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F O R E W O R D IliiJ

The United Nations has a specific responsibility, within the framework 
o f the Charter and in accordance with resolutions o f the General 
Assembly, with regard to all matters pertaining to disarmament and , 
in particular, to the ultimate goal o f  general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control. The Charter o f  the United 
Nations envisaged the establishment o f  a system for the regulation o f  
armaments that would assure ‘ the least diversion fo r armaments o f  
the world's human and economic resources”

Indeed , the first resolution approved by the General Assembly, in 
January 1946, called for specific proposals for the elimination o f  
atomic weapons and other weapons o f  mass destruction, and, since 
that time, the General Assembly has repeatedly reaffirmed the United 
Nations responsibility for disarmament and limitation o f weapons o f  
all kinds. Over the years, the United Nations has made constant and 
determined efforts aimed at the limitation o f armaments, both nuclear 
and conventional, and has urged the ending o f arms races. It has, 
furthermore, called for the specific limitation, reduction and eventual 
elimination o f nuclear weapons and o f other weapons o f  mass destruc
tion.

Concerted efforts by the United Nations and Governments have 
produced limited but important first steps in the form o f  international 
arms control agreements dealing particularly with the threat o f  nuclear 
weapons. Prominent among these are the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water; 
the Outer Space Treaty banning nuclear and other weapons o f mass 
destruction from that environment; the Treaty for the Prohibition o f  
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America; the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera- 
tion o f Nuclear Weapons; and the Sea-Bed Treaty prohibiting the 
emplacement o f  nuclear weapons and other weapons o f  mass destruc
tion in that environment. A ll o f  these treaties have entered into force, 
and they play a significant role in containing the nuclear arms race, 
building confidence among nations and strengthening international 
peace and security. In respect o f  other types o f  weapons, the Conven
tion on the Prohibition o f  the Development, Production and Stockpil
ing o f Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their 
Destruction, which entered into force in 1975, marks the first time that 
an international agreement provides fo r actual disarmament-that is, 
the actual elimination o f  existing weapons o f  mass destruction.

Another element in the over-all arms limitation and disarmament 
effort during the 1970s has been the strategic arms limitation talks
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(SALT) between the United States and the Soviet Union. The General 
Assembly has closely followed the progress o f  the SA LT  negotiations. 
It has welcomed their initial results and, in its resolutions, has urged 
the two nuclear Powers to do their utmost to reach agreement on 
qualitative limitations and substantial reductions o f  their strategic 
nuclear weapon systems as a positive step towards nuclear disarma
ment.

Nuclear disarmament, although difficult to achieve, remains a 
vital objective, especially when armaments threaten not only the 
security that they are intended to protect, but the very survival o f  
mankind. And it is not just mankind's physical security that is threat
ened; the world can hardly be economically sound while its military 
expenditures are in the order o f300 billion dollars a year. Real security 
can only be achieved when the resources, both human and material, 
reflected in that figure are turned very substantially towards the im
provement o f  human welfare.

Admittedly, the efforts towards the achievement o f  disarmament 
have, so far, not produced the decisive results hoped fo r . This should 
not lead to discouragement, especially as experience has shown that, 
i f  there is a strong political will on the part o f  all concerned to reach 
agreement, and i f  negotiations are conducted with understanding, 
patience, and perseverance, it is possible to make substantial pro
gress in disarmament.

It is significant that the membership o f  the United Nations is 
expressing increasing concern about the whole complex problem o f  
disarmament and is seeking ways to find  solutions. Together with 
other approaches, efforts to strengthen the role o f  the United Nations 
in this field  may be considered a sign that portends further and perhaps 
more significant achievements during the second half o f  the Disarma
ment Decade.

This book was prepared by the Disarmament Affairs Division o f  
the Department o f  Political and Security Council Affairs in response 
to a decision adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth 
session . It is a supplement to the publication entitled The United 
Nations and Disarmament, 1945-1970 and provides an account o f  the 
deliberations and negotiations on disarmament in the United Nations 
fo r  the period 1970-1975. The book will have served its purpose i f  it 
contributes to a wider and better understanding o f  disarmament issues 
and o f  their treatment in the United Nations and other forums.

K u r t  W a l d h e i m

June 1976 Secretary-General
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

D u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  from 1970 to 1975, the 
General Assembly of the United Nations continued to be a focal point 
for international disarmament efforts.

In its Declaration on the Occasion of the Twenty-Fifth Anniver
sary of the United Nations, adopted on 24 October 1970,1 the General 
Assembly addressed itself to the question of arms limitation and disar
mament with these words:

On the threshold o f the D isarm am ent D ecade, we welcome the important interna
tional agreem ents which have already been achieved in the limitation o f arm am ents, 
especially nuclear arms. Conscious o f the long and difficult search for ways to halt and 
reverse the arms race and o f the grave threat to international peace posed by the 
continuing developm ent of sophisticated weapons, we look forward to the early conclu
sion of further agreem ents o f this kind and to moving forward from arms limitation to 
a reduction of arm am ents and to disarm am ent everyw here, particularly in the nuclear 
field, with the participation o f all nuclear Powers. We call upon all G overnm ents to 
renew their determ ination to make concrete progress towards the elimination of the arms 
race and the achievem ent of the final goal—general and complete disarmam ent under 
effective international control.

That same year, the General Assembly also adopted a Declara
tion on the Strengthening of International Security.2 In that document, 
the Assembly not only stressed the close connexion between interna
tional security, disarmament and the economic development of coun
tries, “ so that any progress made towards any of these objectives will 
constitute progress towards all of them” , but urged all States, particu
larly the nuclear-weapon States, to make pressing and concerted ef
forts for the cessation and reversal of the nuclear and conventional 
arms race at an early date, the elimination of nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction and the conclusion of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol.

At its twenty-fifth session in 1970, the Assembly also commended 
for signature and ratification3 the Treaty for the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass De
struction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof, a multilateral treaty achieved by the Conference of the Com
mittee on Disarmament (CCD) after two years of intense negotiations.

The following year the Assembly was also able to commend the 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
Their Destruction, another multilateral international agreement
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achieved by the CCD. An important aspect of the Convention was 
that, for the first time, agreement had been reached for the actual 
destruction and elimination of existing weapons. In commending it,4 
the General Assembly recognized, among other things, that an agree
ment on the prohibition of biological and toxin weapons represented 
a first step towards an agreement on effective measures for the prohibi
tion of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weap
ons. The Convention itself contained an undertaking by each State 
party to it to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching 
such an agreement.

The Sea-Bed Treaty entered into force on 18 May 1972, and the 
Convention on bacteriological (biological) weapons on 26 March 1975.

In the field of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, 
progress was also achieved through additional ratifications or acces
sions to the 1925 Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, including ratification by the United States of 
America. All the nuclear Powers are now parties to this agreement. 
Commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of the Protocol, on 17 June 
1975, Secretary-General Waldheim noted that the Geneva Protocol 
was adhered to almost universally and that there was no other instru
ment in the disarmament field which was as widely accepted interna
tionally.5

From 1970 to 1975, the General Assembly also dealt with a num- * 
ber of new issues or reactivated important issues from an earlier 
period, including the following: new efforts at the regional level to
wards the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones or zones of 
peace; prohibition of environmental warfare; non-use of force in inter
national relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons; a ban on napalm and other inhumane and indiscriminate 
weapons; study of the economic and social consequences of the arms 
race; reduction of military budgets; and the convening of a world 
disarmament conference.

With regard to the latter item, it was widely believed that the goal 
of encouraging more active efforts and providing new avenues towards 
disarmament could be served by the convening of a world disarmament 
conference. In 1971, the General Assembly expressed the conviction 
that it was “ most desirable to take immediate steps in order that 
careful consideration be given to the convening, following adequate 
preparation, of a world disarmament conference open to all S tates,'’6 
and in subsequent years it considered ways of pursuing that goal. It 
was also widely felt that reduction of military budgets would provide 
another comprehensive approach to disarmament, namely, to promote 
the realization of a lasting peace and security with the least diversion 
for armaments of the world’s human and economic resources and, at 
the same time, to “ make it possible to utilize substantial resources for 
the needs of the peaceful development of all States, including the 
provision of assistance to developing countries” .7
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During the period under review, as had been the case in the 1960s, 
the task of pursuing concretely many of the goals promoted by the 
General Assembly was entrusted, in the first instance, to the CCD. 
A number of basic issues before the Committee were carried over from 
previous years, among them the questions of a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban, a ban on the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical and biological weapons, and the over-all problem of general 
and complete disarmament. At the same time, the Committee pursued 
some new questions, notably the prevention of environmental warfare. 
The Committee’s 1975 report to the General Assembly8 contained the 
texts of separate but identical draft conventions, submitted to the 
Committee by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America, on the prohibition of military or any other hostile 
use of environmental modification techniques. That represented, in the 
view of many Members of the United Nations, a significant step 
towards the achievement of an international agreement on such a ban.

The composition of the Committee, which had first been enlarged 
in 1969, was increased again on 1 January 1975 by the addition of five 
members, namely, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Iran, Peru and Zaire. The view was widely 
expressed that the Committee would benefit from the infusion of new 
talents.

Throughout the period under consideration, the General Assem
bly and the CCD also gave considerable attention to the various 
aspects of the question of the implementation of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), following its entry into 
force in 1970. On that occasion, the Secretary-General stated:9

In preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons and in establishing a safeguards 
system  for verifying the faithful implementation of its obligations, the T reaty  cannot fail 
to play a very significant role in containing the nuclear arms race.

A t the same time, the T reaty  prom otes the peaceful uses o f nuclear energy and 
creates most favourable conditions for the developm ent o f a wide international co
operation in this field. .

It should also be stressed that the T reaty  is not an end in itself but a step towards 
disarmam ent and that the T reaty  imposes on all parties a solemn obligation to pursue 
negotiations on effective m easures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race, to 
nuclear disarmam ent and to general and complete disarmam ent. This is a most pressing 
task for the future and the parties to the T reaty , and especially the nuclear-weapon 
Pow ers, have a great responsibility in fulfilling the obligation they have accepted under 
the term s of the T reaty .

At the 1970 session of the CCD and at the twenty-fifth session of 
the General Assembly that same year, many States welcomed the 
entry into force of the Treaty and called for universal adherence to it. 
That call was also reflected in later General Assembly resolutions, in 
particular resolution 3213 (XXIX), by which the Assembly urged all 
countries concerned to ratify or accede to the Treaty or finalize their 
safeguards agreements with the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) as soon as possible, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Treaty.

3



Towards the end of the period, a resurgence of interest in the 
creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world 
also gave rise to new questions concerning the question of the connex
ion between such zones and the NPT, in view of the generally recog
nized fact that such zones can effectively contribute to the objective 
of non-proliferation. The close relationship of the Treaty to the ques
tion of peaceful nuclear explosions also became increasingly evident.

At the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, held in Geneva in May 1975, 
five years after the Treaty’s entry into force in accordance with the 
relevant provision of the Treaty, the participants reviewed the opera
tion of the Treaty in all its aspects, with a view to ensuring that the 
purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty were being 
realized. As a result of that review, the Conference adopted by consen
sus, with a number of interpretative statements, a Final Declaration,10 
containing important conclusions and recommendations concerning all 
the main issues involved in the Treaty’s implementation.

At the bilateral level, the strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) 
between the Soviet Union and the United States, which had begun on 
17 November 1969—as noted with satisfaction by the General Assem
bly in a resolution of that year—were a major element in the over-all 
arms limitation and disarmament effort during the years 1970-1975. In 
that time, the SALT talks, to which the General Assembly addressed 
itself in several resolutions, produced a number of agreements, includ
ing the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 
(1972), the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to 
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (1972), and the Agreement 
on Prevention of Nuclear War (1973).

At the regional level, the Conference on Security and Co-opera- 
tion in Europe was concluded in Helsinki on 1 August 1975, after two 
years of deliberations, with the adoption of a Final Act containing 
important provisions on confidence-building measures and certain as
pects of security and disarmament in Europe. At the same time, the 
Conference on Mutual Reduction of Forces and Armaments and Al
lied Measures in Central Europe, which was first convened on 30 
October 1973, actively continued its deliberations.

Such multiple approaches to disarmament increased the need for 
effective over-all co-ordination of the disarmament effort. It was the 
general view, as repeatedly recognized by the General Assembly, that 
such co-ordination must be achieved through the United Nations, 
because of the Organization’s specific responsibility under the Charter 
for all matters pertaining to disarmament and because the question of 
disarmament involved the vital interests of all peoples and countries 
of the world.

With regard to the general situation prevailing in the disarmament 
field in 1975, the Secretary-General, in a message to the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament,11 stated:
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In conclusion, the record reveals that, although much has been achieved, a great 
deal still needs to be accomplished in the field o f disarm am ent which is not only desirable 
but essential for our survival. It is som etim es said that it may be impossible to reconcile 
the desirable with the feasible in the affairs of States. I sincerely believe in the field of 
disarm am ent we must keep trying to reconcile the positions of all parties concerned with 
perseverance, commitment and conviction. Although we have had many disappoint
ments and only limited success, we must not give up. The price of failure is too heavy, 
and too terrible, for mankind to bear.

A few months later, on the occasion of the thirtieth anniversary 
of the signing of the Charter of the United Nations,12 the Secretary- 
General warned that the world could not be safe, secure or economi
cally sound when global military expenditures were nearing 300 billion 
dollars a year, and when some 20 billion dollars of weapons were sold 
annually in the international arms trade. He addressed a most urgent 
appeal to all nations, great and small, nuclear and non-nuclear, to 
exercise unilateral restraint, to slow down their arms races and to limit 
the traffic in arms. He stated that they should urgently, and as a matter 
of priority, broaden the scope and intensify the pace of their efforts to 
negotiate truly effective arms control and disarmament agreements. 
Unless they did so, human survival, as well as human welfare, would 
be in grave jeopardy.
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PART ONE

General Disarmament





C H A P T E R  I

General and Complete Disarmament

I n  t h e  p e r i o d  from 1970 to 1975, the question of general and complete 
disarmament (GCD), the ultimate goal of disarmament negotiations, 
continued to receive extensive consideration in both the General As
sembly and the CCD.

A wide spectrum of disarmament problems was discussed under 
the item, including the definition of general principles of disarmament; 
the formulation of approaches for achieving GCD; the nature of the 
role of the United Nations in disarmament negotiations; the relation
ship between multilateral and bilateral, as well as regional, disarma
ment efforts; and a host of specific measures of disarmament, both 
nuclear and conventional, widely viewed as steps towards GCD.

In the course of the debates, virtually all States continued to 
reiterate their commitment to G CD as the final objective of all disarma
ment efforts. Many stressed the need to accelerate the pace of all 
disarmament negotiations and urged that nuclear disarmament be given 
the highest priority. A few called specifically for the halting and revers
ing of both the conventional and the nuclear arms race.

The great majority of States also supported the view that the 
policy of detente was conducive to the strengthening of international 
security and was thus improving the prospects for substantial progress 
in the disarmament field.

In both the General Assembly and the CCD extensive considera
tion was also given to the idea of stimulating disarmament negotiations 
by broadening participation and the scope of the disarmament issues 
to be discussed. (See chap. II below.)

Consideration by the CCD, 1970

At its 1970 session, the CCD gave detailed attention to General Assem
bly resolution 2602 E (XXIV), requesting the Conference to work out 
a comprehensive programme of disarmament dealing with all aspects 
of the problem of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and GCD 
under effective international control that would provide the Confer
ence with a guideline to chart the course of its further work and 
negotiations.
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In the course of the debate on the subject, members of the Commit
tee stated their positions on many aspects of the question: the interde
pendence of disarmament problems and questions of international 
peace and security; the relationship of partial disarmament measures 
to GCD; the priority of measures to limit and reduce nuclear weapons 
and other weapons of mass destruction; the need for maintaining a 
balance among various measures designed to prevent armament, to 
limit armament and to eliminate armament; the need to ensure that no 
State or group of States might gain military advantages at any stage of 
implementation of disarmament measures; the need to associate all 
militarily important States, in particular all nuclear-weapon Powers, in 
the process of disarmament; the importance of full implementation of 
and the broadest possible adherence to treaties and agreements already 
in force in the field of arms limitation and disarmament; the relative 
roles of political and technical factors in determining appropriate 
methods for effectively verifying disarmament measures; the need for 
flexibility; the importance of converting resources released by disarma
ment to peaceful uses, with particular attention to the needs of the 
developing countries; the role of regional disarmament measures; and 
the need to intensify disarmament efforts in general.

Many delegations specifically stressed the urgent necessity of 
resuming work directly on the problem of GCD. A number of them 
devoted statem ents1 to a review of the way in which the question of 
G CD  had been approached in the past, to proposals for further prog
ress in that field and to the elaboration of the comprehensive pro
gramme of disarmament referred to in General Assembly resolution 
2602 E (XXIV).

A number of specific proposals were submitted on the subject, 
including a joint draft comprehensive programme of disarmament by 
Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia,2 and suggestions contained in work
ing papers by Italy3 and the Netherlands.4 Romania presented its ideas 
on the contents of a programme for the Disarmament Decade (1970s).5

The draft programme of the three non-aligned members contained 
principles and proposals regarding elements and phases of a compre
hensive programme, as well as procedures for its implementation, and 
defined the aim of such a programme as the achievement of tangible 
progress in order that the goal of GCD under effective international 
control might become a reality in a world in which international peace 
and security prevailed and economic and social progress was attained.

The USSR, reaffirming its continued dedication to the goal of 
GCD , stressed the importance of the Joint Statement of Agreed Princi
ples for Disarmament Negotiations, issued by the United States and 
the USSR in 1961, and of its own 1962 draft treaty on GCD. It also 
held that proposals that had been put forward in the CCD and else
where for the revision, or bringing up to date, of the 1962 draft treaties 
on GCD of both the USSR and the United States represented a 
positive factor. The USSR stressed, however, that the participation of
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the maximum number of militarily important States, particularly of all 
nuclear-weapon Powers, would be necessary in reaching any agree
ment on GCD.

The United States also expressed continued support for the goal 
of GCD. However, it maintained that progress towards that goal could 
not be made in a vacuum, but would have to be accomplished by 
concrete progress towards a peaceful world, as had been recognized 
in the 1961 Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. It also held that 
suggestions that the United States and the USSR revise their respec
tive draft treaties on GCD would not be productive.

India suggested that the 1961 Joint Statement of Agreed Principles 
for Disarmament Negotiations might be developed into a comprehen
sive programme of disarmament.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1970

In the course of the 1970 session of the General Assembly, discussion 
on the GCD item centred mainly on the following questions: (a) a 
comprehensive programme of disarmament; (b) the bilateral strategic 
arms limitation talks (SALT) between the USSR and the United States 
(see chap. VIII below); (c) a draft treaty on the prohibition of the 
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruc
tion on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof, 
elaborated and submitted by the CCD (see chap. VI below); and (d) 
the dangers of new techniques for uranium enrichment.

In connexion with the Disarmament Decade, proclaimed by the 
General Assembly in resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 
the Philippines suggested the establishment of a Committee of the 
General Assembly for the Disarmament Decade which would be en
trusted, among other tasks, to plan activities directed towards increas
ing public understanding of the need for disarmament and support of 
current negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament; to give con
sideration to the holding of a world disarmament conference or a 
special session of the General Assembly as early in the Decade as 
possible; and to keep under review the programme of the disarmament 
negotiations.

In the debate on the question of a comprehensive disarmament 
programme, many references were made to the proposals already 
advanced in the CCD, as outlined above.

On 18 November 1970, Ireland, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution to the First Com
mittee, to which was annexed a comprehensive programme of disarma
ment similar in substance to that which three of them—Mexico, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia—had earlier submitted to the CCD. The six 
sponsoring States later submitted the programme as a separate docu
ment,6 reading as follows:
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Comprehensive programme of disarmament
I n t r o d u c t i o n

The present comprehensive programme of disarm am ent has been elaborated in 
compliance with the request made by the G eneral Assembly in resolution 2602 E
(X X IV ) adopted on 16 D ecem ber 1969, by which it declared the decade of the 1970s 
as a Disarm am ent Decade.

In the light of the contents o f that resolution it would seem fully justified to state 
that the request of the G eneral Assembly implies that the com prehensive programme 
of disarmam ent should embrace not only the work of the Conference of the Com mittee 
on D isarm am ent but all negotiations and other acts on this m atter, in whatever forum 
and form they may take place, and that the programme should include effective proce
dures in order to facilitate the co-ordination of such activities and ensure that the United 
N ations G eneral Assembly be kept informed on their progress so as to permit it the 
proper performance of its functions, including the constant evaluation of the situation.

It seems advisable to point out that the term  “ disarm am ent” is used here in the 
same manner as it has been in the various forums of the United N ations, that is, as a 
generic term which encom passes and may designate any type of m easures relating to the 
m atter, whether they are m easures for the prevention, the limitation, the reduction or 
the elimination of arm am ents, or the reduction of military forces.

I .  O b j e c t i v e

The aim of the com prehensive programme is to achieve tangible progress in order 
that the goal o f  general and complete disarmam ent under effective international control 
may become a reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail, and 
econom ic and social progress are attained.

I I .  P r i n c i p l e s

1. T he m easures in the com prehensive programme should be carried out in accord
ance with the jo in t statem ent o f agreed principles for disarmam ent negotiations of 
Septem ber 1961; taking into account the obligations undertaken in various treaties on 
disarm am ent and the relevant resolutions of the United N ations, and all new elem ents 
and possibilities in this area.

2. The highest priority should be given to disarmam ent m easures dealing with 
nuclear and chemical and biological weapons.

3. The problem of general and complete disarmam ent should be given intensive 
treatm ent, parallel to the negotiations of partial disarmam ent m easures, including m eas
ures to prevent and limit arm am ents and m easures to reduce arm am ents, in order to 
facilitate further clarification of positions and possibilities, including the revision and 
updating o f the existing draft treaties submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics and the United States of A m erica respectively, or the submission of new proposals.

4. The principle of balanced disarmam ent should be kept in mind. It concerns both 
a numerical decrease of men in arms and types of arms to pre-fixed levels, and packages 
of disarm am ent m easures by which an over-all balance is achieved that is judged by all 
parties to be satisfactory in the light of their own security. Particular efforts will have 
to be undertaken by militarily im portant Powers in order to reduce the gap that exists 
betw een them and other countries. It is understood that the final solution of the limita
tion and reduction of conventional arm am ents can be obtained only within the fram e
work of general and complete disarmam ent.

5. Verification m ethods form an indispensable part of disarmam ent m easures. 
W hen elaborating such methods it must be recognized that a 100 per cent certainty can 
never be obtained by any such system . A single method of control is rarely sufficient. 
As a rule, a combination of several m ethods should be employed, mutually reinforcing 
one another in order to achieve the necessary assurances that a certain disarmam ent 
m easure is being observed by all parties.

6. The com prehensive programme is correlated with other United N ations pro
grammes for peace-keeping and international security. Progress in the form er should not, 
however, be made dependent on progress in the latter and vice versa.
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7. The necessity should be kept in mind of avoiding, when concluding disarmam ent 
agreem ents, any adverse effects on the scientific, technological or economic future of 
nations.

8. A substantial portion o f the savings derived from m easures in the field of 
disarmam ent should be devoted to promoting economic and social developm ent, particu
larly in the developing countries.

9. In disarm am ent agreem ents every effort should be made not to prejudge or 
prejudice juridical or o ther unresolved issues in any outside field.

10. Concerted efforts should be made to associate militarily significant States, in 
particular all nuclear-weapon Powers, with the negotiations for disarm am ent.

11. The United N ations, which has specific responsibility for disarmam ent under 
the C harter, should be kept informed of all efforts thereon, w hether unilateral, bilateral 
or multilateral.

12. Public opinion should be given adequate information about armament and 
disarm am ent, so that it might bring its influence to bear on the strengthening of disarm a
ment efforts.

III. El.EMI  NT S  A N D  P H AS E S  OE TUI .  P R O G R A M M E

A. D isarm am ent treaties in force  or in preparation
1. The results achieved so far in the disarmam ent field and the agreem ents antici

pated for the immediate future consist o f partial or collateral m easures, facilitating and 
forming part o f the final aim of general and complete disarm am ent under effective 
international control. Such results consist mainly o f the following treaties:

(a) The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in W ar of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
or O ther G ases, and of Bacteriological M ethods of W arfare (1925);

(b) The Antarctic T reaty  (1959);
(<■) The T reaty Banning N uclear W eapon T ests in the A tm osphere, in O uter Space 

and under W ater (1963);
(d) The T reaty  on Principles G overning the Activities of States in the Exploration 

and Use of O uter Space, including the Moon and O ther Celestial Bodies (1967);
(?) The T reaty  for the Prohibition of N uclear W eapons in Latin Am erica and its 

two Additional Protocols (1967);
(/ ) The T reaty  on the Non-Proliferation of N uclear W eapons (1968).
Particular attention should be paid to the fulfilment o f the obligations arising from 

these treaties, to the review conference provided for in some of them, and, when that 
is the case, to the adoption of m easures intended to complete them.

2. Efforts and negotiations to reach agreement at an early stage of the D isarm am ent 
D ecade, on treaties and conventions whose contents have been for some time under 
consideration by the G eneral Assembly, the Conference of the Com m ittee on Disarm a
ment and other com petent international forums should be urgently intensified. This work 
has included consideration of:

(a) The prohibition of the developm ent, production and stockpiling of chemical and 
biological weapons and the destruction of existing stocks of such weapons;

(b) Further m easures in the field of disarmam ent for the prevention of an arms race 
on the sea-bed and the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof; and

(<•) The ban on underground nuclear-weapon tests.

B. Other measures o f  disarm ament

1. Prevention and limitation o f  arm am ents
The possibilities of giving effect as soon as possible to the m easures specified below 

should be the object o f persistent scrutiny and negotiation.
(a) N uclear weapons
(i) A moratorium or cessation of testing and deploying new strategic nuclear- 

weapon system s;
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(ii) The cessation of production of fissionable material for military purposes and the 
transfer of existing stocks to civilian uses;

(iii) A freeze or limitation on the deploym ent of all types of nuclear weapons;
(iv) The conclusion of regional agreements for the establishm ent of additional 

nuclear-weapon free zones;
(v) A solution of the problem concerning the prohibition of the use of, or the threat 

to  use, nuclear weapons.

(b) C onventional arm am ents and arm ed forces
(i) Further prohibitions of the use for military purposes of the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof;
(ii) The establishm ent of ceilings on the level and types of conventional arm am ents 

and the num ber o f armed forces;
(iii) Restrictions on the creation of foreign military bases and the stationing of 

troops and military equipm ent in foreign territories;
(iv) Convening of regional conferences at the initiative of the States of the region for 

the prevention and limitation of armaments.

2. Reduction o f  all arm am ents , arm ed forces and military expenditures
At the appropriate stage in the disarmam ent negotiations, ways and means of 

carrying out the following m easures should be thoroughly explored and actively nego
tiated:

(a) G radual reductions in nuclear armaments;
(b ) G radual reductions in conventional arm am ents and armed forces;
(c) The conclusion of regional non-aggression, security and disarmam ent treaties at 

the initiative o f the States concerned;
(d) G radual withdrawal of troops and bases from foreign territories;
(?) Reduction in military expenditures.

3. Elimination o f  arm aments

In accordance with the joint statem ent of agreed principles for disarm am ent negotia
tions, the final stage of the com prehensive programme should be the conclusion of a 
treaty on general and complete disarmam ent under effective international control, pro
viding for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and the reduction of 
conventional arm am ents and armed forces to levels required for the m aintenance of 
internal order and for international peace-keeping.

IV. PeAC I  - K E E P I N G  A N D  S E C U R I T Y

1 It is recognized that there is a close interrelationship between disarm am ent, 
international security, the peaceful settlem ent of disputes and a climate of confidence.

2. During the period of the negotiations for the disarmam ent m easures listed above, 
there should be parallel negotiations in the appropriate forums for the establishm ent or 
developm ent of United N ations peace-making and peace-keeping m achinery and proce
dures in order to increase and ensure the maintenance of international peace and 
security.

3. Agreem ent on such m easures will facilitate the success o f disarmam ent efforts, 
just as the adoption of disarm am ent measures will create favourable conditions for the 
strengthening of international security. N evertheless, as has been pointed out above, 
progress in one of these categories of m easures should not be made dependent on 
progress in the other.

V .  P r o c e d u r e

1. The General Assembly should consider annually the progress made in the 
implementation of the com prehensive programme. Every three years, the General 
Assembly should review the comprehensive programme and revise it as warranted. This 
will entail an evaluation of the over-all situation in the field o f disarmam ent and a 
comparison betw een the developm ent in regard to arm am ents and disarm am ent. The
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Disarm am ent Commission might be reactivated and entrusted with a part o f this task.
2. The practice of requesting the Secretary-G eneral to prepare, with the assistance 

of expert consultants, authoritative studies on concrete questions relating to the arms 
race and disarmam ent should be continued.

3. T he advisability of carrying out studies by qualified groups of experts on specific 
problems of disarm am ent, which warrant it, should be carefully explored in the C onfer
ence of the Com mittee on D isarm am ent.

4. T here should be more conferences and scientific exchanges among scientists and 
experts from various countries on the problem of the arms race and disarmam ent.

5. Universities and academic institutes should be encouraged to establish continu
ing courses and seminars to study problems of the arms race, military expenditures and 
disarmam ent.

6. The increased exchanges and publications o f relevant information and data 
should lead to greater openness, to the establishm ent o f greater confidence among States 
and increased knowledge and interest in these matters among the public.

7. T he feasibility of convening, in due time and after appropriate preparatory work, 
a world/disarm am ent conference of all States should be thoroughly studied.

On 7 December 1970, the General Assembly adopted, as resolu
tion 2661 C (XXV), a draft resolution sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Mexico, Morocco, the 
Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela and 
Yugoslavia, by which the Assembly, reaffirming once again the respon
sibility of the United Nations in the attainment of G CD , which was 
the most important question currently facing the world, urged the 
CCD to make more intensive efforts to bring about a faster pace 
towards the achievement of measures of disarmament. The Assembly 
also recommended that the CCD take into account in its further work 
and its negotiations the comprehensive programme of disarmament 
submitted to the General Assembly by the six Powers, as well as other 
disarmament suggestions already presented or to be presented. The 
resolution was adopted by a roll-call vote of 106 to none, with 10 
abstentions (including France and the Soviet Union). It reads as fol
lows:

The General A ssem hly ,
Recalling  its resolution 2602 E (X X IV ) of 16 Decem ber 1969,
Further recalling its resolution 1722 (X V I) o f 20 Decem ber 1961, by which it 

welcomed the joint statem ent of agreed principles for disarmam ent negotiations, sub
mitted on 20 Septem ber 1961 by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States o f America,

Reaffirm ing once again the responsibility o f the United N ations in the attainm ent 
of general and complete disarm am ent, which is the most important question facing the 
world today,

Considering that it has declared the decade o f the 1970s as the D isarm am ent 
Decade,

H aving considered  the working papers on a comprehensive programme of disarm a
ment subm itted by the N etherlands on 24 February 1970 and by Italy on 19 August 1970, 
and the draft com prehensive programme of disarmam ent subm itted by M exico, Sweden 
and Yugoslavia on 27 August 1970 to the Conference of the Com mittee on D isarm am ent,

Having considered also the opinions expressed in the debates of the C onference of 
the Com mittee on D isarm am ent and o f the First Com mittee concerning the question of 
a com prehensive programme of disarm am ent,
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1. Urges the C onference of the Com mittee on D isarm am ent to make more inten
sive efforts to bring about a faster pace towards the achievem ent o f disarmament 
m easures;

2. Expresses its appreciation o f the important and constructive docum ents and 
views subm itted at the Conference of the Com mittee on D isarm am ent, including the 
working papers on a com prehensive programme of disarm am ent subm itted by the 
N etherlands on 24 February 1970 and by Italy on 19 August 1970, and the draft 
com prehensive programme of disarmam ent subm itted by M exico, Sweden and Yugo
slavia on 27 August 1970, and of the com prehensive programme of disarmam ent sub
mitted to the G eneral Assembly by Ireland, M exico, M orocco, Pakistan, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia on 1 D ecem ber 1970;

3. Recom m ends  to the Conference of the Com m ittee on D isarm am ent that it take 
into account in its further work and its negotiations the com prehensive programme of 
disarm am ent submitted on 1 Decem ber 1970, as well as other disarmam ent suggestions 
presented or to be presented in the future.

On the question of new techniques for uranium enrichment, the 
General Assembly adopted, as resolution 2661 B (XXV), a proposal 
sponsored by Malta, by which the Assembly requested IAEA, which 
was engaged in the study of safeguards under NPT, to pay attention 
also to the safeguards required with respect to new techniques for 
uranium enrichment and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty- 
sixth session on its consideration of the subject. The resolution was 
adopted by 107 votes to 0, with 7 abstentions.

Consideration by the CCD, 1971

In accordance with General Assembly resolution 2661 C (XXV), the 
CCD continued to discuss the question of general and complete dis
armament. During the debate, Mexico urged that special attention be 
given to the comprehensive programme of disarmament that had been 
submitted to the General Assembly at its 1970 session; Italy suggested 
the establishment of a working group to examine the principles of an 
“ organic” comprehensive programme of disarmament; Romania main
tained that progress towards general disarmament could best be 
achieved by initiating negotiations for the drafting of a treaty on the 
subject; and India supported the view that it would be useful for the 
USSR and the United States to submit revisions of their respective 
1962 draft treaties on GCD. The USSR, Bulgaria, Hungary, Mongolia 
and Romania reaffirmed their readiness to continue efforts to achieve 
a positive solution of the problem. Several members also specifically 
noted the desirability of participation in disarmament negotiations by 
all militarily important States, including all nuclear-weapon States.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1971

At the 1971 session of the General Assembly, discussion of the GCD 
question again covered a wide range of topics. Among the documents
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before the Assembly relating to this subject was a letter dated 23 June 
1971 from the Permanent Representative of the USSR to the Secre- 
tary-General, transmitting a statement of the Government of the USSR 
concerning the convening of a conference of the five nuclear-weapon 
Powers to deal with the problem of disarmament.7 In a statement in 
the General Assembly, on 28 September 1971, the Foreign Minister of 
the USSR, Mr. Gromyko, indicated that some nuclear Powers had 
expressed objections to the Soviet proposal.8

In the same statement, the Soviet Foreign Minister noted that past 
achievements in limiting the arms race had brought the world only to 
the threshold of disarmament. He further suggested that a radical 
solution of the disarmament question required a united effort by all 
States and said that the Soviet Government, therefore, believed that 
the convening of a world disarmament conference, with the participa
tion of all States of the world, would meet the task of enhancing still 
further the efforts towards disarmament. For that reason, the USSR 
had asked for the inclusion of the item “ World disarmament confer
ence” in the agenda of the twenty-sixth session of the General Assem
bly (for further discussion of a world disarmament conference, see 
chap. II below).

The United Kingdom and the United States, reiterating their 
commitment to G CD , maintained that the desired goal could best be 
approached gradually and pragmatically. On the other hand, many 
States, including most non-aligned countries, continued to maintain 
that too much attention was being given to partial and collateral mea
sures and that such measures had failed to bring GCD any nearer to 
realization. India, the Philippines and Yugoslavia held specifically that 
there should be a thorough review and redefinition of the question of 
GCD  and that the 1962 draft treaties on GCD of the United States and 
the USSR should be brought up to date.

In expressing concern over the continuing momentum of the arms 
race, many speakers once again urged that nuclear disarmament be 
given the highest priority in international negotiations. In that connex
ion, several speakers, including the representatives of the Eastern 
European States, maintained that the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons would facilitate progress towards GDC.

On 16 December 1971, the General Assembly adopted three reso
lutions under the GCD item, as described below.

Resolution 2825 B (XXVI), adopted by a vote of 92 to none, with 
1 abstention, reaffirmed the responsibility of the United Nations in the 
fundamental goal of the attainment of GCD; urged the CCD to resume 
its efforts on the question of GCD along the lines set forth in resolution 
2661 C (XXV); and specifically requested the CCD to report to the 
General Assembly in 1972 on the results of those efforts. The USSR, 
the United Kingdom and the United States voted in favour of the 
resolution, but France abstained and China did not participate in the 
vote.
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Resolution 2825 C (XXVI), adopted by a vote of 110 to none, with 
4 abstentions, considering that public opinion should be adequately 
informed about the problems of the arms race and of disarmament so 
that it might bring its influence to bear on the strengthening of disarma
ment efforts, (a) affirmed the value of holding conferences of experts 
and scientists from various countries on the problem of the arms race 
and disarmament; (b) supported the practice of requesting the Secre
tary-General to prepare, with the assistance of consultant experts, 
authoritative reports on concrete questions relating to the arms race 
and disarmament: (c) declared that progress towards GCD would be 
promoted if universities and academic institutions in all countries were 
to study the problems of the arms race; and (d) requested the Secre- 
tary-General to bring the resolution to the attention of all Member 
States and members of UNESCO with a view to its wide publication 
and dissemination.

Resolution 2825 A (XXVI), adopted by a vote of 85 to none, with 
17 abstentions, noting with appreciation the report of IAEA, pursuant 
to General Assembly resolution 2661 B (XXV), concerning the applica
tion of safeguards to uranium enrichment,9 expressed its confidence in 
the ability of IAEA to meet, without delay, the obligations likely to 
be placed upon it in respect of the application of safeguards to nuclear 
material in all types of civil nuclear facilities, including uranium enrich
ment plants, and requested it to include in its annual report to the 
General Assembly full information on the progress of its work on the 
application of safeguards in connexion with the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, including safeguards on nuclear 
material in uranium enrichment plants using both existing and new 
techniques.

Consideration by the CCD, 1972

At the opening meeting of the 1972 CCD session, Secretary-General 
Waldheim addressed the Conference.10 In his statement, he noted 
that, while many arms limitation agreements had been achieved in 
recent years because of the efforts of the Conference, the arms race, 
and in particular the nuclear arms race, had not yet been significantly 
slowed down. He recalled that the General Assembly had urged the 
Conference to resume its work on GCD, taking into account the 
comprehensive programme of disarmament originally submitted by 
some non-aligned members of the CCD, as well as other proposals on 
the subject. He also referred to the related question of a world disarma
ment conference to be held at some early date, subject to a most 
careful preparation in order to assure its success.

In the Committee discussion on GCD, Italy reaffirmed its interest 
in the formulation of a comprehensive programme and suggested the 
establishment of a working group to identify the points of agreement
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and disagreement revealed by the documents submitted on GCD 
between 1962 and 1971, with a view to formulating some agreed basic 
principles. Romania again suggested the initiation of concrete negotia
tions on a draft treaty. Mexico stressed that the application of savings 
from disarmament to the raising of the living standards of the “ third 
world” had become an appropriate topic for consideration by the 
United Nations. The United Kingdom held that the CCD, while recog
nizing GCD as the final goal, should continue to seek realistic ways 
to increase security for all nations and to save scarce resources.

The Committee also gave some attention to the related questions 
of a world disarmament conference, as it continued to do at each of 
its subsequent sessions. Many members expressed the view that such 
a conference, held after adequate preparation and with the participa
tion of all States, would promote the cause of GCD.

With respect to the continuing question of the organization and 
procedures of the Committee, several members, including Mexico, 
Romania and Yugoslavia, expressed dissatisfaction with current ar
rangements and suggested possible changes. Many members also 
stressed the view that the participation of all nuclear-weapon States in 
disarmament efforts was essential.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

At the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, specific 
proposals for a programme leading to GCD, made either in the CCD 
or at earlier Assembly sessions, were referred to by several Members. 
Italy, for instance, again raised the possibility of an agreement among 
the most militarily significant States to adopt initial measures for the 
limitation and reduction of both nuclear and conventional armaments, 
giving due regard to the need for an adequate balance among all 
measures. India urged early resumption of active negotiations on GCD 
which, it felt, could be achieved through a step-by-step approach of 
partial or collateral measures conceived within the larger framework 
of GCD.

The proposal for a world disarmament conference was also often 
mentioned as a means of giving a new dynamism to the continuing 
efforts towards GCD. Attention was also focused on the SALT 
agreements of May 1972. In that context, the Foreign Minister of the 
USSR, Mr. Gromyko, asserted that the possibilities for moving 
further towards disarmament would grow with each new measure 
agreed upon.11

Ultimately, the General Assembly adopted two resolutions under 
the GCD item—one on napalm (see chap. X below) and one on the 
negotiations between the USSR and the United States on the limitation 
of strategic nuclear weapons (see chap. VIII below).
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Developments in 1973

Discussion on GCD at the 1973 session of the CCD followed the same 
general pattern as that of previous years.

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, most com
ments were under related items in the context of urging the Assembly 
to reassert its responsibilities in the field of disarmament by creating 
new bodies, such as a world disarmament conference or a reorganized 
CCD, to deal more effectively with the problem. Under the item itself, 
the Assembly adopted three resolutions: (a) one on the specific ques
tion of GCD, reaffirming the special responsibility of the United 
Nations in all disarmament matters and, in particular, GCD, and 
calling on all Governments to keep the Assembly suitably informed of 
the disarmament negotiations in which they participated; (b ) one on the 
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) between the USSR and the 
United States (see chap. VIII  below); and (c) one on the preparation 
for the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to be held in Geneva in 1975 (see 
chap. IV below).

The resolution on the role of the United Nations in the field of 
disarmament, sponsored by Afghanistan, Argentina, Egypt, India, 
Indonesia, Mexico, Nepal, Nigeria, Peru, Romania, Sweden, Yugo
slavia, Zaire and Zambia, was adopted, as resolution 3184 C (XXVIII), 
by a vote of 93 to none, with 20 abstentions. France, the USSR, the 
United Kingdom, the United States and a number of Eastern European 
and Western States abstained on the general grounds that the nature 
of arms negotiations made it difficult to keep the Assembly informed 
until the results were made known generally. China did not participate 
in the vote. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling  its resolution 1722 (X V I) of 20 Decem ber 1961. in which it welcomed the 

joint statem ent o f agreed principles for disarm am ent negotiations submitted by the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States o f Am erica on 20 Septem ber 
1961,

Further recalling its resolutions 2602 E (X X IV ) of 16 D ecem ber 1969, 2661 C
(XX V) of 7 Decem ber 1970 and 2825 B (X X V I) o f 16 D ecem ber 1971 on the com prehen
sive programme o f disarm am ent,

Bearing in m ind  its specific responsibility under the C harter of the United Nations 
with regard to the principles governing disarmam ent and to the achievem ent of general 
and complete disarm am ent, which is one of the most important issues confronting the 
world at present,

Emphasizing  the vital interest of all peoples and countries o f the world in disarm a
ment negotiations,

C onvinced  o f the importance and urgent need that all States should exert further 
efforts for the adoption of effective m easures of disarm am ent, including the prohibition 
and elimination o f all types of weapons of mass destruction,

1. Reaffirm s  the responsibility of the United N ations with regard to all m atters 
pertaining to disarm am ent, in particular the ultimate goal o f general and complete 
disarm am ent under effective international control;
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2. Invites the States parties to disarmam ent negotiations to ensure that the disarm a
ment m easures adopted in one region should not result in increasing arm am ents in other 
regions, thus upsetting their stability;

3. Invites the G overnm ents of all States to keep the G eneral Assembly suitably 
informed of their disarmam ent negotiations so as to allow the proper perform ance of its 
functions;

4. R equests  the Secretary-G eneral to bring the present resolution to the attention 
of all M ember States, as well as all other States and G overnm ents, and to include in 
the provisional agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the G eneral Assembly the item 
entitled “ General and complete disarm am ent"

Consideration by the CCD, 1974

At the 1974 session of the CCD, a number of members again empha
sized the necessity of enlisting the participation of all militarily signifi
cant States, especially all nuclear Powers, in disarmament negotiations 
and in the international arms limitation agreements already concluded. 
Several members also reiterated the view that detente was conducive 
to disarmament and to progress in the work of the CCD. In that 
regard, the Socialist States stressed that political detente should be 
supplemented by military detente.

A number of members, including Mexico, Romania, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia, continued to express concern about the general lack of 
progress in the Committee and suggested that the multilateral disarma
ment negotiating machinery should be strengthened. The United King
dom, on the other hand, held that the CCD had the experience and 
dedication necessary to treat the difficult problems of disarmament 
successfully; and, similarly, Poland maintained that there was sus
tained confidence in the role which the Committee had to play in the 
process of multilateral disarmament negotiations.

With respect to repeated suggestions that the CCD be enlarged, 
the Committee agreed to invite the German Democratic Republic, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, Iran, Peru and Zaire to become mem
bers, beginning 1 January 1975. The decision was welcomed by all 
speakers as a step that would enhance the Committee’s effectiveness. 
Bearing in mind General Assembly resolution 2602 B (XXIV) of 16 
December 1969, the Committee reported that agreement to the Assem
bly for its endorsement.12

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

At the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly, consideration 
of GCD  was strongly affected by international events in the nuclear 
field stimulating widespread concern with the particular problem of 
nuclear proliferation.

Most of the discussion on the item was devoted to the problems 
of nuclear disarmament, especially those related to NPT which were
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not covered by other disarmament items. Seven resolutions were 
adopted under the GCD item, four of them directly related to the 
problems of nuclear proliferation. Two of those, concerning peaceful 
nuclear explosions and security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon 
States, were directly related to the work of the 1975 Review Confer
ence of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (see chap. IV below). Two others dealt with the denucleariza
tion of Africa and a comprehensive study of the question of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones (see chap. V below). A fifth resolution addressed 
itself to the question of the bilateral arms limitation talks between the 
USSR and the United States (see chap. VIII below). The remaining 
two resolutions concerned, respectively, a mid-term review of the 
Disarmament Decade and enlargement of the CCD.

The resolution on the mid-term review was sponsored by Argen
tina, Brazil, Ghana, India, Liberia, Mexico, Nigeria, Romania, Sene
gal, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Zaire. By the resolution, the General 
Assembly, reaffirming the purposes and objectives of the Disarma
ment Decade, requested the Secretary-General and Governments to 
report to the Assembly at its thirtieth session on the steps which they 
had taken in order to acquaint the general public with those purposes 
and objectives; invited Member States to report to the thirtieth session 
of the General Assembly, through the Secretary-General, on measures 
and policies adopted in that connexion; and decided to include in the 
provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item entitled Mid-term 
review of the Disarmament Decade” . The resolution was adopted 
without a vote as resolution 3261 A (XXIX).

The resolution on the enlargement of the CCD was sponsored by 
the 25 members actually participating in the work of the Committee. 
By the resolution, the General Assembly endorsed the agreement that 
had been reached to the effect that the composition of the CCD would 
be increased, as from 1 January 1975, by the addition of the German 
Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Iran, Peru 
and Zaire. It also expressed the conviction that, to effect any future 
change in the composition of the CCD, the same procedure as had just 
been followed should be observed. The resolution was adopted 
without a vote as resolution 3261 B (XXIX).

Consideration by the CCD, 1975

At the 1975 session of the CCD, a number of delegations continued 
to refer to the need for progress towards the goal of GCD. In that 
connexion, the USSR held that efforts to convene a world disarma
ment conference should be intensified. The delegation of Romania 
submitted a working paper on steps to be taken within a disarmament 
programme.13

The United States, in reiterating its view on the importance of 
restraints on conventional arms, set forth a number of illustrative
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principles that might be applicable to the problem and stressed that 
such restraints might usefully be considered in a regional context, as 
had recently been done in Latin America.

The delegation of Peru reported the adoption in December 1974 
by eight Latin American States—Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, 
Ecuador, Panama, Peru and Venezuela—of the Declaration of Ayacu- 
cho, by which those States had undertaken to establish conditions 
permitting effective arms control and ending the acquisition of arms for 
aggressive warlike purposes, so that all possible resources might be 
devoted to the economic and social development of the Latin Ameri
can countries. Egypt, Peru, Romania and Yugoslavia expressed the 
view that consideration should be given to holding a special session 
of the General Assembly on disarmament.

Some members, in particular Romania, made statements concern
ing the Committee’s procedures and organization of work. The Com
mittee decided to hold a discussion on the organization of its work at 
the beginning of the 1976 session.
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C H A P T E R  II

Question of a World Disarmament Conference

T h e  i d e a  o f  a  w o r l d  d i s a r m a m e n t  c o n f e r e n c e ,  which had been 
advanced on several occasions in the 1960s, notably in General Assem
bly resolution 2030 (XX), without leading to any concrete results, was 
revived by the Soviet Union at the twenty-sixth session of the Assem
bly in 1971 and continued to receive the active attention of the General 
Assembly during the entire period covered by this volume.

USSR proposal, 1971

In an explanatory memorandum1 accompanying the request for inclu
sion of the item “ World Disarmament Conference” on the agenda of 
the twenty-sixth session, the USSR stressed that in recent years some 
arms limitation agreements had been reached, which had to some 
extent limited the dimension of the arms race, but that no progress had 
been made towards real disarmament measures, let alone general and 
complete disarmament. It was, therefore, most desirable to encourage 
more active efforts on the part of all countries of the world, both 
nuclear and non-nuclear, to solve the problems relating to disarma
ment. Such a goal, in the opinion of the Soviet Government, could be 
served by the convening of a world disarmament conference. In the 
words of the explanatory memorandum:

The conference could become a forum where all countries o f the world without 
exception could jointly discuss the problems of disarmam ent . . and attem pt to find 
feasible and generally acceptable means of solving those problems. In order to be 
successful, such a conference must be truly universal. All countries should be repre
sented at the world disarmam ent conference on the basis of equality. O f special impor
tance would be the participation in the conference of all States possessing significant 
armed forces and arm am ents.

The world disarmam ent conference could consider the whole complex of 
problems relating to disarm am ent, with regard to both nuclear and conventional arma
m ents. At the same tim e .. primary attention could be devoted to the questions of 
prohibiting and eliminating nuclear weapons, if the m ajority o f the participants in the 
conference should so desire.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1971

Early discussion of the matter in the General Assembly in 1971 centred 
on a draft resolution2 submitted by the USSR and subsequently spon
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sored also by Rwanda, by which the General Assembly would: (a) 
proclaim the urgent necessity of intensifying the efforts of States in the 
field of disarmament; (b) express the conviction that the convening of 
a world disarmament conference to consider the whole range of disar
mament problems, especially the prohibition and elimination of nuclear 
weapons, was a matter of expediency and urgency; (c) call upon all 
States to contribute to the preparation and early convening of such a 
conference by holding the necessary bilateral and multilateral consulta
tions; (d) call upon all nuclear-weapon States to discharge their special 
responsibility for the solution of nuclear disarmament questions and to 
promote the success of the conference by every means, including joint 
action to establish the prerequisites for reaching agreement on those 
questions; (e) request the CCD to make further efforts to work out 
measures for the curtailment of the arms race and for disarmament, 
which would also contribute to the success of the conference; (/*) deem 
it desirable that agreement should be reached among States before the 
end of 1972 on an actual date for convening the conference and on its 
agenda; and (g) decide to include the item “ United Nations assistance 
in the convening of a world disarmament conference” in the provi
sional agenda of its twenty-seventh session in 1972.

In the debate in the General Assembly, the USSR suggested 
initially that such a conference should be held outside the framework 
of the United Nations, so that all States might take part in it, irrespec
tive of whether or not they were Members of the United Nations. The 
conference, the USSR held, would in no way detract from the impor
tance of the existing forums and channels for disarmament negotia
tions, including the CCD, and might become a permament interna
tional forum, active for a long time and meeting every two or three 
years.

The USSR also stressed that, in proposing the convening of a 
world disarmament conference, it had taken into account the fact that 
the idea of such a conference had been widely supported for years by 
the world community and by the Governments of a large majority of 
States. As early as 1964, the USSR recalled, the heads of States and 
Governments of non-aligned countries at the Cairo Conference had 
spoken most decisively in favour of the convening of such a confer
ence, and a year later the General Assembly had adopted resolution 
2030 (XX), by which it had endorsed the proposal adopted at the Cairo 
Conference “ on the convening of a world disarmament conference to 
which all countries would be invited.” Moreover, at the 1970 Confer
ence of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, 
held in Lusaka, the participants had expressed the unanimous opinion 
that “ it may be useful to convene a world disarmament conference at 
an appropriate time open for participation to all States” In the view 
of the Soviet Union, the time had come for the General Assembly 
again to give most careful consideration to the question of the conven
ing of a world disarmament conference and take the necessary deci
sions to that end. The usefulness of, and the necessity for, broad
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international consideration of all aspects of the problem of disarma
ment, the Soviet Union held, could not be contested; nor should the 
world community condone a situation in which the world became 
accustomed to the arms race as an inevitable, necessary and perma
nent evil.

The idea of a world disarmament conference received widespread 
support in the General Assembly. It was generally felt that the confer
ence should be held within the framework of the United Nations, that 
all States, in particular all nuclear-weapon States and other States with 
major military potential, should participate in the conference and that 
the conference should be convened following adequate preparation. 
While the non-nuclear-weapon States were overwhelmingly in favour 
of a world disarmament conference, the same degree of consensus did 
not exist among the nuclear-weapon Powers.

France stated that the plan for a world disarmament conference 
could help to give a fresh start to the work on disarmament and to 
provide all States, particularly the nuclear Powers, a framework within 
which to discuss together their common problems in the interests of 
everyone. If it was to succeed, France believed, the participation of 
all the nuclear-weapon Powers should be ensured and the conference 
should control its own agenda and rules of procedure.

The United Kingdom stated that it was willing to consider the 
proposal for a world disarmament conference most carefully and to 
take part in any negotiations that were likely to bring effective mea
sures of disarmament. It would not, however, want to do away with 
existing and proved negotiating forums. Though a world disarmament 
conference could have a positive role, it would be too unwieldy to 
negotiate treaties and agreements. Such a conference would also most 
appropriately be held within the United Nations framework. It should 
be well prepared, because failure would set back the cause of disarma
ment. It would be premature to take a definite decision that such a 
conference should be held.

The United States believed that the question of a world disarma
ment conference deserved careful consideration but suggested that 
such a conference could not be expected to produce specific accom
plishments. Disarmament agreements, it held, were most likely to be 
reached through serious and careful negotiations and not through the 
convening of large and unwieldy conferences. The United States also 
saw no reason for establishing additional disarmament machinery out
side the United Nations framework.

China stressed that it had consistently supported the convening of 
a summit conference of all countries to discuss the question of the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons but 
that such a conference must be truly conducive to nuclear disarmament 
and the reduction of nuclear war threats. In its opinion, the Soviet 
Union’s proposal for convening a world disarmament conference had 
neither set out a clear aim nor put forward practical steps for its
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attainment. Therefore, such a conference would inevitably become a 
permanent club for endless discussions that would solve no substantive 
problems. It also maintained that, in order to realize the complete 
prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, the United 
States and the Soviet Union, both of which possessed large quantities 
of nuclear weapons, should first issue statements, separately or jointly, 
in which they would openly undertake the obligation (a) not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons at any time and in any circumstances and 
not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries and against 
nuclear-free zones; and (b) to dismantle all nuclear bases set up on the 
territories of other countries and withdraw all their nuclear armed 
forces and all nuclear weapons and means of delivery from abroad. It 
suggested that the conference should be attended by the heads of 
Governments of all countries and considered that the question of 
whether it should be convened inside or outside the United Nations 
should be open for consultation among all.

The USSR maintained that the aims and tasks of the proposed 
conference had been clearly defined in its explanatory memorandum 
(see above). Though it favoured a flexible approach to the agenda of 
the world conference, as it wished to enable all States to submit 
proposals which they considered most urgent, the Soviet Government 
believed that the conference should devote primary attention to such 
problems of nuclear disarmament as the cessation by all States of all 
nuclear weapon tests, the creation of nuclear-free zones in various 
parts of the world, the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and 
the elimination of stockpiles of such weapons.

Egypt proposed that the General Assembly, if it endorsed the idea 
of a world disarmament conference, might request the Secretary-Gen- 
eral to obtain the opinions of all States on the modalities of the confer
ence, particularly its time, place, agenda, level of representation and 
relationship with the United Nations. The Secretary-General might 
also consult with the five permanent members of the Security Council, 
as well as States outside the United Nations. On the basis of those 
consultations, the Secretary-General might then submit a report to the 
next session of the General Assembly. Many Members, including 
some non-aligned, Socialist and Western States, supported the Egyp
tian suggestions.

Responding to various points raised in the debate, the USSR said 
that it welcomed the constructive proposals made by Egypt on the 
practical steps that should be taken towards preparing for a world 
disarmament conference. It also concurred with the general feeling 
that a world disarmament conference should take place within the 
United Nations framework.

On 16 December 1971, after it was announced that the draft 
resolution sponsored by the USSR would not be pressed to a vote, the 
Assembly adopted by acclamation resolution 2833 (XXVI), initiated 
by Mexico and sponsored by Algeria, Austria, Bulgaria, Ceylon,
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Chile, Congo, Cyprus, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Guinea, Hungary, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Malaysia, Mali, Morocco, Nepal, the 
People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen, Peru, Poland, Romania, 
Rwanda, Somalia, the Syrian Arab Republic, the United Arab Emi
rates and Yugoslavia. The resolution reads as follows:

The G eneral Assem bly,
C onscious o f the responsibility o f the United N ations under the C harter for disarm a

ment and the consolidation o f peace,
Convinced  that all peoples of the world have a vital interest in the success of 

disarm am ent negotiations,
Believing that it is imperative that all States exert further efforts for the adoption 

of effective m easures of disarm am ent and, more particularly, nuclear disarm am ent,
Believing also that a world disarmam ent conference could promote and facilitate the 

realization of such aims,
1. Expresses the conviction  that it is most desirable to take immediate steps in order 

that careful consideration be given to the convening, following adequate preparation, of 
a world disarm am ent conference open to all States;

2. Invites all States to comm unicate to the Secretary-G eneral, before 31 August
1972, their views and suggestions on any relevant questions relating to a world disarm a
ment conference, in particular the following:

(a) Main objectives;
(b) Provisional agenda;
(<) Site favoured;
(</) Date and contem plated duration;
(e) Procedures to be adopted for carrying out the preparatory work;
( / )  Relationship to the United Nations;
3. Requests  the Secretary-G eneral to submit to the G eneral Assembly at its 

tw enty-seventh session a report containing the views and suggestions com m unicated to 
him;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its tw enty-seventh session an item 
entitled “ World D isarm am ent C onference."

Consideration by the CCD, 1972

During the 1972 session of the CCD, the USSR held that conditions 
were ripe for holding a world disarmament conference, open to all 
States. Such a conference, it maintained, could play an important role 
in unifying and intensifying the efforts of all States to bring about a 
successful solution of disarmament problems. The USSR made spe
cific suggestions concerning the main aims of such a conference, its 
agenda, duration and place, preparations and relationship to the 
United Nations. It reiterated that the holding of such a conference 
would not prejudice the role of the CCD.

Czechoslovakia expressed the view that all nuclear-weapon Pow
ers should participate in the preparation of the conference. Poland held 
that a preparatory committee of from 30 to 40 countries, including all 
nuclear-weapon States and based on proper geographic representation, 
could be set up without delay. Bulgaria believed that conditions were 
such as to permit the convening of the conference in one or two years.
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Hungary suggested that the CCD should play a positive role in prepara
tion for the conference. Romania reiterated its endorsement of such a 
conference and its view that the conference should cover all aspects 
of disarmament without priority attention to nuclear disarmament.

The United States again expressed doubts about the need for 
holding such a conference in the near future and questioned its likely 
results.

Mexico maintained that the main objective of a world disarma
ment conference should be to develop the possibility of effective action 
by the United Nations in the sphere of disarmament, particularly by 
supplementing existing international machinery through the addition of 
an organ open to all States. It further suggested that the comprehensive 
programme of disarmament presented in 1970 by Mexico, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia (see chap. I above) could serve as the basis for the provi
sional agenda of such a conference.

A number of States, including Japan, Morocco and Sweden, again 
emphasized the importance of the participation of all nuclear-weapon 
States in the conference and its adequate preparation. Canada 
stressed the view that the permanent members of the Security Council 
should reach a consensus on an approach to such a conference.

Yugoslavia held that a world disarmament conference was indis
pensable and stated that the conference should establish a programme 
of action leading to the ultimate goal of GCD.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

At its twenty-seventh session, the General Assembly had before it the 
report of the Secretary-General3 containing the views and suggestions 
received by him on the question of a world disarmament conference. 
Replies had been received from the following 35 Governments: Austra
lia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cy
prus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Liberia, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor
way, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, the Ukrainian SSR, 
the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia.

The respondents overwhelmingly supported the proposal for such 
a conference and made various suggestions concerning its objectives 
and agenda. Most of those replying stressed the following points: the 
conference should be open to all States on a basis of equality; it should 
be well prepared; it would serve its purpose only if all nuclear-weapon 
States, as well as all other militarily significant countries, were to 
participate.

The USSR emphasized that over the last decade a considerable 
body of experience in international disarmament negotiations had been 
built up, showing that a halt to the arms race and disarmament, al
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though difficult, were attainable aims. On the basis of accumulated 
experience and the agreements that had already been reached, it was 
now possible to bring about a fundamental change with regard to 
curbing the arms race. The Soviet Government felt, therefore, that the 
favourable opportunity which had developed for the convening of a 
world disarmament conference must not be missed. Consequently, all 
countries, whatever their size, population, economic and military po
tential, should take an active part in the search of rational ways of 
curtailing the arms race. In particular, all nuclear Powers must partici
pate in any agreement concerning nuclear disarmament. For that rea
son, the USSR had proposed a meeting of the five nuclear Powers (see 
chap. I above), which could lay important groundwork for the success 
of a world disarmament conference. However, the Soviet Union did 
not view the holding of a meeting of the five nuclear Powers and the 
convening of a world disarmament conference in any way dependent 
on each other.

France stated that, in the absence of an agreement among the 
nuclear Powers to destroy and prohibit the production of nuclear 
weapons, a world disarmament conference could give fresh impetus to 
the work on disarmament and provide those Powers with a framework 
for joint discussion of their common problems in the interest of all.

The United Kingdom recognized the necessity periodically to 
renew the sense of urgency with which nations addressed the problem 
of disarmament and arms control. It further held that, if a world 
disarmament conference should take place, there should be no auto
matic exclusion from the agenda of any aspect of disarmament and 
arms control and that the approach to the conference should be based 
on the principle that, at each stage of disarmament, a balance should 
be preserved which maintained or improved the security of all con
cerned.

The United States repeated its position that the premature conven
ing of such a conference not only would not contribute to the working 
out of the concrete agreements needed at the current stage of the 
disarmament process but could, in fact, be harmful to the existing 
framework in which such agreements were being progressively devel
oped. It also expressed the view that it would not be productive at that 
time to duplicate, through a world disarmament conference, the regular 
review and assessment of arms control issues by the international 
community which was one of the central purposes of the United 
Nations General Assembly.

Belgium, Canada, Denmark and the Netherlands also e-xpressed 
certain reservations but held that a world disarmament conference 
could have useful results, if it was well prepared.

In the debate in the General Assembly, views were expressed 
generally reflecting those in the written replies of various States. 
Again, it was generally agreed that a world disarmament conference 
could not achieve its purpose unless all the nuclear-weapon States
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participated and unless it was well prepared. The importance of ade
quate preparation for such a conference was particularly emphasized 
by Australia, Canada, Denmark, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway and 
the United Kingdom.

China, which had made no written reply, held that the most urgent 
immediate question was the withdrawal of foreign armed forces rather 
than the reduction of armaments. For a world disarmament conference 
to be fruitful, it maintained, it was imperative to create the necessary 
conditions, namely: (a) all nuclear-weapon States, particularly the 
USSR and the United States, which possessed the greatest number of 
nuclear weapons, must first of all undertake the unequivocal obligation 
that at no time and in no circumstances would they be the first to use 
nuclear weapons and that they not only would not use nuclear weapons 
against each other but, more important, would not use them against 
the non-nuclear-weapon States; and (b) the nuclear-weapon States 
must withdraw from abroad all their armed forces, including nuclear 
missile forces, and dismantle all their military bases, including nuclear 
bases, on the territories of other States.

The General Assembly also considered the establishment of a 
preparatory committee for a world disarmament conference. Brazil 
submitted a proposal for an ad hoc committee which would seek to 
harmonize differing views on the convening of the conference and 
initiate preparatory work on procedures; but conflicting views emerged 
as to the nature and extent of such preparatory work. After extensive 
consultation, 59 non-aligned Members, including Brazil, agreed to 
sponsor a draft resolution calling for the establishment of a special 
committee to examine all the views and suggestions expressed by 
Governments on a world disarmament conference and to present a 
report on the subject to the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth 
session.

On 29 November 1972, the Assembly adopted the draft resolution 
by a  vote of 105 (including China, France, USSR and United King
dom) to none, with 1 abstention (United States), as resolution 2930 
(XXVII).

The resolution reads as follows:

The General A ssem hly ,
C onscious of the responsibility of the United N ations under the C harter for the 

m aintenance o f international peace and for disarm am ent,
C onvinced  that all peoples of the world have a vital interest in the success of 

disarm am ent negotiations.
Believing it imperative that all States exert further efforts for the adoption of 

effective m easures o f disarmam ent and. more particularly, nuclear disarm am ent,
Believing also that a world disarmaiBent conference could promote and facilitate the 

realization of such aims.
Deeply convinced  that substantial progress in the field o f disarmam ent can be 

achieved only by ensuring adequate conditions o f security for all States,
C onvinced also that all States should contribute to the adoption of m easures for the 

achievem ent of this goal,
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Recalling  resolution 2833 (X X V I) of 16 D ecem ber 1971, in which the G eneral 
Assembly expressed the conviction that it is most desirable to take immediate steps in 
order that careful consideration be given to the convening, following adequate prepara
tion, o f a world disarm am ent conference open to all S tates,

Taking note  o f the report o f the Secretary-G eneral, containing the views and 
suggestions o f States on the questions relating to the holding of a world disarm am ent 
conference,

N oting also all the views and suggestions expressed by M em ber States during the 
debate in plenary meeting and in the F irst Com mittee at the current session,

1. Invites the G overnm ents of all States to exert further efforts with a view to 
creating adequate conditions for the convening of a world disarm am ent conference at 
an appropriate time;

2. Considers it necessary to set up a special committee to examine all the views 
and suggestions expressed by G overnm ents on the convening o f a world disarm am ent 
conference and related problem s and to subm it, on the basis of consensus, a report to 
the G eneral Assembly at its twenty-eighth session;

3. Decides to establish a Special Com mittee on the W orld D isarm am ent Confer
ence consisting of thirty-five M em ber S tates, to be appointed by the President of the 
G eneral Assembly after consultation with all the regional groups and taking due consider
ation of the necessity to ensure adequate political and geographical representation;

4. R equests  the Secretary-G eneral to render all necessary assistance to  the Special 
Com mittee in its work;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-eighth session the item 
entitled “ W orld D isarm am ent C onference”

Special Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, 1973

In pursuance of paragraph 3 of resolution 2930 (XXVII), the President 
of the General Assembly, on 20 December 1972, informed the Secre
tary-General4 that, after consultations with all the regional groups, he 
had decided to appoint the following 31 Member States to serve on the 
Special Committee: Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, 
Chile, Colombia, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Liberia, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 
the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia 
and Zambia. He added that, in accordance with the widely expressed 
wish, the remaining four seats would be reserved for those nuclear- 
weapon States which might wish to become members of the Special 
Committee in the future.

In a letter dated 9 January 1973 to the Secretary-General, China 
criticized the composition of the Special Committee, stating that the 
President of the General Assembly had ignored the different opinions 
unequivocally expressed during the consultations in the regional 
groups.5 On 15 January 1973, the President of the General Assembly 
made a statement6 that his decision ofi the composition of the Commit
tee represented full and strict implementation of the mandate given to 
him by the General Assembly. In a letter dated 2 February 1973 to the 
Secretary-General, the Latin American group of States expressed 
dissatisfaction with what they considered to be the numerically inade
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quate representation of Latin America in the Committee.7 On 6 April 
1973, the Secretary-General informed the 31 Member States specifi
cally appointed to serve on the Special Committee that the first meet
ing of the Committee would be convened on 26 April 1973.

In a note to the General Assembly,8 dated 17 October 1973, the 
Secretary-General reported on the activities of the Special Committee, 
as follows:

The meeting of the Special Com mittee on the World Disarm am ent C onference, 
convened at United N ations H eadquarters on 26 April, was opened by the Special 
Representative of the Secretary-G eneral for D isarm am ent on behalf o f the Secretary- 
G eneral. The Special R epresentative recalled that, on 29 N ovem ber 1972, the G eneral 
Assembly had adopted resolution 2930 (X X V II), by which it had decided to establish 
a Special Com mittee on the World D isarm am ent C onference, and he read the operative 
paragraphs of that resolution. He further recalled that, by a letter dated 20 D ecem ber
1972, the President of the G eneral Assembly had informed the Secretary-G eneral of the 
States which he had specifically appointed pursuant to paragraph 3 o f the resolution to 
serve on the Special Com mittee. In the same letter, the President had also requested 
the Secretary-G eneral, in accordance with paragraph 4 of resolution 2930 (X X V II), “ to 
render all necessary assistance to the Special Com mittee so that it may convene and start 
its substantive work early in 1973”  T he Special R epresentative noted that in line with 
the established practice of the Secretariat with regard to the functioning o f subsidiary 
organs o f the G eneral Assembly and taking into account that the President o f the 
G eneral Assembly had appointed the Special Com mittee, the Secretary-G eneral, on 6 
April 1973, had addressed a letter to the M ember States specifically appointed by the 
President to serve on the Special Com m ittee, announcing that the first meeting of the 
Com mittee would be held on 26 April. He also noted that the Secretary-G eneral had 
proposed a provisional agenda for the meeting. Pursuant to the Secretary-G eneral’s 
letter o f 6 April 1973, the m atter now rested with the members o f the Special Com m ittee, 
the Special R epresentative stated. The Secretary-G eneral would, in accordance with 
paragraph 4 of G eneral Assembly resolution 2930 (X X V II), render all necessary assist
ance to the Special Com m ittee in its work. The Special Representative continued as 
follows:

I understand that, in consultations held prior to this meeting, a consensus has 
been reached among the members of the Com m ittee that they would now proceed 
to an informal exchange of views. I have also been informed that the members of 
the Com mittee are in agreement that His Excellency Am bassador Hoveyda of Iran 
should direct such an informal exchange of views. I invite Am bassador H oveyda 
to come to the rostrum .
An informal exchange o f views among the mem bers of the Com mittee took place 

in eight meetings held on 26 April, 27 April, 2 May, 7 May, 29 May and 14 Septem ber
1973. In accordance with paragraph 4 of resolution 2930 (X X V II), the necessary assist
ance was rendered in connexion with this exchange of views.

