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Communigué of the meeting

The Conference of the Compittee on Disarmement today lheld its 739th plemzry meeting
in the Falais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of Mr. J.G. Taylor,
representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,

The representative of Japan (H.E. Ambassador Motoo Ogiso) mede a statement
conoentrating‘on the question of vanning chemicgl weapons. Looking back to the
deliberations on this question in the CCD since 1968, and placing a high priority on

“this question, he made concrete suggestions on the two main problems, namely (1) chemical
warfare agents to be prohibited end (2) verification. On the first point, he suggested
AZEEEg some tables for listing chemical agents with certain criteria, in order to make
clear the definition and scope of those agents. On the second point, he suggested new
idezs of annual declarations of the so-called single purpoge agents, together with
on—~-site inspection, and of annual(reports of estimates of requirements of the so—called
dual~purpose agents, referring to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961
(as amended). Tt was hoped that these suggestions together with the related
working paper presented by Japan (CCD/529), would mske a positive contribution to the
naking of a draft treaty on 2 CW ban with some means of effective control.

The representative of India (Mr. Kashi Prasad Jain) devoted his statement to the
~aestion of elimination of weapons of mass destriction. Such weapons had been broadly

2lessified as nuclear weapons, bacteriological (biological) weapons, chemical weapons,

radiological weapéno and other weapons of mass destruction. .ne Soviet proposal fo;‘the
“prohibition ofrnew weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons deserved
strong support, as it was in line with the established priorities in the field of
disarmament and was also a preventive and confidence~building measure. The argument
“hat the Soviet proposal would tend to divert attention from other important and
nressing prdhlems of Aisarmament was totally unjustified. The real danger of diversion
of disarmament efforts fromvthé priority tasks lay in proposals for the so-called
vontrols on convehtional armaments without eny meaningful curbs on the nuclear arms
race and the adoption of an imposed or artificial regional approach in place of a

truly world-wide approach. Not a single nuclesr weapon had been destroyed by eny
agreement that had been concluded so far., The developing countries needed conventional
weanons toc preserve their hard-won independence from various threats, including_new
vhreats of destabilization. In conclusion it should be stressed that while problems in
the field of disarmament were complicated and difficult, their solutions would have to

be simple and based on correct premises,
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The representative of Hungary (H.E., Ambassador Mity4s Domokos) made a statement on
the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction and on procedural matters.,
He stated that the informal meetings with the participation of experts on new types of
weapons of mass destruction were useful and indicated the importance attached to the
Soviet proposal by a considerable number of delegations. With reference to the example
analysed by the Hungarian expert, he emphasized that the new generation of air-cosmic
delivery vehicles should be considered as a new weapon of mass destruction., Concerning
the further consideration of the subject, he held the view that attention could be
concentrated on the essence — that is, on the examples of possible new types of MDWs —
and that difficulties in elaborating a precise definition must not hinder further
constructive negotiations on the subject.

O the question of a subsidiary organ of the CCD, he expressed the view that the
establishment of a permanent body would introduce unjustified rigidity into the
Committee'’s activity; therefore he preferred the setting up of ad hoc working bodies
whenever progress on items on the agenda of the CCD made it necessary. In connexion
with the institution of co—chairmanship, he referred tc the origins and significance
of that institution and suggested the suspension of discussion on that subject.

The representative of ggzgg (H.B. Ambassador Omran El Shafei) made a statement in
which he addressed himself to the question of the prohibition of new types and new
gystems of weapons of mass destruction. He pointed out that the discussion held on
"this topic at the.informal meetings with the participation of experts was constructive
and that the concer- of all the delegations had been emphasized., Referring to the new
and highly technological weapons uszd against the armed forces of BEgypt in Octcber 1973,
he emphasized that the approach to the solution of the problem should be based on
adopting measures prohibiting the preduction of new types and new systems of weapons
of mass destruction, since scientific and technological progress had proved to be
unlimited. In the view of his delegation, the definition adopted in 1948 ghould not
be an obstacle to agreement upon a new one, since atomic, bioclogical and chemical

—————— s
weapons had been dealt with or were under consideration for the adoption of new
W
measures, In paying tribute to the delegation of the USSR for introducing this
question, he pointed out that the ideas contained in the USSR draft treaty might be

congidered as guidelines in this regard.
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The representative of India (Mr. Kashi Prasad Jain) commented on the intervention
made by the representative of the United States of America on the question of a
comprehensive nuclecr-weapon-test ban at thc 73%8th plenary mee®ing of the CCD, held on
22 Merch 1977. '

The representative of Mexico (H.E. Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles) made a
statement introducing, on behalf of the delegations of Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Egypt,
Iran, Morocco, Nigeria, Peru, Sweden, Yngoslavia, Zalre and Mexico, a ”Working Paper on
CCD Procedures" (CCD/530) which contained suggestions for the establishment of a
standing sub-committee of the CCD, for the preparation of the report and for the
communiqué of the meeting. o

The fepfesentative of the Netherlands (H.E. Ambassador C.A. van der Klaauw)
commented on some aspects of the statement by the representative of India on the T
questlon of a oompfehenslve nuolear—weapon—test ban., The representative of Indla made
a response to the statement by the representative of the Netherlands.

The delegation of Japan submitted a working paper entitled "Some thoughts on the
international oontrol of chemical weapons" (CCD/529),

The Commlttee, in conformity with the schedule of work adopted on .
1 March 1977 (UCD/527) decided to hold its first informal meeting on chemical weapons
with the.partioipation of experts on Monday, 28 March,at 7 p.m.

