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NOTE

Symbols of United Nations documents are composed of capital letters combined
with figures. Mention of such a symbol indicates a l'tference to a United Nations
document.

The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament decided that its special
repo!t should be divided into two volumes as follows:

.¥

Volume I

Volume II

Establishment~ 'fOrk and achievements (1962.. 1978))
State of questions under consideration by CCD

Positions of Member States and questions under
consideration

Annex I, containing working papers and proposals of a comprehensive programme
of disarmament, and annex 11, containing a list of documents issued during the
period from 1962 to 1978, will appear as an addendum to the present document
(A/S-lO/2/Add.l).
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POSITIONS OF MEMBER STATES ON QUESTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION

98. This part of the report contains the substance of the positions of ·the member
States of the Committee on the various questions under consideration. Under each
heading, the positions taken by members prior to the 1978 spring session of the
Committee, but which the members themselves desired to have incorporated in this
report, 1/ are set forth. These positions are followed by views expressed by
members during the 1978 spring session, held from 31 January to 11 May 1978.

99. All documents submitted to the Committee relating to the various questions 1n
this report are listed by subject in annex B to the report.

A. Question of nuclear Qisarmamerit~ including
a comprehensive nuclear-test ban

1. General

100. On 8 April 1969, the aelegation of the United States of America made a rather
comprehensive proposal on a cut-off of the production of nuclear fissionable
materials for weapon purposes and then suggested the essential elements of a cut-off
agreement (ENDC/pv.401). After some interval of time, on 11 August 1977~ the
delegation of Japan took up the matter again emphasizing the importance of such a
measure with regard to reducing the degree of inequality inherent in the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons bEtween the nuclear-weapon States and the
non-nuclear-weapon States and thus encouragi.ng mere States to adhere to that
Treaty (CCD/PV.76l).

101. Romania has stressed the view that any genuine disarmament effort must start
with an examination of the motive factor of the present arms race in nuclear
weapons, since the accumUlation and continuous technological refinement of such
. capons lie at the root of the insecurity existing in the world today. The
delegation has also stressed that it would continue to urge that problems of nuclear
disarmament should be placed at the centre of the Committee's activities. In that
respect, the delegation has presented its proposals and priorities on which the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should concentrate its work, as follows:
(a) a solemn pledge by States possessing nuclear weapons not to use them or threaten
to use them against States not possessing such weapons; (b) a ban on the deployment
of further nuclear weapons in the territory of other States; (c) the withdrawal of
nuclear arms from the territory of other States; (d) an end to the refinement,

1/ The recent views of all members on all questions on the agenda of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament may be found, in summary, in the annual
report of the Committee to the General Assembly 1976 and 1977 (Official Records of
the General Assembly. Thirty-first Session, Su~ement No. 27 (A/31!27) and ibid.,
Thirty-second Session? Supplement No. 27 (A/32/27);.
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testing and production of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery; (e) a halt
to the production of the fissio~able material for military uses, the use of existing
materials for peaceful purposes and the tr~'nsfer of a proportion of them for use
by all States under arrangements for broad international co-operation; and (r) the
reduction and complete destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons and existing
means of delivering them (CCD/PV.731 and 768).

102. Over the years, the delegation of Mexico has stressed the threat posed by the
vast nuclear arsenals of the two major nuclear-weapon States and the alarm aroused
by their constant quantitative and, above all, qualitative development. With
particular regard to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), the delegation has
recalled the General A~sembly resolutions regretting the absence of positive results
from the talks during the past years and urging the·United States and the Soviet
Union to broaden the scope of their talks, and has stressed that it was important
for the Committee to be kept informed of the progress of the talks and hoped that
those two States could act accordingly (cCD/pv.688). In 1977, the delegation of
Mexico stressed the encouraging effects that unequivocal statements of Mr. Carter,
President of the United States of America, calling for the elimination of all
nuclear weapons, as well as certain pronouncements of Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, General­
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
which were similar to the former in some respects, might have for disarmament
negotiations. It also mentioned the words of President Lopez Portillo of Mexico,
who in his inaugural address had called for an end to all genocidal weapons which
threatened the survival of mankind. More specifically, it stressed the necessity
that the Corr~ittee concentrate its 1977 endeavours on the conclusion of a
comprehensive test-ban agreement (CCD/PV. 728).

103. The delegation of Yugoslavia has often noted that the arms race continues
unchecked in all fields: on the ground, on the sea, on the oceans as well as in
the air and in outer space, and that this applies equally to both nuclear and
conventional weapons. It has stressed that particl~r attention is being paid today
to research and development in the field of armaments. Expressing concern at such
development, the delegation has expressed the hope that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament would be able to make definite progress towards the
preparation of international agreements on some long-standing questions in that
field which have been on its agenda for many years (CCD/PV.742). The delegation of
Yugoslavia ha.s also pointed out that development in the application of nuclear
energy for military purposes, like the advancement of military technology as a
whole, had by far outpaced the tempo of negotiation of the Committee on measures
relating to arms limitation and disarmament and that old unsettled problems are
compounded by new ones, even more complex and dangerous from the standpoint of
maintaining international peace and security (CCD/PV.757).

104. The delegation of the United Kingdom has stressed the pressing need to end the
nuclear a~ms race and to begin to reduce such arms as a first step towards their
abolition in the framework of a comprehensive disarmament programme, noting that
three of the nuclear Powers had assumed that obligation under article VI of the
non-proliferation treaty (ibid.).
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105. In India's view~ the geal 0f general and c0mph:te disarmament under effective
international control, as established by the United Nations General Assembly in its.
resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959, should be the main guiding principle in
all dis~iliament efforts. Lasting world peace could only be achieved by total
disarmament with the highest priority given to nuclear disarmament, including the
elimination of all nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction.
India was of the firm opinion that stockpiles of all nuclear weapons must be
reduced and eventually eliminated so as to arrest the danger of the proliferation
of such weapons. Pendine the total elimination of nuclear weapons, an important
measure to promote an atmosphere of peace and security could be the out1awin~ of
the use or threat of nuclear weapon::; for all tir.:e to come. The General Assembly
of the United Nations by its resolution 16::3 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 ~ad declared
that the use of nuclear weapons is contrary to the rules of international law and
to the laws of humanity and that any State usinr: nuclear weapons was to be
considered as committing a crime against mank~nd and civilization. India was of
the view that that declaration should be reaffirmed at the special session and
made applicable also to the threats to use such weapons. No distinction should be
made as regards the intended victims of the use or threut ~f use of nuclear
weapons, for these weapons and the systems of their delivery are intercontinental
in nature and would not make any distinction as to whether a particular region has
been declared a nuclear-weapon-free zone or not. India would even propose a ban
on the very possession of nuclear weapons, the most cruel and indiscriminate
weapons in existence. In discussing nuclear disarmament, the delegation noted, it
was said that nuclear weapons are necessary as a deterrent against war and that
only the assurance of their liE: constitutes the core of deterrence. In<ila did not
accept that view. India was of the view that the doctrine of mutual deterrence
is fraught with e}~remely dangerous consequenc~s. ~fuile conferring legitimacy on
the possession and even the U3e of nuclear weapons, it had sho"m that levels of
deterrence do not deter but in fact provoke the arms race to hif.her levels. A
basic principle on which India insisted in disarmament negotiations was that all
measures should be non-discriminatory with regard to the constraints and
obligations assumed by parties to them. India would assess ahY future measures by
the same yardstick of fair and equal access for all states without discrimination
and equal obligations for all.