Following the conclusion of the informal exchange of views, Am
bassador Hoveyda of Iran, at the request of the Committee members, 
reported on a personal basis to the General Assembly, at its twenty- 
eighth session, on the tenor of the unofficial discussion among the 
designated members of the Committee.9 He stated that at the end of 
the informal exchange of views it had become apparent to him person
ally that there was general agreement on the following points: (a) the 
exchange of views had been useful because it had defined areas of 
agreement and of disagreement; (b) the participants were in favour of 
convening a world disarmament conference with the participation of all 
States and after adequate preparation; and (c) a limited increase in the
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membership of the Special Committee was a basic condition for any 
committee to fulfil the mandate embodied in resolution 2930 (X X V I1). 
He added that a number of participants had stated that for the Special 
Committee to fulfil its duties the participation, or at least the co
operation, of all nuclear Powers was essential. He further indicated 
that the question of consultations with the representatives of the four 
nuclear Powers (China, France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States) which had not participated in the exchange of views and the 
question of the composition of the Committee were among those to 
which the designated members of the Committee had devoted primary 
attention.

Consideration by the CCD, 1973

Discussion of the question at the 1973 session of the CCD centred on 
the question of the Special Committee on the World Disarmament 
Conference. The Soviet Union, supported by Qther Socialist members, 
continued to hold that a world disarmament conference would stimu
late disarmament negotiations in all forums, including the CCD, and 
urged all nuclear-weapon Powers to adopt a constructive attitude, 
since their participation in the conference and in the work of the 
Special Committee was of great importance. If some of the nuclear 
Powers were not yet ready to take their seats on the Special Commit
tee, that should not prevent the Committee from carrying out its 
mandate.

Mexico held that, in the light of the divergent positions of the 
nuclear Powers in the matter, the forthcoming General Assembly 
should seek to establish a committee which would have the co-opera
tion of all the nuclear Powers, possibly one composed only of non
nuclear-weapon States.

Argentina expressed support for the proposal to convene a world 
disarmament conference open to all States and attended by the five 
nuclear-weapon States. It expressed a critical view of the consultations 
that had taken place concerning the Special Committee on the World 
Disarmament Conference and stated that no real contribution could be 
made to the world disarmament conference in the absence of the five 
nuclear-weapon States or against their will. Brazil maintained that the 
participation of all the nuclear Powers should be ensured before the 
Special Committee was convened. The United Kingdom also held that 
the Special Committee should meet only when the five nuclear Powers 
were prepared to take their seats on it.

Yugoslavia, supported by Romania and Sweden, suggested that, 
if all efforts towards the early convening of a world disarmament 
conference proved fruitless at the forthcoming General Assembly, the 
Assembly should consider convening the United Nations Disarma
ment Commission at an early date to realize the desired objectives. 
The United Kingdom and the Netherlands, however, questioned the
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value of a premature meeting of the Disarmament Commission, or 
other large negotiating body, with no guarantee of the active participa
tion of all the nuclear-weapon States.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1973

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, widespread 
disappointment was expressed by the non-nuclear-weapon States at 
the lack of progress on the question. Some of them considered what 
action the General Assembly might take under the prevailing circum
stances. As noted above, Ambassador Hoveyda of Iran reported that 
there appeared to be general agreement that a limited increase in the 
membership of the Special Committee was a basic condition for any 
committee to fulfil the mandate embodied in resolution 2930 (XXVII). 
Mexico suggested that the General Assembly might either extend the 
life of the Special Committee with the required modifications or estab
lish a new subsidiary body. In either case, the composition should be 
such as to ensure the active co-operation of the nuclear-weapon Pow
ers, whether as members or not. If their co-operation was not forthcom
ing, it might be desirable to abandon temporarily the idea of a subsid
iary body and resort to other procedures in order to keep active the 
idea of convening a world disarmament conference. Argentina thought 
that the most desirable course would be to face the substantive 
problem of persuading the five nuclear Powers to participate in a 
disarmament negotiating body and pointed out that a world disarma
ment conference could not be organized without their collaboration in 
its preparatory stages. If such collaboration was not possible in the 
Special Committee, alternatives must be sought through consultations. 
Brazil held that a world disarmament conference should be convened 
only in the context of a general accommodation of the interests of both 
nuclear and non-nuclear States; otherwise, it would serve merely as a 
political platform for one country or another.

The USSR stated that to oppose the convening of a world disarma
ment conference was tantamount to disregarding the views, the inter
ests and the aspirations of the great majority of States, primarily the 
developing countries, and it appealed to all the nuclear Powers to join 
efforts to start the preparations for such a conference. It could not 
agree with the view that it would be possible to achieve serious practi
cal results in the field of disarmament or in preparation for a world 
conference without the participation of the nuclear Powers.

The United States believed that a world disarmament conference 
could serve a useful function at a later stage in the disarmament 
process but that it would produce no useful results if convened prema
turely. In its view:

For such a conference not to disappoint the hopes of all those wishing to see rapid 
progress in disarm am ent, the conference would have to be able to offer real prospects 
of agreement on significant arms control m easures. How ever, it is not the lack of a
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suitable forum, but the lack o f political agreement which prevents us from taking more 
far-reaching steps towards a more peaceful order with reduced levels of arm am ents. A 
world disarmam ent conference would be less likely to overcom e this lack of agreement 
than to fall victim to it. The end result could well be a slow-down in our work combined 
with the dashing of expectations everyw here.10

Therefore, the United States opposed convening a world disarmament 
conference or setting a date or starting preparations for it.

China recalled its position, which it had made clear since 1971, 
namely, that the aim of a world disarmament conference must be to 
discuss the question of the complete prohibition and thorough destruc
tion of nuclear weapons and, as a first step, to reach agreement on the 
non-use of nuclear weapons by the nuclear countries. It reaffirmed the 
two conditions (see p. 31 above) that, in its view, all the nuclear 
countries must accept prior to the convening of the conference, espe
cially the Soviet Union and the United States, which had thus far 
refused. Only thus could all the countries of the world, big or small, 
attend the conference on an equal footing and free from any threat.

On 11 December 1973, Algeria, Argentina, India, Mexico and 
Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution, which was adopted unani
mously by the General Assembly on 18 December 1973 as resolution 
3183 (XXVIII). The resolution reads as follows:

The G eneral Assem bly,
Conscious o f the responsibility o f the United Nations under the C harter for the 

m aintenance o f international peace and for disarm am ent.
Convinced  that all peoples o f the world have a vital interest in the success of 

disarm am ent negotiations,
Deeply convinced  that substantial progress in the field o f disarmam ent can be 

achieved only by ensuring adequate conditions of security for all States.
C onvinced also that all States should contribute to the adoption of m easures for the 

achievem ent o f this goal.
Believing it imperative that all States exert further efforts for the adoption of 

effective m easures of disarmam ent and, more particularly, nuclear disarmam ent,
Believing also that a world disarmam ent conference, adequately prepared and 

convened at an appropriate time, could prom ote the realization of such aims and that 
the co-operation o f all nuclear Powers would considerably facilitate their attainm ent. 

Recalling  its resolution 2833 (X X V I) of 16 D ecem ber 1971,
Recalling also its resolution 2930 (X X V II) of 29 N ovem ber 1972, by which it de

cided to establish a Special Com mittee on the World D isarm am ent Conference.
Bearing in m ind  the note by the Secretary-G eneral o f 17 O ctober 1973 and the 

statem ents made during the consideration by the F irst Com mittee of the item entitled 
“ World D isarm am ent C onference” ,

N oting  that, before any conclusion may be reached with regard to preparation for 
the convening of a world disarmam ent conference, it will be necessary to carry out 
considerable study of the relevant existing conditions,

1. Decides to establish an A d  H oc  Com m ittee on the World Disarm am ent C onfer
ence to examine all the views and suggestions expressed by G overnm ents on the 
convening of a world disarmam ent conference and related problems, including condi
tions for the realization of such a conference, and to subm it, on the basis of consensus, 
a report to the G eneral Assembly at its twenty-ninth session;

2. Decides further  that the A d  H oc  Com mittee shall consist o f the following forty 
non-nuclear-weapon M ember States appointed by the President of the G eneral A ssem 
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bly after consultation with all regional groups: Algeria. Argentina, Austria, Belgium, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, C anada, Chile, Colombia, C zechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Liberia, M exico, Mongolia, 
M orocco, N etherlands, N igeria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Spain, 
Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia, T urkey, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire and Zambia;

3. Invites the States possessing nuclear weapons to co-operate or maintain contact 
with the A d  H oc  Com m ittee, it being understood that they will enjoy the same rights 
as the appointed members o f the Com mittee;

4. Invites all States to comm unicate as soon as possible to the Secretary-G eneral, 
for transm ission to the A d  H oc  Com m ittee, any views and suggestions they deem 
pertinent to submit for the purpose defined in paragraph 1 above;

5. R equests  the Secretary-G eneral to render all necessary assistance to th e / id H oc  
Com mittee in its work, including the preparation of sum m ary records:

6. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-ninth session the item 
entitled “ World D isarm am ent C onference”

In introducing the draft resolution on behalf of its five sponsors, 
Mexico stated that, for the consensus required under paragraph 1 of 
the resolution, the opinion of the nuclear Powers would have equal 
value with those of the designated members of the Committee. That 
appeared to represent the position of most of the other non-aligned 
States.

The nuclear-weapon Powers, while agreeing on the text of the 
resolution, continued to express varying views as to the objectives of 
the Ad Hoc Committee.

The Soviet Union thought that the task of the Committee was to 
seek and find ways to ensure, in the final analysis, practical prepara
tions for a world disarmament conference and that the resolution 
cleared the way for practical work on preparations for such a confer
ence.

France urged all nuclear-weapon Powers to co-operate effectively 
with the A d Hoc Committee and stressed that it was ready to under
take to follow that course resolutely.

The United Kingdom repeated that it was favourable, in principle, 
to the idea of a world disarmament conference in which all significant 
States, including the nuclear-weapon Powers, would take part, pro
vided that such States participated at all stages of the preparations for 
the conference.

China reiterated its preconditions for the convening of a world 
disarmament conference with the participation of all the nuclear-weapon 
Powers and emphasized that, in the course of the consultations on the 
resolution, the sponsors had made it clear that the A d  Hoc Committee 
would not be a preparatory organ of the conference. Therefore, it said, 
any attempt to turn the Ad Hoc Committee into such an organ would 
be in total violation of the letter and spirit of the resolution.

The United States emphasized that its affirmative vote on the 
resolution should not be interpreted as a modificaton of its previous 
stand and that there had been no decision to convene or to begin 
preparations for a world disarmament conference.
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Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, 1974

Thq A d Hoc Committee held three sessions in 1974.11 In addition to 
the 40 States appointed as the members of the Committee under 
paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 3183 (XXVIII), France, 
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom participated in its work by 
virtue of paragraph 3 of the resolution. Under the same paragraph, 
China and the United States maintained contact with the Committee 
through its Chairman.

In opening the Committee’s first session on 7 May 1974, the Secre
tary-General recalled that, through the years, the United Nations had 
resorted to many different approaches and techniques in order to come 
to grips with the problem of disarmament. One possible approach 
might be the convening of a world disarmament conference, a subject 
on which many views had been expressed by Governments. It was the 
hope of the Secretary-General that all the views expressed would be 
examined in the most careful manner and that every possible effort 
would be made by the Committee to achieve consensus in its delibera
tions, as requested by the General Assembly, thus contributing effec
tively to progress towards the goal of a world disarmament conference.

In the Committee debate, the convening of a world disarmament 
conference was widely supported. Members also considered ways of 
enhancing the Committee’s chances of success. Mexico stressed that 
the Committee should adhere strictly to the mandate assigned to it. 
Argentina stated that the Committee’s main concern should be to 
establish a fruitful dialogue which would make it possible to move 
towards the conference without upsetting the fragile consensus that 
had been reached. Austria considered that some delegations saw the 
world disarmament conference as a beginning while others saw it as 
a culmination of years of efforts; therefore, \hz A d  Hoc Committee 
should not fail to give particular attention to those divergent views and 
must be cautious and patient if it was to reach a solution.

Yugoslavia emphasized that the work of the Committee should 
reassure everyone that a world disarmament conference would serve 
the true interests of the international community as a whole and ensure 
that the views of all were taken into account. All the necessary condi
tions for the convening of the world disarmament conference, Yugo
slavia said, must be created, but pre-conditions should not be allowed 
to impede the Committee’s work towards that goal. Similarly, Spain 
held that, although the Ad Hoc Committee should not regard itself as 
the preparatory committee for the Conference, it could carry out the 
preliminary work needed to create the conditions required for conven
ing the Conference. It cautioned, however, that too much stress on 
pre-conditions might have the effect of postponing the conference 
indefinitely.

Algeria, maintaining that the task of the Committee was to make 
the conference possible by overcoming the obstacles to convening it, 
rather than to make practical arrangements for it, thought that the
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Committee’s first task should be to draw up a list of the problems 
involved. India stated its view that the most immediate problem was 
to ensure the participation of China and the United States in the 
Committee’s work. Tunisia also stressed the need to obtain the co
operation of the five nuclear Powers. Indonesia suggested that the 
Committee should seek an accommodation among the nuclear Powers 
and, as a first step, seek their views regarding the conditions under 
which they would be willing to participate in the conference and co
operate with the Committee. Italy stressed that the Committee should 
not limit itself to ensuring that the two nuclear Powers not represented 
on the Committee would be informed of its discussions; it was also 
important that the Committee should establish and maintain contact 
with them in a constructive spirit at all stages of its work, and, in its 
view, it was for the Chairman of the Committee to undertake such 
contact.

The USSR did not consider that the conference should be con
vened in the immediate future, since serious and careful preparations 
were needed and the participation of all States, including all the nuclear 
Powers, had to be ensured. The United Nations had been considering 
the question for three years, so that certain favourable prerequisites 
existed for initiating practical preparations. The fact that the A d Hoc 
Committee had been established and had started to work reflected the 
deep concern of the United Nations and an overwhelming majority of 
the countries of the world with solving the problem of disarmament. 
The preparation and convening of a world disarmament conference in 
which all States would participate on a basis of equality would repre
sent a major step in halting the arms race and in achieving disarma
ment. China and the United States were still not prepared to join the 
Ad Hoc Committee, but it was the hope of the Soviet Union that they 
• would be able to do so at a later stage.

France wanted a new start to be made in a new atmosphere and 
hoped that all the States possessing nuclear weapons would co-operate 
with the Committee, or at least maintain contact with it in any way 
they might choose, provided that it was effective. Without such co
operation or contact no worthwhile work could be accomplished.

The United Kingdom repeated that its view on the conference had 
not changed: it still favoured the convening of such a conference, 
provided it would be one in which all the military Powers, including 
the five nuclear-weapon States, took part.

During its second session, the A d Hoc Committee set up a Work
ing Group to prepare a draft report. The Working Group had before 
it a summary of the views and suggestions of Governments on the 
convening of the conference and related problems which had been 
prepared by the Secretariat.

The report of theA d  Hoc Committee,12 which contained no recom
mendations, was adopted by consensus. The views and suggestions 
expressed by Governments were examined in the report under the
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following headings: (a) approaches to the question; (b) views and 
suggestions on the convening of a world disarmament conference; (c) 
conditions for the realization of a world disarmament conference; (<d) 
main objectives of a world disarmament conference; and (e) views and 
suggestions on the preparation, agenda and organizational aspects of 
a world disarmament conference. The full text of that section of the 
report is given below. The text contains occasional reference to the 
summary prepared by the Secretariat, which was annexed to the report 
itself, but is not reproduced here.

From  the range of views expressed by G overnm ents as summarized in the annex 
below , the following approaches are discernible:

{a) A large group of States strongly urges that a world disarmam ent conference be 
convened as soon as possible after due preparation. While stress is laid on the participa
tion of all States on an equal footing, the participation of nuclear-weapon States is, 
nevertheless, deem ed essential..

(b) O ther States maintain that active participation of all nuclear-weapon States is 
a condition sine qua non for the success of the conference, which would also require 
thorough preparation. If  all nuclear-weapon States take an active interest in the prepara
tion and convening o f a world disarmam ent conference, it could produce positive results.

(c) A nother group of States is convinced that political conditions for the convening 
of a world disarm am ent conference, being especially prom oted by detente and the ever 
increasing importance of disarm am ent, have become ripe. The conference should be 
convened as soon as possible, with preparatory steps to be taken without delay. All 
countries o f the world should participate in the conference on an equal footing. The 
participation of all nuclear-weapon States is o f great importance.

(d) According to another approach, a world disarm am ent conference can only be 
convened if certain prerequisites for the creation o f necessary conditions conducive to 
genuine disarm am ent are met. The convening of a world disarmam ent conference could 
only be acceptable if there were a clear obligation on the part of the nuclear-weapon 
States (i) not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, particularly against non-nuclear- 
weapon States, and (ii) to end all forms o f military presence on the territory of other 
countries by those concerned.

(e) According to another line of thinking, a world disarm am ent conference cannot 
contribute at this time to the achievem ent of concrete arms control agreements. Such 
agreem ents could only be obtained through a step-by-step approach by careful, patient 
and businesslike negotiations in an atm osphere relatively free of polemics. The General 
Assem bly could note, by consensus, the possible usefulness of a world disarmam ent 
conference convened at an appropriate time.

( / )  Finally, several States agree and support in principle the convening of a world 
disarm am ent conference; however, they consider o f crucial importance the need to 
eliminate the difficulties with regard to its convening. Therefore, they call upon all 
parties to overcom e the difficulties which separate them in order that a world disarm a
m ent conference, so long awaited by peace-loving peoples, could be realized.

The views and suggestions expressed by G overnm ents on the convening of a world 
disarm am ent conference can be generally summarized as follows:

(a) A world disarmam ent conference could provide a new universal forum to make 
m ultilateral disarm am ent negotiations effective and to give meaning and substance to the 
Disarm am ent Decade and to the efforts to reach general and complete disarmam ent 
under effective international control.

(b) A world disarmam ent conference could give new impetus or become a turning 
point in the disarmam ent efforts. It could fulfil the need for a universal forum for 
disarmam ent discussions; ideas and principles emanating from a world disarmament 
conference could strengthen negotiating bodies in arriving at concrete agreements.
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(c) The holding of a world disarmam ent conference should neither impair nor result 
in slowing down or interfering with the efforts already under way through existing 
channels o f negotiation in the field o f disarm am ent and arms control.

(<d) A world disarmam ent conference should approach disarmam ent within the 
context of international collective security, global and regional, and the economic 
developm ent, particularly of developing countries.

(e ) The universalization of the disarmam ent talks could spur disarm am ent negotia
tions and facilitate the adoption of disarm am ent m easures.

( / )  A world disarm am ent conference could ensure the openness of diplomacy, 
equality o f participation and exposure to public accountability that might stimulate 
effective action.

(g ) The prem ature convening of a world disarm am ent conference or of a prepara
tory commission would be more likely to produce harmful rhetoric, rather than purpose
ful businesslike negotiations, which would be needed to produce specific results.

(/?) The F irst Com mittee o f the G eneral A ssem bly, where all nuclear-weapon 
States were represented, was performing the task of establishing broad objectives for 
disarm am ent negotiations and there would be no need, at this time, for duplication of 
this activity in another forum.

The following views were expressed about the conditions for the realization o f a 
world disarm am ent conference:

(a) A world disarmam ent conference should be adequately prepared. (For more 
precise information, see the views expressed by Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, C anada, Chile, Colom 
bia, C yprus, D enm ark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, E thiopia, Finland, France, G er
many, the Federal Republic of, G hana, G reece, India, Iran , Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mali, 
M auritania, M orocco, New Zealand, N igeria, N orw ay, the Philippines, Sierra Leone, 
Tunisia, T urkey, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of G reat Britain and N orthern  Ireland, the United 
Republic of T anzania and Venezuela as contained in the annex below.)

0b) The participation in a world disarm am ent conference should be universal. All 
States should be assured of equal participation in the conference. (For more precise 
information, see the views expressed by Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, 
A ustria, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Chile, 
C olombia, C uba, C yprus, Czechoslovakia, Dem ocratic Yem en, Ecuador, Finland, the 
G erm an Dem ocratic Republic, G hana, G reece, G uinea, H ungary, India, Indonesia, 
Iran, Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, Mali, M auritania, M exico, Mongolia, M orocco, Pakistan, 
Peru, the Philippines, Poland, Rom ania, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri 
Lanka, the Sudan, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Republic of 
C am eroon, the United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and 
Zam bia, as contained in the annex below.)

(c) The participation of all nuclear-weapon States and major military States in a 
world disarm am ent conference must be assured; the nuclear-weapon States should 
display a readiness to go along with the widely held views that disarmam ent issues 
should be tackled, on an urgent basis and with the participation of all States, big and 
small. (For more precise information, see the views expressed by Afghanistan, Algeria, 
Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, C anada, Chile, Colombia, C osta Rica, Cuba, C yprus, C zecho
slovakia, Dem ocratic Yem en, Denm ark, Ecuador, Egypt, E thiopia, Finland, France, 
the Germ an D em ocratic Republic, G erm any, the Federal Republic of, G hana, G reece, 
G uinea, G uyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, the Ivory C oast, 
Jam aica, Japan, Kuwait, Laos, Liberia, Luxem bourg, M alaysia, Mali, M auritania, M ex
ico, Mongolia, M orocco, N epal, the N etherlands, New Zealand, N orw ay, Pakistan, 
Peru, the Philippines, Poland, Romania, Saudi A rabia, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sri Lanka, 
the Sudan, Sweden, the Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom of G reat Britain and N orthern Ireland, the U nited Republic of Cam eroon,

41



the U nited Republic of T anzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia and Zam bia, as 
contained in the annex below.)

(d) The developing process of detente in international relations provides one of the 
basic conditions for the successful convening of a world disarmam ent conference. (For 
more precise information, see the views expressed by Finland, the Germ an Dem ocratic 
Republic, Hungary, New Zealand, Mongolia, Poland and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as contained in the annex below.)

(e) A world disarmam ent conference could be successful only in an atm osphere of 
detente, international co-operation and mutual trust. (For more precise information, see 
the views expressed by A ustria, N orw ay and Sierra Leone, as contained in the annex 
below.)

( / )  A world disarm am ent conference would have to be able to offer real prospects 
of agreement on significant arms control m easures. (For more precise information, see 
the views expressed by the United States of Am erica, as contained in the annex below.)

(g) All countries should have the right to equal participation in the decisions and 
control over their implementation. (For more precise information, see the views ex
pressed by Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public, the G erm an D em ocratic Republic, G hana, H ungary, N epal, Rom ania, Tunisia, 
Uganda, the United Republic of T anzania, Yugoslavia and Zam bia, as contained in the 
annex below.)

(/?) All nuclear countries, particularly the Soviet Union and the United States of 
Am erica, which possess the largest am ount of nuclear w eapons, must first of all under
take the unequivocal obligations that at no time and in no circum stances will they be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, and they not only will not use nuclear weapons against each 
other, but more importantly will not use them  against the non-nuclear countries; they 
must withdraw from abroad all their armed forces, including nuclear missile forces, and 
dismantle all their military bases, including nuclear bases, on the territories of other 
countries. (For more information, see the views expressed by China as contained in the 
annex below.)

(/) It was indispensable to ensure in advance general support for the convening of 
a world disarmam ent conference. (For more precise information, see the views ex
pressed by Algeria, Australia, A ustria, Belgium, Ecuador, G hana, Italy, Japan, M exico, 
New Zealand, N orw ay, Pakistan, T unisia, the United Kingdom o f G reat Britain and 
N orthern Ireland and the United States of Am erica as contained in the annex below .)

Suggestions have also been offered by G overnm ents on the main objectives o f a 
world disarmam ent conference, which can be generally summarized as follows:

(a) A world disarm am ent conference should have clear objectives, namely, to 
discuss the total prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and o ther 
weapons of mass destruction;

(b) A world disarmam ent conference could help States to determine and agree upon 
the most urgent aspects of the disarmam ent problem s and to point out practical and 
mutually acceptable and agreed ways and means o f limiting and putting an end to the 
arms race;

(c ) A world disarm am ent conference could evaluate and encourage disarmam ent 
efforts, formulating guidelines and priorities with a view to the ultimate goal o f general 
and complete disarm am ent under effective international control, giving primary consider
ation to nuclear disarmam ent; it could also point out practical and mutually acceptable 
m easures of disarmam ent;

(d) A world disarm am ent conference, by bringing together all States o f the world 
and especially all the nuclear-weapon States and militarily significant countries, could 
tackle the question of disarm am ent globally and seek ways and means of solving 
disarm am ent problems;

(cO A world disarm am ent conference could review and make recom mendations on 
the political, economic and military aspects of disarmam ent;
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( / )  A world disarm am ent conference should give prom inent place to the question 
of the negative economic and social consequences of the arms race for the world 
community and, in particular, for the developing countries;

(g) A world disarmam ent conference could strengthen the link betw een disarm a
ment and economic developm ent, suggesting ways and means of channelling the funds 
saved from m easures o f disarmam ent for accelerating economic and social developm ent 
in general and in the developing countries, in particular;

(h) A  world disarmam ent conference could make an assessm ent of the results 
achieved in the field o f disarmam ent negotiations, and evaluate the significance and 
implementation o f international agreements concluded so far;

(/) A world disarm am ent conference could draw the attention o f the international 
community to the magnitude and gravity of the arms race and to determ ine a general 
line of action to halt and reverse it.

Views and suggestions have also been offered by G overnm ents on the preparation, 
agenda and organizational aspects of a world disarmam ent conference:

(a) A dequate preparation
T he preparation necessary for a world disarmam ent conference could be 

undertaken in stages, through bilateral and multilateral consultations, by either 
existing organs dealing with disarmam ent or eventually by a preparatory body, 
designated in advance (with timing, size, composition and term s of reference to 
be determined and agreed upon). T he participation of all the nuclear-weapon 
States and militarily significant Powers in the preparation for a world disarm a
ment conference was considered by some G overnm ents as useful, by others as 
extrem ely desirable and by still others as indispensable.

(b) Agenda
(i) The agenda of a World Disarm am ent Conference should be com prehensive 

with i view to arriving at agreement on guidelines for general and complete 
disarm am ent, under effective international control;

(ii) Priority should be given in a world disarmam ent conference agenda to specific 
m easures of disarm am ent, especially nuclear disarmam ent and the elimination 
of o ther weapons of mass destruction;

(iii) The agreement on the agenda should be reached in the preparatory stage.
(c) Timing, duration and possible site

A world disarmam ent conference should be convened at an early date, 
preferably within the next two years or as soon as possible; it should be con
vened at an appropriate time; the time should be decided in light o f the pre
paratory work. The conference could last for one to three months or as neces
sary for the fulfilment o f its task, and it could be convened at G eneva, New 
Y ork, Vienna or any other site assuring participation of all States.

(id) The view was also expressed that, under present circum stances, it is inadvis
able to convene, set a date for, or start preparations for a world disarmam ent 
conference.

Views were also expressed on procedural aspects o f a world disarm am ent confer
ence (level of representation, character o f decisions and methods o f their adoption), its 
follow-up and its relationship to the United Nations.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

The General Assembly, at its twenty-ninth session, considered the 
question of a world disarmament conference, with particular reference 
to the report of the A d Hoc Committee. In introducing the report to 
the First Committee on 21 October 1974, Iran pointed out that prog
ress towards convening the conference could be made only step-by-

43



step and that any haste could have negative repercussions. In the 
debate, the majority of speakers generally reiterated their previous 
positions on the subject.

A draft resolution, sponsored by Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, 
India, Mexico, Nepal and Yugoslavia, was introduced by Mexico on 
22 November 1974. On 8 December 1974, the draft resolution was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 3260 (XXIX). It reads as follows:

The G eneral A ssembly,
Recalling  its resolutions 2833 (X X V I) o f 16 Decem ber 1971, 2930 (X X V II) of 29 

Novem ber 1972 and 3183 (X X V III) o f 18 D ecem ber 1973,
Reaffirm ing  the responsibility of the United N ations under the C harter for the 

m aintenance of international peace and for disarm am ent,
Reiterating its conviction  that all peoples o f the world have a vital interest in the 

success o f disarmam ent negotiations and that all States should be in a position to 
contribute to the adoption of m easures for the achievem ent o f this goal,

Stressing anew its b e lie f that a world disarmam ent conference, adequately prepared 
and convened at an appropriate time, could prom ote the realization of such aims and 
that the co-operation o f all nuclear Powers would considerably facilitate their attain
ment,

Bearing in m ind  the report o f the A d  H oc  Com mittee on the World D isarm am ent 
C onference and the annex thereto containing a summary o f views and suggestions 
expressed by G overnm ents on the convening o f a world disarm am ent conference and 
related problem s, including conditions for the realization o f such a conference,

Considering  that it does not yet seem possible to reach a final conclusion with regard 
to the convening o f a world disarmam ent conference,

1. Invites  all States to comm unicate to the Secretary-G eneral, before 31 March 
1975, their com m ents on the main objectives of a world disarm am ent conference in the 
light o f the views and suggestions compiled in section II o f the sum m ary annexed to the 
report o f the A d  H oc  Com mittee on the World D isarm am ent Conference;

2. D ecides that the A d  H oc  Com mittee shall resum e its work, in accordance with 
the procedure established in G eneral Assembly resolution 3183 (X X V III), on 1 April 
1975 and that in discharging its assigned task it shall give priority to the following two 
functions:

fr/) To prepare and submit to the G eneral Assembly at its thirtieth session, on the 
basis o f consensus, an analytical report, including any conclusions and recom mendations 
it may deem pertinent, concerning the comm ents received pursuant to paragraph 1 
above;

(h) T o maintain close contact with the representatives o f the States possessing 
nuclear weapons in order to keep currently informed of any change in their respective 
positions;

3. R enew s its invitation  to the States possessing nuclear weapons to co-operate or 
maintain contact with the A d  H oc  Com m ittee, it being understood that they will enjoy 
the same rights as the appointed members of the Com mittee;

4. R equests  the Secretary-G eneral to render all necessary assistance to the A d  H oc  
Com mittee in its work, including the preparation of sum m ary records;

5. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session the item 
entitled “ World Disarm am ent C onference.”

In connexion with the adoption of the resolution, a number of 
States again appealed for the participation of all nuclear-weapon States 
in the work of thz A d  Hoc Committee and emphasized the importance 
of keeping alive the idea of a world disarmament conference and 
ensuring gradual progress towards its convening. France held that the
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draft resolution, in comparison with previous resolutions on the sub
ject, represented considerable progress and that the search for conclu
sions and recommendations was within the A d Hoc  Committee’s terms 
of reference. The Soviet Union stressed the view that international 
conditions were favourable for the earliest possible convening of a 
world disarmament conference and called upon China and the United 
States to participate in the A d Hoc  Committee.

Ad Hoc Committee, 1975

As envisaged in General Assembly resolution 3260 (XXIX), the A d  
Hoc  Committee reconvened on 1 April 1975. In addition to the 40 
members of the Committee, France, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom continued to participate in its work, while China and the 
United States maintained contact with the Committee through its 
Chairman. Once again, the Committee held three sessions.13 More than 
40 Member States communicated to the Secretary-General their com
ments on the main objectives of a world disarmament conference, 
pursuant to paragraph 1 of the resolution.

In the Committee debate, many non-nuclear-weapon States 
stressed the need for co-operation and participation in the Committee’s 
common endeavour by all States concerned and expressed their deter
mination to work in the Committee and other forums towards creating 
propitious conditions for the holding of a successful world disarma
ment conference.

The Soviet Union stressed that the twenty-ninth session of the 
General Assembly had confirmed the wide support which the idea of 
a world disarmament conference enjoyed among Member States. Dur
ing the Assembly session, it noted, 35 of the 43 States which were 
participating in the work of the Committee had expressed themselves 
in favour of convening the conference. In recent months, the Govern
ments of France and the United Kingdom had also taken that position 
in communiques issued in connexion with visits to the Soviet Union 
by the Prime Ministers of their respective countries. The non-aligned 
countries also continued to show great interest in convening the confer
ence. The Soviet Union felt that the Committee should continue its 
work and make any relevant proposals, regardless of whether the two 
nuclear-weapon Powers not participating in its work introduced 
changes in their positions. Even though it was true, the Soviet Union 
argued, that a world disarmament conference should have the participa
tion of all the nuclear-weapon Powers and all Powers having a major 
military potential, the Committee should press on with its work.

France hoped that the proposal for such a conference might help 
to give disarmament a new impetus towards the effective, gradual and 
controlled destruction of armaments. It felt, however, that only a 
moderate and cautious approach would help to remove the obstacles 
that still prevented the convening of the conference.
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The United Kingdom stressed that the Ad Hoc  Committee was 
not charged with the preparatory work for a world disarmament confer
ence but was required to examine the views of Governments on pos
sible objectives for such a conference. While those objectives were 
relevant to the specific topics to be discussed at a conference, they 
were distinct from the agenda itself. The Ad Hoc Committee, the 
United Kingdom said, would best contribute to the cause of world 
disarmament by faithfully reflecting in its report the divergencies of 
attitudes among the nuclear-weapon Powers on the convening of a 
world disarmament conference, rather than by reporting prematurely 
that there was a consensus.

In the course of a series of meetings, the Committee, with the 
assistance of the Working Group established the previous year, exam
ined all the comments on the main objectives of a world disarmament 
conference received from Governments pursuant to the resolution. On 
the basis of those comments and other views expressed by Govern
ments, it also prepared an analytical report, with five conclusions and 
one recommendation, which it adopted by consensus on 27 August.14

The conclusions contained in the report were the following:

(1) The A d  Hoc  Committee, in reviewing comments made by States on the objec
tives of a world disarmament conference, noted that a variety of objectives for a world 
disarmament conference had been proposed which could assign different functions to a 
world disarmament conference and thus affect the scope of the conference.

(2) Among the views expressed, some States proposed as the objective of the 
conference actual measures of disarmament, while others conceived of a world disarma
ment conference as a forum that would be able to review the progress in the field, 
propose guidelines and review the negotiation machinery.

(3) The A d Hoc  Committee took note of the view that the conditions that might 
apply to a conference aiming at actual measures of disarmament might not, of necessity, 
be the same as those applied to a conference which might contemplate less extensive 
objectives. The A d Hoc  Committee took note at the same time of one approach 
according to which there could be no world disarmament conference or its preparatory 
work in the absence of realization of the pre-conditions.

(4) Th e A d  Hoc  Committee noted that the overwhelming majority of States contin
ued to believe, irrespective of the task assigned to a world disarmament conference, that 
it must be universal and should be adequately prepared. In particular, the participation 
of all nuclear-weapon and militarily significant States was deemed essential.

(5) Th e A d  Hoc  Committee, in discharge of the mandate under paragraph 2 (b ) of 
resolution 3260 (XXIX), maintained close contact with the representatives of the States 
possessing nuclear weapons, as a result of which it was made clear to the A d  Hoc  
Committee that the respective positions of those States on all aspects of the convening 
of a world disarmament conference remain unchanged.

The recommendation was as follows: “ The General Assembly 
may wish to examine the advisability of the continuation of the work 
of the A d  Hoc  Committee under an appropriate mandate.”

In commenting on the report of the A d  Hoc  Committee, the Soviet 
Union regretted that the Committee had not succeeded in formulating 
specific recommendations for accelerating preparations for the confer
ence. Yugoslavia regretted that the report did not reflect the general
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desire of the vast majority of States to convene a world disarmament 
conference as soon as possible. 

Other members of the Committee expressed the hope that the 
consensus arrived at on the report would help to achieve more substan
tial progress towards the convening of a conference at a later stage.
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PART TWO

Measures Relating to the Cessation of the 
Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear Disarmament





C H A P T E R  I I I

The Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests

D u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  1970-1975, efforts continued to achieve a treaty 
for the permanent prohibition of all nuclear-weapon test explosions— 
a goal that had been proclaimed in the preamble of the 1963 Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space 
and under Water, as well as in the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons.

Secretary-General’s report on exchange of seismological data

By resolution 2604A (XXIV) of 16 October 1969, the General Assem
bly had asked the Secretary-General to transmit to the Governments 
of States Members of the United Nations or members of any of the 
specialized agencies or of IAEA or parties to the Statute of the Interna
tional Court of Justice a request for information on resources available 
for the establishment of a world-wide exchange of seismological data 
which would facilitate the achievement of a comprehensive test ban.

The replies of Governments, numbering approximately 80, were 
circulated by the Secretary-General in the course of 1970.1 Some 
replies provided detailed information on existing seismograph stations; 
others indicated a lack of such stations. Many Governments, in submit
ting their data, indicated a willingness to co-operate in an international 
exchange of such data to help verify a comprehensive nuclear test ban. 
Others held that the exchange of data envisaged in the Assembly 
resolution was unnecessary, since national means of verification (i.e., 
means used by each State on its own territory) were sufficient for the 
purpose.

Consideration by the CCD, 1970

At its 1970 session, the CCD had before it General Assembly resolu
tion 2604 B (XXIV) requesting it to continue, as a matter of urgency, 
its deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, taking into account the proposals already made in the Confer
ence as to the content of such a treaty, as well as the views expressed
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in the General Assembly, and to submit a special report to the Assem
bly on the results of its deliberations.

In the debate, the importance of securing agreement on a compre
hensive test ban was widely reaffirmed; however, the positions of the 
two principal parties concerned remained unchanged. The United 
States continued to maintain that adequate verification of a comprehen
sive test ban required on-site inspection and, stressing the importance 
of improving international verification capabilities, expressed its readi
ness to co-operate to that end. The Soviet Union reiterated the view 
that national means of verification were sufficient for verifying com
pliance with such a ban.

Canada and Sweden held that the replies of Governments to the 
Secretary-General’s inquiry under resolution 2604 A (XXV) showed 
that the establishment of a system of data exchange on an assured basis 
could facilitate the verification of a comprehensive test ban. Canada 
submitted a preliminary assessment of world-wide seismological capa
bilities in detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions, 
based on the information provided to the Secretary-General. The 
United Kingdom presented a study on the status of seismic monitoring 
of underground nuclear events based on its own information. Sweden 
offered a comparison of two systems for verification of a comprehen
sive test ban. The United States submitted data obtained from its 
Project Rulison, an underground nuclear explosion carried out for 
peaceful purposes.2 Finally, at the request of Canada, the Committee 
held an informal meeting on the general subject of the cessation of 
tests, with the participation of experts.

In its report on the subject to the General Assembly, the CCD 
noted that it had continued to work on the question, keeping in mind 
the recommendations contained in resolution 2604 B (XXIV), and that 
it had reaffirmed the great importance of such a ban.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1970

In the debate at the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly, 
many Members urged the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban as 
a matter of utmost importance, maintaining that the continuation of 
nuclear weapon tests, which had increased rather than diminished in 
frequency since the signing of the 1963 partial test ban, constituted one 
of the most dangerous aspects of the nuclear arms race and weakened 
efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The debate revealed, however, that differences between the two 
major nuclear Powers on the issue of verification remained unaltered. 
The United States reiterated its view that, on the basis of existing 
technical information, an effective comprehensive test ban treaty could 
not be achieved without on-site inspection and that efforts to solve the 
technical problems of verification, including improvement of interna
tional exchange of seismic data, should be continued. The Soviet
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Union, on the other hand, maintained that many countries already 
possessed effective and reliable means for detection and identification 
of underground nuclear tests and that insistence on on-site inspection 
only blocked agreement. That view was shared by other eastern Euro
pean States, as well as by a number of non-aligned countries, several 
of which voiced the opinion that the prohibition of weapons tests was 
primarily a political rather than a technical problem.

In the course of the discussion, some countries recommended 
that, pending negotiation of a comprehensive ban, all underground 
tests above a certain threshold should be banned. Others supported the 
concept of “ verification by challenge” , or inspection by invitation, of 
the suspected party, as earlier proposed by Sweden. The United King
dom recalled its proposal, first made in the CCD in 1968, for the 
establishment of an annual quota of tests, diminishing, or phasing out, 
over a period of years, together with a special committee to consider 
what should be done in cases of suspected violations.

Several countries, referring to the report of the Secretary-General 
pursuant to resolution 2604 A (XXIV) continued to endorse the idea 
of an improved international exchange of seismological data, which, 
they held, would help provide a sound scientific basis on which a 
verifiable ban on underground tests could be achieved. Many believed 
that the response to the Secretary-General’s inquiry in that regard was 
encouraging and that a widely acceptable system could be evolved to 
expedite a solution of the problem. Others thought that much could 
still be done to improve the network of seismic stations and facilities 
and asked that the CCD continue to study the question. The Soviet 
Union, on the other hand, opposed what it considered to be the 
substitution of seismological studies for a final solution of the testing 
problem.

On 7 December, the General Assembly adopted resolution 2663 
A (XXV), sponsored by 40 Members, by a vote of 102 to none, with 
13 abstentions. It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recognizing the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear weapon 

tests, including those carried out underground.
Taking into account the determination expressed by the parties in the preamble of 

the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963, to continue negotiations to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time,

Taking also into account the undertaking by the parties in article VI of the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to pursue negotiations in good faith on 
effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and 
to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under 
strict and effective international control,

Recalling its resolutions 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 (XXII) of 19 
December 1967, 2455 (X XIII) of 20 December 1968 and 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December
1969,

Recalling further that in the above-mentioned resolutions the General Assembly 
expressed the hope that States would contribute to an effective international exchange 
of seismic data,
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Noting  the responses submitted up to the present date to the request for information 
circulated by the Secretary-General pursuant to resolution 2604 (XXIV),

Having considered  the report submitted on 11 September 1970 by the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, and in particular the annexes thereto concerned with 
facilitating the achievement of a comprehensive test ban through the international 
exchange of seismic data,

1. Expresses its appreciation  of the information received thus far in response to the 
request made by the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly resolution 2604
(XXIV);

2. Urges Governments to consider and, wherever possible, to implement methods 
of improving their capability to contribute high-quality seismic data with assured interna
tional availability, taking into account the suggestions contained in the documents 
annexed to the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, and invites 
those Governments that are in a position to do so to consider lending their assistance 
in the improvement of world-wide seismological capabilities in order to facilitate, 
through the assured international availability of seismic data, the achievement of a 
comprehensive test ban;

3. Invites members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to co
operate in further study of this issue.

Also on 7 December, the General Assembly adopted resolution 
2663 B (XXV), sponsored by 11 non-aligned States, by a vote of 112 
to none, with 1 abstention. It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Having considered  the question of the urgent need for suspension of nuclear and 

thermonuclear tests and the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment,

Recalling its resolutions 1762 (XXVII) of 6 November 1962, 1910 (XVIII) of 27 
November 1963, 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965, 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 
(XXII) of 19 December 1967, 2455 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968 and 2604 B (XXIV) 
of 16 December 1969,

Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in 
Moscow on 5 August 1963,

Noting with increasing concern that nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere and 
underground are continuing,

Taking into account that several concrete suggestions have been set forth in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as to possible provisions in a treaty 
banning underground nuclear weapon tests,

1. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without further delay to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue, as a 
matter of urgency, its deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, taking into account the proposals already made in the Conference as well as the 
views expressed at the current session of the General Assembly, and to submit to the 
Assembly at its twenty-sixth session a special report on the results of its deliberations.

Consideration by the CCD, 1971

At the CCD session in 1971, several members, including some of the 
Western delegations, noting that identification capabilities had
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greatly improved, expressed the view that failure to identify a few low- 
yield explosions would pose less risk to the world than would an 
unrestricted continuation of testing. Some members continued to sup
port the idea of a ‘threshold” treaty, which would ban tests above a 
certain level; but Canada, the Netherlands and Sweden expressed 
concern that such a treaty would present technical difficulties and 
might result in the improvement of smaller nuclear warheads and the 
development of new, more sophisticated weapons.

Canada and Japan, with particular support from Italy and the 
Netherlands, suggested that, pending agreement on a comprehensive 
test ban, certain transitional measures should be adopted to slow down 
the pace of nuclear testing. To that end, Canada suggested the follow
ing measures: (a) advance notice of underground testing programmes 
by the nuclear Powers; (b) the progressive phasing out of tests above 
an agreed magnitude; (c) a commitment by the nuclear Powers to 
promote and improve seismological identification capabilities and (d ) 
measures for international co-operation concerning radiological haz
ards of nuclear explosions. Japan proposed that the major nuclear- 
weapon States, either through unilateral or joint action, reduce the 
number and scale of underground tests, particularly the high-yield tests 
detectable and identifiable by observation outside the territory of the 
testing country. The advocates of those measures stressed that such 
restraints could help reduce the dangers inherent in continued testing, 
generate confidence and facilitate the conclusion of a formal compre
hensive test ban agreement.

Sweden submitted a revised version of suggestions it had put for
ward in the CCD in 1969 on possible provisions of a treaty banning under
ground nuclear weapon tests. Under the revised draft treaty,3 the parties 
would undertake to prohibit, to prevent and not to carry out any under
ground nuclear weapons tests at any place under their jurisdiction or 
control, subject to the following provisions: (a) the treaty would be 
fully operative for each nuclear-weapon State after a specified number 
of months from its entry into force, during which period nuclear 
weapon test explosions would be phased out in accordance with a 
separate protocol annexed to the treaty; (b) the prohibition would not 
apply to nuclear explosions which were carried out for construction or 
other peaceful purposes and which took place in conformity with 
another protocol to be annexed to the treaty. In order to ensure 
implementation of the treaty, the parties would co-operate in an effec
tive international exchange of seismological data, as specified in a third 
protocol annexed to the treaty, and also co-operate in the clarification 
of any seismic events pertaining to the subject of the treaty, i.e., which 
any party believed to be a weapons test. Each party would be entitled 
to make inquiries and to receive information in reply; to invite inspec
tion on its territory in the manner it prescribed; to propose suitable 
methods of clarification of information deemed inadequate; and to 
bring to the attention of the Security Council and of the other parties
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the fact that it deemed a party to have failed to co-operate in the 
clarification of a particular event.

Those, and other suggestions made during the session, met with 
no immediate response on the part of the nuclear Powers, which 
continued to maintain their respective views on verification.

The CCD also devoted attention in 1971 to international co
operation in the exchange of seismic data and the improvement of 
world-wide seismological capabilities. On the initiative of Canada and 
other countries, an informal meeting of experts was held to discuss the 
effectiveness of seismological methods of monitoring a comprehensive 
test ban and, in this connexion, Members submitted a number of 
technical papers.

In the general discussion, the Soviet Union expressed opposition 
to a proposal by Canada that advance notification should be given 
regarding the timing, location and magnitude of planned underground 
nuclear explosions. Such a notification, the Soviet Union held, would 
facilitate the acquisition of information by the military services of other 
States and would not assist in the solution of the problem of halting 
underground nuclear tests. The Soviet Union stated that it favoured 
co-operation in the field of seismological data exchange within the 
context of a comprehensive test ban treaty under which possible viola
tions would be verified without on-site inspections.

On 30 September 1971, nine non-aligned members of the CCD 
(Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia) submitted a joint memorandum4 urging the 
conclusion of a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests to 
complement the partial test ban Treaty and stressing that both treaties 
should be adhered to by all nuclear-weapon States. The memorandum 
maintained that progress in the field of seismology had been sufficient 
to permit resolution of the verification problem on the basis of national 
means of detection, supplemented and improved upon by international 
co-operation and procedures. Such a system, coupled with a with
drawal clause and provisions for periodic review conferences, should 
ensure the required deterrence level against clandestine testing. The 
memorandum further held that the peaceful application of nuclear 
explosives must be regulated, with an important role to be played by 
IAEA. It also called on the nuclear-weapon States to submit their own 
proposals, with regard to a comprehensive test ban, so that purposeful 
negotiations could be immediately undertaken.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1971

At the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly, many speakers 
again expressed disappointment and impatience with the lack of prog
ress towards a comprehensive test ban. They maintained that failure 
to achieve such a ban was undermining the 1963 partial test ban Treaty, 
as well as the non-proliferation Treaty, and stressed the responsibility
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of the nuclear Powers to submit specific proposals on the question. 
Mexico and others held specifically that the current lessening of mu
tual distrust between the super-Powers, together with the significant 
progress realized in seismological verification capabilities, had created 
a new situation favourable to the achievement of a comprehensive test 
ban. Supported by many delegations, Mexico proposed that an early 
and specific deadline should be set for the cessation of all tests. The 
United States and the United Kingdom reiterated that on-site inspec
tion was still needed to ensure adequate verification of a comprehen
sive test ban and that the setting of a deadline would be unrealistic. A 
majority of delegations referred to on-site inspections as unnecessary 
or of marginal importance.

A Canadian proposal for immediate measures of restraint on the 
part of the testing Powers, pending early realization of a full test ban, 
received some support, but most supporters stressed that such mea
sures must be purely provisional and transitory, in order to avoid delay 
in achieving a complete ban. Brazil, the Byelorussian SSR and India 
specifically opposed any partial approach, while the United Kingdom 
and the United States opposed immediate measures of restraint on the 
ground that they would have to be unilateral and would arouse false 
hopes.

Most delegations also continued to stress the need for the partici
pation of all nuclear-weapon Powers in negotiations for a comprehen
sive test ban.

The People’s Republic of China, which had taken its seat at the 
twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly, reiterated its opposi
tion to any test ban on the general grounds that it needed to develop 
nuclear weapons purely for its defence against the super-Powers, and 
that the prohibition and destruction of all nuclear weapons was the 
only road to true disarmament. China voted against all three resolu
tions later adopted by the Assembly on the item, and France continued 
its policy of abstention on the subject.

On 19 November, Saudi Arabia submitted a draft resolution, fol
lowed by a revision, by which the General Assembly would appeal to 
the nuclear Powers to desist from carrying out further nuclear tests of 
any kind; urge them to reach agreement on the cessation of all tests 
without delay; and request them not to deploy such weapons of mass 
destruction. On 16 December, the General Assembly adopted this 
draft resolution by a recorded vote of 71 to 2, with 38 abstentions, as 
resolution 2828 B (XXVI). The USSR voted in favour. France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States abstained. The resolution 
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Noting  that one of the first steps in the strengthening of international security is to 

dissipate world-wide fears that nuclear, thermonuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction may be used by miscalculation in what could appear to be a desperate 
situation,
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Considering that for the last few years the United Nations has been preoccupied 
with finding ways and means of diminishing the pollution of the earth’s atmosphere, 

N oting  that scientists have been unanimous in the conclusion that the fall-out from 
nuclear tests is injurious to human and animal life and that such fall-out may poison the 
earth’s atmosphere for many decades to come,

Taking into account that underground nuclear and thermonuclear tests may not only 
create serious health hazards but may also cause as yet undetermined injury to humans 
and animals of the region where such tests are conducted,

Recognizing that there already exist sufficient nuclear, thermonuclear and other 
lethal weapons of mass destruction in the arsenals of certain Powers to decimate the 
world’s population and possibly render the earth uninhabitable,

1. A ppeals to the nuclear Powers to desist from carrying out further nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests, whether underground, under water or in the earth’s atmosphere;

2. Urges the nuclear Powers to reach an agreement without delay on the cessation 
of all nuclear and thermonuclear tests;

3. Reassures the peoples of the world that the United Nations will continue to raise 
its voice against nuclear and thermonuclear tests of any kind and earnestly requests the 
nuclear Powers not to deploy such weapons of mass destruction.

On 22 November, Mexico submitted a draft resolution, subse
quently sponsored by 11 other Latin American and African members 
(Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ghana, Guatemala, Hondu
ras, Panama, Peru, the United Republic of Tanzania and Uruguay), by 
which the General Assembly would, among other things, reiterate its 
condemnation of all nuclear weapon tests and urge the Governments 
of nuclear-weapon States to halt all such tests at the earliest possible 
date and, in any case, not later than 5 August 1973. On 16 December, 
the General Assembly adopted the draft resolution by a recorded vote 
of 74 to 2, with 36 abstentions (including France, the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States) as resolution 2828 A (XXVI). 
It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Viewing with the utm ost apprehension the harmful consequences of nuclear weapon 

tests for the acceleration of the arms race and for the health of present and future 
generations of mankind,

Fully conscious that world opinion has, over the years, demanded the immediate 
and complete cessation of all nuclear weapon tests in all environments,

Recalling that the item on the question of a comprehensive test ban has been 
included in the agenda of the General Assembly every year since 1957,

Deploring the fact that the General Assembly has not yet succeeded in its aim of 
achieving a comprehensive test ban, despite eighteen successive resolutions on the 
subject,

Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in 
Moscow on 5 August 1963,

Deploring the fact that the determination expressed by the original parties to that 
Treaty to continue negotiations to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of 
nuclear weapons for all time has not so far produced the desired results,

Noting with special concern that the continuation of nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere is a source of growing pollution and that the number and magnitude of 
underground tests have increased at an alarming rate since 1963,

Having considered the special report submitted by the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament in response to General Assembly resolution 2663 B (XXV) of 7 
December 1970,
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Recalling its resolution 1762 A (XVII) of 6 November 1962, whereby all nuclear 
weapon tests, without exception, were condemned,

Convinced  that, whatever may be the differences on the question of verification, 
there is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban of the 
nature contemplated in the preamble to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water,

1. Reiterates solemnly and most emphatically its condemnation of all nuclear 
weapon tests;

2. Urges the Governments of nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt all nuclear 
weapon tests at the earliest possible date and, in any case, not later than 5 August 1973;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the nuclear- 
weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh session of any 
measures they have taken to implement it.

Also on 22 November, a more general draft resolution on the 
subject was submitted by Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Den
mark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, Ireland, Japan, Morocco, the Nether
lands, Nigeria, Norway and Sweden, subsequently joined by Iran. On 
1 December, New Zealand proposed two additions to the draft to 
express dissatisfaction with the continued nuclear testing in the atmo
sphere and to call specifically on all Governments to refrain from 
testing in the environments covered by the 1963 partial test ban Treaty. 
On 16 December, the General Assembly, after separate roll-call votes 
approving the New Zealand amendments, adopted the draft resolution 
as a whole, by a recorded vote of 91 to 2, with 21 abstentions, as 
resolution 2828 C (XXVI). Among the abstaining States were France, 
the United Kingdom, the United States and the USSR. The resolution 
reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recognizing  the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear weapon 

tests, including those carried out underground,
Recalling that this subject has been included in the agenda of the General Assembly 

every year since 1957,
Recalling in particular its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955, 1762 (XVII) 

of 6 November 1962, 1910 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2032 (XX) of 3 December 
1965, 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 (XXII) of 19 December 1967, 2455 (XXIII) 
of 20 December 1968, 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969 and 2663 (XXV) of 7 
December 1970,

Expressing serious concern that the objectives of those resolutions have not been 
fulfilled,

Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in 
Moscow on 5 August 1963, and that some continue to test in the atmosphere,

Taking into account the determination expressed by the parties to that Treaty to 
continue negotiations to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear 
weapons for all time,

Noting  the appeal for progress on this issue, made by the Secretary-General in the 
introduction to his report on the work of the Organization,

Noting with special concern that nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere and 
underground are continuing,

H aving considered  the special report submitted by the Conference of the Commit
tee on Disarmament in response to General Assembly resolution 2663 B (XXV),
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1. Stresses anew  the urgency of bringing to a halt all nuclear weapon testing in all 
environments by all States:

2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without further delay to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water and meanwhile to refrain from testing in the environments covered by that Treaty;

3. Calls upon all Governments that have been conducting nuclear weapon tests, 
particularly those of parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmo
sphere, in Outer Space and under Water, immediately to undertake unilateral or nego
tiated measures of restraint that would suspend nuclear weapon testing or limit or reduce 
the size and number of nuclear weapon tests, pending the early entry into force of a 
comprehensive ban on all nuclear weapon tests in all environments by all States;

4. Urges Governments to take all possible measures to develop further, and to use 
more effectively, existing capabilities for the seismological identification of underground 
nuclear tests, in order to facilitate the monitoring of a comprehensive test ban;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue, as a 
matter of high priority, its deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon 
tests, taking into account the suggestions already made in the Conference as well as the 
views expressed at the current session of the General Assembly;

6. R equests particularly Governments that have been carrying out nuclear tests to 
take an active and constructive part in developing in the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament, or in any successor body, specific proposals for an underground test 
ban treaty;

7. Expresses the hope that these efforts will enable all States to sign, in the near 
future, a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests.

Consideration by the CCD, 1972

In his address to the 1972 session of the CCD, the Secretary-General 
referred to a nuclear test ban as the single most important measure 
required to halt the qualitative nuclear arms race and expressed his 
belief that all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem had 
been so fully explored that only a political decision was necessary to 
achieve final agreement. If one took into account the existing means 
of verification by seismic and other methods, and the possibilities 
provided by various international procedures of verification, it was 
difficult to understand, the Secretary-General said, why an agreement 
on underground tests was still being delayed. He considered that the 
risks of continuing such tests far outweighed the risks of ending them 
and stressed that if nuclear weapon tests continued, the credibility and, 
perhaps, even the viability of the non-proliferation Treaty might be 
jeopardized.

The views of the Secretary-General were widely shared by mem
bers of the Committee. Most speakers, aligned and non-aligned, de
plored the lack of progress and stressed that the conclusion of a 
comprehensive test ban would have a significant impact on the arms 
race and would inhibit the further proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
both vertical and horizontal.

Several members, including Canada, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria and 
Sweden maintained that existing seismological capabilities for detec
tion and identification of underground nuclear explosions and improve
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ments already in sight would ensure a high degree of compliance with 
such a ban and that the possibility of using non-seismic means of 
checking, such as satellite surveillance, would further deter possible 
violators.

The Soviet Union again stressed that its aim was to ensure the 
cessation of all nuclear weapon tests, everywhere and by everyone, 
and that the non-participation of a number of major States in the partial 
test ban Treaty hampered further progress towards such an agreement. 
As regards verification, the USSR reiterated its view that national 
means of detection and identification were sufficient to control com
pliance with a ban on all nuclear tests, including underground tests.

The United States restated its position that any comprehensive 
test ban must be adequately verified and that unilateral means of 
verification were not sufficiently advanced to give the necessary assur
ance.

In view of the continuing impasse, a number of members again 
called for measures of restraint on underground testing while agree
ment on a comprehensive test ban was being sought. Canada suggested 
a commitment by the United States and the USSR to reduce signifi
cantly the size and number of their nuclear weapon tests, or alterna
tively, an agreed moratorium of a fixed duration, with any extension 
conditional on the adherence of all testing powers to it or in their 
participation in substantive negotiations towards a comprehensive ban.

Japan again proposed a step-by-step approach to banning under
ground tests, beginning with those nuclear explosions above a certain 
threshold which could be easily detected and identified by seismologi
cal methods, and then expanding gradually the scope of the prohibition 
as the means for verification improved.

Sweden again drew attention to its revised draft treaty for banning 
underground tests submitted the previous year, pointing out that it 
combined technical and political elements in the control procedure, so 
that seismological events would be first evaluated by national means, 
supported by an effective international exchange of seismological data; 
if that was not sufficient, then “ verification-by-challenge” would 
apply, which would not exclude, as a last resort, on-site inspection by 
invitation or mutual agreement.

The Soviet Union held that a partial prohibition of underground 
nuclear tests would not contribute to a solution of the problem as a 
whole or remove the dangers inherent in the improvement of nuclear 
weapons. The United States said it woulcfgive careful consideration 
to the Canadian and Japanese proposals.

The CCD also gave further attention to the question of improving 
verification methods by means of increased international co-operation 
in the exchange of seismic data, the improvement of world-wide seis
mological capabilities and further study of the verification problem; 
and several technical papers dealing with those questions were sub
mitted. Canada, Japan and Sweden also informed the Committee of
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measures they were taking to improve their tripartite co-operation in 
the detection and identification of underground nuclear explosions by 
seismological means.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

In its consideration of the item at its twenty-seventh session, the 
General Assembly had before it the report of the Secretary-General,5 
requested by the General Assembly in resolution 2828 A (XXVI). The 
report stated that no replies had so far been received from any of the 
five nuclear Powers in response to the request for information “ in due 
time” on any measures taken by the Governments of the nuclear 
weapon States “ to bring to a halt all nuclear weapon tests at the 
earliest possible date, and in any case before 6 August 1973”

In the discussion, many speakers stressed the special responsi
bility of the nuclear Powers with regard to a comprehensive test ban 
and maintained that the subject had not been accorded the high priority 
which the General Assembly had requested. Several countries again 
urged the adoption of transitional measures, such as a moratorium or 
reduction of the scale and the number of tests. The Soviet Union, 
however, specifically reiterated its opposition to partial measures.

A number of countries, including Australia, Colombia, Ecuador, 
Fiji, New Zealand and Peru, voiced special concern over continued 
atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons conducted by France in the 
Pacific Ocean. A draft resolution expressing such concern was sub
mitted by Australia and New Zealand and 12 other Members, largely 
from the Pacific area. The draft resolution stressed again the urgency 
of bringing to a halt all atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons in the 
Pacific or anywhere else in the world. Amendments to the draft resolu
tion with a view to deleting specific references to the Pacific area were 
proposed by eight Members, including Belgium, Italy, Ivory Coast, 
Morocco and Zaire, but the amendments were not pressed to the vote 
in response to arguments by the sponsors of the draft resolution that 
the reference to the Pacific area was a legitimate expression of regional 
concern and that the text did not single out any particular testing 
country.

On 29 November 1972, the General Assembly adopted the draft 
resolution by a recorded vote of 105 in favour to 4 against (Albania, 
China, France and Portugal), with 9 abstentions (including six African 
States) as resolution 2934 A (XXVII). The USSR, the United States 
and the United Kingdom were among those voting in favour. The 
resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear weapon 

tests,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV), of 16 December i969, by which it declared 

the decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade, and its resolution 2734 (XXV) of
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16 December 1970, which contains the Declaration on the Strengthening of International 
Security,

Recalling also its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955, 1762 (XVII) of 6 
November 1962, 1910 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965, 
2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 (XXII) of 19 December 1967, 2455 (X XIII) of 
20 December 1968, 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 2663 (XXV) of 7 December
1970, and 2828 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,

I
Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning 

Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed 
in Moscow on 5 August 1963,

Expressing serious concern that testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere has 
continued in some parts of the world, including the Pacific area, in disregard of the spirit 
of that Treaty and of world opinion,

Noting in this connexion the statements made by the Governments of various 
countries in and around the Pacific area, expressing strong opposition to those tests and 
urging that they be halted,

1. Stresses anew the urgency of bringing to a halt all atmospheric testing of nuclear 
weapons in the Pacific or anywhere else in the world;

2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without further delay to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water and, meanwhile, to refrain from testing in the environments covered by that 
Treaty;

II
Noting that no less than nine years have elapsed since the Treaty Banning Nuclear 

Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water came into force,
Taking into actount the determination expressed by the Parties to that Treaty to 

continue negotiations to conclude a treaty resulting in the permanent banning of all 
nuclear weapon test explosions,

1. Declares that a treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests is an important element 
in the consolidation of the progress towards disarmament and arms control made thus 
far and that it would greatly facilitate future progress in these fields;

2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments;

3. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give urgent 
consideration to the question of a treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests, taking into 
account the views already expressed in the Conference, the opinions stated at the 
current session of the General Assembly and, above all, the pressing need for the early 
conclusion of such a treaty.

Also on 29 November, the General Assembly adopted two addi
tional resolutions on the general subject of a comprehensive test ban.

A draft resolution of a general nature, initiated by Canada and 
sponsored by 17 other States, was adopted as resolution 2934 B
(XXVII) by a recorded vote of 89 in favour to 4 against (Albania, 
China, France and Portugal) with 23 abstentions (including the USSR 
and other Socialist countries, the United Kingdom, the United States 
and several Latin American States). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Conscious of the dangers to mankind presented by a continuation of the nuclear 

arms race,
Believing that a cessation of all nuclear and thermonuclear weapon tests, including 

those carried out underground, would contribute to a deceleration of the nuclear arms
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race, to the promotion of further arms control and disarmament measures, and to a 
reduction in world tension,

Believing further that a cessation of all nuclear weapon testing would inhibit the 
wider dissemination of nuclear weapons,

Noting with regret that not all States have yet adhered to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in 
Moscow on 5 August 1963,

Noting with regret that, despite the determination expressed by parties to that 
Treaty to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all 
time, parties to the Treaty continue to test nuclear weapons underground, and no 
specific proposals for an underground test ban agreement are under negotiation,

Recalling that the General Assembly has repeatedly expressed its concern regard
ing the continuation of nuclear and thermonuclear weapon testing, in particular in 
its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955, 1762 (XVII) of 6 November 1962, 1910 
(X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965, 2163 (XXI) of 5 
December 1966, 2343 (XXII) of 19 December 1967, 2455 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968, 
2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 2663 (XXV) of 7 December 1970 and 2828 (XXVI) 
of 16 December 1971,

Having considered  the report submitted on 26 September 1972 by the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, and in particular the sections thereof concerned with 
achieving a comprehensive test ban.

Noting with satisfaction  the completion of a first set of bilateral agreements on the 
limitation of strategic arms and expressing the hope that the progress so far achieved 
will lead to further agreed limitations on nuclear arms and be conducive to the negotia
tion of a ban on underground nuclear weapon testing,

1. Stresses again the urgency of halting all nuclear weapon testing in all environ
ments by all States;

2. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without further delay to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, and meanwhile to refrain from testing in environments covered by that Treaty;

3. Calls upon all Governments conducting underground nuclear weapon tests, 
particularly those parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmo
sphere, in Outer Space and under Water, immediately to undertake unilateral or nego
tiated measures that would suspend or reduce such testing, pending the early entry into 
force of a ban on all nuclear weapon tests in all environments;

4. Urges Governments that have been carrying out nuclear weapon tests to take 
an active and constructive part in presenting and developing in the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament, or in any other appropriate body, specific proposals for 
a comprehensive test ban;

5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give first priority 
to its deliberations on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests, taking full 
account of views of experts and of technical developments bearing on the verification 
of such a treaty, and further requests the Conference to submit a special report to the 
General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session on the results of its deliberations on this 
matter;

6. Urges Governments to take all appropriate measures further to develop existing 
capabilities for detection and identification of underground nuclear tests through seismo
logical and other technical means, and to increase international co-operation in the 
elaboration of relevant techniques and evaluation of seismographic data, in order to 
facilitate an underground nuclear weapon test ban;

7. Calls upon Governments to seek as a matter or urgency a halt to all nuclear 
weapon testing, and to endeavour to achieve at the earliest possible date a comprehen
sive test ban and to obtain universal adherence to such a ban.

A draft resolution sponsored by Mexico and 14 other Latin Ameri
can members, and along the general lines of resolution 2828 A (XXVI)
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sponsored by a similar group at the twenty-sixth session, was adopted 
as resolution 2934 C (XXVII) by a recorded vote of 80 in favour to 
4 against (Albania, China, France and Portugal), with 29 abstentions 
(including the USSR and other Socialist States, the United Kingdom 
and the United States). The text reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Reaffirming its deep apprehension concerning the harmful consequences of nuclear 

weapon tests for the acceleration of the arms race and for the health of present and future 
generations of mankind.

Deploring that the General Assembly has not yet succeeded in its aim of achieving 
a comprehensive test ban, despite twenty-one successive resolutions on the subject,

Deploring further that the determination expressed by the original parties to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963, to pursue negotiations to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time has not so far 
produced the desired results,

Recalling its resolutions 1762 A (XVII) of 6 November 1962 and 2828 A (XXVI) 
of 16 December 1971, whereby all nuclear weapon tests, without exception, were 
condemned,

1. Reiterates once again with the utmost vigour its condemnation of all nuclear 
weapon tests;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that, whatever may be the differences on the question 
of verification, there is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban of the nature contemplated in the preamble to the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water;

3. Urges once more the Governments of nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt 
all nuclear weapon tests at the earliest possible date, and in any case not later than 5 
August 1973, either through a permanent agreement or through unilateral or agreed 
moratoria;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the nuclear- 
weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any 
measures they have taken to implement it.

Consideration by the CCD, 1973

In his message to the 1973 session of the CCD, the Secretary-General 
recalled the reasons he had advanced in 1972 in favour of achieving a 
comprehensive test ban without further delay. He expressed the con
viction that such a treaty was an indispensable step in the efforts to 
halt the nuclear arms race and reiterated his view that it would 
strengthen the non-proliferation Treaty, which remained the key ele
ment in the efforts of the international community to keep nuclear arms 
under control.

In the ensuing discussion, virtually all members of the Committee 
underlined the urgent need for agreement on a comprehensive test ban 
and appealed to the United States and the Soviet Union to make 
specific proposals in that regard. However, the United States reaf
firmed its view that, despite the substantial progress in detecting and 
identifying seismic events, including underground tests, national
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means of verification must still be supplemented by some on-site 
inspection, and the Soviet Union continued to insist the national means 
were fully adequate. The Soviet Union also emphasized once again 
that a comprehensive test ban required the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests, everywhere and by everyone, and could be effective 
only if all nuclear Powers participated in it.