The next plenazy meeting of the Conferenoe will be held on Tuesday, 29 Maroh 1977,
at 10, 30 a.m.
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Mr. OGISC (Japan)“ Mr. uhalrmangﬁtoday I wish to express the views of my

Governuent on the questlon of banning chemical weapons, Wthh uy delegatlon considers
the next most important item after CTB at this session of the CCD. The question of
banning chemical weapons is a pending issue on which the United Nations deneral Assembly
has been requesting the CCD to continue negotiafions as a matter of a high priority
‘over the years, and the CCD has again been requested to do this in'operative paragraph 3
of resolution 31/65‘ad0pted by the United Nations GeneralvAssembly at its thirty-first
session. | |
Looking back briefly to the deliberations on the said matter in the CCD since 1968,
we find a first draft treaty submitted by the USSR and other’East European countries
(CCD/361) aiming at a domprehensive ban. In addition to this, a unified view of the
non-aligned countries of 1973 (CCD/400) made a contributionrto progress in the
deiiberations by advocating the necessity of an appfopriate means of verification. On
the basgis of thesé sincere efforts,‘Japan presented a draft treaty (CCD/420) in 1974.
This draft proposed a phaSed approacﬁ: that of banning chemicalvwarfare agents of
which verification is feasible at the present stage, in order to make effective a
comprehensive ban of agents as suggested in the draft treaty of fhe USSR and other
Eastern countries. Therefore, our draft treaty was designed to\carry out, on a
step-by-step basis, the comprehensive ban suggeéted in the Soviet draft; hence the two
‘drafts do not éontra&ict, but rather supplement, each other., In last year's session
of the CCD a number of useful statements were made, an informal expert meéting wés
held and, through these exercises, an analysis of the problems involved was greatly
developed and another draft treaty was presented by the United Kingdom at the last
stage of the session. With full consideration for those CCD discussions, working
papers, the Soviet and Eastern countries! draft, the unified view of the non-aligned
nations and the Japanese draft; and at the same time, naturally, with Britain's own
useful thoughts, the British draft was intended to make further progress in the
discussions. My delegation coﬁsiders the British effort most valuable, Today I shall
touch upon some points of the British draft, but I shall make my detailed comments on

it later in the session.
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As you are al® aware, energetic discucsions took place o1t the two informal
expert meetings in July,1974‘and in July 1976. However, we feel that too mahy
technicailviéws were»présented and that they were not always well integrated. In this
conngiion we bélieve that the compilation of CW-related matefiais which has just been
médghby‘the Secretariét Wifh the participation of a Swedish expert is most usefﬁl._
Therefore I suggest.that alternative choices should be drawn up with respect to each
of the‘fW6‘important problems -— that is, the scbpe of chemical warfare agents to be
prohibited, and verification; that, if possible, one solution should hopefully be
found for each of those problems; and that, if that is not possible, at least the
major tfends of the discussioné should be converged. It is to be hoped that, after
this:éxercise,,a common draft treaty will beAnegotiated by a Working Group as
suggested by the Italian delegation at the’summer session and thereafter.

Mr, Chairman,.we see that fﬁé two. problems -- namely, the problem of defining the
scope of chemical warfare agehts to be prohibited in the treaty and the problem of
verifying compliance with the treaty obligation —— are{still in need of a solution and
are major obétacles to the discussions. About 50 useful working papers have so far
been presented by the various countries and energetic discussions, including those of
the informal expert meetings, have taken place. However, these discussions are
inclined to be too technical and too academic, and this situation might be compared
to pecple groping to find their way out of a dense forest. The following is my attempt
to sort out the trends of the recent discussicns on the subject.

(1) With respect to chemical warfare agents to be prohibited, a prevailing view is
that they should cover not only super-toxic organophosphorous compounds but also other
lethal chemical agents; that the broad net of a comprehensive ban should be thrown over
these substances by adopting a purpose criterion in banning '"chemical warfare agents

of typés and in gquantities that have no justification for protective or other

peaceful purposes"; and that a toxicity criterion should be used at the same time as
one of the criteria for determining the actual agents to be prohibited. The

LD50 spectrum which my delegation suggested last suumer is a view on the application

of these criteria.
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(2) WithmfééﬁéE¥mfbw§g¥ification, a prevailing view is that ”international"
verification is necessary. 7o be more’ SpevlflC, a p01nt of view whloh is becomlnb
more influential is that it is ‘necessary that we should conduct on-site 1nspect10nsv
to ensure the undertaklng of SDeblflC acts such as the destruction of stockplled
agents, and that it is pu531blﬁ that on-site 1nspectlonb under 1nternatlona1 control,
1ncludlng some means cf sealing, phO+OPTapth evidence and so on, ahOuld %upploment
national means without intervening wnjustifiably in order to control’ productlon.

H0wever, the above-mentioned trends do not go beyond the ooncept stage and
the time has now come for us to try to flnd a practical means o
| Iast summer the representa.ive of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Eikhatéhev,vstated
that "the Soviet Union... still advocates, a complete and general préhibitibﬁxbf...:
chemical weapons.... At the same ftime the Soviet Union... has displayed its feadinéSs
to accept the idea... for a step-by-step approach to... prohibitioh, as a first
step}zdf... lethal chemical teans of waging war" (CCD/FV.714), and the memorandum
presented By the Soviet Union at the spring session on 15 February 1977 reads
"... thé Soviet Union is ready... to discuss methods of verifying the destructlon
of stockpiles of chemical weapons...” (CCD/522). This is a good Slgn that the
possibility of agreement on on-site inspection haé>emerged in the above stabements.

These new-developments contain a clue to a solution to the two big problems of
these discussions, and may be compared to s gleam leading to a way out of the "dark"
forest. - Here I wisi to present to you a working paper entitled "Some fhéughts on
the international control of chemical weapon%" (CCD/529), and thus to make a
contribution to our work: - ‘

Mr. Chairman, with respéct to the problem of chemical warfare agents to be
prohibited, on which a number of suggestions have so far been made — but they have
not gone beyond general remarks and have been somewhat lacking in concreteness == I
would now like %o make a concrete suggestion, referring to the Single Convention on
Narcotic Drugs, 1961 (as amended), which functions effectively at present and to whidh,
as of 1 March 1977, 109 countries, including most members of the CCD, ' are Parties.