106. With regard to the Latin American nuclear-weapon~free zon p , the delegation of
Mexico submitted, in 1977, a letter concerning the tenth anniversary of the
opening for signature of the Treaty of Tlatelolco (CCD/525) and referred to the
scope and significance of the Treaty (CCD/PV.728). The delegation of the United
States, recalling that the United States had ratified Additional Protocol II of
the Tlatelolco Treaty in 1971, called attention to the recent announcement of
President Carter that the United States would sign and seek ratification of
Protocol I of the Treaty providing for the application of the Treaty to the
territories in Latin America of countries located outside the area. The
delegation stated that the effect of United States adherence to Protocol I would
be to ban the testing, use, storage, or deployment of nuclear weapons in United
States territories in Latin America; however, it would not affect the right of
United States naval vessels to call at ports in those territories or affect
freedom of navigation on the high seas surrounding Latin America. The delegation

-3-
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also stressed the desire of theoUnited States to contribute towards brin~in~ theLatin American nuclear-free zone fully into effect throughout tpe world and toaverting the dangers of nuclear proliferation (CCD/PV.145). ~le delegation of:,lcxico welcomed the announcement of the United States and called on France, theonly country concerned by Protocol I that had not acceded to it, to make theProtocol complete. It recalled that the 1961 interpretation of the PreparatorvCommission for the denuclearization of Latin America concerning th~ absence in theTreaty of provisions relatinfl to the question of the transit of nuclear w~aponsthrough Latin American territory. The delegation of I·fenco also called on thpSoviet Union to accede to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty, by which nuclear­weapon St~tes agreed to respect the objectives of the Treaty. At the firstmeeting of the summel" session of 1917, the deleeation referred to the importanceit attached to the signature by the President of tlie United States, on 26 fifay,of Additional Protocol I of the Treaty (CCD/PV.745 and 750). On 27 April 1978,the delegation of Mexico welcomed the Soviet Union I s announcement of 25 April thatit would adhere to Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco (CCD/P'V'.785).
107. On the same subject, the delegation of Romania, re{!alling that in itsresolution 31/70 of 10 December 1976 the General Assembly commended the attentionaT Governments, international organizations and the Conference of thp Comnnttee onDisarmament to the question of establishinp- nuclear-weapon-free zones and requestedthem to examine the question further and to take steps to promote the attainmentof this important goal, requested that the proble..n shouJ.d be k~pt on theCommittee' s agenda as a means of encouraging the efforts of States to create suchzones. In that connexion, Romania reaffirmed its interest in estabLshing newrelations of co-operation and neighbourliness between the countries of the Balkans,so that that area, like any other area in Europe and on other continents, might betransformed into a zone of peace and peaceful co-operation (CCD/PV.731).

lORe In 1977, the delegation of Poland stated that the Committee on Disarmamentmust also be constantly alive to the concerus of the international community whichmanifest themselves through a desire to establish nuclear-weapon-free zones invarious parts of the world. One must not lose from the ranr:e of vision theconstant desirability of safeguarding additional areas and environments fromfalling victim to the nuclear arms race. The delegation trusted that theforthcoming Review Conference of the Tr~aty on the Denuclearization of the Sea-Beda.'1d the Ocean Floor, apart from its immediate preoccupations, will constitute animportant stimulus to cur se~ch for new possibilities in that regard (CCD/PV.735).With respect to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, thedelegation of Poland stated in 1977 that while most crucial, the question of acomprehensive test ban was not the onlY1..l'lgle to the larger issue of nucleardisarmament. The Conference of the Comndttee on Disarmament would be well advisednot to ignore or underestimate such problems as the ever present threat to theregime of non-proliferation of nuclear vTeapons. The delegation stated that itmust r..ot be forgotten ·that the landmark achievement, the Treaty on theNon-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, is still not universal and that a number ofStates with significant military a.l1d economic potential are not parties to it.Poland attaches the utmost importanC'e to the agreement s concluded between the majorexporters of nuclear materials and installations. The delegation vietfed them aslegitimate ancillary efforts at the consolidation of the ~Teaty on the.aon-Proliferation of Huclear T;leapons (CCD/PV. 735).

109. With reference to nuclear-weapon-free zones and the proposed peace zone ofthe Indian Ocean, t.he delegation of Japan maintained that a concrete and realisticway to assure the non-nuclear-weapon States of their security was to explore asolution ba,sed on the prevailing political and military conditions in eachregion (CCD/PV.761).
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110~ The crolegatioD ot Pakistan, wile notinr; that thf" primary responsibility fordisarmament lay vith the nuclear-weapon States~ held that t1-}e non-nuclear-weaponStates must lend strong impetus to the disarmament process ~y their own collectiveand regional initiatives (CCD/PV. 748) ~ The delegation noted th~t the GeneralAs5ed>ly bad responded to the wishes of' a majority of stat~s in variou~ regions byadopting resolutions urging the establis:bm:!nt of :luclear-weapon-free z0tles,.notably in South Asia, the Middle East and Africa~ It held that non-nuclePI-weaponStates IJUSt take initiatives towards regional security azain:.rt the nuclear threatfroD within or without their regions by lestablishing such zonp.s and that,. insteadof retarding progress by setting conditi()ns, t~e nuclear-weapon States should takean active part in their establishment (CCD/PV.765). The delegation of Pakistanstre~sed the belief that a nuclear-wea:!?On-free zone in South Asia wculd be in theCOJ:lDOD interest of all (".ountries of the region and that the internationalcOJlDum:ty should continue to encourage all such regional initiatives (CCD/PV.748)~