Some members continued to advocate partial measures for the 
cessation of underground nuclear tests, such as prohibition of under
ground nuclear tests above a certain magnitude threshold (Japan and 
the Netherlands); a moratorium on all testing (Sweden); reduction of 
the size and number of tests (Canada); and unilateral suspension of 
nuclear tests (Nigeria).

In the course of the session, informal meetings were held with the 
participation of technical experts to discuss issues related to verifica
tion of a test ban. Although many Committee members stressed the 
value of those meetings in clarifying the issues, it was widely noted that 
they had not effected any change in the existing stalemate in the 
matter.

At a special meeting of the CCD held on 5 August 1973 on the 
occasion of the tenth anniversary of the partial test ban Treaty, nearly 
all speakers underlined the importance of the Treaty and the need to 
complete it with an underground test ban. The three nuclear Powers, 
in particular, stressed the role the Treaty had played in re<Jucing world 
tensions, curbing nuclear arms proliferation and promoting arms limita
tion measures. At the same time, the non-aligned, supported by Can
ada, Japan and the Netherlands, expressed strong dissatisfaction that 
the commitment in the Treaty to seek to achieve the discontinuance 
of all nuclear weapon tests had not been fulfilled, and several of them 
specifically expressed concern that such failure could undermine the 
viability of the non-proliferation Treaty.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1973

In considering this item at its twenty-eighth session, the General 
Assembly had before it the report of the Secretary-General,6 sub
mitted on 8 October 1973, in accordance with Assembly resolution 
2934 C (XXVII). The report contained the text of the reply of the 
Soviet Union concerning measures to halt nuclear weapon tests, 
which, the report noted, had been the only one received from the five 
nuclear-weapon States. In its reply, the Soviet Union restated its 
position to the effect that it advocated the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests by all parties everywhere and that national means of monitoring 
the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon tests were sufficient.

During the discussion, most Member States continued to express 
great concern over the lack of progress towards the banning of under
ground nuclear weapon tests, more than 10 years after the entry into 
force of the partial test ban Treaty and despite a long series of General
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Assembly resolutions urging an immediate cessation or suspension of 
all tests. Many Members stressed the special responsibility of the 
nuclear Powers in that regard, particularly that of the United States 
and the Soviet Union, urging that they take early initiatives in the 
matter in some appropriate multilateral negotiating forum, bilaterally 
or even unilaterally. A number of delegations also expressed concern 
that failure to achieve a comprehensive test ban was undermining the 
validity of both the partial test ban Treaty and the non-proliferation 
Treaty, since both agreements contained specific commitments to nego
tiate such a ban, and urged that an effective agreement in the matter 
be reached prior to the convening of the 1975 Review Conference of 
the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons.

Many States of the Pacific area, including Australia, New Zealand 
and Japan, and a number of Latin American States, also deplored the 
continuation of nuclear testing in the atmosphere, both by France and 
by China, and urged an end to such tests as a hazard to world health, 
particularly in the Pacific area. Many Members also continued to 
stress the importance of the participation of all nuclear Powers in final 
negotiations on a comprehensive ban; and, in that connexion, the 
Soviet Union continued to stress the view that any comprehensive test 
ban must apply to all States and that a final solution of the problem 
could, therefore, be brought about only if all nuclear Powers partici
pated in the ban. China continued to express specific opposition to any 
comprehensive cessation of testing without the prior destruction of all 
existing nuclear arms.

With regard to transitional measures leading to a comprehensive 
ban, Japan urged the testing Powers to make studies to determine the 
lowest possible initial threshold for a ban on larger underground tests 
and to decide whether such intermediate measures as a moratorium on 
all such tests or a gradual reduction in their size might be feasible. 
Sweden again referred to its proposal for a gradual phase-out of tests.

On the key question of verification, the positions of the parties 
remained unchanged.

On 6 December the Assembly adopted resolution 3078 A
(XXVIII), sponsored by Mexico and six other non-aligned Members, 
by a roll-call vote of 89 in favour to 5 against (including China and 
France) with 33 abstentions (including the USSR, the United Kingdom 
and the United States). It reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Stressing its deep apprehension concerning the harmful consequences of nuclear 

weapon tests for the acceleration of the arms race and for the health of present and 
future generations of mankind,

Bearing in mind that in 1975 a conference of the parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons shall be held, one of whose principal aims will be 
assuring that the purposes set forth in its preamble, among which there is the achieve
ment of the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, are 
being realized,
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Recalling  its resolutions 914 (X) of 16 December 1955, 1148 (XII) of 14 November 
1957, 1252 (X III) of 4 November 1958, 1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959, 1402 (XIV) 
of 21 November 1959, 1577 (XV) of 20 December 1960, 1578 (XV) of 20 December 1960, 
1632 (XVI) of 27 October 1961, 1648 (XVI) of 6 November 1961, 1649 (XVI) of 8 
November 1961, 1762 (XVII) of 6 November 1962, 1910 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 
2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965, 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 (XXII) of 19 
December 1967, 2455 (X XIII) of 20 December 1968, 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969, 
2663 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, 2828 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971 and 2934 (XXVII) 
of 29 November 1972

1. Condemns once again with the utmost vigour all nuclear weapon tests;
2. Reiterates its conviction that, whatever may be the differences on the question 

of verification, there is no valid reason for delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive 
test ban of the nature contemplated as long as ten years ago in the preamble to the Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water;

3. Urges once more the Governments of nuclear-weapon States to bring to a halt 
without delay all nuclear weapon tests either through a permanent agreement or through 
unilateral or agreed moratoria.

Also on 6 December, the General Assembly adopted resolution 
3078 B (XXVIII), sponsored by 20 Members, including Australia, 
Canada, Sweden and a number of countries of the Pacific area. The 
result of the roll-call vote was 65 in favour to 7 against (including China 
and France), with 57 abstentions (including the other three nuclear- 
weapon States). The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Convinced of the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear 

weapon tests, to contribute to a deceleration of the nuclear arms race, to the promotion 
of arms control and disarmament measures, and to a reduction of world tension,

Having considered the report submitted on 7 September 1973 by the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament, in particular the section thereof concerned with 
achieving a comprehensive nuclear weapon test ban,

Reaffirming its earlier resolutions on this subject, particularly resolution 2934
(XXVII) of 29 November 1972,

Noting that 5 August 1973 was the tenth anniversary of the signing of the Treaty 
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water,

Noting with regret that some States have not yet adhered to that Treaty,
G ravely disturbed  at the fact that, ten years after the signature of that Treaty, 

wherein the parties seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear 
weapons for all time, and despite the repeated appeals of the General Assembly, nuclear 
weapon testing continues at an active pace,

Deeply concerned that, notwithstanding the opposition of the vast majority of States 
as expressed in that Treaty and in the resolutions of the General Assembly and other 
world bodies, nuclear weapon tests continue to take place in the atmosphere, despite 
the danger of radio-active contamination;

D istressed  that, despite their intent expressed in that Treaty, which was reiterated 
in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to seek to achieve the 
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to carry out 
negotiations to this end, the nuclear-weapon States parties to these Treaties have not 
yet engaged in the active negotiation for a comprehensive nuclear test ban and that States 
parties to these Treaties continue to test nuclear weapons underground,

1. Emphasizes its deep concern at the continuance of nuclear weapon tests, both 
in the atmosphere and underground, and at the lack of progress towards a comprehensive 
test ban agreement;

2. Calls anew upon all nuclear-weapon States to seek, as a matter of urgency, the 
end of all nuclear weapon tests in all environments;
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3. Insists that the nuclear-weapon States which have been carrying out nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere discontinue such tests forthwith;

4. Urges  States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, to do so without further 
delay;

5. Vigorously urges the States members of the Conference of the Committee on 
Disarmament, especially those which are nuclear-weapon States and parties to the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water, immediately to start negotiations for elaborating a treaty designed to achieve the 
objective of a comprehensive test ban;

6. Requests  the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue, as a 
matter of highest priority, its deliberations on this treaty, taking into full account the 
suggestions already made in the Committee, as well as the views expressed at the current 
session of the General Assembly and at previous sessions, and to submit to the Assem
bly at its twenty-ninth session a special report on its deliberations on this vitally 
important matter, including the areas of agreement on the achievement of a draft treaty;

7. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-ninth session an item 
entitled “ Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion 
of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive test ban” in place of the item entitled 
“ Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and.thermonuclear tests” which appears on the 
agenda of the twenty-eighth session.

Consideration by the CCD, 1974

At the 1974 session of the CCD no basic change occurred in the posi
tions of the Soviet Union and the United States towards a comprehen
sive test ban, despite renewed appeals by most members .J apan, Italy, the 
Netherlands and the United Kingdom stressed the need for agreement 
on a mutually satisfactory verification system, one in which interna
tional verification, and even on-site inspection, should not be ruled out 
as a matter of principle. The Netherlands, however, observed that 
even with on-site inspection there would be room for some clandestine 
testing; accordingly, the choice was whether to accept that risk or the 
risk posed by continuing unrestricted testing. Mexico stressed that the 
General Assembly had already adopted some 30 resolutions on the 
subject of the cessation of tests and that, in three of those resolutions, 
the Assembly had specifically emphasized that, whatever might be the 
difficulty of the question of verification, there was no valid reason for 
delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty. Mexico 
further noted that the annual average number of nuclear tests in the 
decade following the 1963 test ban Treaty was 60 per cent higher than 
the 1946-1963 annual average.

On the question of participation in negotiations and an agreement, 
Japan expressed the view that, although it was desirable and important 
to have those nuclear Powers which were conducting atmospheric 
tests (i.e., China and France) participate in disarmament negotiations, 
their absence should not impede discussion of a comprehensive test 
ban. Sweden held that the cessation of underground nuclear tests by 
the two major nuclear testing Powers would improve the prospects for 
a halt of all tests by all States. Czechoslovakia, however, expressed
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the view that a bilateral USSR-United States agreement would not 
meet the necessary requirements for a comprehensive test ban.

In the discussions following the announcement by India that it had 
exploded a nuclear device for peaceful purposes on 18 May 1974, 
several members noted the close relationship between nuclear-weapon 
tests and the non-proliferation Treaty (for additional comments on this 
question, see chap. IV below).

On 3 July 1974, the Soviet Union and the United States, at a 
summit conference in Moscow, signed the Treaty on the Limitation of 
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, which was circulated by the 
parties as a document of the C C D 7 and the General Assembly.8 In its 
main provisions, the Treaty (a) established a five-year renewable ban 
on all tests exceeding a yield of 150 kilotons, to begin 31 March 1976;
(b ) committed the two parties to limit such underground testing to a 
minimum and to continue their negotiations for a cessation of all 
nuclear weapon tests; (c) specified that verification would be by na
tional means only, including mutual consultation and the furnishing of 
information upon inquiry; and (d) further specified that the provisions 
of the Treaty did not extend to underground nuclear explosions carried 
out by the parties for peaceful purposes outside the test sites specified 
for weapons testing, but that such tests should be governed by a 
separate agreement between the parties to be reached at the earliest 
possible time. In an attached Protocol, the parties agreed to the recipro
cal exchange of specific data pertinent to the location of the test sites 
and to the nature of the tests themselves.

In the CCD, the Soviet Union and the United States described 
the new Treaty, commonly referred to as the threshold test ban Treaty, 
as an important contribution to a solution of the comprehensive test 
ban problem. The United States explained that the date of entry into 
force of the Treaty had been delayed to permit further detailed discus
sion of verification requirements and the negotiation of the closely 
related agreement covering nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

Most CCD members agreed that the new threshold Treaty consti
tuted an additional step on the way to a comprehensive test ban. In 
that connexion, the United Kingdom delegation recalled that its Gov
ernment had publicly committed itself to abide by the provisions of the 
new Treaty. At the same time, many members held that the level of 
the tests exempted from the ban was unduly high and that the rather 
late effective date of the Treaty would encourage an all-out race to test 
before the deadline. Mexico noted that the renewed commitment to 
continue negotiations with a view to the cessation of all underground 
nuclear weapon tests came 11 years after a similar commitment in the 
1963 test ban Treaty and that the majority of underground tests during 
the last few years had been below the 150-kiloton threshold. Canada, 
while welcoming the Treaty’s provisions on the bilateral exchange of 
seismic data and urging that such exchanges be initiated at an early 
date in order to increase confidence in the ability to detect under
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ground nuclear tests, urged that the two parties to the Treaty pursue 
negotiations for a comprehensive test ban without awaiting the entry 
into force of the agreement. Sweden doubted that an agreement of that 
type would facilitate progress towards a comprehensive test ban but 
noted that the bilateral co-operation on verification problems might 
facilitate agreement on the verification of a total ban. With particular 
regard to verification, Sweden expressed the view that the exchange 
of seismic data and any observation of peaceful nuclear explosions 
should be “ multilateral” , beginning with the application of IAEA 
safeguard procedures.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

In considering this question at the twenty-ninth session of the General 
Assembly in 1974, most Member States continued to express great 
concern at the lack of progress towards a comprehensive test ban, 
despite the high priority given over the years by the CCD to the 
question. Virtually all speakers underlined once again the urgent need 
to reach agreement on such a ban; and some continued to appeal to 
the nuclear Powers, particularly the United States and the Soviet 
Union, to undertake serious negotiations towards that end.

Several speakers also drew attention to the close relationship 
between a comprehensive test ban and the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, stressing that agreement on a comprehen
sive test ban would not only constitute an important measure to halt 
the nuclear arms race but would effectively contribute to the preven
tion of further nuclear proliferation. Australia and Mexico, among 
others, stressed the view that the conclusion of such a ban would mark 
genuine progress towards the fulfilment of the commitment undertaken 
in articles V and VI of the non-proliferation Treaty. In that context, 
concern was also voiced about the problem of peaceful nuclear explo
sions and the need for international control of such explosions (see also 
chap. IV below). Sweden expressed the view that a comprehensive 
test ban would have to deal with the question of peaceful nuclear 
explosions. India, which in the course of the debate had reaffirmed that 
its explosion of a nuclear device was exclusively for peaceful purposes, 
maintained that, at that stage, any regulation of peaceful nuclear explo
sions which was not placed in the context of universal adherence to 
a comprehensive test ban would not make any contribution to stopping 
the nuclear arms race or to nuclear disarmament.

Views on the USSR-United States agreement on the limitation of 
underground nuclear weapon tests varied. A number of Members, 
including Finland, Japan and the Netherlands, specifically stated that 
the agreement represented some movement forward in the position of 
the nuclear Powers on the question, which might help resolve some of 
the outstanding issues concerning a comprehensive test ban. In the 
view of the Netherlands and Japan, a commendable aspect of the
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Treaty was the scientific co-operation and exchange of seismic and 
other data with a view to ensuring compliance, set out in the Protocol 
annexed to the Treaty; also, the understanding, in principle, between 
the two Powers regarding the presence of observers gave hope for the 
solution of the verification problem, which was the key to solving 
many disarmament problems. In the opinion of some non-aligned Mem
bers, however, the agreement did not meet the hopes and expectations 
of the international community, as it did not provide for a moratorium 
on tests under the 150-kiloton threshold set out in the Treaty, which, 
in any case, they considered too high. Many Members appealed to the 
two parties to the Treaty to lower the threshold.

Positions of the main parties concerned on the issue of verification 
of a comprehensive test ban remained unaltered at that session. Speak
ing on the subject, the Soviet Union pointed out that the threshold 
Treaty, the first to impose limitations on underground tests, provided 
for verification through national means, which the Soviet Union had 
always advocated.

In response to continued concern expressed by several countries 
of the Pacific region over environmental and health risks resulting from 
atmospheric tests in that area, France recalled its decision to conduct 
its nuclear test programme underground, beginning in 1975. Unlike 
previous years, various groups sponsoring draft resolutions on the item 
were able to agree on a single text of a draft resolution, which, among 
other things, called on all States to refrain from testing nuclear weap
ons pending conclusion of a comprehensive ban. The draft was sub
mitted by Australia, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Iceland, Liberia, Malaysia, 
Mexico, New Zealand, the Philippines, Sweden, Thailand and Vene
zuela, and subsequently sponsored also by Ecuador, Morocco and Peru. 
On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted the resolution, 
as recommended by the First Committee, by a recorded vote of 95 in 
favour to 3 against, with 33 abstentions, as resolution 3257 (XXIX).

China and France stated that they had voted against the resolution 
on the grounds that a ban on nuclear-weapon testing would not be a 
genuine disarmament measure, unless linked to a total ban on nuclear 
weapons. The United States and the United Kingdom and other 
Western countries based their abstention on their opposition to the 
proposed moratorium. Similarly, the Soviet Union explained that it 
had abstained because it considered that the resolution called for the 
adoption of one-sided obligations on the part of the individual nuclear- 
weapon States, an approach which could only lead to the violation of 
the principle of the equal security of States. The text of the resolution 
reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Gravely disturbed at the continuance of nuclear weapon testing since the twenty- 

eighth session of the General Assembly,
Recalling its previous resolutions on the subject,
Recalling the stated aim of the parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 

in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water and the Treaty on the Non-
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Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all test 
explosions of nuclear weapons for all time,

Taking note of the special report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment on the question of a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests,

Believing that the continuance of nuclear weapon testing will intensify the arms 
race, thus increasing the danger of nuclear war.

Convinced that cessation of nuclear weapon testing would be in the supreme interest 
of mankind, both as a major step towards controlling the development and proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and to relieve the deep apprehension concerning the harmful conse
quences of radio-active contamination for the health of present and future generations,

1. Condemns all nuclear weapon tests, in whatever environment they may be 
conducted;

2. Reaffirms its deep concern at the continuance of such testing, both in the 
atmosphere and underground, and at the lack of progress towards a comprehensive test 
ban agreement;

3. Calls upon all States not yet parties to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water to adhere to it forthwith;

4. Emphasizes once more the urgency of concluding a comprehensive test ban 
agreement;

.5. Reminds the nuclear-weapon States of their special responsibility to initiate 
proposals to this end;

6. Calls upon all States to refrain from the testing of nuclear weapons, in any 
environment, pending conclusion of such an agreement;

7. R equests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give the highest 
priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban agreement and to report to the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session on the progress achieved;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session the item 
entitled “ Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion 
of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive test ban”

Consideration by the CCD, 1975

Most of the discussion of a comprehensive test ban at the 1975 session 
of the CCD took place in the context of the arms implications of 
peaceful nuclear explosions (see chap. IV below). In the course of 
those discussions, virtually all members reaffirmed their commitment 
to achieving such a ban, and several members stated that it would be 
the single most important contribution to achieving a cessation of the 
nuclear arms race and the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. A number of delegations, including Canada, Japan, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom submitted working papers on technical as
pects of the detection and identification problem related to such a ban.

Many delegations also referred to the threshold test ban Treaty 
concluded by the United States and the Soviet Union in 1974 and 
hoped it would be a step towards a comprehensive test ban. The 
United Kingdom called attention to the joint Anglo-Soviet Declaration 
of February 1975,9 in which the two Powers declared their aim of 
achieving the discontinuance of all nuclear weapon tests for all time 
and stated that, pending the conclusion of an appropriate international 
agreement for that purpose, they would work for agreements limiting 
the number of underground nuclear weapon tests to a minimum.
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Some delegations welcomed the announcement by France that it 
would discontinue all the nuclear tests in the atmosphere after 1974, 
and several specifically called for the adherence of all nuclear-weapon 
States to the partial test ban Treaty of 1963.

With a view to renewing concrete negotiations on the subject, 
Sweden, late in the session, proposed the convening of a meeting of 
experts early in 1976 to discuss the remaining obstacles to a comprehen
sive nuclear test ban.
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C H A P T E R  I V

Implementation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons

The T re a ty  on th e  N o n -P ro life ra tio n  o f N u c le a r  Weapons, 
first opened for signature in 1968, entered into force on 5 March 1970. 
On that occasion, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, U 
Thant, welcoming the entry into force of the Treaty, stressed its 
importance as a means of containing the nuclear arms race. (For the 
text of his comments, see Introduction above.)

At the 1970 session of the CCD and at the twenty-fifth anniver
sary session of the General Assembly that same year, many States also 
welcomed the entry into force of the Treaty and expressed the hope 
that additional countries would adhere to it, in particular the two 
nuclear-weapon States not already parties to the Treaty, China and 
France.

France had asserted in the General Assembly on 12 June 1968, on 
the occasion of the adoption of resolution 2373 (XXII) commending 
the Treaty, that it would not sign the Treaty but would “ behave in the 
future in this field exactly as the States adhering to the Treaty”  1 That 
commitment was reaffirmed on 23 November 1973 in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly, when the French representative stated 
that the position of his Government on the Treaty remained unchanged 
and that it was its intention “ in no way to encourage any undertaking 
that might lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons” 2

China stated, also on 23 November 1973, that “ China has been 
compelled to develop a few nuclear weapons for the purpose of self- 
defence and for breaking the nuclear monopoly and nuclear blackmail 
of the super-Powers” . It added that it was “ firmly against using the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to deprive non
nuclear countries or countries with few nuclear weapons of their sover
eignty and to damage the interests of the people of various countries” 3

Consideration by the General Assembly and the CCD, 1970 to 1974

From 1970 until late 1974 the question of implementing the non-prolifer
ation Treaty was discussed in United Nations bodies largely in an 
indirect manner and in connexion with related items. During that
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period, the most direct comment in the General Assembly and the 
CCD took the form of repeated calls for universal adherence to the 
Treaty, which were reflected in General Assembly resolutions adopted 
towards the end of the period.4 In the same general context, a number 
of non-nuclear-weapon States frequently asserted that the nuclear- 
weapon States had not adequately fulfilled the obligations they had 
undertaken in the Treaty (article VI) to pursue negotiations ‘on effec
tive measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an 
early date and to nuclear disarmament” and in, particular, “ to achieve 
the discontinuance of all test explosions for all time” (Treaty pream
ble).

There was also some comment on other matters related to the 
Treaty, in particular, on the volume of aid to the non-nuclear-weapon 
States in the field of peaceful uses of nuclear energy (article IV), in 
connexion with the adoption of two General Assembly resolutions, 
one in 1970 and the other in 1972,5 under the item “ Implementation 
of the results of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States” In 
those resolutions, the General Assembly continued to call on IAEA 
and the United Nations specialized agencies to pursue action on the 
1968 Conference recommendations, most of which were closely re
lated to the provisions of the non-proliferation Treaty, and to report 
to the General Assembly.

In 1971, a resolution6 was also adopted under the item “ General 
and complete disarmament” , calling on IAEA to report to the General 
Assembly on its work on safeguards in connexion with the non-prolifer- 
ation Treaty (article III), including safeguards on all uranium enrich
ment plants using both existing and new techniques.

In 1970 and 1971, the General Assembly also adopted resolutions7 
under an item entitled “ Establishment, within the framework of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, of an international service for 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate interna
tional control” , requesting IAEA to study the ways and means of 
achieving that goal, which had also been set forth in the non-prolife ra
tion Treaty (article V).

Some additional indirect comment on the non-proliferation Treaty 
was also made during the General Assembly’s annual consideration of 
the report of the International Atomic Energy Agency.8 Most of the 
resolutions adopted under that item commended IAEA on its safe
guards activities and noted some increases in the level of its assistance 
in the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

At its twenty-eighth session in 1973, the General Assembly 
adopted a resolution,9 noting that a Preparatory Committee of parties 
to the non-proliferation Treaty had been formed to prepare the 1975 
Review Conference and requesting the Secretary-General to render all 
necessary assistance and services for the Review Conference and its 
preparation.
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Discussion of the non-proliferation Treaty in the CCD from 1970 
to 1974 was limited, reflecting the general views expressed in the 
Assembly, particularly the calls for full implementation of, and uni
versal adherence to, the Treaty. In late 1974, however, when prepara
tion began for the first Review Conference of the Treaty in 1975, 
certain other developments, including the explosion of a nuclear device 
by India, enhanced world interest in the proliferation problem.

Discussion in the CCD, 1974

In his message to the CCD at its 1974 session, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations noted that the Review Conference of the Parties 
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to be held 
in 1975 would offer an opportunity to strengthen the Treaty.

Early in the session, the United States reported that the Prepara
tory Committee for the Review Conference had already held its first 
session. It also called attention to that part of the joint USSR-United 
States communique, issued at the July 1974 summit meeting in Mos
cow, in which the two Powers had stressed the fundamental impor
tance of the non-proliferation Treaty and reaffirmed their obligations 
under it, including those with regard to effective nuclear disarmament 
(article VI). The nuclear-weapon States members of the CCD, sup
ported by a number of others, stressed the view that the purpose of 
the Review Conference should be to strengthen the Treaty and to 
encourage greater adherence to it.

A number of other members, most notably India, Mexico and 
Yugoslavia, specifically criticized the Treaty and its implementation. 
Mexico submitted a working paper documenting what it considered to 
be the lack of effective implementation of article VI of the Treaty. 
Yugoslavia also held that article VI had not been fulfilled, adding the 
view that the security guarantees for the non-nuclear-weapon States 
party to the Treaty (Security Council resolution 255 (1968)) were still 
insufficient.

The early discussion at that session also revealed an increased 
interest, particularly on the part of Canada, Sweden and Yugoslavia, 
in the question of peaceful nuclear explosions and their possible regula
tion under article V of the Treaty.

In late May 1974, the representative of India read to the CCD the 
announcement that India had “ carried out a peaceful nuclear explosion 
experiment” . He also read the statement of the Indian Minister of 
External Affairs to the effect that India had “ no intention of devel
oping nuclear weapons” and that, in performing “ this scientific test” , 
India had not violated any of her international obligations, since it was 
not a party to the non-proliferation Treaty, or even a signatory of it.

Canada, Japan, Pakistan, the Netherlands, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom expressed concern over the Indian action and the
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effect it might have on the non-proliferation Treaty. The United States 
specifically reaffirmed its policy against the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and restated its view that the technology of making nuclear 
explosive devices for peaceful purposes was indistinguishable from the 
technology of making nuclear weapons.

India repeatedly stated its intention to use nuclear energy solely 
for peaceful purposes, adding that it would consider the possibility of 
placing its nuclear programme under IAEA safeguards if all other 
States were ready to do the same.

Comment in the Secretary-General's annual report for 1973-1974

The Secretary-General, in the introduction to his annual report on the 
work of the Organization for the year 1973-1974,10 made the following 
comments on the relationship between the peaceful and military uses 
of nuclear explosives:

Recent developments have highlighted the importance of the relationship between 
the peaceful and military uses of nuclear explosives. Available scientific evidence shows 
that there is little essential difference between explosive devices for peaceful purposes 
and those for nuclear weapons. The conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions may, in the 
future, become a practical means for releasing energy and resources for the benefit of 
mankind. It is, however, of overriding interest that these goals be pursued in a manner 
which does not involve dangers of nuclear weapons proliferation. The United Nations 
has already taken action in this context by recommending universal acceptance of the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. I would raise the question 
whether we should not now proceed also to the international consideration of the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions in all its aspects.

If States which are not parties to the non-proliferation Treaty should pursue the path 
of conducting their own peaceful nuclear explosions, the nations of the world may soon 
find themselves in a most precarious predicament. The energy crisis has already stimu
lated, and may continue to do so, a rapid increase in the number of nuclear reactors for 
power production in all parts of the world. These reactors produce plutonium, which 
is capable of being used for either peaceful or military nuclear explosions. It is estimated 
that by the 1980s there will be sufficient plutonium available throughout the world to 
make thousands of bombs every year. There are about a dozen countries which are not 
parties to the non-proliferation Treaty and which are now capable of “ going nuclear” 
in a very short time; in a few years this number may double. The existence of such 
widespread nuclear “ know-how” and plutonium and the proliferation of nuclear explo
sive devices could create almost unimaginable dangers for the survival of our civilization 
and the human race. Apart even from the threat of nuclear war by design, there will be 
a tremendous increase in the risk of nuclear war by accident, miscalculation or misinter
pretation, not to speak of the dangers of the acquisition of such devices by criminal 
elements.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

At its twenty-ninth session, the General Assembly adopted nine resolu
tions directly or indirectly related to the problem of nuclear prolifera
tion. Most of them concerned the question of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones in various parts of the world, but two, adopted under the item
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“ General and complete disarmament” , dealt directly with the problem 
of peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs) and with the problem of secu
rity guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States, respectively.11

In the general discussion of the nuclear proliferation problem at 
that session, the question of PNEs received particular attention. Many 
countries saw such explosions, particularly if conducted by States not 
party to the non-proliferation Treaty and in the absence of an interna
tionally agreed arrangement to govern them, as a significant threat to 
the world effort to prevent further proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Noting the impossibility of distinguishing between PNEs and nuclear 
weapon tests, they held that PNEs should be the subject of strict 
international control and that the Review Conference on the non
proliferation Treaty, IAEA and the CCD should give serious consider
ation to the technical and political aspects of the problem and report 
their findings to the General Assembly.

A draft resolution to that general effect was submitted by Austra
lia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Finland, the Federal Re
public of Germany, Ghana, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Sweden and Venezuela. Certain indirect 
references, in the preamble to the draft resolution, to the Indian explo
sion and to the dangers of PNEs in general were opposed by China and 
India; and two amendments proposed by Mexico with a view to invit
ing the United States and the USSR to inform the non-proliferation 
Treaty Review Conference of measures they had taken to conclude the 
special agreement on PNEs foreseen in article V of the Treaty were 
opposed in particular by the two States concerned. After approval of 
all the provisions by roll-call votes, the Assembly adopted the resolu
tion, also by a roll-call vote of 115 to 3 (Albania, China and India), with 
12 abstentions (including Argentina, Brazil, France and Yugoslavia), 
as resolution 3261 D (XXIX). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling its resolutions on the urgent need for prevention of nuclear proliferation,
Recalling also its resolution 2829 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,
Recognizing that the acceleration of the nuclear arms race and the proliferation of 

nuclear weapons endanger the security of all States,
Convinced that recent international developments have underlined the urgent neces

sity for all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, to take effective measures to 
reverse the momentum of the nuclear arms race and to prevent further proliferation of 
nuclear weapons,

Further convinced that the achievement of these goals would be advanced by an 
effective comprehensive test ban,

Bearing in mind that it has not yet proved possible to differentiate between the 
technology for nuclear weapons and that for nuclear explosive devices for peaceful 
purposes,

Noting with concern that, during the current year, six States have engaged in 
nuclear testing,

Recognizing that even those States which renounce the possession of nuclear 
weapons may wish to be able to enjoy any benefits which may materialize from nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes,
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Noting with great concern that, as a result of the wider dissemination of nuclear 
technology and nuclear materials, the possible diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful 
to military uses would present a serious danger for world peace and security.

Considering, therefore, that the planning and conducting of peaceful nuclear explo
sions should be carried out under agreed and non-discriminatory international arrange
ments, such as those envisaged in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, which are designed to help prevent the proliferation of nuclear explosive 
devices and the intensification of the nuclear arms race,

Recalling the statements made at the 1577th meeting of the First Committee, on 31 
May 1968, by the representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America concerning the provisions of article V of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons which relate to the conclusion of a special 
international agreement on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes,

N oting  that the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons will be held at Geneva in May 1975,

Noting further that, in the introduction to his report on the work of the Organization 
dated 30 August 1974, the Secretary-General pointed out the possible danger of peaceful 
nuclear explosions leading to the proliferation of nuclear weapons and suggested that the 
question of peaceful nuclear explosions in all its aspects should now be a subject for 
international consideration,

1. A ppeals to all States, in particular nuclear-weapon States, to exert concerted 
efforts in all the appropriate international forums with a view to working out promptly 
effective measures for the cessation of the nuclear arms race and for the prevention of 
the further proliferation of nuclear weapons;

2. R equests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue its studies on the 
peaceful applications of nuclear explosions, their utility and feasibility, including legal, 
health and safety aspects, and to report on these questions to the General Assembly at 
its thirtieth session;

3. Calls upon the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in submitting its 
report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session on the elaboration of a treaty 
designed to achieve a comprehensive test ban, to include a section on its consideration 
of the arms control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions and, in so doing, to take 
account of the views of the International Atomic Energy Agency as requested in 
paragraph 2 above;

4. Expresses the hope that the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to be held at Geneva in May 1975, will also 
give consideration to the role of peaceful nuclear explosions, as provided for in that 
Treaty and will inform the General Assembly at its thirtieth session of the results of its 
deliberations;

5. Invites, in this connexion, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America to provide the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons with information concerning such steps 
as they have taken since the entry into force of the Treaty, or intend to take, for the 
conclusion of the special basic international agreement on nuclear explosions for peace
ful purposes which is envisaged in article V of the Treaty;

6. Invites the Secretary-General, should he deem it appropriate, to submit further 
comments on this matter, taking into account the reports referred to in paragraphs 2, 
3 and 4 above.

After a debate reflecting many of the views raised in the CCD as 
a result of the nuclear explosion carried out by India, the General 
Assembly adopted, without a vote, a resolution on the question of 
security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States sponsored by Paki
stan. That resolution, 3261 G (XXIX), reads as follows:
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The General Assem bly,
Recognizing that the independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of non- 

nuclear-weapon States need to be safeguarded against the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons,

Considering that it is imperative for the international community to devise effective 
measures to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States,

Noting  that the non-nuclear-weapon States have called for assurances from nuclear- 
weapon Powers that they will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against them, 

Bearing in mind the need to allay the legitimate concern of the States of the world 
with regard to ensuring lasting security for their peoples,

A lso bearing in mind that the effort to strengthen world security must be pursued 
unceasingly in all appropriate bodies and forums.

Believing it necessary to consider ways to strengthen assurances against nuclear 
attack or threat and thus give greater confidence to the non-nuclear-weapon States,

1. Declares its firm support for the independence, territorial integrity and sovereign
ty of non-nuclear-weapon States;

2. Recom m ends to Member States to consider in all appropriate forums, without 
loss of time, the question of strengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.

Consideration by the Preparatory Committee of the 
Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

In the course of preparing the work of the Review Conference, the 
Preparatory Committee, which met at three sessions during 1974 and 
early 1975, invited the Secretariat of the United Nations to submit 
draft working papers on “ the basic facts within the framework of the 
United Nations in connexion with the realization of the purposes o f ’
(a) the tenth preambular paragraph of the Treaty, concerning the 
commitment in the 1963 partial test ban Treaty to seek to achieve a 
comprehensive test ban; (b) articles I and II of the Treaty, which set 
forth the basic commitment of the parties to the Treaty not to transfer 
or to receive nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; (c) 
articles IV and V of the Treaty, the first dealing with the right of all 
parties to the Treaty to participate in the exchange of nuclear equip
ment, materials and information for peaceful purposes and with the 
assistance which should be provided for that purpose, particularly to 
the non-nuclear-weapon States, and the second containing a commit
ment of all parties to ensure the potential benefits from any peaceful 
application of nuclear explosions to non-nuclear-weapon States pur
suant to a special agreement to be negotiated as soon as possible after 
the Treaty entered into force; and (<d) article VI, containing the commit
ment of parties to the Treaty to pursue negotiations in good faith on 
effective disarmament measures, particularly in the nuclear field.

In addition, the Preparatory Committee invited IAEA to provide 
analytical and technical reports concerning its activities under articles 
III, IV and V of the Treaty, and the Agency on the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL) to report on the 
implementation of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and give its views with
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regard to article VII concerning the right of States to conclude regional 
treaties banning nuclear weapons in their territories.

In its subsequent review of those draft documents, many members 
of the Preparatory Committee commented on various aspects of the 
Treaty. There was general agreement that articles I and II of the 
Treaty had been fully observed by all parties, but a number of non- 
nuclear-weapon States members of the Committee held that the imple
mentation of some other key articles, in particular articles VI (disarma
ment), V (peaceful nuclear explosions) and IV (technical assistance in 
the peaceful nuclear field), had been unsatisfactory. The Committee 
decided to issue all the working papers as documents of the Confer
ence.12

Consideration at the Review Conference

The Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons met in Geneva from 5 to 30 May 
1975 and was attended by 58 States Party to the Treaty, in addition to 
seven States signatory participating in the Conference without taking 
part in its decisions, and seven observer States. The Conference 
elected Mrs. Inga Thorsson of Sweden as its President. Under its rules 
of procedure, the Conference was expected to make every effort to 
achieve a consensus before proceeding to a two-thirds vote on substan
tive matters. At its conclusion, the Conference adopted by consensus 
a Final Declaration, outlined below, containing the prevailing views of 
the Conference.13

In his address to the Conference on the opening day, the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Kurt Waldheim, made the 
following comments with regard to the T reaty :14

We are here to review the operation of this important international agreement and 
to make sure that its objectives and provisions are being fully realized. . .

The basic goal of the non-proliferation Treaty is to avert the danger of a nuclear 
war. To achieve this end, the Treaty seeks to prevent the further spread of these 
weapons to an ever increasing number of States and, on the other hand, it contains 
commitments to pursue negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early 
date and to nuclear disarmament. These two objectives are interrelated.

They have an even greater relevance today than they had during the process of 
negotiations leading to the conclusion of the Treaty. Recent events have demonstrated 
that the nuclear age leads inevitably towards a world where an increasing number of 
States will have the knowledge and technical resources necessary to manufacture nu
clear explosives. Many will also have the raw materials and facilities needed in this 
context. The Conference should thus proceed in the clear and evident realization that 
the alternative to the implementation of the objectives of the non-proliferation Treaty 
is a world where nuclear weapons are ever more plentiful than they are today, and where 
they are owned by the many and not by the few. These are the sobering features of 
today’s situation.

As the Review Conference begins its deliberations, more than 90 States are parties 
to the Treaty. This figure includes a number of recent, very significant ratifications. A 
constructive dialogue here at the Conference should improve even further the chances 
for broader acceptance of the Treaty, with a view to its ultimate acceptance by all. . .
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The Treaty embodies a balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the 
nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States. The task of the Conference will be to review 
how these obligations have been implemented, with a view to strengthening the role of 
the Treaty in the promotion of non-proliferation, nuclear disarmament and international 
peace and security.

It has often been said that the non-proliferation Treaty is not an end in itself but 
a step towards arms limitations and disarmament. The Treaty certainly is very clear on 
this point and embodies an undertaking by each of the parties “ to pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early 
date and on nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control** The way in which this undertaking is 
fulfilled cannot fail to have the most important consequences for the future.

Another element in the delicate balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations 
is a system of security guarantees to the non-nuclear-weapon States. The Security 
Council dealt with this question when it adopted resolution 255 (1968). This Conference 
will undoubtedly have the opportunity to further discuss this question.

One feature of the nuclear age, which we must necessarily take into account, is the 
interrelation between the peaceful and the military uses of nuclear energy. This dual 
aspect of nuclear energy is going to affect in an increasing degree the question of 
international security, as the peaceful uses of the atom continue to grow at a rapid pace. 
The General Assembly had this situation clearly in mind when, at its last session in 1974, 
it expressed the hope that the Review Conference would give consideration to the role 
of peaceful nuclear explosions as provided for in the non-proliferation Treaty and would 
inform the Assembly at its thirtieth session of the results of its deliberations. Similar calls 
were addressed by the Assembly to the International Atomic Energy Agency, the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations.

The non-proliferation Treaty, while encouraging the growth of the peaceful use of 
nuclear energy, at the same time provides for safeguards to prevent the transfer of fissile 
material from peaceful to military purposes.. . . The Review Conference will, undoubt
edly, pay full attention to these aspects of the non-proliferation Treaty so as to further 
international co-operation in the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, 
especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty, with due 
consideration for the needs of the developing areas of the world.

Madame President, distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen, you have assem
bled here to meet a most challenging task, namely to further enhance the security of all 
States by reviewing the operation and ensuring the widest possible acceptability of a 
treaty which seeks to combine vital arms restraints with equally vital commitments to 
international co-operation in the peaceful nuclear field.

The United Nations, aware of its responsibilities under the Charter with regard to 
all matters pertaining to disarmament, and convinced of the urgency and great impor
tance of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and of intensifying international co
operation in the development of peaceful applications of atomic energy, has spared no 
effort to promote the cause of nuclear non-proliferation in the interest of all States. I 
therefore hope that all efforts will be made to bring about the full implementation of the 
Treaty and general acceptance of it by States as a contribution to the strengthening of 
international peace and security.

In the general debate and ensuing discussions in the Committees 
of the Review Conference, differences of views with regard to the 
implementation of some important provisions of the Treaty became 
increasingly evident. Many parties, particularly the developing non- 
nuclear-weapon States, criticized, in particular, what they considered 
to be the slow rate of progress towards disarmament (article VI), the 
low volume of technical assistance to non-nuclear-weapon States in the 
field of peaceful uses of atomic energy (article IV), the continuing
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absence of negotiations looking towards a special agreement to ensure 
the availability of the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions to the 
non-nuclear-weapon States (article V) and the insufficiency of security 
guarantees to those States (not specifically mentioned in the Treaty, 
but the subject of the related Security Council resolution 255 (1968)). 
The three nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty—the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States—maintained, on the other 
hand, that articles IV and VI had been satisfactorily fulfilled under the 
circumstances, that security guarantees were adequate and that, with 
respect to article V, the prospects for tangible benefits from peaceful 
nuclear explosions had not yet warranted the negotiation of an agree
ment.

Critics of the implementation of the Treaty submitted a number 
of draft resolutions dealing with the various points they had raised. 
Although no final votes were taken on those resolutions, a number of 
them received considerable support, particularly the following:

(a) A draft resolution, initiated by Mexico and sponsored by 19 
other non-nuclear-weapon States, concerning a draft additional proto
col by which the three depositary Governments of the Treaty (i.e., the 
USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States) would agree (i) to 
suspend all underground nuclear-weapon tests for 10 years as soon as 
the number of parties to the Treaty reached 100; (ii) to extend this 
moratorium by three additional years each time that five additional 
States became parties; (iii) to transform the moratorium into a perma
nent cessation of all such tests as soon as the other nuclear-weapon 
States indicated their willingness to become parties to such an agree
ment;

(b) A draft resolution, also initiated by Mexico and sponsored by 
18 other non-nuclear-weapon States, concerning a draft additional 
protocol by which the same States would (i) reaffirm their obligation 
undertaken in article VI of the Treaty; (ii) reduce the ceiling set in the 
1974 Vladivostok Agreement between the Soviet Union and the 
United States (see chap. V III below) on strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles, as well as the subceiling on vehicles equipped with MIRVs, 
by 50 per cent as soon as the number of parties to the Treaty reached 
100; and (iii) continue to reduce the new ceiling by 10 per cent each 
time 10 additional States became parties to the Treaty;

(c) A draft resolution, initiated by Romania and sponsored by 10 
other non-nuclear-weapon States, concerning a draft additional proto
col by which the same three nuclear-weapon States would (i) undertake 
never to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- 
weapon States parties to the Treaty whose territories were completely 
free from nuclear weapons, and refrain from the first use of nuclear 
weapons against any other non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the 
Treaty; (ii) encourage negotiations initiated by any group of States to 
establish nuclear-weapon-free zones in their territories or regions and 
respect the zones established; and (iii) provide immediate assistance, 
upon request, to any non-nuclear-weapon State party to the Treaty in
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the event that it became the victim of an attack with nuclear weapons 
or of a threat of use of such weapons;

id) A draft resolution, sponsored by Ghana, Nepal, Nigeria, Ro
mania and Yugoslavia, by which the Conference would (i) invite the 
nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty to initiate, prior to the end 
of 1976, negotiations on an agreement to withdraw all nuclear-weapon 
delivery systems, especially tactical nuclear weapons, from the territo
ries of the non-nuclear-weapon States; (ii) request the same States to 
discontinue immediately further deployment of all such systems within 
the territories of the non-nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty 
and to commence the gradual withdrawal of existing systems so de
ployed pending the entry into force of the formal agreement; and (iii) 
invite the non-nuclear-weapon States on whose territories such sys
tems were deployed not to allow the use or threat of use of nuclear 
weapons against other non-nuclear-weapon States party to the Treaty;

(e) A draft resolution, sponsored by Ghana, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Peru, the Philippines, Romania, the Syrian Arab Republic and Yugo
slavia, by which the Conference would urge the depositary Govern
ments to begin immediate consultations with a view to reaching agree
ment on the special international agreement to regulate peaceful 
nuclear explosions contemplated in article V of the Treaty;

( / )  A draft resolution, sponsored by Mexico, Nigeria, the Re
public of Korea, and the Philippines, by which the Conference would 
decide (i) that preferential treatment and concessional terms should be 
provided by parties to the Treaty to developing non-nuclear-weapon 
States parties to the Treaty in the supply of equipment, materials and 
information for peaceful uses, and that a Special Fund, supported 
exclusively by the nuclear-weapon States and developed non-nuclear- 
weapon States Parties to the Treaty and administered by IAEA, be 
established for the provision of technical assistance for such peaceful 
uses, including the provision of research reactors and fuel, and main
tained “ at an adequate level to meet the required needs” ; and (ii) that 
preferential treatment should also be provided to developing non- 
nuclear-weapon States in the supply of equipment, materials and infor
mation for peaceful uses, including the supply of uranium and enrich
ment and reprocessing services.

Other draft resolutions would have the Conference (a) invite all 
parties to the Treaty to co-operate with States establishing nuclear- 
weapon-free zones and urge nuclear-weapon States to undertake never 
to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against countries which were 
full participants in such regional arrangements (sponsored by Iran); (b) 
request all States parties to the Treaty which were members of the 
CCD to contribute to a comprehensive approach to disarmament and 
support the view that a system of collection and distribution of informa
tion on disarmament be established within the United Nations in order 
to keep all Governments and public opinion properly informed of the 
progress towards realization of article VI of the Treaty ( sponsored by 
Romania); (c) request the Secretary-General to include in the agenda
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of the thirty-first and thirty-third sessions of the General Assembly an 
item on implementation of the decisions adopted at the Conference 
(sponsored by 20 States); and (d) urge all parties to the Treaty to 
support the convening of a second review conference in 1980 (spon
sored by Italy).

When the discussions in the plenary and main committees of the 
Conference revealed that most of the texts were not broadly accept
able in the form submitted and that many participants preferred the 
concept of a final declaration of the Conference rather than a series of 
resolutions, the President of the Conference proposed that the 31- 
member Drafting Committee of the Conference seek to consolidate the 
views expressed in the various draft resolutions, as well as other 
important views that had not yet been submitted in formal written 
form, into a single document which all participants could support.

Despite considerable progress in reconciling the many proposals 
before it, however, the Drafting Committee was unable to achieve that 
goal in the short time available to it.

On 29 May, the President of the Conference accordingly sub
mitted to the Conference a draft final declaration, summarizing the 
broad prevailing views of the Conference. After some revisions agreed 
upon in negotiations among representative delegations, the Conference 
adopted that draft text by consensus as the Final Declaration of the 
Conference. A number of participants, however, while not objecting 
to the consensus, submitted oral or written interpretative statements 
expressing their particular view or reservations on various aspects of 
the Declaration.

The most extensive of the interpretative statements, submitted by 
Mexico in the name of the delegations of Conference participants 
which were also members of the “ Group of 77” developing countries, 
placed on record that that group of States had agreed not to oppose 
the consensus on the Final Declaration on condition that the texts of 
their interpretative statement, as well as the texts of the three resolu
tions pertaining to draft additional protocols and those of five other 
draft resolutions, be reproduced in full in the final document following 
the Final Declaration. Other written interpretative statements on var
ious points of the Declaration, submitted by the German Democratic 
Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Iran, Italy, Peru, Ro
mania, Sweden, the Syrian Arab Republic, the USSR, the United 
States and Yugoslavia, were also annexed to the Final Document.

The principal points contained in the Final Declaration may be 
summarized as follows:

(a) After a preamble noting the importance of various aspects of 
the implementation of the Treaty, the Review Conference reaffirmed 
the strong common interest of the States parties in averting the further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, their strong support for the Treaty 
and their commitment to implement its provisions fully and effectively.
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(b) With regard to its review of the implementation of articles I 
and II of the Treaty, the Conference confirmed that the obligations 
thereunder had been faithfully observed by all parties and that contin
ued strict observance remained central to the shared objective.

(c) With regard to the review of article III, the Conference ex
pressed its strong support for effective IAEA safeguards activities 
under the Treaty aimed at preventing the diversion of nuclear energy 
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other explosive devices and 
urged further standardization and universality of their application. It 
also urged that common export requirements relating to safeguards be 
strengthened, in particular by extending the application of safeguards 
to all peaceful nuclear activities in importing States which had chosen 
to remain outside the Treaty, and that action be taken to ensure the 
physical protection, at all times, of nuclear material in use, storage and 
transit. It also recommended that the contribution of developing coun
tries to the cost of administering IAEA safeguards be appropriately 
reduced and that safeguards inspectors be recruited, as far as possible, 
from all geographical regions.

(d) In its review of article IV, the Conference reaffirmed the 
inalienable right of all parties to develop research, production and use 
of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in 
conformity with articles I and II; welcomed the efforts already made 
to bring about the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials 
and information for peaceful uses; expressed the conviction that the 
Treaty constituted a favourable framework for further efforts to ensure 
that the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology should 
be made increasingly available to all parties to the Treaty, particularly 
to the economically developing States, both through bilateral channels 
and through such multilateral channels as IAEA and UN DP; recom
mended that States parties to the Treaty providing assistance should 
give special consideration to the needs of recipient States which were 
also parties to the Treaty; recommended that States parties in a posi
tion to do so try to finance “ technically sound” requests for technical 
assistance to developing States which IAEA was unable to finance 
from its own resources; recognized that regional or multinational nu
clear fuel cycle centres might be advantageous to satisfy the needs of 
many States initiating or expanding nuclear power programmes, while 
at the same time facilitating physical protection and the application of 
IAEA safeguards to such centres; and urged that States parties co
operate with IAEA in further detailed studies of the question of estab
lishing such centres and in the realization of such projects, if the 
studies proved positive.

(ie) In its review of article V, concerning peaceful nuclear explo
sions, the Conference reaffirmed the obligation of parties to ensure 
that potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear explo
sions were made available to non-nuclear-weapon States parties on a 
non-discriminatory basis, the charge for the explosive devices used to 
be as low as possible; considered it imperative that access to the
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potential benefits of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under 
article V not lead to any proliferation of nuclear explosive capability, 
and that IAEA should be the appropriate international body, referred 
to in the article, through which such potential benefits could be made 
available; noted that the technology of nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes was still in a stage of development and study and urged 
IAEA to broaden its consideration of the subject and specifically to 
set up machinery for intergovernmental discussion of the problems 
involved; and attached importance to the consideration by the CCD 
of the arms implications of such explosions under General Assembly 
resolution 3261 D (XXIX) and the further consideration of that aspect 
of the problem by the General Assembly, the CCD and IAEA.

( / )  In its review of article VI and the Treaty preamble, the Confer
ence recalled the provisions of article VI and, while welcoming the 
various agreements on arms limitation and disarmament concluded 
since the Treaty went into effect, expressed its serious concern that 
the arms race, in particular the nuclear arms race, continued unabated; 
urged constant and resolute efforts, in particular by the nuclear- 
weapon States, to achieve an early and effective implementation of the 
article; referring to the 1963 partial test ban Treaty and the preamble 
to the non-proliferation Treaty, expressed the view that the conclusion 
of a treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests was one of the most 
important measures to halt the nuclear arms race and appealed to the 
USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States to take the lead and 
make every effort to conclude such an agreement; noted the desire 
expressed by a number of delegations for an early halt to such tests 
pending a final agreement; called upon the same three nuclear-weapon 
States to limit, meanwhile, the number of their underground nuclear 
weapon tests to a minimum, as an incentive for the conclusion of a 
treaty banning all nuclear weapon test explosions for all time; appealed 
to the USSR and the United States to endeavour to conclude at the 
earliest possible date the new agreement on the limitation of strategic 
nuclear weapons that was outlined by their leaders in November 1974 
and looked forward to follow-on negotiations on further limitations of, 
and significant reductions in, the nuclear-weapon systems of those two 
Powers as soon as possible after the conclusion of such an agreement; 
urged all States parties, in particular the nuclear-weapon States, to 
increase their efforts to achieve effective agreements on all subjects on 
the agenda of the CCD, with special attention to general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control; and, stressing the 
importance of the provision of information to all Governments and 
peoples on the situation in the field of the arms race and disarmament, 
invited the United Nations to consider ways to improve its collection, 
compilation and dissemination of such information.

(g) In its review of article VII of the Treaty, concerning the 
establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, the Conference consid
ered that the establishment of internationally recognized nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, with the agreement of the States directly con-
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cemed, represented an effective means of curbing the spread of nu
clear weapons, which could also contribute significantly to the security 
of those States; welcomed the steps already taken towards the estab
lishment of such zones; and, noting that a number of delegations at the 
Conference had urged the nuclear-weapon States to provide binding 
security assurances to States participating in such zones, recognized 
that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty concerning such 
zones, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States was necessary.

(h) With specific regard to security guarantees to States parties to 
the Treaty, the Conference stressed the importance of strengthening 
the security of non-nuclear-weapon States parties which, by adhering 
to the Treaty, had renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons; 
acknowledged that those States found themselves in different security 
situations and that various appropriate means were therefore neces
sary to meet their security concerns; underlined the importance of 
adherence to the Treaty by non-nuclear-weapon States as the best 
means of reassuring one another of their renunciation of nuclear weap
ons and as one of the effective means of strengthening their mutual 
security; took note of the continued determination of the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States to ensure the security of non- 
nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty pursuant to resolution 255 
(1968) of the Security Council; and urged all States to refrain, in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, from the threat or 
use of force involving other nuclear or non-nuclear weapons.

(/) In its review of article V III, the Conference invited the States 
parties to request the inclusion of an item entitled “ Implementation of 
the conclusions of the first Review Conference of the Parties to the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons” in the agenda 
of the thirty-first session of the General Assembly in 1976; proposed 
that a second review conference be convened in 1980 and that States 
parties request the inclusion, in the agenda of the thirty-third General 
Assembly session in 1978, of an item of the same title, with the addition 
of the words “ and establishment of a preparatory committee for the 
Second Conference”

( j )  In its review of article IX of the Treaty, concerning ratification 
of and accession to the Treaty, the Conference, noting that the Treaty 
had demonstrated its wide international acceptance and welcoming the 
recent progress towards broader adherence, expressed concern that 
adherence was not yet universal and expressed the hope that States 
that had not already adhered could do so at the earliest possible date.

With particular regard to the hope expressed by the General 
Assembly at its 1974 session that the Review Conference would inform 
the Assembly of its consideration of the role of peaceful nuclear 
explosions under the Treaty, the Final Document referred to the fact 
that the Final Declaration dealt with that subject, and a subsequent 
letter to the United Nations Secretary-General from the Conference 
secretariat cited the significant references to the subject contained in 
the Declaration and its annexes.15
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Consideration by the CCD, 1975

At its 1975 session, the CCD gave priority attention to the question 
of implementation of the non-proliferation Treaty and, in particular, to 
the question of the arms implications of peaceful nuclear explosions 
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3261 D (XXIX), requesting 
that the CCD include in its annual report a section on its consideration 
of that question.

In the early discussion, the nuclear-weapon States, supported by 
many other members, held that the primary purposes of the Review 
Conference was to strengthen that Treaty, in particular, by taking 
measures to achieve a more universal and reliable system of safeguards 
against the diversion of nuclear materials and technology to military 
purposes. In that connexion, many members welcomed the joint An- 
glo-Soviet Declaration on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
of February 1975, the text of which was submitted for the Committee’s 
information.16 The Declaration reaffirmed the importance of the non
proliferation Treaty, expressed the hope that all countries supplying 
nuclear materials and equipment would observe IAEA safeguards, 
stressed the need for careful protection of all such materials and 
equipment at all times and noted the importance of the Review Confer
ence.

At the same time, a number of members continued to stress the 
close relationship between the Treaty, in particular the problem of 
peaceful nuclear explosions, and the question of a comprehensive 
nuclear-weapon test ban; and some maintained that the absence of 
such a ban was a fundamental weakness in the non-proliferation re
gime. The importance of full implementation of article VI and of 
strengthening security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon States par
ties to the Treaty also continued to be stressed.

At the suggestion of Japan, the Committee held a series of infor
mal meetings in July 1975, with the participation of experts, on the 
arms-control implications of peaceful nuclear explosions as a basis for 
the Committee’s consideration of the problem pursuant to General 
Assembly resolution 3261 D (XXIX). In that connexion, a report of 
IAEA, containing its views on the technical aspects of the problem, 
was brought to the Committee’s attention.17 The Committee also had 
before it the Final Document of the Review Conference. The discus
sion was also based on working papers submitted by Japan and the 
United States18 to the general effect that, while the objective of pre
venting the spread of nuclear weapons would be incompatible with the 
development of nuclear explosive devices by non-nuclear-weapon 
States, the weapons-development implications of peaceful nuclear ex
plosions must not prevent such States from sharing in the potential 
benefits of the technology of such explosions, as assured in article V 
of the Treaty. The United States working paper also pointed out that 
it would be necessary to place strict constraints on peaceful nuclear 
explosions in the context of any restraints on nuclear weapon tests and
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that that fact pointed up the need for fully adequate verification meas
ures in a comprehensive test ban.

In the discussion directed specifically to the problem of peaceful 
nuclear explosions, most Committee members agreed that it was not 
possible for a State not possessing a nuclear explosive capability to 
carry out a programme of peaceful nuclear explosions without, in the 
process, achieving a nuclear-weapon capability. The United States and 
the Soviet Union stressed the view that the Treaty provided the best 
framework within which to deal with the problem and to provide the 
potential benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions to non-nuclear- 
weapon States, whether parties to the Treaty or not. Most members 
supported that view, although Japan held that consideration should 
also be given to providing international observation of peaceful nuclear 
explosions carried out by non-nuclear-weapon States not parties to the 
Treaty. Several members noted that the Final Declaration of the 
Review Conference had stated that the benefits of peaceful nuclear 
explosions should be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States not 
parties to the Treaty.

The delegation of India, for instance, disagreed with the view that 
peaceful nuclear explosions should not be permitted outside the frame
work of the non-proliferation Treaty, holding that that would consti
tute a monopoly of technology relating to peaceful nuclear explosions 
by the nuclear-weapon States. Many delegations also supported the 
recommendation of the Review Conference that IAEA should expe
dite work leading towards the special international agreement on peace
ful nuclear explosions envisaged in article V of the Treaty.

Several delegations supported the view that constraints on nuclear 
weapon tests would have to be accompanied by constraints on peaceful 
nuclear explosions. The Netherlands held that the development of an 
adequate system of verification for such parallel constraints was essen
tial to the problem and would be difficult. The Soviet Union held that 
a comprehensive test ban must first be achieved, after which it would 
be possible to solve the question of peaceful nuclear explosions. 
Egypt, India and Yugoslavia expressed similar views.

Canada called for consideration of a moratorium on peaceful nu
clear explosions until a solution could be found to the question of their 
role under a comprehensive test ban and until a more compelling case 
for their economic value could be presented; failing such a morato
rium, the nuclear-weapon States should find a satisfactory way. of 
carrying out peaceful nuclear explosions under a comprehensive test 
ban without facilitating weapons development. Pakistan also suggested 
a moratorium on peaceful nuclear explosions, but India again main
tained that such a measure would be discriminatory and constitute a 
monopoly by the nuclear-weapon States. The Netherlands suggested 
that a halt on nuclear weapons tests for a specified period, as recom
mended by the Review Conference, be linked to a temporary ban on 
peaceful nuclear explosions, thus eliminating the need for developing 
a verification system and thereby removing an obstacle to a comprehen
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sive test ban. Japan held that the prospect of such a ban must be made 
certain if a moratorium of peaceful nuclear explosions was to be 
acceptable. 

The Committee submitted a summary of the discussions as the 
special section on peaceful nuclear explosions19 requested by the Gen
eral Assembly in resolution 3261 D (XXIX).
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C H A P T E R  V

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

B e t w e e n  1970 a n d  1975, there was increasing interest in creating 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of the world similar to 
that established for Latin America under the 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
and by 1974 specific new initiatives had been taken in that direction. 
In addition, certain action was taken with respect to the implementa
tion of the Latin American Treaty. As in the past, all such measures 
were viewed as effective contributions to halting the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and promoting progress towards nuclear disarma
ment.

Implementation of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America

At the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly in 1970, 11 Latin 
American countries (Barbados, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Sal
vador, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua and Uru
guay) requested the inclusion in the agenda of an item entitled “ Status 
of the implementation of General Assembly resolution 2456 B (XXIII) 
concerning the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco)” 1 In that resolution, the General Assembly had 
appealed to the nuclear-weapon Powers to sign and ratify Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco). Protocol II committed the States 
parties to it to respect the statute of denuclearization of Latin America 
under the Treaty and specifically not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against parties to the Treaty.

Subsequently, the 11 countries, together with Colombia, the Do
minican Republic, Haiti, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago and 
Venezuela, sponsored a draft resolution reaffirming the previous ap
peals which was adopted without change by the General Assembly.

In introducing the draft resolution, Mexico stated that, even 
though the Treaty enjoyed autonomous existence and full force for the 
States parties to it, all the nuclear-weapon Powers should co-operate 
in its implementation. That co-operation should be spontaneous and
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immediate in view of the fact that the commitments sought from the 
nuclear-weapon Powers were far from burdensome and in no way 
departed from the obligations arising from the Charter. In the view of 
Mexico, the four years that had elapsed since the Treaty had been 
opened for signature, on 14 February 1967, had provided ample time 
for the nuclear Powers to complete their study of the Protocol. The 
Mexican view was supported by Burma, Ireland, Spain and the United 
Republic of Tanzania, among others. Support for the general aims and 
purposes of the Treaty was voiced by many countries outside Latin 
America, including Ethiopia, Liberia, Morocco, Romania, Sierra 
Leone, the Sudan and Turkey.

Guyana reiterated its support for the Treaty of Tlatelolco but 
recalled that, under article 25 (2) of the Treaty, Guyana had, in effect, 
been excluded from acceding to it, inasmuch as a provision of that 
article prevented the admission of a State part or all of whose territory 
was the subject of a dispute, so long as the dispute had not been settled 
by peaceful means.

The United Kingdom, which had ratified Additional Protocol II 
on 11 December 1969, urged the other nuclear-weapon States to ratify 
it. It also called on States in the Treaty area which had not already 
done so to ratify the Treaty.

The United States said that the Treaty deserved the widest pos
sible support and that it had signed Additional Protocol II and trans
mitted it to the Senate for ratification.

France declared that, in the absence of genuine nuclear disarma
ment, it had indicated its sympathy for the denuclearization of Latin 
America and had given assurances to the Treaty’s sponsors before the 
Treaty was concluded.

The USSR held that, in supporting the creation of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, it was guided by the fact that the obligation to 
create such zones could be assumed by groups of States or even indi
vidual States. The USSR was prepared to undertake the obligation to 
respect the nuclear-weapon-free status of Mexico, as reflected in a 
Soviet-Mexican communique of 30 May 1968, and it would be 
ready to assume similar obligations towards other countries of Latin 
America, which, like Mexico, had made their territory completely 
nuclear-weapon free.

The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly by a 
recorded vote of 104 to none, with 12 abstentions, as resolution 2666 
(XXV). The United Kingdom and the United States voted in favour, 
and Cuba, France, Guyana, Mongolia, the USSR, and other Eastern 
European States abstained. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963, in which it expressed 

its confidence that the States that possess nuclear weapons would give their full co
operation for the effective realization of the initiative aimed at the military denucleariza
tion of Latin America,
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Recalling also its resolution 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967, in which it welcomed 
with special satisfaction the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) and declared that the Treaty constituted an event of 
historic significance in the efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
to promote international peace and security,

Bearing in mind that the Treaty has an Additional Protocol II, which was opened 
for signature by States possessing nuclear weapons on 14 February 1967,

Noting  that the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, in its resolution B, 
expressed the conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty establishing 
a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary 
and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise undertaken 
in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, convention 
or protocol,

Considering that accession to that Protocol only entails the following obligations for 
the nuclear-weapon States:

(a) To respect, in all its express aims and provisions, the statute of denuclearization 
of Latin America in respect of warlike purposes, as defined, delimited and set forth in 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco,

(b) Not to contribute in any way to the performance of acts involving a violation 
of the obligations of article 1 of the Treaty in the territories to which the Treaty applies,

(c) Not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the contracting parties 
of the Treaty,

Convinced that these obligations are entirely in conformity with the general obliga
tions assumed under the Charter of the United Nations, which every Member of the 
Organization has solemnly undertaken to fulfil in good faith, as set forth in Article 2 of 
the Charter,

N oting  that, despite the appeals that the General Assembly has addressed to them 
on two occasions, in resolutions 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967 and 2456 B (XXIII) 
of 20 December 1968, and the appeals they have received from the Conference of Non- 
Nuclear-Weapon States, in resolution B, and from the General Conference of the 
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, in resolution 1 (I), 
only two of the States that possess nuclear weapons have so far signed Additional 
Protocol II and only one has ratified it,

Noting also that the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which has been signed by twenty-two 
Latin American States, is already in force for sixteen of them,

Bearing in mind that repeatedly stated declarations of the nuclear-weapon States 
to the effect that nuclear-weapon-free zones established on the initiative of the States 
within the zone should be supported,

Noting  that the Treaty of Tlatelolco is the only one it has been possible to conclude 
for the establishment of such a zone in a densely populated area and that, as a result 
of the Treaty, there already exists a statute of total absence of nuclear weapons covering 
an area of 6.6 million square kilometres with a population of approximately 117 million 
inhabitants,

Noting also that the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America has been duly established in conformity with the Treaty and became operative 
on 2 September 1969,

1. Reaffirms the appeals it has addressed to the nuclear-weapon States, in its 
resolutions 2286 (XXII) and 2456 B (XXIII), to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of 
Tlatelolco) as soon as possible;

2. N otes with satisfaction that one of those States has already signed and ratified 
the Protocol and that another has signed it and is now actively engaged in the ratification 
process;

3. Deplores that not all nuclear-weapon States have as yet signed the Protocol;
4. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-sixth session an item 

entitled “ Status of the implementation of General Assembly resolution 2666 (XXV)
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concerning the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” ;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to arrange for transmittal of the present resolu
tion to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty- 
sixth session of any measure adopted by them in order to implement it.

At its twenty-sixth session in 1971, under the same item, the 
General Assembly adopted a draft resolution sponsored by 18 Latin 
American States, in which it noted with satisfaction that the United 
States had ratified Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco on 12 May 
1971, deplored the lack of response on the part of the remaining three 
nuclear-weapon States to its appeals, and once again urged them to 
sign and ratify the Protocol.

In the debate, Mexico stressed the point, also emphasized by the 
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States in 1968, that the co-opera- 
tion of the nuclear-weapon States with any treaty which established a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone should be reflected in a legally binding instru
ment, since only this procedure was in accord with the basic principle 
of the sovereign equality of States. Mexico also maintained that China, 
whose rights in the United Nations had been restored on 25 October
1971, could, as a consequence, become a party to Additional Protocol 
II, since its previous opposition had been on the grounds that China 
had been denied its legal rights in the United Nations.

In reply, China held that its solemn statement, made before the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco had been signed, that at no time and in no circum
stances would China be the first to use nuclear weapons constituted 
the best support for the legitimate desire of many countries to establish 
nuclear-weapon-free zones and peace zones. China called on the other 
nuclear-weapon Powers, particularly the Soviet Union and the United 
States, to take the same pledge and to dismantle all their bases on the 
territories of other countries.

France stated that it intended to do nothing that would infringe 
upon the principle of denuclearization freely adopted by the Latin 
American States.

The Soviet Union reiterated its long-held view that certain provi
sions of the Treaty failed to ensure that the territory of all States 
parties would remain totally free of nuclear weapons.

The draft resolution was adopted without change by the General 
Assembly, as resolution 2830 (XXVI), by 101 votes to none, with 12 
abstentions, including France and the USSR. China did not participate 
in the vote. The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2286 (XXII) of 5 

December 1967, 2456 B (X VIII) of 20 December 1968, 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,
Recalling in particular that in its resolution 2286 (XXII) it declared that the Treaty 

for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) consti
tuted an event of historic significance in the efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and to promote international peace and security and that in its resolution 2666
(XXV) it repeated the appeals which on two previous occasions it had addressed to the
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nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty as soon 
as possible and urged them to avoid further delay in the fulfilment of such appeals,

1. Reaffirms its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty 
establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States 
is necessary and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a 
treaty, convention or protocol;

2. N otes with satisfaction  that the United States of America deposited its instru
ment of ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America on 12 May 1971, thus becoming a State party to the Protocol, 
as the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland has been since 11 
December 1969;

3. Deplores the fact that the other nuclear-weapon States have not yet heeded the 
urgent appeals which the General Assembly has made in three different resolutions and 
urges them once again to sign and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-seventh session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 2830 (XXVI) concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” ;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the nuclear- 
weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh session of any 
measure adopted by them in order to implement it.

During the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly in
1972, China, on 15 November, requested the circulation of a note from 
its Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Ambassador of Mexico in 
Peking, in which China solemnly declared that it would never use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Latin American 
countries or the Latin America nuclear-weapon-free zone; nor would 
China test, manufacture, produce, stockpile, install or deploy nuclear 
weapons in those countries or in that zone, or transport or deliver 
nuclear weapons through the territory, territorial sea or territorial air 
space of Latin American countries.2

The note also pointed out that the text of the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
referred to two Treaties which China had always opposed ( the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water). Accordingly, China was not in a position to sign Additional 
Protocol II.

In the debate in the First Committee, Mexico welcomed the 
Chinese declaration as a first step but stressed that its value was less 
than that of a legal instrument. Therefore, the Latin American States 
sponsoring the draft resolution considered it appropriate to continue to 
invite the Government of China to try to find procedures that would 
enable it to accede formally to Additional Protocol II as soon as 
possible.

The USSR specified that it could not accept Protocol II because
(a) article 18 of the Treaty permitted underground nuclear explosions;
(b) the Treaty did not prohibit the transportation of nuclear weapons 
in the area; (c) the definition of the zone was not in keeping with
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international law; and (d) the Treaty had not been sent to all States 
concerned for prior consideration.