This cafl provide a useful suggestion for verification as well, which is very closely -

linked to chemical warfare agents to be prohibited.
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The Narcotic Drugs Convention solves the problem of the definition and scope of
narcotic drugs, which are extremely difficult to define but which need to be ‘
controlled, by adopting‘a method of amnexed schedules. Referringbto the Narcotib
Drugs Convention, we should list, in a CW ban treaty, éach agent in the‘apbropriate
table, to make it clear which agent should be prohibited and which agent should be
declared and controlled. Thus we can modify article I.a of the British draft‘as ‘
follows: ''chemical agents, listed in annexed tables I-III, of types and in
quantities that have no justification for protective or other peaceful purposes', and
at the same time we can make clear the scope of these agents. First of all, we should
list in table I "single-purpose agents" used only for warfare, and shoﬁld make them
totally prohibited. Next, we should list in table II "dual-purpose égents"‘whiéh‘
can be used for both peaceful and warlike purposes, and we should put them under
separate control. Finally we should list in table III the chemical substanceé which
are listed neither in table I nor in table II and which have such dangefous
characteristics that they can be uged as chemical warfare agents, and we should
prevent any State party to the treaty from transforming these substances into chemical
weapone by imposing an obligation of notification on those States which are abdut to
conduct such activities as their production, stockpiling and development.

When it becomes clear that some agents of these substances can be used as
chemical weapons and when it is found necessary for them to be strictly controlled,
they can be transferred to either table I ¢> table II, as a result of a periodic
review of these tables. ‘

In case, as provided for in article II, paragraph 1, of the British draft, each
signatory or acceding State undertakes on signature or accession to the treaty to
declare the whole gquantity in its possession of those chemical agents listed in
tables I and II, we cannot deny that we may have some doubts as to the accuracy of
‘the content of such declarations and that a certain amount of deceptioh might
posgibly: be used. Therefore we should conduct a careful study on the effectiveness, in

the light of compliance with the treaty, of imposing on States parties obligation to
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declare the amount of those agents in their possess1on. We understand that
article VII of the Brltlsh draft, which provides for the @destruction of these .
lethal_chemlcal agents.aocordlng to a phased programme, gives a_pertaln‘00351deration
to thls p01nt Here i would 1ik° to suggest, as a concrete method for éuch a
phased programme, that (l) a State party to the treaty should destroy all the
chemical agents llsted in tablp‘I within a certain period (for example five jears),
should declére éach &ear’the‘amount of the agents to be degtroyed in ﬁhat year,
and should actually destroy thew according to a certain procedure which is to be
checked each time through an on—51te verification; and that (2), referring to the
‘system of ”estlmates of drug requlrements" provided for 1n article 19 of the
Narcotic Drugs ConventloQ! a State party to the treaty Should submit annually
estimates of requirements of stocks, imports and prbduction of those chemical agents
listed iﬁ‘tab1e II nécesséry for peaceful purposes, and a control should be made on
thé amount‘of those dual-~purpose agents, not to exceed the gmount of those agents
for peacefui pufposes.; Judging from such a prohibition and control of those chemical
. agents, we believe,if quite effective to classify chemical warfare agents in
‘ Qafégories in tables I, II and III. This éntire line of thought is a step forward,
with the heip of the formula given in the Narcotic Drugs Convention, from our previous
thoughts as suggested in the draftvtreaty and the working papers (ccp/430, CCD/466,
CCD/483 and CCD/SIS) submitted in the past by the Japanese delegation. .

Here I would 11kg to emphasize that, since the various criteria (e.g. the
toxicity criterion) other than purpose criteria are all supplementary, the final
degisignfwhether each agent should be listed in or taken out of the corresponding
table Should be made by agreement between the States parties to the treaty. The.
process’for the completion of the tables is as follows: (1) all toxic chemical
agents whose toxicity is above the agreed level should be listed, using the
LD50O spectrum, (2) then, those agents whlcn the States. partles to the treaty agree to

cqns;@er unsuitable as chemical warfare agents, Jjudging from their shelf-life,
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perceptibility, veclatility, explosion stability and so on, chould be deleted;
(3) finally, chemical agents which are lcw in toxicity but ~an be used as
chemical warfare agents, and chemical substances (the so-called precursors for
binary weapons) which become chemical warfare agents through reactions taking
place between their discharge and their rsaching the objective, should be

added with the agreement of the 3tates parties to the treaty. In this prorass,
consideration of article I.b of the British draft will make the tables foolproof,
on condition that the said subparagraph is modified to read "munitions, equipment
or systems designed to fill up, install or deliver agents specified in the
preceding subparagraph (a) or chemical substances which are intended to produce
the same effect as agents specified in subparagraph (a) when fired munitions
reach the target'.

In closing my statement today, I hope that both my statement and my country's
working paper will be examined at the informal meeting beginning on 28 March,
will lead to concrete progress on the two important problems of "definition of
agents to be prohibited" and "verification", and will eventually make a

contribution to the early completion of a CW ban treaty. S

U

Mr, JAIN (India): Mr. Chairman, the question of elimination of weapons
of mass destruction should be considered in perspective. An analysis should
therefore be made of the present situation as it has developed in regard to
the various categcries of weapons of mass destruction.

In the post-Second World War disarmament discussions, all weapons (and
weapon systeums) have‘been classified as either conventional weapons or weapons
of mass destruction. No clear definition of either of these two groups of
weapons exists, An obvious, essential criterion for distinction between the
two groups of weapons is the destructive effect. However, there is no particular
threshold in destructive effect which could be used to distinguish a conventi<nal

weapon frowm a weapon of mass destruction,
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Besides, it ig realized that a conventional weapon may ke employed in such a way
that its destructive effect may be comparable with that of a weapon of mass destruction,
as was the case with the incendiary weapon when it was used for carpet bombing in
certain theatres during World War II. DNeverthelegs, the incendiary. weapon has been
considered a conventional weapon -—- maybe a cruel weapon having indiscriminate effects

or causing umnecessary suffering, depending on its mode d'emploi. On the other hand,

it is not denied that a breakthrough could take place in a technology such as laser,
hitherto used along with conventional weapons, which might lead to the development of
a new category of weapons of mass destruction. ‘

The general situation in regard to the classification of weapons as either
conventional weapons or weapons of mass destruction remains somewhat unclear and inexact.