llL On tire questioo of nuclear non-proliferation, the ,'Ielegation of Japan,in 1911, mde a comprehensive statement fl'ettine forth Japan f s basic policy ~ Thedelegation maintained that the oblie:a:'don of the nuclear-weapon States to adoptconcrete measures of nuclear disarmament and the inalienable right of non-nuclear­weapon States to develop peaceful uses of nuclear energy without discriJ"'..inationwere the two elements making up the very fabric of the Treaty regime; if theobligation was not :fulfilled and the ril"ht guaranteed, the credibili1:;'r of thenon-proliferation Treaty would be jeopardized and the achieverr:ent of itsuniversality made more dif"ficult. Tryin(" to freeze the legitimate rights andactivities of parties to tlJe Treaty even partially, out of the fear of nuclearp~liferation, vas not the right way to solve the problem; and in fact, it m?htbe described as a case of the remedy being worse than the disease. The delegationadded tbat, a:fter reviewing the Treaty system and examining the central dilemmain too Treaty between the commitment to curb the spread of nuclear weapons andtlte equally important commitment to promote the furt~er development of nuclearenergy for peace:ful purposes, it had concluded that it was not reasonable for thenon-nuclear-veapon States parties to the Treaty to be unilaterally forbiiJden, forthe purpose of nuclear non-proliferation, to operate reprocessinz plants and thattheir operation shotJiJ.d be allowed under certain objective conditions, for example,upon the entry into :force of both the non-proliferation Treaty and a comprehensivetest. ban treaty, the implementation of the proposed international nuclear fuelcycle evaluation programme and extractin1: plutonium in a :form inappropriate :for theproduction of nuclear '~eapons. The delegation also proposed a variety of measures,some to be taken within the framework of the non-proli:feration T'Teaty and othersoutside~ Among the f'ormer v1ere (a) :[:ositive measures to guarantee the right o:fthe non-nuclea.r-veapon States to peaceful uses of nuclear energy~ specificallyaccess to a supply of natural uranium, as well as enrichment and reprocessine;services, reactors and other facilities, as well as related tecbnology 7Cb) stri~'ter safeguards requirements on peaceful nuclear activities of States notparties to the non-proli:feration Treaty; and (c) submission by all nuclear-weaponStates o:f their civil nuclear activities to the I'11ternatiooal Atomic Energy Agency(!AEA) safeguards and strengthening of the !AEA role ~

l12~ The delegation of Japan stressed that amonG measures to be taken outside thenon-proli:feration Treaty framework, were (a) steps to prevent the accidental useof nuclear weaJiODS, such as the United States/USSR agreement on nctification of
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missile launchins tests and military exercises; (b) early conclusion of the second
round of the strategic arms limitatio.l talks; (c) conclusion of a comprehensive
test ban, towards which negotiations in the Committee should start at the earliest
possible date; (d) cut-off of production of fissionable material for weapons
purposes; (e) strengthening of -the security of non-nuclear-weapon States on the
basis of solutions reflecting the prevailing political and military conditions in
each region; (f) international arrangements for physical protection of nuclear
materials during storage and transportation; and (g) measures in the field of
peaceful uses of nuclear energy to control effectively sensitive technologies and
materials that could lead to nuclear-weapon capability. The delegation emphasized
that the latter measures should be implemented, taking into accotmt the economic
and other relevant facts, and held that Japan could .not do without reprocessinp; and
recycling of spent uranium fuel to secure stable energy supplies. It added that
Japan was :ready to support the international fuel cycle evaluation programme,
provided it did not hamper Japan's nuclear energy progrannne, and urged participation
in it of the greatest number of interested countries~ including the so-called
nuclear-threshold countries. The delegation concluded that the prp.sent task of
the international community cuuJ.d not be accomplished by freezinp; the legitimate
right to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy of those States which had de...'cloped
atomic energy solely for peaceftll purposes, and that what was now required was not
to establish a "philosophy of denial" but to implement the existinrr nuclear
non-proliferation regime in a constructive manner so that the initial ideal of a
programme of peaceful uses of nuclear energy, advocated by President Eisenhower
as lIAtoms for Peacell

, would be attained (CCD/PV.76l).

113. With regard to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons the
delegation of Pakistan has stated that the objective of strengthening the security
of non-nuclear-weapon States is of critical importance, not only for the vulnerable
non-nuclear-weapon Ste.tes but also for the international community as a whole in its
non-proliferation and disarmament efforts; that concept, it has held, is, in the
long run, in the interest of the nuclear-weapon States themselves (CCD/PV.748).
The delegation has further stated that Pakistan fully shares the renewed concern
about the danger of nuclear proliferation and has taken several initiatives to
avert that danger. However, the approach being advocated by the so-called
Londen Club", i.e. to place trust in the Treaty and in unilateral controls and
restraints on the transfer of nuclear technology, even under the strictest
international safeguards, is not likely to succeed, the delegation maintained.
Pakistan MS always felt that the Treaty could not be effective unless it was
subscribed to by the major threshGld Powers and unless the security of the
non-nuclear States was effectively safeguarded. The policy of restraints and
embargoes on the transfer of nuclear technology cannot be successful for several
reasons, the delegation has held, and the best course is to ensure that nuclear
technology is acquired under the necessary controls and safeguards. Sooner rather
than later, the developin~ countries are bound to adopt a common position on the
issue, thereby leading to further difficulties in North-South relations. The only
durable solution to the problem of nuclear proliferation, the delegation has
maintained, lies in building an international climate of trust and confidence in
which nations 'Tould not feel the need to acquire nuclear weapons and towards that
end, the vTOrld must focus its attention on the more basic tasks in the ::"ield of
disarmament, Le. preventing the further development and sophistication of nuclear
weapons and delivery systems, il:l1l1ediately reducing the existing level of armaments,
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especially nuclear arma.trents, and initiatinG methods towards their eventual
destruction and complete elimination (cCD/pv. 765) .

114. The positions of Brazil as regards the specific probleMs referred to in this
section, as well as the whole spectrum of questions related to disarmament that
have been dealt with in this volume, have been expressed over the years in the
Conmdttee with all pertinent details. Reflections of these positions have also
bee:. expounded in document A/AC.181149, submitted to the Preparatory Committee for
the Special Session of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament.

115. In 1977, the delegation of Italy expressed the belief that measures might be
adopted to strengthen the system of nuclear non-proliferation, without ignoring
the prejudicing of the right of all States to develop, acquire and use nuclear
energy for peaceful purPOses .- a rip,ht which must be safeguarded in the most
effective way (CCD/pv. 763).

116. In its first statement at the 1978 spring session, the Soviet delegation
described three proposals put forward in late 1911 by Mr. L. 1. Brezbnev,
Secretary-General of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union, relating to (a) the cessation of nuclear weapons~ (b) the complete and
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, and (c) ilmutual renunciationil of the
production of neutron bombs. (The delegation's views on the first and third i terns
are outlined in the sections on those subjects, below.)

ll7. The proposed production ban, the Soviet delegation explained, would apply to
all nuclear weapons - "whether atomic, hydrogen or neutron bombs or missiles" ­
and, simultaneously, the nuclear States could undertake to initiate a gradual
reduction of the existing stockpiles of such weapons leading to their complet.e
destruction. The delegation pointed out that the proposal would put an end to the
quantitative accumulation of nuclear weapons and declared the readiness of its
Government to begin negotiations with all other nuclear States to work out a
practical solution of the problem. It added that the Soviet Union had no objection
to the participation of non-nuclear States in such negotiations in view of the
universal interest in nuclear disarmament (cCD/PV .167).

