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Communlque of the meetlng

The Conference of the Committee on Dluarmament today held 1ts 681st plenaﬁy
meeting in the Palais des Natlons, Geneva, under the Chalrmanshlp of
H.E. Ambagsador A.A. Roshchin, representatlve of the Union of Soviet 8001allst
Republics.. _ , _ ‘ .

Statements were made by the representatlves of Poland, Egypt, uupar,
the Netherlands, the Union of Sov1et Soolallst Republlcs, Mex1co, the UnlEed States
of America, India, Romania and Canada énd by the Representatlve of the
Secretary-General.,

The delegation of Japan submltted a "Working paper concerning the scope of
chemical agents that have Justlflcatlon for peaoeful purposes and an example of tne
national verification system" (LCD/466)

The next meeting of the Con?erence Wlll be held on Tuesday, 19 August 1975,
at 10.30 8.,
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Mr. WYZNER (Poland} . 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.iﬁtervéntion 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 meke several
observations of a somewhat general nature,

It is fhe'ﬁiew of the Polish delegation that while, regrettably, no major new
ground haé 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 monthsy, will have
important implications for our disarmament efforts and may well bear fruit in the
not-too-distant future.

As ig 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 Furope. | |

The Conference on Seéurity and Co-operstion in Furope, 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 3% Buropean States, the
United States of dmerica and Canadas; is of direct relevance 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 disarmement which

are designed to complement détente in Burope 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 international control, and which should result in
strengthening peace and security throughout the world".

The theme of the need for political détente to be complemented in Europe by
military détente also figured prominently in the Joint Statement by the First Seéretany
of the Central Committee of the Polish United Workers Party, Mr. Edward Gierek, and
the President of the United 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 of 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 vacativn still
ahead of them will certainly enjoy their holiday with a sense of well-deserved respite
from the rigours of the sweltering Geneva climate and the long hours at the Palais..

While I am on this»sﬁbject of the commendable practice of the Committee working
increasingly with the assistance of eiperts, I would like to observe that we
certainly appreciate the wealth of technical and scientific information with which
they provide us, making for a more educated and intelligent debate on the issues on
our agenda. However, while gppreciating 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 T have just observed, the NPT Review Conference was an event of major
significance in the field of arms control -and disarmament. While it represented many
things to many delegations, it has fully Vindicaﬁed-the view shared by my country that
its primary objective oﬁght to be the-reaffirmatioﬁ of the important role of -the Treaty
in preventing further proliferation of nuclear weapons, thereby helping to .slow -down
the nuclear arms race, Indeed, in our view, the?Treaty has emerged from the-review
process congiderably strengthened and reinvigorated. A sounding proof of confidence
in that instrument came with its ratification by & number of countries, among them
the "near-nuclear" EURATCOM member States. Directly or indirectly linked to the Review
Conference, this was a development which éonsiderably advanced the cause of
universality of the Treaty and consolidated the non-proliferation régime established
by the NPT.

Although, admittedly, divergent opinionswere voiced at the Conference, my
Government found it mdstAgraiifying that complete agreement was..recorded by the States
Parties to the Treaty as to the full effectiveness of the non-proliferation régime and
the strict observance of articles T ana=II, the mainstay and the very raigon d'étre
of the Treaty.

The-Final-Declaration of the Conference, elaborated and adopted by consensus,
‘largely thanks to the perspicacity and determination of the President of the Conference,
the distinguished representative of Sweden, Madame Thorsson, proves that the NPT Review
Conference made an important contribution to preventing the further spread of nuclear
weapons. This, too, was the primary consideration in dealing with the question of
the peaceful application of nuclear energy, where care was taken to preclude any
possibility -of the spread of nuclear explosive capability..

In this connexion, my delegation would wish to associate itself fully with the-. -
apprehensions expressed in this Committee over industrial deals in the nuclear field,-
deals that run counter to the Declaration's intent.

Our positive assessment of the outcome of the NPT Review Conference would be
incomplete without registering our agreement with the widely shared view, .confirmed
in the Final Declaration, that universal accession to observance of the Treaty by all
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 entirély appropriate that the Committee should apply itself —— with the help
of qualified governmental experts -- to a study of all asﬁects of nuclear-weapon~free
zones only after the international community had the occasion, during the NFT Review
Conference, to acquaint itself with the potential risks to world peace and security
-inherent in an unchecked proliferation of nuclear weapons. Indeed, we fully share the
view expressed by yourself, Sir, on behalf of the Soviet Union, that "... it is
essential in establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones to ensure that they constitute
an important supplement to; and development of, the Treaty oh the Non—Proliferatibn of
© Nuclear Weapons, that these zones should be an effective instrument in the struggle for
reducing and eliminating the threat of nuclear war ..." (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 ifs final stage, or to take a definite position
with respect.to many important issues involved.

A few prellmlnary comments on behalf of my delegation should not, however, be out
of place, partlcularly bearing in mind Poland's interest in the preparation of the study
and her active role in the NPT Review Conference.

I believe it fair to state, first, that_the experts should be commended for their
'conscientioué approach to the task of preparing, in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 3261 F (XXIX), under the auspices of the CCD, a comprehensive study on all
;spects of nuclear-weapon-free zones. 1 am confident that when we examine their
groduct, our"appreciation of their expertise; as well as of the competent assistance
they have received from the Secretariat, will prove to have been well deserved.

In all frankness, few delegates around this Conference table thought it
feallstlcally possible for the group of experts to be able —- within a matter of weeks —--
tb elaborate a universally applicable prescription for ways and means of establishing
sﬁch zones, and inclﬁding, to boot, a detailed break—up of the conceivable rights and
oPligations of States,_especially the nuclear~weapon States, withih a zone and outside it.

\
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While it can be expected, therefore, that not in all instances would consensus
be poséiblé“bn éoﬁé'iﬁtricate aspects of suéh a study, we beli-ve that this Committee
will eventually accept as a basic consideration, reflecting upon the validity of the
concept of denuclearizatior, that nuclear4weapon-free zones are important factors of
regional.security and, through their direct relationship to the non-proliferation
régime established.by the Treaty on the Non~Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, of world.
security as:wéll.: . ‘

When dealing with the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones, one has to bear in
mind that there are difficult and complex problems, whose solution, so crucial to the
effectiveness of@a‘nuClear—weapon—free-zoﬁe, requires a careful and pragmatic approach.

One such problem is sure to be the question of a commitment by the nuclear-weapon
States never to use or.threaten to use nuclear weapons against the territory of a zone.
It will be recalled that the desire to secure such a commitment was' among the
important motives behind Poland's decision when it was the first to come out, as early
as 1958, with a compfehensive concept of a nuclearaweépon—free zone in the sensitive -
region of Gentral Europe. - However, now as then, the international peace and security
of States largely &épend upon the stability of the mechenism of balance between the-
existing politico-military alliances; and no interﬁational'agreément in the general
arez of .arms' control and disarmament can disregard that fact if it is to Be_é really
effective. agreement. ApprOpriafe*seCurity guarantee arrangements must naturally stem
from the negotiations or consultations between non-nuclear and nuclear-weapon States
concerning vital interests of both, which -- as a result -- would succeed in reaching
a satisfectory solution of such matters, for example, as a~détailéd outline of mutual
obligations of the two groups of States.