In the earlier discussions, mass destruction weapons (MDW) have been talked of as
'ABC (Atomic, Biological and Chemical) and other weapons of mass destruction', Very
soon, however, it was realized that a refinement in terminology would bé needed in this
rather rough and ready classification of ABC weapons.

The term A or atomic weapon was inadequate to cover atomic and hydrogen bomb,
or fission and fusion bomb, or nuclear and thermonuclear bomb. The generic term
"nuclear weapon" was considered more appropriate than the term "atomic weapon" to
describe the two systems that had developed in nuclear weaponry.

As regards B or blloglcal weapon, a question arose whether it woﬁld nct be wise
to stick to the expréssion.“bactefiological weapon" used in the Geneva Protocol of 1925
or whether it would be better to use a new expression "microbiological weapon" in
order to take into account the new advances in molebular biology. A compromise was
finally struck at the time of prebarat1on of the United Natlong expert study on
B & C weapons in 1969, when the expression "bactericlogical (blologlcal) weapon”

came into vogue and was subsequently used in the BW Convention of 1972.




CCD/PV.739

(ltr. Jain, India)

RN
Oﬁmfheudﬁééfioﬁﬂof C or chamical weapo.:s, & controversy vos raised whether all
such weapons could be considered as weapons of mass destruction and whether a
distinction should not be made between 1etha1\and non—lethalkchemical substances.b
This controversy arose mainly hecause of the use of certain chemicel weapons in the
Viet Nam war. The controversy was obvicusly pointless, because it was evident that
the use in war of any chemical subs*ances, be they tear-gas or other so-called
irritants, defoliants and herbicides, could always lead to escelation to more

dangerous chemical substances, and, thercfore, the principle ™o gas" in international
armed. conflicts was the oniy sound one to be followed. The General Assembly of the
United Nations reaffirmed this principle as being the customery international law by
its resolution 2603 4 (XXIV) of 1969.

V HMeanwhile a further evolution tock place in the discussion over ABC'Weapons.
Nuclear weapons (which term had completely replaced the expression "atomic weapons')
begaﬁ to be definitely considered as a class apart, and a new combined term CBR came
to be‘uSed in which R stood for radiological weapons. »

While nuclear weapons caused their destructive effect through blast, heat and
radiation, it was considered that a new category of weapons, namely radiological
weapons, could be conceived of, which might cause destruction through their radiation
effect alone. However, a doubt persisted whether there could ever be such a weapon
which may not cause sither blast or heat bu' produce radiation effect alone. The
term radioldgical weapon went into disuse for a time, but has recently popped up,
ag 1t has again been felt that it could be theoretically possible to fabricate such
a weapon.

Be that as it may, the idea that there could be "other weapons of mass
destruction', besides nuclesr, chemical, biclogical and radiological, has always been
present in pecple!s minds,

The Soviet proposal for the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction and
new systems of such weapons deserves strong support for several very good reasons.

It is in line with the established pricrities in the field of disarmament, as the
highest priority has to be accorded to the eliminaticn of nuclear weapons and all
other weapons of mass destructicn. It is also both a preventive and a confidence-building

measure.
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The Soviet proposal has been criticized on four main grounds: (i) It is
amorphous. (ii) New weapons of mass destruction cannot be defined. (iii) Verification
would be difficult. (iv) It diverts attention from other important and pféssing
problems in the field of diparmement. ' ' k

None of this criticism is valid.

The Soviet delegation has invited participation of all members of the Committee
on Disarmsment to agree on the scope of prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction.
For its part, the Soviet delegation hasg identified the following five categories for
consideration as new weapons of mass destruction: (i) infra-sound weapons;

(ii) radio-frequency weapons; (iii) fuel-air explosives; (iv) potential nuclear weapons
based on figsionable elements heavier than uranium-235 and plutonium-2%9; and (v) weapons
based on shuttle systems. The United States delegation has expressed its disagreement
with the Soviet views on these five categories of new weapons of mass destruction and
has alsc stated that it is not prepared to take a position on other weapons not yet
conceptualized in specific terms. However, this does not mean that the discussion

on the gquestion of the scope of new weapons of mass destruction has ended, for the

debate is still continuing. '

The informal discussions in the Committee on Disarmament with the participation
of experts on the question of new weapons of mass destruction have been useful in
several ways; A consensus seems to have emerged already that nothing should be done
which might either erode or cast doubt on the integrity of an existing treaty such as
the BW Convention. For instance, activities concerning genesplicing or genetic ‘
engineering, if they were ever to be developed for hostile purposes, would be
regarded as being covered by the scope of prohibition of ths BW Convention.

The argument of essentiality of having a precige definition of new weapons of
mass destruction is not convincing, as none of the world-wide treaties, conventions
or protocols concluded so far, which deal with nuclear weapons or other weapons of

mass destruction, contain any definitions of such weapons.
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- The argument r:garding Jdifficulty of verification raises the perennial problem
of relationship between controls and disarmement.

It should be clearly understood that disarmament and controls must go together.
Neither one can precede the other, nor can any of these matters be taken up eingly.
Disarmament without controls is not a feasible proposition, just as controls without
disarmament are meaningless. DBoth the cuestions should be tackled simultaneously
and as parts of a single problem. '

The argument that the Soviet proposal for prohibiting new weapons of mass
destruction tends to divert attention from other important and pressing problems of
disarmament is totally unjustified. For what could be more important, more serious
and more pressing than efforts in the direction of elimination of all weapons of mass
destruction?

On the other hand, it should be noted that a new and disturbing concept has
recently been introduced in our discussions. It has been said that levels of national
security should be fixed and the Committee on Disarmament should work for~the '
achievement of this goal.

It should always be remembered that the Committee on Disarmament has only one
goal: the achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective international
control. And levels of national security can only be determined by sovereign
Govermments for their respective countries. No one else, not =ven the Committee on
Disarmament, can decide what should be the appropriate level of security for a
particular country.