118. The delegation of Mongolia, emphasizing the view -chat there '\-Tas no alternative
to nuclear disarmament, shared the view of the Soviet Union in the Ill..a.tter
(CCn/pv.773). The delegation of Poland also stressed the significance of the new
Soviet initiatives (CCD/PV. 768). The delegation of Hungary, notin~ the concern of
world opinion, held that the Committee i s most important task was to conclude
current negotiations before it, particularly in the nuclear field, beginning with
a full test ban. follovTed by a halt in the production of nuclear weapons and their
destruction (cCn/pv.71o). The delegation of Romania continued to urge :that nuclear
disarmament remain at the centre of the Committee's activities, noting its previous
proposals for priorities in that field (cCn/PV.168). The German Democratic
Republic also attached great importance to efforts to halt the nuclear-arms race
and prohibit the production of any types of nuclear weapons, notinp; that the
socialist States had submitted specific proposals in that field, such as these in
the memorandum of the USSR on the arms race and disarmament and in a recent 'Working
paper (CCD/552) on a comprehensive disarmament programme (CCD!PV.781). In its
concluding statement at the spring session~ the Soviet delegation set forth new
proposals Put forward in April 1973 by Mr. L. 1. Brezhnev in the field of
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disarmament. These proposals proVided for the following measures to be put into
effect within a definite time-limit: (a) haltin~ the produQtion of all types of
nuclear weapons; (b) halting the production of and banning all other types of
weapons of mass destruc'tion; (c) halting the development of new types of highly
destructive conventional arms; (d) renouncing the expansion of armies and increases
in the conventional armaments of the permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council and of countries associated with them under military agreements.
In those proposals j it was pointed out that the process of disarmament could be
started with the cessation of the production of nuclear arms. It was also stressed
therein that, in order ~o remove the peril of the use of nuclear weapons, joint
efforts of all the nuclear Powers were needed. The Soviet Union was opposed to the
use of" nuclear weapcns, it was doinr; and would continue to do its utmost to prevent
an atomic war. Tha·t was the firm line of the USSR and it would be guided by it in
its action. In line with its fundamental policY aimed at reducing the threat of
a nuclear l-Tar, the Soviet Union had also decided to accede in due manner to the
international Treaty banning nuclear weapons in Latin Ame>rica. Thus the Soviet
Union, like other nuclear-weapon Powers, would assume the obligation not to assist
any Latin American States in gaining access to nuclear weapons and not to use such
weapons against States parties to the Treaty (CCD/PV. 789) .

119. Mongolia, emphasizing the importance of the participation of all the nuclear
States in a future international agreement on a full nuclear test ban, drew'
attention to the need for further strengthening of the nuclear-weapon
non-proliferation regime. The reinforcement of the IAEA safeguards in all possible
't-Tays would contribute to that, the delegation held. It also emphasized the>
importance of the measures undertaken by some nuclear States to prevent the risk
of nuclear conf'lict lP and called upon the other nuclear Powers and States of military
and economic importance to assume practical obli~ations to assist in the prevention
of a nuclear threat.

120. The delegation of the United States stressed that the United States was not
seeking disarmament agreements which merely channelled competition in convenient
directions, but significant disarmament. In support of this point, the delegation
reiterated its willingness, as announced by President Ca~ter in 1977, to reduce
the number of nuclear weapons, on a reciprocal basis, by as much as 50 per cent
(CCD/pv.767).

121. The delegation of Sweden also underlined the priority of nuclear disarmament~

stressing that every country was affected by the nuclear arms race and, accordingly,
by every nuclear disarmament measure or lack of such measures. That fact was one
justification for a multilateral negotiating body such as the Comnittee on
Disarmament, as well as an incentive for middle-sized and small non-nuclear-weapon
States to be active in disarmament 1V'ork. Moreover, nuclear disarmament was a key
to real progress in other areas of 'disarm~lent, such as that of conventional arms.
The delegation held, however, that prior to the special session of the General
Assembly devoted to disarmament, the Comnattee could not conceivably accomplish
more in the nuclear field than a total test ban and that any additional progress in
the field during that period would have to be made at the bilateral SALT talks.
The delegation also noted that nuclear disarmament was crucial in the battle against
nuclear-l-TeapOns proliferation and that the main reason for the lack of universal
adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear i-Jeapons was the fact
that the major nuclear States had not accepted the full consequences of that Treaty
(CCD!PV. 767).
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122. The delegations of Nigeria (CCD/PV.769) and Hungary (CCD/PV.770) expressed
similar views with respect to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
suggesting that a full test ban might be the first positive step in that direction.
The Nigerian delegation further held that world opinion was now demanding direct
measures of real disarmament, including nuclear disarmament, in its qualitative as
well as its quantitative aspect (cCD/rv.769). The delegation of Hungary' held that
it would be difficult to overestimate the importance of a nuclear test ban from the
point of view of the prevention of dissemination of atomic weapons and the success
of future negotiations on other disarmament questions. The delegation of India
cited from the communique recently issued by Prime tfinister Desai of India and
President Carter of the United states to the effect that stockpiles of nuclear
w'eapons mus-I; be reduced and eventually eliminated and that the danger of the
proliferation of such weapons must be arrested. In that connexion, the Indian
delegation also stressed the importance of an international agreement not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons. Noting that, in its resolution 1653 (XVI), the
General Assembly had declared such actions contrary to international law and a
crime against mankind, the delegation held that the special session of the General
Assembly should reaffirm that view with regard to all countries, without distinction
as to whether they belonged to a nuclear-weapon-free zone or not. In fact, the
delegation would support a general ban on the possession of nuclear weapons, the
most cruel and indiscriminate weapons in existence (CCD/PV.77l and 786). The
delegation of India added that India had set an example by unilaterally renouncing
the manufacture of nuclear weapons, and called on the maj or nuclear-,-reapon States
to work out some agreed immediate steps that would be taken within a reasonable
time (CCD/PV.786). The delegation of Ethiopia stressed its support for the
declaration of Africa and of the Indian Ocean as a nuclear-weapon-free zone and
urged the nuclear States to refrain from assisting South Africa (CCD/PV.786).

123. Hith particular regard to the SALT talks, the delegation of the United States,
noting that negotiations both at the bilateral talks and in the Committee on
Disarmament were parts of a coherent whole, pointed out that the Soviet Union and
the United States had recently agreed to extend the validity of the SALT I arms
limitation agreements until a SALT II accord could be achieved. It added that a
SALT II e.greement was taking shape, which it hoped would lower the l<=jvel of
strategic arms on both sides, impose certain qualitative constraints on potentially
destabili~ing weapons development and set the stage for even more substantial
limitation in a SALT III agreement (CCD/PV.767 and 781). The Federal Republic of
Germany expressed the hope for both qualitative and quantitative limitations in an
early SALT II agreement (CCD/PV. 771).