In our opinion, the question of peaceful nuclear explosions is no less complex
when “it comes %o drafting'principles to govern the establishment of’nuclear—Weapon—free
zores. While recognizing the interest in such peaceful nuclear explosions, especially
from the viewpoint of their potential attractiveness for the economic development -of

non-nuclear-weapon States, we believe that a thorough and responsible consideration of
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all their implications would be most appropriate. t any rate, in a situation when
potential benefits of such PNE technology can be made avéilable; through appropriate
procedures to be workéd out byIIAEA and under international control, to any non-nuclear
State, irrespective of whether or not a party to the NPT, we would wish to believe

that in every case of a conflict between the narrow, particular interest and the
supreme interest of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the latter would gain the
upper hand. Bearing in mind that -- technically -~ there is practically no difference
between the explosion of a nuclear weapon and that of a nuoleér explosive device for
peaceful purposes, the overriding consideration must be that the consolidation of the
non-proliferation régime comés_first,A

As a result of the contribution by experts, especially those from fhe Soviet Union
and the United Stat@s, 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 diécussioﬁs 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
hecessary and entirely realistic. In the light of the debate on thissubject, it would
appear that while solutions are not only possible but urgentiy necessary in Qgrtain
areas, they are less clearly identifiable in others. However, bearing in mind
technological and scientific progress, especially in the military sphere, we would be
well-advised not to let.that consideration discourage us. What is wncharted and
unexplored to~day may not be so in the near future. As we are only too well aware, when.
a new technology is developed aﬁd a weapons system deployed, vested interests set in
and the oppértunity to halt and control a situation might be lést for quite a time.
There are all too many examples known to this time-tegted body to show that crying over

spilt milk does not serve much useful purpose when it comes to disarmament negotiations.
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While my delegation strongly believes that it would be entirely inappropriate and
unfortunate for prohibitions and limitations to be placed in the way of peaceful
reséérch:iﬂ the areas which, as in the case of enviromment and climate, are likely to
contribute to human well;being, we have no qualms about the .imperative necessity of
establishing bans where a‘chance of abuse exists. Thus, fér from hamperiﬂg, we must
encourage and promote research capable of bétter.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 new scientific or
technological breakthrough in those areas is not and cannot ever be put to use for.
purposes other than peaceful. -While; therefore, it would be entirely wrong to
‘interfere with research into the effects of high-flying aircraft upon the upper
atmosphere and, in particular, upon its ozone layer— it must be decreed that anyA
such research on deliberate destruction of the protective ozone layer is outlawed -
once and for all. _

The question of influencing the enviromment and climate for military and other
hostile purposes is no doubt an area where it may often prove difficult to draw a
clear line between what is innocent and peaceful or inadmissible military and hostile
activity. Tikewise, a certain kind of difficulties in termiﬁology was detectable
during the informal meetings, when, for insfénce, vhat for one expert was -
"intengification of rainfall', for another was “rainfall distribution®, . The
inescapable corollary is, of course, that what for a large country can be a mexre
"digtribution of rainfall® for a small one may mean a cataclysm of enormous
proportions. -

In concluding, I wish to add my voice to those .of my distinguished colleagues
from Bulgaria and Iran and fto urge again an early and determined action by thé
Disarmament Committee tb elaborate an appropriate draft convention on the prohibition
of action to influence the environment and climate for military and other hostile
purposes. We must not be deterred.by the unexplored, thé untested or the unheard-of.
We should take pre-emptive. action with the same foresight and wisdom which this-
Committee. demonstrated in the negotiation of the 1971 Sea-Bed Treaty, or which .
earlier the United Nations demonstrated when wofking out the 1967 Outer-Space Treaty,
providing. for —a,internalia~—the_pfohibition.of all militar& activity on the Moon and

other celestial bodies.
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There is no doubt that our Committee is eminenfly qualified to negotiate an
appropriate draft convention, despite the undeniable overlap areas which may be in
the purv1ew of such agencies as the United Natlons Bnviromment Programme, the
World Meteorological Organization or bodies dealing primarily with humanitarian
issues. Still, taking into account the arms control implications of the envisaged
instrument, it is up to the CCD to take appropriate action, including all necessary
co~ordination efforts with respect to interested agencies or organs,

I believe that, as a result of the hard-working summer session, the
Disarmament Committee will now be in a better position to come to real grips with the

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

Mr. OSMAN (Egypt): Allow me at the outset to express my heartfelt thanks
to each of the distinguished representatives who so kindly and graciously welcomed me
on the occasion of the assumption of my nev responsibilities as Egypt's
representative to the CCD. |

I assure you, Mr. Chairmon, and all my distinguished colleagues, that T am looking
forward to fruitful and friendly co-operation in the attainment of»our common
objectives. - I wish also to extend my sincere welcome to Ambassador Berhanu of
Ethiopia; our two countries have since time immemorial maintained cldse and
neighbourly relations, which I am sure will be reflected in our work here.

I had the pleasure of representing my country in the Geneva Disarmament
negotiations, some ten years ago, in the ENDC. My last years with the ENDC were fully
absorbed in the arduous negotiations that eventually culminated in the adoption of the
NPT in 1968. I shall at a later stage of my intervention express our basic position
on the NPT in the light of the recent Review Conference. I wish, however, to confine
my remarks, at this juncture, to one point, namely the general expectations raised at
the time of its conclusion that significant steps towards vertical disarmament would
immediately be forthcoming. The negotiating history of the NPT will reveal that on
many occasions non-nmuclear weapon Statesg were influenced by a genuine desire to halt
the nuclear arms race through the 1mplomentatlon of article VI of the NPT. The
ratmosphere in the Geneva disarmament negotiations when I departed was dominated by a
' general feeling of anticipation and expectation that the nuclear-weapon States would

honour their commitments as contained in article VI to pursue negotiations in good
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faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the ﬂuOLeﬁI arms race and cn a
treaty on general and complete discrmament under strict and offective internat ional

control. I may 83y that in this respect a sort of "contrat social' was atruck

between the non-nuclear States and the nuclear States. The non-nuclear-eaporn
Stat foreswear the right t oyseqs nuclear weapons and the nuclear States should
'embalh on the process of mucleay disarmament. Tears later, I return to the Geneva
disarmament neﬂotlatlons and see that the international community is still awaiting
“the achlevement of ‘these goals. Certainly, in the intervening years some cogcrnto
agreements have been reached wit h respect to the "collateral measures of disax 1qncnu“
I would like to mention here the 1370 Sea~Bed Treaty and the 1971 -Biclogical Weapons
Convention.’

Since 1971, nhowever, the CCD has not been able to score meaningful progress iin any
direction. I would like in this Eon nexion to associatbe myself fully wvith the o
pertinent remarks made by Mr. Lalovic, the represeniative of Yugoslavia, when he
‘stated on 71 July 1975:

"ee. the CCD has not suc ceeded in mcv1ig forwvard from the standstill in
which it has been bogged dovn for geveral congecutive years. In our view;‘

the inability of this body, the only multilateral negotiating oxrgan in the field

of disarmament, to produce any uoncrgtc results ©

O
=}

the international community
is the conseqguence of the 3rof0u1d crisis which has afflicted the entire process
of disarmament negotistions for a oonsidera ¢ numper of years. The .basic '
reason for this, as wé see it, lies in the lack of political readiness of the |
major military and nuclear Powers to halt the arms race, end in particular the } |
nuclear arms race. It also steme from the Tact that the most important' |
disarmament problems having a bearins on peace and security are ponsideréd
outside- the United Wations, beyond its direct guidance and broad eﬁg@DeLen'“
(CCD/PV.67T, pp. 6 and 7) ‘

-We believe that the time may soon come \hen o wider forum should devote adequ
I

\
n
|

ave

time to bolstering the dissrmament negotiations, either in the form of -a special

session of the General Assembly and/or of a world digarmament conference.
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I would like now to make ‘three remarks of a general nature before turning to the

- specific subjects inscribed on.our agenda.

-First of all, I wish %o recall 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 resclution 1378 (XIV) which contained, inter -alia,

- the following operative paragraphs

"Expresses the hope that measures leading towards the goal of general

and complete disarmament under effective intermational control will be worked
- out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest pogsible time". .
It was considered then both acceptable and desirable to urge the adoption of the
necessary measures towards 'general and complete disarmament.. Today, sixteen years

later, when we look back in retrospect-we appreciate the merit and the relevance of the

‘1959 resolution, which calied the disarmament issue 'the most important one facing

the world today". History, as well as the power of reason, would vindicate the
urgency the General Assembly attached to ‘the achievement of generszl and complete
disarmament. Many of the acute problems which mankind is ‘gravely affected with-
today could have been considerably alleviated had the astronowical amounts of money ‘

and energy wasted on armament been directed to more beneficial areas of human

- endeavour.

In'1962, the United Nations Secretary-General submitted a stﬁdy to ‘the
General Assembly on the economic and social consequences of disarmament. In the
introduction, the iate U Thant states that the sense of ﬁrgency with respect to
disarmaﬁent does, not only spring from “the existence of a threat to mankind that has
grown into one ofLmass destruction’, but also "from the consciousness that the
resources that make this threat possible ... are being diverted from the tasks of

lightening the bucdens and enriching the lives of individuals and of society"

(United Nations Publication, Sales No.62,IX.1, p.1). These two aspects or two sides
of the same coin have wmultiplied and acquired serious dimensionS'in‘the 1970s.

