States of America) g Tl:e only difficu1 ty that I have in saying 

yes is the· diff:i.cul ty that I have been labouring under for over an hour now. I ,itJst do not 

:think :i: ha.;e ,the authority to agree. Hov1ever ~ I think that in practical ·effect, if we 

!reach the deadline aild there has been no agreement becaus.e of the factors 

Ambassador Garcia Robles mentioned -- and, like him, I am perfectly certain that all . 

. of the experts ,;rill be •as reasonable as possib,le in listening to any slight modifications 
' . 
,that we might want to propose -- if there is no agreement then I think the Uriited States 

!is faced with a problem of deciding how it wants to go. I agree to a firm deadline for 

the end o'f discussions. And I assume that if the United States says at that point,· 

"Gentlemen· we have laboured long and hard but >·re, with all the good>vill in the ·-vJ"Orld,­

cannot agree with you and cannot go along with this report because of one, tv10 or 

three reasons"- then the report would go on 1-Tithout us and the other experts could do 

what they wanted'~ 

:But I a.m·:i.n rio position at this point tO waive the present rules ·of the Committee. 

All .I can say is that at. a certain point >ve 1r1ill make up our minds and· we will agree to· 

set the hour right now. 
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Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico)~ Perhaps all may be a question of a 

misunderstanding. The representative of the United States has just said that he is in 

no position to 't>raive the rules of the Committee. I do not know 11hich rules he has in 

mind, and I would be grateful if he would clarify that for me. 

Mr. MARrrn (United States of America)~ The rule I have in mind is rule (4). 

It says that "whenever the group is unable to reach consensus on substantive matters 

each· of the experts will be entitled to incorporate in the study his ovm opinion 11 

(CCD/PV.661, page 28). The way it has worked in practice is that when you incorporate 

your mm opinion, somebody else changes his. I recognize this. 

To be perfectly frank and blunt I cannot put myself in the position where I must 

go back to my Government and say that we can make a lot of suggestions to the experts 

but no matter how reasonable they are the experts have the right to turn them do"in 

without consideration or after fifteen minutes of discussion on the ground of consensus. 

This is something that I am in no position to do. \rJhile I know that that is not the 

purpose of .Ambassador Garcia Robles~ that Hould be a \·Jay that his proposed procedures 

could be interpreted~ and I have to protect myself against that contingency. 

Mr. GARCiA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish)~ I think we are 

approaching and have almost arrived at a meeting point. According to Ambassador Martin's 

original suggestion, the group of experts would hold a first meeting in the morning. 

That meeting could ta.J.i;:e place a.t 9 o'clock if the group 11ishes to have more tirne, or 

a.t an hour to be determined by the Chairman of the group. Afterwards, in accordance 

with what he has just said, the procedure vrould be applied which the Group has been 

following and which is that laid do~1 in point (4) of the CCD consensus, namely that 

whenever the group is unable to reach consensus on substantive matters? each of the 

experts 11ill be entitled to incorporate in the study his own opinion. 

I would suggest, then, that vJe fix a. deadline by which delegations submitting 

any proposed changes should give the secretariat the text of any opinion which, by 

virtue of paragraph (4) of the CCD consensus, they feel compelled to submit for 

incorporation in the report. I refer to those delegations 1-rhich may want to suggest 

changes. I 11ish to state here and now that, even though there are many points in the 

report vrith which it is not fully satisfied and ~<rhich it would have preferred to see 

drafted in another way, the delegation of Mexico vrill not submit any opinion of the 

kind referred to in point (4), unless those submitted by the delegations which are going 
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to send the report to their Governments should make that necessary in ?rder .to restore 

the balance; and I am sure that some other Calegations ·which pdrticipated in the 

preparation of the report are in the position of the I1exican delegation. Thereafter,· 

so that all delegations are treated fairly and equitably, the deadline for delegations 

wishing to submit suggested changes would be 3 p.m. and we would fix a·deadline five 

hours later; in other words 8 p.m., for all other delegations that have not snbDlttod 

nev1 suggestions to decide 1>/'hether ~ in the light of the opinion~ that are to be 

inserted, they in turn feel compelled to request the insertion of opinions. 

I think that safeguards the rights of everyone and harms nobody. If 

Ambassador I1artin agrees to that suggestion, we have solved the problem. 