124. The delegation of Mexico stressed the importance of General Assembly resolution
32/87 G of 12 December 1977, adopted l>y 134 votes, including those of the Soviet
Union, the United States, the United Kingdom and France, in which the recent
statements of the leaders of the United States and the Soviet Union favouring
broader nuclear disarmament were cited and in which the General Assembly urged those
two States to implement those declarations as soon as possible (CCD/PV.767) •

125. The delegation of Hungary expressed satisfaction that it had learned from the
statements of the parties directly inv l.ved that SALT II offered favourable
prospects and stressed the beneficial .i!'luence that a successful outcome of the
talks could have on the international climate, on strengthening existing agreements
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and promoting the rapid solution of other questions (CCD/PV.770). The delegationof Mongolia stressed the importance of the successl~ conclusion of SALT rI(CCD/PV. 773). The German Democratic Republic pointed out that a successfulconclusion of a SALT II agreement would contribute significantly to theconsolidation of the process of international detente and also to the solution ofthe problems facing the Committee. The German Democratic Republic was thereforeGincerely interested in achieving real progress and resolutely opposed actions byforces hostile to detente, which were designed to prevent agreements on thelimitation of the arms race as well as the transition to real disarmament(CCD/PV.775). The delegation of Mongolia also stressed the importance of asuccessful conclusion at SALT II (CCD/PV.77l).

126 •. Italy held, in its document CCD/548. that nuclear-weapon-free zones shouldbe viewed both as a useful complementary instrument of the non-proliferationregime and as an effective disarmament measure. Their establishment, when suitableconditions existed, should originate from the States directly concerned, on avoluntary and regional basis, and with the participation of all militarily'significant States of the area (CCD/548).

127. Referring to the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, thedelegation of Romania pointed out that such an objective could be achieved only byeliminating the cause of the danger of proliferation and, in particular, bydestroying existing nuclear weapons and at the same time taking decisive measuresfor nuclear disW'mament. It stressed the view that some measures, while intendingto prevent the danger of proliferation, were impeding to free access of States tothe use of nuclear technology for development. In that respect, Romania held thatany limitation or restriction of the right of States to use nuclear energy forpeaceful purposes, particularly in a situation where the arms race was going aheadunchecked, would affect the already precarious balance between the rights and theobligations on which the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons wasbased (CCD/pv.768 and 731) •

128. Also with regard to the question of non-proliferation, the United Statesannounced that, on 10 March 1978, President Carter had signed into law theNuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978. The delegation stated that this was anattempt to balance concern over the dangers of nuclear proliferation with-theimportant need for nuclear power to meet energy demands throughout the world. Thedelegation stated that the Act provides for a system of controls and incentives togive the world time to improve and strengthen mechanisms which will safeguardagainst misuse of nuclear energy technology by emphasizing the importance of fuelcycle safeguards as a condition for continued United States co-operation withnon-nuclear-weapon States. One of the ways the Act does so, the delegation pointedout, is by exercising positive control - in the long term - over the retransferand reprocessing of materials produced through any transferred sensitive nuclearexports from the United States. The United States also re-emphasized itscommitment to make every reasonable effort to assure that the benefits of nuclearenergy are available to all (CCD/PV.78l).

2. Comprehensive nuclear-test ban

129. With particular reference to a nuclear-test ban, the delegation of Mexico hasrepeatedly recalled that the General Assembly has adopted 36 resolutions on the
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subject, having on seven occasions "condemhedil all nuclear-weapon tests and
repeatedly stressed that the continuance of such tests would intensify the arms
race. The delegation of Mexico has emphasized that the General Assembly has also
reiterated its conviction that Ilwhatever may be the differences on the question of
verification, there is not valid reason for delaying the conclusion" of a
comprehensive test ban. Citing the President of the United States, the-delegation,
in 1977, thought conditions were right for achieving such a ban (CCD/PV.Q28 and
748).
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130. In 1977, the delegation of Poland stated that the Polish Government had. always
considered the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to be one of the
major international legal instruments which went a long way towards containing the
threat of nuclear ,V'ar, accidental or otherwise. It expressed the belief, h01>1eVer,
that for the Treaty to be fully effective it was imperative to strengthen that
instrument and to make it really universal. \-Jllile supporting international
co-operation in, and the promotion of, the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, Poland
has always consistently advocated the need for a greater measure of effectiveness
of the application of IAEA safeguards in order to preclude any remote chance of
pursuing such peaceful utilization of the atom as a vehicle whereby to acquire
military nuclear capability. The Polish Government, therefore, welcomed an
agreement reached recently by 15- States, among them Poland, which establishes
strict guidelines on nuclear export safeguards, imposing important transfer
limitations on nuclear materials and technology. Poland has noted with satisfaction
the positive assessment of these guidelines by many non-nuclear-weapon states. The
hope was expressed that this arrangement would soon gain wide support as another
step towards consolidation of the non-proliferation regime and increased anc equal
security for all (CCD/pv.735).

131. With direct reference to the verification question, the delegation of Mexico
has repeatedly urged the Committee to act in accordance with the General Assembly's
reiterated conviction noted. above, either by achieving a permanent agreement or
through a unilateral or agreed moratorium (CCD!PV.736).

132. With reference to participation, the delegation of Japan has shared the view
that the halting of all military tests by the m&jor nuclear Powers would not
jeopardize their military security, and has suggested that the Committee should worE
out either a draft treaty or basic principles for such a treaty and present them to
the General Assembly with a request f~>: comment, thus giving non-participants in
the Committee the opportunity to express their views; that it should negotiate the
final text of the treaty and have it endorsed by the General Assembly or, if that
was not possible, referred back to the Committee with relevant comments; and
complete the draft treaty, taking those comments into consideration, for submission
at the next session of the General Assembly (CCD/~j.746).

133. In statements in 1977, the delegation of Pakistan considered it imperative to
reach agreement on the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests in the immediate
future and held that the two major nuclear-weapon States should agree to an
immediate suspension of such tests (CCD/PV.765). Noting that nuclear explosions
for military or peaceful purposes were indistinguishable, the delegation held
that the problem of peaceful nuclear explosions must be regulated in the context
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of a comprehensive test ban and ~hat matters would be simplified by a moratorium on
all peaceful nuclear explosions until agreement had been reached on that question
(CCD/PV. 748) •

134. The delegation of Yugoslavia has pointed out that it has been repeated many
times in the Committee that a comprehensive test~ban treaty is one of the most
important elements in the effort to halt the ~'ms race and prevent further
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The question has actually been on the agenda of
the Committee for well over la years, that is, since 1963, when the limited test
ban treaty was concluded. The sole official reason why it was not then possible
to achieve a comprehensive test-ban treaty ~as the existence of different concepts
regarding ways and means of exercising control over ,implementation of the
obligations assumed. That problem is still an important obstacle, the delegation
has held, although it is not now the only one, as others have since appeared. The
delegation has further stressed that, in the meantime, the development of military
nuclear technology has gone its own independent way, following its own logic and
its own requirements, and that, according to data from the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute, 568 nuclear tests were conducted duri~g the period
between the signing of the Moscow Agreement and the end of 1975 alone, 498 of them
by the three nuclear States members of the Committee on Disarmament. The
delegation of Yugoslavia has pointed out that these tests resulted in the creation
of a number of new types and systems of nuclear weapons and the perfecting of
existing ones (CCD/PV.757).