If’fhe Secretary-General in 1962 could afford to' talk then about lightening
the .‘burden and enriching the lives of individudls and‘society, the -hard fact is that
individuals and society. in- 1975 are profoundly beset by severe and overwheiming~crises,
acufe problews and. urgent tasks which dwarf were allevigtion. "~ Indeed, individuals
and society are confronted with a combination of accumulated staggering challenges

vhich need all the attention, energy and resources which are freely drained to
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armaments.: . One ‘can mentlon, in passing, 1Pf1atlon, recession, monetary crlses,
economic instability; unemployment, overponulation, hunger, famine, dlsease, etc
Economic. and social ills are not limited to the less fortunate peoples on our earth.
Affluent and 1ndusfr1allzed societies have also their share of serious problems,
although of a; dlffefenu kind. If' I underlined the econoiric, social and
humanitarian problems facing the individuvals in our modern age, 1 have no 1ntentlon "
of brushing a31de the important problem of mllltafy security of States.. .. After all,
we have to protect ourselves from what Puffendorf already in 1759 talked of, tﬁat .

ig "la malice des hommes, de leur ambition' démesurée,. et de 1'avidité avec laguelle

ils désirent le bien dlautrui®.

The answer .to this problem today is to rededicate ourselyes to the concept ef_
dellective security as enshrined in the United Nations Charter and to ensure that a
| sincere -attempt is made to secure an effective implementation of this concept. With‘
the end of the cold war, such an endeavour should not prove iﬁpoSsible today.
‘Secondly, the relaxation of tension in international relations, in particﬁlar
between the two Super Powers is indeed a welcome sign. The international communlty
has, in ‘general, hailed détente as an indispensable concept in the nuclear age. Tt
was considered a necessary catalyst to ‘enable mankind to undertake the required
neasures to ensure survival and avoid a global conflagration and holocaust.  Thus,
the w:st direct consequences of détente should have been more concrete measures in
the realm of nuclear disarmament to speedilr achieve the cCesired obgectlve of
general and complete disarmament. Yet these possible beneficizl results have not
hitherto been forihcoming. It has been noted, however, that détente has led to
the development of a trend to comduct all mean:ngful disarmament talks on a
bilsveral level and surround these talks with the utmost secrecy. In this
connexion I would fully subscribe to what Mrs. Thorsson, the leader of _the Swedish
delegation, stated on 17 July 1975, that: : ‘4 ‘
. "We should long ago have learnt by experience that political reélitiee,
as conceived by the Super Powers and not by the rest -of the world, dictate
"the rules of international negotiatidns . We would not for a moment deny .the
importance of the fact that the two Super Powers entertain strateglc arms
limitation talks. But the fact is that these talks are bilateral and based

. on their concepts of world realities. = This is what makes the Super Powers
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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 resu;ts 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.673, 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
interdepenaénce of our contemporary world necessitates more institutionslization in
the disarmament talks. This is no verbal rhetoric, or empty exhortation; this is
the only course to adopt when the exfinction 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
Anternational 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, we fully realize that peace and stability in Europe are
indispensable for the maintenance of internafional péace andAsecnrity. 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. Monumenfs in
vérious parts of our territories bear witness to this very day that the disruption of
p%ace in Europe would directly affect our region. This integral interrelationship
ié, no doubt, a two-way channel. When peace is shattered in our region, Europe
could be the first to suffer. We therefore consider that Buropean security could not
be adequately attained so long as Burope's southern periphery festers with instability
and recurrent violence. The Heisinki;Final Act actually confirms Burope's interest
and Burope's full understanding of interrelationship with the Middle East. I hasten
to add that interest and understanding, however sincere, do not suffice. When the
United Nations Charter is flagrantly and repeatedly flouted, the culprif should not
be allowed to reap the benefits from his illegal action. I do not intend to elaberate

at any length on ‘the Israeli aggressive policies in the Middle East. I would
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merely p01nt out that to have peace and security in Europe 1t is essentlal to have

a Just peace in t}r Mlddle East, and that 3eace w1th Justice could only be achieved
through strict appllcatlon of the fundamental px rinciples of ‘the United Nations Charter
and full compliance w1th the relevan* resolutlons of thc Securlty Council and the
General” Assembly. .

) After thege 1emarks of a general character, I would like to turn now to the
spe01flc subgects under con51deratlon . The first and most urgent 1tem .on our agenda
is, no doubt, the urgent need for cessatlon of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and the
conclus1on of a treatv deslgned to achleve a comprehensive test ban.,. & coumprehensive .
test ban has been 1nscr1bed on our egenda for a consrderable number of years.  Every
year the General ASSembly requests our Commlttee to glve the highest. prlorl‘ty to the.
conclusion of a comprehens1ve test ban, and every year our Commlttee fails to dlscharge
this important task To our great regret, thls year's report to the General Assembly
will not contaln any agreeo concrete steps on a comprehensive test ban agreement,
while two events that have occurred in the course of this year have clearly re-emphasized
the absolute necesslty and urgency of concludlng a comprehen81ve test ban. I am of
course referrlng here to the NPT Review Conference and to the expert meetlng on the
arms control 1mpllcatlons of peaceful nuclear evplos1ons With respect to boith
events T w1sh “to exoress the views of my delegatlon°

Let me flrst state, in very clear terms, that Egypt fully adheres to the basic
ratlonallty and phllosophy behind the NPT. We have readily signed it and we have

: declared, at the hlghest levels, that we would ratify the NPT the moment Israel

accedes to the Treaty _ This pos1tlon was recently reaffirmed in the reply Egypt
addressed to the Secretary;General regardlng a nuclear-weapon-free zone in' the.
Mlddle East, in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 3263 (XX1X), contained in
document 8/11178 The relevanu part of our reply reads as follows: .

"The acce551on of the partles in the ares, of the Middle East to the Treaty
on the Non—Prollferatlon of Nuclear weapons 1s indigspensable for the
establlshment of a N.W.F.Z. in the region of. the Middle Bast". .

Our reply 1ncludes also the follow1ng passage: "Egypt is ready to ratify the

Treaty the moment Israel accedes to 1T and becomes a party thereto’,

o




CCD/PV. 681
19

(Mr. Osman, Egypt)

We; hbweéef, éhare the view of many non-nuclear-weapon States who regard the
NPT as a step in the right direction, but not as an end in itself., To curb horigzontal
proliferation is indeed desirable'and, no doubt, urgently required. Nevertheless, this
shoﬁld be done in the proper framework derived from balancing the mutual responsibilities
and obligations of the nuclear and non—nucleér—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
nmyself to fhree 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 history

- 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 mahner favouring the interests of the nuclear Powers.
During the Review Conference, the non-nuclear Poweré stressed once more the ihcreasing
relevance of nuclear energy to provide impetus to their economic development. Tt was
eloquently and even powerfully pointed out that renouncing nuclear weapons should in

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

serious effort to meet the needs of the developing countries has been genuinely

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
attitude and outlook of the nuclear Powers have changed.

_ Another relatéd issue is the implementation of article VI. It will be recalled
th%t this article has particular significance., In point of fact, the major
reéponsibility 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 whether the NPT is, as
its pfoponents insist, an effective instrument towards the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and eventually the achievement of géneral and complete disarmament.

It is our considered view that only through a comprehensive agreement on an
undergrbund 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 quegtien of security guaranteec for non-nuclear-weapon States. Ny
‘ delegatlon has on various occasions, including the Review Conference, focused on the
built~in limitations in Security Council resolution 255 (1968). It should,
'nevertheless, be recognized that the credibility of Security Council resolution 255
hinges on the credibility of the collective security system of the United Nations
Charter itseife The iétter has been the cause of concern, apprehension and profound
di sappointment for the victius of aggression by conventional weapons. Yet, we submit,
it would be inconceivable to envisage any laxity or hesitation on the part of the

Securlty Coun01l to suppress a nuclear attack. The solemn obligation to provide or

suppor't immediate ass1s‘ta.nce 'l:o 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. an—nucleaf States have, as of late, raised this

mauter in numerous forums. Their deep and justified .concern was cogently reflected

in General Assembly reeolution 3261 G (XXIX), in which, inter alia, the General Assembly
declared its flrm support for the 1ndependence, 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 belieﬁe that the genuine and profound concerns which
we, the non-nuclear States, constantly underlined, were allayed as a result of the
‘NPT Review Conference. I ﬁay be perniuted to add that the element of time is crucial,
and the Super Powers are in duty bound, by v1 rtue of their Charter obligations, as'
well as their NPT obllgatlons, to urgently reconsider their hitherto rather relaxed
attitude vis~a-vis the security of non~nuclear—weapon States.