France made no statement on the subject at the 1972 session.
A draft resolution sponsored by 16 countries was adopted by the 

General Assembly as resolution 2935 (XXVII), by 101 votes to none, 
with 17 abstentions (including France and the USSR). China did not 
participate in the vote. The resolution reads as follows:

The General A ssem bly,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963, 2286 (XXII) of 5 

December 1967, 2456 B (X XIII) of 20 December 1968, 2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970 
and 2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971,

Recalling in particular that in four of those resolutions it addressed appeals to the 
nuclear-weapon States to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) as soon as 
possible,

Having taken note of the fact that the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China, on 14 November 1972, made the following solemn declaration:

The Chinese Government has repeatedly declared that at no time and in no 
circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As a specific undertak
ing regarding the nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin America, I now declare sol
emnly on behalf of the Chinese Government: China will never use or threaten to 
use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Latin American countries and the Latin 
American nuclear-weapon-free zone, nor will China test, manufacture, produce, 
stockpile, install or deploy nuclear weapons in these countries or in this zone, or 
send her means of transportation and delivery carrying nuclear weapons to traverse 
the territory, territorial sea and territorial air space of Latin American countries,
1. Reaffirms its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty 

establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States 
is necessary and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, 
convention or protocol;

2. Recalls w ith particular satisfaction that the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and the United States of America became parties to Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) in 1969 and 1971, respectively;

3. Welcomes also with satisfaction, as a preliminary measure, the solemn declara
tion made by the Government of the People’s Republic of China on 14 November 1972, 
by which it entered into obligations similar to those implicit in Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty for States parties thereto, and invites the Government of China to try to 
find procedures that will enable it to accede to the Protocol as soon as possible;

4. Deplores that the other two nuclear-weapon States have not yet heeded the 
urgent appeals which the General Assembly has made in four different resolutions and 
urges them once again to sign and ratify without further delay Additional Protocol II 
of the Treaty;

5. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-eighth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 2935 (XXVII) concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” ;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the nuclear- 
weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty-eighth session of any 
measure adopted by them in order to implement it.

On 18 July and 21 August 1973, respectively, France and China 
signed Additional Protocol II. In doing so, France declared that it
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interpreted article 3 of the Protocol, concerning the undertaking not to 
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the contracting parties, 
as not hindering the full exercise of the right of legitimate defence 
enshrined in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. It also took note 
of the interpretation of the Committee which had drafted the Treaty 
that the prohibitions of the Treaty did not apply to the transit of nuclear 
weapons; interpreted the reference to legislation in article 3 of the 
Treaty, concerning the definition of the territory, as related to legisla
tion in keeping with international law; and specified that no amend
ment to the Treaty could be imposed on the French Government 
without its express consent and that in the event that France’s interpre
tative declaration was challenged in full or in part by one or several 
of the contracting parties to the Treaty or to the Additional Protocol 
II, those instruments would cease to have effect between the French 
Republic and the challenging State or States.

China formally declared, on signing the Protocol, that it would 
never transport or deliver nuclear weapons through the territory, terri
torial sea or air space of the Latin American countries. In addition, 
China stressed that the signing of the Protocol did not imply any 
change in China’s stand on disarmament, in particular, on the Treaty 
on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under 
Water. It added that, in order to make Latin America truly a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, all nuclear countries, in particular the United States 
and the USSR, must undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against Latin America, must dismantle all foreign military 
bases in Latin America and must not transport or deliver nuclear 
weapons through Latin American territories, territorial sea or air 
space.

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, a draft 
resolution3 submitted by 19 Latin American countries took note, inter 
alia, of the signing of the Protocol by France and China and invited 
those Powers to ratify it as soon as possible. During the debate on the 
draft resolution, the representatives of China and France announced 
that their respective Governments had already decided to take the 
necessary measures to ratify Additional Protocol II as soon as pos
sible. Accordingly, the original draft resolution was revised to take 
note of the decisions.

As on previous occasions, the debate reflected a widespread sup
port for the efforts of the Latin American States parties to the Treaty 
with regard to Protocol II.

In introducing the revised draft resolution, Mexico emphasized 
the fact that China and France had made extensive interpretative 
declarations on signing the Protocol, as the United Kingdom and the 
United States had done earlier, and suggested that the Soviet Union 
might follow a similar path in iegard to the provisions and points of the 
Treaty whose meaning and scope might not appear sufficiently clear 
to it.
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The Soviet Union reiterated its position that any nuclear-weapon- 
free zone should ensure that there would be no direct or indirect 
proliferation of nuclear weapons in the zone. The Treaty of Tlatelolco, 
the USSR maintained, contained provisions that were not in keeping 
with such a guarantee.

The draft resolution was approved as resolution 3079 (XXVIII) 
by 116 votes in favour, none against and 12 abstentions (including the 
USSR). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly ,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2286 (XXII) of 5 

December 1967, 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968, 2666(X X V )of 7 December 1970, 
2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971 and 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, in five of 
which there have been appeals to the nuclear-weapon States regarding the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

Reiterating its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty estab
lishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is 
necessary and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, 
convention or protocol,

1. N otes with satisfaction  that Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), which entered into 
force for the United Kingdom of G reat Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America in 1969 and 1971, respectively, has been signed in 1973 by France and 
by the People’s Republic of China and that the Governments of both countries have 
already decided to take the necessary measures for its ratification;

2. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and ratify Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), in conformity with the repeated appeals of the General Assembly;

3. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-ninth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3079 (XXVIII) concerning 
the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition 
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)” ;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the nuclear- 
weapon States and to inform the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session of any 
measure adopted by them in order to implement it.

On 22 March and 12 June 1974, respectively, the Governments of 
France and China deposited their instruments of ratification of Addi
tional Protocol II.

At the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly, in 1974, a 
draft resolution was submitted by 19 Latin American countries, noting 
with satisfaction the ratification of Protocol II by China and France 
and again urging the USSR to do the same. The debate on the question 
at that session was limited in scope, but the USSR again stressed that, 
though it attached great importance to the question of denuclearized 
zones, it could not sign Protocol II because (a) the wording of the 
Treaty made nuclear-weapon tests possible, (b) it contained no prohibi
tion of the transit of nuclear weapons over the territory of States 
parties and (c) the zone covered by the Treaty extended well beyond 
the limits of the territorial waters of the States parties, thus involving 
the principle of freedom of the high seas.
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The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly, as 
resolution 3258 (XXIX), by 114 votes to none, with 15 abstentions 
(including the USSR). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling its resolutions 1911 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963, 2286 (XXII) of 5 

December 1967, 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,2666 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, 
2830 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, 2935 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 and 3079
(X XV III) of 6 December 1973, in six of which there have been appeals to the nuclear- 
weapon States regarding the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

Reiterating its conviction that, for the maximum effectiveness of any treaty estab
lishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is 
necessary and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments likewise 
undertaken in a formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a treaty, 
convention or protocol,

1. N otes with satisfaction that Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), which entered into 
force for the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America in 1969 and 1971, respectively, has entered into force as well during 
the current year for France and the People’s Republic of China, whose Governments 
deposited their respective instruments of ratification on 22 March and 12 June 1974;

2. Urges the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to sign and ratify Additional 
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco), as has already been done by the other four nuclear-weapon States 
to which the General Assembly began to address its appeals in 1967;

3. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3258 (XXIX) concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”

The agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly 
also included, for the first time, an item concerning the status of the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. The item was inscribed at the request of 18 Latin American 
States parties to the Treaty, following a decision of the Council of the 
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(OPANAL) adopted on 8 March 1974. Protocol I commits the extrater
ritorial Powers, which, de jure or de fac to , are internationally respon
sible for territories which lie within the limits of the geographical zone 
established in the Treaty of Tlatelolco to apply the statute of denuclear
ization, as defined by the Treaty, in the territories for which they are 
responsible.

The same 18 Latin American countries also submitted a draft 
resolution under the item, in which the General Assembly would note 
with satisfaction that the United Kingdom and the Netherlands had 
ratified the Protocol and urged France and the United States to do the 
same.

In the debate, France stated that it was not in a position to sign 
Additional Protocol I, since, in matters of defence, it could draw no 
distinction between the various parts of French territory and since, as 
a nuclear Power, it could not accept a denuclearized status for a part 
of its own territory. The United States, while expressing support for
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the Treaty itself, stated that it was unable to vote in favour of the draft 
resolution.

The draft was adopted by the General Assembly as resolution 3262
(XXIX) by 115 votes to none, with 17 abstentions (including France 
and the United States). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling that in its resolution 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967 it welcomed with 

special satisfaction the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco) and declared that it constituted an event of historic significance 
in the efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote interna
tional peace and security,

Noting  that as a result of the Treaty, to which eighteen sovereign States are already 
parties, there exists in Latin America a zone of increasing area and population subject 
to the regime of total absence of nuclear weapons, which at present comprises some 8 
million square kilometres with a population of approximately 150 million inhabitants,

Taking into account that certain territories lying within the zone which are not 
sovereign political entities are nevertheless in a position to receive the benefits derived 
from the Treaty through its Additional Protocol I to which the States which de jure  or 
de fa c to  are internationally responsible for those territories may become parties,

Recalling that in resolution 2286 (XXII) it urged States to which Additional Proto
col I is open for signature to strive to take all the measures within their power to ensure 
that the Treaty speedily obtains the widest possible application,

1. N otes with satisfaction  that the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland deposited its instrument of ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for 
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) on 11 
December 1969 and that the Kingdom of the Netherlands did likewise on 26 July 1971;

2. Urges the other two States which under the Treaty may become parties to its 
Additional Protocol I to sign and ratify it as soon as possible, in order that the peoples 
of the territories in question may receive the benefits which derive from the Treaty and 
which consist mainly in removing the danger of nuclear attack and sparing the squander
ing of resources on the production of nuclear weapons;

3. R equests the Secretary-General to transmit the present resolution to the two 
States to which the above appeal is addressed and to inform the General Assembly at 
its thirtieth session of any measure adopted by those States;

4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3262 (XXIX) concerning the 
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibition of 
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”

The Declaration of the Denuclearization of Africa

The interest shown at the twenty-ninth session of the General Assem
bly, in 1974 regarding nuclear-weapOn-free zones was also reflected in 
the adoption of resolution 3261 E (XXIX) concerning the denucleariza
tion of Africa, under the item “-General and complete disarmament” .

The General Assembly had taken a decision regarding such denu
clearization in 1961, when it adopted resolution 1652 (XVI), calling on 
all States to consider and respect the continent of Africa as a denuclear
ized zone, and in 1965, when it adopted resolution 2033 (XX), reaffirm
ing the previous appeal, endorsing the Declaration on the Denucleari
zation of Africa issued in 1964 by the Organization of African Unity
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(OAU) and subsequently endorsed by the 1964 Conference of Non- 
Aligned States, and expressing the hope that the African States would 
initiate studies with a view to implementing the denuclearization of 
their continent and take action through OAU to that end.

During the debate in the 1974 General Assembly, a draft resolu
tion was submitted by 26 African States, by which the General Assem
bly would reaffirm its previous appeals with regard to the denucleariza
tion of Africa and request the Secretary-General to assist OAU to
wards realization of the aims of the resolution. The General Assembly 
would also decide to include an item entitled “ Implementation of the 
Declaration of the Denuclearization of Africa” in the agenda of its 
thirtieth session.

In introducing the draft on behalf of the sponsors, Nigeria stated 
that adoption of the resolution would strengthen OAU efforts to imple
ment its 1964 Declaration and stressed the apprehension of other 
African States concerning the nuclear capabilities of South Africa. 
Many Members outside the African area spoke in favour of the initia
tive of the African States.

France, however, noted that the zone, as defined in the resolution, 
included French territories and that, in matters of defense, it could not 
accept any distinction between different parts of its territory. The 
United Kingdom also reserved its position in regard to the concrete 
agreement worked out by the African States, and the United States 
stressed the view that specific commitments should be agreed upon in 
consultations between the regional States and States outside the 
region.

In spite of those reservations, the draft was unanimously adopted 
as resolution 3261 E (XXIX). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Determined  to promote an agreement on general and complete disarmament, in 

pursuance of the objectives of the United Nations, which would put an end to the 
armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production, stockpiling and testing 
of all kinds of weapons, particularly nuclear weapons,

Convinced  that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the 
danger of nuclear war,

Believing that militarily denuclearized zones covering the territories of Member 
States would arrest the proliferation of nuclear weapons and contribute to the mainte
nance of peace and security in their respective regions and the world,

Affirming the inalienable right of all the peoples of the United Nations to develop 
research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,

Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 and 2033 (XX) of 3 
December 1965, which called upon all States to consider and respect the continent of 
Africa, including the continental African States, Madagascar and other islands surround
ing Africa, as a nuclear-free zone,

Considering that the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organiza
tion of African Unity, at its first ordinary session, held at Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964, 
issued a solemn declaration on the denuclearization of Africa, in which the Heads of 
State and Government announced their readiness to undertake, in an international treaty 
to be concluded under the auspices of the United Nations, not to manufacture or acquire 
control of nuclear weapons,
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N oting  that the aforementioned declaration of the African Heads of State and 
Government on the denuclearization of the continent of Africa was endorsed by the 
heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries in the Declaration issued on 
10 October 1964, at the close of their second conference, held at Cairo,

1. Reaffirms its call upon all States to consider and respect the continent of Africa 
as a nuclear-free zone;

2. Reiterates its call upon all States to respect and abide by the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa issued by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government 
of the Organization of African Unity;

3. Reiterates further its call upon all States to refrain from testing, manufacturing, 
deploying, transporting, storing, using or threatening to use nuclear weapons on the 
African continent;

4. R equests the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance to the Organi
zation of African Unity towards the realization of the aims and objectives of the present 
resolution;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa”

Proposal for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in South Asia

At the request of Pakistan, an item concerning the establishment of a 
nuclear-free zone in South Asia was also included in the agenda of the 
Assembly’s twenty-ninth session. In its explanatory memorandum,4 
Pakistan indicated that it envisaged a regime of security for South Asia 
which had become necessary and urgent in order to ensure against the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

During the debate in the First Committee, Pakistan stressed that 
there was no difference between a peaceful nuclear explosion and one 
that was conducted to develop a nuclear weapon, and that India’s 
nuclear explosion of May 1974 might therefore have removed the 
restraint on nuclear proliferation. India responded that it had no inten
tion to develop nuclear weapons and that it would use nuclear energy 
and technology, including underground use of nuclear explosive de
vices, exclusively for peaceful purposes. India also held that South 
Asia could not be considered a distinct zone, as it was an integral part 
of the Asian and Pacific region, which was surrounded by nuclear- 
weapon States or countries belonging to their alliances.

India and Pakistan submitted separate draft resolutions in the 
First Committee. By the Indian draft, the General Assembly would 
express the view that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the appropriate region of Asia should come from 
the States of the region concerned, taking into account its special 
features and geographical extent. By the Pakistani resolution, the 
General Assembly would, among other things, endorse in principle the 
concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia; invite the States 
of the South Asian region and such other neighbouring non-nuclear- 
weapon States as might be interested to initiate, without delay, neces
sary consultations with a view to establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone and urge them in the interim, to refrain from any action contrary
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to the achievement of those objectives; express the hope that all 
States, in particular the nuclear-weapon States, would lend their full 
co-operation for the effective realization of the aims of the resolution; 
and request the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the pur
pose of the consultations envisaged above.

In the debate on the proposals, India stated that, in the past, it had 
supported nuclear-weapon-free zones in Latin America and Africa 
because conditions were suitable for the establishment of such zones 
in those areas and because the countries in each area had agreed to join 
their common efforts. That, it maintained, was not the case in South 
Asia, where no prior consultations had taken place and no agreement 
had been reached in a matter bearing on the vital interests of each 
country in the area. Pakistan, on the other hand, held that its draft 
resolution had gone as far as possible to accommodate India’s legiti
mate preoccupations and concerns, since at that time it sought only 
endorsement of the principle of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in South Asia. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan and Mauritius 
agreed that the countries of the region should first consult among 
themselves on questions concerning the creation of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone before seeking the endorsement of the Assembly. Sri Lanka, 
endorsing the principle of such a zone, held that the concept should 
later be defined through consultations with all States concerned.

The United States and a number of the West European countries 
expressed support, in principle, for the creation of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones. The United States and the United Kingdom welcomed the 
renewed interest in nuclear-weapon-free zones in general and outlined 
various criteria for their establishment. France, though not considering 
the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones a solution to the nuclear 
threat, did not oppose the concept.

The USSR and East European countries, while not referring spe
cifically to the proposals for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia, also expressed general support for nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, which, they maintained, would prevent regional nuclear prolifer
ation and decrease the threat of nuclear war.

China specifically supported the Pakistani proposal, as did Bu
rundi, Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Madagascar, Mali, 
Mauritania, Somalia, Tunisia, Uganda and Venezuela. Egypt and 
Thailand also expressed appreciation of the reasons behind the Paki
stani proposal.

Both draft resolutions were adopted by the General Assembly. 
The Indian proposal was adopted as resolution 3265 A (XXIX) by 104 
votes in favour, one against (Dahomey), with 27 abstentions (including 
China, France, the United Kingdom and the United States). The 
Pakistani draft was adopted as resolution 3265 B (XXIX) by a vote of 
96 to 2 (Bhutan and India), with 36 abstentions (including France, the 
USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States). The texts of the 
resolutions, in the order adopted, read as follows:
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The General Assem bly,
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959, which established the 

goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control,
Convinced  that the highest priority should be accorded to measures in the field of 

nuclear disarmament,
Recalling its resolutions 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 entitled “ Consideration 

of Africa as a denuclearized zone” , 1911 (X VIII) of 27 November 1963 entitled “ Denu
clearization of Latin America” , 2033 (XX) of 3 December 1965 entitled “ Declaration 
on the denuclearization of Africa” and 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967 entitled “ Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America” ,

Recognizing that conditions and procedures for the creation of such zones differ 
from region to region,

Recognizing further that, in appropriate regions and by agreement among the States 
concerned, the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones could promote the cause of 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

Considers, therefore, that the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon free 
zone in the appropriate region of Asia should come from the States of the region 
concerned, taking into account its special features and geographical extent.

B
The General A ssem bly,
Recognizing the right of States to harness nuclear energy for peaceful purposes and 

as an instrument of development and progress,
Realizing, at the same time, the dangers of diversion to military purposes inherent 

to the development of nuclear energy,
Recalling its resolution 2456 B (X XIII) of 20 December 1968 concerning the 

establishment of zones free from nuclear weapons,
Expressing the conviction that the establishment of such zones in various regions 

of the world is one of the measures which can contribute most effectively to halting the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promoting progress towards nuclear disarma
ment as a step towards general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control, with the ultimate goal of total destruction of all nuclear weapons and their means 
of delivery,

Believing that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones will strengthen the 
security of regional States against nuclear threat,

Recalling the Antarctic Treaty of 1959, the Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
Africa adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization 
of African Unity in 1964 and the Declaration adopted by the Foreign Ministers of the 
Association of South East Asian Nations in 1971,

Bearing in mind that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone would, inter 
alia, entail:

(a) Commitments by the States concerned to use exclusively for peaceful purposes 
nuclear materials and facilities under their jurisdiction and to prevent the testing, use, 
manufacture, production, acquisition or storage of any nuclear weapons or nuclear 
launching devices,

(b) An equitable and non-discriminatory system of verification and inspection to 
ensure that nuclear programmes are in conformity with the foregoing commitments,

(c) Undertakings by nuclear-weapon States not to use or threaten to use nuclear 
weapons against the States of the region,

H aving considered the question of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 
in South Asia without prejudice to the extension of the zone to include such other regions 
of Asia as may be practicable,

Desirous of preventing such a zone or any wider area as contemplated in the 
preceding paragraph from becoming involved in a ruinous nuclear arms race,

A
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Considering  that the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America could serve as a model to be emulated with advantage by other regions,

1. Takes note of the affirmation by the States of the region not to acquire or 
manufacture nuclear weapons and to devote their nuclear programmes exclusively to the 
economic and social advancement of their peoples;

2. Endorses, in principle, the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia;
3. Invites the States of the South Asian region and such other neighbouring non- 

nuclear-weapon States as may be interested to initiate, without delay, necessary consulta
tions with a view to establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone and urges them, in the 
interim, to refrain from any action contrary to the achievement of these objectives;

4. Expresses the hope that all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon States, will 
lend their full co-operation for the effective realization of the aims of the present resolu
tion;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to convene a meeting for the purpose of the 
consultations envisaged in paragraph 3 above, to render such assistance as may be 
required for the purpose and to report on the subject to the General Assembly at its 
thirtieth session;

6. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session the item 
entitled “ Declaration and establishment of a nuclear-free-zone in South Asia”

Proposal for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East

At the request of Iran, another new item, “ Establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone in the region of the Middle East” , was included in 
the Assembly’s agenda. Egypt subsequently co-sponsored the pro
posal. In the explanatory memorandum accompanying its request,5 
Iran stated that greater access by States to nuclear technology had 
rendered the danger of nuclear-weapon proliferation more acute. While 
noting that the decision on the precise limits of the proposed nuclear- 
weapon-free zone should be left to the General Assembly, it also 
expressed the view that the zone should be as large as possible.

In a letter dated 17 September 1974, addressed to the Secretary- 
General, the Shah of Iran also referred to the dangers of the rapid 
diffusion of nuclear technology within the political setting of the Mid
dle East. He conceded that the realization of a nuclear-weapon-free 
zone in the Middle East could be “ problematic” but expressed his 
confidence that “ with resolve and patience, and with the support and 
assistance of the United Nations we shall finally succeed” 6

Iran and Egypt also submitted to the General Assembly a draft 
resolution, by which the General Assembly would consider the idea 
of the elaboration of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the 
Middle East; call on all parties concerned in the area to immediately 
proclaim their intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from produc
ing or otherwise acquiring nuclear weapons and accede to the non
proliferation Treaty; and request the Secretary-General to ascertain 
the views of the parties concerned with respect to the implementation 
of the resolution and to report to the Security Council and to the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session.
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In the debate on the proposal, Egypt set forth three basic princi
ples which it considered pertinent to the discussion on a Middle East 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, namely: (a) the States of the region should 
refrain from producing, acquiring or possessing nuclear weapons; (b) 
the nuclear-weapon States should refrain from introducing nuclear 
weapons into the area or using nuclear weapons against any State of 
the region; and (c) an effective international safeguard system affecting 
both the nuclear-weapon States and the States of the region should be 
established. Egypt also stressed that the establishment of a nuclear- 
weapon-free zone should not prevent parties from enjoying the benefits 
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy, especially for the economic 
development of the developing countries.

In introducing their draft resolution, Iran and Egypt also held that 
nuclear-weapon-free zones were complementary to the non-prolifera- 
tion Treaty. Egypt pointed out that the draft resolution specifically 
called upon the parties concerned in the area to accede to the Treaty, 
which Egypt regarded as “ a prerequisite for establishing any effective, 
concrete, nuclear-weapon-free zone” . In that connexion, Egypt prom
ised to ratify the non-proliferation Treaty as soon as Israel had adhered 
to it.

Most States in the Middle East area supported, in principle, the 
proposal to establish a Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone. Israel 
held that progress in the establishment of a Middle East nuclear- 
weapon-free zone could best be achieved by holding direct consulta
tions between the States of the region and ultimately convening a 
regional conference on the matter. It regarded the call in the draft 
resolution for a “ preliminary process of consultations” between the 
Secretary-General and the States of the region as “ not practical and, 
indeed, self-defeating”

On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted the draft as 
resolution 3263 (XXIX) by 128 votes to none, with 2 abstentions 
(Israel and Burma).

All five nuclear Powers voted for the draft resolution, although 
France and China expressed reservations on the paragraph referring 
to accession to the non-proliferation Treaty, and the USSR did the 
same in connexion with a paragraph of the preamble referring to the 
Tlatelolco Treaty as a notable achievement.

The United States stated that, although it supported the concept 
of a Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone and believed that such a 
zone could make a considerable contribution to stability and non
proliferation in the area, it was dubious of the approach taken in the 
paragraph of the resolution urging States in the region to undertake 
commitments with regard to the zone in advance of actual negotiations 
and the conclusion of an agreement.

The text of the resolution reads as follows:
The General Assem bly,
Having considered the question of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 

in the region of the Middle East,
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Desiring to contribute to the maintenance of international peace and security by 
bolstering and expanding the existing regional and global structures for the prohibition 
and/or prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons,

Realizing that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones with an adequate 
system of safeguards could accelerate the process towards nuclear disarmament and the 
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under effective international control,

Recalling the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Arab States at 
its sixty-second session, held in Cairo from 1 to 4 September 1974, on this subject, 

Recalling the message sent by His Imperial Majesty the Shahanshah of Iran on 16 
September 1974 on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the 
Middle East,

Considering that the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, on the initiative 
of the States situated within each zone concerned, is one of the measures which can 
contribute most effectively to halting the proliferation of those instruments of mass 
destruction and to promoting progress towards nuclear disarmament, with the goal of 
total destruction of all nuclear weapons and their means of delivery,

Mindful of the political conditions particular to the region of the Middle East and 
of the potential danger emanating therefrom, which would be further aggravated by the 
introduction of nuclear weapons in the area,

Conscious, therefore, of the need to keep the countries of the region from becoming 
involved in a ruinous nuclear arms race,

Recalling the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa issued by the Assembly 
of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity in July 1964, 

N oting  that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region of the 
Middle East would contribute effectively to the realization of aims enunciated in the 
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa,

Recalling the notable achievement of the countries of Latin America in establishing 
a nuclear-free zone,

Also recalling resolution B of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, held 
at Geneva from 29 August to 28 September 1968, in which the Conference recommended 
that non-nuclear-weapon States not comprised in the Latin American nuclear-free zone 
should study the possibility and desirability of establishing military denuclearization of 
their respective zones,

Recalling the aims pursued by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, in particular the goal of preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons. 

Recalling its resolution 2373 (XXII) of 12 June 1968, in which it expressed the hope 
for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons by both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States,

1. Commends the idea of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East;

2. Considers that, in order to advance the idea of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in 
the region of the Middle East, it is indispensable that all parties concerned in the area 
proclaim solemnly and immediately their intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from 
producing, testing, obtaining, acquiring or in any other way possessing nuclear weapons;

3. Calls upon the parties concerned in the area to accede to the Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;

4. Expresses the hope that all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon States, will 
lend their full co-operation for the effective realization of the aims of the present 
resolution;

5. R equests the Secretary-General to ascertain the views of the parties concerned 
with respect to the implementation of the present resolution, in particular with regard 
to its paragraphs 2 and 3, and to report to the Security Council at an early date and, 
subsequently, to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

6. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session the item 
entitled “ Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region df the Middle East”
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At its twenty-ninth session the General Assembly also had before it 
a draft resolution submitted by Finland under the item “ General and 
complete disarmament” calling for a comprehensive study of the 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects by a group of 
governmental experts under the auspices of the CCD.

In presenting its proposal, Finland stressed the idea of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones as an independent method to achieve the same ends 
sought by the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
without depriving the latter of its central role in the prevention of the 
dissemination of such weapons. It further held that a comprehensive 
study of such zones, covering all the main aspects of the question, 
including the characteristics, conditions and criteria of their establish
ment, would clarify the concept and provide assistance and guidance 
for any group of countries desiring to establish such a zone.

The draft resolution was adopted by the Assembly, by consensus 
and with little discussion, as resolution 3261 F (XXIX). It reads as 
follows:

The General Assem bly,
Conscious of the need to make every effort towards achieving a cessation of the 

nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament under 
strict and effective international control,

Recognizing, in pursuance of these ends, the urgent need to prevent the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons in the world,

Recalling the different efforts and achievements undertaken on a regional level with 
a view to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones,

Recalling, in particular, the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco),

Considering that further efforts concerning nuclear-weapon-free zones would be 
enhanced by a comprehensive study of the question in all of its aspects,

1. D ecides to undertake a comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones in all of its aspects;

2. Requests that the study be carried out by an ad hoc group of qualified governmen
tal experts under the auspices of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament;

3. Calls upon interested Governments and international organizations concerned to 
extend such assistance as may be required from them for the carrying out of the study;

4. R equests the Secretary-General to provide such services and to give such assist
ance for the study as may be required;

5. R equests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to transmit the 
comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all of its aspects 
in a special report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session;

6. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all of 
its aspects”

Consideration by the CCD, 1975

In the discussion of the general question of the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in various areas of the world at the 1975

Comprehensive Study of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones
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session of the CCD, virtually all speakers supported the idea that such 
zones could enhance the security of States participating in them and 
reduce the danger of nuclear war in the areas concerned. Mexico held 
that the large number of resolutions on the subject adopted by the 
General Assembly at its 1974 session indicated that the non-nuclear- 
weapon States, in the face of the failure of the United States and the 
Soviet Union to achieve effective nuclear disarmament measures, 
were seeking to extend the area of such zones until the territory of the 
nuclear Powers would constitute something in the nature of a quaran
tined area.

Several Western countries, however, including the Federal Re
public of Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the 
United States, stressed the difficulties likely to be encountered in 
elaborating specific agreements to create such zones. India also set 
forth certain criteria, or conditions, that must be met if such zones 
were to be acceptable, including prior agreement among interested 
countries of the region, increased security and freedom of peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, including peaceful nuclear explosions. It also 
held that membership of States in military alliances could prejudice the 
establishment of such zones in their areas.

With regard to particular zones, several members praised the 
example of the Treaty of Tlatelolco; Egypt and Iran reaffirmed their 
support for a Middle East zone; Egypt, Iran, Morocco and Zaire 
specifically supported the concept of the denuclearization of Africa, as 
endorsed in General Assembly resolution 2033 (XX) and contained 
in the 1964 OAU Declaration; and Bulgaria and Poland indicated their 
continued support for such zones in the Balkans and Central Europe, 
respectively.

Pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3261 F (XXIX), exten
sive discussion and consultation took place on the specific subject of 
setting up the A d Hoc Group of Qualified Government Experts to 
prepare a comprehensive study of the question of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. The CCD reached a consensus that the group should be com
posed of 21 members, including 16 from the CCD (Bulgaria, Czechoslo
vakia, Egypt, India, Iran, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, 
Romania, Sweden, the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United States 
and Zaire) and five additional members (Australia, Belgium, Ecuador, 
Finland and Ghana), and that it would begin its task in Geneva on 7 
April and submit its study to the CCD by 7 August 1975.

It was generally agreed that the group should try to draw up some 
basic criteria, or possibly principles and guidelines, for the establish
ment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world. 
Several delegations, most notably Mexico, suggested illustrative gen
eral criteria for that purpose.

However, Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, the United 
Kingdom and the United States expressed the general view that it 
would be difficult for the group to determine firm criteria that could
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be universally applied in creating such zones and that the group might 
simply identify issues where standardized provisions might be pos
sible. The view was also expressed that membership in such zones 
should not be considered a substitute for adherence to the non-prolifer- 
ation Treaty or an excuse for not applying the Treaty’s provisions.

Study of the Ad Hoc Group of Qualified Experts

After an initial meeting in April to outline its work, tht A d  Hoc  Group 
of Qualified Experts for the Study of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones 
held a series of meetings from 23 June to 18 August 1975 and submitted 
its study7 to the CCD on the latter date.

Despite many difficulties, the Group reached consensus on a 
number of principles that would have to be taken into account if and 
when a nuclear-weapon-free zone was established. However, agree
ment was not reached on certain principles, such as those concerning 
peaceful nuclear explosions, security assurances, safety areas and 
transit of nuclear weapons. The degree of agreement and the carefully 
balanced handling of the complex issues involved were reflected in the 
general conclusion of the study, which reads as follows:

In endeavouring to fulfill the task entrusted to it by the General Assembly, the 
Group of Experts has attempted to elaborate the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones, 
identify the principal issues involved in such zones and analyse their implications both 
for zonal and extrazonal States. The study does not attempt to establish any precise 
rules, as it is the considered view of the experts that circumstances in different regions 
vary so widely that a pragmatic and flexible approach would need to be adopted in each 
case. Nevertheless, the experts have indicated certain guidelines that could be taken into 
account where such zones could be created. These guidelines, as well as issues on which 
the attitudes of Governments are divergent, have been identified for further examination 
by Governments and by the General Assembly at its thirtieth session.

Mexico, hoping to enhance further work on the subject, submitted 
a working paper containing proposed draft definitions of the concept 
of a “ nuclear-weapon-free zone” and of the principal obligations of 
nuclear-weapon States in respect of such zones.8

The study was considered by most CCD members to be a valuable 
contribution to the promotion of the concept of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. The delegations of a number of States participating in military 
alliances, however, again warned against possible attempts to weaken 
the non-proliferation Treaty by the creation of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, and some Western States doubted the compatibility of simulta
neous membership in a military alliance and in such a zone.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Twenty-fifth Session, Annexes, agenda 
item 93, document A/7993/Add.2.

2. Ibid., Twenty-seventh Session, Annexes, agenda item 33, document A/C. 1/1028.
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C H A P T E R  VI

Preventing an Arms Race on the Sea-Bed

I n t e n s e  e f f o r t s  within the framework of the United Nations to 
prevent an arms race on the sea-bed and ocean floor began when the 
Soviet Union and the United States submitted to the CCD, in 1969, 
a joint draft treaty which would ban from the sea-bed, beyond the 
“ maximum contiguous zone” provided for in the 1958 Geneva Conven
tion on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone (i.e., 12 miles), 
nuclear weapons or any other weapons of mass destruction, as well as 
structures, launching installations or any other facilities specifically 
designed for storing, testing or using such weapons. That draft and a 
subsequent revised joint draft were given extensive consideration, 
both at the CCD and at the twenty-fourth session of the General 
Assembly. A number of States had called for the strengthening of the 
draft provisions to protect the rights of coastal States, particularly with 
regard to (a) their rights over the continental shelf, (b) their participa
tion in verification procedures and (c) the international machinery for 
verification of implementation of the treaty.

Consideration by the CCD, 1970

On 23 April 1970, the Soviet Union and the United States, after 
extensive consultations with other CCD members, in particular Argen
tina, Brazil, Canada, Mexico and Sweden, all of whom had formally 
presented proposals to improve the text of the draft treaty, submitted 
a new revised draft treaty.1 It consisted of a preamble and 10 articles.

By the preamble, the parties to the treaty would, among other 
things, express the conviction that the treaty constituted a step to
wards the exclusion of the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof from the arms race, and the parties’ determination to continue 
negotiations concerning further measures towards that end.

By article I, the parties would undertake not to emplant or em- 
place on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof 
beyond the outer limit of a sea-bed zone, as defined in article II, any 
nuclear weapons or other types of weapons of mass destruction as well 
as structures, launching installations or any other facilities specifically 
designed for storing, testing or using such weapons. Within such sea
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bed zone, those undertakings would not apply either to the coastal 
State or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters. The States parties 
to the treaty, moreover, would undertake not to assist, encourage or 
induce any State to carry out the activities banned by the treaty and 
not to participate in any other way in such actions.

Article II stated that the outer limit of the sea-bed zone referred 
to in Article I was coterminous with the 12-mile outer limit of the zone 
referred to in the Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous 
Zone, signed in Geneva on 29 April 1958, and was to be measured in 
accordance with the provisions of that Convention and in accordance 
with international law.

Article III defined the right of each party to the treaty to verify 
through observation the activities of other parties on the sea-bed and 
the ocean-floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to 
in Article I, provided that observation did not interfere with such 
activities or infringe rights recognized under international law, includ
ing the freedoms of the high seas. If, after observation, reasonable 
doubts remained concerning the fulfilment of the treaty obligations, a 
State party to the treaty having such doubts and the party responsible 
for the activities giving rise to the doubts were first to consult; then, 
if the doubts persisted, the parties concerned were to co-operate on 
such further procedures for verification as might be agreed, including 
inspection of objects, structures, installations or other facilities. The 
parties in the region of the activities, and any other party so requesting, 
were to be notified of, and might participate in, such consultation and 
co-operation.

If the State responsible for the activities giving rise to reasonable 
doubts was not identifiable by observation of the objects, structures, 
installations or other facilities, the party having such doubts was to 
notify and make appropriate inquiries of parties in the region of the 
activities and of any other party. If it was ascertained through those 
inquiries that a particular party was responsible for the activities, that 
party should consult and co-operate with other parties. If the identity 
of the State responsible for the activities could not be ascertained 
through those inquiries, then further verification procedures, including 
inspection, might be undertaken by the enquiring party, which should 
invite the participation of the parties in the region and of any other 
party desiring to co-operate.

If consultation and co-operation procedures did not remove the 
doubts concerning the activities and there remained a serious question 
concerning fulfilment of the treaty obligations, a party might, in accor
dance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, refer 
the matter to the Security Council, which might take action in accor
dance with the Charter.

Verification might be undertaken by any party using its own 
means or with the full or partial assistance of any other party. All 
verification activities under the treaty were to be conducted, however,
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with due regard for the sovereign or exclusive rights of a coastal State 
with respect to the natural resources of its continental shelf under 
international law.

Article IV contained a disclaimer clause stating that nothing in 
the treaty should be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the posi
tion 6f any party with respect to (a) existing international conventions, 
including the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contig
uous Zone, or (b) rights or claims which such party might assert, or 
(c) recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any 
other State related to waters off its coast, including territorial seas and 
contiguous zones, or the sea-bed and the ocean floor, including con
tinental shelves.

Articles V, VI and VII dealt with provisions for amendment and 
review of the treaty and the right to withdraw from the treaty.

Article VIII provided that the treaty would in no way affect the 
obligations assumed by parties to the treaty under international instru
ments establishing zones free from nuclear weapons.

Articles IX and X described procedures for the signature, the entry 
into force and the depositing of authentic texts of the treaty.

In presenting the new revised draft, the Soviet Union stressed the 
urgency of excluding the great area of the sea-bed from the arms race 
and of taking the first step of excluding nuclear weapons, so that 
peaceful exploration of that environment might proceed. It explained 
that the new draft took account of the suggestions and proposals made 
by a large number of States, both in the CCD and at the twenty-fourth 
session of the General Assembly, formally and informally. Since all 
members of the Committee had taken part in the elaboration of the 
draft treaty, the document was the result of a collective effort. The 
main changes, the Soviet Union said, related to four major provisions 
of the draft treaty: the area covered by the treaty; verification of 
compliance; the relationship of the obligations assumed under the 
treaty and other international obligations of the parties to the treaty ; 
and the relation of the treaty to international agreements concerning 
the establishment of nuclear-free zones. With respect to the width of 
the coastal zone to which the prohibition of the treaty would apply, the 
Soviet Union pointed out that, in order to reconcile differences, new 
language had been introduced in articles I and II and the width of the 
sea-bed zone for purposes of the treaty was defined in accordance with 
proposals made by Argentina and other delegations at the twenty- 
fourth session of the General Assembly. The detailed verification 
procedure in conjunction with the right of every party to the treaty 
under article III to refer to the Security Council the question of 
activities on the sea-bed by this or that State constituted, in the view 
of the Soviet Union, a clear-cut and flexible system of control over 
compliance with the obligations assumed under the treaty. It also 
noted that, if consultations were not desired or possible, verification 
matters could be referred directly to the Security Council.
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The Soviet Union further stressed that the treaty was not designed 
to settle issues of maritime law, to confirm or nullify the obligations 
assumed by States under other international agreements or to antici
pate any solutions to questions that might possibly emerge in the 
future.

The United States held that the progress achieved on the draft sea
bed treaty illustrated a spirit of compromise and accommodation and 
noted that numerous suggestions had been taken into account by the 
United States and the Soviet Union in the new draft, specifically the 
following: (a) that article I was substantially identical with an Argen
tine proposal, that the concept of a “ sea-bed zone” should be used in 
place of the earlier references to the “ maximum contiguous zone” 
provided in the 1958 Geneva Convention; the new concept, however, 
would be applicable to the new treaty only and was not related to other 
legal questions on the law of the sea; (b) that reference to the 1958 
Geneva Convention, to which some had objected, was used only in 
article II as an instrument in the solution of the difficult problems of 
defining the “ baseline” for such a sea-bed zone; (c) that the new article 
III contained almost all the suggestions made by Canada concerning 
verification under the treaty ; (d) that the disclaimer clause in article IV 
had become a separate article in the exact language of the Argentine 
proposal to that effect; and (e) that the new article VIII incorporated 
the Mexican proposal for a new article providing that the treaty did not 
in any way affect the obligations of States parties under any nuclear- 
free-zone agreement.

The United States added that, despite careful consideration, not 
all suggestions had been incorporated into the revised draft, notably 
the proposed Swedish amendment for a commitment in the body of the 
treaty towards further negotiations on additional measures to prevent 
an arms race on the sea-bed. The United States considered the correct 
approach was to adopt a measure which was realistic in the light of 
current technology and existing verification capabilities and to review 
that measure as capabilities changed. Article VI provided that the 
treaty would be reviewed to ensure that the purposes of its provisions, 
as well as its preamble, were being realized.

In conclusion, the United States maintained that the new text of 
the draft treaty represented a delicate and fair balance among various 
interests and that the CCD should carefully consider how to accom
plish the aims of the treaty without impairing that balance.

During the subsequent discussion, many Committee members 
expressed satisfaction with the new revised draft treaty; but others 
held that the text could be improved and its provisions further clarified 
through certain additional amendments.

Several members, favouring the complete demilitarization of the 
sea-bed, urged the inclusion in the operative part of the treaty of an 
article on continued negotiations for a more comprehensive ban. Mex
ico maintained that the arguments advanced to justify the denucleariza
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tion rather than the demilitarization of the sea-bed overlooked the 
danger that the prohibition limited to nuclear weapons would stimulate 
a non-nuclear arms race, affecting not only the nuclear Powers but the 
medium Powers, in an area which so far had been free from conven
tional weapons.

Poland, also regretting that the sponsors had not included in their 
draft an article on continued negotiations, stated that it considered the 
draft treaty the first step towards complete demilitarization of the sea
bed and urged the CCD to keep the question of demilitarization on its 
agenda. Committee members could thus raise the question of further 
disarmament measures on the sea-bed, without having to wait for the 
review conference envisaged by the draft treaty.

Sweden, recalling its formal proposal for the insertion of a treaty 
article committing the parties to continue negotiations towards reach
ing further prohibitions on the sea-bed, stressed that such a pledge 
would considerably enhance the value of the treaty. It viewed the 
Polish suggestion to keep the question of demilitarization on the CCD 
agenda as an addition to, but not as a substitute for, a treaty article. 
Czechoslovakia, Romania and the United Arab Republic supported 
the Swedish proposal.

The Soviet Union pointed out that a provision for future negotia
tions concerning further disarmament measures had already been in
cluded in the preamble of the joint revised draft and supported the 
Polish position, as did a number of other members. The United King
dom also maintained that the reference to future negotiations in the 
preamble, together with the review article, were adequate.

In addition, Mexico suggested certain amendments to article I; 
Argentina, Brazil and Mexico suggested a number of amendments 
regarding the verification provisions of article III; the United Arab 
Republic proposed that article VIII should be expanded to include 
specifically other agreements on disarmament, in particular, the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons; and Mexico proposed 
that a second paragraph be added to article VIII to the effect that the 
parties to the treaty would undertake not to contribute in any way to 
the commission, in the zone referred to in article I, of acts involving 
violation of obligations with regard to nuclear-weapon-free zones. Fi
nally, in a working paper submitted by nine non-aligned members— 
Burma, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the 
United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia—specific proposals were made 
with regard to article III, as well as for the inclusion in the body of 
the treaty of an article providing for the continuation of negotiations 
on further disarmament measures for the sea-bed and the ocean floor.

The representatives of the Soviet Union and the United States 
consulted extensively with all members of the Committee concerning 
the precise formulation of a revised text of the draft treaty,2 which was 
submitted to the Committee on 1 September 1970. The substance of 
most of the non-aligned amendments and suggestions put forward in
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plenary statements and in consultations with many delegations were 
incorporated in the new revision, including specifically several amend
ments to article III dealing with verification and a new article V 
reading as follows:

The Parties to this Treaty undertake to continue negotiations in good faith concern
ing further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on 
the sea-bed, the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof.

The changes made in article III may be clearly noted by compar
ing the new text, given in the right column below, with the previous 
text, given in the left column:

23 April version
1. In order to promote the objectives 

of and ensure compliance with the provi
sions of this Treaty, each State Party to 
the Treaty shall have the right to verify 
through observation the activities of 
other States Parties to the Treaty on the 
seabed and the ocean floor and in the 
subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred 
to in Article I , provided that observation 
does not interfere with such activities or 
otherwise infringe rights recognized 
under international law, including the 
freedoms of the high seas.

2. If after such observation reasonable 
doubts remain concerning the fulfilment 
of the obligations assumed under the 
Treaty, the State Party having such 
doubts and the State Party that is respon
sible for the activities giving rise to the 
doubts shall consult with a view to re
moving the doubts and, if the doubts 
persist, shall co-operate on such further 
procedures for verification, as may be 
agreed, including appropriate inspection 
of objects, structures, installations or 
other facilities that reasonably may be 
expected to be of a kind described in 
Article I. Parties in the region of the 
activities, and any other Party so request
ing, shall be notified of, and may partici
pate in, such consultation and co-opera
tion.

3. If the State responsible for the activ
ities giving rise to the reasonable doubts 
is not identifiable by observation of the 
object, structure, installation or other fa
cility, the State Party having such doubts

1 Septem ber version
1. In order to promote the objectives 

of and ensure compliance with the provi
sions of this Treaty, each State Party to 
the Treaty shall have the right to verify 
through observation the activities of 
other States Parties to the Treaty on the 
seabed and the ocean floor and in the 
subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred 
to in Article I , provided that observation 
does not interfere with such activities.

2. If after such observation reason
able doubts remain concerning the fulfil
ment of the obligations assumed under 
the Treaty, the State Party having such 
doubts and the State Party that is respon
sible for the activities giving rise to the 
doubts shall consult with a view to re
moving the doubts. If the doubts persist, 
the State Party having such doubts shall 
notify the other States Parties, and the 
Parties concerned shall co-operate on 
such further procedures for verification 
as may be agreed, including appropriate 
inspection of objects, structures, installa
tions or other facilities that reasonably 
may be expected to be of a kind de
scribed in Article I. The Parties in the 
region of the activities, including any 
coastal State, and any other Party so 
requesting, shall be entitled to partici
pate in such consultation and co-opera
tion. After completion of the further 
procedures for verification, an appro
priate report shall be circulated to other 
Parties by the Party that initiated such 
procedures.

3. If the State responsible for the activ
ities giving rise to the reasonable doubts 
is not identifiable by observation of the 
object, structure, installation or other fa
cility, the State Party having such doubts
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shall notify and make appropriate inqui
ries of States Parties in the region of the 
activities and of any other State Party. If 
it is ascertained through these inquiries 
that a particular State Party is respon
sible for the activities, that State Party 
shall consult and co-operate with other 
Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this 
Article. If the identity of the State re
sponsible for the activities cannot be as
certained through these inquiries, then 
further verification procedures, includ
ing inspection, may be undertaken by the 
inquiring State Party, which shall invite 
the participation of the Parties in the re
gion and of any other Party desiring to 
co-operate.

4. If consultation and co-operation 
pursuant to paragraphs 2 and 3 of this 
Article have not removed the doubts con
cerning the activities and there remains 
a serious question concerning fulfilment 
of the obligations assumed under this 
Treaty, a State Party may, in accordance 
with the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations, refer the matter to the 
Security Council, which may take action 
in accordance with the Charter.

5. Verification pursuant to this Arti
cle may be undertaken by any State 
Party using its own means, or with the 
full or partial assistance of any other 
State Party.

6. All verification activities con
ducted pursuant to this Treaty shall be 
conducted with due regard for the sover
eign or exclusive rights of a coastal State 
with respect to the natural resources of 
its continental shelf under international 
law.

shall notify and make appropriate inqui
ries of States Parties in the region of the 
activities and of any other State Party. If 
it is ascertained through these inquiries 
that a particular State Party is respon
sible for the activities, that State Party 
shall consult and co-operate with other 
Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this 
Article. If the identity of the State re
sponsible for the activities cannot be as
certained through these inquiries, then 
further verification procedures, includ
ing inspection, may be undertaken by the 
inquiring State Party, which shall invite 
the participation of the Parties in the re
gion of the activities, including any 
coastal State, and of any other Party de
siring to co-operate.

4. If consultation and co-operation 
pursuant to paragraphs 2 and 3 of this 
Article have not removed the doubts con
cerning the activities and there remains 
a serious question concerning fulfilment 
of the obligations assumed under this 
Treaty, a State Party may, in accordance 
with the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations, refer the matter to the 
Security Council, which may take action 
in accordance with the Charter.

5. Verification pursuant to this Arti
cle may be undertaken by any State 
Party using its own means, or with the 
full or partial assistance of any other 
State Party, or through appropriate inter
national procedures within the frame
work of the United Nations and in accor
dance with its Charter.

6. Verification activities pursuant to 
this Treaty shall not interfere with activi
ties of other States Parties and shall be 
conducted with due regard for rights rec
ognized under international law includ
ing the freedoms of the high seas and the 
rights of coastal States with respect to 
the exploration and exploitation of their 
continental shelves.

In explaining the changes in the new draft, the Soviet Union drew 
particular attention to the new article V, embodying the proposal made 
by the nine non-aligned countries. It further pointed out that an amend
ment concerning the resort to international verification procedures 
proposed by the non-aligned members had been included in paragraph 
5 of article III and that, in accordance with another proposal of the 
same members, revised paragraph 2 of article III included a provision 
for notification of verification and of its results. The same paragraph, 
and also paragraph 3, contained, as proposed by Argentina, Brazil and
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other countries, changes strengthening the right of parties, including 
the coastal States, to participate in consultations, co-operation and 
other verification procedures. In addition, two changes in article III 
accommodated the views of other States: (a) taking into account the 
views of Argentina and Brazil, a reference to “ rights recognized under 
international law, including the freedoms of the high seas” had been 
transferred from paragraph 1 to paragraph 6; (b) taking into account the 
views of Argentina, Brazil and Mexico, the formulation concerning 
the rights of coastal States on the continental shelf had been broadened 
and harmonized with the disclaimer clause (article IV). The revised 
article III, the Soviet Union held, created a reliable and flexible 
system of verification, including the right to apply directly to the 
Security Council without recourse to consultation.

With regard to a proposal by Mexico and others to delete the 
words “ or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters” in paragraph 
2 of article I, the Soviet Union maintained that those words, which 
were the result of prolonged negotiations, excluded the possibility that 
any State should engage in activities prohibited by the treaty in that 
area on the sea-bed between the territorial waters of another State, if 
those were less than 12 miles, and the outer limit of the 12-mile zone, 
or under the territorial waters of another State. Paragraph 3 of article 
I also contained obligations not to induce other States to carry out 
activities prohibited by the treaty, and the Soviet Union said the 
paragraph fully covered the Mexican proposal to include an undertak
ing by parties not to contribute to the commission of acts involving 
violation of obligations taken under agreements on nuclear-weapon- 
free zones. With respect to the proposal of the United Arab Republic 
that the commitments of article VIII should be extended specifically 
to cover obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, the Soviet Union held that that point was already 
covered by article IV, dealing with the relationship between the 
obligations assumed under the sea-bed treaty and other international 
conventions. In that connexion, the Soviet Union stressed that the 
treaty was not intended to settle other questions of international law, 
including maritime law, or to anticipate future solutions to such ques
tions. The Soviet Union hoped that the Committee would approve the 
new revised draft so that it could be submitted to the General Assem
bly at its twenty-fifth session.

The United States, while similarly outlining the changes in the 
new draft, also held that the changes in article III were not intended 
to affect any outstanding problems regarding the law of the sea. Article 
III, as revised, together with the article IV disclaimer, should remove 
all doubts that the treaty might affect law-of-the-sea issues. The United 
States particularly hoped that the new article V would be acceptable 
to all. It also noted that the question of preventing an arms race on the 
sea-bed would remain on the agenda of the CCD. With regard to the 
Mexican suggestion to include an undertaking not to contribute to

121



violations of obligations under treaties establishing nuclear-free zones, 
the United States supported the explanation of the Soviet Union, 
adding that it fully supported the principle of nuclear-free zones and 
would not take any action which might prejudice the integrity of any 
such zone. The exemption, in paragraph 2 of article I, with respect to 
the sea-bed beneath the territorial sea within the sea-bed zone, the 
United States said, would not, in itself, constitute granting of permis
sion for the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction within such 
territorial seas, and the treaty would therefore leave unaffected the 
sovereign authority and control of the coastal State within such territo
rial sea. Finally, the draft sea-bed treaty did not affect the obligations 
assumed under treaties establishing nuclear-free zones or lessen the 
obligations under other arms-control treaties, including the non-prolif- 
eration Treaty and the partial test ban Treaty. Emphasizing the com
plex structure of the draft sea-bed treaty, the United States said that 
scarcely any word in the first five articles could be touched without 
upsetting a carefully balanced compromise.

In taking note of the statements of the Soviet Union and the United 
States, several members, including Argentina and Brazil, made inter
pretative declarations with respect to the various points.3 Most mem
bers, however, expressed satisfaction with the spirit of compromise 
which had resulted in the incorporation into the draft of amendments 
reflecting the many suggestions put forward and with the general 
consensus achieved on that basis. The hope was widely expressed that 
the draft treaty would be commended by the General Assembly and 
opened for signature at an early date.

The text of the final draft of the treaty was submitted to the 
General Assembly as part of the Committee’s report on 11 September 
1970.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1970

On 6 November 1970, a draft resolution on the subject of the sea-bed, 
eventually sponsored by the 37 Member States, including the USSR 
and the United States, was submitted to the General Assembly. By 
that draft resolution, the General Assembly would commend the 
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor 
and in the Subsoil Thereof, the text of which was annexed to the 
resolution; request the depositary Governments to open the Treaty for 
signature and ratification at the earliest possible date; and express its 
hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty.

The draft treaty was generally viewed as an important, even if 
limited, achievement whose significance would progressively increase. 
Satisfaction was widely expressed that the negotiations had been suc
cessful and that many countries had contributed to the elaboration of 
the draft. However, several delegations, in particular Mexico and
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Peru, supported by Ecuador, El Salvador, Indonesia and the Philip
pines, while considering the draft treaty a praiseworthy measure, ex
pressed reservations regarding some of its provisions.

Mexico specifically asked the representatives of the Soviet Union 
and the United States to clarify (a) the significance and scope of the 
exception applied to “ the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters” of a 
coastal State in paragraph 2 of article I; and (b) the significance and 
scope of paragraph 3 of article I, in connexion with article IX, dealing 
with nuclear-weapon-free zones. In reply to Mexico, the Soviet Union 
and the United States made statements of clarification which were 
included in the report of the First Committee on the item to the 
General Assembly.4

Peru submitted a series of amendments—one to amend the third 
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution to the effect that the 
General Assembly would recognize that it was in the interest of all 
mankind to ensure that the sea-bed and the ocean floor were used 
exclusively for peaceful purposes, and others to revise certain parts of 
the draft treaty, mainly by deleting references in articles I to IV to the 
definition of the outer limit of the sea-bed zone as referred to in the 
1958 Geneva Convention. With the exception of the amendment to the 
preamble of the draft resolution, which was unanimously adopted by 
the First Committee, the Peruvian amendments were rejected.

France held that the draft treaty did not sufficiently take into 
account the right of defence of coastal States and did not provide for 
demilitarization of the sea-bed or a genuine international control sys
tem. The draft resolution, as amended, together with the annexed draft 
treaty (for the text of the Treaty, see annex II) was approved by the 
First Committee by a vote of 91 to 2, with 6 abstentions. On 7 
December 1970, the General Assembly adopted the same text as 
resolution 2660 (XXV) by a vote of 104 in favour to 2 against (El 
Salvador and Peru), with 2 abstentions (Ecuador and France). It reads 
as follows: •

The General Assem bly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 F  (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,
Convinced that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean 

floor serves the interests of maintaining world peace, reducing international tensions and 
strengthening friendly relations among States,

Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the reservation of the sea-bed and 
the ocean floor exclusively for peaceful purposes,

H aving considered the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
dated 11 September 1970, and being appreciative of the work of the Conference on the 
draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other 
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof, annexed to the report,

Convinced  that this Treaty will further the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations,

1. Commends the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weap
ons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and 
in the Subsoil Thereof, the text of which is annexed to the present resolution;
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2. Requests the depositary Governments to open the Treaty for signature and 
ratification at the earliest possible date;

3. Expresses the hope for the widest possible adherence to the Treaty.

Further Developments

The Treaty was opened for signature on 11 February 1971, in the 
capitals of the three depositary Governments: the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States. It entered into force on 18 
May 1972 (for the text of the Treaty, see appendix II).

During the period 1971-1975, several members of the CCD, includ
ing Czechoslovakia, Mexico, Poland, Sweden and the USSR, spoke at 
various times about the importance they attached to continuing negotia
tions, in accordance with article V of the Treaty, for further demilitari
zation of the sea-bed and the ocean floor. At the 1974 session of the 
CCD, Mexico again drew attention to article V of the Treaty and 
stated that, despite the fact that more than three years had passed since 
the conclusion of the Treaty, the promised negotiations had not taken 
place.

In early 1975, Czechoslovakia, reminding the CCD that the Re
view Conference of States Parties to the Treaty would be meeting in 
Geneva, in 1977, in accordance with article VII, maintained that the 
CCD might appropriately begin a discussion of the problem of demili
tarization of the sea-bed. However, no such discussion was held at the 
1975 session of the CCD.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Official Records o f  the Disarmament Commission, Supplement fo r  1970, document 
CCD/269/Rev.2.

2. Ibid., document CCD/269/Rev.3.
3. Ibid., para. 52.
4. Official Records o f  the General A ssem bly, Twenty-fifth Session, Annexes, agenda 

item 27, document A/8198.
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C H A P T E R  V I I

Non-use of Force in International 
Relations and Permanent Prohibition 
of the Use of Nuclear Weapons

T h e  i t e m  e n t i t l e d  “ Non-use of force in international relations and 
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons” was included in 
the agenda of the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly in
1972, at the request of the Soviet Union.1 For the first time, the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons was explicitly associated 
with the renunciation of the use or threat of force as proclaimed in the 
Charter of the United Nations.

In requesting the inclusion of the item in the agenda, the Soviet 
Union stated that the consistent application by all States of the princi
ple of the renunciation of the use of force by means of weapons of any 
type and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
would constitute an important moral and political commitment that 
would bring about major positive changes in the international situation, 
contribute to the strengthening of international security, create favour
able conditions towards halting the arms race and achieving disarma
ment and allow States to devote more resources to their economic and 
social development.

Although the item, as formulated by the Soviet Union, had never 
before appeared on the agenda of the General Assembly, the idea of 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons had been the subject of consider
able discussion in the United Nations over the years. In 1961, such 
discussion resulted in. specific action, when the General Assembly 
adopted the Declaration on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear and 
Thermonuclear Weapons (resolution 1653 (XVI) of 24 November 
1961), which declared the use of nuclear weapons to be a violation of 
the United Nations Charter and a crime against humanity and civiliza
tion.

On 26 September 1972, during the general debate of the General 
Assembly, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR submitted a 
draft resolution on the subject,2 by which the General Assembly, noting 
that the renunciation of the use of force, as proclaimed in the Charter 
of the United Nations, was gaining ever wider international recogni
tion, would solemnly declare such renunciation, as well as the perma
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nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, and recommend that 
the Security Council take action to give the declaration binding force 
under Article 25 of the Charter.

In the debate, the USSR maintained that adoption of the resolu
tion would constitute an extremely significant contribution to the 
strengthening of international security and the prevention of armed 
conflicts. Further, if the non-use of force called for prohibiting the use 
of weapons of all types, all States would be in a position of equality, 
and none would receive unilateral military advantages. The measures 
proposed would bring about major positive changes in the international 
situation and create more favourable conditions for halting the arms 
race and achieving disarmament.

A number of speakers—including Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Chile, 
Cyprus, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Liberia, Saudi Arabia, Somalia and 
Yemen—supported the view that a new declaration, reaffirming the 
Charter principle of the non-use of force and linking it with the perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, was particularly neces
sary at a time when aggressive force was still being widely used and 
the threat of the use of nuclear weapons still existed. They believed 
measures of the type set forth in the draft resolution would enhance 
the growing trend towards international detente and peaceful coexis
tence.

Iran called the Soviet initiative an indication of a genuine desire 
to strengthen world peace, and Yugoslavia held that it was a prerequi
site for peaceful coexistence and co-operation among States, as well 
as a basic condition for international peace and security. Gabon also 
specifically denounced the use of force as encouraging the arms race 
and the stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction and called on the 
United Nations to devote itself, first and foremost, to ending that 
dangerous situation through general and controlled disarmament.

Albania and China spoke against the USSR proposal. China con
tended that the draft resolution made no clear distinction between 
aggression and self-defence and failed to express clearly support for 
just wars and opposition to unjust wars. It maintained that the proposal 
was, in effect, asking people to give up their armed struggle against 
aggression and was aimed at maintaining the nuclear monopoly of the 
super-Powers. It held, further, that the USSR text evaded the question 
of the complete prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons, the 
dismantling of foreign bases and the withdrawal of troops from foreign 
territories, as well as the question of the commitment not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons under any circumstances.

A revised version of the draft text, sponsored additionally by 
Afghanistan, Barbados, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Hungary, Indonesia, Iran, Jor
dan, Liberia, Mauritius, Mongolia, Nigeria, Poland, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Uganda, the Ukrainian SSR and Yemen, was subsequently 
submitted.
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By the preambular portion of the revised draft resolution, the 
Assembly, among other things, would note that renunciation of the use 
or threat of force was an obligation that all States should respect; 
reaffirm the inalienable right of States to self-defence against armed 
attack; recall the principle of the inadmissibility of acquisition of terri
tory by force and the inherent right of States to recover such territories 
by all means at their disposal; reaffirm its recognition of the legitimacy 
of the struggle of colonial peoples for their freedom by all appropriate 
means at their disposal; and recall the 1961 Declaration on the Prohibi
tion of the Use of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Weapons.

By the operative part of the revised draft, the Assembly would (a) 
solemnly declare, on behalf of the States Members of the Organiza
tion, their renunciation of the use or threat of force in all its forms and 
manifestations in international relations, in accordance with the Char
ter, and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons; and
(b) recommend that the Security Council should take appropriate meas
ures as soon as possible for the full implementation of the new Decla
ration.

The General Assembly adopted the revised draft resolution by a 
vote of 73 in favour to 4 against (including China), with 46 abstentions 
(including France, the United Kingdom and the United States), as 
resolution 2936 (XXVII).

Several of the many Members that abstained in the voting, includ
ing Brazil, the Ivory Coast, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom and the United States, endorsed the principle of non
use of force but held the general view, as specifically expressed by 
Japan, that United Nations Members were already under a Charter 
obligation to refrain in their international relations from the threat or 
use of force. The United States further maintained that the resolution 
did not distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate use of force, as 
did the Charter, and that the preambular provision of the resolution 
referring to the right of States to recover by all means territories lost 
by force would establish, beyond the provisions of the Charter, a right 
to use force in certain circumstances. In addition, the resolution re
ferred to the Assembly’s 1961 resolution on the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, which the United States had 
voted against. The United Kingdom supported the view that the opera
tive provisions of the resolution were ambiguous.

The resolution adopted by the General Assembly reads as 
follows:

The General Assem bly,
Noting  that renunciation of the use or threat of force as proclaimed in the Charter 

of the United Nations and reaffirmed in the Declaration on the Strengthening of Interna
tional Security, contained in General Assembly resolution 2734 (XXV) of 16 December 
1970, and the Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly 
Relations and Co-operation among States in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, contained in Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) of 24 October 1970, is an 
obligation that all States should respect,
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Noting with concern that the use of force in various forms is still occurring in 
violation of the Charter,

Bearing in mind that the threat of the use of nuclear weapons continues to exist, 
G uided  by the desire of all peoples to eliminate war and above all to prevent a 

nuclear disaster,
Reaffirming, in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter, the inalienable right of 

States to self-defence against armed attack,
Mindful of the principle of the inadmissibility of acquisition of territory by force and 

the inherent right of States to recover such territories by all the means at their disposal, 
Reaffirming its recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of colonial peoples for 

their freedom by all appropriate means at their disposal,
Recalling the Declaration on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear and Thermonu

clear Weapons, contained in General Assembly resolution 1653 (XVI) of 24 November 
1961,

Recalling further its resolution 2160 (XXI) of 30 November 1966 on the strict 
observance of the prohibition of the threat or use of force in international relations, and 
of the right of peoples to self-determination,

Believing that renunciation of the use or threat of force and prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons should be fully observed as a law of international life,

1. Solemnly declares, on behalf of the States Members of the Organization, their 
renunciation of the use or threat of force in all its forms and manifestations in interna
tional relations, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, and the perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons;

2. Recommends that the Security Council should take, as soon as possible, appro
priate measures for the full implementation of the present declaration of the General 
Assembly.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Twenty-seventh Session, Annexes, 
agenda item 25, document A/8793.

2. Ibid., document A/L.676.
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C H A P T E R  V I I I

Bilateral Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)

A f t e r  a  p r e l im in a r y  e x c h a n g e  o f  v ie w s  at meetings held in Hel
sinki from 17 November to 22 December 1969, the strategic arms 
limitation talks (SALT) between the representatives of the USSR and 
the United States opened in Vienna on 16 April 1970. Thus began the 
bilateral process of disarmament negotiations betweeji the two major 
nuclear Powers which had first been announced on 1 July 1968, the day 
that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons had been 
opened for signature. On that occasion, the USSR and the United 
States had declared their intention to enter into bilateral discussions on 
the “ limitation and reduction of both offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear-weapon delivery systems and systems of defense against ballis
tic missiles”

In 1970, SALT sessions were held in Vienna (16 April to 14 
August) and in Helsinki (2 November to 18 December).

Discussion by the CCD and General Assembly, 1970

In 1970, the CCD considered the SALT negotiations in the context of 
their relationship with other possible measures of nuclear disarma
ment. The hope was expressed that a successful outcome of the bilat
eral negotiations would contribute to the creation of a climate of 
greater confidence necessary to achieve further multilateral agree
ments, in particular, a comprehensive nuclear test ban, and would help 
consolidate the non-proliferation regime.

At its twenty-fifth anniversary session, the General Assembly 
adopted resolution 2661 A (XXV), sponsored by the 12 non-aligned 
members of the CCD and the United Arab Emirates. By that resolu
tion, the Assembly noted with satisfaction the continuation of bilateral 
negotiations between the USSR and the United States on the limitation 
of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear weapon systems and, 
expressing the belief that the possibilities for rapid success in the talks 
would increase if the nuclear-weapon Powers halted the development 
of new nuclear weapons, urged the two Powers to bring about an 
immediate halt in the nuclear arms race and to cease all testing, as well 
as deployment, of offensive and defensive nuclear weapon systems.
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The resolution was adopted by 102 votes to none, with 14 abstentions. 
The supporters of the resolution emphasised that it did not imply any 
criticism of SALT. The USSR voted in favour of the resolution, but 
France, the United Kingdom and the United States abstained. Can
ada, expressing support for the resolution, stated that it was unrealistic 
to expect rapid progress in the SALT negotiations, which involved the 
most fundamental security interests of the parties. The Netherlands, 
which abstained, felt that it would not be opportune to make specific 
recommendations concerning the conduct of the talks.

Bilateral Negotiations, 1971

In the course of further negotiations in Vienna (15 March to 28 May 
1971), the Soviet Union and the United States, on 20 May, issued a 
joint statement, released simultaneously in Moscow and Washington, 
which read as follows:

The Government of the United States, and the Soviet Union, after reviewing the 
course of their talks on the limitation of strategic armaments, have agreed to concentrate 
this year on working out an agreement for the limitation of the deployment of antiballistic 
missile systems (ABMs). They have also agreed that, together with concluding an agree
ment to limit ABMs, they will agree on certain measures with respect to the limitation 
of offensive strategic weapons.

Following further negotiations in Helsinki, from 8 July to 24 
September 1971, two agreements were signed by the Soviet Union and 
the United States in Washington on 30 September 1971: the Agreement 
on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War and the 
Agreement on Measures to Improve the USA-USSR Direct Communi
cations Link. Although the texts of those agreements were not offi
cially communicated to the United Nations, their contents are public 
knowledge. Under the Agreement to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of 
Nuclear War, the two parties undertook to maintain and improve their 
arrangements to guard against the accidental or unauthorized use of 
nuclear weapons; they also undertook to notify each other immediately 
in the case of any event, incident or situation which could create a risk 
of the outbreak of nuclear war and to take certain actions to avert such 
risk. Under the Agreement to Improve the USA-USSR Direct Com
munications Link, the parties undertook to increase the reliability of 
the link that had been established for use in time of emergency pur
suant to the agreement of 20 June 1963 (commonly known as the 
“ Hotline” Agreement) and to establish additional circuits between the 
two countries using satellite communications systems and additional 
terminals.

Discussion by the General Assembly, 1971

At the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly, in 1971, several 
Members referred positively to the USSR-USA bilateral talks and, in
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particular, to the joint statement of May 1971 and the agreement on the 
measures to reduce the risk of nuclear war. A number of Members, 
including Brazil, Ireland and Pakistan, expressed dissatisfaction, how
ever, with what they described as the slow pace of the negotiations and 
concern that an agreement at the talks might set only quantitative 
limitations without halting the qualitative arms race.

Bilateral Negotiations and Agreements, 1971-1972

The negotiations continued in Vienna from 15 November 1971 to 4 
February 1972 and in Helsinki from 28 March until the conference in 
Moscow of the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States in 
May 1972.