It should be stressed that the resl danger of diversion of disarmament efforts
from the priority tasks and pressing problems lies in proposals for so-called controls
on conventional armaments without any meaningful curbs on the nuclear-arms race, and
the adoption of an imposed or artificial regional zspproach in place of a truly
worldwide approach. Proposals of that nature are meant to lull world public opinion

into a sense of stupor towzrds the ever-present danger of a nuclear holocaust.
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The argument that some significant steps have alrsady been taken in controlling
the miclear-arms race and that attention should now be turned to cbnﬁrolling
conventional weapons should be categorically rejected. Nc meaningful obligations
have yet been undertaken by the nuclear-weapon States to limit their nuclear weapons.
Not a single nuclear weapon has been destroyed by any agreement that has been
concluded so far.

The developing countries need conventional weapons to preserve their hard-won
independence from various threats, including new threats of destabilizationm.

It is also not posgible to accept the contention that the great Powers, which
possess nuclear weapons, have ipso facto acquired a greater sense of responsibility
than non-nuclear-weapon States and have alsc adopted foolproof methods of ensuring the
security of their nuclear-weapon stockpiles from the ever~lurking risks of accident,
unauthorized use or terrorism. So long as a single nuclear weapon exists in the
world, the sword of Damocleg hangs over cur heads. The only answer is elimination of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.

The imperative need for the elimination of all nuclear weapons and other weapons
of mass destruction underlines the fact that the participation of France and the
" People's Republic of China in disarmament negotiations is absolutely essential for
making substantial progress in the achievement of a lasting world peace based on
total disarmament and a just economic order. Any organizational framework or procedures
will not be allowed to stand in the way of their active participation in the
Committee on Disarmsment, whenever they are ready to join it, for the Committee is
master of its own procedures and works on the basis of the principle of consensus.

In conclusion, it should be stressed that while problems in the field of
disarmament are complicated and difficult, their solutions have to be simple.
Farthermore, any workable and durable solutions will have to be based on correct
premises. Erroneous premises can only lead to fallacioug conclugions and no real

solutions.
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Mr, DOMOKOU (Hungary) (translated f{rom Frenchj: In my statement today I should

like to take up two subjects vhich are on our Commitice's agenda: namely, the
prohibition of new types of ueapons of meses destruciion and new systems of such weapons,
and the guestion of procedure and fanluufion of work.

Ve have just completed the third series of informal meectings with the participation
of cxperts. The statements made by vepresentativer anl by experts have yielded many
interesting opinions and contributions which degerve detailed analysis. But we can state
here and now thatl these meetings have been useful. The discussicn has c¢learly shown
that most delegations have recognized the particular importance of the Soviet proposals
and consider it necessary to continue the examination of this important question, in still
morefépécific form., '

For the moment I should just like to revert to o few problems which were raisce
in the course of our delibverations.

A happy feature was that there was fairly general agreement that the freaty to be
concluded should not deal with weapons of mass-destruction vhich arc already prohibited
by existing conventions or due to be prohibited in the near future, This agreement
advance the examination of the draft treaty. I should at the same time like to express
my delegation's hope that chemical veapons may genuinely be classified in the category of
weapons of mass destruction.

Al

Several delegations fave Strossed the importance of freedom of scientific research.
We have been and are of the opinion that, in any negctiation aimed at a prohibition of
armaments, it is necessary to easure freedom of research for peaceful purposes and al the
same time to preclude all mossibility of using its resulte for military purposes. This
double task has been written into almost all aims—limitation treaties, The purpose and
text of the Soviet draft {reaty and the ~tatementis wade on the subject by the socialist
countries have always been clear ~nd unequivocal. For this reason the zmphasis
repeatedly placed by some deleﬁations on this aspect of the matter was incomprehensible to
ny delegation. ‘

As regards the example discussed by the Hungariaon expert at the informal meeting, the
gpace shuttle may be used as rn ortificial satellite, and also for manoeuvren and for
transport in the rarefied layers of the atmosphere. Uhe first mede of vesc is already

genuinely regulated by the Outcr Space Treaty, in which the determining criterion is that
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the object should revolve around the earth. DBut if the space shuttle iz not in orbit but

performing manceuvres or travelling ot loss than the initial cosmic speed and in a region
below 160 km of altitude, the provisions of that Treaty are no longer applicable. Ve
consider that, unless the usc of such a craft for nilitary purposes were prohibited by a
convention, the arms race might take on a new and dangerous dimension.

The next comment I should lilze to make relates to the definition of new types of
weapons of mass destruction. In principle, in a treaty of a preventive nature, there is a

choice between the following aliernatives:

(a) A precise general definition which determines beyond dispute the scope of the

limitation from the technical and bql standpoints. It scems to ug that for the
moment it would be extremcly Gifficult to work cut a definition with such precision;

(b) The second possibility would be a more or less procise definition supplemented by
examples which would be illustrative but which would not determine the scope of the
limitation;

(¢c) The third possibility migh®t be to use a definition which would indicate the

!

objective and orientation of the

J

realy but vhich, from the technical and legal
standpoints, would not be suiiiciently precisc. Such a convention would determine
the scope of thekprohibition v enumerating specific examples

(d) Lastly, in the fourth possible forwm, the scope of the limitation would be defined by
enumerating examples -- in our cagse, oxanples of new types of weapons of mass
destruction.

Having regard to the discussicn and our present Inowledge, I would incline to the
view that we should opt for alternative (c¢), because I consider that at this eioge a ;
practical approach is inevitable. TIun any event, we should continue to scel an appropriate
definition while remaining deteruined that the difficulties arising cut of the definition
shall under no circumstances have the effcct of holding up the negotiations., At the same
time the suggestion made by Ambassador iunus, the distinguished representative of Pakistan,
that general agreement should be rzached on prohibiting the development and manufacture
of all new types of weapons of mass destruction and that every possible weapon should

subsequently be ldentified, ig worthy of attention.
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Fach series of informal meetings which we have held so far has made an increasingly
valuable contribution to the examination of the subject. The constructive nature of the
latest series has convinced ug that it is useful and, for purposes of more cdecisive
progress, even essential to coniinue the discussion with the participation of experts.