On 14 July, the CCD held an informal expert meeting to consider the arms-control
implications of peacefuL nuclear eXploelone. My. delegation has closely followed the
experts! presentatlon and the subsequent discussions with keen interest, Arguments
were advanced calling for the elaboration of an international regime to regulate PNEs.
Yet we cannot disfegard the concern, widely shared, that States should in no way be
-prevented from enjeying tﬁe potential‘peaceful benefits that could be defived from

PNEs. TAEA has alfeady initiated useful urgently-needed studies in this respect, as
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revealed in the letter of its Director-General (CCD/455). We believe that the
Tepresentative of Bulgaria, Mr. Nikolov, rightly summed up the course to be adopted -
when he stated on 12 August 1975 that: '

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

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

and proven system of safeguards against nuclear proliferation.” (CGb/PV.680,'pm14)

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 comﬁrehensivvé test ban treaty. A comprehensive test ban has been rightly
described as the single most decisive step towards nuclear disarmament. We are
grafeful for the Swedish delegation's timely initiative 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 reaffirm 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 give the highest priority to'.the conclusion of a comprehensive
test ban agreement. I wish also to register our deep concern over thé slow pace in
~carrying out this mandate.
| - AAnother urgent subject, lorg overdue on our agenda, is the prohibition of the
devélopment, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons.

' The CCD has now before it three categories of documents. The first contains
three documents dealing with legal issues, namely; the draft convention on the
“prohibition of.chemical weapons submitted by the USSR and some other socialist
coﬁntries (CGD/361), the memorandum presented by ten non-aligned countries, including
Beypt, contained.in document CCD/400, and the draft agreement submitted by the
delegation of Japan in its working paper CCD/420.

The second catégory of documents is of a~réther technical nature. It comprises
all the technical'wdrking papers submitted. These working papers provide a-
compilation, highly appreciated by my delegation, of the relevant scientific and
technical data. ‘

The third category of documents pertains to the results obtained from the
different informal meetings Qrganized 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 pfohibition 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 warfare'.

On several occasions, the views of my delegation on the prohibition of chemical
weapons hgyglbegn expressed in the CCD, In principle we fully support the comprehensive
approach aiming at the total prohibition of such weapons under adequate national and
international measures of verification. As to the method to be édopted for the
achievement of this final aim, we realize that the Japanese draft convention contained
in document CCD /420 proﬁides us with 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, Mr. Fartash, rightly pointed out
on 5 August 1975 the inherent dangers of further delays. He stated that "we are
threatened by the danger that chemical weapons may be gradually assimilated and

accepted as conventional weapons" (CCD/PV.678, 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
altemmative to atomic weaporns.

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 international security, human well-being and health,.
and stressed the importance of the conclusion of an asppropriate convention providing
effective measures to prohibit such actions. The USSR, moreover, submitted a draft
international 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, within the framework of the CCD with 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 gquestion of meteorclogical warfare testifies to the great compleiity 6f

disarmament subjects. It shows 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 Siates, whose technical, scientific and
financial capabilities would not enable them to follow closely the progress achieved.
Yot their survival may 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 Governments and
pecples on the situation in the field of the arms race.and disarmament is of great
importance. ‘ o

It was on account of these considerations that the NPT Review Conference invited
the United Nations to consider ways and means of improving-its existing facilities for
oolledtion, compilation and dissemination of information on disarmament issues, in order
to keep all Governments as well as world public opinion properly informed on progress
aoﬁieVedo I

Before concluding, I would like to refer briefly to the comprehensive study of the
nuclearaweapon»ffee zones which is being prepared by a group of governmental experts.

I have on more than one occasicn expressed the views of my Governmenf on this important
subject. - As co-sponsor with Tran of the prcposal to establigh a nublear—Weapon—free
zone in the Middle East, we attach great importance to this study. We hope that the

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

weapon--free zones in the areas which the General Assembly is considering now. The study

'is veing reproduced now in its final form and I shall therefore refrain, at this stage,
from expressing our views on ift.

In conclusion, I must state in all frankness that on various important topics the
CCD has not undertaken the necessary mneasures and the required action.

Soon the summer session will adjourmn. Our report will cause disappointment and
concern to meny when considered in the Genetal Assembly. Yet I must note that this was
an active session. Its main feature has been the frequent meeting of expert groups on
various 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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M;i;gzgggggg-(Japan)z The purpose of my -statement today ig to infroduce our
working paper (CCD/466), which igs entitled "Woxking Paper con:erning the séope of
chemical agents that have justification for peaceful purposes and an example of the
national'vefification system".

As to bannlng chemical weapons, we are at present eagerly awaiting the 301nt
1n1tvat1ve on bamming the most dangerous and lethal means of chemical warfare as
referred to in the’ joint statement on the summit meetings held between the.Unlted States
and the Soviet Union in July last year in Moscow and. reconfirmed at the Vladivgstok
surmit meetings last November. Meanwhile, it should be noted that this Committee has
continued its work with a view to\expediting déliberabions on this subject, During this
gession, for example, Finland, the Federal Republic of Germany and Sweden have each
submitted working papers, CCD/453, 458 and 461, Also, ih his statement on 5 August,

My Fartash, of Iran, analysed in a most lucid manner the present state of thé
dei;beratlons and the key problems, and made useful suggestions for fa0111tatlng the
GWSCUSSlonS.

As delegates will recall, my delegation submitted a draft convention (CCD/420)
during the spring session of last year with a view to expediting the deliberations on
this 5ﬁbject We have been encouraged by the fact.that Mrs. Thorsson, .of Sweden,‘hés
recently taken the floor and introduced a working paper (CCD/461) further developlng our
idea. . _

Qur vorking paper is intended to develop further on our own the idea contained in
*the Japanese draft convention (CCD/420) “and working pa,per‘(CCD/ArBO)_.on the basis of
suggestions made by several delegations. The draft convention prescribes in its
article T (a) the chemical warfare agents (CWAs) which should be eventuallyihanned as
"Chemical agents of types and in quantities that have no justification for prdtebtivé or
othev peaceful purposes" (CCD/420, p.20). By thus adopting purpose criteria, the
prov1s1on has the merit of covering not only the chemical warfare agents which should be
banned from the outset, but also the dual-purpose agents to be banned by stages, and
unknoﬁn'CWAs.' On the other hand, it is hard to deny that this provisioﬁ leaves open the
dlfflCULt problem of deciding whether a certain chemical agent comes under the ban or

not. In order to remove this dlfflculty, it is necessary, as suggested in the Swedish
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working papers (cep/427 and 461), to look at the wholé range of chemical agents, divide
, 1t 1nto chemlcal warfare agents (CWAs); and chemical agents for peacsful'purposes (PCCs),
o screen oub dual—purpose chemical agents (DPWAs) end finally to delimit clearly the -
boundarles of the three categories. , o

As for the chemlcal varfare agents which shoqu be banned from the" beglnnlng, we'
submltted last year a working paper (CCD/430) containing a list of them. As a follow~up
to that working paper, we have this tlme tried to show in table 1 the chemical agents
that have Justlflcatlon for peaceful purposes, with a view to helplng clarlfy further”
the whole range of chemical agents.,
' In Japan, chemical substances with a tox1clty exceeding a certain 1eve1 have been
placed underiobllgatory control since 1950 by virtue of (a) the Poisons and Deleterious
Sunstsnce Control Law; (b) the Narcotics Control Law and (c¢) the Stimulating Drugs
Control Law. Houever, due to the recent and remarkable progress of the ‘chemical
industiy, hs:.rmful.chemical substances such 55 PCB which are liable to leave deposits in
the, human body and thus undermlne humen health have been found, and it has becomé clear
that these laws are 1nsuff1c1ent to deal with these newly produced substances of a -
harmful nature. In order to meet this new situation,. the "Law concérning the Screening
of Chemicsl Substances and Regulstlon of their Manufacture, etc." was brought into force
in 1973. To put this law into effective practice, a list of existing -chemical

substances uas dravn up enunefating approximately 19,500 kinds of chemical substances

| uhich‘were not coversd by p:suious laws as béing poison, deleterious substances,
narcotics and stimulating dfugs. As Japan does not have any of the so-called CBR
weapons, all the chemical substances Wthh appear in the list'are.for peaceful uses.
Slnce it is difficult for practlcal reasons to list here these nearly 20,000 kinds of
chemlcal substances, we have chosen on1J 4he phosphorous compounds out of the list and
put them in table 1 of the working paper. This table 1>corfesponds ﬁb.the"list of
organophosphorous compounds contained in our working paper (CCD/430) as chemical warfare
agents whlch should be banned from the outset, By submitting this table 1, we have
' ushown in concrete terms thé chemlcal warfare agents (CWAS) end chemical compounds for

peaceful purposes (PCCs) w1th1n the phosphorous compounds.-
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Wifh'chéﬁical warfare agents (CWAs) and chemical compounds for peaceful purposes
(PCCs) thus clarified, the next step is to delimit the boundaries of the scopes of both’
categories. If a consensus is to be reached at this Committee on such criteria as toxic
ériteria, chemical structural formulae and classification methods, as suggested by the
Federal Republic of Germény (cCD/458) as those for delimiting 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 déal to the conclusion of a convention
banning chemical weapbns. 4
' In this connexion, we noted with interest that the new idea which is useful in
delimiting the scope of the chemical agents to be prohibited was introduced, as I just
mentioned, By Mr. Schlaich, of the Federal Republic of Germany, in his working paper on
the definition and classification of chemical warfare agents (CCD/458). We noted with
particular attention the idea of adding such secondary criteria as perceptibility and
shelf life to toxic criteria for the purpose of classification and of giving
objectivity to eValuatioh by way of mathematical formulae. This is really an original
thought, but we wonder how we would deal with the unknown chemical substances and with
those which have not been used in the past as chemical warfare agents but which have
. chemical charactéristics more suited to chemical warfare agents (CWAs) than to compounds
for peaceful purposes (PCCs).