At the Moscow summit conference, the two parties signed, on 26 
May 1972, a Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Sys
tems, an Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to the 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and a Protocol to the Interim 
Agreement.

By the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, 
which was specified to be of unlimited duration, each party undertook 
not to deploy ABM systems or their components, except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and centered on the Party’s national capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no 
more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM radar 
complexes, the area of each complex being circular and having a diameter of no more than 
three kilometers; and

(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more 
than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential 
to corresponding ABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signature 
of the Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers, and 
(3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less than the potential 
of the smaller of the above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars.

Each party also undertook (a) not to develop, test or deploy ABM 
systems or components which were sea-based, air-based, space-based 
or mobile land-based; (b ) not to develop, test or deploy ABM launch
ers for launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time 
from each launcher; (c) not to modify deployed launchers to provide 
them with such a capability, (d ) not to develop, test or deploy auto
matic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for rapid reload of 
ABM launchers. On the other hand, subject to the provisions of the 
Treaty, modernization and replacement of ABM systems or their 
components could be carried out.

To assure the viability and effectiveness of the Treaty, each party 
undertook not to transfer to other States and not to deploy outside its
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national territory ABM systems or their components limited by the 
Treaty.

For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the 
provisions of the Treaty, each party undertook to use national techni
cal means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with 
generally recognized principles of international law and not to interfere 
with the national technical means of verification of the other party 
operating in accordance with such principles. Each party, moreover, 
undertook not to use deliberate concealment measures which would 
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the 
provisions of the Treaty.

By the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with respect to 
the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, which was to remain in 
force for a period of five years unless replaced earlier by an agreement 
on more complete measures limiting strategic offensive arms, the two 
parties undertook (a) not to start construction of additional fixed land- 
based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers after 1 July 
1972; (b ) not to convert land-based launchers for light ICBMs, or for 
ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launch
ers for heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time; (c) to limit 
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers and modem 
ballistic missile submarines to the numbers operational and under 
construction on the date of signature of the Interim Agreement, and, 
in addition, to launchers and submarines constructed under procedures 
established by the parties as replacements for an equal number of 
ICBM launchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 or for launchers 
on older submarines.

Subject to the provisions of the Interim Agreement, moderniza
tion and replacement of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launch
ers covered by the Agreement could be undertaken.

The provisions concerning verification of compliance were identi
cal to those applying under the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti- 
Ballistic Missile Systems.

In the Protocol to the Interim Agreement, the Parties agreed that 
for the period for which the Agreement remained in force:

The United States may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers on 
submarines (SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile submarines. The 
Soviet Union may have no more than 950 ballistic missile launchers on submarines and 
no more than 62 modem ballistic missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-mentioned 
levels, in the United States—over 656 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered 
submarines, and in the U .S.S.R.—over 740 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear- 
powered submarines, operational and under construction, may become operational as 
replacements for equal numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed 
prior to 1964 or of ballistic missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment of modem SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type, will be 
counted against the total level of SLBMs permitted for the United States and the 
U.S.S.R.
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The texts of the Agreements were circulated in a United Nations 
document dated 3 November 1972 at the request of Mexico,1 which 
drew attention to the need for the General Assembly to be kept 
informed of the progress, under the provisions of the comprehensive 
disarmament programme, of all negotiations and other acts concerning 
disarmament “ in whatever forum and form they may take place.” 2

Discussion by the CCD and General Assembly, 1972

At the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in 1972, a 
number of delegations made reference to the signing of the two major 
Agreements. While stressing the need for further measures of nuclear 
disarmament, several members of the Committee indicated that they 
viewed those Agreements as significant and promising achievements 
in the effort to restrain and turn back the nuclear arms race. Some 
delegations emphasized the need for new measures of a qualitative, as 
well as quantitative, nature.

Both the Soviet Union and the United States stressed that the 
Agreements represented a concrete expression of their intention to 
carry out the obligations assumed in article VI of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The USSR also expressed 
views on the problem of ensuring the full effectiveness and universality 
of agreements on disarmament, particularly those relating to nuclear 
disarmament.

At the twenty-seventh meeting of the General Assembly, in 1972, 
most speakers welcomed the Agreements concluded at the Moscow 
summit as a step in the right direction and a contribution to the 
prevailing atmosphere of world detente. However, many speakers 
stressed the urgent need for further agreements, dealing with both 
quantitative and qualitative limitations, at the second round of bilateral 
talks, which was scheduled to begin early in 1973.

Most of the views expressed in the debate were reflected in a draft 
resolution on the subject sponsored by the 12 non-aligned members of 
the CCD. The draft, noting with satisfaction the results of SALT I, (a) 
appealed to the United States and the Soviet Union to expedite further 
agreements, including important qualitative limitations and substantial 
reductions of strategic weapon systems, and (b) invited the two Gov
ernments to keep the General Assembly informed on the progress of 
their further negotiations.

The Soviet Union objected to both operative paragraphs of the 
draft resolution on the grounds that the first paragraph prejudged the 
scope of the limitations to be negotiated, thus putting forward condi
tions for future agreements, and that the second called for information 
difficult to supply in view of the complexity of the negotiations. The 
United States similarly objected on the ground that such a resolution 
could not further the cause of such complex negotiations.
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The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on 29 
November 1972 as resolution 2932 B (XXVII), by a recorded vote of 
87 to none, with 27 abstentions (including France, the USSR, the 
United Kingdom and the United States). China did not participate in 
the vote.

Bilateral Negotiations and Agreements, 1972-1973

The second phase of the SALT negotiations opened in Geneva on 21 
November 1972. During that phase of negotiations, the USSR and the 
United States, at a summit conference in Washington in June 1973, 
signed the Agreement on Basic Principles of Negotiations on the 
Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and the Agreement on 
Prevention of Nuclear War. The texts of those Agreements were 
circulated at the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly at the 
request of the two signatories.3 In 1974, they were circulated as docu
ments of the CCD at the request of Mexico.4

In the Agreement on Prevention of Nuclear War—which was of 
unlimited duration and entered into force upon signature—the two 
Parties stated that an objective of their policies was to remove the 
danger of nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons. Accordingly, 
they agreed to act in such a manner as to (a) prevent the development 
of situations capable of causing a dangerous exacerbation of their 
relations, (b) avoid military confrontations and (c) exclude the out
break of nuclear war between themselves and between either of the 
Parties and other countries. To realize the objective of removing the 
danger of nuclear war, they agreed to proceed from the premise that 
each party would refrain from the threat or the use of force against the 
other party, against the allies of the other party and against other 
countries in circumstances which might endanger international peace 
and security. They also committed themselves to enter into urgent 
consultations with each other whenever the risk of a nuclear conflict 
arose and maintained their right to inform the Security Council of the 
United Nations, the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the 
Governments of allied or other countries of the progress and outcome 
of such consultations.

Under the Agreement on Basic Principles of Negotiations on the 
Further Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, the USSR and the 
United States committed themselves to continuing active negotiations 
in order to work out a permanent agreement on more complete meas
ures on the limitation of strategic offensive arms, with the objective 
of signing it in 1974. They agreed that the limitations placed on stra
tegic offensive weapons could apply to both their quantitative aspects 
and qualitative improvement and that the limitations must be subject 
to adequate verification by national technical means. With regard to 
modernization and replacement, that would be permitted under condi
tions formulated in the agreements to be concluded.

134



During the meetings of the CCD in 1973, a number of States referred 
to the bilateral talks between the Soviet Union and the United States 
in the general context of nuclear disarmament. Some members stressed 
the importance of the Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War. 
The USSR held that the 1973 Agreements were indicative of the 
considerable effort made by the two parties to achieve maximum 
progress. Mexico recalled the General Assembly’s appeal to the 
USSR and the United States to expedite agreements including impor
tant qualitative limitations and substantial reductions in the nuclear 
arms race.

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly in 1973, the 
large majority of States referring to SALT welcomed the new Agree
ments with satisfaction and considered them a contribution to detente. 
Some members, however, expressed concern over the continuing nu
clear arms race, stressing the urgency of reaching agreement on the 
quantitative reduction and the restriction of qualitative development of 
nuclear weapons.

On 18 December, the General Assembly adopted resolution 3184 
A (XXVIII), sponsored by the non-aligned members of the CCD and 
Nepal. By that resolution, the General Assembly, after reaffirming its 
resolution 2932 B (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, appealed to the two 
Governments to bear in mind the necessity and urgency of reaching 
agreement on important qualitative limitations and substantial reduc
tions of their strategic nuclear weapon systems and invited the two 
Governments to keep the General Assembly informed in good time of 
the results of their negotiations. The recorded vote was 94 in favour 
to 1 against (Albania), with 19 abstentions. The USSR, the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France all abstained on the general 
grounds that the bilateral negotiations were not within the purview of 
the General Assembly and should therefore proceed along lines set by 
the parties concerned. China did not participate in the voting.

Discussion by the CCD and General Assembly, 1973

Bilateral Agreements, 1974

On 3 July 1974, it was announced in Moscow, in the communique 
issued by the Soviet Union and the United States at the conclusion of 
their summit conference, that the two sides had concluded that the 
1972 Interim Agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms 
should be followed by a new agreement between the two Governments 
which should be in force until 1985 and deal with both quantitative and 
qualitative limitations, and be completed at the earliest possible date 
before the expiration of the Interim Agreement in 1977. At the same 
time, the two sides signed a Protocol to the Treaty on the Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems which provided that each of the two 
parties was to be limited, at any one time, to a single ABM site, instead
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of the two permitted by the 1972 Treaty. The text of the Protocol was 
circulated, at the request of the two parties, as a document of the 
General Assembly.5 An additional Agreement, the Treaty on the Limi
tation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, was signed by the two 
Powers at the same summit meeting (see Chapter III, above).

At the USSR-United States meeting that took place in the Vladi
vostok area on 23-24 November 1974, an agreement of a guideline 
nature was reached on limitation of strategic offensive arms, by which 
the parties reaffirmed their intention to conclude a formal agreement 
on the limitation of strategic offensive arms to last through 1985 and 
considered that favourable prospects existed for completing the work 
on such an agreement in 1975 on the basis of the following provisions:

1. The new agreement will incorporate the relevant provisions of the interim agree
ment of May 26, 1972, which will remain in force until October, 1977.

2. The new agreement will cover the period from October, 1977, through Dec. 31, 
1985.

3. Based on the principle of equality and equal security, the new agreement will 
include the following limitations:

A. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate number of strategic 
delivery vehicles.

B. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate number of ICBMs 
and SLBMs equipped with multiple independently targetable warheads (MIRVs).

4. The new agreement will include a provision for further negotiations beginning no 
later than 1980-1981 on the question of further limitations and possible reductions of 
strategic arms in the period after 1985.

5. Negotiations between the delegations of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. to work out the 
new agreement incorporating the foregoing points will resume in Geneva in January 
1975.

Discussion by the CCD and General Assembly, 1974

At the 1974 session of the CCD, the further agreed limitation on 
antiballistic missile systems was widely welcomed.

At the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly, Mr. Kissin
ger, Secretary of State of the United States, and Mr. Gromyko, For
eign Minister of the USSR, emphasized the dangers involved in the 
existence of huge nuclear arsenals and the interests of not only the 
peoples of their countries but the whole world in achieving appropriate 
understandings and agreements. Mr. Kissinger stressed that, together 
with the USSR, the United States was seeking new quantitative and 
qualitative limitations of the strategic arms and intended to pursue the 
SALT negotiations with the seriousness of purpose they deserved. Mr. 
Gromyko emphasized that his Government also was firmly committed 
to seeking progress towards that end.

Although the general debate in the Assembly and the disarmament 
debate in the First Committee preceded the Vladivostok Agreement, 
several States showed active interest in the SALT developments. 
Many speakers, from both developing and developed countries, wel-
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corned, in particular, the 1974 Protocol to the ABM treaty. Some 
Members, however, as at previous Assembly sessions, expressed con
cern that there had been no substantial progress in curbing the nuclear 
arms race. China maintained that the SALT agreements served only 
the purpose of more intensified contention between the United States 
and the USSR for world hegemony.

On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted a draft 
resolution sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Mex
ico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and Yugoslavia as resolution 3261 C 
(XXIX). By the resolution, the General Assembly, inter alia, fully 
shared the deep concern reflected in the statements of the Secretary 
of State of the United States and the Foreign Minister of the USSR 
with regard to the gravity of the situation created by existing nuclear 
arsenals and the continued nuclear arms race; urged the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America to 
broaden the scope and accelerate the pace of their strategic arms 
limitation talks; stressed, once again, the necessity and urgency of 
reaching agreement on important qualitative limitations and substantial 
reductions of their nuclear weapon systems as a positive step towards 
nuclear disarmament; and invited the Governments of the USSR and 
the United States to keep the General Assembly informed in good time 
of the results.

On 31 January 1975, the SALT negotiations between the USSR 
and the United States were resumed in Geneva on the basis of the 
guideline Agreement reached in Vladivostok in November 1974.

Discussion by the CCD, 1975

When the CCD reconvened in Geneva on 4 March 1975, the Secre
tary-General, in his message to the CCD,6 stated:
the consideration given to nuclear questions in this Conference must take into account 
the bilateral talks on the limitation of strategic nuclear weapons, and the negotiations 
in the SALT are of critical importance to real progress. They have proved that some 
progress can be achieved, and in this context, the fact that a ceiling will be imposed on 
the development of strategic nuclear vehicles is a hopeful indication. But a more decisive 
and extended breakthrough on the limitation of strategic nuclear weapons is required if 
we are to entertain realistic hopes that this shadow can begin to recede.

In the ensuing discussion in the CCD, the United States described 
the Vladivostok Agreement on the limitation of strategic nuclear arms 
as a “breakthrough” , going far beyond the scope of the 1972 Interim 
Agreement on the same subject, and expressed confidence that a final 
agreement could be concluded in 1975 on that basis and that negotia
tions or further reductions could follow soon thereafter. The USSR 
also called the Agreement an important achievement. Some members 
allied with the United States and the Soviet Union also welcomed the 
Agreement. Japan and Pakistan believed that the ceilings on total 
number of nuclear vehicles set in the agreement were high and should
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be reduced but held that such ceilings were preferable to no ceilings 
at all. Most other members, however, considered the numerical ceil
ings unnecessarily high and urged early agreement to reduce them and 
to effect qualitative restrictions on the development of nuclear weap
ons systems.
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PART THREE

Other Measures of 
Arms Limitation and Disarmament





C H A P T E R  I X

Chemical and Biological Weapons

T h e  M e m b e r  S t a t e s  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t io n s  have increasingly 
shown awareness of the threat posed by chemical and biological weap
ons. Over the years, as the toxicity of these weapons and the poten
tial for their widespread use have increased, efforts have been made 
to ban them through international agreements in a way that would 
supplement and strengthen the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use 
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriolog
ical Methods of Warfare adopted and signed in Geneva in 1925.

Consideration by the CCD, 1970

In 1970, the CCD continued its work on the question of the elimination 
of chemical and biological weapons. The Committee had before it the 
draft convention for the prohibition of biological methods of warfare 
submitted in 1969 by the United Kingdom1 and the draft convention 
on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruc
tion of such weapons, submitted to the General Assembly in 1969 by 
nine Socialist States.2

The USSR and others held that a single instrument banning both 
chemical and biological weapons and based on national means of 
verification was the only effective approach to the problem, which 
could'be resolved by political decision rather than by concentrating on 
technical issues. The USSR believed that a separate approach to 
biological weapons would delay indefinitely the solution of the ques
tion of chemical weapons and, at the same time, stimulate research and 
development in that field.

The United States, the United Kingdom and several other Com
mittee members favoured a separate treatment of biological weapons 
and chemical weapons. The United States declared that, while it was 
committed to effective control of both types of weapon, it believed that 
a single instrument covering both was not feasible but that a simple ban 
on biological weapons alone could be achieved immediately. It felt that 
the question of chemical weapons posed a complex problem that would 
require more time and effort to resolve.
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On 14 April 1970, Hungary, Mongolia and Poland proposed 
amendments to the nine-Power draft convention which, among other 
things, specified the right of recourse to the Security Council in the 
case of suspected violation of the convention’s prohibitions. They also 
proposed the text of a draft Security Council resolution on the subject.

In late April, an informal meeting was held, with the participation 
of experts from six countries, which left unchanged the basic positions 
of the various members on the issue. The United States and other 
Western countries continued to favour further consideration of the 
technical aspects of the verification problem. The Soviet Union and 
most other members tended to regard the problem as mainly political.

On 30 June 1970, the United States proposed that toxins be added 
to the list of agents whose use would be prohibited under the provi
sions of the United Kingdom draft convention on the prohibition of 
biological methods of warfare. The United Kingdom agreed and subse
quently submitted a revision of its draft.

A number of proposals concerning the general approach to the 
question of chemical and biological weapons, the question of verifica
tion of a ban on those weapons and other issues were also presented 
to the Committee. Compromise proposals for a verification formula 
were suggested, in particular by Sweden and Yugoslavia, based on the 
principle of national means of verification, openness of information 
and the concept of “ verification by challenge” (a system whereby a 
party suspected of violations would find it in its interest to provide all 
available reassuring information, including possibly an invitation to 
other parties to inspect).

On 25 August 1970, the 12 non-aligned members of the Committee 
—Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Ni
geria, Pakistan, Sweden, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia— 
presented a joint memorandum,3 which, among other things, stated 
that it was essential that both chemical and biological weapons should 
continue to be dealt with together, regardless of what steps might be 
taken towards the prohibition of their development, production and 
stockpiling and their effective elimination from the arsenals of all 
States. The memorandum also declared that the issue of verification 
in respect of chemical and biological weapons was important and 
suggested that its solution be based on a combination of national and 
international measures that would complement and supplement each 
other.

The 12-Power position was welcomed by the USSR, particularly 
in respect of the statement that chemical and biological weapons 
should continue to be dealt with together.

In that connexion, the United States emphasized that there were 
inherent differences between chemical and biological weapons from 
the standpoint of arms limitation. The United States pointed to the 
advantages of reaching early agreement to the greatest extent possible 
and urged immediate negotiation of a convention to prohibit the produc
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tion and stockpiling of all biological weapons and toxins while studies 
proceeded on problems involved in full prohibition of chemical 
weapons.

Mexico proposed that, pending the negotiation of a comprehen
sive ban on chemical and biological weapons, States should renounce 
the use, manufacture and stockpiling of biological weapons by making 
unilateral declarations to coincide with the commemorative twenty- 
fifth session of the General Assembly scheduled to open in September 
of 1970.

Several Committee members, however, felt that such unilateral 
renunciations should not be regarded as a solution to the problem of 
prohibition of such weapons.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1970

During the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly, differences 
of opinion which had been expressed in previous years and at the 1970 
meetings of the CCD were again reflected in the debate. The USSR 
and many other Members continued to hold that chemical and biolog
ical weapons should be dealt with together in a single convention. On 
the other hand, the United States, the United Kingdom and a number 
of other Members continued to believe that it would be preferable and 
possible to reach early agreement on a separate convention banning 
biological weapons as a first step, though France doubted that that 
approach would facilitate the solution of the problem. Other Members 
feared that such an approach would undermine the Geneva Protocol.

Japan urged that there should be a full discussion of the question 
of an effective verification system before any draft was considered. 
Canada, Cyprus and Nigeria referred to the possibility of “ verification 
by challenge” within the context of a ban on chemical and biological 
weapons. Canada, however, held that chemical weapons posed prob
lems of a different dimension; measures additional to “ verification by 
challenge” might be necessary, and there might be need for both 
national and international procedures. Further definition of those 
procedures remained, in Canada’s view, one of the highest priority 
items for CCD consideration. Nigeria maintained that the concept of 
“ verification by challenge” could be applied to a ban on biological 
weapons, but would be inadequate in respect of chemical weapons and 
that neither intensive on-site inspection nor national self-control would 
constitute satisfactory verification. In Nigeria’s view, such verification 
of chemical weapons should be based on a combination of appropriate 
national and international measures.

The need to strengthen the Geneva Protocol by universal ad
herence, as well as observance, was stressed by many Members. 
The adherence to the Protocol by a number of States in 1970 was 
welcomed.

143



Yugoslavia informed the General Assembly of its decision to 
renounce unilaterally the manufacture and use of chemical and biolog
ical weapons.

Three draft resolutions were submitted: one by the United King
dom; another by Hungary, Mongolia and Poland; and a third by the 
12 non-aligned members of the CCD and Tunisia. Only the 13-Power 
draft resolution was pressed to a vote.

By the United Kingdom draft resolution,4 the General Assembly 
would (ia) call anew for strict observance of the principles and objec
tives of the 1925 Geneva Protocol; (b) welcome the action taken in 
1970 by a number of States to become parties to the Geneva Protocol;
(c) take note of (i) the draft convention by the United Kingdom, (ii) 
the draft convention by the nine Socialist Powers, and (iii) the joint 
memorandum by the 12 non-aligned members of the CCD.

Under the text proposed by Hungary, Mongolia and Poland,5 the 
General Assembly would (a) reaffirm its resolution 2162 B (XXI) of 
5 December 1966 and call anew for strict observance by all States of 
the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol; (b ) invite all 
States to accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol; (c) take note of the 
draft convention by the nine Socialist Powers and of the draft conven
tion by the United Kingdom; (d) consider that an agreement on chem
ical and biological weapons should provide for joint and full prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of those means of 
warfare and their exclusion from the arsenals of States; and (e) appeal 
to all States to take all the necessary steps to facilitate the achievement 
of such an agreement at the earliest possible date.

The non-aligned draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly on 7 December 1970, by 113 votes to none, with 2 absten
tions, as resolution 2662 (XXV).

It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Mindful of the increasing concern of the international community over develop

ments in the field of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,
Recalling its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968 and 2603 B (XXIV) 

of 16 December 1969,
Having considered  the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 
Noting the report entitled Chem ical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and 

the Effects o f  Their Possible Use, prepared by the Secretary-General in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 2454 A (X XIII), with the assistance of consultant experts, 
and the report of the World Health Organization’s group of consultants entitled Health 
A spects o f  Chemical and Biological Weapons,

Deeply convinced that the prospects for international peace and security, as well 
as the achievement of the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control, would be enhanced if the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for purposes of war were to end and 
if those agents were eliminated from all military arsenals,

Conscious of the need to maintain inviolate the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and to ensure its universal applicability,
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Conscious of the urgent need for all States that have not already done so to accede 
to the Geneva Protocol,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 1966 and calls anew for 
the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the Protocol for 
the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of 
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925;

2. Invites all States that have not already done so to accede to or ratify the Geneva 
Protocol;

3. Takes note of:
(a) The revised draft Convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of 

Warfare, submitted on 18 August 1970 to the Conference of the Committee on Disarma
ment by the United Kingdom of G reat Britain and Northern Ireland;

(b) The revised draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Produc
tion and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and on the 
Destruction of Such Weapons, submitted on 23 October 1970 to the General Assembly 
by Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics;

(c) The working papers, expert views and suggestions put forward in the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament and in the First Committee;

4. Takes further note of the joint memorandum on the question of chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare, submitted on 25 August 1970 to the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the United Arab Republic and 
Yugoslavia;

5. Commends the following basic approach, contained in the joint memorandum, for 
reaching an effective solution to the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
methods of warfare:

(a) It is urgent and important to reach agreement on the problem of chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare;

(/?) Both chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons should continue to be 
dealt with together in taking steps towards the prohibition of their development, produc
tion and stockpiling and their effective elimination from the arsenals of all States;

(c) The issue of verification is important in the field of chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons, and verification should be based on a combination of appropriate 
national and international measures, which would complement and supplement each 
other, thereby providing an acceptable system that would ensure the effective implemen
tation of the prohibition;

6. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue its 
consideration of the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of 
warfare, with a view to prohibiting urgently the development, production and stockpiling 
of those weapons and to their elimination from the arsenals of all States;

7. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to submit a report 
on the results achieved to the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents and records of the First Committee relating to questions 
connected with the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of 
warfare.

Consideration by the CCD, 1971

At the beginning of the 1971 session of the CCD, efforts for a compre
hensive solution of the problem of chemical and biological weapons 
continued without any immediate change in the positions of the parties.
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On 16 March 1971, Sweden submitted a working paper containing 
an outline of a model for a comprehensive agreement prohibiting chem
ical and biological weapons.6 Sweden proposed that the agreement 
should not include prohibitory rules against the use of such weapons, 
since their use had been dealt with in the 1925 Geneva Protocol; it 
should contain, on the other hand, an obligation not to develop, test, 
produce, stockpile or transfer chemical and biological weapons or 
agents. Verification should be based on a complaints procedure which 
would comprise a system of successive steps, including consultations, 
various fact-finding measures and, as a final step, the lodging of com
plaints with the United Nations Security Council.

On 30 March 1971, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongo
lia, Poland, Romania and the USSR introduced a draft convention on 
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
bacteriological (biological) weapons and toxins and on their' de
struction.7

According to the text, which consisted of a preamble and 14 
articles,*all States parties would undertake not to develop, produce, 
stockpile or otherwise acquire microbiological or other biological weap
ons or toxins and means of their delivery; would destroy them within 
a period of three months; and would take all necessary legislative and 
administrative measures to implement the provisions of the convention. 
Also, they would be able to lodge a complaint with the United Nations 
Security Council in case of violations of the provisions by other par
ties. Further, a conference of States parties would be held five years 
after the entry of the convention into force to review its operation.

In introducing the draft convention, the sponsors stressed that their 
position regarding the need to achieve the complete prohibition and 
elimination of chemical and biological weapons remained unchanged. 
The new draft convention on biological weapons, they said, was a 
compromise in a situation where the negative attitude of some Western 
Powers made an agreement on the comprehensive prohibition of chem
ical and biological weapons unlikely.

Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, India, Italy, Morocco, the Netherlands, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, the United Kingdom and the United States wel
comed the new draft convention as a positive step forward, but Mex
ico, Sweden and Yugoslavia continued to urge immediate negotiations 
on a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

On 5 August 1971, two separate but identical drafts of a conven
tion on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons and on their destruc
tion were submitted by (a) Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mon
golia, Poland, Romania and the USSR,8 and (b) the United States.9 
The identical draft conventions contained a preamble and 14 articles, 
as follows:

By the preamble, the States parties would recognize the impor
tance of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and reaffirm their adherence to the
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purposes and principles of that Protocol and call on all States to 
comply strictly with them; recognize that an agreement on the prohibi
tion of biological and toxin weapons represented a first possible step 
towards the achievement of effective measures for the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons; and 
express their determination to continue negotiations to that end.

Article I provided for an undertaking not to develop, produce, 
stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain biological agents or toxins that 
had no justification for prophylactic or other peaceful purposes, as well 
as weapons and means of delivery designed to use such agents or 
toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

Article II provided for the destruction or diversion to peaceful 
purposes within an agreed period of time of those agents, weapons, 
toxins and means of delivery.

Article III prohibited any transfers of those objects.
Article IV provided that States parties would take necessary 

measures to prohibit and prevent any activity prohibited under the 
convention on their territory or under their jurisdiction or control 
anywhere.

Article V dealt with the consultation and co-operation among 
parties in implementing the convention.

Article VI dealt with the complaints procedure in the case of 
violation of the convention, i.e., States parties might lodge a complaint 
with the Security Council and would undertake to co-operate in any 
Security Council investigations.

Article VII provided that nothing in the convention should be 
interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the obligations 
assumed under the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 for the Prohibition 
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of 
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.

Article VIII provided for an undertaking to conduct negotiations 
with a view to prohibiting chemical weapons.

Article IX dealt with international co-operation in peaceful uses 
of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins.

Article X dealt with amendments to the convention.
Article XI provided for the convening of a conference to review 

the operation of the convention.
Article XII contained a withdrawal clause.
Articles XIII and XIV dealt with signatures and ratifications, 

authentic languages and depositary Governments of the convention.
In introducing the revised draft convention, the USSR said that 

the text reflected the opinions expressed by a number of CCD mem
bers. Among other things, it recognized the significance of the 1925 
Geneva Protocol and reaffirmed adherence to its purposes and princi
ples, noting that one of its important objectives was to ensure the 
eventual complete prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.
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The United States also held that the draft convention would in no 
way detract from continued efforts to ban chemical weapons and that 
it would strengthen the Geneva Protocol. Moreover, inclusion of a ban 
on toxins would significantly broaden the scope of this first agreement 
in the field of chemical and biological weapons.

Almost all Committee members welcomed the submission of the 
two identical draft conventions as a suitable basis for negotiations on 
a broadly acceptable draft to be submitted to the General Assembly 
at its twenty-sixth session.

However, 11 non-aligned members jointly submitted a number of 
written draft amendments10 which would (a) ensure a solid link 
between the banning of chemical weapons and of biological weapons, 
as well as the allocation of a substantial portion of the savings derived 
from disarmament to promoting economic and social development, 
particularly in developing countries; (b) add a new paragraph to draft 
article V providing that the proposed consultation and co-operation 
among parties might also be undertaken through appropriate interna
tional procedures within the framework of the United Nations; and (c) 
expand the provision dealing with the peaceful uses of biological agents 
and toxins by stipulating that States parties to the convention should 
co-operate in contributing to the further development and application 
of scientific discoveries in the field of bacteriology for prevention of 
disease or other peaceful purposes.

In addition, Mexico suggested that a new article be inserted to 
provide that States parties undertake to refrain from any further devel
opment, production or stockpiling for weapons purposes of highly 
toxic chemical agents, pending an agreement on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons. Morocco proposed that the international com
munity should be notified, through the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, of the destruction of biological and toxin agents as 
provided for in the convention and that a new article be added pro
viding for humanitarian assistance to a State party to the convention 
which requested it and was exposed, in violation of the convention, to 
dangers resulting from biological agents or toxins intended for military 
purposes.

Hungary, Mongolia and Poland submitted a working paper con
taining a draft Security Council resolution, by which the Council 
would declare its readiness to consider immediately any complaints 
lodged under the draft convention; take all necessary measures to 
investigate such complaints; inform States parties of the results; and 
call on all States parties to co-operate for those purposes.11

Canada, Japan, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom felt that 
the convention should prohibit the use of biological weapons, as well 
as their production. On the other hand, the USSR and the other 
sponsors of the draft convention, as well as Egypt, India, Mexico, 
Morocco, Pakistan and Yugoslavia, considered the question of the use 
of biological weapons to have been solved by the 1925 Geneva Proto
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col. They believed that the inclusion of a prohibition of the use of 
biological weapons might give rise to negative results and, in partic
ular, might be used for misinterpretation of the Protocol.

On 28 September 1971, a revised draft convention was submitted 
by Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Italy, Mongolia, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, the USSR, the United Kingdom and 
the United States.12 The principal revisions in the newly revised draft 
convention were the following:

The preambular paragraphs referring to the significance of the 
1925 Geneva Protocol and reaffirming the adherence of States parties 
to the principles and objectives of that Protocol were given promi
nence.

The phrase “ never in any circumstances” was added to the under
taking in article I by which States parties agreed not to develop, 
produce, stockpile or retain bacteriological (biological) weapons or 
toxins.

The phrase “ whatever their origin or method of production” was 
added to the reference to toxins in the same article, thus, the sponsors 
noted, broadening the definition of toxins. An exclusion from the ban 
of agents or toxins for “ protective” purposes was also added.

The undertaking of States parties to consult with one another, set 
forth in article V, was further defined to include consultations and co
operation through appropriate international procedures within the 
framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

A new article (article VII) was added, by which States parties 
would undertake to provide or support assistance, in accordance with 
the United Nations Charter, to any party requesting it, if the Security 
Council decided that such party had been exposed to danger as a result 
of violation of the convention.

The article providing for co-operation for peaceful purposes was 
expanded to include an undertaking by States parties to co-operate 
with other States or international organizations in the further develop
ment and application of scientific discoveries in the field of bacteriol
ogy (biology) for prevention of disease or for other peaceful purposes.

Members of the CCD generally expressed satisfaction with the 
consensus achieved. The draft convention was annexed to the report 
of the CCD to the General Assembly, and the Committee expressed 
the hope that it would be commended by the Assembly and opened for 
signature at an early date.

On 28 September 1971, the 12 non-aligned members of the CCD 
submitted a joint memorandum in which they emphasized their posi
tion concerning the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.13 
Though noting that since 1970 developments had taken place in the 
negotiations, “ as a result of which it would only seem possible, at the 
present stage, to elaborate a convention on the prohibition of bacterio
logical (biological) and toxin weapons and on their destruction” , they 
stated that “ the group wishes to emphasize the immense importance
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and urgency of reaching agreement on the elimination of chemical 
weapons as well”

Consideration by General Assembly, 1971

At the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly a majority of 
States gave general support to the draft convention on biological weap
ons and welcomed it as the first measure of genuine disarmament, 
providing, as it did, for the elimination of one type of weapon of mass 
destruction. At the same time, a number of members expressed disap
pointment that it had not been possible to achieve a joint prohibition 
of chemical and biological weapons. In that connexion, they under
lined the importance of the relevant provisions of the preamble, as well 
as of article IX of the draft convention, reflecting the link between the 
prohibition of biological weapons and chemical weapons.

Most Members shared the view that the draft convention did not 
detract from the obligations resulting from the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
but on the contrary, that it strengthened them. The USSR and the 
United States observed that the phrase “ never in any circumstances 
to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain” in 
article 1 of the draft convention made it clear that it would apply 
equally in times of peace and war—and thus rendered inapplicable, as 
far as the use of biological weapons was concerned, the reservations 
of many parties to the Geneva Protocol by which they retained the 
right to use weapons covered by the Protocol under certain circum
stances.

On the verification aspects, most Members shared the view that 
the complaints procedure set forth in the draft convention was based 
on an appropriate combination of national and international means, 
and they welcomed the specific role assigned to the Security Council. 
Sweden, however, supported by Austria, Brazil, Pakistan and Turkey, 
requested some guarantees against the possible use of the veto by the 
Security Council’s permanent members and felt that the complaint 
provisions should not be susceptible of interpretation that would en
able the permanent members to enjoy discriminatory protection. 
France held that the verification and complaints procedures of the 
draft convention were insufficient. Australia, Brazil, Ceylon and Tur
key suggested that the Secretary-General would constitute a better 
medium than the Security Council for the investigation of complaints.

A number of States expressed dissatisfaction that the draft conven
tion did not include acknowledgement of the principle that a substantial 
proportion of savings derived from disarmament measures should be 
devoted to the promotion of economic and social development, particu
larly in developing countries, but they subsequently welcomed the 
inclusion of that principle in the preamble of resolution 2826 (XXVI), 
by which the General Assembly commended the draft convention.
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General Assembly resolution 2826 (XXVI) was adopted by a vote 
of 110 to none, with 1 abstention (France). Attached to it was the text 
of the Convention (see appendix III). The resolution proper reads as 
follows:

The General A ssem bly ,
Recalling its resolution 2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970,
Convinced of the importance and urgency of eliminating from the arsenals of States, 

through effective measures, such dangerous weapons of mass destruction as those using 
chemical or bacteriological (biological) agents,

H aving considered  the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament 
dated 6 October 1971, and being appreciative of its work on the draft Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, annexed to the report,

Recognizing the important significance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and conscious also of the contribution 
which the said Protocol has already made, and continues to make, to mitigating the 
horrors of war,

N oting  that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction 
provides for the parties to reaffirm their adherence to the principles and objectives of 
that Protocol and to call upon all States to comply strictly with them,

Further noting that nothing in the Convention shall be interpreted as in any way 
limiting or detracting from the obligations assumed by any State under the Geneva 
Protocol,

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility of 
bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons,

Recognizing that an agreement on the prohibition of bacteriological (biological) and 
toxin weapons represents a first possible step towards the achievement of agreement on 
effective measures also for the prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons,

Noting  that the Convention contains an affirmation of the recognized objective of 
effective prohibition of chemical weapons and, to this end, an undertaking to continue 
negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures 
for the prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling and for their destruc
tion, and on appropriate measures concerning equipment and means of delivery specifi
cally designed for the production or use of chemical agents for weapons purposes,

Convinced  that the implementation of measures in the field of disarmament should 
release substantial additional resources, which should promote economic and social 
development, particularly in the developing countries,

Convinced that the Convention will contribute to the realization of the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

1. Commends the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion, the text of which is annexed to the present resolution;

2. R equests the depositary Governments to open the Convention for signature and 
ratification at the earliest possible date;

3. Expresses the hope for the widest possible adherence to the Convention.

The Convention was opened for signature on 10 April 1972 
and entered into force on 26 March 1975 (for the text of the Conven
tion. see appendix III).
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In response to the widespread call for the early and complete 
prohibition of chemical weapons, two draft resolutions dealing with the 
question were also submitted to the General Assembly. The first14 
was sponsored by a large number of Eastern and Western States, and 
the other15 by a large number of non-aligned Members. Subsequently, 
both texts were replaced by a single draft resolution sponsored by 63 
Eastern, Western and non-aligned States, which the Assembly adopted 
on 16 December 1971 by a vote of 110 to none, with 1 abstention 
(France), as resolution 2827 A (XXVI).

In that resolution, the Assembly noted with satisfaction that the 
Convention on bacteriological weapons contained an affirmation of the 
recognized objective of effective prohibition of chemical weapons and 
an undertaking to negotiate in good faith to that end. The Assembly, 
accordingly, asked the CCD to continue, as a matter of high priority, 
its negotiations, with a view to reaching early agreement on effective 
measures for the prohibition of the development, production and stock
piling of chemical weapons and for their elimination from the arsenals 
of all States, and to report the results to the next session of the General 
Assembly. It also asked the CCD to take into account in its further 
work: (a) the elements contained in the 12-Power memorandum sub
mitted to the CCD on 28 September 1971 and (b) other proposals and 
views put forward in the CCD and in the First Committee. The 
Assembly urged Governments to take all steps that might contribute 
to a successful outcome of the CCD negotiations and facilitate early 
agreement on effective measures to prohibit chemical weapons. Fi
nally, reaffirming its resolution 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 1966, and 
calling anew for strict observance of the principles and objectives of 
the Geneva Protocol, it invited all States which had not already done 
so to accede to or ratify that Protocol.

Another resolution was adopted by the Assembly in support of the 
proposal by Mexico for a moratorium on the development, production 
and stockpiling of highly toxic agents. In that resolution, which was 
sponsored by 14 Members, the General Assembly urged all States, 
pending agreement on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons 
and their destruction, to undertake to refrain from any further develop
ment, production or stockpiling of those chemical agents for weapons 
purposes which, because of their degree of toxicity, had the highest 
lethal effects and were not usable for peaceful purposes. The resolu
tion was adopted on 16 December 1971 by a vote of 101 to none, with 
10 abstentions (including Romania and the United States and some 
other Western States), as resolution 2827 B (XXVI).

Consideration by the CCD, 1972

In 1972, the CCD continued to discuss the question of a ban on 
chemical weapons, particularly the issues of the scope and verification 
of such a prohibition.
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On 29 February, in addressing the Committee, Secretary-General 
Waldheim stated:

In the field of chemical and biological weapons, an encouraging first step has been 
taken during the past year. The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 
Their Destruction has the distinction of being the first international agreement on a 
measure of actual disarmament; it will result in the destruction of a small but not 
negligible part of the world’s stockpile of weapons of mass destruction bearing the stigma 
of particular horror. Its significance will be vastly increased when it is complemented, 
as the General Assembly has urged, and as indeed the treaty itself prescribes, by a 
similar ban on the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The 
Assembly has also called for an immediate halt in the development, production and 
stockpiling of the most lethal chemical weapons, pending agreement on the complete 
prohibition of all chemical weapons. I am confident that the Conference will put forward 
the most strenuous efforts in order to fulfil the specific mandates of the General 
Assembly concerning chemical weapons.

On 28 March 1972, the Socialist members of the CCD submitted 
a draft convention on the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction,16 the 
provisions of which followed along the lines of the Convention on 
biological weapons. The draft convention proposed a comprehensive 
approach to the problem by applying a so-called “ purpose criterion” 
to the scope of the prohibition, i.e., the concept that the ban should 
include all chemical agents of types and in quantities having no justifica
tion for peaceful purposes. On the question of control, the sponsors 
held that the draft provided for both national and international forms 
of control. The international control procedures included recourse to 
the Security Council and the conduct of investigations by it. The draft 
also contained provisions with regard to assistance to a State which 
might be exposed to danger as a result of violation of the convention.

In introducing the draft, the Soviet Union expressed the hope that 
it would serve as a basis for concrete negotiations to achieve an 
agreement on the comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons. The 
USSR also stressed the view that a system of purely international 
controls was not possible because of the interrelationship between 
military and peaceful production of chemical agents. Consequently, 
there should be a reasonable combination of national and international 
forms of control.

The draft convention was generally well received by the non- 
aligned members of the CCD. On the other hand, the United States, 
supported by some other Western members, held that it was premature 
to attempt to decide which provisions (including provisions on verifica
tion and control) might be included in an agreement banning chemical 
weapons before the CCD had reached an understanding of the best 
way to handle the underlying problems.

Concerning the scope of the activities and agents to be banned, 
the United Kingdom stated that, while the desired goal was a compre
hensive ban, there could be advantage in isolating the easier problems 
and completing work on them first. It wondered whether it would be
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possible to achieve the comprehensive objective in two stages: one, the 
elimination of stockpiles (with a freeze on production) and, two, the 
elimination of productive capacity. Brazil took the position that the 
first stage of a comprehensive prohibition should be the elimination of 
existing stockpiles, verified by direct international methods, with the 
cessation of production, while the second—in which indirect methods 
of verification might become politically acceptable—would be the pro
hibition of development and production.

Japan thought the CCD should consider whether or not it was 
technically possible for any chemical agents available for weapons 
purposes to be prohibited outright without hindering the peaceful uses 
of those agents.

Italy stressed the need for internationally adopted, uniform cri
teria and suggested the establishment of an international committee of 
experts to determine acceptable technical criteria for the identification 
of the agents to be banned and to keep such criteria up to date.

On the question of verification, the United Kingdom maintained 
that there should be a strict proportion between the scope of the 
prohibitions in an agreement and the means of verification. It also 
expressed the view that one should either accept the need for interna
tional on-site inspection, with all the practical and political problems 
involved, or decide what measures might be agreed without the assur
ances such inspection could provide.

At the request of Italy and Sweden, supported by other members, 
informal meetings of the CCD took place in July 1972, with the partici
pation of chemical warfare experts from nine member States. The 
discussion at those meetings centred on the questions pertaining to the 
definition of the chemical agents to be covered by a chemical weapons 
convention and to verification methods. There was also discussion of 
the environmental and other aspects of the destruction of chemical 
agents and of practical questions regarding peaceful applications of 
certain agents. Members of the CCD found these informal meetings 
of great value in promoting their work towards prohibiting chemical 
weapons and shared the view that such technical exchanges would 
contribute to the effectiveness of any convention on banning chemical 
weapons.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

At the twenty-seventh session of the General Assembly, many Mem
bers again stressed the need for a comprehensive approach to a chem
ical weapons ban and expressed regret that the CCD had been unable 
to achieve agreement. They also recalled that the parties to the Conven
tion on biological weapons had undertaken, in article IX, to continue 
negotiations in good faith, with a view to reaching early agreement on 
a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. Several Members also 
held that the complexity of the verification problem should not prevent
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an immediate elaboration of a draft agreement. They maintained that 
a verification system based on a combination of suitable national and 
international measures should be acceptable.

Those Socialist countries which had submitted the draft conven
tion to the CCD urged that the necessary political decisions should be 
made without delay and stressed that their own draft convention could 
serve as a basis for constructive and concrete talks. The United States 
held that the scope and verification of the ban were the central prob
lems and hoped that the General Assembly would encourage the CCD 
to continue to consider the various approaches to those problems.

Twenty-two Members, including non-aligned, Eastern and 
Western States, submitted a draft resolution by which the General 
Assembly would reaffirm the recognized objective of effective prohibi
tion of chemical weapons ; reiterate to that end the request made to the 
CCD in resolution 2827 A (XXVI) to continue negotiations, as a 
matter of high priority, with a view to reaching early agreement on 
effective measures for the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and for their destruction; and 
stress the importance of working towards the complete realization of 
the objective of effective prohibition of chemical weapons as set forth 
in the resolution and urge Governments to work to that end. The 
General Assembly would also invite all States that had not yet done 
so to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and call anew for the strict 
observance by all States of the principles and objectives contained 
therein. The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on 
29 November 1972 by 113 votes to none, with 2 abstentions (China and 
France), as resolution 2933 (XXVII).

Consideration by the CCD, 1973

During the 1973 meetings of the CCD, the Soviet Union and other 
Socialist members continued to advocate an early beginning of con
crete negotiations, with a view to elaborating a generally acceptable 
draft convention. They emphasized that, while proposing their draft as 
a basis for negotiations, they were ready to consider any reciprocal 
proposals aimed at achieving the desired goal.

Ten non-aligned members of the Committee—Argentina, Brazil, 
Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia—submitted a working paper calling for a comprehensive 
ban on chemical weapons.17 On the question of verification, they 
suggested a combination of national and international means, the 
former to include consultation and co-operation among the States 
parties, and the latter to be carried out by an independent international 
control organ.

Sweden further proposed a system of “ amplified verification” , 
involving the simultaneous application of a number of different verifica
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tion methods to ensure the required degree of assurance against pos
sible violation of a comprehensive agreement.

The United States held that the verification articles of the Socialist 
draft convention did not provide for the necessary effective interna
tional control and reiterated its view that the question of effective 
controls required further study. On the other hand, the Soviet Union 
continued to oppose on-site inspections, adding that the insistence of 
some members on impractical control measures blocked the way to 
progress. Japan expressed the view that provisions for on-site inspec
tions would be necessary in a comprehensive ban and that, if such 
inspections could not be generally accepted, other possibilities would 
have to be considered.

Canada and the Netherlands held that the CCD should give 
thought to an initial partial measure; but the 10 non-aligned members 
continued to oppose partial measures as discriminatory to countries 
not possessing chemical weapons. Brazil maintained that any meaning
ful agreement should begin with the total elimination of all existing 
stockpiles of chemical weapons.

Later in the session, Canada and Japan each submitted a working 
paper. Canada, in its working paper,18 suggested that, to a treaty based 
on a general purpose criterion, there might be annexed definitions of 
agents specifically banned, such as recognized super-toxic agents, as 
well as all agents above a lower toxicity threshold, as agreed upon by 
a group of international experts. Exemptions could be made, under 
that concept, for agents in the lower category having significant civilian 
uses.

In its working paper,19 Japan suggested that agreement be reached 
on a convention that would call for a comprehensive ban on all chem
ical agents that might be used for weapons purposes and included a 
supplementary document temporarily limiting the over-all ban to the 
development and production of super-toxic chemical agents, while 
effective verification measures were being worked out to make pos
sible a ban on less toxic agents and on all chemical weapons stockpiles. 
Verification measures, under the proposed arrangement, would consist 
of a combination of national and international means, involving an 
international verification organization and “ inspection by co-opera
tion” , the details of which would be set forth in an added provision to 
the supplementary document.

Both the USSR and the United States reacted positively to the 
Japanese proposal.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1973

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, many Mem
bers expressed regret that the CCD had once again failed to achieve 
an agreed text of a treaty banning chemical weapons and stressed the 
need for an early solution of the problem. Nevertheless, the same
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differences of opinion that had marked previous Assembly sessions 
and the 1973 meetings of the CCD, particularly those concerning the 
scope of the prohibition and effective verification, were reflected in the 
debate.

There was no change in the positions of the parties concerned. 
The United States explained that it had not submitted a concrete 
proposal to the CCD because it had been unable to devise one which 
would have been to the advantage of all the parties concerned. The 
United Kingdom stressed that there must be effective international 
control, a feature which was more essential for a ban on chemical 
weapons than for the Convention on biological weapons. France fa
voured a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, but only on 
the condition that it would be accompanied by effective international 
control. China stressed the need for the complete ban and thorough 
destruction of chemical and biological weapons and stated that the 
Soviet Union and the United States were using the problem to cover 
their real intention of continuing the arms race.

On 7 November 1973, 26 non-aligned countries submitted a draft 
resolution which was subsequently revised and sponsored by three 
more non-aligned countries. It was further amended orally on 26 No
vember by the sponsors themselves. By the revised draft resolution, as 
orally amended, the General Assembly would request the CCD to 
continue negotiations, as a matter of high priority, with a view to 
reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of 
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons 
and for their elimination from the arsenals of States; reaffirm its hope 
for the widest possible adherence to the Convention on biological 
weapons; invite all States concerned to accede to the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925; and request the CCD to report on the results of its negotia
tions to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session.

The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly on 6 
December 1973, by 118 votes to none, as resolution 3077 (XXVIII). 
China and France did not participate in the vote. •

Consideration by the CCD, 1974

In a message to the 1974 opening session of the CCD, the Secretary- 
General repeated his conviction that the stage had been reached for all 
concerned to move on to concrete negotiations towards the complete 
realization of the objective of effective prohibition of chemical weap
ons. He expressed the hope that the CCD would urgently engage 
itself in such negotiations in accordance with General Assembly resolu
tion 3077 (XXVIII) and article IX of the Convention on biological 
weapons.

In April 1974, Japan submitted a draft Convention on the Prohibi
tion of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical 
Weapons and on their Destruction20 based on its working paper of
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1973. It proposed a gradual approach to a ban on chemical weapons. 
It had 20 articles, and 3 blank annexes.

Articles I to III provided for a comprehensive ban on the develop
ment, production, stockpiling and transfer of all chemical weapons. 
Article IV provided for the temporary exclusion from the ban of 
certain less toxic agents, to be listed in an annex (annex I), and article 
X III pledged that negotiations would continue for the early elimination 
of those agents. Articles V-X provided for the creation and operation 
of an international verification agency to which national organs would 
report, in accordance with provisions contained in an annex to the 
draft (annex II). The agency would, among other functions (a) observe 
all destructions and diversions to peaceful uses, (b) consider reported 
violations and (c) conduct on-site inspections of a suspected party by 
invitation or acceptance. The details of the composition and functions 
of the agency would be provided for in another annex (annex III). The 
draft further provided that the refusal of any party to accept inspec
tions might be reported to the Security Council. Article XI provided 
for assistance to any party which had been exposed to the danger of 
chemical weapons. Article XII provided that nothing in the convention 
should be interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the 
obligations assumed under the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the Con
vention on biological weapons. Article XIV provided for a guarantee 
of peaceful uses of chemical agents. Article XV defined the three 
annexes as an integral part of the convention. Articles XVI to XX 
dealt with amendments, review, duration, right of withdrawal, signa
ture, ratification, entry into force and depositary arrangements.

Although some reservations were expressed, particularly by So
cialist members of the CCD, the Japanese draft convention was favour
ably received. Hope was expressed that it would help to activate 
negotiations on the subject.

The USSR expressed the hope that the Japanese initiative would 
encourage other Western States to define their position and stated that 
serious negotiations could take place only after the specific positions 
of the United States and other Western countries on the Socialist and 
Japanese draft conventions were known.

The United States held that the gradual approach of the Japanese 
draft convention was consistent with the basic principle upheld by the 
United States, namely, that the scope of limitations should be related 
to the possibilities for effective verification.

For its part, Japan noted that the scope in the Japanese draft 
convention was based on the purpose criterion (i.e., the concept that 
the ban should include those chemical agents that had no justification 
for peaceful purposes) and that the draft convention covered all activi
ties, including stockpiling. Japan also noted that there appeared to be 
no objection to including super-toxic organophosphorus compounds in 
the scope of an immediate ban and urged a similar immediate inclusion 
of mustard-type agents.
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The USSR, while appreciating that the Japanese draft had 
adopted the purpose criterion approach used in the Socialist draft 
convention, held that it did not give any definite answer to the question 
of what the exceptions and exclusions might be. That view was shared 
by many Socialist and non-aligned members.

The United States maintained that the scope of the agreement on 
chemical weapons could be progressively broadened by reducing the 
list of exempted agents and by the elimination of stockpiles. It hoped 
that Japan would clarify whether the draft conventions envisaged nego
tiation of further agreements, including those on effective verification 
measures, the destruction of stockpiles and reduction of the list of 
exempted agents.

With respect to the scope of the proposed convention, a number 
of members, including Italy, Mongolia and the Netherlands, raised the 
question of how to deal with binary weapons (i.e., weapons containing 
two or more non-toxic chemical agents which mix to become toxic 
while travelling towards the target).

A number of members commented extensively on the general 
problem of verification and on the international system of control 
envisaged in the Japanese draft convention. The United Kingdom 
noted that the establishment of an international verification agency 
having independent standing and the right to initiate a number of 
significant actions was an interesting idea which should be developed 
further. Canada stated that article V of the Japanese draft, calling for 
international inspection of the destruction of declared stocks of chem
ical weapons, was an essential element in verifying adherence to the 
first phase of an agreement. Canada was not convinced, however, that 
a comprehensive ban, as well as an interim ban, could be adequately 
verified through a “ challenge system” such as that proposed in the 

. Japanese draft. Sweden expressed the view that a convention without 
provisions for international verification could not be regarded as hav
ing any greater value than equivalent unilateral declarations. It further 
held that the size and the cost of the proposed international verification 
agency should be kept as low as possible and that some of the experi
ence in verification accumulated by several international bodies could 
be applied to the activities of the proposed agency. It could not share 
the opinion expressed by some delegations that international inspec
tion of the destruction of chemical weapons would lead to disclosure 
of industrial secrets. Italy believed that the problem of verification of 
a ban on chemical weapons could be solved through the adoption of 
appropriate national and international systems of control, with the 
international verification agency playing an important role in that 
regard.

Japan suggested that the effectiveness of various verification meas
ures should be examined further and that the scope of agents to be 
prohibited could be examined on the basis of the results achieved. The 
USSR referred to the difficulties that would arise from international
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verification of the production of chemical agents—especially dual- 
purpose agents—and from verification of research. It maintained that 
such verification could raise the question of the protection of the rights 
of industrial and intellectual property and, under certain circum
stances, if some of the international observers abused their rights, 
could even facilitate the proliferation of chemical weapons. In the 
opinion of the USSR, international verification of the cessation of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons was 
impractical.

The Soviet Union and the United States, referring to the agree
ment in principle they had reached at the Moscow summit meeting in 
July 1974 to consider a joint initiative in the CCD with respect to the 
conclusion, as a first step, of an international convention dealing with 
the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical warfare, reaffirmed their 
commitment to achieve progress towards solution of the problem of 
chemical weapons. All speakers commended the intended joint initia
tive as a positive contribution to the work of the CCD.

At the request of Sweden, supported by other members, informal 
meetings of the CCD took place in July 1974, with the participation 
of experts from 13 member States. The related questions of scope and 
verification of a ban on chemical weapons were the principal subjects 
discussed. Working papers were presented for discussion by Canada, 
Finland, Japan, Sweden and the United States. The meetings were 
generally viewed as a valuable contribution to the understanding and 
clarification of the problems involved in achieving a ban on chemical 
weapons.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

At the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly a draft resolution 
along the general lines of that adopted at the previous session was 
sponsored by Afghanistan, Argentina, Austria, Canada, Egypt, Fin
land, Hungary, India, Mongolia, Poland, Sweden, the Ukrainian So
viet Socialist Republic and Yugoslavia, subsequently joined by Bel
gium, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Morocco, Nepal, the Netherlands, 
Nigeria and Portugal.

The draft text was adopted without a vote by the General Assem
bly on 9 December 1974, as resolution 3256 (XXIX). It reads as 
follows:

The General Assem bly,
Reaffirming its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968, 2603 B (XXIV) 

of 16 December 1969, 2662 (XXV) of 7 December 1970, 2827 A (XXVI) of 16 December 
1971, 2933 (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 and 3077 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, 

Convinced that the process of detente in the world is conducive to the implementa
tion of further disarmament measures and of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control,

Stressing the contribution that early agreement on the complete prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their destruc
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tion would make to general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control,

Recalling that it has repeatedly condemned all actions that are contrary to the 
principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925,

Reaffirming the need for the strict observance by all States of the principles and 
objectives of that Protocol,

Convinced that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion constitutes an important step towards agreement on the effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their elimina
tion from the arsenals of all States,

Recalling , in this connexion, the undertaking contained in article IX of the Conven
tion to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on 
effective measures for the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons and for their destruction,

Having considered  the report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,
Noting  that draft conventions on the prohibition of the development, production and 

stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction as well as many other working 
documents, proposals and suggestions have been submitted to the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the successful conclusion of negotiations on effective 
measures for the complete prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling 
of all chemical weapons and for their destruction,

1. Reaffirms the objective of reaching agreement on the effective prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their elimina
tion from the arsenals of all States;

2. Urges all States to make every effort to facilitate agreement on the effective 
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons.and 
on their destruction;

3. R equests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotia
tions as a matter of high priority, bearing in mind existing proposals, with a view to 
reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and for their destruction;

4. Invites all States that have not yet done so to sign and ratify the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, with a view to its entry into 
force and effective implementation at an early date;

5. Invites all States that have not yet done so to accede to or ratify the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and 
of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, in the course 
of 1975 in commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary of its signing, and calls anew for 
the strict observance by all States of the principles and objectives contained therein;

6. R equests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents of the First Committee relating to questions connected 
with the problem of chemical weapons and chemical methods of warfare;

7. R equests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to report on the 
results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session.

Consideration by the CCD, 1975

Early in its 1975 session, the CCD welcomed the entry into force, on
26 March 1975, of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Develop
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ment, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction. In that connexion, the 
United States informed the Committee that its entire stockpile of such 
weapons had already been destroyed, and the United Kingdom noted 
that it had no stocks of such weapons. A number of members urged 
those States which had not yet adhered to the Convention to do so.

Many members of the Committee also welcomed the ratification 
by the United States, in early 1975, of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

Japan submitted certain modifications21 in the wording of its 1974 
draft convention, and additional technical working papers related to 
the Japanese draft were submitted by Canada, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Finland, Japan and Sweden.22

Many members expressed the hope that such developments would 
create propitious circumstances for achievement of a ban on chemical 
weapons. The Soviet Union and the United States referred to their 
1974 commitment to consider a joint initiative in the CCD to achieve, 
as a first step, a convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal 
means of chemical warfare and reported that some steps had been 
taken with regard to that commitment. Many members urged early 
concrete action in that direction by the two Governments concerned, 
but no such action was taken during the 1975 session.
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C H A P T E R  X

Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons

T h e  y e a r s  1970-1975 were marked by a growing interest in prohibiting 
the use in armed conflicts of certain conventional weapons deemed to 
cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate effects, most 
notably napalm and other incendiary weapons. Most of the initiatives 
in that direction taken by the General Assembly of the United Nations 
during the period described below were closely related to various 
activities outside the United Nations framework, including (a) the 
initiative of the 1968 International Conference on Human Rights, 
requesting the General Assembly of the United Nations to invite the 
Secretary-General to make a study of existing humanitarian rules in 
armed conflicts and the need for additional rules;1 (b) the Conferences 
of Government Experts on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, con
vened in 1971 and 1972 by the International Committee of the Red 
Cross (ICRC); (c) the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation 
and Development of International Humanitarian Law in Armed Con
flicts convened by the Government of Switzerland in early 1974 and 
continuing in its second session in early 1975; and (d ) two studies 
prepared by groups of government experts under the auspices of ICRC 
and issued in 1973 and 1975.2

Early Action in the United Nations

The first suggestion in the United Nations that the use of napalm might 
be banned was contained in a report of the Secretary-General3 “ Re
spect for Human Rights in Armed Conflicts” , prepared in pursuance 
of a request by the General Assembly in its resolution 2444 (XXIII) 
and submitted to the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly 
in 1969. Paragraph 196 of that report, in referring to the use of chemical 
and biological means of warfare, recalled that resolution XX III of the 
1968 International Conference on Human Rights had specifically men
tioned “ napalm bombing” It was suggested in paragraph 200 of the 
report that the legality, or otherwise, of the use of napalm would seem 
to be a question which called for study and might eventually be re
solved in an international document clarifying the situation. A continua
tion of that preliminary report under the same title4 was submitted to
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the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly pursuant to Assem
bly resolution 2597 (XXIV). Paragraph 126 of the supplementary re
port expanded on the idea of a ban on the use of napalm, as follows:

The idea of undertaking and pursuing the study referred to (in paragraph 196 of the 
preliminary report) received the support*of a number of the experts consulted by the 
Secretary-General and of those of the International. Committee of the Red Cross. In 
particular it was considered useful, as an initial step, to study the precise effects of the 
use of napalm on human beings and the living environment. If the General Assembly 
accepts the merit of that idea, it might consider requesting the Secretary-General to 
prepare, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts, a report on napalm weapons 
and the effects of their possible use. . . . The contemplated report . could facilitate 
subsequent action by the United Nations with a view to curtailing or abolishing such 
uses of the weapons in question as might be established as inhumane.

In paragraph 3 (c) of resolution 2677 (XXV), the General Assem
bly requested the Secretary-General to report to it at its twenty-sixth 
session on the results of the Conference of Government Experts on the 
Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law 
Applicable in Armed Conflicts, to be held in May-June 1971, and on 
any other relevant developments.

The report of the Secretary-General5 was submitted in September 
1971. In paragraph 105, the report noted that ICRC, in a document that 
it had prepared for the Conference on the general subject of protection 
of the civilian population, had concurred with the suggestion made by 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations regarding a study on 
napalm weapons and the effects of their possible use but had expressed 
the opinion that all incendiary weapons should be included in the 
study. Paragraph 108 of the report noted further that another working 
paper submitted to the Conference by experts from Mexico, the Neth
erlands, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Arab Republic had 
similarly suggested that napalm bombs and other incendiary weapons 
be made the subject of a special study under the authority of the 
Secretary-General. The Secretary-General noted, however, that the 
Conference itself had made no specific recommendations in those 
matters.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1971

In the debate in the Third (Social, Humanitarian and Cultural) Com
mittee of the General Assembly under the agenda item “ Respect for 
human rights in armed conflicts” , it was generally agreed that napalm 
and incendiary weapons were extremely cruel means of warfare, the 
use of which was neither referred to specifically in existing interna
tional instruments nor dealt with in any disarmament bodies.

Most delegations were of the opinion that, since a thorough expert 
study on those matters had not so far been undertaken at the interna
tional level, the Secretary-General should be requested to prepare, 
with the help of qualified experts, a report on napalm and other incen
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diary weapons and all aspects of their possible use, in order to provide 
a solid basis for appropriate international measures.

Egypt, Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolu
tion,6 by which the General Assembly would request the Secretary- 
General—in line with paragraph 126 of his 1970 report on respect for 
human rights in armed conflicts—to prepare as soon as possible with 
the help of experts a report on napalm and other incendiary weapons 
and the effects of their possible use. By a revised text of that draft 
resolution, additionally sponsored by Austria, Chile, Ecuador, Ire
land, Kenya, Morocco, Norway and Peru, the General Assembly 
would request the Secretary-General to prepare, with the help of 
governmental consultant experts, a report on all aspects of the possible 
use of such weapons. It was subsequently agreed that such experts 
would be provided by interested Governments.

The revised draft resolution was adopted by the General Assem
bly as resolution 2852 (XXVI) by 110 votes in favour to 1 against 
(Portugal), with 5 abstentions (Canada, France, Nicaragua, the United 
Kingdom and the United States). China did not participate in the work 
of the Third Committee at that session.

Report of the Secretary-General, 1972

The group of seven governmental experts appointed by the Secretary- 
General in accordance with General Assembly resolution 2852
(XXVI) submitted to the Secretary-General a unanimous report embody
ing its findings and conclusions. The general tenor of the conclu
sions was (a) that incendiary weapons were cruel weapons that caused 
great human suffering; (b) that their use was often indiscriminate in 
respect of their targets and (c) that there was a need to consider 
measures for the clear-cut prohibition of such weapons. More specifi
cally, the report concluded that incendiary weapons, particularly na
palm, were already the subject of widespread revulsion and anxiety 
and that, because they were of great destructive potency, they were 
fitting subjects for renewed efforts to draw a clear line between the 
permissible and unpermissible uses of such weapons.

The Secretary-General decided to accept the report in its entirety 
and transmitted it to the General Assembly on 23 September 1972. It 
carried the title “ Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons and All 
Aspects of their Possible Use” .7

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

During the twenty-seventh session, the question of the report of the 
Secretary-General was referred to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly for consideration under the item “ General and complete 
disarmament” , as well as to the Sixth (Legal) Committee under the
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item “ Respect for human rights in armed conflicts’’ * In the First 
Committee and plenary debates, many speakers expressed their appre
ciation for the timely submission of the report and for its factual, 
restrained treatment of the subject matter. The prevailing view was 
that the report could constitute an important basis for further considera
tion of the problem.

A draft resolution,8 sponsored by 27 States, most of them non- 
aligned, was submitted on the item. By it, the General Assembly 
would welcome the report, commend it to the attention of all Govern
ments and peoples and request the Secretary-General to publish the 
report for wide circulation and transmit it to the Member Governments 
for their comments, which would be reported to the next session of the 
General Assembly. Subsequently, the draft resolution was amended 
by the inclusion of an additional operative paragraph, sponsored by 
Jordan, Kenya, Syria and Uganda, deploring the use of napalm and 
other incendiary weapons in all armed conflicts. An additional amend
ment proposed orally by Cuba to delete the words “ and engender 
counter-brutality” from a preambular reference to napalm bombing as 
being among the acts “ that erode human rights and engender counter
brutality” was also adopted.

The resolution, as amended, was adopted on 29 November by the 
General Assembly, by a recorded vote of 99 to none, with 15 absten
tions, as resolution 2932 A (XXVII). China and the USSR voted in 
favour; France, the United Kingdom and the United States abstained. 
It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Conscious that all armed conflicts and the use of any weapons bring suffering and 

that the only effective means of eliminating this suffering is through the elimination of 
armed conflicts and through general and complete disarmament.

Recalling the general rules of international law that the use of weapons that cause 
unnecessary suffering is especially forbidden and that only military targets are legitimate 
objects of attack.

Convinced that the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence of new 
methods of warfare that cause unnecessary suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently 
for renewed efforts by Governments to seek, through legal means, the prohibition of 
the use of such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods of warfare and, if 
possible, through measures of disarmament, the elimination of specific, especially cruel 
or indiscriminate weapons.

Conscious that incendiary weapons have always constituted a category of arms 
viewed with horror and that the International Conference on Human Rights, held at 
Teheran in 1968, in its resolution XXIII on human rights in armed conflicts considered 
napalm bombing to be among the methods and means that erode human rights,

* The question of prohibition of the use of napalm and certain other conventional 
weapons continued to be discussed in its broad lines each year in the Sixth Committee 
under the same agenda item. References to specific questions in the debates in that 
Committee were largely a reflection of the more detailed discussions in the First 
Committee, but the United Nations Secretariat prepared, in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution 3032 (XXVII) originating in the Sixth Committee, a report dated
7 November 1973, Existing rules o f  international law concerning the prohibition or 
restriction o f  use o f  specific weapons (A/9215, vols. I and II).
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Noting  that complete proposals for both elimination and non-use of incendiary 
weapons were advanced at the disarmament negotiations in 1933 and that proposals have 
recently been made to prohibit or restrict their use,

Recalling that the Secretary-General, in his reports on human rights in armed 
conflicts of 20 November 1969 and 18 September 1970, stated the view that the legality 
or otherwise of the use of napalm would seem to be a question calling for study that might 
eventually be resolved in an international document that would clarify the situation,

Recalling further that, in response to an express suggestion made by the Secretary- 
General in his report of 18 September 1970, the General Assembly, by paragraph 5 of 
resolution 2852 (XXVI) of 20 December 1971, requested him to prepare as soon as 
possible, with the help of qualified governmental consultant experts, a report on napalm 
and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use,

Noting  that the report of the Secretary-General entitled Napalm and Other Incen
diary Weapons and All A spects o f  Their Possible Use concludes that the massive spread 
of fire through incendiary weapons is largely indiscriminate in its effects on military and 
civilian targets,

Noting further the conclusion that burn injuries, whether sustained directly from the 
action of incendiaries or as a result of fires initiated by them, are intensely painful and 
require exceptional resources for their medical treatment that are far beyond the reach 
of most countries,

Noting finally the conclusion that the rapid increase in the military use of these 
weapons is but one aspect of the more general phenomenon of the increasing mobiliza
tion of science and technology for purposes of total war, alongside which the long-upheld 
principle of the immunity of the non-combatant appears to be receding from the military 
consciousness, and that these trends have grave implications for the world community,

1. Welcomes the report of the Secretary-General entitled Napalm and Other Incen
diary Weapons and All A spects o f  Their Possible Use and expresses appreciation to him 
for having submitted it without delay;

2. Takes note of the views expressed in the report regarding the use, production, 
development and stockpiling of napalm and other incendiary weapons;

3. Deplores the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in all armed conflicts;
4. Commends the report to the attention of all Governments and peoples;
5. Requests the Secretary-General to publish the report for wide circulation;
6. Requests the Secretary-General to circulate the report to the Governments of 

Member States for their comments and to report on these comments to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-eighth session.

Consideration by the CCD, 1973

At the 1973 session of the CCD, there was also some initial discussion 
of the question. Sweden expressed the view that special attention 
should be given to curbing the increasing use of incendiaries. Morocco 
agreed that such inhumane weapons of mass destruction should be 
given particular attention with a view to their prohibition. Mexico 
commented that the matter was currently under consideration by Gov
ernments but that the CCD should not exclude the possibility of the 
General Assembly referring the matter to the CCD for immediate 
preparation of a draft convention, as had been done in the matter of 
chemical and biological weapons. The United Kingdom advised 
against seeking practical action on such complicated matters as napalm 
and other specific weapons at the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaf
firmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law in
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Armed Conflicts scheduled for early 1974 to consider the question of 
two additional protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949.