We would therefore welcome a svecific proposal on this subject by the Co-Chairmen before
the close of this spring session.

This year, as last year, our Committee has already spent much of its valuable time
examining questions relating tc procedure and organization of work. Many delegations have
expressed their views on this subject ot informal or plenary meetings.

In my statement on 1 lMarch I too stated the principles which determine my delegation's
position on these problems. Today I should like to revert to them at somewhat greater
length. , ‘

We too consider that it is useful to examine the methods of work from time to time,
because methods which are effective for a given period may prove in time to be out of
date. T took care to say "examine" and not "revisé”, because an analysis nced not
necessarily be followed by fundamental or even minor changes. A logical nethod of work
presupposes that what has proved of value will be kept. If the procedure previously
followed and the existing institutionc have proved their viability and effectiveness,
there is no reason to change then.

That is one of my delesation's comments concerning the need for continuous improvement.
At the same time we consider that an improvement -- even a continuous improvement —- can be
made only from time to time. There is no serious body which could work eflicctively in a
state of perpetual change. If the decision is taken that changes should be made, time
must be allowed for making them, o that the decision may bear fruit. Some time must pass
before it becomes possible to analyse objectively tihe effects of the decision taken, and
to draw new conclusions.

Thus it would be much morec appropriate to examine now the possibility of
continuously applying the decisions taken last year concerning procedure and
organization of work (CCD/SOO). Aftcr reaching a quicl: agreement, the Committec could

set about seeking solutions to mucli more egsential problems.
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‘The practice of our Committee and the positive balance-shest of its activity do not
Justify us in coming back to this regularly and often, spending a larze share of our time
every year on examining secondary matters, and giving the impression that it is the
procedure and structure of the CCD and net the lack of political will in certain fields
that are preventing present and¢ futvre progress in the cause of disarmament.

After these general remarks, T shall turn to the specific proposals made by several.

delegations at the beginning of this swring session, and would like to take up first

)
the gquestion of having a standing sub-committee or an ad lwc working group.

Last year, in accordance with the decision it had taken on 1 July (CCD/SOO), the

‘Committee set up a working grovn to study all conlributions made to the preparation of
the text of a disarmament agreement. The results of the work done by that ad hoc

group have convinced us that it is desirable to follow the same course whenever the

Committee is faced with a similar task, providad that the circumstances. and conditions

are similar as well. The success of the working groun also strongly sugrests to us that

we should not agree to a new solution in nlace of the method and instrument which have
already proved their worth,

One of the arguments advanced in favour of a standing body is that it would ensure.
that better use was made of the time available, since it would be able fto resume its work
at any time without having to wait for its work to be approved by the Committee in each
specific case, because it would be equipped in advance uwith terms of reference, rules
of procedure and an organization of work,

I have several remarks to make on this subject.

(1) I doubt whether it is possible or, to be more accurate, desirable to draw up general
terms of reference which could be applied by a subsidiary body to solve any problem
referred to it. In its 15 years of existence the Comnittee has shown great
flexibility ip using diffierent methods to approach the solution of the problems
confronting it. It seems evident to my delegation that a standing sub-committee,
which would unquestionably have to be subordinate to the CCD but which would have
standing terms of reference, would be too infloxible a body for the different
tasks to be performed unless the Committee transferred to its sub-committee the
right to determine and modify for itsclf the conduct of its work, and the priorities

if there were two or more dutlics to he performed al a time. The alternatives are
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obvious: either the sub-commitiee would be ineffective for lack of wide enough

powero or, in the onpo ite case, the Committee would lose its control over o

'body originally subordinatec to ift.

9

If, on the other hand, the Comnittee keens to the existing procedure and retains

its power of decision in each individual case, it will have a chance to act

2

flexibly and to make full uge of the experience already gained. And it must Lo

),

recognized that we have a wealth of experience in drafting terms oi reference for
a worklng group or other subsidiary body. When conditions make it appropriate
to speea up the drafting of the text of 2 convention, of studies or of other
proposals, and the omnlittee considers it necessary to entrust the task fto a
subordinate bOdJ; it will easily be able to take a quick decision on the
establishment and terms cf reference of such a body. For repetitive exerciges,

the stable elements in the ¢ld rules, for cxample those laid down in document CCD/500,

could be applied without loss of time. It would be desirable to come to an

agreement on that subject.
The main function oif the CCD is to negotiate disarmament conventions. According

to the proposal ve are nov considering, this traditional task should be hnndeé

n

over permanently to a subsidiary body. It is obvicus that in the nature of thln
such a standing body, in owvder tc justify its existence, would inevitably try
tb‘beoome an indispensable instrument of negotiation, and the Committce itself
would deal with secondary matters if it wanted to avoid dulication, or else uould
have to content itself with o deliberative 1ole instead of remaining a forum for
negotiation. The Committcs should retzin absolute freedom of action, so as to be
able to decide at any time uhether it wishez to negotiate a convention itseli ow
to solve other problems =t oificial or infbr;al meetings, or to set vp an od hoc
sub81dlary body and entiust it with all or port of a given task

J Cn.the basis of the considerations I have Jjust stated, uy dclematlon is firmly
convinced that the ea of setting up a tundlzb sub-~committee would serve neilther

to increase working efficiency nor to strengthen the CCD.
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Conéeqﬁénfly we are unable to subscribe to that idea.

I now turﬁ to ths question of the co-cheirmanship. My dele gatlon notes with
satisfaction that greater wisdom and circumspection are now in evidence in this matter.
They are wholly justified. v

Mr. Kashi Prasad Jain, the distinguished representative of India, has explained to
us, in all their complexity, the historical reasons for the establishment of this
institution. His explanations are consistent with our way of seeing things. We share
hié view that the cQ—chairmanship system has always assured the full sovereighty of
each CCD member country, including the right to participate in the discussion, to submit
proposals and to reject the suggestions of others, without restriction, at any time.
The existence of the co-chairmanship system has facilitated rather than hampered the
decisive work of our Committee.