The second aspect of our working paper concerns the means and systems of-
verification,; which is another key problem for concluding a chemicél weapons convention.
As to the means of-verification, Finland has revealed in its WOrking paper (CCD/453)
that it is doihg research on detailed and‘pfeciée verification means by appljing
. instrumental analysis methods including NMR-spectrometry. Attention should be drawn to
the part of this working paper which refers to the method of analysing minute amounts of
phosphorus~containing compounds contained in sémples collecfed at the site. We loock
forward to the day when the results of the study will be disclosed.

As to the verification systems, we 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 illuétration our existing national control system as to Whatlwe'consider to be a
concrete example of a national organ. This sysfem (a) establishes a list of all

chemical substances which exist at present in Japan, (b) requires the announcement in
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advarice 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 Jjustification for beaceful purposes and an example of our national control
system, and believe that we have thus marked a\step fow@fd towards solving the problems
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 envirommental modifications for military or other hostile

purposes in somewhat more technical terms than in the past. A subgtantial number of
States members of the CCD were represented by experts in the informal talks. In
particular, I would like to express 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 delégation also
listened with great interest to the statements in our formal méetings 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 fo 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 tagk. Such a concrete result of 1asf week's meetings 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
technigues. |

" Yor example, our experts tried, in a quantified form, to answer the gquestions:
ig the activity widespread, is it 1ong—lasfing; is it severe? The motive behind fhe

introduction of these elements into the discussion was that they were used both in the
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past and in our récent discussions. I may recall, for example, that article 33,
paragraph 3, of the draft protocol relating to the protection of v1ct1ms of 1nternaulonal
armed confllcts currently under dlscuss1on by the Dlplcmatlc Conference on - the,

Conflicts reads” as follows: , ‘
"It is forbidden to employ methods or means of warfare which are intended or may be
expected to cause w1despread, long-term, and severe.damage to the natural
environment”. (Conference document CDDH/IIL/286/Add.1l, p. 2) |

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

médifications for military purposes’(CCD/431, p. 8), the term "widespread, long-lasting
or severé" is tused, as it was in our recent discussions by the United States. delegate
(CCD/PV 680, p 23) It seemed therefore useful to study the possibilities of making a
quantltatlve assessment of the elements 1nvolved With respect to'the suggested
environmental modlflcatlon activities.

My flrst observatlon w1th regard to thls assessment is thetfcllowing in practice
it is not an easy task to decide what is "widespread" and what’ ig’ not, what is
"long—lastlng" and what is not, and what is "severe" and what is not. For each of these
elements, our experts could at thls stage do no more than establish three arbitrary
classes w1thout exact borderllnes, and even there it was found sometimes difficult to
de01de which class would be relevant. My delegatlon expects therefore some serious
problems on deflnltlon ‘when we come to treaty language. If we only banned those
act1v1t1es hav1ng w1despread long—lastlng and/or severe effects, it could be difficult
to establish a borderline between what is allowed and what is not. I introduce this
observation as a_dlscussioﬁ point; my}Goternment‘has yet no definite views:

Second_observation: the quantification of the word "severe" was made'by looking: at
the number of Human beings killed, ihjuredzcr gseverely affected by the modification
_ activity. I recognlze that one could Just as well argue that changing the natural
environment on a substantlal scale with long-term effects is in itself an activity which
must be con51dered as severe, even if human beings would be barely affected. An extreme
examplea the dellberate 1ntroductlon of a strange blologlcal species on an-uninhabited
island for ‘some tr1v1al purpose whlch after some time would change the whole ecology of
the island could be considered as a severe "disturbance of the ecology 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 was 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 communtity has not approved of such a project.

Third observation: as I said beforey, in the draft protocols to the Geneva
Conventions on Humanitarian Law, mention is made of '"widespread, long-term and severe"
effects, while the bilateral United States — Soviet Union statement mentions '"widespread,
long-lasting or 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 — widespfead, long-lasting and severe -— is considerably smaller
than the number of activities falling under only one of the elements applied: widespread,
iong—lasting or severe. We must therefore, when élaborating 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 our further work in the CCD on this subject to know what measures will be
taken by the Conference on Humanitarian Law. | B

Our experﬁs'élso 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 ares

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'.
ITI. 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
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 régime, for example under
the auspices of UNEP, in which an environmental modification activity would only be
allowed if all affected States would 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 envirormental 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 régime 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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Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):

In accordance with 'the request of the United Nations General hssembly, ‘the Committee

on Dlsarmament has, in collaboration with experts, examlned the questlon of prohibiting
action to 1nf1uence the env1ronment and climate for mllltary or other hostile purposes.
This new issue affects a sphere of human activity which has not hltherto been the
subject of intergovernmental discussions on .disarmament. The views of the Soviet side
on this matter were presented by-the Soviet delegation at the informal meetings,
attendedzby éxpéits; held by the Committee on'4 and 7 August this year. On this present.
occasion we should 11ke to make a number of general observatlons on the matter.

" The reason for considering this problem is that steps have recently been taken. for
the purpose of actively influencing weather conditions and climate, A number of measures
in this direction are already highly developed, such as artificial rain-making,’
prevention of hailstorms, fog-dispersal, anti-hurricane meagures, and many other
‘measures in the same field. DProgress made in infiuencing geophysical and '
meteorologioal procegses for peaceful pdrposes is providing extengive Opportanties
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
ciimate can also be taken for military or other hostile purposes. A4s the experts pointed
out, sucﬂ techniqgues inoldde modification of the hydrological and thermal balance of a
particular pert of the earth. It was observed,lfor example, that rainfﬁaking can be
used for hostile purposes =-- infliction of damage on an opponent by inddoing floodrng.
and destroying roads and dams, etc. Possibilities exist of using other, more dangerous,
technidues for influencing the environment and climate, such as destruction of part of
the ozone layer which protects the planet from ultraviolet solar radiation, and the
melting of glaciers and of Arctic and Antarctic ice-caps, etc.‘ The erperts have told
us that long~term techniques for influencing the environment 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 mlght eventually become feasible, and be added $o the armaments of States.

. Thus, it may be sald that some of the methods of 1nfluen01ng the environment and
climate for military or other hostile purposes which have been referred to here by the
delegates and experts are already capable of practical apollcatlon, whlle others have

some prospect of being used in the future.
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‘ Many delegates and experts have emphasized with very good reason that environmental
modification for military purposes could have a negative or catastrophic .impact on
human life on the earth 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's living conditions for decades.

Al]l this makes it essential to prohibit any: kind of modification of the environment for
military or other hostile purposes. A |

Since means of influencing the environment for purposes inimical to man are not
widely developed at present, their:prohibition should be relatively more
achievable and less complicated now. When, however, such methods of'influenciﬁg-fhe'
environment becomé widespread and are used for arming States, thelr prohlbltlon w111
be far more difficult and possibly éven unrealizable.

The prohibition of means of" 1nf1uen01ng'the environment for military purposes
mist be attained: by the conclusion of an international agreement.’ The conclusion of
such an agreement would contribute to a solution of the task of preventlng “the
appearance of highly dangerous and déstructive methods of warfare, and at the same
time help to' solve the problem of conserving the environment. o l

A solution 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
researoh and practical work on changing natural condltlons for the benefit of mankind.