Consideration by the Group of Government Experts, 1973

In the summer of 1973, a group of experts, organized by ICRC at the 
request of 19 Governments participating in the Second Conference of 
Government Experts on the Reaffirmation and Development of Inter
national Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts (held in 
1972), prepared a report entitled “ Weapons That May Cause Unneces
sary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects” .9 which concluded that 
incendiary weapons, as well as high-velocity ammunition, fragmenta
tion weapons and anti-personnel mines “ cause unnecessary suffering 
or are liable to indiscriminate use against civilians” It did not specifi
cally recommend that restrictions on the use of incendiary weapons 
should be considered. However, considerable unofficial support devel
oped for the idea of submitting the question of a prohibition of the use 
of incendiaries to the forthcoming Diplomatic Conference.

Report of the Secretary-General, 1973

The report of the Secretary-General10 requested by the General As
sembly in resolution 2932 A (XXVII) was submitted at the twenty- 
eighth session. The report noted that communications relating to the 
study “ Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons and All Aspects of 
Their Possible U se” had been received by the Secretary-General from 
more than 20 Members. The substantive parts of those communica
tions were annexed to the report. Most of the Member States which 
had communicated their views favoured some early action to ban or 
restrict the use of napalm and other incendiaries. A considerable 
number thought such a ban should be broadened to include other 
conventional weapons that could cause unnecessary suffering or have 
indiscriminate effects similar to those of mass destruction weapons. 
Finland, Mexico, Norway and Sweden recommended that the matter 
be taken up at the 1974 Diplomatic Conference. Although Denmark 
referred to that proposal as a possibility, it specifically mentioned the 
CCD as the appropriate forum for consideration of the matter, as did 
the Netherlands.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1973

As foreshadowed in the Secretary-General’s report, the debate at the 
twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly showed that the over
whelming majority favoured prohibition of the use of napalm and 
other incendiary weapons at the earliest possible time. In fact, most
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held that the ban on use should not be restricted to incendiary weapons 
but should also apply to other conventional weapons deemed to cause 
unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate effects, such as high- 
velocity small arms and delayed-action and fragmentation weapons. 
The primary issue in the debate was how best to achieve the desired 
prohibitions.

Sweden, supported by China and most non-aligned States, main
tained that ample background work on the subject had already been 
carried out, as evidenced by the above-mentioned reports. Accord
ingly, those Members held that action should be taken towards banning 
such weapons and that the most logical and expeditious action could 
be taken by the 1974 Diplomatic Conference. Sweden maintained that 
alternative methods of dealing with the problem, such as (a) a United 
Nations resolution declaring that the use of such weapons fell under 
the existing international prohibitions, (b) referring the matter to the 
CCD, which was already charged with many difficult problems, or (c) 
requesting ICRC to continue inquiries and possibly convene a special 
conference for the purpose, would be ineffective or unnecessary. Early 
in the debate, Cyprus, Egypt, Kenya, Mexico, Norway, Sweden and 
Yugoslavia submitted a draft resolution reflecting those general views.

On the other hand, the United Kingdom specifically opposed 
attempting to inject a new, complicated and controversial subject into 
the agenda of the Diplomatic Conference at a late date, on the grounds 
that such action might jeopardize the successful conclusion of the 
Conference’s already scheduled major work of approving additional 
draft protocols to the 1949 Geneva Conventions. The subject required 
much further examination, it maintained, and that examination might 
be appropriately carried out in the CCD. The USSR also doubted the 
wisdom of referring to the Diplomatic Conference a disarmament 
matter that should more appropriately be given careful consideration 
in the CCD, which had ample experience in such matters. Similarly, 
France maintained that the Diplomatic Conference was neither compe
tent nor able to consider such controversial disarmament matters, 
‘which should be solved by the United Nations itself.

A number of other delegations, including Austria, Denmark and 
Ireland, were inclined to favour discussion of the matter at the upcom
ing Diplomatic Conference, without excluding the CCD from concur
rent consideration of the disarmament aspects of the question, includ
ing a ban on the production of such weapons. The Netherlands held 
that a production ban could hardly be effective because of verification 
difficulties, that a ban on use alone might appropriately be considered 
by the Diplomatic Conference, but that the Conference would not be 
able to consider the matter in detail at its 1974 session because of its 
other work.

A draft resolution on the question was sponsored initially by 
Cyprus, Egypt, Kenya, Mexico, Norway, Sweden and Yugoslavia. In 
the light of the opposing views on the question, the sponsors twice
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amended their draft to make clear that consideration of the matter by 
the Diplomatic Conference would be without prejudice to its already 
scheduled work.

When it became known later in the debate that the XXIInd Inter
national Conference of the Red Cross, recently meeting in Teheran, 
had called for the holding of a conference of government experts in 
1974 to study the question of banning or restricting the use of weapons 
of the type under discussion and to report on the work of that confer
ence to all Governments participating in the Diplomatic Conference, 
the sponsors of the draft resolution added a preambular paragraph 
taking note of that development.

By the revised text,11 now sponsored by 21 States, the General 
Assembly would, among other things, (a) invite the 1974 Diplomatic 
Conference to consider, without prejudice to its examination of the 
draft protocols to the 1949 Geneva Conventions, the question of na
palm and other incendiary weapons, as well as other weapons of that 
general type, and to seek agreement on rules prohibiting or restricting 
the use of such weapons; and (b) request the Secretary-General, who 
had been invited to attend the Conference as an observer, to report to 
the next General Assembly on aspects of the Conference’s work 
relevant to the draft resolution. The draft resolution was approved by 
the First Committee by a roll-call vote of 89 to none, with 18 absten
tions (including France, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the 
United States).

In explaining its vote, the United Kingdom maintained that the 
proper procedure would have been to have the 1974 Diplomatic Confer
ence begin consideration of the subject in 1974 but consider the matter 
in detail at a later date, taking into account the report of the 1974 ICRC 
Conference of Government Experts, and that the operative part of the 
draft resolution should have directly reflected that approach. Similarly, 
the United States indicated that such a treatment would have made it 
possible for it to support the resolution. The Federal Republic of 
Germany, the Netherlands and Turkey also indicated that they would 
have preferred such an approach, even though they had voted in favour 
of the draft resolution. Sweden replied that the sponsors had consid
ered it preferable not to indicate any specific procedure in the body of 
the draft resolution, since the question of determining the programme 
of work in the matter should be left to the Diplomatic Conference.

On 6 December, the General Assembly, on the recommendation 
of the First Committee, adopted the revised draft resolution, as resolu
tion 3076 (XXVIII), by a recorded vote of 103 to none, with 18 
abstentions (again including France, the USSR, the United Kingdom 
and the United States). It reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling that, in resolution 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, it commended 

the report of the Secretary-General entitled Napalm and Other Incendiary Weapons and 
All A spects o f  Their Possible Use to the attention of all Governments and peoples and
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requested the Secretary-General to circulate the report to the Governments of Member 
States for their comments.

Taking note of the comments submitted by Governments and of the widespread 
wish that intergovernmental action should be taken with a view to reaching agreement 
on the prohibition or restriction of use of these weapons,

Emphasizing the need to consider new rules designed to afford better protection of 
civilians and civilian objects during armed conflicts.

Convinced  that the widespread use of many weapons and the emergence of new 
methods of warfare that may cause unnecessary suffering or are indiscriminate call 
urgently for efforts by Governments to seek, through possible legal means, the prohibi
tion or restriction of the use of such weapons and of indiscriminate and cruel methods 
of warfare and, if possible, through measures of disarmament, the elimination of specific 
weapons that are especially cruel or indiscriminate,

Conscious of the difficulties involved in these tasks and the need for factual bases 
for discussion,

Considering as one such basis, in addition to the report of the Secretary-General, 
the extensive factual report elaborated by an international group of experts under the 
auspices of the International Committee of the Red Cross entitled Weapons That May 
Cause Unnecessary Suffering or H ave Indiscriminate Effects, covering, inter alia, high- 
velocity projectiles, blast and fragmentation weapons, time-delay weapons and incen
diary weapons, and endorsing the conclusions of the report that intergovernmental 
review and action regarding weapons of these kinds is called for,

Considering that prohibitions or restrictions of the use of such weapons should be 
examined without delay and that positive results in this regard are likely to facilitate 
substantive disarmament negotiations with a view to the elimination of production, 
stockpiling and proliferation of the weapons in question, which should be the ultimate 
objective,

Aware that the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts will be convened at 
Geneva on the invitation of the Swiss Federal Council, with a first session envisaged 
to be held from 20 February to 29 March 1974,

Welcoming as a basis for discussion at that Conference the proposals elaborated by 
the International Committee of the Red Cross and aiming, inter alia, at a reaffirmation 
of the fundamental general principles of international law prohibiting the use of weapons 
which are likely to cause unnecessary suffering and means and methods of warfare which 
have indiscriminate effects,

Considering that the efficacy of these general principles could be further enhanced 
if rules were elaborated and generally accepted prohibiting or restricting the use of 
napalm and other incendiary weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons 
which may cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects,

Taking note of the invitation issued by the twenty-second International Conference 
of the Red Cross to the International Committee of the Red Cross to call, in 1974, a 
conference of government experts to study in depth the question of the prohibition or 
restriction of the use of conventional weapons which may cause unnecessary suffering 
or have indiscriminate effects and to transmit a report on the work of the conference 
to all Governments participating in the Diplomatic Conference with a view to assisting 
them in their further deliberations,

1. Invites the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts to consider—without 
prejudice to its examination of the draft protocols submitted to it by the International 
Committee of the Red Cross—the question of the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons which may be deemed to cause 
unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate effects, and to seek agreement on rules 
prohibiting or restricting the use of such weapons:

2. Requests the Secretary-General, who has been invited to attend the Diplomatic 
Conference as an observer, to report to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session 
on aspects of the work of the Conference relevant to the present resolution.
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Diplomatic Conference on International Humanitarian Law, 1974

At the Diplomatic Conference, held from 20 February to 29 March 1974 
in Geneva, the question of the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, as well as other specific conventional weapons which might 
be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate 
effects, was considered. The discussion took place largely within the 
framework of an ad hoc committee on specific conventional arms, 
which the Conference decided to establish in addition to its three main 
committees, which were concerned primarily with the examination of 
two additional draft protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 1949.

The prevailing view in the A d  Hoc Committee was that there was 
a need to consider certain modern conventional weapons to determine 
their compatibility with existing international law prohibiting the use 
of weapons that might cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscrimi
nate effects. One group of delegations, led by Egypt, Mexico, Nor
way, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland and Yugoslavia, supported the gen
eral point of view that such consideration could take place at the 
current session of the Conference, which, they held, should at least be 
able to take action to prohibit some specific conventional weapons, 
particularly napalm and other incendiaries, on which extensive expert 
studies had already been prepared. Other countries, however, includ
ing the United States and a number of other Western States, took the 
position that any ban or restriction on the use of specific weapons 
would be a difficult and complex matter, deserving more careful consid
eration by Governments than had yet been possible. Each specific 
weapon, they maintained, should first be considered by qualified ex
perts, working under clear terms of reference, to decide whether the 
weapon caused ‘unnecessary suffering” , was ‘‘indiscriminate in its 
effects” , was “ treacherous or perfidious” and other such issues. Most 
delegations ultimately agreed that such consideration should begin at 
the Conference of Government Experts proposed by ICRC for late 
1974, which would report its findings to the Governments which had 
participated in the Diplomatic Conference (see last preambular para
graph of resolution 3076 (XXVIII)).

The group of delegations urging early action held that the Diplo
matic Conference should then take action to ban the use of certain 
weapons at its 1975 meeting; but some other delegations did not agree 
that the studies of the expert group should be directly related to the 
work of the Conference. Several delegations, including the Soviet 
Union, specifically held that the banning or restriction of use of such 
weapons was more a matter of arms control than of humanitarian law 
and could more appropriately be dealt with in international disarma
ment bodies such as the CCD.

Those aspects of the work of the 1974 Diplomatic Conference 
summarized above were reported to the General Assembly by the 
Secretary-General,12 pursuant to paragraph 2 of Assembly resolution 
3076 (XXVIII).
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At the 1974 session of the CCD in Geneva, a number of members, 
including Canada, Italy, Nigeria, Sweden, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, referred favourably to the Conference of Govern
ment Experts envisaged by the ICRC to study the question of banning 
certain conventional weapons which might cause unnecessary suffer
ing or have indiscriminate effects. Italy and the United Kingdom also 
held that actual measures of restraint on such weapons, including a ban 
on their use, might appropriately be considered in the CCD. Nigeria 
took the position that neither the Diplomatic Conference nor the 
Conferences of Experts could replace the CCD. Sweden, on the other 
hand, held that matters concerning such weapons should not be re
ferred to the CCD in the first instance but that the sequence used with 
respect to chemical and biological weapons should be followed, 
namely, there should first be a ban on their use in war and thereafter 
a ban calling for their elimination from arms arsenals.

Consideration by the CCD, 1974

Consideration by the ICRC Expert Conference, 1974

The ICRC Conference of Government Experts on Weapons That May 
Cause Unnecessary Suffering or Have Indiscriminate Effects was 
convened at Lucerne, Switzerland, from 24 September to 18 October
1974. About 150 experts from 51 States and several national liberation 
movements took part in the Conference.

In accordance with the programme that had been adopted by the 
A d  Hoc  Committee at the first session of the Diplomatic Conference, 
the Government experts reviewed, from the military, medical and legal 
points of view, incendiary weapons; small-calibre, high-velocity projec
tiles ; blast and fragmentation weapons; time-delay weapons; treacherous 
weapons; and other currently used and new conventional weapons that 
might cause unnecessary suffering or have indiscriminate effects. In 
November 1974, advance copies of their report13 were submitted by 
ICRC to the Governments which had participated in the Diplomatic 
Conference and to the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

Although consideration of the problem of prohibiting or limiting the 
use of napalm and other incendiary weapons had been gradually ex
panded since 1973 to include the question of such restraints on a 
number of other specific conventional weapons which might be 
deemed to be inhumane or indiscriminate, at the twenty-ninth session 
of the General Assembly the subject continued to be considered 
largely under an item entitled “ Napalm and other incendiary weap
ons” , The debate on the item, both in the First Committee and
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plenary meetings, revealed widespread support for the broad approach 
to the problem, although a number of its supporters, including the 
United States and the United Kingdom, indicated a belief that general 
consideration should be limited to a very few specific weapons and that 
consideration of specific rules should take place only after further 
study of the technical problems involved at a second ICRC Confer
ence of Government Experts. A few Members, however, including 
Cyprus, Greece and Syria, invoking the potential dangers of the use 
of napalm and other incendiaries in various conflicts in their geograph
ical area, favoured action related more directly and exclusively to the 
use of that particular category of weapons. As a result, the General 
Assembly adopted two separate resolutions on the general subject, one 
directed to the broader problem and one directed only to the question 
of banning the use of incendiaries.

With respect to the broader approach, Egypt, Mexico, New Zea
land, Nigeria, Sweden, Tunisia and Yugoslavia submitted a draft reso
lution, later sponsored also by Austria, Cyprus, Kenya, Portugal and 
the Sudan, by which the General Assembly would (a) urge all Govern
ments to focus on specific proposals for restraints on the use of cruel 
or indiscriminate weapons and methods of warfare; (b) appeal to all 
Governments to co-operate in clarifying the issues involved; and (c) 
invite the Diplomatic Conference on International Humanitarian Law, 
at its 1975 session, to continue its consideration of such weapons and 
its search for agreement on possible curbs, as well as to consider the 
results of the 1974 session of the ICRC Conference of Government 
Experts at Lucerne and the possible programme of work for a second 
such conference.

In introducing that draft resolution, Sweden, in reply to views to 
the contrary, stated that it was entirely proper and logical for the 
Diplomatic Conference to adopt measures concerning the use of spe
cific weapons in connexion with its more general work in the field of 
establishing humanitarian law in armed conflicts. The new issue could 
not in any way impede the regular work of the Conference, particularly 
since a separate Ad Hoc Committee had been established to consider 
it. The argument was no longer valid that the Conference's work on 
specific bans lagged far behind its work on its principal problems.

The draft resolution was approved in the First Committee by a 
recorded vote of 100 (including China) to none, with 14 abstentions 
(including France, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United 
States).

In the explanation of votes on the draft resolution in the First 
Committee, Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, the Federal Re
public of Germany, the United Kingdom and the United States re
ferred favourably to the results of the Conference of Government 
Experts, with the United Kingdom specifically denying an expressed 
view that the delegations of advanced States had been dominated by 
military specialists. Most of those Members also stressed, however, 
that the Lucerne Conference had clearly established the need for
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further study at a second such Conference before any prohibitions or 
restrictions could be formulated. The United Kingdom and the United 
States, therefore, could not agree that tht  Ad  Hoc  Committee of the 
Diplomatic Conference should search for agreement on possible rules, 
but that it should simply continue its examination of the existing rules. 
France, going further, did not advocate a second conference of experts 
and maintained that the question of prohibition and restrictions of such 
weapons was a political problem that should not be referred to a 
“ humanitarian” body but should be dealt with by the General Assem
bly and its First Committee, pending the convening of a World Disar
mament Conference. Italy, although voting in favour of the draft 
resolution, also held that the Diplomatic Conference was not the 
proper forum to elaborate rules on the use of weapons. The USSR and 
Poland, while supporting efforts in the United Nations to ban particu
larly cruel weapons, took the position that the question of use should 
be considered by the CCD in the context of all disarmament problems 
rather than by the Diplomatic Conference.

The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly in 
plenary on 9 December 1974 by a vote of 108 (including China) to 
none, with 13 abstentions (including France, the USSR, the United 
Kingdom and the United States), as resolution 3255 A (XXIX). It 
reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Recalling that, in resolution 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November 1972, it welcomed 

the report of the Secretary-General entitled Napalm  and Other Incendiary Weapons and 
All A spects o f  Their Possible Use and expressed its conviction that the widespread use 
of many weapons and the emergence of new methods of warfare that cause unnecessary 
suffering or are indiscriminate call urgently for renewed efforts by Governments to seek, 
through legal means, the prohibition of the use of such weapons and of indiscriminate 
and cruel methods of warfare and, if possible through measures of disarmament, the 
elimination of specific, especially cruel or indiscriminate weapons,

Recalling that, in resolution 3076 (XXVIII) of 6 December 1973, it took note of 
the comments submitted by Governments on the above-mentioned report of the Secre
tary-General and of the widespread wish that intergovernmental action should be taken 
with a view to reaching agreement on the prohibition or restriction of use of these 
weapons,

Recalling further that by the same resolution the General Assembly pointed to the 
extensive factual report prepared under the auspices of the International Committee of 
the Red Cross entitled Weapons That May Cause Unnecessary Suffering or H ave  
Indiscriminate Effects, covering, inter alia, high-velocity projectiles, blast and fragmen
tation weapons, time-delay weapons and incendiary weapons, and endorsed the conclu
sion of the report that intergovernmental review and action regarding weapons of these 
kinds was called for,

Recalling, lastly, that by resolution 3076 (XXVIII) the General Assembly consid
ered that prohibitions or restrictions of the use of such weapons should be examined 
without delay and that positive results in this regard were likely to facilitate substantive 
disarmament negotiations with a view to the elimination of production, stockpiling and 
proliferation of the weapons in question, which should be the ultimate objective, and 
invited the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of Interna
tional Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts to consider the question of the 
use of napalm and other incendiary weapons, as well as other specific conventional 
weapons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or to have indiscriminate
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effects, and to seek agreement on rules prohibiting or restricting the use of such 
weapons,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the work of the first session 
of the Diplomatic Conference relevant to napalm and other incendiary weapons and all 
aspects of their possible use and the report of the Conference of Government Experts, 
held at Lucerne, Switzerland, from 24 September to 18 October 1974, under the auspices 
of the International Committee of the Red Cross, to study in depth the question of the 
prohibition or limitation of the use of conventional weapons that may cause unnecessary 
suffering or have indiscriminate effects,

Mindful of the fact that much suffering of civilian populations and combatants may 
be avoided if general agreement can be attained on the prohibition or restriction of the 
use of specific conventional weapons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary 
suffering or to have indiscriminate effects,

Welcoming the active work of the Diplomatic Conference and the Conference of 
Government Experts concerning the question of the prohibition or restriction of the use 
of specific conventional weapons,

Noting that this work, which has comprised an examination of important categories 
of conventional weapons, has resulted not only in a better understanding of the signifi
cance of earlier studies of this subject but in the emergence of new valuable data and 
suggestions and proposals for possible restrictions on the use of certain conventional 
weapons,

A ware of the complexity of the issues raised by such suggestions and proposals and 
the recognized need to examine thoroughly all data now available and to undertake some 
further investigations, which may permit Governments to reach well-founded conclu
sions,

Conscious of the need for broad agreement on any prohibitions or restrictions which 
may be contemplated and of the need for a further expert discussion to this end,

Taking note with appreciation of the expressed readiness of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross to convoke another Conference of Government Experts, 
which would receive and consider new information and focus on such conventional 
weapons as have been, or may become, the subject of proposed bans or restrictions of 
use and would study the possibility, content and form of such proposed bans or restric
tions,

1. Urges all Governments to examine the considerable body of facts which is now 
available on the matter and to compile without delay such supplementary data as may 
be required by them to focus upon specific proposals for prohibitions or restrictions;

2. A ppeals to all Governments to co-operate in the clarification of the issues and 
to consider in a constructive spirit and with a sense of urgency all proposals and 
suggestions which have been or may be advanced on the matter;

3. Invites the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of 
International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts to continue its consider
ation of the question of the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons, as well as other 
specific conventional weapons which may be deemed to cause unnecessary suffering or 
to have indiscriminate effects, and its search for agreement on possible rules prohibiting 
or restricting the use of such weapons and, in this context, also to consider the results 
of the first Conference of Government Experts and the programme of work which a 
second Conference of Government Experts might follow;

4. R equests the Secretary-General, who has been invited to attend the Diplomatic 
Conference as an observer, to report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth session 
on aspects of the work of the Conference relevant to the present resolution;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session the item 
entitled “ Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects of their possible use”

The second draft resolution under this item, dealing only with 
napalm and other incendiaries, was submitted by the Syrian Arab
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Republic and was subsequently twice revised by the sponsor. By the 
revised draft resolution, the General Assembly would (a) condemn the 
use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts in 
circumstances where it might affect human beings or might cause 
damage to the environment and/or natural resources; (b ) urge all States 
to refrain from the production, stockpiling, proliferation and use of 
such weapons, pending the conclusion of agreements to ban them; (c) 
invite all Governments, ICRC, the specialized agencies and other 
international organizations concerned to transmit to the Secretary- 
General all information they might have concerning the use of such 
weapons; and (<d) request the Secretary-General to prepare a report 
based on the information received for the next session of the General 
Assembly.

In the debate in the First Committee, Cyprus and the United Arab 
Emirates strongly supported the draft resolution and held specifically 
that a ban on napalm and other incendiaries should be considered at 
the 1975 session of the Diplomatic Conference.

The draft resolution was approved in the First Committee by a 
roll-call vote of 81 (including China) to none, with 25 abstentions 
(including France, the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United States 
and a number of other Eastern European and Western States).

In explaining its favourable vote, Sweden stated that it considered 
the second draft resolution, which went further than any other ever 
adopted on the subject, to be complementary to resolution 3255 A 
(XXIX), particularly since studies on the question had already shown 
that incendiaries were strong candidates for a ban on use and a possible 
ban on production and stockpiling. Sweden further expressed the hope 
that progress towards such a ban would be made at the 1975 session 
of the Diplomatic Conference. Mali noted that, even though it had 
voted affirmatively, it nevertheless believed that the resolution should 
have condemned all uses of incendiary weapons. Cuba said that it 
interpreted the resolution to imply a comprehensive ban.

In the explanation of its abstention, the USSR stated that it had 
always supported United Nations efforts to ban particularly cruel 
weapons, but the matter was a complex one and should be considered 
by the CCD in the context of all arms limitation and disarmament 
problems. The United States asserted that it could not accept a categor
ical conclusion that the use of all incendiary weapons should be 
banned and maintained that the resolution would prejudice the out
come of further deliberations on the matter at the 1975 session of the 
Diplomatic Conference and at a second expert conference such as it 
had advocated in its comments on resolution 3255 A (XXIX). France 
and the United Kingdom gave no explanation for their abstention.

On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted the draft 
resolution by a roll-call vote of 98 (again including China) to none, with
27 abstentions (essentially the same as in the First Committee) as 
resolution 3255 B (XXIX). It reads as follows:
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The General Assem bly,
Having considered  the question of napalm and other incendiary weapons and all 

aspects of their possible use,
Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on napalm and other incendiary 

weapons and all aspects of their possible use and the report of the Conference of 
Government Experts, held under the auspices of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross, which contains a study in depth of the question of the prohibition or limitation 
of the use of conventional weapons that may cause unnecessary suffering or have 
indiscriminate effects,

Recalling its resolution 2932 A (XXVII) of 29 November 1972 and 3076 (XXVIII) 
of 6 December 1973 on this question,

Recalling the conclusion of the International Conference on Human Rights, held 
at Teheran in 1968, that napalm bombing is among the methods and means of warfare 
that erode human rights,

Emphasizing the consensus of the Conference of Government Experts that severe 
bum wounds are probably the most painful type of wound and frequently remain so for 
long periods of time and that they may result in permanent disability, including physical, 
functional, cosmetic, social and psychological disability,

Deeply disturbed at the continuing use of napalm and other incendiary weapons,
1. Condemns the use of napalm and other incendiary weapons in armed conflicts 

in circumstances where it may affect human beings or may cause damage to the environ
ment and/or natural resources;

2. Urges all States to refrain from the production, stockpiling, proliferation and use 
of such weapons, pending the conclusion of agreements on the prohibition of these 
weapons;

3. Invites all Governments, the International Committee of the Red Cross, the 
specialized agencies and the other international organizations concerned to transmit to 
the Secretary-General all information about the use of napalm and other incendiary 
weapons in armed conflicts;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a report on this subject, based on 
information received under paragraph 3 of the present resolution, to be submitted to the 
General Assembly at its thirtieth session.

Diplomatic Conference on International Humanitarian Law, 1975

At the second session of the Diplomatic C§nference, held from 3 
February to 18 April 1975, the question continued to be considered in 
the A d Hoc  Committee on Conventional Weapons. The Committee 
considered the report of the ICRC Conference of Government Ex
perts held in late 1974 at Lucerne, specific proposals for the prohibition 
or restriction of use of conventional weapons in various categories and 
its future work, including the question of a second conference of 
government experts under ICRC auspices and its possible programme 
of work.

A number of delegations expressed satisfaction with the work of 
the Lucerne Conference and held that a consensus had been reached 
at that Conference that a second such conference should be held, thus 
obviating the necessity of any comment in depth on the matter in the 
A d  Hoc  Committee. On the other hand, some felt that a second 
conference of experts would be unnecessary and that the A d Hoc  
Committee already had ample information to complete its work on
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specific rules, particularly for the prohibition or restriction of use of 
napalm and other incendiaries. To that end, Austria, Egypt, Mexico, 
Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and Yugoslavia submitted a document 
(CDDH/IV/201), also sponsored subsequently by Algeria, Lebanon, 
Mauritania, Sudan and Venezuela, containing specific draft proposals 
for banning or restricting the use of incendiary weapons, anti-person- 
nel fragmentation weapons, flechettes, especially injurious small-cali- 
bre projectiles and anti-personnel land-mines. Canada also submitted 
a formal suggestion for the marking of minefields remotely emplaced 
by aircraft, artillery or guided weapons (CDDH/IV/202).

Those proposals, as well as possible measures on other categories 
of weapons, were discussed in some detail and attracted widespread 
support. However, many delegations continued to hold that a consen
sus had been reached at Lucerne that further expert study was neces
sary before any specific rules could be agreed upon. Some delegations 
also continued to maintain that neither the Diplomatic Conference nor 
the ICRC Conference of Government Experts was the appropriate 
forum for legislative work in that field and suggested that the matter 
might be more appropriately dealt with by a disarmament body, such 
as the CCD.

The Committee finally agreed that a second Conference of Gov
ernment Experts should be held under ICRC auspices at Lugano from
28 January to 26 February 1976, well before the third session of the 
Diplomatic Conference on International Humanitarian Law. Many 
delegations stressed, however, that the second Conference of Experts 
should not be a mere repetition of the first but should focus on such 
weapons as had been—or might become—the subject of proposed bans 
or restrictions and specifically study the possibility, content and form 
of such proposed bans and restrictions.
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C H A P T E R  XI

Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace

Initiative by Sri Lanka, 1971

T h e  it e m  “ Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace” was 
included in the agenda of the twenty-sixth session of the General 
Assembly at the request of Sri Lanka, later joined by the United 
Republic of Tanzania.1 In their request, the sponsors called on the 
United Nations to make the entire high seas of the Indian Ocean an 
international domain, subject to international regulation and responsi
bility, and to declare that area a zone of peace from which offensive 
and defensive armaments and military installations would be ex
cluded. A draft resolution to that effect was placed before the Assem
bly by Burundi, India, Iran, Iraq, Kenya, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Swazi
land, Uganda, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Yugoslavia 
and Zambia.

By the operative part of the 13-Power text, the General Assembly 
would, among other things, (a) declare the Indian Ocean, within limits 
to be determined, to be a zone of peace; (b) call upon the great Powers 
to enter into consultations with the littoral States of the Indian Ocean, 
with a view to halting the further expansion of their military presence 
in the Indian Ocean and eliminating from the area all bases, military 
installations, nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction and 
any manifestation of great-Power military presence conceived in the 
context of great-Power rivalry; (c) call upon the littoral and hinterland 
States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent members of the Security 
Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean to enter 
into consultations, with a view to implementing the declaration and 
ensuring that (i) warships and military aircraft would not use the Indian 
Ocean for any threat or use of force against any of its littoral or 
hinterland States; (ii) subject to the foregoing and to the norms and 
principles of international law, the right to free and unimpeded use of 
the zone by all nations would be unaffected; and (iii) arrangements 
would be made to give effect to any international agreement ultimately 
reached on the question.

Although the proposal received wide support, several States, in 
particular the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, such as
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France, Japan, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, 
expressed reservations.

Sri Lanka and other sponsors insisted that the draft resolution 
merely commended the principle of a peace zone and urged consulta
tions on the specific means of realizing that principle, but several 
Members held that the resolution, particularly in its second and third 
operative paragraphs, which called for consultations to halt great- 
Power military presence in the area and to ensure no naval or air threat 
against littoral or hinterland States, predetermined the results of those 
consultations.

Some Members, including France and the USSR, stressed that no 
resolution should undermine recognized principles of international law 
dealing with freedom of the seas.

On 16 December 1971, separate votes were taken by the General 
Assembly on the first and on the second and third operative para
graphs. The first paragraph, declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of 
peace, was adopted by 60 votes to none, with 55 abstentions. The 
second and third paragraphs, calling for consultations among States 
concerned, were voted upon together and adopted by 52 votes to none, 
with 63 abstentions. The text as a whole was adopted by 61 votes to 
none, with 55 abstentions, as resolution 2832 (XXVI). China voted in 
favour, and France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States abstained.

The resolution reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Conscious of the determination of the peoples of the littoral and hinterland States 

of the Indian Ocean to preserve their independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity, 
and to resolve their political, economic and social problems under conditions of peace 
and tranquillity,

Recalling  the Declaration of the Third Conference of Heads of State or Govern
ment of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Lusaka from 8 to 10 September 1970, calling 
upon all States to consider and respect the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace from which 
great Power rivalries and competition as well as bases conceived in the context of such 
rivalries and competition should be excluded, and declaring that the area should also be 
free of nuclear weapons,

Convinced of the desirability of ensuring the maintenance of such conditions in the 
Indian Ocean area by means other than military alliances, as such alliances entail 
financial and other obligations that call for the diversion of the limited resources of the 
States of the area from the more compelling and productive task of economic and social 
reconstruction and could further involve them in the rivalries of power blocs in a manner 
prejudicial to their independence and freedom of action, thereby increasing international 
tensions,

Concerned  at recent developments that portend the extension of the arms race into 
the Indian Ocean area, thereby posing a serious threat to the maintenance of such 
conditions in the area,

Convinced  that the establishment of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean would 
contribute towards arresting such developments, relaxing international tensions and 
strengthening international peace and security,

Convinced further that the establishment of a zone of peace in an extensive geo
graphical area in one region could have a beneficial influence on the establishment of
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permanent universal peace based on equal rights and justice for all, in accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

1. Solemnly declares that the Indian Ocean, within limits to be determined, together 
with the air space above and the ocean floor subjacent thereto, is hereby designated for 
all time as a zone of peace;

2. Calls upon the great Powers, in conformity with this Declaration, to enter into 
immediate consultations with the littoral States of the Indian Ocean with a view to:

(a) Halting the further escalation and expansion of their military presence in the 
Indian Ocean;

(b) Eliminating from the Indian Ocean all bases, military installations and logistical 
supply facilities, the disposition of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction 
and any manifestation of great Power military presence in the Indian Ocean conceived 
in the context of great Power rivalry;

3. Calls upon the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent 
members of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, 
in pursuit of the objective of establishing a system of universal collective security 
without military alliances and strengthening international security through regional and 
other co-operation, to enter into consultations with a view to the implementation of this 
Declaration and such action as may be necessary to ensure that:

(a) Warships and military aircraft may not use the Indian Ocean for any threat or 
use of force against the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of any littoral 
or hinterland State of the Indian Ocean in contravention of the purposes and principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations;

(b) Subject to the foregoing and to the norms and principles of international law, 
the right to free and unimpeded use of the zone by the vessels of all nations is unaffected ;

(c) Appropriate arrangements are made to give effect to any international agreement 
that may ultimately be reached for the maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 
peace;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
seventh session on the progress that has been made with regard to the implementation 
of this Declaration;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twenty-seventh session an item 
entitled “ Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace”

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1972

In considering the question of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace at 
its twenty-seventh session, the General Assembly had before it the 
report of the Secretary-General2 prepared pursuant to paragraph 4 of 
resolution 2832 (XXVI). It indicated that no progress had been made 
in the implementation of the 1971 Declaration.

On 15 December 1972, the General Assembly called upon the 
littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent 
members of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the 
Indian Ocean to support the concept that the Indian Ocean should be 
a zone of peace.

The Assembly decided to establish an A d  Hoc  Committee of not 
more than 15 members to study the implications of the Indian Ocean 
peace zone proposal, with special reference to the practical measures 
that might be taken in furtherance of the objectives of the 1971 Declara
tion, having due regard to the security interests of the littoral and
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hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and the interests of any other 
State consistent with the purposes and principles of the United Na
tions Charter.

The Assembly specified the A d  Hoc  Committee membership to 
be: Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Mauritius, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, the United Republic of 
Tanzania, Yemen and Zambia.

These Assembly decisions were set forth in resolution 2992
(XXVII), adopted by a roll-call vote of 95 to 0, with 33 abstentions. 
China voted in favour. France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom 
and the United States abstained. The text was based on a proposal by 
the following 29 Members: Algeria, Bhutan, Burundi, Cameroon, 
Ethiopia, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Lesotho, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mauritius, Nepal, Pakistan, Sene
gal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Uganda, the United 
Arab Emirates, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Yugoslavia 
and Zambia.

A number of States, including France, Italy and the USSR, indi
cated that, while they had much sympathy for the principle of a zone 
of peace, they could not support the resolution, because the 1971 
Declaration was not fully consistent with the law of the sea.

Others, also supporting the principle, had reservations concerning 
implementation, support by the maritime and trading nations, or the 
need to consider specific arrangements. These reservations were ex
pressed variously by Canada, South Africa and the United States.

China expressed its support in principle for the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, adding, however, that the objective 
of the Declaration could not be achieved without the co-operation of 
the countries closely related to the Indian Ocean, such as the USSR, 
the United Kingdom and the United States. It was China’s view that, 
to implement the Declaration, it was imperative to stop the two super
powers’ military expansion and contention for hegemony in the Indian 
Ocean and, among other things, to have all foreign military bases and 
forces removed from the area, the deployment and use of nuclear 
weapons prohibited in the Indian Ocean and its waters barred to all 
naval and air forces.

Report of theAd Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1973

Pursuant to resolution 2992 (XXVII), the A d Hoc  Committee held 
meetings in 1973 and reported to the General Assembly on the views 
expressed by its members. The report3 noted that a wide range of 
views had been expressed as to how States of the region could best 
contribute to the implementation of the goal of the Declaration and that 
the following objectives had been discussed: (a) the attainment of a 
common viewpoint among the littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean through close consultations; (b) the affirmation of their
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resolve to settle disputes between them through peaceful means and 
without resort to force in conformity with the principle of mutual 
respect for the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of 
States, and without prejudice to the exercise of the right to use force 
in self-determination; (c) the need to promote and ensure conditions of 
security within the region so as to strengthen the independence, sover
eignty and territorial integrity of the littoral and hinterland States of the 
Indian Ocean.

The elaboration of a common viewpoint among the littoral and 
hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the report further noted, would 
enable them to enter into consultations with the great Powers and 
major maritime users of the Indian Ocean pursuant to the Declaration.

In recognizing the need for promoting arms control and disarma
ment measures which would contribute to the establishment of the 
zone of peace, the report emphasized the respective responsibilities of 
the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and of the 
extraregional great Powers and major maritime users of the Indian 
Ocean. In that connexion, the report noted, some Members had raised 
the question of the denuclearization of the area.

The report also drew attention to the question of foreign military 
bases, particularly those conceived in the context of great-Power ri
valry. The final aim, the report stated, should be to free the Indian 
Ocean area from great-Power rivalries and conflicts, as well as from 
military bases conceived in the context of such rivalries and competi
tion.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1973

At the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, the idea of 
establishing a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean received wide sup
port. Indonesia stated that the 1971 Declaration was among the most 
important disarmament initiatives taken since the beginning of the 
Disarmament Decade. It was repeatedly pointed out that it would be 
essential to enlist the great Powers’ support for any proposed action 
in the area. Also, several countries, including Malaysia, Spain and 
Yugoslavia, favoured the setting up of zones of peace in different parts 
of the world, and some Members held that all the oceans and seas 
should be declared zones of peace.

On 9 November 1973, Australia, Bahrain, India, Indonesia, Mada
gascar, Malaysia, Mauritius, Sri Lanka, Tanzania and Zambia sub
mitted a draft resolution, which subsequently was also sponsored by 
Kuwait, Nepal, the Philippines, Sudan, the United Arab Emirates and 
Yugoslavia. By that draft resolution, the General Assembly would (a) 
urge all States to accept the principles and objectives contained in the 
1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace; (b) request 
the A d  Hoc Committee to continue its work and to carry out consulta
tions in accordance with its mandate and to report with recommenda
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tions to the General Assembly at its twenty-ninth session; (c) request 
the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified 
experts and competent bodies selected by him, “ a factual statement of 
the great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean, in all its 
aspects, with special references to their naval deployments, conceived 
in the context of great-Power rivalry”

In introducing the draft resolution in the First Committee, on 12 
November 1973, Sri Lanka again stressed that, if the concept of the 
peace zone was to be translated into reality, the further escalation and 
expansion of the military presence of the great Powers in the Indian 
Ocean must be halted and that that must be followed by the elimination 
from the area of all bases, military installations, logistical supply facili
ties, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction and any 
other manifestation of great-Power military presence in the Indian 
Ocean, conceived in the context of great-Power rivalry. That process, 
Sri Lanka added, must be accompanied by the assumption by the 
littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean of a commitment to 
a policy of denuclearization, i.e., a commitment not to develop or 
acquire nuclear weapons.

Concerning the factual statement to be prepared by the Secretary- 
General with the assistance of consultant experts, Sri Lanka stressed 
the need for a clear picture of the military, including the naval, situa
tion in the area. Such a statement would not commit any Member to 
any part of its contents, but it would serve as a guide in determining 
what should or should not be permitted within the concept of the peace 
zone.

Several Members, including Australia, China, Dahomey, India 
and Japan, supported the request to the Secretary-General to prepare 
a factual and comprehensive study of great-Power military presence in 
the Indian Ocean region, while others, including the USSR and Can
ada, expressed opposition to it. The Soviet Union held that the request 
to the Secretary-General would complicate further consideration of the 
question. Canada doubted the appropriateness of seeking information 
on the great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean from the 
Secretary-General.

On 6 December 1973, the General Assembly adopted the draft 
resolution, as resolution 3080 (XXVIII) by a recorded vote of 95 to 
none, with 35 abstentions. China voted in favour. France, the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom, the United States and the majority of 
Eastern European and Western States again abstained.

The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1974

The A d  Hoc Committee continued its work in 1974. The factual state
ment of the great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean 
requested by General Assembly resolution 3080 (XXVIII) was sub
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mitted to the Committee in May 19744 and subsequently revised5 in the 
light of written comments by Ethiopia,6 France, Madagascar, Somalia, 
the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United Republic of Tanzania, the 
United *States and Yemen,7 which questioned the factual basis of 
various points contained in the document. After the circulation of the 
revised factual statement, the USSR submitted further comments8 
questioning the objectivity of certain statements remaining in the re
vised document.

The Committee considered the revised factual statement at meet
ings between 16 September and 15 October 1974 and decided to include 
it as an annex to the Committee’s report to the General Assembly.9

In its report, the Committee made the following recommenda
tions: (a) the A d Hoc  Committee should continue and intensify its 
efforts in accordance with its mandate, as stated in paragraph 2 of 
General Assembly resolution 2992 (XXVII); (b) thz A d  Hoc  Commit
tee should proceed with its consultations with the four permanent 
members of the Security Council which were not members of the A d  
Hoc  Committee, as envisaged in paragraph 31 of the report; (c) the 
A d  Hoc  Committee should give priority attention in 1975 to the defini
tion of terms, as indicated in paragraph 34 of the report; (<d) considera
tion should be given for the convening, as early as possible, of a 
conference of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, 
as envisaged in paragraph 33 of the report.

The Committee also unanimously decided to recommend, as part 
of its report to the General Assembly, a draft resolution10 reflecting 
the common views held by its members. By the draft resolution, the 
General Assembly would, (a) call upon the great Powers to refrain 
from increasing and strengthening their military presence in the region 
of the Indian Ocean; (b) request the littoral and hinterland States to 
enter into consultations with a view to convening a conference on the 
Indian Ocean; and (c) invite all States, especially the great Powers, to 
co-operate with the A d  Hoc  Committee. The draft resolution was 
subsequently adopted without change by the General Assembly as 
described below.

Consideration by the General Assembly, 1974

The General Assembly, at its twenty-ninth session, discussed the 
question of the Indian Ocean, with particular reference to the report 
of th e A d  Hoc Committee.

On 11 November 1974, Sri Lanka introduced in the First Commit
tee the report of the A d Hoc  Committee and the draft resolution 
annexed to it. Sri Lanka, supported by a number of other States, 
reiterated its appeals to the four permanent members of the Security 
Council which were not members of the Committee to co-operate with 
the Committee and to clarify the problems that confronted them in 
giving effect to the Declaration of the Indian Ocean ^s a zone of peace.
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The draft resolution was adopted by the General Assembly, on 9 
December 1974, as resolution 3259 A (XXIX) by 103 votes (including 
China) to none, with 26 abstentions (including France, the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom and the United States and a number of 
other Eastern European and Western States.

The resolution reads as follows:

The General A ssem bly,
Recalling the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, contained in 

resolution 2832 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971, and recalling also General Assembly 
resolutions 2992 (XXVII) of 15 December 1972 and 3080 (XXVIII) of 6 December 
1973,

Firmly convinced that further and continuous efforts are required to fulfil the 
objectives of the Declaration, and thus to contribute to the strengthening of regional and 
international peace and security,

Noting  the report of the A d  H oc Committee on the Indian Ocean,
Further noting the factual statement of the great Powers* military presence in all 

its aspects, in the Indian Ocean, with special reference to their naval deployments, 
conceived in the context of great Power rivalry, prepared by the Secretary-General with 
the assistance of qualified experts pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3080 
(XXVIII),

Deeply concerned that the competitive expansion of the military presence of the 
great Powers in the Indian Ocean would constitute a serious intensification of the arms 
race, leading to an increase of tension in the area,

Considering that the creation of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean requires:
(a) The elimination of all manifestations of great Power military presence in the 

region, conceived in the context of great Power rivalry,
(b ) Co-operation among the regional States to ensure conditions of security within 

the region as envisaged in the Declaration,
Further believing that for the realization of the objective of the Declaration it is 

necessary that the great Powers enter into immediate consultations with the States 
concerned with a view to adopting positive measures for the elimination of all foreign 
bases and of all manifestations of great Power military presence in the region, conceived 
in the context of great Power rivalry,

1. Urges the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, the permanent 
members of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean 
to give tangible support to the establishment and preservation of the Indian Ocean as 
a zone of peace;

2. Calls upon the great Powers to refrain from increasing and strengthening their 
military presence in the region of the Indian Ocean as an essential first step towards the 
relaxation of tension and the promotion of peace and security in the area;

3. Endorses the recommendations concerning the future work of the A d  Hoc  
Committee on the Indian Ocean, as contained in paragraph 35 of the report of the 
Committee;

4. Requests the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to enter, as soon 
as possible, into consultations with a view to convening a conference on the Indian 
Ocean;

5. Invites all States, especially the great Powers, to co-operate in a practical manner 
with the A d H oc  Committee in the discharge of its functions;

6. Expresses its thanks to the Secretary-General for his efforts in the preparation 
of the factual statement of the great Powers’ military presence in the Indian Ocean;

7. Requests the A d H oc  Committee to continue its work and consultations in 
accordance with its mandate and to report to the General Assembly at its thirtieth 
session;
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8. R equests the Secretary-General to continue to render all necessary assistance 
to the A d  H oc  Committee.

On 20 November 1974, Mauritius submitted a draft resolution by 
which the composition of ihz A d  Hoc  Committee would be enlarged 
by the addition of no more than three Member States, in consideration 
of the fact that the political situation around the Indian Ocean had 
changed since the establishment of the Committee in 1972. The draft 
text was adopted without a vote by the General Assembly on 9 Decem
ber 1974 as resolution 3259 B (XXIX). In accordance with the resolu
tion, and based on the proposal of the Chairman of the First Commit
tee ,11 Bangladesh, Kenya and Somalia became new members of tht A d  
Hoc  Committee.

The Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean, 1975

The Ad Hoc  Committee reconvened on 5 June 1975 and held seven 
meetings between that date and 7 October 1975. During that period, 
the Committee renewed its efforts to enlist the co-operation of the 
great Powers and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean with 
regard to the implementation of the 1971 Declaration.

The littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean held a 
number of informal meetings between 3 March and 29 September at 
which they had consultations pursuant to paragraph 4 of General 
Assembly resolution 3259 A (XXIX). At those meetings, the littoral 
and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean considered the general 
approach to the question of the convening of a conference on the 
Indian Ocean, as well as the following six specific points: (a) purposes 
of a conference on the Indian Ocean; (b) date and duration; (c) venue; 
(d) provisional agenda; (e) participation; ( / )  level of participation.

In its report to the General Assembly,12 XhtAd Hoc  Committee 
unanimously recommended to the Assembly, for its adoption, a draft 
resolution noting, among other things, that an agreement in principle 
on the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean had emerged 
among the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean and 
requesting them to continue their consultations to that end. The resolu
tion would also request the A d  Hoc  Committee to continue, in ac
cordance with its mandate, its work and consultations.

R E F E R E N C E S
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C H A P T E R  X I I

Preventing Environmental Warfare

In r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  the problem of preventing artificial modifications of 
the environment for warlike purposes has acquired new dimensions 
and has been debated in many forums, including various international 
conferences of scientists.

Concern, without direct reference to environmental warfare, was 
expressed in the Declaration of the 1972 United Nations Conference 
on the Human Environment, which emphasized that nations had the 
responsibility of ensuring that their own activities did not damage the 
environment of other nations.

During the 1974 session of the CCD, the question was mentioned 
by the delegation of Sweden as a possible subject for consideration in 
the Committee.

The problem was taken up on a bilateral basis at the 1974 Moscow 
summit meeting of the leaders of the Soviet Union and the United 
States and led to the adoption of a joint statement by the two Powers 
(which was later circulated by them as a document of the United 
Nations), advocating the most effective measures possible to over
come the danger of the use of environmental modification techniques 
for military purposes.1

The statement received favourable attention at the 1974 summer 
session of the CCD and was welcomed as a first step towards prevent
ing new and possibly very dangerous developments in the arms race.

Initiative by the Soviet Union, 1974

On 7 August 1974, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko requested the 
inclusion on the agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the General 
Assembly of the item entitled “ 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” 2 In his request, he emphasized the need “ to draw up and 
conclude an international convention to outlaw action to influence the 
environment for military purposes” and urged the General Assembly 
to adopt a resolution “ approving the idea of concluding a broad agree
ment” with that objective in view. At the same time, he underlined that
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such an agreement should not restrict scientific research and practical 
work on the alteration of natural conditions to meet the peaceful needs 
of States for the benefit of mankind.

Subsequently, the Soviet Union submitted a draft resolution3 on 
the subject, which was also sponsored by Afghanistan, Barbados, 
Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, the German 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Iraq, Kenya, Mauritius, Mongolia, 
Poland and the Syrian Arab Republic and formed the basis for discus
sion of the new item. It was the first time that the subject of environ
mental warfare was debated by the United Nations.

By the draft resolution the Assembly would consider it necessary 
to adopt an international convention that would provide “ effective 
measures to prohibit 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 would re
quest the CCD to proceed to reach agreement on the text of such a 
convention. Annexed to the draft resolution was a draft convention 
proposed by the Soviet Union.

In introducing the draft resolution, the USSR stressed that the 
implementation of its proposal would not only contribute to the limita
tion of the arms race and to the prevention of the emergence of new 
means of warfare but facilitate the solution of a problem common to 
all mankind—the protection of the environment.

In article I of the Soviet draft convention (for the full text see 
below), the parties would undertake “ not to use meteorological, geo
physical or any other scientific or technological means of influencing 
the environment, including the weather and climate, for military and 
other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international 
security, human well-being and health, and, furthermore, never under 
any circumstances to resort to such means of influencing the environ
ment and climate or to carry out preparations for their use” . In article 
II, such activities were to be forbidden “ on the surface of the land, 
the sea-bed and the ocean floor, the depths of the earth, the marine 
environment and the atmosphere.” Twelve specific techniques were 
identified for purposes of prohibition: cloud-seeding for purposes of 
rainmaking; weather, climate and hydrological changes; influencing 
the electrical processes in the atmosphere; disturbance of meteorologi
cal phenomena such as cyclones; modification of physical and chem
ical parameters of the oceans; stimulation of seismic waves that might 
produce earthquakes or tidal waves; action that might lead to distur
bances of the balance between the hydrosphere and the atmosphere; 
the creation of artificial electromagnetic and acoustic fields in the 
oceans; modification of the natural state of rivers and lakes through 
drying up or flooding, including the destruction of hydrotechnical 
installations; disturbances of the land surface through desiccation or 
flooding, including interference with land improvement systems; the 
burning of vegetation and other actions leading to a disturbance of the 
ecology of the vegetable and animal kingdom; and action influencing
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the ozone layers in the atmosphere that might lead to disturbances of 
the thermal and radiation equilibrium of the earth-atmosphere-sun 
system.

In the debate, the Soviet draft resolution was welcomed by many 
Members as being important and timely. Some, including the Eastern 
European and non-aligned States which had also sponsored the draft, 
expressed their unconditional support for both the draft resolution and 
its annex. Another group, mainly Western and Latin American States, 
advanced certain reservations with regard to the wording relating to 
the definition and scope of the actions to be prohibited and the expe
diency of submitting a draft convention at the initial stage. In their 
view, the first action should be a comprehensive study of the problem, 
possibly in the CCD, which could provide a basis for recommenda
tions and consequent action by the United Nations.

More specifically, the United States, reiterating the considerable 
importance it attached to the study of effective measures to overcome 
the dangers of the use of environmental modification techniques for 
military purposes, noted that it would support the referral of the 
question to the CCD, if that was the general view and provided that 
it was done without prejudging how the Committee would consider the 
question. It further held that it was premature to conclude that a 
proposed convention would necessarily be feasible or effective.

The United Kingdom, noting with interest the Soviet proposal, 
believed that there was advantage in seeking agreed constraints or 
prohibitions on possible new weapons and military techniques before 
they had developed so far as to present immediate danger. It stressed, 
however, that there were major problems of definition in attempting to 
regulate the matter, in particular with regard to establishing the distinc
tion between military and civilian applications. The United Kingdom 
shared the view that the subject should be referred to the CCD for its 
careful examination.

France, while stressing its interest in the proposal, expressed 
some doubts regarding the expediency of trying to regulate an area 
which remained one of hypothetical danger. In the meantime, France 
noted, nothing was being done in areas of immediate threat, such as 
that of nuclear weapons.

The Netherlands advanced the idea of requesting the Secretary- 
General to undertake, with the assistance of consultant experts, a 
study on the subject and felt that such a study could serve as a basis 
for later negotiations. The Netherlands did not object, however, to 
referring the issue to the CCD, provided that was the general desire. 
Sweden held that the subject needed further study and that the CCD 
was the appropriate forum. That view was also shared by Denmark, 
Finland, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and a number of 
other Western and non-aligned countries.

China, without commenting on the substance of the Soviet pro
posal, stated that it was an attempt on the part of the Soviet Union to
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divert the attention of the world and to camouflage accelerated arms 
expansion and war preparations. That view was shared by Albania.

The Soviet Union, in response to the various reservations, sub
mitted a slightly revised draft resolution, which was later adopted by 
the General Assembly without change. Also, Argentina, Bangladesh, 
the Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Egypt, Finland, Ghana, India and 
the Ukrainian SSR were added as sponsors.

On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted the revised 
draft resolution, by a vote of 126 in favour to none against, with five 
abstentions (Chile, France, Mali, Paraguay and the United States), as 
resolution 3264 (XXIX). China did not participate in the vote.

France, in explaining its abstention, stated that it had nothing to 
do with the substance of the resolution but had been motivated by its 
known position with regard to the CCD, which had been indicated in 
the resolution as the body by which the problem of environmental 
warfare could be studied.

As adopted by the General Assembly the resolution', with the 
Soviet draft convention annexed, reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Noting  the concern of peoples to consolidate peace and to pursue efforts designed 

to save mankind from the danger of using new means of warfare, to limit the arms race 
and to bring about disarmament,

Bearing in mind that, under conditions of continuous scientific and technological 
progress, new possibilities arise for using the results of this progress not only for peaceful 
but also for military purposes,

Convinced  that the prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate 
for military and other hostile purposes, which are incompatible with the maintenance of 
international security, human well-being and health, would serve the cause of strengthen
ing peace and averting the threat of war,

Taking into account the profound interest of States and peoples in the adoption of 
measures to preserve and improve the environment and to modify or moderate the 
climate solely for peaceful purposes for the benefit of present and future generations,

1. Considers it necessary to adopt, through the conclusion of an appropriate interna
tional convention, effective measures to prohibit action to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other hostile purposes, which are incompatible with the mainte
nance of international security, human well-being and health;

2. Takes note of the draft international convention 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, submitted to the 
General Assembly by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as well as other points 
of view and suggestions put forward during the discussion of this question;

3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon 
as possible to achieving agreement on the text of such a convention and to submit a 
report on the results achieved for consideration by the General Assembly at its thirtieth 
session;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conference of the Committee 
on Disarmament all documents relating to the discussion by the General Assembly at 
its twenty-ninth session of the item entitled “ Prohibition of action to influence the 
environment and climate for military and other purposes incompatible with the mainte
nance of international security, human well-being and health” ;

5. D ecides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Prohibition of action to influence the environment and climate for military and
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other hostile purposes, which are incompatible with the maintenance of international 
security, human well-being and health”

ANNEX
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: draft convention on the prohibition of action to 

influence the environment and climate for military and other purposes incompati 
with the maintenance of international security, human well-being and health

The States Parties to this Convention,
G uided  by the interests of consolidating peace and wishing to contribute to the 

cause of saving mankind from the danger of using new means of warfare, limiting the 
arms race and bringing about disarmament,

Taking into account that, under conditions of continuous scientific and technologi
cal progress, new possibilities arise for using the results of this progress not only for 
peaceful but also for military purposes,

Considering that action to influence the environment and climate for military pur
poses may represent an exceptional danger to universal peace and security as well as 
to human well-being and health,

Expressing the profound interest of States and peoples in the adoption of measures 
to preserve and improve the environment for the benefit of present and future genera
tions,

Desiring to contribute to the deepening of confidence among peoples and to the 
further improvement of the international situation,

Striving to co-operate in implementing the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations,

H ave agreed  on the following:

Article I
Each of the Parties to this Convention undertakes not to develop meteorological, 

geophysical or any other scientific or technological means of influencing the environ
ment, including the weather and climate, for military and other purposes incompatible 
with the maintenance of international security, human well-being and health, and, 
furthermore, never under any circumstances to resort to such means of influencing the 
environment and climate or to carry out preparations for their use.

Article II
1. For the purposes of this Convention, the activities referred to in article I consist 

of those active influences on the surface of the land, the sea-bed and the ocean floor, 
the depths of the earth, the marine environment, the atmosphere or on any other 
elements of the environment that may cause damage by the following means:

(a) Introduction into the cloud systems (air masses) of chemical reagents for the 
purpose of causing precipitation (formation of clouds) and other means of bringing about 
a redistribution of water resources;

0b) Modification of the elements of the weather, climate and the hydrological 
system on land in any part of the surface of the earth;

(c) Direct or indirect action to influence the electrical processes in the atmosphere;
(d) Direct or indirect disturbance of the elements of the energy and water balance 

of meteorological phenomena (cyclones, anticyclones, cloud front systems);
(e) Direct or indirect modifications of the physical and chemical parameters of the 

seas and oceans, the seashore, seabed and ocean floor that may lead to a change in the 
hydrological system, water interchange process and ecology of the biological resources 
of the seas and oceans;

(f) Direct or indirect stimulation of seismic waves by any methods or means that 
may produce earthquakes and accompanying processes and phenomena, or destructive 
ocean waves, including tsunami;
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(g) Direct or indirect action on the surface of an area of water that may lead to a 
disturbance of the thermal and gaseous interchange between the hydrosphere and the 
atmosphere;

(h) The creation of artificial continuous electromagnetic and acoustic fields in the 
oceans and seas;

(/) Modification of the natural state of the rivers, lakes, swamps and other aqueous 
elements of the land by any methods or means, leading to reduction in the water-level, 
drying up, flooding, inundation, destruction of hydrotechnical installations or having 
other harmful consequences;

(/) Disturbance of the natural state of the lithosphere, including the land surface, 
by mechanical, physical or other means, causing erosion, a change in the mechanical 
structure, desiccation or flooding of the soil, or interference with irrigation or land 
improvement systems;

(k) The burning of vegetation and other actions leading to a disturbance of the 
ecology of the vegetable and animal kingdom;

(/) Direct or indirect action to influence the ionized or ozone layers in the atmos
phere, the introduction of heat and radiant energy absorbing agents in the atmosphere 
and the contiguous layer, or other action that might lead to disturbances of the thermal 
and radiation equilibrium of the earth-atmosphere-sun system.

2. Subsequently, in accordance with the provisions of this Convention, the list of 
actions enumerated in paragraph 1 of this article may be supplemented or amended 
depending upon the progress of scientific and technological research.

Article III
Each of the Parties to this Convention undertakes to refrain from assisting, encour

aging or inducing any State, group of States or international organizations whatsoever 
to carry out activities that violate the provisions of the Convention, as well as to refrain 
from participating either directly or indirectly in such activities carried out by other States 
or international organizations.

Article IV
Each Party to this Convention undertakes, in accordance with its own constitutional 

procedures, to adopt the necessary measures to prohibit and prevent any activity carried 
out in violation of the provisions of the Convention anywhere whatsoever within its 
jurisdiction or under its control.

Article V
Nothing in this Convention shall impede the economic or scientific and technologi

cal development of the Parties to the Convention or international economic and scientific 
co-operation in the utilization, preservation and improvement of the environment for 
peaceful purposes.

Article VI
1. Any Party to this Convention that learns that any other Party to the Convention 

is acting in violation of the obligations flowing from the provisions of the Convention 
may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a com
plaint shall contain all possible evidence to support the grounds for the complaint, 
together with a request that it be considered by the Security Council.

2. Each Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any 
investigations that the Security Council may undertake in accordance with the provi
sions of the Charter of the United Nations on the basis of the complaint received by 
the Council. The Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Convention of 
the results of such investigations.

Article VII
Each Party to this Convention undertakes to furnish or support assistance provided 

in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations to any Party to the Convention 
that may make such a request, in the event that the Security Council adopts a decision
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to the effect that that Party has been subjected to danger as a result of the violation of 
the Convention.

Article VIII
1. Any Party may propose an amendment to this Convention. Each proposed 

amendment shall be submitted to the depositary Governments and shall be transmitted 
by them to all Parties to the Convention, which shall inform the depositary Governments 
of the adoption or rejection of the amendment at the earliest possible date after receiving 
it.

2. The amendment shall enter into force for each Party accepting it after its 
adoption by the majority of Parties to the Convention, including the depositary Govern
ments, and subsequently for each remaining Party on the day on which it adopts that 
amendment.

Article IX
Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or before that date, if the 

majority of Parties to the Convention so request by submitting a proposal for that 
purpose to the depositary Governments, a conference of States Parties to the Conven
tion shall be convened in . . . for the purpose of considering the operation of the Conven
tion, in order to ensure that its provisions are being implemented. During such considera
tion, account shall be taken of all new scientific and technological achievements that may 
relate to the Convention.

Article X
1. This Convention shall be of a permanent nature.
2. Each Party to this Convention shall have the right, within the context of the 

realization of its own State sovereignty, to withdraw from the Convention, if it decides 
that exceptional circumstances connected with the content of the Convention have 
threatened the supreme interests of its country. It shall notify all other States Parties 
to the Convention and the Security Council of the United Nations three months prior 
to its withdrawal. The notification shall contain an account of the exceptional circum
stances which, in the view of that Party, have threatened its supreme interests.

Article X I
1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State that does 

not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of 
this article may accede to it at any time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments 
of ratification and accession shall be deposited with the Governments of . . .  , which 
are hereby designated the depositary Governments.

*3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of the instruments of 
ratification by . . Governments, including Governments designated the depositary 
Governments of the Convention.

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited after the 
entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit 
of their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The depositary Governments shall promptly notify all States that sign or accede 
to this Convention of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument 
of ratification or accession, the date of the entry into force of the Convention and the 
receipt by them of other information.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the depositary Governments in accord
ance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article X II
This Convention, of which the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts 

are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the depositary Governments. 
Duly certified copies of the Convention shall be forwarded by the depositary Govern
ments to the Governments of the signatory or acceding States.
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In w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly furnished with full powers, have signed 
this Convention.

Doni: in . copies at . .o n  the . day o f . , .

Consideration by the CCD, 1975

The Soviet initiative on environmental warfare was welcomed by all 
speakers as a desirable effort to achieve a ban on new methods of 
warfare before they could come into general use. Many Members, 
including the Socialist and several non-aligned States, stressed the 
need for urgent action to carry out the General Assembly mandate to 
work out an agreement as soon as possible on the basis of the Soviet 
draft convention. The United States and other Western countries were 
doubtful, however, about the possibility of taking any concrete action 
in the matter before extensive expert studies, or “ mapping expedi
tions” , had been carried out to chart the “ unexplored territory” of 
such an agreement. The United Kingdom, supported by the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the Netherlands, posed a number of specific 
questions that would require answers before the CCD could take any 
effective action on the matter. They suggested that a meeting of ex
perts might assist in providing the replies and identifying the real 
dangers. Some other members noted that the Committee would be 
largely dependent on information provided by the United States and 
the Soviet Union, which were the only Powers possessing any real 
knowledge of the subject.

Sweden formally proposed that the CCD hold an informal meet
ing, or meetings, on the matter during the summer session of the CCD, 
with the participation of experts. It was agreed to begin such considera
tion on 4 August. The USSR noted with satisfaction the widespread 
interest in its initiative and held that its draft convention constituted 
the required basis for discussion and solution of the problem in the 
CCD.

The informal meetings of the CCD on environmental warfare, 
with the participation of experts from 10 States, were held in Geneva 
on 4-7 August 1975. The major portion of the discussion was devoted 
to consideration of various techniques, experimentally developed or 
theoretically feasible, of weather and climate modification and to the 
possible danger of their military application. In that regard, a Canadian 
working paper,4 setting forth various categories of techniques and 
providing some assessment of their potential military application, was 
favourably received by the Committee.

In assessing the results of the informal meetings in the Committee, 
most delegations held that the discussion and the working papers 
submitted had proved highly useful and had provided a better technical 
basis for speeding up future negotiations on a convention or other 
international instrument to prohibit geophysical and meteorological 
means of warfare.
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On 21 August 1975, the United States and the Soviet Union 
separately submitted to the CCD identical texts of a draft convention 
“ on the prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmen
tal modification techniques”

The main provision of the proposed nine-article draft convention 
called on the States parties to undertake “ not to engage in military or 
any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, 
damage or injury to another State Party” and not to assist, encourage 
or induce any State, group of States or international organization to 
engage in such activities (for the text of the draft convention, see 
appendix IV). Most Members of the Committee expressed their initial 
satisfaction with the bilateral draft convention, which they viewed as 
the most important result of the 1975 session of the CCD.

In introducing the draft convention, the USSR and the United 
States noted that they considered it a basis for negotiations at the next 
session of the CCD and stressed their hope that the discussion at that 
session would lead to early agreement, allowing the CCD to submit the 
final text of a convention to the thirty-first session of the General 
Assembly in 1976.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Document A/9698.
2. Official Records o f  the General Assem bly, Twenty-ninth Session, Annexes, agenda 

item 103, document A/9702 and Corr. 1.
3. Ibid., document A/C. 1/L.675/Rev.l.
4. Official Records o f  the General A ssem bly, Thirtieth Session, Supplement N o. 29 

(A/10029), document CCD/463.
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C H A P T E R  X I I I

Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament

D u r in g  1970, both the Economic and Social Council and the General 
Assembly discussed the economic and social consequences of disarma
ment and the transfer to peaceful uses of the resources released by 
disarmament. In those discussions, reference was often made to the 
1962 report of the Secretary-General on the Economic and Social 
Consequences of Disarmament, which had concluded that “ the diver
sion to peaceful purposes of the resources now in military use could 
be accomplished to the benefit of all countries and lead to the improve
ment of world economic and social conditions” 1

At its May 1970 session, the Economic and Social Council had 
before it statements from 28 Governments2 in response to communica
tions from the Secretary-General, who, in accordance with General 
Assembly resolution 2387 (XXIII), had invited Member States to 
submit national studies on the conversion to peaceful purposes of the 
resources released by disarmament and had also reminded them of the 
Assembly’s invitation, in resolution 2526 (XXIV), to designate an 
annual “ peace day” on which to study the effects of disarmament 
measures on economic and social development and to consider the 
possibility of using resources that might be released as a result of such 
measures, in the context of the Second United Nations Development 
Decade.

In their replies, some States, including Poland, the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, indicated that they had 
reduced their military expenditures and were using part of the funds 
thus saved for economic development. The Soviet Union added that 
general and complete disarmament could make a decisive contribution 
to achieving universal peace and security, and, at the same time, create 
real possibilities of achieving unprecedented economic progress in all 
countries. Noting that none of the encouraging disarmament develop
ments, such as the achievement of the non-proliferation Treaty, had 
so far led to any direct budgetary consequences and that worldwide 
military expenditures had not decreased, the United States indicated 
that it had, nonetheless, decreased its military budget and was using 
part of the resources thus saved for its economic and social develop
ment, such as assisting communities affected by military base closures 
or experiencing mass unemployment in defence industries. The United
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Kingdom stated that it continued to place the highest priority on 
disarmament, not least because of the urgent needs of its own domestic 
economy and balance of payments, adding that it had already devel
oped a wide range of flexible planning mechanisms capable of effecting 
the transfer of resources on a large scale with minimum economic 
dislocation or social hardship.

Among other Members, Italy and Pakistan stated that their de
fence expenditures had been reduced in terms of total Government 
expenditures or national production. India, Jamaica, the Philippines 
and Thailand, however, stated that, in order to safeguard their national 
security, among other reasons, their military spending had either been 
increased or had been maintained at a minimum level. Some States 
regretted the constant rise in global military expenditures since the 
beginning of the 1960s, when the study on the Economic and Social 
Consequences of Disarmament had been prepared. Consequently, 
they noted, little progress had been made in converting resources 
released by disarmament to programmes of global social and economic 
development.

On 12 May 1970, the Economic and Social Council took note of 
the statements submitted and decided, without a vote, to transmit 
them, along with any subsequent replies that might be received from 
Governments, to the General Assembly.

During its 1970 session, the General Assembly adopted two resolu
tions linking disarmament with economic and social development. In 
adopting resolution 2626 (XXV), proclaiming the Second United Na
tions Development Decade and setting forth an International Develop
ment Strategy for the Decade, the Assembly affirmed that the success 
of international development activities depended in large measure on 
improvements in the general international situation, including concrete 
progress towards general and complete disarmament. The Assembly, 
therefore, called for a close link between the Second Development 
Decade and the Disarmament Decade, which had also been pro
claimed for the 1970s in resolution 2602 E (XXIV).

In another move to ensure that the link between the Second 
Development Decade and the Disarmament Decade was fully under
stood and utilized in as practical and comprehensive a manner as 
possible, the Assembly, by resolution 2685 (XXV)—adopted on the 
recommendation of the Second Committee based on a proposal spon
sored in that Committee by the Central African Republic, Colombia, 
Cyprus and the Philippines—requested the Secretary-General, in con
sultation with such advisers as he deemed necessary, (a) to formulate 
suggestions for the guidance of Member States, the specialized agen
cies, IAEA and other organizations of the United Nations system, 
with a view to establishing the desired link between the Disarmament 
Decade and the Second Development Decade, so that an appropriate 
portion of the resources released as a consequence of progress towards 
general and complete disarmament would be used to assist the eco
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nomic and social development of the developing countries; and (b) to 
propose measures for the mobilization of world public opinion in 
support of the link between disarmament and development and thus 
encourage progress towards general and complete disarmament.