135. The delegation of Italy has also repeatedly stressed that it attaches the
highest priority to the achievement of an agreement banning all nuclear-weapon
testso vlhile welcoming as a positive step forward the tripartite consultations
between the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States, the delegation
of Italy felt that the Committee should promptly start negotiations in order to
recognize points of convergence in the dif~erent drafts already submitted to the
Committee and to search for a broadly acceptable treaty language. The delegation
also felt that the problem of verification of a comprehensive test ban deserved
further stUdy, in order to find means and methods to assure compliance with the
treaty combining the exchange of te1eseismic data vnth on-site inspection
whenever needed. In that light Italy welcomed the establishment of the Ad Hoc
Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to
Detect and Identify Seismic Events and noted that two Italian scientists were
taking an active part in its work (CCD/pv.728, 760 and 763).

136. In 1977, the delegation of Poland welcomed with satisfaction the trilateral
statement of 16 March 1977 on the progress towards a treaty on the prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes. Together with the unanimous report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International'Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events, they were welcome manifestations of concerted action which would
hopefully be crowned with the elaboration, vnthout delay, of a comprehensive test
ban as a major step towards effectively checking the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.735).

137. The delegation of Canada has pointed out that Canada's determined opposition
to all nuclear testing is ~vell knovm and has often been stated. Canada has
always recognized that verification was among the principal difficulties
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obstructing the achievement of a comprehensive test ban. The modification in the
Soviet Union's traditional position on verification in the memorandum of
Mr. Gromyko presented to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session, and
which has since been reflected in the updated Soviet draft CTBT, augurs well for
the required compromise on this difficult question, the delegation has maintained.
Meanwhile, the problem of verification, especially as regards on-site inspection,
could be further eased, in the delegation's view, if the concept of the joint
consultative committee advanced in the Swedish draft treaty could be accepted.
Another issue, central to the difficulties experienced in arriving at a
comprehensive test ban, the delegation has held, is the continuing grave concern
relating to the use of nuclear explosions for so-called peaceful purposes. Unless
and until some effective means can be devised to make absolutely sure that there
would be no weapons-related benefits from peaceful nuclear explosions, no such
explosions should be contemplated under a comprehensive test-ban treaty. That,
too, was a very valid feature of the Swedish draft treaty (CCD!526/Rev.l). The
delegation has also stressed that all Committee members understand the difficulties
that will remain so long as the comprehensive test-ban treaty fails to win the
support of all nuclear-weapon States. vTithout minimizing those difficulties,
Canada has continued to believe that the tlo1O major nuclear States, having in mind
the stage they have reached in the development and sophistication of their
respective nuclear arsenals, bear a special responsibility to set the trend in the
right direction. Canada has repeatedly expressed confidence that the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament can eventually produce a valuable comprehensive test­
ban treaty. It has also noted that part of the treaty's worth will, of course,
reside in how persuasive it is to the nuclear-weapon States that do not participate
in the work of the Committee. To that end, Canada has expressed the belief that
the treaty should have an initial duration period that would be long enough to
encourage those other nuclear States to recognize that their own interests and the
cause of the world peace would be served by their early accession to a comprehensive
test-ban treaty (CCD/PV.76o).

138. The delegation of Egypt has expressed the belief that the effectiveness of a
comprehensive test-ban treaty requires the adherence to it, not only of all
nuclear-weapon States, but also of potential nuclear States. The delegation has
also been of the view that all non-nuclear States should benefit from peaceful
nuclear explosions under a test-ban treaty, provided that effective international
supervision ensures that any use of such explosions will not lead to or facilitate
the acquisition by States of nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.748).

139. At the Committee's 1977 session, the delegation of Sweden expressed the hope­
that a comprehensive test ban could be achieved before the opening of the special
session of the General Assembly on disarmament in early 1978. The delegation
further suggested that a possible approach to ~acilitate an early agreement on an
early signing of such a treaty could be to mah~ its entry into force dependent
upon the final cessation by the United States and the Soviet Union of their nuclear­
weapon tests. In case transitional arrangeffients were needed~ they could be laid
down in a protocol that should be negotiated under the auspices of the Committee and
that would enter into force upon signature by the two nuclear States. Another
solution would be to include provisions for transitional arrangements in the treaty
itself. It would be possible under both those formulas for Committee members and
other States to sign and ratify the tr~aty before the United States and the
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Soviet Union had actually terminated their tests. The treaty should also containprovisions for an international_exchange of seismological data and for averification procedure involving on-site inspections on a voluntary basis. Forclarification of events pertaining to the subject-matter of the treaty, the treatycould also include provisions for the services of a consultative committee set upfor that purpose. The treaty should ban nuclear-weapon tests or explosions ofother nuclear devices in all environments, thus constituting an independent andcomprehensive treaty not complementary to the partial test-ban treaty. It was notonly desirable but, in the long term, fundamental that all nuclear-weapon Statesbecome parties to the agreement, but if the situation required, the Committeecould envisage the inclusion of a provision which would make it possible for aparty to withdraw from-the treaty if all nuclear Powers had not adhered to it withina sp~cified period of time (CCD/PV.729). The deleg~tion added that, while theultimate goal of a comprehensive test-ban agreement must obviously be universaladherence, the participation of all nuclear-weapon States should not be made aprecondition and that the two major nuclear Powers, which were overwhelminglysuperior in nuclear arms and which had committed themselves to a comprehensivetest ban in both the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty and in the Treaty on theNon-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, must start the process tOioTards achievement oft~e desired goal (CCD!PV.729 and 733).

140. In presenting its draft convention (CCD!526) to the Committee, the delegationstressed that it was comprehensive in scope, but with suggested transitionalarrangements, if considered necessary, for the two major nuclear-weapon Powers andspecial arrangements for the conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions underinternational supervision, the details of which could be worked out later to beincluded in protocols to the treaty. With particular regard to peaceful explosions,however, the delegation held that they should be allowed, even under internationalcontrol, only when they were of overriding national or international importance.Assurance of compliance with the treaty, the delegation further pointed out, wasbased on the concept of verification by challenge, i.e. involving the voluntaryagreement of the party to be inspected. Special ~rovisions concerning co-operationof all parties in a world-wide seismic data exchange should be included, possiblyin an additional protocol to the treaty. The draft treaty also proposed thecreation of a consultative committee of parties to the treaty, the functions andactivities of which could also be elaborated in a protocol. An appeal to theUnited Nations Security Council could be the last step in the verificationprocedure. The delegation also pointed out that the draft provided for theimmediate withdrawal of any party at a given time if all nuclear-weapon States hadnot adhered to the treaty by that time. The delegation formally proposed that aworking group be set up as soon as possible to negotiate a comprehensive test-banagreement (CCD/PV.733).