Exception has been taken to the privileges of the two Co-Chairmen. But what do
these so-called pr1v1leges amount to? '

In our opinion, they amount to greater responsibility for eff1c1ent procedure and
organization of work, at the risk of being criticized by others for the proposals they
make. I cannot quote one instance in which these "privileges'" have restricted the
sovereignty of other members of the Committee or have reduced or thwarted the
predominahce of democracy in our Committee.

According to some statements, this system no longer meets contemporary requirements.
The representative of India has clearly demonstrated the rationale for the creation of
this institution. The reasons have not changed much from that point of view since the
beginning of the 1960s. The desire to see general disarmament brought about is
universal. Similarly the responsibility for advancing the cause of disarmament lies
with all Governments. But capacity to facilitate that process is not the same for all
nations. No one can deny that an understanding between the two great Powers is a
prerequisite if a diSérmament treaty is to be concluded and its provisions carried out.
What changes, then, would jusitify scrapping this importaht institution? In:my'
delegation's opinion; the decigive factors are still the same. '

Yet another argument is advanced against the present system of co-chairmanship,
namely that itc abolition would facilitate the participation of the two other nuclear-

weapon Powers in the Committee's work, and that their joining the Committee would
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contribute to the progress of disarmament. But that is merely an assumption. There is
no indication that thig insgtitution is really the reason why those two great Powers are
heclding aloof from the Committee and that they vould otherwise be prppareﬂ to take part
in its constructive work.

Does a hypothesis provide a firm basis for upsetting the institutional framework
of this unique Committee, which for 15 years has enabled it to work normally and even
effectively° My delegaulon thlnku the opp051te.‘ Wthe '@lcom;ng the modpraulon that :
has lately been shown, we think Lbe Commlttee would do ”ell to abandon ulSCdSSlOH of -

this question until conditiong have changed drastically.

Mr. EL-SHAFEI (Bgypt): Mr. Chairman, my delegation has followed with great

interest the discussions that took place last week at the informal meetings, with the
participation of a number of distinguished experts, in regard to the question of the
prohibition of new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction. Since no
expert from my country has taken part in the meetings, my delegation has not been ‘able
to participate in the discussion at the technical level. ' '

Considering the importance of the question, my delegation wishes to make some
comnents, without going into the scientific and technclogical aspects of the question.

We have noticed that the discugsion hag been carried on in a constructive manner.

A variety of opinions have been expressed, yet the concern of all the delegations has
beén emphasized.

We are convincced that the question should be tackled as a matter of necessity and
urgency. Prohibition of the production of new wegpons of mass destruction is vital to
protect human beings from the destructive effects as mentioned in detail by the experts.

During the war of liberation waged by our armed forces in October 1973, the
Egyptian Army had been subJect to the use of nevly and highly technolaglcally advanced
weapons brought directly to the battlefield and used for the first time. Cur experience
shows that the appfoachkto‘the solufion of the problem should start fromithé fact:that
preventive measureé should be taken to guarantee that new achievements in‘écience aﬂd

technology are directed to the benefit of mankind rather than channelled intb’producing
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weapoﬁé ofvaégéwééé%fﬁéfion. We don't have tc wait until such weapons are in the
process of production and try td find ways and means of iimiting or prohibiting their
production when we can prevent it; Should the political will exist, a solution to this
problem could be reached, We should bear in mind, during our exchange of views, that
scientific and technological vrogress has proved to be unlimited aﬁd that what has been
achieved so far in those fields, in such a short time, is immensé.

We belieﬁe‘thét we ghould not be so rigid‘as to maintain the definition adopted
in 1948, espécially in the light of the achievements realizea over the last 30 years.
Since atomic, biological and chemical weapons are already covered by separate agreements
or are still under consideraticn, there is étill a large range of weapons of mass
destruction that need to be identified. - -

New weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weaponshéfeA£h§se4weapons
and systems that could be produced in the future through scientific and technological
research and that do not fall within the existing criteria for weapons of mass
destruction. ;

Consideration of this subject should not divert us from the priorities entrusted
to the CCD. Nor should pricrities drive us away from recognizing the importance of the
question. To give effect to the General Assembly resolutions adopted at the thirtieth
and thirty-first sessions, the CCD should continue the exchange of views on this subject,
taking into consideration the contribution already made by the experts.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, my delegation, in paying tribute to the delegation of
the Soviet Union for initiating the discussion on this guestion, would like to consider
the ideas contained in the draft treaty presented by the USSR as guidelines which help

in the elaboration, through negotiation, of a treaty in this regard.

Mr. JAIN (India): Mr. Chairman, the delegation of India has the following
comments bn the intervention made by the distingﬁished.representative of the
Uhited'States of America on the guestion of a comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test ban at
the T738th plenaty meeting of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) held
on 22 March 1977.

Firgt, there is an imperative need toc use correct and couwplete expressions, so thaf
our thinking can be channelled into right directions. For instance, the term
"nuclear~free-zones" has now been completely replaced by the accurate expression
"nuclear-weapon-free zones'. Similarly, the term "a comprehensive test ban (CTB)"

should be replaced by "a comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test ban (CNWTB)". The continued
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use of the term CIB amounts to speaking a half-truth, liks saying "mon-proliferation®
or "a non-prolifera ion régime" without usirg the words "of nu~lear weapcons". The

deliberate use cof guch inccmplete expressions would smount to suapressio veri and

suggestic falsi.

Second, the PNE (peaceful nuclear explosion) is en Latemmationally recognized
concent. Questions of detection/iden*ificetion cannct cloud the fact that the I PIE is
e valid concent. ‘

Third, a sound principle that has b2en fellowed in disermament negotiations is that
the guestion of regulation of peaceful activities is cuateside the scope of an instrument
&éaling with limitations on armaments aend beyond the competence of the Commitiee on
Disarmament.

Fourth, this sound principle has been followed in the very recent case of
negotiations by the CCD cof a Convention cn the Prohibition of Military or Any Other
Hostile Use of Environmental Modificetion Techniques (ENMOD Convention).