By the same resolution, the Assembly requested Member States, 
the specialized agencies and IAEA, as well as other organs of the 
United Nations system, to submit to the Secretary-General their com
ments and recommendations on the points indicated above. The Secre- 
tary-General was requested to submit a report thereon, through the 
Economic and Social Council, in time for the first biennial review of 
the implementation of the International Development Strategy for the 
Second United Nations Development Decade in 1973.

The advisers appointed by the Secretary-General under the terms 
of resolution 2685 (XXV) were known as the Group of Experts on the 
Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament. Their report, 
entitled Disarmament and Development,3 was submitted by the Secre- 
tary-General for consideration by the fifty-fourth session of the Eco
nomic and Social Council in February 1973 and for subsequent trans
mission to the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly, 
pursuant to Assembly resolution 2685 (XXV). In the report, the Group 
of Experts, whose general conclusions were endorsed by the Secre- 
tary-General, explored the link between disarmament and develop
ment and found, among other things, that national and international 
efforts to promote development should neither be postponed nor al
lowed to lag merely because progress in disarmament was slow. Dis
armament and development could be linked because the enormous 
amount of resources wasted in the arms race might better be utilized 
to facilitate development and progress. The Group asserted that “ the 
blatant contrast between this waste of resources and the unfulfilled 
needs of development” could be used to help rouse public opinion in 
favour of effective disarmament and of development, particularly of 
the developing countries.

In the introduction to its report, the Group also stated that the 
problems of achieving disarmament and development, as well as of 
generating more aid for developing countries, were essentially polit
ical. Disarmament would come if people changed the direction of the 
policies which led to the arms race, and more assistance for helping 
the developing countries would be realized only if people adopted and 
acted upon internationalist values, such as the equality of man, the 
need to eliminate poverty, mass unemployment, disease, hunger and 
illiteracy, and the desirability of bringing the benefits of science and 
technology to everyone.

The experts found, at the time, that the flow of official develop
ment aid to developing countries amounted to only about 0.35 per cent 
of the gross national product of the developed countries. In order to 
achieve the Second United Nations Development Decade target of 6 
per cent growth on average, the report suggested that official develop
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ment assistance from the developed to the developing countries would 
have to double in relative terms, to about 0.7 per cent of their gross 
national product. The report also estimated that a 20 per cent general 
reduction in military expenditures would, for example, contribute not 
only to the satisfaction of urgent economic needs of both developed 
and developing countries but to the reduction of the economic gap 
between the two groups, if such development assistance were raised 
globally in the same proportion or slightly more. The experts suggested 
that as large as possible a proportion of development aid should be 
channelled through ways which would contribute to international co
operation in joint projects of growing importance for the world com
munity, such as the establishment of an international regime for the 
sea-bed, projects to change regional climates and the regional interna
tionalization of certain civil aviation services, for example, for natural 
resources surveys and for assistance in disasters.

In their conclusions and recommendations, the Group of Experts 
stated that, while developing countries bore the responsibility for 
adopting adequate measures to mobilize their own resources more 
effectively and for reducing income disparities, the solution of those 
problems would, in many developing countries, depend on the contribu
tion to their external resources made by expansion of their exports and 
also, to a significant extent, on stepped-up foreign assistance.

The experts also concluded that disarmament would contribute 
to economic and social development through the promotion of peace 
and the relaxation of international tensions, as well as through the 
release of resources for peaceful uses. The resources thus released, 
sometimes referred to as the “ disarmament dividend” , could be redi
rected to raise living standards and promote faster growth. Most of the 
resources released by disarmament, the experts felt, would be easily 
transferable to other uses—for example, manpower, food, clothing, 
fuel and products of the metal and engineering industries. Budgetary 
action to raise civil demand would be enough to induce redeployment 
of those resources either to investment or to public or private consump
tion. However, the experts added, other resources, such as nuclear- 
weapon plants and military aircraft and missile plants might not be 
readily transferable to other uses. The experts suggested that Govern
ments, when placing orders for specialized military production or 
creating specialized plants likely to give rise to transfer difficulties in 
the event of disarmament, should make advance plans to deal with the 
redeployment to peaceful work of the manpower and plant, so long as 
the plant was reusable.

The experts also felt that an increase in peaceful research and 
development budgets would be required if all, or even a large part, of 
the research and development manpower employed in military work 
was to find peaceful research and development work. The range of 
possibilities of transferring the sophisticated military research of the 
developed countries to peaceful uses in the developing countries was 
extremely wide.
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The Group’s final conclusion was to recommend that an appeal 
should be made to the mass media and the information services of the 
United Nations system to develop programmes of information on the 
subjects covered by its report.

At its fifty-fourth session, on 2 May 1973, the Economic and 
Social Council decided to take note, with appreciation, of the report, 
Disarmament and Development, and the accompanying comments and 
recommendations on the subject from Governments and international 
bodies, and transmit them to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
eighth session, in accordance with Assembly resolution 2685 (XXV).

On 17 December 1973, the General Assembly, on the recommen
dation of the Second Committee, decided, without debate and without 
objection, to take note of the report.

In 1973, in adopting resolution 3176 (XXVIII) on the implementa
tion of the International Development Strategy, the Assembly called 
on all countries to promote actively the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament, adding that the resources released as a result 
of actual disarmament should be used for the economic and social 
development of all States and to enable the developed countries to 
increase their development aid to the developing countries.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. United Nations publication, Sales No. E.62.IX.1.
2. Document E/4811 and A dd.1-3.
3. United Nations publication, Sales No. E.73.IX.1.
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C H A P T E R  X I V

Economic and Social Consequences of the Arms Race

Disarmament d is c u s s io n s  a t  th e  U n ited  N a t io n s  have reflected 
a growing concern over the economic and social aspects of the arms 
race. In an address, “The Politics of Disarmament: Proposals for the 
1970s” , delivered on 22 May 1970, the late Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, U Thant, proposed a study of the economic ancf social 
consequences of the arms race, “to create a fuller understanding of the 
needs and the possibilities for reordering our priorities in the decade 
of the 1970s” .1 In the same address, the Secretary-General pointed out 
that between 1948 and 1968, at a time when the United Nations had 
been deeply engaged in disarmament discussions, world military expen
ditures had increased threefold at constant prices. He also asserted 
that, in addition to the heavy economic and social burdens it caused 
on developing as well as on developed countries, the armaments race 
also posed a threat to the very survival of mankind as a whole. He 
warned that, unless the arms race was reversed, the future outlook for 
mankind would be very bleak.

Also in 1970, Romania took the initiative of proposing to.include 
in the agenda of the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly an 
item entitled “ Economic and social consequences of the armaments 
race and its extremely harmful effects on international peace and 
security” In its explanatory memorandum on the item, Romania 
stated that the arms race constituted one of the heaviest burdens which 
peoples everywhere had to bear and that “ a reduction in military 
expenditure, the end of the armaments race and gradual progress 
towards general and complete disarmament would create vast opportu
nities for the effective support of action to ensure the economic and 
social advancement of the developing countries” .2

When the Romanian item was discussed in the First Committee, 
it was supported by many Members, including Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Colombia, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecua
dor, India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Lebanon, Morocco, the 
Netherlands, Rwanda, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Turkey, the United 
Kingdom, the United Republic of Tanzania, the United States, Uru
guay, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. Many of the speakers stressed the 
close interrelation between disarmament and development and called 
for a study on the economic and social consequences of the arms race,
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which would contribute to a better understanding of the problems 
crucial to the question.

On the recommendation of the First Committee, the General 
Assembly, on 7 December 1970, adopted resolution 2667 (XXV), by 
which, among other things, it called for a cessation and reversal of the 
arms race and the diversion to peaceful uses of the resources’ spent on 
armaments. The Assembly also requested the Secretary-General to 
prepare, with the assistance of qualified experts, a report on the eco
nomic and social consequences of the arms race and of military expen
ditures, for consideration at the Assembly’s next session. Govern
ments and international, as well as non-governmental, institutions and 
organizations were also called upon by the Assembly to co-operate 
with the Secretary-General in the preparation of the report. The full 
text of resolution 2667 (XXV) reads as follows:

The General A ssem bly,
Cdtiscious of the threat to mankind posed by the ever spiralling arms race, espe

cially in view of the existing large stockpiles of, and impending new qualitative advances 
in, nuclear armaments,

Aware that world military expenditures have been continuously increasing, in spite 
of the achievements in the field of arms limitation and disarmament during the 1960s, 

Convinced that unless vigorous measures are taken without delay to stop the arms 
race and to make concrete progress towards disarmament, giving the highest priority to 
nuclear disarmament, military expenditure is likely to increase at an even greater rate 
during the 1970s,

D eeply concerned that the arms race, nuclear and conventional, constitutes one of 
the heaviest burdens which peoples everywhere have to bear and that it absorbs im
mense material wealth, human energy and intellectual resources,

D eeply convinced that the elimination of the enormous waste of wealth and talent 
on the arms race, which is detrimental to the economic and social life of all States, would 
have a positive impact, especially on the developing countries, where the need for skilled 
personnel and the lack of material and financial resources are most keenly felt,

Convinced  that a halt in the arms race, a reduction of military expenditures and 
concrete progress towards disarmament would greatly facilitate the achievement by 
nations of their economic and social goals and would contribute effectively to the 
improvement of international relations and the maintenance of world peace and security, 

Conscious that it is the fundamental task of the United Nations to promote, in 
accordance with the Charter, the establishment and maintenance of international peace 
and security with the least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and economic 
resources,

Determined to take appropriate steps to bring the arms race to a halt and to make 
progress towards general and complete disarmament, which is the most important 
question facing the world today,

Wishing to promote the elaboration and implementation of a comprehensive pro
gramme for disarmament, which would also facilitate the United Nations development 
programmes during the 1970s,

Believing that thorough consideration of the main aspects of the arms race would 
facilitate a better understanding and evaluation of its negative consequences and of the 
great dangers with which it is fraught,

1. Calls upon all States to take effective steps for the cessation and reversal of the 
arms race and for the achievement of steady progress in the field of disarmament;

2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue to pay 
urgent attention to all questions meant to put an end to the arms race,' particularly in 
the nuclear field;
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3. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified 
consultant experts appointed by him, a report on the economic and social consequences 
of the arms race and of military expenditures;

4. Calls upon all Governments to extend their full co-operation to the Secretary- 
General to ensure that the study is carried out in the most effective way;

5. Calls upon non-governmental organizations and international institutions and 
organizations to co-operate with the Secretary-General in the preparation of the report;

6. R equests that the report be transmitted to the General Assembly in time to 
permit its consideration at the twenty-sixth session.

At the same Assembly session, on the recommendation of the 
Second Committee, which had discussed a related subject—the eco
nomic and social consequences of disarmament—the Assembly 
adopted resolution 2685 (XXV), in which it asked the Secretary-Gen- 
eral to suggest means of establishing a link between the Second United 
Nations Development Decade and the Disarmament Decade, so that 
an appropriate portion of the resources released as a consequence of 
progress towards disarmament could be devoted to economic assis
tance for the developing countries (see chapter X III, above).

As requested by General Assembly resolution 2667 (XXV), the 
Secretary-General presented to the twenty-sixth session of the Gen
eral Assembly, in 1971, a report entitled Economic and Social Conse
quences o f  the Arms Race and o f  Military Expenditures .3 Among its 
findings, the report showed that in 1970, global annual military expendi
tures amounted to about $200 billion and that six countries (China, 
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States) were responsible for more 
than four fifths of the total of world military spending in the same 
period, with the developing countries accounting for only about 6 per 
cent of that total. The military budgets of the countries which provided 
development aid were estimated at 6 per cent of their gross national 
product, approximately 30 times greater than the official development 
assistance those countries provided to the developing countries. World 
military expenditures were also found to be running at about 2Vi times 
what all Governments were spending on health and about 1 Vi times 
what they were spending on education. Those global military expendi
tures also approximately equalled the combined gross national product 
of the developing countries of South Asia, the Far East and Africa 
together.

The experts who had prepared the report stated that, in a period 
in which no major nations had been at all-out war with each other, it 
was highly disturbing that the world had continued to devote such a 
large proportion of its resources to military uses. Global military 
spending was estimated to be rising at a rate of about 3 to 4 per cent 
a year, but in the developing countries it was increasing at a rate of 
about 7 per cent a year. The experts attributed the more rapid rate of 
increase in the military spending of the developing countries to the fact 
that, among other things, some of those countries were building up 
their armed forces virtually from nothing, as well as to the wars in 
which some of them had been engaged.
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The experts estimated that about 50 million people were then 
engaged directly or indirectly for military purposes throughout the 
world, with almost 50 per cent of them under arms. Military manpower 
had been rising at a rate of about 2 per cent a year during the 1960s, 
with virtually all of the increases occurring in the developing countries, 
whose share of the over-all total for the world’s armed forces was 
about 37 per cent, in contrast to a 6 per cent share in total global 
military expenditure.

The military forces of the developing countries were found to be 
immensely costly in terms of scarce manpower which would otherwise 
be available to help in the enormous task of social and economic 
development.

The developing countries, in which more than two thirds of the 
world’s population lived, but which accounted for only about 15 per 
cent of world economic output and whose share of world exports was 
only about 18 per cent in 1969 (down from about 27 per cent in 1953), 
would also benefit immediately from a cessation of the arms race. The 
fact that the developing countries imported most of their sophisticated 
armaments adversely affected their economic growth potential at a 
particularly vulnerable point, through the consequential pre-empting of 
scarce foreign exchange resources.

Apart from its negative economic and social consequences, the 
arms race was also felt by the experts to exacerbate international 
tensions. The stockpiling of weapons and the continuing development 
of more sophisticated new arms could only generate more suspicion 
and greater tension than existed at the start of the arms build-up and 
by so doing provoke hostile reactions on the part of those who felt 
threatened. As the Secretary-General warned in his foreword to the 
report of the experts, whose conclusions he endorsed: “ the perils 
which military expenditures have brought in their wake have become 
so acute as to provide man with the means of his own ultimate destruc
tion. Security cannot, therefore, be achieved by further accumulation 
of destructive power.”

The General Assembly, on the recommendation of the First Com
mittee, on 16 December 1971, adopted resolution 2831 (XXVI), wel
coming with satisfaction the experts’ report and requesting the Secre
tary-General, Governments and international and non-governmental 
organizations to give the report the widest possible publicity. The 
Assembly also decided to keep the item “ Economic and social conse
quences of the armaments race and its extremely harmful effects on 
world peace and security” under constant review and to place it on the 
provisional agenda of its twenty-eighth session.

At that session, the Assembly, on 6 December 1973, adopted 
without objection resolution 3075 (XXVIII), expressing its apprecia
tion of the Secretary-General’s efforts to publicize the report Eco
nomic and Social Consequences o f  the Arms Race and o f  Military 
Expenditures, pursuant to Assembly resolution 2831 (XXVI), and
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endorsing the conclusion of the report that a substantial reduction in 
the military expenditures of all countries, particularly of those with the 
highest military budgets, should be brought about as soon as possible. 
The Assembly also called upon all States to renew efforts aimed at 
adopting effective measures for the cessation of the arms race, particu
larly the nuclear arms race, including the reduction of military budgets, 
especially those of the strongly armed countries, with a view to achiev
ing progress towards general and complete disarmament.

The Secretary-General was requested to pursue further the study 
of the consequences of the arms race, in order to enable him to submit, 
upon request by the General Assembly, an up-to-date report on that 
matter, on the basis of the information released by Governments. The 
Assembly finally reiterated its decision to maintain the item under 
constant review and also decided to include it on the provisional 
agenda of its thirtieth session.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Press release SG/SM/1261.
2. Document A/7994.
3. United Nations publication, Sales No. E.72.IX.16.
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C H A P T E R  X V

Reduction of Military Budgets

On s e v e r a l  o c c a s io n s  prior to 1970, the General Assembly ad
dressed itself to the general problem of reduction of military budgets 
in the context of general disarmament or the question of economic 
assistance to developing countries. However, this approach to disarma
ment failed to lead to concrete results, primarily because the questions 
of definition of military expenditures, comparability of budgets and 
verification of expenditures proved to be serious obstacles to progress 
in the matter.

In 1973, the Soviet Union formally proposed the inclusion of a 
new item in the agenda of the twenty-eighth session of the General 
Assembly1 entitled ‘ ‘ Reduction of the military budgets of States perma
nent members of the United Nations Security Council by 10 per cent 
and the use of a part of the funds thus saved for providing assistance 
to developing countries”

The proposal of the Soviet Union thus established a close link 
between military budget reductions and economic assistance to devel
oping countries. Although the proposal stated that the reduction of 
military budgets would apply only to permanent members of the Secu
rity Council, the Soviet explanatory memorandum on the proposal 
added that it would be “ desirable that a reduction of military budgets 
should be made by other States with a major economic and military 
potential”

In introducing the item before the General Assembly on 25 Sep
tember 1973, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko noted that the arms 
race was continuing and that large military expenditures were a burden 
on the peoples of all countries. He held that implementation of the 
proposal would enable all States and peoples to enjoy the blessings of 
an improved international climate. He also stressed that the proposal 
required the participation of all States permanent members of the 
Security Council, without exception, and that the distribution to devel
oping countries of a part of the funds saved as a consequence of the 
implementation of the proposal should be determined by a special 
committee composed of developing countries, the permanent members 
of the Security Council and other States which would agree to reduce 
their military budgets.

In the debate on the item, most developing countries generally 
supported the Soviet proposal, particularly because it established a
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close link between disarmament and development. India felt that, in 
assessing the budgetary reduction, the military budget figures pub
lished by Governments should be acceptable, since the reductions 
would be a proportionate decrease for all participating countries. A 
number of developing States, including Senegal, Costa Rica and 
Rwanda, specifically asked that a reduction of military budgets be 
undertaken by all industrialized States, not only by the five permanent 
members of the Security Council.

The other permanent members of the Security Council, however, 
opposed the proposal in varying degrees. The United States, while 
reaffirming its commitments both to the curtailment and limitation of 
armaments and to the provision of development aid, rejected the link 
between development aid and military budget reductions as impracti
cal. It also stated that countries differed significantly as to what consti
tuted a military budget and maintained that those countries whose 
military budgets covered only a part of their defence-related expendi
tures would have the advantage of undertaking a relatively smaller cut 
in their military strength. It also stressed that a system of verification 
of the reductions was essential and that, in the absence of such a 
system, the Soviet proposal was impractical. The United Kingdom 
emphasized the difficulty of measuring military budgets and expressed 
the view that the most urgent need was for serious disarmament meas
ures, which would result in military budget reductions and, hence, the 
release of additional funds for development and other purposes. Simi
larly, France noted that the difficulties connected with the definition 
of military budgets and the fact that the Soviet proposal was a source 
of polemics among certain permanent Security Council members were 
obstacles that militated against the proposal. It added the view that 
efforts to fulfil the objectives of the Development Decade and reliance 
on existing United Nations machinery for distribution of development 
aid would bring satisfaction to the countries concerned. China took the 
position that the Soviet proposal was designed to cover up Soviet arms 
expansion. It further held it was inappropriate to call for an indiscrimi
nate reduction in the military budgets of all five permanent Security 
Council members.

By a draft resolution which the Soviet Union submitted with its 
proposal,2 the General Assembly would recommend that all perma
nent members of the Security Council should reduce their military 
budgets by 10 per cent from the 1973 level during the next fiscal year 
and appeal to those States to allot 10 per cent of the funds thus saved 
for the provision of assistance to developing countries. The General 
Assembly would also express the desire that other States with a major 
economic and military potential should take similar steps, and it would 
establish a special committee to distribute the funds resulting from the 
budgetary reductions on an equitable basis. The Soviet Union later 
revised its draft resolution, clarifying with further details the composi
tion and terms of reference of the special committee.
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Some States, including France, Mexico and the United States, 
suggested that such problems as the definition of military budgets and 
the verification of reductions should first be solved before any decision 
was taken on the Soviet initiative; on the other hand, the Eastern 
European States and many developing countries emphasized the imme
diate value of the reduction of military expenditures, both in the 
interest of disarmament and of aid.

Mexico introduced a resolution of a procedural nature, asking the 
Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of consultant ex
perts, a report on the questions pertaining to the Soviet proposal. The 
preamble of the Mexican draft resolution stressed the urgency of 
military budget reduction by the permanent Members of the Security 
Council. The operative paragraph, outlining the terms of reference of 
the study group, called for a report “ on the reduction of the military 
budgets of permanent members of the Security Council, which should 
cover also States with a major economic and military potential, and on 
the utilization of a part of the funds thus saved to provide international 
assistance to developing countries” The Secretary-General was re
quested to submit the report to the General Assembly at its twenty- 
ninth session.

The revised Soviet draft resolution and the Mexican draft resolu
tion were put to the vote at the same meeting of the General Assembly 
on 7 December 1973. The Soviet Union stated that it considered the 
Mexican proposal as supplementary to its own, and Mexico indicated 
that the respective purposes of the two proposals were “ not necessar
ily mutually exclusive”

In a recorded vote, the General Assembly adopted the revised 
Soviet draft resolution, as resolution 3093 A (XXVIII) by a vote of 83 
in favour to 2 against (China and Albania), with 38 abstentions (includ
ing France, the United Kingdom and the United States). The full text 
of the resolution reads as follows:

The General Assem bly,
Noting with satisfaction that, as a result of efforts made on a bilateral and regional 

basis, there has clearly emerged a trend towards the strengthening of peace, the reduc
tion of tension and the settlement of disputed issues by peaceful means,

Considering that all States should take effective steps aimed at eliminating the 
hotbeds of military conflict which continue to exist in various parts of the world,

Believing that political detente in the world should be supplemented by military 
detente,

Noting that a reduction in military spending, while helping to limit the arms race 
and to bring about further improvement in the international situation, would at the same 
time make it possible to utilize substantial resources for the needs of the peaceful 
development of all States, including the provision of assistance to developing countries,

1. Recom m ends that all States permanent members of t|je Security Council should 
reduce their military budgets by 10 per cent from the 1973 level during the next financial 
year;

2. A ppeals to the aforementioned States to allot 10 per cent of the funds released 
as a result of the reduction in military budgets for the provision of assistance to 
developing countries so as to permit the execution in those.countries of the most urgent 
economic and social projects;
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3. Expresses the desire that other States, particularly those with a major economic 
and military potential, should also take steps to reduce their military budgets and allot 
part of the funds thus released for the provision of assistance to developing countries;

4. Establishes a Special Committee on the Distribution of the Funds Released as 
a Result of the Reduction of Military Budgets, for the provision of assistance to 
developing countries as an addition to the assistance that is already provided to them 
through the existing channels, consisting of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America, and also of three countries from each of the regional groups of Africa, 
Asia and Latin America and two countries from each of the regional groups of Eastern 
Europe and of Western Europe and other States, which will be appointed by the 
President of the General Assembly after consultations with those regional groups, and 
instructs the Special Committee to distribute the said funds on an equitable basis, having 
regard to the most urgent needs and requirements of the recipient countries and without 
discrimination of any kind, and to determine the amount of the funds to be allotted to 
the various countries and the schedule for provision of the funds;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to give the Special Committee all possible 
assistance in its work;

6. Requests the Special Committee to submit a report on its work to the General 
Assembly at its twenty-ninth session.

The General Assembly then adopted the Mexican draft resolution 
as resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) by 93 votes in favour to 2 against 
(China and Albania), with 26 abstentions (again including France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States). The resolution reads as 
follows:

The General Assembly,
Having examined the item “ Reduction of the military budgets of States permanent 

members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and utilization of part of the funds thus 
saved to provide assistance to developing countries” ,

Convinced of the urgent necessity that the States permanent members of the 
Security Council agree to carry out the reduction of their military budgets, and of the 
desirability that the other States with a major economic and military potential act 
accordingly,

Convinced further that a part of the funds released by such a reduction should be 
set aside for increasing international assistance to developing countries.

Conscious that the United Nations has been unable to study this important question 
with the required depth and care,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified 
consultant experts appointed by him, a report on the reduction of the military budgets 
of the States permanent members of the Security Council, which should also cover other 
States with a major economic and military potential, and on the utilization of a part of 
the funds thus saved to provide international assistance to developing countries;

2. Calls upon all Governments to extend their full co-operation to the Secretary- 
General to ensure that the study is carried out in the most effective way;

3. Invites the Secretary-General to transmit the report to the General Assembly in 
time to permit its consideration at the twenty-ninth session.

At its twenty-ninth session, the General Assembly had before it 
a note by the Secretary-General3 relating to resolution 3093 A
(XXVIII), as well as the report4 requested of him in resolution 3093 
B (XXVIII).

In that note, the Secretary-General informed the General Assem
bly that, pursuant to resolution 3093 A (XXVIII), the President of the 
General Assembly,5 had had consultations with the regional groups
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and had appointed the following countries, proposed by four of the five 
regional groups, as members of the Special Committee on the Distribu
tion of the Funds Released as a Result of the Reduction of Military 
Budgets: (a) Ethiopia, Mali and Nigeria for Africa; (b) India, Laos and 
Syrian Arab Republic for Asia; (c) Barbados, Brazil and Chile for 
Latin America; and (d) the German Democratic Republic and Poland 
for Eastern Europe. The group of Western European and other States, 
on the other hand, had not designated its candidates. The Secretary- 
General also reported in the note that China, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States had declined to serve on the Special 
Committee. China had requested that its reply be circulated as an 
official document of the General Assembly.6 Under those circum
stances, and following informal consultations, there had been no meet
ing of the Special Committee.

The report of the Secretary-General, entitled Reduction o f  the 
Military Budgets o f  States Permanent Members o f  the Security Coun
cil by 10 Per Cent and Utilization o f  Part o f  the Funds Thus Saved  
to Provide Assistance to Developing Countries,7 contained in its en
tirety the study prepared by the experts appointed by the Secretary- 
General. After noting some of the complex aspects of the question, 
such as the difficulty of arriving at a generally acceptable conceptual 
definition of the scope and content of military budgets and the related 
problem of developing a standardized system of measuring military 
expenditures, as well as the problem of verification of any formal 
agreement reached to reduce military spending, the experts concluded 
that “ if military bydgets were reduced, this would help to improve the 
general international climate” and that military budget reductions, as 
a measure of partial disarmament, would lead to greater mutual under
standing between States and peoples. They also recommended that in 
light of the urgent needs of the developing countries, great efforts 
should be made to convert into international economic aid, without 
delay, a proportion of the resources released as a consequence of any 
future reductions in military expenditures. The experts also proposed 
that measures be taken to prevent recipient countries from using the 
additional aid coming from the military budget reductions of donor 
countries to increase their own military expenditures. They argued that 
the success of any disarmament proposal depended, among other 
things, on the degree of trust between the parties concerned and a 
sufficiency of timely information, so that if any State broke the agree
ment, such breach could be observed. The experts concluded that 
disarmament and development were “ two of the great requirements of 
our time” and held that the detailed proposals in their report provided 
an opportunity for advancing on both fronts simultaneously.

In the debates on the item at the twenty-ninth session of the 
General Assembly, the Soviet Union, recalling its initiative, regretted 
that there was a delay in the implementation of “ such a commonly 
useful enterprise” as the 10 per cent reduction of military budgets and 
stressed that “ the world annually bums in the furnace of armaments

214



over $250 billion, more than the entire national income of the devel
oping States of Asia and Africa’ ’ Many developing countries contin
ued to call for military budget reductions by the major Powers and the 
use of the funds thus saved to assist development, particularly in the 
developing areas.

France held that, while no country could renounce the means of 
ensuring its defense, it was obviously in the general interest gradually 
to lighten the burden imposed by the arms race on the economies of 
the world and, by the same token, enhance the opportunities for 
development.

China declared that it fully understood and sympathized with the 
demands of the developing countries for big-Power military budget 
reductions but reiterated its strong opposition to the Soviet proposal, 
asserting that the super-Powers were intensifying the arms race under 
the guise of disarmament negotiations.

The United Kingdom held that progress on other points of the 
question would depend on agreement on the intended scope of the term 
“ military budgets” and on substantially greater information being 
made available by States about their military expenditures. It added 
the view that development was only one of the uses to which any 
resources released as a consequence of military budget reductions 
could usefully be put.

The United States stated that it continued to question the utility 
of efforts to link military budget levels to a duty to provide economic 
assistance.

On 9 December 1974, the General Assembly adopted resolution 
3254 (XXIX), sponsored by Ethiopia, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and 
the United Republic of Cameroon, by a vote of 99 in favour (including 
the United States and the United Kingdom) to 2 against (Albania and 
China), with 12 abstentions (including France and the Soviet Union). 
In explaining its abstention, the Soviet Union maintained that the 
resolution departed somewhat from the question of the military budget 
reductions of States permanent members of the Security Council by 
proposing further studies on the item, despite the fact that the Secre
tary-General had, with the assistance of consultant experts, already 
prepared a report on the reduction of military budgets of States perma
nent members of the Security Council. There was no need for more 
studies, the Soviet Union held, as they led to unnecessary difficulties 
in the practical solution of reducing military budgets.

In resolution 3254 (XXIX), the General Assembly noted that 
Governments had not had adequate time to study carefully the report 
of the Secretary-General and that, accordingly, it would be advisable 
to postpone any assessment of its substance. The resolution, in its 
entirety, reads as follows:

The General Assembly,
Recalling that in its resolution 3093 B (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973 it requested 

the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts
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appointed by him, a report on the reduction of the military budgets of the States 
permanent members of the Security Council, which should also cover other States with 
a major economic and military potential, and on the utilization of a part of the funds thus 
saved to provide international assistance to developing countries,

Having examined the report of the Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction 
of Military Budgets, transmitted to the General Assembly by the Secretary-General on 
14 October 1974,

Noting that Governments have not had the time necessary to study that report with 
the attention and care which the important and complex questions covered in it merit,

Considering, therefore, that it would be advisable to postpone any assessment by 
the General Assembly regarding the substance of those questions,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General and to the Group of Consul
tant Experts, as well as to the Governments and international organizations which 
rendered assistance in the preparation of the report requested by the General Assembly 
in resolution 3093 B (XXVIII);

2. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrangements for the 
report to be issued as a United Nations publication and widely distributed;

3. Invites all States to communicate to the Secretary-General, before 30 June 1975, 
their views and suggestions on all those points they deem pertinent with regard to the 
matters covered in the report, including the following:

{a) Meaning and scope of a definition of “ military budgets” which has the greatest 
probability of receiving general acceptance;

(b) Feasible and adequate procedures so that the United Nations may establish a 
system of standardized military budgets of the States envisaged in resolution 3093 B
(XXVIII);

(c) Per cent reduction advisable for the States permanent members of the Security 
Council, bearing in mind that a 10 per cent reduction has been proposed;

(d) Definition of what should be understood by “ other States with a major eco
nomic and military potential” ;

(e) Per cent reduction advisable for those States;
( / )  Part of the resources released through the reduction of military budgets which 

should be allotted to international assistance for developing countries;
(g) International system or mechanism, within the framework of the United N a

tions, which should be employed in order to achieve the best distribution and utilization 
of the additional assistance allotted to the developing countries, taking into account the 
goals set for the Second United Nations Development Decade;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to distribute as a document of the thirtieth 
session of the General Assembly, not later than 1 August 1975, a report containing a 
compilation, by countries, of the views and suggestions requested in the present resolu
tion and a tabulation of the same according to the matters covered therein, particularly 
regarding the seven points specified in paragraph 3 above;

5. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its thirtieth session an item 
entitled “ Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3254 (XXIX): report of the 
Secretary-General”

At the 1975 session of the CCD, a number of members expressed 
views on the question similar to those they had expressed in the 
General Assembly. In July, the United States submitted a working 
paper on the problem of setting international standards of comparison 
for military expenditures,8 in which it noted that unresolved questions 
and the lack of relevant information in that regard had given rise to 
widespread doubt as to the practical possibility of negotiating and 
implementing an agreement on the limitation of military budgets and 
suggested that the CCD examine the question of standards of compar
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ison as a first step towards creating conditions in which an agreement 
could be achieved. Such a course, the United States maintained, would 
be a logical follow-up to the Secretary-General’s expert report on the 
reduction of military budgets, which, among other things, had con
cluded that “ the various technical issues involved in an agreement to 
reduce military expenditures are sufficiently complex to suggest that 
it might be reasonable to take a step-by-step approach” The Federal 
Republic of Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden indicated support 
for the United States proposal.

R E F E R E N C E S

1. Document A/9191.
2. Ibid.
3. Document A/9800.
4. Document A/9770.
5. Document A/9565.
6. Document A/9713.
7. United Nations publication, Sales No. E.75.1.10.
8. Official Records o f  the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session, Supplement N o. 27 

(A/10027), document CCD/460.
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P O S T S C R I P T

T h e  r e s o l u t io n s  a d o p t e d  under 19 disarmament items by the Gen
eral Assembly at its thirtieth session in the fall of 1975, as well as the 
debates on those items, constituted a further significant contribution 
to disarmament efforts during the period under consideration, 1970 to 
1975.

Of those resolutions, in the record number of 25, 10 were con
cerned, directly or indirectly, with nuclear-weapon-free zones; two 
with the conclusion of a treaty designed to achieve a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban (CTB); one with the related subject of peaceful nu
clear explosions (PNE); one with the strategic arms limitation talks 
(SALT) between th$ USSR and ^he United States; three with the 
banning of conventional weapons" of warfare (chemical and biological 
weapons, napalm and other weapons deemed to be inhumane or indis
criminate, environmental warfare); one with new weapons of mass 
destruction; and six with various other issues closely related to the 
question of general and complete disarmament (reduction of military 
budgets, economic and social consequences of the arms race, mid-term 
review of the Disarmament Decade, the question of a world disarma
ment conference, a review of the role of the United Nations in the field 
of disarmament, and the strengthening of the Disarmament Affairs 
Division of the United Nations Secretariat). Finally, one resolution 
dealt with the question of the Review Conference of the Parties to the 
sea-bed Treaty to be held in Geneva in 1977.

In the introduction to his annual report on the work of the Organi
zation for the year ending 15 June 1975,1 the Secretary-General 
stressed that disarmament was a major objective of the United Nations 
and regretted that no decisive breakthrough in the field had as yet 
proved possible. It was, he said, a most serious failure of the interna
tional community that the world still lived in the shadow of the most 
destructive and massive accumulation of armaments that had ever 
existed and that the continuing technological arms race promised new 
and more horrible developments. In that connexion, he also thought 
that the General Assembly, in its thirtieth year, should consider a basic 
review of the role of the United Nations in disarmament, since one 
could only conclude that the role now being played was far from 
adequate.

In its debates, the General Assembly continued to recognize 
general and complete disarmament as the ultimate goal of all disarma
ment efforts, beginning with nuclear disarmament. Many delegations
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also expressed dissatisfaction with the rate of progress towards that 
goal, as well as concern for maintaining the central role of the United 
Nations in all disarmament efforts.

As stated above, the Assembly adopted six resolutions directly or 
indirectly related to general and complete disarmament. The first two 
were adopted under the item “ General and complete disarmament” , 
and the remaining under separate items, as follows:

(a) A draft resolution dealing with the United Nations role in 
disarmament, sponsored by Austria, Grenada, New Zealand, the Phil
ippines, Romania, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Tunisia and Venezuela, was 
adopted on 12 December 1975 as resolution 3484 B (XXX) by a 
recorded vote of 108 to 2 (USSR and Poland),* with 14 abstentions 
(including the United Kingdom and the United States). China did not 
participate in the vote. In the preamble to the resolution, the Assembly 
expressed, inter alia, its deep concern that the arms race continued 
unabated and that world expenditures on armaments were increasing, 
and noted the suggestions made by the Secretary-General in the intro
duction to his annual report that a basic review of the United Nations 
role be carried out. In the operative part of the resolution, the Assem
bly (i) decided to invite all States to communicate to the Secretary- 
General, not later than 1 May 1976, their views and suggestions on the 
strengthening of the role of the United Nations in the disarmament 
field; (ii) decided to establish an ad hoc committee of the Assembly, 
open to the participation of all Member States, to carry out a basic 
review of that role, concentrating in particular on achieving more 
effective procedures and organization of work, improving existing 
United Nations information facilities in the field of disarmament and 
finding ways and means to assist States parties to multilateral disarma
ment agreements to ensure the effective functioning of such agree
ments; and (iii) requested \h tA d  Hoc  Committee to submit its findings 
and proposals to the thirty-first session of the General Assembly. In 
explaining their abstentions in the First Committee vote, the Soviet 
Union and other Eastern European States stressed the view that inade
quate progress in disarmament was not the result of inappropriate 
machinery and that the creation of a new committee would divert the 
attention and efforts of States from the substance of the problem of 
disarmament. The United States and the United Kingdom also 
doubted that progress in disarmament could be expedited by organiza
tional or procedural changes.

(b) A resolution sponsored by 12 non-aligned States and Romania 
was adopted as resolution 3484 D (XXX) by a recorded vote of 115 
to none, with 13 abstentions, by which the General Assembly, noting 
the increased responsibilities being placed upon the Disarmament Af
fairs Division of the United Nations, requested the Secretary-General 
to take appropriate steps for the strengthening of that Divider?.

♦Subsequently the USSR and Poland advised the Secretariat that they had intended 
to abstain.
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(c) A resolution concerning a world disarmament conference, 
submitted by 25 non-aligned countries, was adopted without a vote, as 
resolution 3469 (XXX). By that resolution, the Assembly requested 
the A d Hoc  Committee on the World Disarmament Conference to 
prepare an analytical study of the conclusions contained in its report 
to the thirtieth session of the General Assembly as part of its report 
to the next session, and to submit in its report any observations and 
recommendations it might deem appropriate. In introducing the A d  
Hoc Committee’s report to the thirtieth session, the representative of 
Iran, in his capacity as Chairman of the Committee, pointed out that 
the report had been adopted by consensus, pursuant to General Assem
bly resolution 3260 (XXIX). He added that the report carefully defined 
the area of consensus on the convening of a world disarmament confer
ence and also identified two broadly defined approaches to possible 
objectives of such a conference, namely, (i) the aim of the conference 
should be the realization of some concrete measures of disarmament, 
and (ii) the conference should be a forum that could review and ap
praise the disarmament progress already achieved, re-examine the 
methods, priorities and guidelines, and revise and overhaul the machin
ery for disarmament negotiations. Another feature of the report, ac
cording to the Chairman, was the link between the objectives and other 
aspects of a world disarmament conference, notably the conditions 
under which a meaningful conference could be convened. Emphasizing 
that the Committee had avoided raising any undue optimism, the 
Chairman cited the report’s introduction which stated that the basic 
divergence of opinion among the nuclear-weapon States on many as
pects of convening a world disarmament conference persisted. In the 
debate, a number of references were made to the possibility of conven
ing a special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament 
(as recommended by the August 1975 Lima Conference of Ministers 
for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries) in the event that con
crete progress towards the convening of a world disarmament confer
ence was not made.

(d) A resolution, initiated by Nigeria and co-sponsored by 12 
other non-aligned countries, was adopted without a vote as resolution 
3470 (XXX); by that resolution, the General Assembly reiterated the 
central interest of the United Nations in all disarmament negotiations; 
called upon Member States and the Secretary-General to intensify 
their efforts in support of the link between disarmament and develop
ment, envisaged by General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) on 
the Disarmament Decade, so as to promote disarmament negotiations 
and to ensure that the human and material resources freed by disarma
ment were used to promote economic and social development, particu
larly in the developing countries; requested the Secretary-General to 
offer appropriate assistance and information to Member States that 
might require them in pursuance of the purposes and objectives of the 
Disarmament Decade; and invited the CCD to review the work done 
in the implementation of the purposes and objectives of the Disarma

220



ment Decade and in that light to reappraise its tasks and duties, as 
necessary, in order to accelerate the pace of its efforts to negotiate 
truly effective disarmament and arms limitation agreements. Several 
countries, including Australia, Denmark, France, Japan, the Nether
lands, the United Kingdom and the United States, while not opposing 
the consensus, expressed misgivings about the direct link made in the 
resolution between disarmament and development, which they consid
ered as two separate aims each justified in its own right.

(e) A resolution concerning the reduction of military budgets, 
initiated by Mexico and Sweden, was adopted by a recorded vote of 
108 to 2 (Albania and China), with 21 abstentions (including the four 
other nuclear Powers), as resolution 3463 (XXX). By that resolution, 
the General Assembly appealed to all States, in particular the States 
which were permanent members of the Security Council (i.e., the five 
nuclear Powers), as well as any other State with comparable military 
expenditures, to strive to reach agreed reductions of their military 
budgets; urged the two States with the highest levels of military expen
ditures in absolute terms (i.e., the USSR and the United States), to 
carry out, pending such agreement, reduction of their military budgets; 
and requested the Secretary-General, assisted by a group of qualified 
experts, to prepare a report to be submitted to the next session of the 
General Assembly on several technical aspects of the question, includ
ing the definition and scope of the military sector and of military 
expenditures, the valuation of resources in the military sector, the 
deflation for price change in military production in different countries, 
and the international value comparison and exchange rates relevant to 
military production. The debate on that matter, in the course of which 
repeated concern was again expressed over the increase in world 
military expenditures, reaffirmed the positions already taken at the 
previous two sessions of the General Assembly. The USSR, together 
with the Eastern European and several non-aligned States, insisted on 
the urgent need to proceed to an actual reduction of the military 
budgets of the permanent members of the Security Council and of 
other major Powers, and to allocate part of the funds so released for 
international development. Those countries held that the aims of the 
original resolution on the subject (3093 A (XXVIII)) had been distorted 
and called for the adoption of measures to implement it. Many of the 
Western Member States, on the other hand, held that any reductions 
of military budgets must be based on agreed systems by which such 
reductions could be measured, compared and finally verified, to make 
sure that they had actually taken place. The Soviet Union considered 
the proposed resolution unacceptable because it would not promote 
the solution of the problem but “ would only replace the reduction of 
military budgets by theoretical research into questions connected with 
those budgets” The United States objected, in particular, to the 
paragraph of the resolution which urged the USSR and the United 
States to reduce their military expenditures in advance of the achieve
ment of effective agreements; it held that, under present conditions, as
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the resolution itself recognized, it was not even feasible for a State to 
compare its own defense expenditures with those of other States; and 
it therefore agreed with that part of the resolution which requested an 
expert report to be prepared on the basis of an in-depth analysis of the 
issues involved in the definition and comparative measurements of 
military expenditures. The United States and some West European 
States added that they would have preferred to have the report pre
pared by governmental experts under the auspices of the CCD, as had 
been suggested by the United States at the 1975 session of the CCD.

( / )  A resolution sponsored by Romania and 14 non-aligned States 
and adopted by the General Assembly, without a vote, as resolution 
3462 (XXX), called upon all States, as well as the organs concerned 
with disarmament issues, to place at the centre of their preoccupations 
the adoption of effective measures for the cessation of the arms race, 
especially in the nuclear field, and for the reduction of military bud
gets, particularly of the heavily armed countries, and to make sus
tained efforts with a view to achieving progress towards general and 
complete disarmament; and requested the Secretary-General to up
date, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts appointed by 
him, the 1971 report entitled Economic and Social Consequences o f  
the Arms Race and o f  Military Expenditures,2 covering the basic 
topics of that report and taking into account any new developments 
which he would consider necessary, and to transmit the updated report 
to the General Assembly at its thirty-second session.

In the area of measures related to the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race and nuclear disarmament, the General Assembly, at its thirtieth 
session, also adopted a number of resolutions, including two on the 
cessation of nuclear tests, one on the question of PNEs, 10 on nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, one on the bilateral SALT, and one on the sea-bed 
Treaty. The resolutions on PNEs, the SALT and the sea-bed Treaty 
were adopted under the item “ General and complete disarmament” 
and the others under separate items.

Of the two resolutions on the cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, 
one was initiated by the Soviet Union under a new item placed on the 
agenda at its request, entitled “ Conclusion of a treaty on complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests” With its request, the 
Soviet Union submitted a draft treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the first formal draft on the sub
ject to be submitted to the General Assembly by a nuclear-weapon 
State.

The most noteworthy provisions of that Soviet draft were as 
follows:

(a) Article I, containing an undertaking to prohibit all nuclear- 
weapon tests in all environments and stipulating that all nuclear- 
weapon tests would be prohibited immediately upon the entry into 
force of the treaty;

222



(b ) Article II, on verification of the treaty, based exclusively on 
“ national technical means” (i.e., excluding any on-site inspection) and 
also containing (i) undertakings of the parties to co-operate in an 
international exchange of seismic data and to consult and make en
quiries, and (ii) a procedure for lodging complaints with the Security 
Council in cases of suspected violation;

(c) Article III, providing that the ban would not be applicable to 
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes and stating that 
the PNEs of non-nuclear-weapon States would be conducted in con
formity with the provisions of article V of the NPT (i.e. under an 
international regime to be established for such tests), while the PNEs 
of nuclear-weapon States would be conducted in conformity with a 
“ special agreement” among them to be negotiated as soon as possible;

(d) Article VI, providing that all nuclear-weapon States must 
ratify before the treaty enters into force.

Under that item, a draft resolution, initiated by the Soviet Union 
and later also sponsored, in revised form, by Bulgaria, the Byelorus
sian SSR, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Finland, the German Demo
cratic Republic, Hungary, Mauritius, Mongolia, Poland and the 
Ukrainian SSR, was adopted as resolution 3478 (XXX) by a recorded 
vote of 94 to 2 (Albania and China), with 34 abstentions (including 
France, the United Kingdom, the United States, other Western Euro
pean countries and Australia, Brazil, Japan and New Zealand). That 
resolution, as finally adopted, took note of the draft treaty submitted 
by the Soviet Union, the text of which was annexed to the resolution; 
called upon all nuclear-weapon States to enter into negotiations, not 
later than 31 March 1976, with a view to reaching agreement on the 
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, and invited 
25 to 30 non-nuclear-weapon States, to be appointed by the President 
of the General Assembly after consultations with all regional groups, 
to participate in those negotiations; and called upon the nuclear- 
weapon States to inform the General Assembly at its thirty-first session, 
of the results of the negotiations. In the debate under that item, the 
Soviet proposal received support from a number of States, but the 
United States and other Western countries considered the proposed 
verification procedures for the treaty to be inadequate, and a number 
of delegations noted that the draft treaty provided no verification 
measures for PNEs and established two different procedures for such 
explosions, one applicable to non-nuclear-weapon States and the other 
to nuclear-weapon States. Some States not parties to the NPT also 
objected that the draft treaty suggested that PNE procedures for non- 
nuclear-weapon States would be carried out exclusively in the frame
work of that Treaty. In explaining its vote in the First Committee, the 
United States said that it was not realistic to expect all nuclear-weapon 
States to agree to join comprehensive test-ban negotiations in the near 
future. Under these circumstances, the only sound course of action, 
the United States maintained, was to continue consideration of the 
test-ban issue in existing negotiating forums, particularly the CCD.
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Similarly, France thought that the resolution was, politically speaking, 
unrealistic. China said that it would never enter into the “ so-called 
negotiations” envisaged by the resolution and would not be bound by 
their results. Sweden held that the resolution did not move the impor
tant matter of a comprehensive test ban closer to generally acceptable 
solutions. By the end of the thirtieth session of the General Assembly, 
the President had not yet announced the names of the 25 to 30 non- 
nuclear-weapon States to be invited to participate in the negotiations.

The other resolution on the subject of nuclear tests was adopted 
under the generally recurring item concerning a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban, entitled “ Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed to achieve a compre
hensive test ban” Under that item, the only other draft treaty in exist
ence on the subject, one submitted by Sweden to the CCD in 1971, 
was also circulated by Sweden as an Assembly document.3

Under that item, the General Assembly adopted resolution 3466 
(XXX), sponsored by Australia, Colombia, Finland, Ireland, Mexico, 
Nepal, New Zealand, Nigeria, the Philippines, Sweden and Vene
zuela, by a recorded vote of 106 to 2 (Albania and China), with 24 
abstentions (including the four other nuclear-weapon Powers). That 
resolution contained, in its preamble, a lengthy paragraph noting (a) 
that the Final Declaration of the NPT Review Conference (see Chap.
IV above) had expressed the view that a CTB was one of the most 
important measures to halt the nuclear arms race, expressed the hope 
that the nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty would take the 
lead in reaching an early solution on the issue, and appealed to those 
States to make every effort to reach agreement on the conclusion of 
a CTB; (b ) that the final documentation of the Conference included a 
draft resolution and a draft additional protocol to the Treaty, whereby 
the nuclear-weapon States parties would agree on a moratorium on 
tests which could in due course become a CTB embracing all nuclear- 
weapon States;4 and (c) that the desire had been expressed by a 
considerable number of delegations at the Conference that the nuclear- 
weapon States parties should, as soon as possible, enter into an agree
ment to halt all their nuclear-weapon tests for a specified time, where
upon the terms of such an agreement would be reviewed in the light of 
the opportunity at that time to achieve a CTB. The operative part of 
the resolution contained eight paragraphs which, respectively, (a) con
demned all nuclear-weapon tests; (b) deplored the continued lack of 
progress towards a CTB; (c) emphasized the urgency of reaching 
agreement on an effective CTB; (d) called upon all nuclear-weapon 
States to bring to a halt all nuclear-weapon tests through an agreed 
suspension subject to review after a specified period, as an interim step 
towards the conclusion of a formal CTB; (e) emphasized the particular 
responsibility of the nuclear-weapon Powers which were parties to 
agreements in which they had declared their intention to achieve a 
CTB at the earliest possible date; (/) called upon all States not yet 
parties to the partial test ban Treaty of 1963 to adhere to it forthwith;
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(g) urged the CCD to intensify its efforts to achieve a CTB and to 
report to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session on the pro
gress achieved; and (h) decided to include the same item in the agenda 
of the thirty-first session of the General Assembly.

The principal objection to the resolution centred on the preambu
lar paragraph cited above and on operative paragraph 1, condemning all 
nuclear-weapon tests, and operative paragraph 5, stressing the special 
responsibility of the Soviet Union and the United States in the mat
ter. On the latter point, the Soviet Union specifically denied the re
sponsibility for any absence of progress towards a CTB on the 
grounds that it had made every effort to solve the problem and had just 
made a new initiative to that end. In explaining its abstention on the 
resolution as a whole, the United States held that significant progress 
towards a CTB could not be made without prior solution of the prob
lems involved, including the provision of adequate verification of clan
destine tests and of PNEs. In addition to its objections to operative 
paragraphs 1 and 5, the United States could not agree with the suspen
sion of tests called for in operative paragraph 4, which provided no 
verification either with regard to weapons tests or PNEs. It also 
strongly objected to operative paragraph 2, which deplored the lack of 
progress in the matter, because it believed that the USSR-USA bilat
eral TTB would have a significant moderating effect on the nuclear 
arms race and because the paragraph failed to take into consideration 
the light that had recently been shed on the arms control implications 
of PNEs in the CCD study on the subject. Canada also noted its 
reservations on some language of the resolution, adding its view that 
the suspension of tests called for in the resolution should be based on 
a binding agreement with appropriate verification provisions. The Fed
eral Republic of Germany explained its abstention on the grounds that 
the language was not balanced. In stating its intention to vote for the 
resolution despite its objection to operative paragraph 1, the Nether
lands expressed regret that, instead of operative paragraphs 3 and 4 
dealing with specific actions towards a CTB, the sponsors had not used 
wording similar to that quoted in part (c) of the above-mentioned 
preambular paragraph. It also looked forward to discussions in the 
CCD to resolve a number of technical questions related to a CTB, 
including the PNE problems.

In addition to the relationship between a CTB and the NPT 
detailed in the text of the preamble to the resolution adopted, several 
speakers specifically held that the lack of a CTB weakened or even 
undermined the Treaty. Many delegations, including Canada, Japan, 
Pakistan, the United Kingdom and the United States, also held that 
a fully adequate solution of the PNE problem should be included in a 
CTB. A few, including Belgium and Finland, specified that all PNEs 
should be carried out in accordance with the regime foreseen in article
V of the NPT. On the other hand, Brazil and India held that the PNE 
problem could be better solved after a CTB had entered into effect.
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Most speakers recognized that a TTB could be a positive step 
towards a full CTB, and both the USSR and the United States (see 
above) held that their TTB represented significant progress in that 
direction. Many speakers, however, continued to hold that the high 
permissible ceiling of tests under the TTB would greatly reduce the 
significance of the agreement.

In the debate, many delegations stressed the need for verification 
of a CTB. In addition to the views of the United States and Canada 
mentioned above, Australia, Denmark, Ireland, Italy, the Federal 
Republic of Germany, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom 
stressed that verification of a CTB must be adequate, which Australia 
defined as meaning acceptable to all. Most of those States, as well as 
Japan, also stressed the general importance of the PNE problem or the 
specific danger of weapons information being obtained from declared 
peaceful explosions.

On the specific subject of PNEs, the General Assembly adopted 
resolution 3484 A (XXX), sponsored by Australia, Belgium, Canada, 
Costa Rica, Denmark, Finland, the Federal Republic of Germany, Ire
land, Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway and Sweden and 
later substantially revised at the suggestion of Mexico, Nigeria and Peru, 
by a recorded vote of 97 to 5 (including China and India), with 24 ab
stentions (including France, the USSR and most of the Eastern European 
States and the United States, as well as Argentina, Brazil and 
Spain). In its preamble, the resolution noted, inter alia, that it had not 
yet proved possible to differentiate between the technology for nuclear 
weapons and that for PNEs; that non-nuclear-weapon States parties to 
the NPT had the right to obtain the potential benefits of PNEs through 
an appropriate international body established pursuant to a special 
international agreement as contemplated in article V of the Treaty ; and 
that such benefits could be made available to non-nuclear-weapon 
States not parties to the Treaty by way of nuclear explosion services 
provided by nuclear-weapon States. It also urged early action to imple
ment article V of the NPT. In its operative part, the resolution (a) 
again appealed to all States, particularly the nuclear-weapon States, to 
exert concerted efforts to achieve effective measures for the cessation 
of the nuclear arms race and for the prevention of the further prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons; (b) noted with appreciation the reports on the 
subject of PNEs submitted to the General Assembly by the IAEA,5 
the CCD,6 and the NPT Review Conference,7 as well as the pertinent 
observations of the Secretary-General in the introduction to his annual 
report;8 (c) noted the conclusions of the NPT Review Conference with 
respect to article V of the Treaty;9 (d) also noted that a draft resolution 
of the Review Conference urged the nuclear Powers parties to the 
Treaty to arrange an early meeting to conclude the proposed article V 
agreement;10 (e) further noted that no consultations had taken place on 
this subject; (f) invited the Soviet Union and the United States to 
provide information on such consultations to the next session of the 
General Assembly; (g) requested the IAEA, within its sphere of
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competence, to continue the examination of the aspects of the applica
tion of PNEs authorized by its Board of Governors11 and report to the 
next session of the General Assembly on the progress in those areas;
(h) requested the CCD to keep under review, in its elaboration of a 
comprehensive test ban treaty, the arms control implications of PNEs, 
including the possibility that such explosions could be misused to 
circumvent any ban on the testing of nuclear weapons; (/) stressed the 
need to ensure, particularly in the context of a comprehensive test ban, 
that any testing or application of PNEs did not contribute to the testing 
or refinement of the nuclear-weapon arsenals of nuclear-weapon States 
or to the acquisition of nuclear explosive capability by other States; 
and (/) called on all Member States to support and assist in the fulfil
ment of those tasks.

China based its vote primarily on its constant opposition to the 
NPT, while India maintained that the resolution not only sought to 
impose the regime of article V of the Treaty upon States not parties 
to the Treaty but also fostered the idea that PNEs constituted an 
obstacle to a CTB, thereby creating disunity among those who had 
consistently fought for a CTB. Similarly, Brazil, France and Spain 
based their abstentions primarily on their non-adherence to the NPT, 
but Brazil added the view that no consensus had ever been reached 
that it was not possible to differentiate between the technology of PNE 
devices and nuclear weapons, as stated in the preamble to the resolu
tion, and also stressed its opposition to the request that consideration 
of the PNE problem take place in the context of a CTB.

In explaining its abstention, the Soviet Union indicated it could 
have supported the original resolution but held that the interpretation 
contained in the revision to the resolution with regard to article V of 
the NPT and the present status of its implementation was inaccurate, 
since significant work in that direction was well under way in the 
context of the IAEA, the CCD and the talks on the bilateral TTB 
Treaty. The United States took a similar position, adding that there 
was, accordingly, no need for the nuclear Powers to report on the 
subject to the next session of the General Assembly. It also stressed 
the view that there had been a wide measure of agreement in the CCD 
that it would never be possible to develop a strictly peaceful PNE 
device and that it would not be possible for a non-nuclear State to carry 
out a PNE programme without achieving a nuclear-weapon capability 
in the process.

In addition to the resolutions on CTB and PNEs, the General 
Assembly adopted in the nuclear or related field two resolutions con
cerning the broad aspects of the question of establishing nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in various parts of the world, five resolutions di
rectly concerning the question of such zones in the Middle East, South 
Asia (2 resolutions), Africa and the South Pacific, one dealing with the 
question of establishing a zone of peace in the area of the Indian 
Ocean, and two resolutions concerning the existing Treaty establishing 
such a zone in Latin America.
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Of the two resolutions on the broad question of nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, one resolution, initiated by Finland and adopted as resolu
tion 3472 A (XXX) by a recorded vote of 126 to none, with two 
abstentions (Greece* and Uganda), expressed appreciation for the 
special report of the CCD containing a comprehensive study of the 
question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects (see Chap. V 
above) and invited all Governments, the IAEA and other international 
organizations concerned to transmit to the Secretary-General before 
30 June 1976 such views, observations and suggestions on this special 
report as they might deem appropriate. The other one, initiated by 
Mexico and adopted as resolution 3472 B (XXX) by a recorded vote 
of 82 to 10 (the United States and the nine countries of the European 
Economic Community), with 36 abstentions (including the USSR and 
the other Eastern European States and a number of Western States), 
provided a definition of the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, as 
well as defining the principal obligations of the nuclear-weapon States 
towards such a zone as being (a) a total respect for the agreement 
establishing the zone; (b ) refraining from contributing in any way to the 
performance of acts involving a violation of such an agreement; and
(c) refraining from using or threatening to use nuclear weapons against 
States included in the zone.

In the debate on the comprehensive study, divergent views were 
expressed as to its practical value for promoting the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, but the preparation of the study was gener
ally regarded as the fulfilment of a difficult task, fully reflecting the 
differing views of various governments on the question. It was widely 
noted that the report, while highlighting the widespread view of the 
non-nuclear countries that participants in any such zone should be 
offered guarantees against the possible use of nuclear weapons against 
them by the nuclear-weapon Powers, also documented the reserva
tions of the latter Powers with regard to such security guarantees. 
Many of the States voting against or abstaining on resolution 3472 B 
(XXX) based their positions on such reservations and on specific 
opposition to declaring such security guarantees as a principal obliga
tion to the States included in a nuclear-weapon-free zone agreement 
before the nature of the particular agreement was known.

The five resolutions directly concerned with the establishment of 
nuclear-weapon-free zones in specific areas of the world were as fol
lows:

(a) With regard to the Middle East, a resolution, 3474 (XXX), 
initiated by Egypt and Iran, also sponsored by Bahrain, Jordan, Ku
wait and Tunisia, was adopted by a recorded vote of 125 to none, with 
2 abstentions (Israel and United Republic of Cameroon), by which the 
General Assembly expressed the opinion that the States of the area 
should exert efforts towards the realization of the objective of estab

* Subsequently the delegation of Greece advised the Secretariat that it had intended 
to vote in favour.
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lishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East; urged all parties 
directly concerned to adhere to the NPT; recommended that the States 
of the area, pending the establishment of such a zone, immediately 
proclaim their intention to refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from acquiring 
nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices, from permitting the 
stationing of such weapons in the territory under their control and from 
any other action that would in any way be detrimental to the objective 
of establishing such a zone; and further recommended that the nuclear- 
weapon States also refrain from any action contrary to the desired 
objective and to extend their co-operation for its realization. In explain
ing its abstention, Israel reiterated its request for negotiations by the 
countries of the area which had been refiised by Arab States on the 
grounds that the situation prevailing in the Middle East was not condu
cive to such negotiations. Although voting for the resolution, the 
United States questioned the wisdom of asking States to undertake 
commitments in advance of negotiations for the establishment of a 
nuclear-weapon-free zone.

(b) With regard to South Asia, resolutions on the subject were 
sponsored separately by India and Pakistan, as in 1974. By resolution 
3476 A (XXX), sponsored by India and adopted without a vote, the 
General Assembly, after noting the basic principle of the expert study 
on the question that, wherever appropriate, the initiative for the crea
tion of such zones should come from States within the region con
cerned and that participation must be voluntary, decided to give due 
consideration to any proposal for the creation of such a zone in an 
appropriate region of Asia, after it had been developed and matured 
among the interested States of the region concerned. By resolution 
3476 B (XXX), sponsored by Pakistan and also adopted without a 
vote, the General Assembly, noting that the Secretary-General had 
urged countries of different regions to seek to establish additional 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, urged the States of South Asia to continue 
their efforts to establish such a zone in that area and further urged 
those States to refrain from any action contrary to this objective.

(c) With regard to Africa, by a resolution sponsored by 34 African 
States and adopted unanimously as resolution 3471 (XXX), the Gen
eral Assembly reaffirmed its previous call to all States to consider and 
respect the continent of Africa, including Madagascar and other sur
rounding islands, as a nuclear-weapon-free zone, and requested the 
Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance to the Organiza
tion of African Unity for the realization of an international treaty to 
establish such a zone.

(d) With regard to the South Pacific, by a resolution initiated by 
Fiji and New Zealand, also sponsored by Chile, Ecuador, Malaysia, 
Papua New Guinea, Peru, the Philippines and Singapore, and adopted 
as resolution 3477 (XXX) by a recorded vote of 110 (including China) 
to none, with 20 abstentions (including France, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, Italy, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United
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States), the General Assembly, after making several favourable pream
bular references to the NPT, endorsed the idea of the establishment 
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the South Pacific; invited the coun
tries concerned to carry forward consultations towards their objective; 
expressed the hope that all States, in particular the nuclear-weapon 
States, would co-operate fully in achieving the objective; and re
quested the Secretary-General to render all necessary assistance to the 
States of the region in giving effect to the purpose of the resolution. 
The major Powers abstaining on the resolution expressed particular 
reservations with regard to a possible restriction of freedom of the seas 
within a zone such as that proposed. In a prior vote in the First 
Committee on the references to the NPT, a number of States mani
fested their reservations on the treaty by abstaining in the vote.

(e) With regard to the existing nuclear-weapon-free zone in Latin 
America established by the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the General Assem
bly again adopted two resolutions sponsored by 21 Latin American 
States, concerning the signature and ratification of additional protocols 
I and II of that Treaty. The draft resolution again urging France and 
the United States to sign and ratify Additional Protocol I of the Treaty, 
calling for the application of the Treaty to territories under their con
trol in the Latin American area, was adopted as resolution 3473 
(XXX), by a recorded vote of 113 to none, with 16 abstentions (includ
ing France and the United States, as well as the USSR, Eastern 
European States, Argentina and Cuba). The draft resolution again 
urging the USSR to sign and ratify Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty, which contains a commitment not to use or threaten to use 
nuclear weapons against States parties to the Treaty, was adopted on 
the same date as resolution 3467 (XXX), by a recorded vote of 115 to 
none, with 12 abstentions (including the USSR and Eastern European 
States). The reasons given by the principal States abstaining on the two 
resolutions were similar to those given in previous years (see Chap. V 
above).

On the question of the implementation of the Declaration of the 
Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, the General Assembly, by a draft 
resolution contained in the report of the A d  Hoc Committee on the 
Indian Ocean to the thirtieth session of the General Assembly12 and 
adopted as resolution 3468 (XXX) by a recorded vote of 106 (including 
China) to none, with 25 abstentions (including the four other nuclear- 
weapon Powers), noted that consultations among the littoral and hinter
land States of the Indian Ocean area had resulted in an agreement in 
principle on the convening of a conference on the Indian Ocean; 
requested those States to continue their consultations to that end and 
to submit a report on the results to the next Session of the General 
Assembly ; and invited all States, in particular the great Powers and the 
major maritime users of the Indian Ocean, to co-operate with the A d  
Hoc Committee in the discharge of its continuing functions.

In its further consideration of the problem of nuclear disarma
ment, the General Assembly adopted, as resolution 3484 C (XXX) and
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by a recorded vote of 102 to 10 (including the USSR and the other 
Eastern European States except Romania, as well as the United 
States), with 12 abstentions (including France, the United Kingdom, 
six other NATO countries and Japan), a draft resolution concerning 
the SALT sponsored by Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Nigeria, Peru, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia. China did not participate in the vote.

In the preamble to the resolution, the General Assembly, inter 
alia, stressed the public commitments of the USSR and the United 
States with respect to the SALT in general and the Vladivostok agree
ment in particular. In the operative part, the Assembly regretted the 
absence of positive results at the SALT during the last two years, 
expressed its concern for the high ceilings and total absence of qualita
tive limitations in the Vladivostok accord, urged the Powers concerned 
to accelerate the talks and reach agreement on important qualitative 
limitations and substantial reductions of their nuclear arms and again 
invited them to keep the General Assembly informed.

In the explanation of votes, the USSR and the United States 
stressed the importance of the SALT results, particularly the Vladivos
tok agreement, and held that the paragraphs of the resolution criticiz
ing the progress at the talks were inaccurate or distorted. The USSR 
added the view that the resolution represented an unjustified attempt 
to intervene in the course of the talks. Among those voting in favour, 
Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland and the Netherlands made state
ments to the general effect that they had done so despite serious 
misgivings about certain aspects of the resolution, particularly the 
paragraphs to which the two negotiating Powers most objected, be
cause they were sincerely concerned over the slow progress of the 
talks and considered it appropriate for the General Assembly to con
sider such progress, which was of concern to all.

The final resolution adopted by the General Assembly in the 
general field of nuclear disarmament was resolution 3484 E (XXX), 
proposed by Denmark, Finland, India, Japan, Romania and Yugo
slavia and adopted by a recorded vote of 126 to none, with 2 abstentions 
(Cuba and France), requesting the Secretary-General to render assist
ance to the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear and Other Weapons of 
Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the 
Subsoil Thereof, expected to be held in 1977. China did not participate 
in the vote on that resolution. France explained its abstention on the 
grounds that it was not a party to the Treaty.

In addition to the resolutions related directly or indirectly to 
disarmament and nuclear disarmament, the General Assembly also 
adopted four resolutions on substantive non-nuclear matters—two on 
long-recurring items, chemical and bacteriological (biological) weap
ons and napalm and other incendiary weapons, and two on important 
issues raised in the last year or so—the prohibition of environmental 
warfare and the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction.
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With regard to chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, 
the Assembly adopted without a vote resolution 3465 (XXX), spon
sored by 24 States, by which it reaffirmed the objective of reaching 
early agreement on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons and 
their destruction, and requested the CCD to continue negotiations on 
the subject as a matter of high priority, taking into account the existing 
relevant proposals, and to report on the results achieved to the next 
session of the General Assembly. In the debate preceding the vote, 
many speakers regretted the continued lack of concrete progress to
wards a chemical weapons ban, despite the entry into force, in 1975, 
of the biological weapons Convention and ratification of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 by the United States, and stressed their hope that the 
Soviet Union and the United States would soon act on the commitment 
they had made, at their 1974 summit meeting, to consider a joint 
initiative in the CCD with a view to achieving, as a first step, a 
convention dealing with the most dangerous, lethal means of chemical 
warfare.

Under the item entitled “Najpalm and other incendiary weapons 
and all aspects of their possible use” , the General Assembly adopted, 
without a vote, resolution 3464 (XXX), initiated by Sweden and six 
other States (Austria, Egypt, Mexico, Norway, Venezuela and Yugo
slavia) which had, at the 1975 session of the Diplomatic Conference on 
the Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian 
Law in Armed Conflict, advanced draft proposals for banning the use 
of a number of specific conventional weapons, including napalm and 
other incendiaries, on humanitarian grounds. In the preamble to the 
resolution, which was also sponsored by Ethiopia, India, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria and Tunisia, the General Assem
bly noted with satisfaction that the general issue of such a ban would be 
before the second Conference of Government Experts on the use of 
certain conventional Weapons, to be held at Lugano, Switzerland, in 
early 1976 under the auspices of the International Committee of the 
Red Cross “ with a view to focusing on such weapons as have been or 
might become the subject of proposed bans or restrictions” and that, 
thereafter, the issue would come before the Diplomatic Conference at 
its third session at Geneva in April-June 1976, again under the auspices 
of the Swiss Government. In the operative part of the resolution, the 
General Assembly invited the Diplomatic Conference to continue its 
search for agreement for humanitarian reasons on possible rules pro
hibiting or restricting the use of specific conventional weapons and 
again requested the Secretary-General to report to the General As
sembly at its thirty-first session on the work of the Conference relevant 
to the resolution. In accordance with a general trend noted in the 
Assembly debate favouring consideration of the question of such bans 
in the broader context of bans on the use of all specific weapons 
deemed to be inhumane or indiscriminate rather than exclusively in the 
limited context of napalm and other incendiary weapons, the resolution 
also requested the inclusion of the item in the agenda of the next
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•
session of the General Assembly under the new title of “ Incendiary 
and other specific conventional weapons which may be the subject of 
prohibitions or restrictions of use for humanitarian reasons”

On the two remaining questions before it, that of prohibiting 
environmental warfare and that of banning new weapons of mass 
destruction, the General Assembly adopted resolutions referring those 
important matters to the CCD for further consideration and action.