141. On the specific question of verification of a test-ban treaty, the delegationof Japan, holding that.on-site inspections were generally considered indispensable,has proposed the establishment of a verification committee~ consisting of expertsfrom both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States, which would be empowered torequest additional data regarding a seismic event, if required, and to decidewhether or not an on-site inspection should be carried out (CCD/PV.733).

*
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142. In its statement on the subj e.,ct of a nuclear-weapon test ban at th' tk.'n.: 'of
the Committee's 1978 spring session, the delegation of the Soviet Union, vut:: _ng
to stress the importance of such a ban, cited the 1977 statement by Mr. l·... ezhnev
to the effect that the Soviet Union was ready to agree that, together w:L,._ a ban on
all nuclear-weapon tests for a definite period, a moratorium shoulu be declared on
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. The delegation hoped that the 'new
position would clear the road for the conclusion of a treaty which the world eagerly
awaited. Noting the ongoing trilateral negotiations on the subject, the delegation
stressed that its position in those talks was based on Mr. Brezhnev's recent
initiative and hoped that the negotiating partners would adopt an equally
constructive approach (cCD/pv.767).

I

143. At the same time, the delegation of the United States, holding that the elusive
goal of a comprehensive test ban at last appeared to be near, cited a recent
statement of President Carter before the General Assembly advocati.ng an end to 3.11
explosions of nuclear devices, whether for peaceful or military purposes. The
delegation added the view that any treaty on the subject should be applicable to
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States alike and that, for the former, such an
agreement would inevitably lead to a reduced dependency on nuclear weapons and, for
the latter, it would substantially reduce the incentive to develop a technology
leading to a capability to carry out nuclear explosions; for both groups, the
delegation held, an agreement on a full test ban would strengthen collective
non-proliferation efforts. With particular regard to the trilateral talks, the
United States delegation reported progress. It noted that the complexity of the
question had thwarted previous efforts to achieve such a ban, but hoped that the
results of the trilateral talks could soon be presented to the Committee so that it
could complete its work on ~ multilate~al agreement which would attract the broadest
possible adherence. The United States also expressed the view that a comprehensive
test ban would help to bring a halt to the qualitative nucL:.lr arms race and serve
as an important measure which would support collective non-proliferation efforts
(cCD/pv. 767).

1411. The delegation of the United Kingdom, noting the great importance the Committee
placed on the quick completion of the t?ilate~al negotiations, expressed similar
views with regard to the early presentation of the results of the talks to the
Committee so that it could elaborate what could prove to be an historic arms control
measure (cCD/pv.768).

145. The delegation of Mexico, citing various paragraphs of General Assembly
resolution 32/78, and noting that it had been supported by the three nuclear-weapon
States part~~ipating in the trilateral talks, regretted that the talks had not had
the desired results, thus reducing the Committee to enforced inactivity, which the
del.=gation hoped would be only temporary (CCD!pv.767).

146. The delegations of Sweden (cCD/pv.767) and the Netherlands (cCD/pv.779)
expressed views similar to those of Mexico. Sweden stressed that world opinion
expected the special session of the General Assembly on disarmament to initiate a
more fruitful phase in disarmament negotiations and that the Committee had a special
responsibility to report substantial progress on the main issues to the special
session if it was to continue to be considered a credible negotiating hody. The
delegation, accordingly, formally proposed that the Committee remain in permanent
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session during the SI_~L1g of 1976 until it had fu1filled the request of the General
Assembly. The delegation 8.dded the view, however, that a comprehensive test ban
could be truly significant only in combination with other nuclear dis~mament

measures (cCn/pv.767).

147. The delegation of Pakist,an, hold;ng that the achievement of a chemical-weapons
ban was really a question of establishing mutual confidence and that a solution
would be found through a politi.cal decision, welcomed the continuing bilateral
consultations and looked forward to further progress in that matter (CCD/PV.748).

148. ~he Romanian delegation shared the view that the complete prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests was one of the most urgent ite)DS on the agenda of tbe
Committee which could certainly prove to be an important step on the way "Co
nuclear disarmament. It also st~ted that the cessation of the production o:f m..:.cle~
weapons would not in itself elL_nate the danger of a nuclear war since largt2
quantities of such weapons were accumulated in the world. Accordingly $ this
delegation viewed the true significance of the complete p~ohibition of nuclear­
weapon tests in direct relationship with other radiCal measures which Wlb~ follow
on. the way to nuclear disarmament (ccn/pv.768).

149. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.758), Hungary (Ccn/PV.770), Czechoslovakia
( CCD/PV •771 ), Bulgaria (CCD/PV•772), ~.10ngolia (CCD/PV•773) and the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.775) welcomed the reports of progre- ~ in the trilateral talks,
stressing the importance of the various Soviet cone ions in making the current
favourable situation possible and urging a show of equal flexibility on the part of
the other two negotiating partners. lo1hile recognizing, hcwe",rer, that the
prospective agreement of the three nuclear States ~as of considerable significance,
most of those delegations noted that such an agreement would constitute only a
further step towards a general and complete test ban with the participation of all
nuclear-weapon States, including China and France. Hungary hoped that the
participants in the talks would shortly be able to resolve outstanding problems and
that the much desired treaty would at last be signed; such an outcome could have a
beneficial inf]uence on the international climate and on the strengthening of
existing bilat€ :.'al and multilateral agreements, and might promote the rapid solution
of other questions. Poland stressed that the impact of such a development on the
slowing down of the nuclear arms race Vlould be dramatic, even though it was generally
recognized that any long-term objectives of such a comprehensive treaty could be
secured only with the participation of all nUClear-weapon States. Mongolia
emphasized the view that partial solutions of the problem had led to further
perfection of new weapons of mass destruction such as the neutron bomb. In
presenting its views, the German Democratic RepUblic stressed the importance of the
preliminary work already accomplished by the Committee on the subject of a nuclear­
test ban.

150. The deleg .tion of Nigeria, while encouraged by the statements of the
participants in the trilateral talks, regretted the absence of a definite indication
of the date when an agreed text of an agreement could be expected by the Committee.
Accordingly, it supported the Swedish proposal for a permanent spring session as
the only possible alternative (CCD/PV.769).