The questlon of env1ronmenta1 modification for peaceful purposes is relatively
recent, and many approaches and methods are only at the research and experlmental
stage. The same applles to the problem of prohlbltlng action to influence the
environment for military purposes. - The fact that many aspects of the problem of
prohibiting action to influence the env1ronment for military purposes have not been
‘thoroughly investigated is bound to give rise to dlfflcultles in dealing with the
issue as a whole. But these difficulties must be overcome, so that a barrler may be
vconstruoted 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 Committee, with the
participatioﬁ of the experts, has been most useful. It has given a clearer idea of

the nature, possibilities, and serious negative effects of technigues for influencing
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the environment and climate for military purposes. It has shown that there are great
possibilities of developing highly destructive and extremely dangerous means of -

' warfére‘by influéncing the environment and climate, both in the short term and ih '
the- long term. It has given members of the Committee on Disarmament the possibility
of approaching with greater knowledge of the problem and its technicalities the task
of working out an international agreement to prohibit geophysical and meétedrological

methods of warfare,

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (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. group of
experts has been preparing on nuclear-weapon-free zones and which, in accordance with
the original time-~limit, should have been transmitfed by 7 August and, according to.

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

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

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

have doﬁe on preﬁious océasions, I would briefly report, only on an informal basis,
on the progress of work of the ad hoc group of quallfled governmental experts
preparlng 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
of it to the CCD. The group did not reach a consensus 6ﬁ thé adoption of the gtudy
and in consequence the distribution of the study to the members of the cep .has been
held up. The group suspended its meeting until 3 p.m. today awaltlng adv1ce from

the CCD as to how the group should proceed in order to flnallze 1#5 work .
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Mr. GABciA,ROBLEs_(Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairmen, my
delegation has given genuine proof of a spirit of understanding with regard to all-the

real difficulties which the group of experts may have encountered. We cannot

demonstrate the séme_spir;t, however, with regard to difficulties which we consider
imaginary and unreal. My:delegation notes that, in addition to the Mexican expert,
there are a number of.other 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 tomorrow. » - ' '
According to my delegation's information, it apﬁears that the report was completed -
yesterday and that the only reason why it has not been transmitted to the CCD is that
cne or more. delegations would like to receive final instructions from their respective
Governments. We do not believe that ohe thing should be allowed to interfere with
another or that it is necessary to delay transmission of the report to the CCD for the
receipt‘offsuch ipstructioné. If the report has been completed and if various experts
have to-leave Geneva inasmuch as the time-limit has been considerably exceeded, .then
the proper procedure to follow ~- and one which is always followed in such cases -~ is . ‘
that if a Government considers it necessary, its expert should mske a statement of . |
interpretation —— should enter a reservation, if it wishes to go so far, which will be
added to the report. Therefore, to show its utmost goodwill, my delegation would see
no reason why the report should not be distributed today, or tomorrow morning at the
latest, but without any change as it now stands, Nor would there be any difficulty
for my delegation if the report‘had ﬂolsymbol for the time being and if it were given
.a symbol on Monday once it is kﬁown whether statements of interpretation or reservations
,or whatever they might be called are going to be made and added to the report, so that-
Yas from today or from tomorrow morning, the members of the CCD may have an opportunity
5o study its contents.
I repeat, however, that my delegation could not accept any claim that the report
is 8till open to further modification. If that wefe so, the task would never end
sinee we all know quite well that if new additions were made, the delicate balance of-
the reporf would require further modifications and new additions by other experts.
Therefore, from'thé procedural point of view, the situation as my delegation sees
it is as follows: at the meeting on 25 March, the Chairman, who at that meeting was
the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia, read out the consensus which the
CCD had reached as a result of painstaking 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
miclear--weapon—-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.l975, as a
result of a question similaf to th@t‘wﬁich'l asked today and of thé reply by the
distinguished Acting Representative of the Secretary-General, a number of suggestions
were made. Among them was my éuggestion that last Saturday, 9 August, or
Monday, 11 August, at the latest, should be set as the fime~limit. Other suggestions
were more generous and went as far as 13 August. My delegation, I repeat, in an
effort to shéw understanding and good will, did not object to that time-limit of . -
13 August. Therefore, fhe distingnished representative of Romania, who presided over
that meeting, said that he would transmit to the group of experts the various
suggestions which had been made here. As there were no objections, that meant that
there was a ne; consensus which allowed for the longest and greatest time-limit,

13 August. | .

Now, in order to change that; a new consensus would be required. I am compelled
to say that my delegation is not prepared -~ and I have solid grounds for believing,
as a rgsult of informal conversations with several of my colleagues, that a number 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 legally valid one and, in
my view, the Chairman of the group of experts has the responsibility of ensuring that
the group meets that time-1imit,

Mr. MARTIN (United States of America): My respect aﬁd admiration for the

distinguished Ambassador of Méxicb:is well known; I consider‘himione of the deans
of disarmament and it is always with a great deal of diffidence that I take the floor
to have differences with him. Unfortunately, in this case I have ndlqhbice but to
put forward a slightly different view, although a view that I hope will not be
completely irreconcilable with the view of the representative of Mexico.

Members of the Committee will recall that when this study was first proposed in
New Yorlk last year it was proposed that we have a‘traditional expert study by private
consultants., However, discussions revealed that this was a highly political question,
a very important question and a very difficult question. It was therefore decided |
that the expert group would be composed of representatives of governments who would
speak for their govermments. This would give the finished study a weight that it
could not possibly have in any other way.

When we originally-met in the CCD this Spring, we decided that where consensus
was impossible, delegatioﬁs — experts, that is —- would have the right to set forth

differing views.,
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It is my opinion that the strength of this study would come from these two
elements —- flrst that it is a study by governments ‘and second that the entire range
" of views on all of the complex problems 1nvolved in this subaect will be set forth.
We will have, in effect, a source-book for all knowledge on this subject.

In view of the dlfflcult problems 1nvolV1ng sensitive security matters which are
entailed in the study, I have made no secret of the fact that I was gorng to have to

send it back to Washington ad referendum, and that my Government reserved the right

to suggest reasonable changes in areas of concern. . I have informed the Committee of .
thlS.‘.I have informed the experts of it. From the beginning I have said that it
would ta&e tlme and that my Government would not be able to act hastlly in such an
1mportant area. r"h:Ls is a genuine dlffloulty, I assure the members of this Committee,
and not an 1maglnary one. I envy the other delegates who have the authority to commit
their Governments. I do not have'that authority and that has at all times been made.
'orystal—olear. _ o |

In view of the importance of this study it would be unfortunate if my Government
or any other government, were unable to join, because, at this very 1ate date, we
have decrded that it was an "all or nothing'" submission.

I can recall many 1nformal oonversatlons in the beginning of our work -where we
agreed that the study would go back to governments in ample time to;permlt them to
comnent and that those comments would be taken.intoloonsideration in the stndy. I also
remind members of this Committee that the United States has continuelly pushed for
more and more work. We opposed but we finally agreed to accept, a two-week breah in
the work of the Committee at an early stage. We requested that the Committee should
work 1ast Sunday in an effort to give us the time that was required -- that we knew
we were gorng to need. Unfortunetely, the situation was such that those requests
could not be. honoured. ' | |

It is understandable that people want to get this study done as qulchly as )
possible.,, I have heard informal discussions that the study should go forward w1thout _
the participation or acquiesoenoe of some members. Now, I put this guestion to:the
Commlttee' will this study be of moxre value, of more'weight, if all of the experts
can join, or if it has to 80 forward ags an unofficial document signed by only some
or even most of the experts? . 4

With due deference to the distinguished representative of Mexico, I would like
to suggest the following schedule, and may I point out that I have no instructions to
suggest this timetable, but in view of the well-founded concerns that I have heard

expressed, I am going to suggest a schedule. I cannot believe that when governments



CCD/PV. 681
%6

(M. Martin, United States)

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 gét in the way of a
true consensus. _

I agree with Ambassador Garcfa Robles that I can see no Teason why the study iﬁ
its présent 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 Garcia 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 Govermnment.

I would suggest that early Monday morning the ad hoc group of experts meet o
discuss any further suggestions that any governmment may wish to make and that this
meeting continue as long as needed on Monday, 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 ¢omment on the study and
to insert those comments in the annual report of the CCD, I would suggest that we hold
as many meetings of the CCD after 19 August as necessary. There is no reason to limit
oursélves 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 %o give sympathetic
considerétion to these requests. T hope that he will feel that fhey 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 will assure that the‘study is as weighty as it should be and that
the CCD is not subject to criticism for being unable to produce a study which all of
the experts can sign.