Mr. MARTIN (United States of .America)~ If I U.."lderstand 

Ambassador Garcia Robles' point it vras that by 3 p.m. on Jl1onday. all proposed changes 

will be submitted in ~vriting an.d that from then on there ,,rill be five hours .:l;o discuss 

and consider, and at 8 p.m. the game is over. Is that correc-t? 

I am sorry but that is the 1>/'ay I understood the translation. · · 

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Nexico) g In accordance vrith the suggestion of 

Ambassa,dor Mar:tin, the group of experts vrill meet on JI:Ionday morning, and I suggested 

the earlier the better, ·at 9 a.m. Then at that moment, the United States delegation, 

if it has received instructions to that effect, or any other delegation, ,.;rill present 

its suggestions in \citing or orally, and them the group of exparts will have from 

9 a.m. to 3 p.m. In those six hours 9 a conc:j_usion will be reached one way or the other" 

If it is reached to accept them by consensus, well and good, they will be incorporated 

in the report. On the other hand, if there is no such consensus, and then the 

United States delegation needs to have recourse to point (4) of tlJG cvnsensus · t}:;,en th'0 

other delegations represented in the group of experts 1-fhich had not asked for 

modifications will h¥-ve up to 8 p.m. to study those new opinions which are going to be 

incorporated and to decide vrhether in the light of those additions they feel they -vrill 

neecl to have recourse to point (4) and ask for the inclusion of their separate opinions. 

Mr. M.lillTIN (United States of America) g I now understand 

!Ambassador Garcia Robles 1 proposal. It is completely acceptable to me and to my 

!delegation. I would just like to express my appreciation for the understanding and the 

,tolerance which the distinguished representative of l1exico has shown on this~ as on all 

other occasions, and I hope that 1.-fe can put this problem behind us, Mr, Chairman. 
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}'fr·. BARTON (Canada)~ i"'r. Chairman, I just hope that in your summing up you 

will also include the point I mentioned earlier, that in the meantime, we receive 

informally the informal:text so tha:t we can have a look at it over the weekend. 

. . 
The CHATiillVU~g I think we have achieved consensus·regarding·the presentation 

of the report and the approval of the report of the ·group of experts. On 18 August at 

9 a.m. any delegation may submit. comments .and considerations relating to the report of 

the group of the experts. 

From 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., that is,~for six hours 1 the group of experts may examine the 

considerations and amendments made by any of the delegations. After that, any delegation 

may, until 8 p.m. on the same day, make its ovm observations on the amendments, which 

will be the result of the group of experts. I understand also that the text of the 

study will be distributed, informally, to CCD members in the course of the afternoon, 

today. Am I to understand this as the interpretation of the co'nsensus or not? 

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (IVJ:exico) g I do not knm<l if it .was a question of 

interpretation of 1>1hat I said.- The deadline of 3 p.m. applies to the delegations which 

present proposals for modification. For them, 3 p.m.· is the deadline. They cannot 

present anything after 3 p.m. The other deadline of 8 p.m. is for all other delegations, 

delegations which vrill not have presented suggestions for modification on ~1onday. · 

The CHAIRMANg I think that the proposal by .the distinguished Ambassador of 

Mexico is clear to everybody. Is there any objection to the consensus proposed by the 

representative of Mexico? 

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Netherlands) g I have no problems· 1>1ith the consensus. 

However, I wish to state that it is my understanding that when you 1 Mr. Chairman, spoke 

about any delegation 1vhich may make comments on Monday, this refers only to delegations 

which are represented in the group of experts. I mruce this remark only to avoid any 

misunderstanding. 

Mr. MISHRA. (India): I have no objection to the consensus vrhich now seems 

to be emerging happily. But I should like to make tt.,ro points before you ·bang your gavel 
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and adopt it. One is that, in my delegation's opinion 1 we will still require ati least 

one week for commenting upon the study in the GCD. The second is that whether the 

experts' group meets at 9 or 10 a.m. should be left to them rather than that we direct 

them to ~eet at 9. 

The CHAI~lilN: Is there any objection to the statement made by the 

.Ambassador of India to the draft consensus proposed by Mexico? Therefore, the consensus 

is adopted. 

11. was so decided. 

The meeting rose at 1.42 p.m. 