The item on the prohibition of the development and manufacture 
of new types of weapons of mass destruction and of new systems of 
such weapons was placed on the agenda of the thirtieth session of the 
General Assembly at the request of the Soviet Union, accompanied by 
a draft agreement on the subject. The Soviet Union also submitted a 
draft resolution, later issued in a slightly revised form, sponsored by 
the Soviet Union and 17 other States, by which the General Assembly 
would endorse the need for achieving an international agreement in the 
matter; take note of the draft submitted by the Soviet Union, which 
was annexed to the draft resolution; and request the CCD to proceed 
as soon as possible, with the assistance of qualified governmental 
experts, to work out the text of such an agreement and to submit a 
report on the results achieved to the next session of the General 
Assembly. The revised draft resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly, as resolution 3479 (XXX), by a recorded vote of 112 to 1 
(Albania), with 15 abstentions (including France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States). China did not participate in the vote. In the 
debate on the question, most speakers welcomed the Soviet proposal 
in general terms. Several delegations, however, held that the scope of 
the draft agreement was not sufficiently clearly defined and that there 
must be a careful preliminary study of the complex subject involved 
before the text of a draft agreement could be considered. Albania and 
China regarded the proposal as merely an attempt to divert attention 
from immediate issues.

On the question of environmental warfare, the Assembly adopted 
without a vote resolution 3475 (XXX), sponsored by 13 States repre
senting all regions of the world. In the preamble to the resolution, the 
Assembly recalled that it had requested the CCD to achieve early 
agreement on the text of a convention on the prohibition of action to 
influence the environment for military and other hostile purposes, and 
noted with satisfaction that the USSR and the United States had 
submitted to the CCD identical drafts of such a convention, on which 
other CCD delegations had offered suggestions and preliminary obser
vations. In the operative part of the resolution, the Assembly re
quested the CCD to continue negotiations in the matter, bearing in 
mind existing proposals and suggestions, with a view to reaching early 
agreement, if possible during the Committee’s 1976 session, on the 
final text of a convention on the subject.
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A P P E N D I X  I

List of General Assembly Resolutions on 
Disarmament and Related Matters, 1970-1975

Twenty-fifth session (15 September-17 December 1970) 

2626 (XXV)

2627 (XXV)

International Development Strategy for the Second 
United Nations Development Decade

Declaration on the Occasion of the Twenty-fifth An
niversary of the United Nations

2655 (XXV) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

2660 (XXV) Treaty on the prohibition of the Emplacement of Nu
clear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass De
struction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and 
in the Subsoil Thereof

2661 (XXV) General and complete disarmament
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

2662 (XXV) Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons

2663 (XXV) Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

2664 (XXV) Implementation of the results of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States

2665 (XXV) Establishment, within the framework of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, of an international 
service for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
under appropriate international control

2666 (XXV) Status of the implementation of General Assembly
resolution 2456 B (XXIII) concerning the signature 
and ratification of Additional Protocol II of the 
Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in 
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

* Page numbers in italics indicate that text of resolution is quoted.

Reference 
in text*

200-1

1

76

122-24

16
75-/6

144-45

53-54
54

76

76

93-%
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2667 (XXV) Economic and social consequences of the armaments 
race and its extremely harmful effects on world 
peace and security

2674 (XXV) Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

2685 (XXV) Economic and social consequences of disarmament

2734 (XXV) Declaration on the Strengthening of International Se
curity

Reference 
in text* 

205-8

201-4

1

Twenty-sixth session (21 September-22 December 1971)

2763 (XXVI) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

2825 (XXVI) General and complete disarmament
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

2826 (XXVI) Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Bio
logical) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruc
tion

2827 (XXVI) Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

2828 (XXVI) Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests 
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

2829 (XXVI) Establishment, within the framework of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, of an international 
service for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
under appropriate international control

2830 (XXVI) Status of the implementation of General Assembly
resolution 2666 (XXV) concerning the signature and 
ratification of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty 
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)

2831 (XXVI) Economic and social consequences of the armaments
race and its extremely harmful effects on world 
peace and security

2832 (XXVI) Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace

2833 (XXVI) World Disarmament Conference

2852 (XXVI) Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

76

18
17
18

150-52

152-55
152

58-59 
57-58
59-60

96-97

208

181-83

27-28

165-66
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Twenty-seventh 

2907 (XXVII)

2930 (XXVII)

2931 (XXVII)

2932 (XXVII)

2933 (XXVII)

2934 (XXVII)

session (19 September-19 December 1972)

Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

World Disarmament Conference

Implementation of the results of the Conference of 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States

General and complete disarmament 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests 
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

2935 (XXVII) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 2830
(XXVI) concerning the signature and ratification of 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco)

2936 (XXVII) Non-use of force in international relations and perma
nent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons

2992 (XXVII) Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace 

3032 (XXVII) Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

Twenty-eighth session (18 September-18 December 1973)

3056 (X XV III) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

3063 (X XV III) Effects of atomic radiation

3075 (XXVIII) Economic and social consequences of the armaments
race and its extremely harmful effects on world 
peace and security

3076 (XXVIII) Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects
of their possible use

3077 (XXVIII) Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

3078 (XXVIII) Urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

3079 (X XV III) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 2935
(XXVII) concerning the signature and ratification 
of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco)

76

31-32

76

166-68
133-34

155

62-63
63-64
64-65

98

125-28

183-84

Reference
in text*

76

208-9

169-73

156-57

67-68
68-69

99-100
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3080 (XXVIII) Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace

3093 (XXVIII) Reduction of the military budgets of States permanent 
members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and 
utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

3102 (XXVIII) Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

3154 (XXVIII) Effects of atomic radiation 
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

3176 (XX V111) First biennial over-all review and appraisal of progress 
in the implementation of the International Develop
ment Strategy for the Second United Nations Devel
opment Decade

3183 (XXVIII) World Disarmament Conference

3184 (XXVIII) General and complete disarmament
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C

Twenty-ninth session (17 September-18 December 1974)

3213 (XXIX) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency 

3226 (XXIX) Effects of atomic radiation

3254 (XXIX) Reduction of military budgets of States permanent
members of the Security Council by 10 per cent and 
utilization of part of the funds thus saved to provide 
assistance to developing countries

3255 (XXIX) Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects
of their possible use 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

3256 (XXIX) Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

3257 (XXIX) Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed to 
achieve a comprehensive test ban

3258 (XXIX) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3079
(XXVIII) concerning the signature and ratification 
of Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohi
bition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 
(Treaty of Tlatelolco)

Reference 
in text* 

185-86

211-14
213

204

36-37

135
76

20-21

215-16

174-77
177-79

160-61

72-73

100-1
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3259 (XXIX) Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian
Ocean as a Zone of Peace 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

3260 (XXIX) World Disarmament Conference

3261 (XXIX) General and complete disarmament
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C 
Resolution D 
Resolution E 
Resolution F 
Resolution G

3262 (XXIX) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 2286
(XXII) concerning the signature and ratification of 
Additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco)

3263 (XXIX) Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the
region of the Middle East

3264 (XXIX) Prohibition of action to influence the environment and
climate for military and other purposes incompatible 
with the maintenance of international security, hu
man well-being and health

3265 (XXIX) Declaration and establishment of a nuclear-free zone
in South Asia 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

Reference
in text*

187-89
189

4445

22 
22 

136-37 
79-80, 90-92 

103-4 
110 

80-81

101-2

107-9

105-6
106-7

3319 (XXIX) Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

Thirtieth session (16 September-17 December 1975)

3386 (XXX) Report of the International Atomic Energy Agency

3462 (XXX) Economic and social consequences of the armaments
race and its extremely harmful effects on world 
peace and security

3463 (XXX) Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3254
(XXIX)

3464 (XXX) Napalm and other incendiary weapons and all aspects
of their possible use

3465 (XXX) Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

3466 (XXX) Urgent need for cessation of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed to 
achieve a comprehensive test ban

222

221-22

232-33

232

224-26
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3467 (XXX)

3468 (XXX)

3469 (XXX)

3470 (XXX)

3471 (XXX)

3472 (XXX)

3473 (XXX)

3474 (XXX)

3475 (XXX)

3476 (XXX)

3477 (XXX)

3478 (XXX)

3479 (XXX)

3484 (XXX) 

3500 (XXX)

Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3258
(XXIX) concerning the signature and ratification of 
Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco)

Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian 
Ocean as a Zone of Peace

World Disarmament Conference

Mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade

Implementation of the Declaration on the Denucleari
zation of Africa

Comprehensive study of the question of nuclear- 
weapon-free zones in all its aspects 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

Implementation of General Assembly resolution 3262
(XXIX) concerning the signature and ratification of 
additional Protocol I of the Treaty for the Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty 
of Tlatelolco)

Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
region of the Middle East

Prohibition of action to influence the environment and 
climate for military and other hostile purposes, 
which are incompatible with the maintenance of in
ternational security, human well-being and health

Declaration and establishment of a nuclear-weapon- 
free zone in South Asia 
Resolution A 
Resolution B

Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
South Pacific

Conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests

Prohibition of the development and manufacture of 
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new 
systems of such weapons

General and complete disarmament 
Resolution A 
Resolution B 
Resolution C 
Resolution D 
Resolution E

Respect for human rights in armed conflicts

Reference 
in text* 

230

230

220

220-21

229

228
228

230

228-29

233

229
229

229-30

222-25

233

226-27
219

230-31
219
231
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A P P E N D I X  II

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of 
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of 
Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and 
the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof*

The States Parties to this Treaty,
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of the exploration and 

use of the seabed and the ocean floor for peaceful purposes,
Considering that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the seabed and the ocean 

floor serves the interests of maintaining world peace, reduces international tensions and 
strengthens friendly relations among States,

Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards the exclusion of the seabed, 
the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms race,

Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control, and determined 
to continue negotiations to this end,

Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of ihe United Nations, in a manner consistent with the principles of international law 
and without infringing the freedoms of the high seas,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I
1. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to emplant or emplace on the 

seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond the outer limit of a seabed 
zone, as defined in article II, any nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of 
mass destruction as well as structures, launching installations or any other facilities 
specifically designed for storing, testing or using such weapons.

2. The undertakings of paragraph 1 of this article shall also apply to the seabed zone 
referred to in the same paragraph, except that within such seabed zone, they shall not 
apply either to the coastal State or to the seabed beneath its territorial waters.

3. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to assist, encourage or induce 
any State to carry out activities referred to in paragraph 1 of this article and not to 
participate in any other way in such actions.

Article II
For the purpose of this Treaty, the outer limit of the seabed zone referred to in 

article I shall be coterminous with the twelve-mile outer limit of the zone referred to in 
part II of the Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, signed at 
Geneva on April 29, 1958, and shall be measured in accordance with the provisions of 
part I, section II, of that Convention and in accordance with international law.

♦Signed at London, Moscow and Washington on 11 February 1971. Entered 
into force on 18 May 1972.
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Article III
1. In order to promote the objectives of and insure compliance with the provisions 

of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty shall have the right to verify through 
observation the activities of other States Parties to the Treaty on the seabed and the 
ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to in article I, provided 
that observation does not interfere with such activities.

2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfillment of 
the obligations assumed under the Treaty, the State Party having such doubts and the 
State Party that is responsible for the activities giving rise to the doubts shall consult 
with a view to removing the doubts. If the doubts persist, the State Party having such 
doubts shall notify the other States Parties, and the Parties concerned shall co-operate 
on such further procedures for verification as may be agreed, including appropriate 
inspection of objects, structures, installations or other facilities that reasonably may be 
expected to be of a kind described in article I. The Parties in the region of the activities, 
including any coastal State, and any other Party so requesting, shall be entitled to 
participate in such consultation and cooperation. After completion of the further proce
dures for verification, an appropriate report shall be circulated to other Parties by the 
Party that initiated such procedures.

3. If the State responsible for the activities giving rise to the reasonable doubts is 
not identifiable by observation of the object, structure, installation or other facility, the 
State Party having such doubts shall notify and make appropriate inquiries of States 
Parties in the region of the activities and of any other State Party. If it is ascertained 
through these inquiries that a particular State Party is responsible for the activities, that 
State Party shall consult and cooperate with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 
of this article. If the identity of the State responsible for the activities cannot be 
ascertained through these inquiries, then further verification procedures, including in
spection, may be undertaken by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite the participa
tion of the Parties in the region of the activities, including any coastal State, and of any 
other Party desiring to cooperate.

4. If consultation and cooperation pursuant to paragraphs 2 and 3 of this article have 
not removed the doubts concerning the activities and there remains a serious question 
concerning fulfillment of the obligations assumed under this Treaty, a State Party may, 
in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, refer the matter 
to the Security Council, which may take action in accordance with the Charter.

5. Verification pursuant to this article may be undertaken by any State Party using 
its own means, or with the full or partial assistance of any other State Party, or through 
appropriate international procedures within the framework of the United Nations and 
in accordance with its Charter.

6. Verification activities pursuant to this Treaty shall not interfere with activities 
of other States Parties and shall be conducted with due regard for rights recognized 
under international law, including the freedoms of the high seas and the rights of coastal 
States with respect to the exploration and exploitation of their continental shelves.

Article IV
Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position 

of any State Party with respect to existing international conventions, including the 1958 
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, or with respect to rights 
or claims which such State Party may assert, or with respect to recognition or non- 
recognition of rights or claims asserted by any other State, related to waters off its 
coasts, including, inter alia, territorial seas and contiguous zones, or to the seabed and 
the ocean floor, including continental shelves.

Article V
The Parties to this Treaty undertake to continue negotiations in good faith concern

ing further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on 
the seabed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.
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Article VI
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Amendments shall enter 

into force for each State Party accepting the amendments upon their acceptance by a 
majority of the States Parties to the Treaty and, thereafter, for each remaining State 
Party on the date of acceptance by it.

Article VII
Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the 

Treaty shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this 
Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of 
the Treaty are being realized. Such review shall take into account any relevant techno
logical developments. The review conference shall determine, in accordance with the 
views of a majority of those Parties attending, whether and when an additional review 
conference shall be convened.

Article VIII
Each State Party to this Treaty shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the 

right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the 
subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It 
shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to the Treaty and to the 
United Nations Security Council three months in advance. Such notice shall include a 
statement of the extraordinary events it considers to have jeopardized its supreme 
interests.

Article IX
The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way affect the obligations assumed by 

States Parties to the Treaty under international instruments establishing zones free from 
nuclear weapons.

Article X
1. This Treaty shall be open for signature to all States. Any State which does not 

sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article 
may accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of 
ratification and of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which are hereby designated the Depositary Gov
ernments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after the deposit of instruments of ratification 
by twenty-two Governments, including the Governments designated as Depositary 
Governments of this Treaty.

4. For states whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited after the 
entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their 
instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform the Governments of all 
signatory and acceding States of the date of each signature, of the date of deposit of each 
instrument of ratification or of accession, of the date of the entry into force of this 
Treaty, and of the receipt of other notices.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to 
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article X I
This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are 

equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. 
Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments 
to the Governments of the States signatory and acceding thereto.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, being duly authorized thereto, have signed 
this Treaty.

D o n e  in triplicate, at the cities of Washington, London and Moscow, this eleventh 
day of February, one thousand nine hundred seventy-one.
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A P P E N D I X  I I I

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) 
and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction*

The States Parties to this Convention,
Determined to act with a view to achieving effective progress towards general and 

complete disarmament, including the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons 
of mass destruction, and convinced that the prohibition of the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and their elimina
tion, through effective measures, will facilitate the achievement of general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control,

Recognizing the important significance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use 
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare, signed at Geneva on June 17, 1925, and conscious also of the contribution 
which the said Protocol has already made, and continues to make, to mitigating the 
horrors of war,

Reaffirming their adherence to the principles and objectives of that Protocol and 
calling upon all States to comply strictly with them,

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has repeatedly con
demned all actions contrary to the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 
June 17, 1925,

Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence between peoples and the 
general improvement of the international atmosphere,

Desiring also to contribute to the realization of the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations,

Convinced of the importance and urgency of eliminating from the arsenals of States, 
through effective measures, such dangerous weapons of mass destruction as those using 
chemical or bacteriological (biological) agents,

Recognizing that an agreement on the prohibition of bacteriological (biological) and 
toxin weapons represents a first possible step towards the achievement of agreement on 
effective measures also for the prohibition of the development, production and stockpil
ing of chemical weapons, and determined to continue negotiations to that end,

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility of 
bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons,

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of mankind and that 
no effort should be spared to minimize this risk,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes never in any circumstances to 

develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain:

* Signed at London, Moscow and Washington on 10 April 1972. Entered into force 
on 26 March 1975.
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(1) Microbial or other biological agents, or toxins whatever their origin or method 
of production, of types and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, 
protective or other peaceful purposes:

(2) Weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents or toxins 
for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.

Article II
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy, or to divert to peaceful 

purposes, as soon as possible but not later than nine months after the entry into force 
of the Convention, all agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery 
specified in article I of the Convention, which are in its possession or under its jurisdic
tion or control. In implementing the provisions of this article all necessary safety 
precautions shall be observed to protect populations and the environment.

Article III
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to transfer to any recipient 

whatsoever, directly or indirectly, and not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce 
any State, group of States or international organizations to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire any of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment or means of delivery specified 
in article I of the Convention.

Article IV
Each State Party to this Convention shall, in accordance with its constitutional 

processes, take any necessary measures to prohibit and prevent the development, 
production, stockpiling, acquisition or retention of the agents, toxins, weapons, equip
ment and means of delivery specified in article I of the Convention, within the territory 
of such State, under its jurisdiction or under its control anywhere.

Article V
The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one another and to 

cooperate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of, or in 
the application of the provisions of, the Convention. Consultation and cooperation 
pursuant to this article may also be undertaken through appropriate international proce
dures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

Article VI
(1) Any State Party to this Convention which finds that any other State Party is 

acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the Convention may lodge 
a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all possible evidence confirming its validity, as well as a request for its considera
tion by the Security Council.

(2) Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to cooperate in carrying out any 
investigation which the Security Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the 
Council. The Security Council shall inform the States Parties to the Convention of the 
results of the investigation.

Article VII
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support assistance, 

in accordance with the United Nations Charter, to any Party to the Convention which 
so requests, if the Security Council decides that such Party has been exposed to danger 
as a result of violation of the Convention.

Article VIII
Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting 

from the obligations assumed by any State under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on June 17, 1925.
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Article IX
Each State Party to this Convention affirms the recognized objective of effective 

prohibition of chemical weapons and, to this end, undertakes to continue negotiations 
in good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the 
prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling and for their destruction, 
and on appropriate measures concerning equipment and means of delivery specifically 
designed for the production or use of chemical agents for weapons purposes.

Article X
(1) The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate, and have the right 

to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and 
technological information for the use of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins for 
peaceful purposes. Parties to the Convention in a position to do so shall also cooperate 
in contributing individually or together with other States or international organizations 
to the further development and application of scientific discoveries in the field of 
bacteriology (biology) for prevention of disease, or for other peaceful purposes.

(2) This Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed to avoid hampering 
the economic or technological development of States Parties to the Convention or 
international cooperation in the field of peaceful bacteriological (biological) activities, 
including the international exchange of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins and 
equipment for the processing, use or production of bacteriological (biological) agents and 
toxins for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of the Convention.

Article XI
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. Amendments shall 

enter into force for each State Party accepting the amendments upon their acceptance 
by a majority of the States Parties to the Convention and thereafter for each remaining 
State Party on the date of acceptance by it.

Article X11
Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier if it is requested 

by a majority of Parties to the Convention by submitting a proposal to this effect to the 
Depositary Governments, a conference of States Parties to the Convention shall be held 
at Geneva, Switzerland, to review the operation of the Convention, with a view to 
assuring- that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Convention, 
including the provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, are being real
ized. Such review shall take into account any new scientific and technological develop
ments relevant to the Convention.

Article XIII
(1) This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.
(2) Each State Party to this Convention shall in exercising its national sovereignty 

have the right to withdraw from the Convention if it decides that extraordinary events, 
related to the subject matter of the Convention, have jeopardized the supreme interests 
of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to the 
Convention and to the United Nations Security Council three months in advance. Such 
notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having jeopar
dized its supreme interests.

Article XIV
(1) This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does 

not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph (3) of 
this Article may accede to it at any time.

(2) This Convention shall be subject to ratification by Signatory States. Instruments 
of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of 
the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which are hereby designated the 
Depositary Governments.
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(3) This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of instruments of 
ratification by twenty-two Governments, including the Governments designated as 
Depositaries of the Convention.

(4) For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subse
quent to the entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the date of 
the deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.

(5) The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 
States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification 
or of accession and the date of the entry into force of this Convention, and of the receipt 
of other notices.

(6) This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant 
to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article XV
This Convention, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which 

are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. 
Duly certified copies of the Convention shall be transmitted by the Depositary Govern
ments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.
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A P P E N D I X  I V

Draft Convention on the Prohibition of Military or any 
Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification 
Techniques*

The States Party to this Convention,
Guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and wishing to contribute to the cause 

of limiting the arms race, and of bringing about disarmament, and of saving mankind 
from the danger of using new means of warfare;

Recognizing that scientific and technical advances may open new possibilities with 
respect to modification of the environment;

Realizing that military use of environmental modification techniques could have 
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects harmful to human welfare, but that the use of 
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes could improve the interrela
tionship of man and nature and contribute to the preservation and improvement of the 
environment for the benefit of present and future generations;

Desiring to limit the potential danger to mankind from means of warfare involving 
the use of environmental modification techniques;

Desiring also to contribute to the strengthening of trust among nations and to the 
further improvement of the international situation in accordance with the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the 'Jnited Nations,

Have agreed as follows:

Article /
1. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in military or any 

other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having widespread, long- 
lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State 
Party.

2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to assist, encourage or 
induce any State, group of States or international organization to engage in activities 
contrary to the provision of paragraph 1 of this article.

Article II
As used in Article I, the term “ environmental modification techniques” refers to 

any technique for changing—through the deliberate manipulation of natural processes— 
the dynamics, composition or structure of the earth, including its biota, lithosphere, 
hydrosphere, and atmosphere, or of outer space, so as to cause such effects as earth
quakes and tsunamis, an upset in the ecological balance of a region, or changes in 
weather patterns (clouds, precipitation, cyclones of various types and tornadic storms), 
in the state of the ozone layer or ionosphere, in climate patterns, or in ocean currents.

* As submitted by the USSR and the United States to the CCD in two separate but 
identical documents on 21 August 1975 (CCD/471 and CCD/472, respectively).
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Article III
The provisions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of environmental modifi

cation techniques for peaceful purposes by States Party, or international economic and 
scientific co-operation in the utilization, preservation and improvement of the environ
ment for peaceful purposes.

Article IV
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes, in accordance with its constitu

tional processes, to take any necessary measures to prohibit and prevent any activity 
in violation of the provisions of the Convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or 
control.

Article V
1. The States Party to this Convention undertake to consult one another and to co

operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the objectives 6f, or in 
the application of the provisions of this Convention. Consultation and co-operation 
pursuant to this article may also be undertaken through appropriate international proce
dures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its Charter.

2. Any State Party to this Convention which finds that any other State Party is 
acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions of the Convention may lodge 
a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should 
include all possible evidence confirming its validity, as well as a request for its considera
tion by the Security Council.

3. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any 
investigation which the Security Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the 
Council. The Security Council shall inform the States Party to the Convention of the 
results of the investigation.

4. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support assistance, 
in accordance with the United Nations Charter, to any Party to the Convention which 
so requests, if the Security Council decides that such Party has been harmed or is likely 
to be harmed as a result of violation of the Convention.

Article VI
1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. The text of any 

proposed amendment shall be submitted to which shall circulate it to all States 
Party.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Party which have accepted 
it, upon the deposit with . of instruments of acceptance by. . Thereafter it shall 
enter into force for any remaining State Party on the date of deposit of its instruments 
of acceptance.

Article VII
This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.

Article VIII
1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does 

not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph (3) of 
this article may accede to it at any time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory states. Instruments 
of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with. . .

3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of instruments of ratifica
tion by . . .  in accordance with paragraph 2 of this article.

4. For those states whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited 
after the entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the date of the 
deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The . . . shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding states of the date of 
each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession and 
the date of the entry into force of this Convention, and of the receipt of other notices.
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6. This Convention shall be registered by . in accordance with Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations.

Article IX
This Convention, the Chinese, English, French, Russian, and Spanish texts of 

which are equally authentic, shall be deposited with . . which shall send certified copies 
thereof to the governments of the signatory and acceding states.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly authorized thereto, have signed this 
Convention.
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mament Conf., 28, 41, 42 

Egypt: chemical and biological weapons, 
146, 148, 155, 160; and CCD, 23, 56, 91,
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incendiary weapons, 166, 170-71, 173, 
175, 180, 232; N PT, 91; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 105, 107-8, 111, 
228; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 27, 28, 29, 32, 41; 
see also United Arab Republic 

El Salvador: and CCD, 123; G CD , 15; 
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mental Modification Techniques 
(USSR/US), 3, 199, 233; CCD con
sid., 192, 193, 194 (res.), 198-99, 233 
(res.); GA consid., 2, 191-98 (res.); 
text, 250-252 

Ethiopia: chemical and biological 
weapons, 142, 155; and CCD, 56, 118,
142, 155; Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
184, 187; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 232; nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 94; nuclear weapon tests, 59; re
duction of military budgets, 214; Sea- 
Bed Treaty, 118; SALT, 137; World Dis
armament Conf., 28, 32, 41 

Europe: Central, Conf. on Mutual Reduc
tion of Forces and Armaments and Al
lied Measures (1973), 4; Conf. on Secu
rity and Co-operation in (1975), Final 
Act., 4

Explosions, peaceful, see Peaceful nu
clear explosions

Federal Republic of Germany: and CCD ,
3, 21, 111, 162, 198, 217; environmental 
warfare, 193, 198; G CD , 21, 22; napalm 
and other incendiary weapons, 171, 175; 
NPT, 79, 86, 111-12; nuclear-weapon- 
free zones, 111, 229; nuclear weapon 
tests, 225,226; reduction of military bud
gets, 217; World Disarmament Conf., 41 

Fiji: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 229; nu
clear weapon tests, 62, 72

Finland: chemical and biological weapons, 
160; and CCD, 111, 162; environmental 
warfare, 193, 194; napalm and other in
cendiary weapons, 169; N PT, 79; nu
clear-weapon-free zones, 111; nuclear 
weapon tests, 59, 71, 72, 223, 224, 225, 
226; SALT, 231; World Disarmament 
Conf., 29, 41, 42 

Force, non-use of in international rela
tions, 125-28; GA consid., 2, 125-28 

France: chemical and biological weapons,
143, 157; and CCD, 123; environmental 
warfare, 193, 194; G CD , 15, 17, 221; 
Indian Ocean zone of peace, 182, 184, 
187, 188; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166, 167, 175, 176, 178; N PT,
75, 79; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 127; reduction in military bud
gets, 211, 212, 214; Sea-Bed Treaty, 
123, 231; SALT, 130, 135, 231; World 
Disarmament Conf., 26, 29, 30, 37, 38, 
39 ,41,44-45
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 103, 105, 

108, 229; Latin America, 94, 96, 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, ratif. of, Ad
ditional Protocol I, question of, GA 
consid., 101-2 (res.), 230 (res.). Ad
ditional Protocol II, GA consid., 98- 
99, 100, 101 (res.) 

nuclear weapon tests, 57, 58, 59, 62,
63, 65, 67, 68, 72, 223, 224, 226, 227; 
discontinuance after 1974, 72, 74; in 
Pacific, 62, 72, cessation of, GA 
consid., 62-63 (res.), 67, 69 

Friendly relations and co-operation among 
States, Declaration on Principles of Law 
concerning, 127 (res.)

General and complete disarmament 
(GCD), 9-23; CCD consid., 3 ,1970 , 9 -
11,1971,16,1972, 18-19,1973,20,1974, 
21,7975,22-23; Decl. UN 25th Anniver
sary, text, 1, 5 (res.); GA consid., 1970, 
11-16, 1971, 16-18, 1972, 19, 1973, 20-
21, 1974, 21-22, 1975, 219-20; public 
opinion on, 85, GA consid., 18 (res.); 
Disarmament Affairs Division, responsi
bilities for, GA consid., 219 (res.); role 
of U N , GA consid., 20-21 (res.), 219 
(res.), A d  Hoc Cttee., 219 (res.); six- 
power comprehensive programme, 
draft, 11, CCD consid., 16, GA consid., 
14-15 (res.), text, 12-15

General disarmament, 9-47; GA special 
session, proposal for, 23, 220 (res.)

Geneva Convention on Territorial Sea 
and Contiguous Zone (USSR/US, 
1958), 114, 115, 116, 117, 123
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German Democratic Republic: and CCD,
3, 21; environmental warfare, 192; 
G CD , 21, 22; N PT, 86; nuclear weapon 
tests, 223; reduction of military budgets, 
214; World Disarmament Conf., 29, 41, 
42

Germany, Federal Republic of, see Fed
eral Republic of Germany 

Ghana: and CCD , 111; environmental war
fare, 194; G CD , 22; N PT, 79, 85; nu
clear-weapon-free zones, 111; nuclear 
weapon tests, 58, 59, 72; World Disar
mament Conf., 41, 42 

Greece: napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 175; nuclear weapon tests, 
228; World Disarmament Conf., 41 

Grenada: G CD , 219 
Gromyko, A., 17, 19, 136, 191, 210 
Guatemala: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 

93; nuclear weapon tests, 58 
Guinea: World Disarmament Conf., 28,41 
Guyana: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 184; 

nuclear-weapon-free zone, 94; World 
Disarmament Conf., 41

Haiti: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 93 
Honduras: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 93;

nuclear weapon tests, 58 
“ Hotline” Agreement, see under USSR/ 

US agreements 
Hoveyda, Fereydoun, 33-34, 35 
Hungary: chemical and biological 

weapons, 142, 146, 148, 149, 160; and 
CCD, 16, 29; environmental warfare, 
192; G CD , 16; nuclear weapon tests, 
223; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28, 29, 32, 41, 42

Iceland: nuclear weapon tests, 72 
Incendiary weapons, 233; see also Napalm 

and other incendiary weapons 
India: arms race, 205; chemical and bacte

riological weapons, 142, 146, 148, 160; 
and CCD, 16, 77,91, 111, 142, 146, 148; 
environmental warfare, 194; G CD , 16,
17, 19, 22; Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
181, 184, 185; napalm and other incen
diary weapons, 232; N PT, 79, 91; nu
clear-weapon-free zones, 104, 105, 111, 
229; nuclear weapon tests, 57, 225, first 
explosion for peaceful purposes, 70, 77- 
78, 104; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; reduction of military bud
gets, 214, of military expenditures, 201; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 231; use of force, 126; 
World Disarmament Conf., 29, 32, 36,
41, 44

Indian Ocean, Declaration of as zone of 
peace, 181-90, 230; A d Hoc Cttee., 
estab. and members, GA consid., 183-
84 (res.), enlargement of, GA consid., 
189 (res.); sessions and reports, 1973, 
184-85, 1974, 186-87, 1975, 189, 230 
(res.); Conf. on, proposal for, 189; GA 
consid., 189; GA consid., 1971, 181-83 
(res.), 1972, 183-84,1973, 185-86 (res.) 
1974, 187-89,1975, 230 (res.)

Indonesia: and CCD , 123; Indian Ocean 
zone of peace, 184, 185; nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, 105; prohibition of 
use of nuclear weapons, 126; Sea-Bed 
Treaty, 123; use of force, 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28, 32, 39, 41 

Inspection, 52, 60-61, 65; on-site, 52, 53, 
of chemical and biological weapons, pro
duction and stockpiling, 142, 158; see 
also Verification 

International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA): Annual Report, 1974-1975, 
cited, 226; control of PNEs, 78-80 
(res.), 226-27; International Verification 
Agency (IVA), 76; and Preparatory 
Cttee. of Review Conf., 81; responsibil
ities in application of benefits of 
PNEs, 87-88, 227; safeguard system, 3, 
16, 56, 71, 90 

International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC), 170; Int. Conf., 22d, 171, 172 
(res.); see also Government Experts 
Conf. under Napalm and other incen
diary weapons 

Iran: arms race, 204; and CCD, 3, 21, 111; 
G CD , 21, 22, 220; Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 181, 184; NPT, 85, 86; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 107-8, 111, 228; nu
clear weapon tests, 59; prohibition of 
use of nuclear weapons, 126; use of 
force, 126; World Disarmament Conf.,
28, 32, 35, 41, 43 

Iraq: environmental warfare, 192; Indian 
Ocean zone of peace, 181, 184; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28 

Ireland: arms race, 205; G CD , 11, 15; na
palm and other incendiary weapons,
166, 170, 232; N PT, 79; nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, 94; nuclear weapon 
tests, 59, 224, 226; SALT, 131; World 
Disarmament Conf,, 41 

Israel: nuclear-weapon-free zones, 108, 
228, 229

Italy: arms race, 205; chemical and bacte
riological weapons, 146, 149, 154, 159, 
160; and CCD, 16, 18, 55, 69, 146, 149, 
154, 174; environmental warfare, 193; 
G CD , 10, 15, 16, 18-19; Indian Ocean 
zone of peace, 184; napalm and other
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incendiary weapons, 174, 176; N PT, 86; 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 229; nu
clear weapon tests, 55, 62, 69, 226; re
duction of military expenditures, 201; 
World Disarmament Conf., 29, 32, 41, 
42

Ivory Coast: nuclear weapon tests, 62; pro
hibition of use of nuclear weapons, 127; 
use of force, 127; World Disarmament 
Conf., 41

Jamaica: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 93; re
duction of military expenditures, 201; 
World Disarmament Conf., 28, 41 

Japan: chemical and biological weapons,
143, 148, 154, 156, 160, draft conv. on,
157-59, 162; and CCD , 55, 60, 61, 66, 
69, 73,77, 90, 91,92, 111, 137, 148, 154, 
156, 162; G C D , 221; Indian Ocean zone 
of peace, 182, 184; N PT, 77, 79, 90, 91, 
92; nuclear-weapon-free zones, 111; nu
clear weapon tests, 55, 59, 60, 61-62, 66,
67, 69, 71-72, 73, 223, 225, 226; prohibi
tion of use of nuclear weapons, 127; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 231; SALT, 137, 231; 
use of force, 127; World Disarmament 
Conf., 29, 31, 32, 41, 42 

Jordan: napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 167; nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, 228; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126

Kenya: arms race, 205; environmental war
fare, 192; Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
181; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166, 167, 170-71, 175; World 
Disarmament Conf., 29 

Kissinger, Henry, 136 
Korea, Republic of, see Republic of Ko

rea
Kuwait: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 184, 

185; nuclear-weapon-free zone, 228; 
World Disarmament Conf., 41

Laos: reduction of military budgets, 214 
Latin America: arms control (Decl. of 

Ayacucho), 23; as nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, GA consid., 93-102, 230 
Treaty for Prohibition of Nuclear 

Weapons in (Treaty of Tlatelolco): 
Agency on Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons (OPANAL), 81, 95 {res.), 
101; Additional Protocol I, signature 
and ratif., GA consid., 97 (res.), 101— 
2 (r?s.), 230 (res.); Additional Pro
tocol II, signature and ratif., GA

consid., 93-96 (res.), 96-97 (res.), 97- 
98 (res.), 98-100 (res.), 100-1 (res.), 
230 (res.); implementation of, 81-82, 
93-102

Lebanon: arms race, 205; napalm and 
other incendiary weapons, 180 

Lesotho: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 184 
Liberia: G CD , 22; nuclear-weapon-free 

zone, 94; nuclear weapon tests, 72; pro
hibition of use of nuclear weapons, 126; 
use of force, 126; World Disarmament 
Conf., 29, 32, 41 

Luxembourg: World Disarmament Conf., 
41

Madagascar: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
184, 185, 187: nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 105, 229

Malaysia: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
184, 185; nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
229; nuclear weapon tests, 72; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28, 41

Mali: environmental warfare, 194; napalm 
and other incendiary weapons, 178; nu
clear-weapon-free zone, 105; reduction 
of military budgets, 214; World Disarma
ment Conf., 28, 41

Malta: G CD , 15
Mauritania: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 

184; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 180; nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 105; World Disarmament Conf., 
41

Mauritius: environmental warfare, 192; In
dian Ocean zone of peace, 184,185, 189; 
nuclear weapon tests, 223; prohibition 
of use of nuclear weapons, 126; use of 
force, 126

Mexico: chemical and biological weapons, 
142, 143, 148, 155; as weapon-free zone, 
93, recognition by USSR, 94; and CCD,
10, 16, 19,21,29,34, 56, 60, 70,77, 111, 
114, 117-18, 121, 123, 124, 135,142,143, 
148, 155; G CD , 10, 11, 16, 19, 21, 22,
29, 221; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons’, 165, 166, 169, 170-71, 173,
175, 180, 232; N PT, 77, 79, 84, 85, 86; 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 93 , 94, 96,
111, 112; nuclear weapon tests, 57, 58,
60, 64, 67, 69, 70, 71, 72, 224, 226, 228; 
reduction of military budgets, 212; Sea- 
Bed Treaty, 114, 117-18, 121, 123, 124; 
SALT, 137, 231; World Disarmament 
Conf., 27,*29, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 41,
42, 44

Middle East: as nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, proposal for, GA consid., 107-9 
(res.), 228-29 (res.)
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Military budgets, reduction of, 2, 210-17; 
CCD consid., 216-17, 222; GA consid., 
210-11, 211-13 (res.), 215-16 (res.), 
221-22 (res.)
by Security Council permanent mem

bers and use of funds for assistance to 
developing countries, GA consid., 2, 
211-12 (res.), 213-14, 215, 220-24 
(res.); SG report, 212, 213 (res.), 215— 
16 (res.), Group of Consultant Ex
perts of, 213 (res.), 214, report, GA 
consid., 215-16 (res.); Sp. Cttee. on 
Distribution of Funds Released as a 
Result of Reduction of Military Bud
gets, estab., 213 (res.), members, 213 
(res.), 213-14; USSR proposal, 210— 
11

Military expenditures, reduction in, 200-1; 
diversion of resources spent on arma
ments to peaceful purposes, 200-1, 204 
(res.), GA consid., 206-7 (res.); report 
of military experts and SG, Economic 
and Social Consequences o f  Arms Race 
and Military Expenditures, GA consid., 
205-7 (res.), 222 (res.), publicity for, 
GA consid., 208-9 (res.), summary, 
207-8

Missiles, see Anti-ballistic missiles; Ballis
tic missile systems; Multiple indepen
dently targeted re-entry vehicles

Mongolia: chemical and biological 
weapons, 142, 146, 148, 149, 159, 160; 
and CCD, 142, 146, 148, 149; environ
mental warfare, 192; G CD , 16; nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, 94; nuclear weapon 
tests, 223; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 29, 32, 41, 42

Morocco: arms race, 205; chemical and 
biological weapons, 142, 148, 155, 160; 
and CCD , 56, 118, 142, 148, 155; G CD ,
11, 15; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166; nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, 94, 111: nuclear weapon tests,
59, 62, 72; Sea-Bed Treaty, 118; SALT, 
137; World Disarmament Conf., 28, 29, 
32, 41

Multiple independently targeted re-entry 
vehicles (MIRVs), 136

Napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
use of in armed conflicts, 164-80; CCD 
consid., 1973, 168-69, 1974, 174; early 
UN action, 164-65; GA consid., 2, 19,
1971, 165-66, 1972, 166-68, 1973, 169- 
72, 1974, 174-79, 1975, 232-33; Int. 
Conf. on Human Rights (1968) consid.,
164, 167 (res.), 179 (res.); SG report,

1972, Napalm and Other Incendiary 
Weapons and All Aspects o f  their Pos
sible Use, 166, GA consid., 166-68 
(res.), 171, 176 (res.), 179 (res.) 
Diplomatic Conf. on Reaffirmation and 

Development of Int. Humanitarian 
Law in Armed Conflicts consid., 170, 
171; session, 1st, 1974, 168, 169, 172 
(res.), 173-74, 232, A d Hoc Cttee.,
173, 174, 176 (res.), SG as observer, 
171, 172 (res.); session, 2d, 7975, 179-
80, 232, A d Hoc Cttee., 179; session, 
3d, 1976, 180 

ICRC Conf. of Government Experts on 
Reaffirmation and Development of In
ternational Humanitarian Law Appli
cable in Armed Conflicts consid.: 1st,
165, 169, 174; report, 165, 171, 174, 
179 (res.), 180*2; 2d report, 174, 175, 
177 (res.), 179, 232; 3d report, 180, 
232

ICRC Group of Government Experts 
studies, 164, 165, 170; report, 
Weapons That May Cause Unneces
sary Suffering or Have Indiscrimi
nate Effects, 165, 169, 172 (res.), 176 
(res.)

Nepal: chemical and biological weapons, 
160; Indian Ocean zone of peace, 184, 
185; NPT, 85; nuclear weapon tests, 
224; World Disarmament Conf., 28, 41,
42, 44

Netherlands: arms race, 205; chemical and 
biological weapons, 146, 148, 149, 156, 
159, 160; and CCD, 10, 55, 66, 69, 77,
90, 91-92, 111, 146, 148, 149, 156, 198, 
217: environmental warfare, 193, 198; 
G C D , 15, 221: napalm and other incen
diary weapons, 165, 170, 171, 232; 
N PT, 77, 79, 90, 91-92; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 101, 111; nuclear 
weapon tests, 55, 59, 66, 69, 71-72, 225, 
226; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 127; reduction of military bud
gets, 217; SALT, 130, 231; use of force, 
127; World Disarmament Conf., 29, 30,
31, 32, 34-35, 41

New Zealand: G CD , 219; napalm and 
other incendiary weapons, 175, 232; 
N PT, 79; nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
229; nuclear weapon tests, 59, 62, 67, 
72, 223, 224, 226; World Disarmament 
Conf., 29, 41, 42

Nicaragua: napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166; nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 93

Nigeria: chemical and biological weapons, 
142, 143, 146, 155, 160; and CCD, 56,
60, 66, 111, 118, 142, 146, 155, 174;
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G CD , 15, 22; napalm and other incen
diary weapons, 174, 175, 232; N PT, 79, 
85; nuclear-weapon-free zones, 103, 
111; nuclear weapon tests, 59, 60, 66,
224, 226; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; reduction of military bud
gets, 214; Sea-Bed Treaty, 118; SALT, 
137,231; use of force, 126; World Disar
mament Conf., 32, 41 

Non-nuclear-weapon States: Conf. of 
(1968), 95 (res.), 96, 109 (res.); N PT, 76, 
77, 79, 81 (res.), 84, 85, 89, 90, 91; 
Review Conf. of Parties to N PT, 83, 
84, 85; security, strengthening of, GA 
consid., 80-81 (res.), 90; technical as
sistance to, 82, 83, 85; World Disar
mament Conf., participation in, 24, 26,
35, 40, 45

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
Treaty on (NPT): opening for signature 
and entry into force, 3, 75, 129, CCD 
and GA consid., 75; parties to, 78, 89, 
223,224,226,229; ratif. of and accession 
to, 3, 75, 89, 223; SG statement on, 78, 
226
implementation of, 3, 75-92; CCD 

consid., 3 ,7 1 ,1970-1974,15-11, 1974, 
77-78, 1975, 90-92, 226; GA 
consid., 1970-1974,75-77 ,1974,78-81 

implementation of Articles: I, 81, 82, 
87; II, 81, 82, 87; III, 76, 87, 90; IV,
76, 81, 82, 83, 84, 87; V, 76, 80 (res.), 
81, 82, 84, 85, 91, 223,226; VI, 76,77,
81, 83,84, 85, 88,90,133; V II, 82, 88- 
89; V III, 89; IX, 89

Review Conference of Parties to (1975),
4, 67 (res.), 11, 90, 124; CCD consid.,
4, 76, 90-92; Drafting Cttee., 86; 
Final Declaration, 4, 5ai10, 82, 86, 
89, 90, 224, summary, 86-89; GA 
consid., 20, 22, 79; implementation of 
decisions, 86, GA consid., 89; partic
ipants, 82; Preparatory Cttee., 76,81-
82, sessions, 11, 81; President, 82, 86; 
report, 226; 2d, proposal for, 89; SG 
address to, 82-83

North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO), 231 

Norway: napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166, 169, 170-71, 173, 180, 
232; NPT, 79; nuclear weapon tests, 59, 
226; World Disarmament Conf., 29, 31, 
41, 42

Nuclear war, prevention of: Agreement 
on Prevention of, 1973 (USSR/US), 4,
134, 135, GA consid., 4; Agreement on 
Measures to Reduce Risk of Outbreak, 
1971 (USSR/US), 130 

Nuclear weapon delivery systems: Re

view Conf. of Parties to N PT consid.,
85

Nuclear-weapon-free zones, establish
ment of, 2, 3, 22, 27, 93-113, 227-30; 
CCD consid., 110-12, 228; definition of 
and obligations of States, GA consid., 
228 (res.); and N PT, 4, 84, 96, 97, 99, 
109 (res.), 110: Review Conf. of Parties 
to N PT consid., 78, 85, 88-89, 124; and 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 116, 118, 121, 122, 123 
comprehensive study of, proposal for, 

GA consid., 110 (res.); A d  Hoc 
Group of Qualified Experts, 110 
(res.), 111-12, members, 111, sessions 
and work, 112; special report, GA 
consid., 228 (res.) 

see also under Africa; Asia; Latin Amer
ica; Middle East

Nuclear weapons: prohibition of develop
ment and manufacture of new types of 
and new systems, GA consid., 233 
(res.); Prohibition of use of, 125-28, 
Decl. on Prohibition of Use of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons (1961), 
125, 127, 128 (res.), GA consid., 2, 
125-28

Nuclear-weapon States: denuclearization 
of Latin America, 93-94, 97; G CD , 17,
29, 34, 37, 41, 42, 45, 68; N PT, 75, 79 
(res.), 85, 88, 90, 224-25, 226, and Re
view Conf. of Parties to, 77, 84, 90; 
nuclear weapon tests, 62, 66, 67, 69, 71,
72, 222-23; suspension of nuclear 
weapon tests, GA consid., 62, 62-63 
(res.), 64-65 (res.), 67-68 (res.), 68-69 
(res.); World Disarmament Conf., ques
tion of participation in, 24, 25, 26, 29,
30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 
46

Nuclear weapon tests, 51-74; by France 
in Pacific area, 62, cessation of, GA 
consid., 62-63 (re$.), 67, 69; CCD 
consid., 1970, 51-52, 1971, 54-56, 224,
1973, 65-66, 1974, 69-71, 1975, 73-74, 
225; GA condemnation of in resolu
tions, 65, 68; GA consid., 1970, 52-54, 
1971, 56-60, 1972, 62-65, 1973, 66-69,
1974, 71-73, 1975, 222-25; peaceful ex
plosions in India, 70, 77-78, 104; SG 
report, GA  consid., 66-67 
comprehensive test ban (CTB), 51-74,

224; CCD consid., 3, 52, 60-62, 224- 
25; GA consid., 1970, 52-54, 1971, 
56-60, 1972, 64-65 (res.), 1973, 
68-69 (res.), 224-25 (res.); SG report, 
GA consid., 66-67 

discontinuance of, 51-74; cessation of 
tests until conclusion of CTB treaty, 
GA consid., 72-73 (res.),224-25(res.)
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prohibition of: GA consid., 223-24 
(res.); USSR draft treaty, 222-23 

suspension of: Anglo-Soviet Agreement
(1975) on suspension, 73, 90; at ear
liest date, not later than 5 August 
1973, GA consid., 58-59 (res.), 62; by 
nuclear-weapon States, GA consid.,
62-63 (res.), 64-65 (res.), 67-68 (res.), 
68-69 (res.), 73 (res.); by adherents to 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in Atmosphere, in Outer Space 
and Under Water, GA consid., 63-64 
(res.)', nuclear and thermonuclear 
tests, GA consid., 57-58 (res.); or 
reduction in, GA consid., 59-60 (res.) 

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in Atmosphere, in Outer Space and 
Under Water (Partial Test Ban, 
1963), GA consid., 51, 52, 53 (res.), 
56, 58 (res.), 59 (res.), 65 (res.), 72 
(res.), 88; adherence to, GA consid., 
54 (res.), 60 (res.), 63 (res.), 64 (res.), 68 
(res.), 69 (res.), 73 (res.), 74; 10th an
niversary, CCD observance, 66, GA 
observance, 66, 68 (res.)

Organization of African Unity (OAU), 229; 
Decl. on Denuclearization, 102-3, 106 
(res.), GA consid., 103-4 (w .)

Pacific area: nuclear weapon tests by 
France in, 62, 63 (res.), 67, 69, 72; 
South, as nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
GA consid., 229-30 (res.)

Pakistan: chemical and biological 
weapons, 142, 146, 148; and CCD , 56,
77, 91, 111, 118, 137, 142, 146, 148; 
G CD , 11, 15; Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 184; N PT, 77, 91; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 104, 105, 111, 229; 
nuclear weapon tests, 225; reduction of 
military expenditures, 201; Sea-Bed 
Treaty, 118; SALT, 131, 137; World 
Disarmament Conf., 32, 41, 42 

Panama: G CD , 23; nuclear weapon tests, 
58

Papua New Guinea: nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 229

Paraguay: environmental warfare, 194;
nuclear-weapon-free zone, 93 

Partial Test Ban Treaty, see Treaty Ban
ning Nuclear Weapon Tests in Atmos
phere, in Outer Space and Under Wa
ter, under Nuclear weapon tests 

Peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs): bene
fits from applications of, 87-88, 90; 
CCD consid., 79, 80 (res.), 90-92, 225,

227; GA consid., 79-80 ires.), 223-24, 
226-27; India, 70,77-78,79,80; int. con
trol of, 79-80 (res.)\ relation to military 
use, 79, 90, SG statement, 78; Review 
Conf. of Parties to NPT consid., 79, 80 
(res.), 81, 82, 85, 86, 87-88, 224; USSR1 
US Agreement on, 79, 80 (res.)

Peace zone, see Indian Ocean 
People’s Republic of the Congo: World 

Disarmament Conf., 28 
Peru: and CCD, 3, 21, 23, 123; G D C , 21,

22, 23; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 166; NPT, 85, 86; nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, 93, 229; nuclear 
weapon tests, 58, 62, 72, 226; Sea-Bed 
Treaty, 123; SALT, 231; World Disar
mament Conf., 28, 41 

Philippines: and CCD , 123; Disarmament 
Decade, 11; G CD , 17, 219; Indian 
Ocean zone of peace, 185; N PT, 85; 
nuclear-weapon-free zone, 229; nuclear 
weapon tests, 72, 224; reduction of mili
tary expenditures, 201; Sea-Bed Treaty, 
123; World Disarmament Conf., 41 

Poland: chemical and biological weapons, 
142, 146, 148, 149, 160; and CCD, 21,
28, 111, 118, 124, 142, 146, 148, 149; 
environmental warfare, 192; G CD , 21, 
219; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 176; nuclear-weapon-free 
zones, 111; nuclear weapon tests, 223; 
prohibition of use of nuclear weapons, 
126; reduction of military budgets, 214, 
of military expenditures, 200; Sea-Bed 
Treaty, 118, 124; use of force, 126; 
World Disarmament Conf., 28,29,32,41 

Portugal: chemical and biological 
weapons, 160; napalm and other incen
diary weapons, 166, 175; nuclear 
weapon tests, 62, 63, 65

Reduction of military budgets, see Mili
tary budgets, reduction of 

Reduction of military expenditures, see 
Military expenditures, reduction of 

Republic of China: N PT, 75 
Republic of Korea: N PT, 85 
Romania: arms race, 205; chemical and 

biological weapons, 146, 149; and CCD, 
10, 16, 19, 21, 29, 111, 118, 146, 149; 
Disarmament Decade, 10; G CD , 16,
18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 219; N PT, 85, 86; 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 94, 111; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 118, 231; World Disar
mament Conf., 28, 29, 32, 34, 41, 42 

Rwanda: arms race, 205; reduction of mili
tary budgets, 211; World Disarmament 
Conf., 25, 28, 41
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Safeguards: CCD consid., 90: IAEA sys
tem, 3, 16, 56, 71, 90; Review Conf. of 
Parties to NPT consid., 76, 87; uranium 
enrichment, GA consid., 11, 18 (res.), 
76

SALT, see Strategic arms limitation talks 
Satellite systems: USSR/US “ Hotline” 

Agreement, 1963, on communication, 
130

Saudi Arabia: nuclear weapon tests, 57; 
prohibition of use of nuclear weapons, 
126; use of force, 126; World Disarma
ment Conf., 41 

Sea-bed and ocean floor, prevention of 
arms race on, 114-24; demilitarization, 
question of, 117-18, 124 
Treaty for Prohibition of Emplacement 

of Nuclear Weapons and other 
Weapons of mass Destruction on Sea- 
Bed and Ocean Floor and in Subsoil 
Thereof: adoption and opening for sig
nature and ratif., GA consid., 3, 5, 
122-24, 123-24 (res.); CCD consid.,
1, 114-22, 124; draft (USSR/US), 
CCD consid., 11, 114-22, 123 (res.), 
non-aligned members, comments of,
118-20, GA consid., 11, 122-23; entry 
into force, 2, 214; and NPT, 118, 121, 
124; Review Conf. of Parties to, GA 
consid., 231 (res.): text, 243-245 

Secretary-General, 2; arms race, 208; ban
ning and suspension of nuclear weapon 
tests, 60, 65, 66; chemical and biological 
weapons, 144 (res.), 153; economic and 
social consequences of disarmament, 
200; environmental warfare, 194 (res.); 
Indian Ocean zone of peace, 189 (res.); 
disarmament, 218; napalm and incen
diary weapons, 164-65, 166-68, 169,
171, 232; N PT, 3; peaceful and military 
uses of nuclear explosions, 78; quoted,
3, 5, 18, 33, 78, 82-83, 137, 153, 208, 
218; reduction of military budgets, 213 
(res.), 213-14; Review Conf. of Parties 
to N PT, 82-83; SALT, 137; World Dis
armament Conf., 27, 29, 31, 33, 37 
(res.), 38

Security Council, 55, 107; chemical and 
biological weapons, 146, 148, 149, 153; 
environmental warfare, 1% (res.), 197 
(res.); Indian Ocean zone of peace, 181, 
182 (res.), 187, 188 (res.); nuclear 
weapon tests, 223; Sea-Bed Treaty, 115, 
120, 123 (res.); use of force, 125, 128 
(res.)
permanent members, reduction of mili

tary budgets and use of such funds for 
assistance to developing countries, 
GA consid., 2, 211-12 (res.), 213-14,

215, 221-22 (res.); USSR proposal, 
210-11; for analysis, see under Mili
tary budgets, reduction of 

Security, international: Decl. on Strength
ening of, adoption, GA consid., 5 
(res.), 127

Seismic data, exchange of: CCD consid.,
52, 56, 60-61; GA consid., 53-54 (res.), 
60 (res.), 223; SG report, 51 

Sengal: CCD, 22; Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 184; reduction of military bud
gets, 211

Sierra Leone: Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 184; nuclear-weapon-free zone, 
94; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 41, 42 

Singapore: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 229 
Somalia: Indian Ocean as zone of peace, 

181, 184, 187; nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 105; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force. 126; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28, 41 

South Africa: Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 184 

South Asia, see Asia, South 
South Pacific, see under Pacific area 
Spain: arms race, 205; Indian Ocean zone 

of peace, 185; nuclear-weapon-free 
zone, 94; nuclear weapon tests, 227; 
World Disarmament Conf., 29, 32, 38, 
41

Sri Lanka: G CD , 219; Indian Ocean zone 
of peace, 181, 184, 185, 187-88; World 
Disarmament Conf., 32, 41; see also 
Ceylon

Strategic arms limitation talks (SALT), 
USSR/US, 18, 129-38; CCD consid.,
1970, 129, 1972, 133, 1973, 135, 1974, 
136, 1975, 137-38; GA consid., 11, 19, 
20 ,22 ;1970, 129-30,1971, 130*31,1972, 
133-34, 1973, 135, 1974, 22, 136-37,
1975, 230-31
Agreements: 1971-1972, 130, 131-33; 

1972-1973, 134; 1974, 135-36; 1975, 
230-31; Agreement on Basic Princi
ples of Negotiations on Further Limi
tation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
1973, 135; Vladivostok, on limitation 
of strategic arms, 136, 137-38, 230-31 
(res.); see also Anti-ballistic missile 
systems; Ballistic missile systems; 
Nuclear war, prevention of 

bilateral negotiations: 1968-1970, 129; 
1971, 130; 1971-1972, 131.-33; 1972-
1973, 134; 1974, 135-36; 1975, 137 

Sudan: arms race, 205; Indian Ocean zone 
of peace, 185; napalm and other incen
diary weapons, 173, 175, 180; nuclear-
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weapon-free zone, 94; World Disarma
ment Conf., 41 

Swaziland: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 
181, 184

Sweden: arms race, 205; chemical and bio
logical weapons, 142, 146, 154, 155-56, 
159, 160; and CCD, 10, 21, 52, 55-56,
60, 61, 66, 69, 71, 73, 74, 77, 114, 117, 
118, 124, 142, 146, 154, 155, 162, 174, 
191, 217, 224; environmental warfare, 
191, 198; G CD , 10, 11, 15, 20, 21, 22, 
29, 111, 219, 221; napalm and other in
cendiary weapons, 165, 166, 169, 170— 
71, 173, 174, 175, 178, 180, 232; NPT,
73, 77, 79, 86; nuclear-weapon-free 
zones. I l l ;  nuclear weapon tests, 52,
53, 55-56, 59, 60, 61-62, 66, 68, 69, 70,
71, 72, 73, 224, 226; prohibition of use of 
nuclear weapons, 127; reduction of mili
tary budgets, 217; Sea-Bed Treaty, 114,
117, 118, 124; SALT, 137, 231; use of 
force, 127; World Disarmament Conf.,
29, 32, 34, 41 

Switzerland: napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 165, 173, 180, 232 

Syrian Arab Republic: environmental war
fare, 192; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 167, 175, 177; NPT, 85, 86; 
reduction of military budgets, 214; 
World Disarmament Conf., 28, 41

Tanzania, see United Republic of Tan
zania

Test ban, see under Nuclear weapon tests 
Thailand: nuclear-weapon-free zone, 105; 

nuclear weapon tests, 72; reduction of 
military expenditures, 201; World Disar
mament Conf., 41 

Thant, U, 205 
Thorsson, Mrs. Inga, 82 
Threshold test ban (TTB), 55, 67, 70, 225,

226, 227
Tlatelolco, Treaty of, see under Latin 

America
Trinidad and Tobago: nuclear-weapon- 

free zone, 93 
Tunisia: G CD , 219; napalm and other in

cendiary weapons, 175, 232; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 105,228; World Dis
armament Conf., 39, 41, 42 

Turkey: arms race, 205; napalm and other 
incendiary  w eapons, 171; nuclear- 
weapon-free zone, 94; World Disarma
ment Conf., 29, 41

Uganda: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 181, 
184; napalm  and o ther incendiary 
w eapons, 167; nuclear-w eapon-free

zone, 105; nuclear weapon tests, 228; 
use of force, 126; World Disarmament 
Conf., 41, 42 

Ukrainian SSR: chemical and bacteriologi
cal weapons, 160; environmental war
fare, 194; nuclear weapon tests, 223; pro
hibition of use of nuclear weapons, 126; 
use of force, 126; World Disarmament 
Conf., 29, 41 

Underground nuclear weapon tests, 55, 
56, 223; detection and verification of 52,
53, 54-55, 60-61, 65; nine-nation memo
randum on banning, 56; Review Conf. 
of Parties to N PT consid., 84, 88; sus
pension or reduction of, GA consid.,
63-64 (/■«.); USSR/US Treaty on Limi
tation of Underground Nuclear Weapon 
T ests and P ro tocol, 70, 88, C C D  
consid., 70-71, 73-74, GA consid., 71-
72, 136; see also Threshold test ban 

U nion of Soviet Socialist R epublics 
(U SSR ): chem ical and biological 
weapons, 141, 142, 143, 146, 148, 149, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160; and CCD,
10, 16, 28, 34, 52, 56, 61, 66, 69, 70, 73, 
91, 111, 114-24 passim, 135, 141, 142, 
146, 148, 149, 153, 156, 198-99; compre
hensive nuclear weapon test ban, 52, 56,
61, 62 , 66 , 67 , 69; environmental war
fare, 198, conv. on, draft, 191-95, draft 
conv. on prohibition of modification 
techniques (with US), 3, 199; Indian 
Ocean zone of peace, 182,184, 187, 188; 
napalm and other incendiary weapons,
167, 170, 171, 175, 176, 178; NPT, 84, 
86, 88, 91, 133; nuclear weapon tests,
58, 59, 62, 63, 65, 67, 72, 223, 226, 227; 
prohibition of use of nuclear weapons, 
125-26; reduction of military budgets, 
210-11, of military expenditures, 200; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 125, 232, revised draft 
(with US), 111,114-23; SALT, see Stra
tegic arms limitation talks; use of force, 
125-26; World Disarmament Conf., 24- 
28 (res.), 29-30, 31, 32, 35, 37, 38, 39, 
41, 42, 45, 46
G C D , 10-11, 16, 17, 219, 221; draft 

treaty, 10, 11, 15, 16, 17; five nuclear- 
weapon powers conf., proposal for 
convening of, 17 

nuclear-weapon-free zones, 105, 108,
111, 229; Latin A m erica, 94, 96, 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, ratif. of Addi
tional Protocol II, question of, GA 
consid., 97-98, 100 (res.), 101 (res.),
230 (res.)

U SSR/U S agreem ents; A greem ent on 
Measures to Improve Direct Communi
cations Link (1971), 130; “ H otline”
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Agreement (1963) on satellite systems, 
130; Joint Statement of Principles for 
Disarmament Negotiations, 10,11; Vlad
ivostok Agreement (1974), 84, 136, 137— 
38, 231 (ires.)\ see also under subjects 

United Arab Emirates: Indian Ocean zone 
of peace, 184, 185; SALT, 129; World 
Disarmament Conf., 28 

United Arab Republic: chemical and bio
logical weapons, 142; and CCD, 118, 
120, 142; napalm and other incendiary 
w eapons, 165, 178; Sea-Bed Treaty, 
118, 121; see also Egypt 

United Kingdom: arms race, 205; chem
ical and biological weapons, 141-43, 
146, 148, 149, 153-54, 157, 162; and 
CCD, 19, 21, 52, 69, 70, 73, 77, 111,
141, 142, 146, 148, 149, 153-54, 162,168, 
174, 198; environmental warfare, 193, 
198; G CD , 17, 19, 21, 219, 221; Indian 
Ocean zone of peace, 182,184, 187, 188; 
napalm and other incendiary weapons, 
166, 167, 168, 170, 171, 174, 175, 176, 
178; N PT, 77, 84, 88, 111-12; nuclear 
weapon tests, 52, 53, 57, 58, 59, 62, 63, 
65, 67, 69, 70, 72, 223, 225, 226; prohibi
tion of use of nuclear weapons, 127; re
duction of military budgets, 211, 212, 
214, of military expenditures, 200-1; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 118, 124; SALT, 130,
135, 231; use of force, 127; World Disar
mament Conf., 26, 29, 30, 31, 34-35, 37, 
38, 39 ,41 ,42 ,45
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 103, 105, 

108, 111, 229; Latin America, 94, 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, Additional Pro
tocol I, ratif. of, 101, 102 (res.); Addi
tional Protocol II, signature and ratif. 
of, GA consid., 97 (res.), 98 (res.), 
100 (res.), 101 (res.)

United Nations: role of in disarmament, 4, 
15, 16, GA consid., 20-21 (res.), 219 
(res.); 25th Anniversary, Decl. on arms 
limitation and disarmament, text, 1, 5 
(res.)

United Nations Development Programme 
(U ND P), 87 

United Republic of Cameroon: environ
mental warfare, 194; Indian Ocean zone 
of peace, 184; nuclear-w eapon-free 
zone, 228; World Disarmament Conf., 
41

United Republic of Tanzania: arms race, 
205; Indian Ocean zone of peace, 181, 
184, 185, 187; nuclear-w eapon-free 
zone, 94; nuclear weapon tests, 58; 
World Disarmament Conf., 41, 42 

United States of America: arms race, 205; 
chemical and biological weapons, 141,

142, 143, 146, 149, 153, 156, 157, 158, 
159, 160, 162; and CCD, 22-23, 29, 52,
61, 69, 70, 73, 90-91, 111, 114-24 pas
sim, 135, 141, 142, 146, 149, 153, 156,
174, 198-99, 216-17, 222; comprehen
sive nuclear weapon test ban, 52-53, 57,
61, 65-66, 69; environmental warfare, 
191, 194, 198, draft conv. on prohibi
tion of modification techniques (with 
USSR), 3, 199; Indian Ocean zone of 
peace, 182, 184, 187, 188; napalm and 
incendiary weapons, 166, 167, 171, 175,
176, 178; N PT, 84, 86, 88, 90-91, 111-
12, 133; nuclear weapon tests, 57, 58,
59, 62, 63, 65, 67, 72, 73, 223, 225, 226,
227, 228; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126, 127; reduction of military 
budgets, 211, 212, 214, 216-17, of mili
tary expenditures, 200; Sea-Bed Treaty, 
125, 232, revised draft (with USSR), 11, 
114-23; SALT, see Strategic arms limita
tion talks; use of force, 127; World Dis
armament Conf., 26, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35-
36, 37, 38, 39, 42, 44 
G D C , 11, 17,22-23,219, 221,222; draft 

treaty, 10, 11, 16, 17 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 105, 108,

111, 101-2, 229-30; Latin America, 
94,229-30, Treaty of Tlatelolco, Addi
tional Protocol I, question of ratif., 
GA consid., 101-2 (res.), 230 (res.), 
Additional Protocol II, ratif., GA 
consid., 96-97 (res.), 98 (res.), 99, 
100 (res.), 101 (res.)

Uranium enrichment: safeguards, G A  
consid., 11, 16 (res.), 76 

Uruguay: arms race, 205; G CD , 15; nu- 
clear-w eapon-free zone, 93; nuclear 
weapon tests, 58; World Disarmament 
Conf., 41, 42 

USSR, see Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics

Venezuela: arms race, 205; G CD , 15, 23, 
219; napalm and other incendiary 
weapons, 180, 232; N PT, 79; nuclear- 
weapon-free zones, 93, 105; nuclear 
weapon tests, 72, 224 

Verification: ABM and ballistic missile 
systems, 132; CTB, 226; CCD consid., 
52, 56, 66, 91; chemical and biological 
weapons, production and stockpiling,
142, 143, 145 (res.), 154, 155-56, 159-60; 
GA consid., 52-53, 65 (res.), 67, 69, 72, 
223; IAEA Int. Verification Agency 
(IVA), 76; nuclear weapon tests, 65 
(res.), 67, 69, 71, 223; PNEs, 91-92; 
Sea-Bed Treaty, 114-15, 116, 117, 118-
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20, 121; seismic data, 56, 61-62; under
ground nuclear weapon tests, 52, 53, 70

Waldheim, Kurt, 2; quoted, 3, 5, 18, 33,
78, 82-83, 137, 153, 208, 218 

World Disarmament Conference, 1, 24- 
27, 220; CCD consid., 19, 1972, 28-29,
1973, 34-35; GA consid., 2, 5, 20, 22,
1971, 24-28, 1972, 29-32, 1973, 35-37,
1974, 43-44, 1975, 220; preparation, 
agenda and organization,/4</ Hoc Cttee. 
report, 40-43
A d Hoc Cttee.: estab., G A  consid., 36- 

37 (res.); members, 36-37 (res.), 38; 
report, 39-43,45-47, GA consid., 43- 
45 (res.), 220 (res.); sessions and dis
cussions, 38-43,1975,45-47; Working 
Group, 39 

convening of, 2, 17, 22, 24; GA consid., 
29-31, 31-32 (res.); USSR proposal, 
24, GA consid., 24-28, 28-29 (res.) 

participation, 40-41; non-aligned States, 
27, 31, 45; non-nuclear weapon 
States, 24, 26, 35, 40, 45; nuclear- 
weapon States, question of 24, 25, 26,
29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 
44, 45, 46; SG report on member 
States participation, 27, 28 (res.), GA 
consid., 29-31 

Special C ttee., 32-34; activities, CCD 
consid., 34-35, SG report, 33; estab,, 
GA consid., 31-32 (res.), 33,34; mem

bers, 32 (res.); question of composi
tion, GA consid., 32-34; representa
tion of nuclear-weapon States, CCD 
consid., 34-35, GA consid., 35; ses
sions, 33, GA consid., 33-34 

World Health Organization (WHO), 144 
(res.)

Yemen: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 181, 
184, 187; prohibition of use of nuclear 
weapons, 126; use of force, 126 

Yugoslavia: arms race, 205; chemical and 
biological weapons, 142, 146, 148, 155, 
160; and CCD, 10, 19, 21, 23, 29, 56, 77,
91, 118, 142, 146, 148, 155; G CD , 10,
11, 15, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23 , 29; Indian 
Ocean zone of peace, 181, 184, 185; na
palm and other incendiary weapons,
166, 170-71, 173, 175, 180, 232; N PT,
77, 79, 85, 86, 91; prohibition of use of 
nuclear weapons, 126; Sea-Bed Treaty,
118, 231; SALT, 137, 231; use of force, 
126; World Disarmament Conf., 28, 29, 
32, 34, 36, 38, 41, 42, 44, 46-47

Zaire: and CCD , 3, 21, 111; G CD , 21, 22; 
nuclear-weapon-free zones, 111; nu
clear weapon tests, 62 

Zambia: Indian Ocean zone of peace, 181, 
184, 185; World Disarmament Conf.,
32, 41,42
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