I apologize for taking so much time, Mr. Chairman, at this late hour; but this

is a matter of grave, overriding importance to my delegation.,
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Mr. van der XLAAUW (Wetherlands): I will be brief. I would like to speak as

the rqpresentative of a_qpuntry which is not represented on this experts group, 50 we

are not yet familiar with the study. First I would like to say that in general I quite
agree with Ambassador Martin, that it is of the utmost importance that all experts agree
on the study. It is a group of governmental experts, but as we all know we are sometimes
atvlibertyité act in the framework of bur géneral instructions and at other times we have
to go back to our capitals and ask for confirmation whether the stand we have taken is
the correct oné or some correction has to be made. That is something that can always
happen. ‘

Now, as regards the timetable, I do not agree with Mr. Martin with respect to the
discussions of the study in the CCD. If we get a study, we will have to send it back. to
our capitals, where it has to be considered. I cannot see how, in the two weeks or so
that we still have, we could get instructions to really discuss this study here in the
.CCD. It has always been my impression that this study, after the experts had finished
their work, would be sent on by us, just formally, to the General Assembly and that the
discussion actually would 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 view
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 importance which we attach to the question of nuclear-weapon-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 Martin. He mentioned the schedule for
finalizing‘the work of the experts'! group. He said that the group should meet on
Moﬁday, early Monday, or its informal meeting should be continued on Monday, to consider
any comments whicﬁ might be made by his Goverrnment or any other Govermment on the report
asiit is ready todsy. And that later on Monday, there should hte a formal meeting of .the
experts to complete the work. Now the clarification I should like is that if there 'is
no agreement within the group . in regard to incorporation of comments which might be made
by the United States or any other country, what would be the position then? Would 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 from

Anbassador Martin.
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Mr. MARTIN (United States of America): Let me assure the Committee and my
distinguished friend Ambassador Mishra that I am not trying to unduly prolong this
matter. I anticipate that it will end Monday and I repeat, this is without

instructions. I consider the report now ad referendum. I think after last night it

was ad referendum. If my Govermment instructs me to make suggestions for changes and

if agreement cannot be reached on those changes Monday, then I assume that my

instrucfions will tell me what 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 ofldissenting views be added to the report. I hope that clarifies the question for

Ambtassador Mishra.

Mr. MISERA (India): I am grateful to my very good friend, Ambassador Martin,
for the clarification he has provided. My conclusion from this is that if the views of
'thé United States are not accepted in regard to the changes which might be wished; then
elther there will be a disséntihg opinion or there will be no signing by the
' United States experts. - L S
" If T may make a suggestion at this stage, I would 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 wish to comment upon them, they could
do it within one week i.e. between now and 21 August, and this would not only be for a
particulay govefnment tut for all governments represénted by experts in the study group.
Then, in the meanwhile we will have the report for ocur consideration. We could begin
consideration of the report in the CCD early next week. I have no objection to the
suggestion that we hold more‘than two meetings a week. We could hold 2, 3, 4 or'5
meetings to begin consideration of the report and try to finalize it by the end of next
week including the comments of govermments, if any, which-are sent by 21 August. I
make this suggestion in ordexr not to put any,particulér expert in difficulty vis-a-vis
his government but in order to expedite our work.

I have a feeling that it would not be possible té transmit the report of the study
group to the General Assembly without comments upon it within the CCD and for this
purpose we need time. So, I would like to say to Ambassador Martin that we also have
a genuine difficulty in regard to finalization of that report within the CCD and we do
need time toAgo through it to make our comments so that they are incorporated 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 governmentél
experts for the study of nuclear-weapon-free zones, the experts should be giVén two 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 Sovietv expert 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 will be needed
for delegations to obtain instructions from their capitals and give their conclusions on
the report in the Committee on Disarmement, which, in conformity with 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) (translated from Spanish): My delegation would

venture to make a strictly procedural motion. I would 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 follow -~ 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 CCD. Will it contain comments by the

govermment representatives in the CCD oxr not? To my delegation it amounts to the same
thing, for in any case, if a delegation wishes 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 Assembly. 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 allows, which I doubt. However, I repeét that, as a matter of
principlé, for us it is all the same. , .

But for the moment, Mr. Chairman, I would request you and my distinguished
colleagues to concentrate our attentidn on the other point, which, I believe, is -
easlier to resolve but also more urgent ~- the point which I raised at thé beginning
and which was later referred to by the representative of the United States,

Ambassador Martin, after whom the representative of India, Ambassador Mishra, asked -
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a very pertinent question. Although my;delegation was convinced whenrit fook the floor
_ that we had reached the limit of concessions, the very eloquent statement by our
distinguished friend Ambassedor Martin has caused me to consider-the possibility of
‘making still a further concession.
| From what he said, I understand that hlS delegation hag no obgectlon to

uon51der1ng the document whlch was approved ad referendum 1ast evenlng by the.

group -of experts and which is now ready. That ig the first p01nt that I thlnk I

. understood very clearly from what the representatlve of the United States said.
TTSeoondly, he wishes, and says that this is a proposal which his Government may consider
| bold — Ipdo ﬂor think so, I think rhat his Government will find it very sensible and
Iresliy 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 take place
‘today. Now, apart from that,. .would he like hisg delegation, and any other delegation
that might find itself 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 s0?
T would ask the representative of the United States if he would be willing for us to
Jnterpret his suggestlon to mean that at a formal meeting on Monday afternoon or
evening, as he said, the group of experts would officially and finally " approve its
report. ' | ' . T

I repeat, I Should like to know whether I may interpret Ambassador Martin's ‘
suggestion to -mean tnat any prOposed changes —- it would be s1mplest if there were none —
will be subject to the consensus rule, that is t0 say, that if there is no consensus -
in the group. of experts regardlng all or some of the proposals, there should be no -
further discussion of the matter, and the delegation or delegatlons ooncerned would then
consider the various possibilities which have been mentioned here — 1mposs1b111ty of
signing, contrary opinion, statement of 1nterpretatlon or reservation. But let 1t be
clear that, as the report of the experts represents, I repeat, a delicate balance
resulting from weeks of arduous talks, negotiations and discussions, it cannot be
expected that the debate should be reopened at the last minube. So, if
Ambassador Martin ‘&llows me to interpref his proposal in that sense, I would agree

not to oppose a consensus on the new scliedule he mentioned.
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My, MARTIN (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 way.

I recognizé the problem that he raises that one change may induce another change
and that is why I proposed a firm cut-off. I think I have to, under my instructions,
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 experts 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 with the choice of either accepting the report in its present form without
our suggested changes or rejecting the entire report.

I sincerely hope we are not put in that position. But I would like to hope that
as long as the meetings go on, on Monday, we could operate under the rules of the
grouyp as they have been agreed to to date, recognizing that at a given hour on Mbnday
there.is to be a cut—off and that at that point I will recommend to my Government that
they.be prepared to make a decision either "go" or '"no go', so that there will not be

any further delay as from Monday.

" Mr. BENE (Romania): Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. Frankly, I am in the
same poéition as the representative of Mexico, because our expert has to leave this
afternoon. Of course; we understand the problem of the representative of the
United States and, in fact, any of us might sometimes be in a similar pogition. We
appfeciate the efforts made by all the experts in order to finaligze the report. In
fadt, 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
which might have some point to clarify further with their Government. With due respect
to fhe fact that there are individual problems as well as the matter of the 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 now stands it has no further mandate
1sinog the latest decision, which was taken by this Committee —-— and I had the honour
to be in the Chair at the time ——- was that the grbup could work until the 13th of this
month at the latest. In other words, we must now decide how the group should proceed
further. I understand that the representatives of both India and Mexico put forward very
valuable suggestions which, in my opinion, meet the proElems of the two delegations
that do not yet have final instructions from their Governments, and I would support both

those suggestions. .