Fifth, it would be wrong to follow a principle strictly in certain cases (say in
the case of an ENMOD Convention) and abandon it altogether in other cases, say in the

case of a comprehenagive nuclear-veapon-test ban (CNWTB).

Mr. CARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish)k Thank you,

Mr. Chairman. I am going to speak very slowly beceuse 1 have no preparsd text to read
from and also because my statement, although very brisf, will have 1o be made in two
working languages s.nce the deocument I shell be discussing hac been distributed only
in English.

1 hope that, by speaking slowly, T shall facilitate the interpreters® task.

The purpose of my statement is formally to introduce document CCD/S}O, vhich was

.

distributed this morning and which is sponscred by 12 countries, namely Argentina,

Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Iran, Morocco, Nigeria, Peru, Sweden, Yugoslavia, Zaire and Mexico.

Cnly 11 are at present shown on the document; the Secreteriat will issue an addendum

relating to Morocco. V
This working paper is in three sections. The third section concerns the

conmuniqué of the meeting and its text is identical with that included in

document CCD/500 of 1 July 1976, which was adopted at the 7C8th meeting, on the same

date. The second section relates t» the preparation ¢i the CCD's annual report.

Although the text of this section cannot be called identical to that given in

document CCD/500, we. can say that it is almost the same. Apart from the replacement
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text of document CC?/500 are the following: first, in subparegraph (f£), the words

[ TN T S DN NS T B S
"ag wzll zs a2 subject indax' heve

to include in the draft repcrt the 75

Kow, if we approve this work: Incissis o
subject index in the draft J.

year, in deocument OCD/SQO, sh

distributed in Few York to o the United Meti

Now we would request that, rezords, whe working papers

should alsoc be distributed. Hence the addition of the words "es well as working papers
The second change in subparagraph (h) is a matter of timing. Iast year resquest was made
to the Secretariat that the verbatim records should be distributed as a separate annex

v"‘\g

to the report, but only once the CCO's final report had besen prepared, 1i.e. when the
session was over. We would now regquest the Secretariat that, in addition to distributing
them as an annex to the report, it should distribute the verbatiim records, as well
working papers, in New York, to the delegations I meationed a moment ago, as eand wihen
they are ready in Geneva. The text now reads: "PVs of the meetings held during the
year as well as working papers should be distributed in New York to delegnticns of
States Members of the United Jations as they are reacdy ir Geneva and shcould-also te
distributed as a separate annex to the report’.
In the first ssction, in which it is suggested thei a standing sub-committee of
the CCD should be set up, distinguished representetives will find several provigions
vhich also appear in document CCD/500, for sxemple —— and I quote: "The level of
representation in the subwcommittee should be delermined by each d lbgag?on“ and
"Tts meetings should be held without hampering the regular cr ninrmel meetings of
the CCD". Of course, the first main change is ihal the body in guestion would not be
a working group but a sub-committee cr sub-commission. The second change is that this
sub-committee would be permanent; the working paper calls it "a standing sUb-committaa'.
In our informal discussions on procsdural natters, my delegation has had an

opportunity to explain at length the purpose end scope of this proposal. Although this
is the first time we have submitted a formal working paper, the distinguished
representatives vho are teking vart in this meeting are the game ones who took pert in
the informal meetings. Hence I shall not try their paticnce by repecting everything I
said on that occasion. I shall merely say that, taking inte zccount some concerns

expressed during our discussgions on the subject, the sponsors of this working paper
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saw no objection whatsoever to making axplicit whet had been implicit from the start;

and the wording vhi:n makes explicit vhat hed beon Duplicit apvears in the secord
paragraph. Some words have bheen added efter "CCL"., The parcegraph reads as folliows:
"The organization of work and its procecures should be determined by the CCDY; Qp'to
here the text corresponds to last yesar's text. However, ve have added the vords

"and should not impair in any manner the right of the Committee to adopt any cothar
precedural measures it mey deem advisable'. I repeat: "and should not impair in an:
menner the right of the Committee to adopt .any other procedural measures 1t may deen
advisable'.

I should also like to explain that the first paragraph of the informal working
paper we submitted for informal discussion,; which we 70w repeat in the formal working
paper, states that this sub~committee will not he able to negotiate texts, wvhether of
draft conventions, treaties, agreements or any other documents, first, unless they
relate to items on the CCD's agenda; and secondly -- this is the specially important
point -—~ it will be an essential condition in enabling the sub-committee to deal wvith
such matters that the plenary Committee shall have referred them to it. I gquote the terms
of the working paper: ‘"which the Committee may refer for that purpose to the
sub-committee'.

I think that these explanations and additions nay perhaps dispel some of the
concerns expressed by several distinguished representatives both at the informal
meetings and at today's meeting.

We hope that this will be th= case. JPut if, unfortunately, it should not be
(experience of similar situations has shown us that it tekes five years to see the
light), this constructive proposal will be on record and we hope that, perhaps in 1978,

1379 or 1980, the day will come vhen it will be adopted.

Mr. van der KLAAUW (Netherlands): I listened with great interest to the

second statement made by the representative of India on a comprehensive nuclear-veapon-
test ban and the question of peaceful nuclear explosions. I would like to remind the
Committee that two years ago the General Assembly of the United Nations with an
overvhelming majority adopted a resclution in which the CCD was asked tc study the
armg~control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions. The CCD subsequently made

a report on this question. I may hope that the Indian Government will study this

report carefully.
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Mr, JAIN (India): The distinguished representative of the etherlands hras
referred to the Unit-d Nations General fgsemi:ly resolution on “the so-called arms~control
lmplications of peaceful nuclear explogions. India had voted againet that resolution.
'The position of India on that subject, which had been stated in clear terms at that
time, remains unchanged.

The statement of the delegation of India before the Conference of the Committee
on Disermement (CCD) today, on which the distinguished representative of the Netherlands
Las commented, refers to the question of regulation of peaceful activities such as

p=zaceful nuclear explosions.

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.