CCD/PV. 681
42

Mr BARTON (Canada) I have been reluctant to intervene in this discussion
because, not belng a partJ to the working group, it is easy to make brlght suggestlons
“:w1thout being aware of all the difficulties But it strikes me, at this late stage,'
| that the real thlng ‘that we want to turn out —— and we w111 have to compromlse w1th

our desires, pr1n01p1es and personal donvenience to do so —- 1s a report that carrles
the largest poss1b1e consensus and, from what I hear, we are on the edge of thls. I
think that we are faoed,Aon the one hand by at least one government with ‘strict -
instructions about the right to have a flnal 1ook at it. But perhaps just as 1mportant
‘1s the p01nt that was ralsed by the representatlve of the Sov1et Unlon, that he has not
yet got 1t in the off1o1al 1anguage ‘that he works in. I would have thought that that
oon51deratron would operate for some others as well. Tt would seem o me that 1t would
he improper'for the group to put.a number on‘its document untll it is in all the worklng
-languages and I gather from what.i.have heard that that will not beﬁnntil Mondav..‘

B Now,.we have been worried abont‘all sorts of hypotheses about the position that
the United States might flnd itself in on Monday, and maybe some other delegatlons as .
well._ I think that these are probably chlmeras and we do not really need to worry about
them.: These are possibilities, but only theoretlcal p0381b111t1es._ Eveny Government
is going to be aware of what has gone 1nto thls document and the nature of the tenuous
agreement and I would venture to suggest that when the Committee meets on Monday it
' =ni11 have a dooument in the offioral 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
lthemselves to any problems that they may be faced with at-that time, which in my4‘
. personal estimate,;. will not. prove to be very serious. Then it-can be formally tabled
in the. CCD on Tuesday. I would hope, if we could follow that kind of tlmetable, that
in the meantime those of us who have not been party to the group could have an informal

copy’ of the informal draft of the informal document 'to have a look at over the weekend.
: .

Mr. GARCfA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Span1Sh) T am sorry to impose

. upon the'patlence of the Conference, but I really do have a clear conscience that it is
i not our fault of course 1 agree ‘with what the representative of Canada has Just
said — that 1t is de31rab1e that we should have the report in all worklng languages,
and in pa381ng T should llke to reiterate more or less vhat you yourself have sald,_
Mr. Chalrman. _ ,

It has been accepted that we are to work in T“ngllsh —— I do not know why, but we

have always worked 1n.ﬁngllsh‘—— and this has been a disadvantage for us all. we are
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now heping to have the Spanish text. I am to0ld that all‘textshyall probably be ready
tomorrow, the 15th., With this last gesture of conciliation andséeed>faith en our part,
only one moreg point_remains to be clarified. I am sure that Ambagsador Marfin, 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, whether the United States delegation and
any- other delegation would have the right to present any suggestions which.it may be
instructed by its Government to make. That is clear, very‘olear, and T said that we’
would agree to it, with one reservation: I should Jike to know whether the United States
delegation would agree that, at the deadline, it should be subject to the consensus
rule. That means that if two delegations, or only one, say '"Gentlemen, I cannot

. accept that proposal because it would entail ameﬁdipg the whole chapter", 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 are respensible
and reasonable men and that they would not raise an objectioﬁ of that kind without
having come to the well—consldered conclus1on that to include it is not possible because
it would make void and useless all the recoenciliation work that had gone into that
particular chapter. Thus, I do not ?hlnk it would be difficult for the distinguished
representative of the United Sta%es'fe_give me a "yes", a categorical '"yes", answer,

and with that the problem is- solved.

Mr, MARTIN (United States of America): The only difficulty that I have in'saying
yes igs the difficulty that I have been labouring'under for ever an hour now. I just do not
;thlnk I have the authority to agree. Hoﬁever, T think that in practical effect, if we
reach the deadllne and there has been no agreement because .of the factors
Ambassador Garcfa Robles mentioned —- and, like him, I am perfectly certain that all .
of the experts will be ‘as reasonable as possible in listening to -any slight modifications
that we might want to propose —— if there is no agreement then T thlnk the United States
1s faced with a problem of deciding how it wants to go. I agree to a firm deadline for
the end of discussions. And I assume that if the United States says at that point,’
"Gentlemen we have labeured long and hard but we, with all the goodwill in the ‘world,

' . cannot agree with you and cannot go along with this report because of one, two or -
three reasons". then the report would go on without us and the other experts could do
what they wanted. _ a , '

But I am in no position at this point to waive the present rules of the Committee.
411 .T can say is that at a certain point ﬁe will make up our minds and we will agree to .-

set the hour right now.
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Mr. GARCTA 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 waive the rules of the Committee. I do not know which rules he has in

mind, and I would be grateful if he would clarify that for me.

Mr, MARTIN (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 own opinion"
(CCD/PV.661, page 28). The way it has worked in practice is that when you incorporate‘
your own opinion, somebody else changes his. I recognize this,

To be perfectly frank and bluﬁt 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 thé experts
but no matter how reasonable they are the experts have the right to turn them down
without consideration or after fifteen minutes of discussion oh the ground of consensus,
This is something that I am in no position to do. While I know that that is nof the
purpose of Ambassador Garcia Robles, that would‘be a way that his proposed procedures

could be interpreted, and I have to protect myself against that contingency.

Mr. GARCTA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): I think we are

approaching and have almost arrived at a meeting poiﬂt. According to Ambassador Martin's
original suggestion, the group of experts would hold a first meeting in the morning.

That meeting could take place at 9 o'clock if the group wishes to have more time, or

at an hour to be determined by the Chairman of the group. Afterwards, in accordance

with what he has just said, the procedure would be applied which the Group has been
following and which is that laid down in point (4) of the CCD consensus, namely 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 own opinion.

I would suggest, then, that we fix a deadline by which delegations submitting
any proposed changes should give the secretariat thé 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 deleéations which may want to suggest
changes. I wish to state here and now that, even though there are many points in the
report with which it is not fully satisfied and which it would have preferred to see
drafted in another way, the delegation of Mexico will 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 order to restore
the balance; and I am sure that some other Gelegations which participated in the .
preparation of the report are in the position of the Mexican delegation. Thereafter,:
so that éll 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-déadline five
hours later, in other words 8 p.m., for all other delegations that have not submitted
new suggestions to decide whether, in the light of the opinions that aie to be
inserted, they in turn feel compelled to request the insertion of opinions. -
T think that safeguards the rights of everyone and harms ncbody. If

Ambassador Martin agrees to that suggestion, we have solved the problem.

Mr. MARTIN (United States of America): If I understand
Ambassador Garcia Robles' point it was that by 3 p.m. on Monday. all proposed changes
will be submitted in writing and that from then on there will be five hours *o discuss
and consider, and at 8 p.m. the game is over. Is that correct?

I am sorry but that is the way I understood the translation.- -

Mr. GARCTA ROBLES (Mexico): In accordance with the suggestion of

Ambassador Martin, the group of experts will meet on Monday 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, will present
its suggestions in wrltlng or orally, and thecn the group of expsrts will have from

9 a.m. to 3 p.m. In those six hours, a conclusion 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 the consensu “then the
other delegatlons represented in the group of experts which had not as ked for
modlflcatlons will have up to 8 p. m. to study those new opinions which are going to be
incorporated and to declde whether in the light of those additions they feel they will

need to have recourse to point (4) and ask for the inclusion of their separate opinions.

i Mr. MARTIN (Jnlted States of America)s I now understand

|Ambassador Garcia Robles‘ proposal. It is completely acceptable to me and to my
édelegation, I would just 1like to express my appreciation for the understanding and the
tolerance which the distinguished representative of Mexico has shown on this, as on all

other occasions, and I hope that we can put this problem behind us, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. BARTON (Canada): Mr. 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 that we can have a look at it over the weekend.

The CHATRMAN: I think we have-achievedvconsensuS<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,vfor_six hours, 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 1ts own observat: ons on the amendments, which.
will be the result of the group of experts., I understand also that the text of the
stﬁdy will be distributed, informally, to CCD members in the course of .the afternoon,

today. Am I to understand this as the interpretation of the consensus or not?

Mr. GARCTA ROBLES (Mexico): I do not know if it was a question of-
interpretatioq of what I saids 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 will not have presented suggestions for modification on Moﬁday;

The CHAIRMAN: 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) I have no problems w1th the consensus.

However, I wish to state that it is my understandlng that when you, Mr. Chairman, spoke
about any delegatlon which may meke comments on Monday, this refers only to delegations
which are represented in the group of experts. I make this remark only to avoid any

mlsunderstandlng.

Mz, WISHEQ'(India): I have no objection to the consensus which now seems

to be emerging happily. But I should like to make two points before you -bang your gavel
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and adopt it. One is that, in my delegation's opinion, we will still require atfleast
one week for commenting upon the study in the CCD. The second is that whether the
experts! group meets at 9 or 10 a.m. éhould be left to them rather than that we direct
them to meet at 9. ‘ '

The CHATRMAN: Is there any objectiion to the stétement made-by the

Ambassador of India to the draft consensus proposed by Mexico? Therefore, the consensus
is adopted.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 1.45 Delle