151. The delegation of India also stressed that a comprehensive test ban should not
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be seen as an end in itself but only as a means towards the ultimate goal of a
nuclear-free world and that such a ban vi~ .')ut the participation of China and France
could not 'be tru1y effective. It pledged itself, however, to study carefully the
results of the trilateral talks and to participate actively in the Committee's
etrorts to elaborate a treaty acceptable to all. In this connexion, it noted
Irnlia's ceaseless efforts to bring a halt to nuclear testing and its participation
in the Ad Hoc Group of zeismological experts (see below). It again stressed tha"t
India's nuclear energy programme was devoted exclusively to "the peaceful uses of
such energy and tha"t i"t had not and did not intend to carry ,out any nuclear-weapon
"tests (ccn!PV.111 and 186). The delega"tion of India also stressed 'the importance
India at"tached to tile early conclusion of a comprehensive tes"t-ban "trea"ty acceptable
to all and welcomed the current trila"teral talks (CCD/PV.186) •

152. The delegation of Iran, s"tressing "the importance of presenting a comprehensive
test-ban treaty to the special session, noted the "temporary solution to the peaceful
nuclear explosions problem provided by the new Soviet position. It was to be hoped
"tha"t the negoti.ators in "the trilateral talks, having taken responsibili"ty for "this
issue, would soon submi"t an agreement to the Conference of the ConmJittee on
Disarmamen"t; otherwise, Iran would insist that discussion be brought to the
multilateral table (CCD/PV.118).

153.. The delegation 01: the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.171) and the
delega."tion of Japan (Ccn/PV.776) also welcomed the hopes expressed by the
participants in the trilateral "talks. Japan urged. the early conclusion of
consu1tations on both a test ban and chemical weapons so that the COfUllittee could
elaborate treaties on the subjects, holding that undue delay would create a general
dissatis:faction that JlJi.ght discourage adherence to the :future treaties.. If unable
to reach full agreement on key elements of a comprehensive test ban despite urgent
efforts, the delegation sugges"ted, "the participants should declare, at the special
session, a moratorium on nuclear-"test explosions including peaceful explosions, at
least until a comprehensive treaty 1'1as achieved. They should also :make a.. joint
declaration of intent to present the elements of such a full ban to the Commit"tee a"t
its summer session, at the latest. The delegation of the Netherlands held tha"t any
agreement on the SUbject shouJ.d be of substantial duration, aiming at the cessa"tion
of tests for all time; the treaty should also be so designed as to encourage the
adherence of as DJany non-lluclear-weapon States as possible (CCD/PV.719) ..

154 .. With particular regard to "the treatment of "the question of peaceful nuclear
explosions in the context of' a weapons-test ban, the delegation of Japan, holding
that peaceful explosive d~rices were indistinguishable from nuclear devices used for
military purposes, proposed that any comprehensive nUClear-test ban contain a
provision to the effect that no S"tate party should conduct peaceful explosions until
Bgreemtmt had been reached on appropriate international controls (cCDlrv.776). As
noted above, tbe United States con"tinued to advocate the prohibition of all nuc1ear­
explosive devices. The Netherlands also believed tha"t the treaty should prohibi"t
nuc1.ear-exp10sion activities for any purpose (CCD/PV. 779).

155.. With regard to the drafts of "test-ban trea"ties submitted 'to the Committee by
the Soviet Union (CCD/523) and Sweden (CCD/526/Rev.1), several socialist Sta"tes
members mentioned the Soviet draft as one of "the principal contributions to a
solution of the problem\) while Sweden and several other countries referred, in
particular, to the verification provisions of the Swedish draft.
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156. On 16 March 1978, the delegation of the United Kingdom, speaking on behalf of
all three States participating in the trilateral talks, reported to the Committee
that substantial progress had been made towards agreement on a treaty prohibiting
nuclear-weapon tests and a protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes which would be an integral part of the treaty; a number of important points
had already been agreed; and on some outstanding issues, the differences between the
positions of the participants had narrowed. The three nuclear-weapo, States were
keenly aware of the great importance that the Members of the General Assembly and
the Committee on Disarmament attached to the earliest possible conclusion of a
treaty and would continue their best efforts to complete the tripartite negotiations
as soon as possible (CCD/PV.780). (For tripartite views on the report of the Ad Hoc
Group~ see para. 169 below.)

157. The delegation of the United States, noting that the joint statement had been
cautiously worded because of the critical stage of the negotiations, asst~ed the
Committee that the United States, for its part, was pressing strongly for an early
test-ban agreement and believed its two negotiating partners were doing the same;
it hoped, accordingly, to reach a point soon where the Committee could play an
imFortant role in the consideration of the agreement (CCD/PV.781). Similarly, the
Soviet Union assured the Co~ittee that the three participants were keenly aware of
the great importance that the General Assembly and the Committee attached to the
earliest possible conclusion of a test-ban treaty and that they would continue to
exert their best efforts to that end (ibid.).

158. The delegation of the German Democrati~ Republic welcomed the news that
substantial progress had been achieved in the trilateral negotiations on the
comprehensive and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. An early successful
conclusion of a treaty on the subject would considerably help to reduce the threat
of nuclear war, and the security of all States would thus be strengthened. The
delegation therefore hoped for such a conclusion, which should be followed by
furtber agreements on a complete halt to the production of nuclear weapons
(CCD/pv.781).

159. The delegation of Canada, noting its satisfaction with the progress achieved in
the trilateral talks, stressed the importance of the Committee's contribution to the
common tasks (CCD/PV.782).

160. The delegation of Sweden, noting that the statements of various representatives
of the three Powers participating in the trilateral talks had been somewhat
encouraging, but at the same time inadequate, stressed that the non-nuclear States
had good reason to be impatient in the light of the continuing arms race and their
experience with the past history of disarmament negotiation, as well as their
in~ight into the test-ban problem. Again reminding the three States of General
Assembly resolution 32/78, adopted. with their support, the delegation queried
whether the political will expressed in that resolution still existed. The Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Sweden had recently stated that the three States had the
responsibility to conclude their test-ban negotiations in time for the Committee on
Disarmament to elaborate a draft treaty for submission to the General Assembly at
its special session. That view was shared by many other Governments and the three
States concerned must be aware that a full test ban was long overdue (CCD/PV.783).
The delegation of Ethiopia, noting its long-standing position to help achieve
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general and co.qplete disarmament under effective international control and welcoming
the five treaties and conventions which had resulted from the work of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament and the important negotiations being undertaken,
stressed that much remained to be done to achieve a comprehensive test ban
(CCD/PV.786).

161. The Soviet delegation noted with satisfaction that certain progress had been
recently achieved in the negotiations on the question of concluding a trea~y on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the negotiations which are
being conducted at present in GeneiTa by the USSR, United States of America and
Un!ted Kingdom. It expressed the hope that the matter would be brour:ht to colllt'letion
and that a corresponding treaty would be signed in the nE;ar future and this would be
an appreciable achievement in the struggle for peace and security. The delegation
also expressed the hope that the group of scientific seismic experts would fulfil .
successfully also the new task entrusted to it, the task of stUdying scientific and
methodological principles of a possible testing of the global network of seismic
stations which could be set up in the future for the purpose of international
exchange of seismic data under a treaty banning all nUClear-weapon tests
(CCD/pv.789).

162. In the discussion of the question preceding the submission of the report of the
Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts set up in 1976 to consider international co-operative
measures to detect and identify seismic events, the delegation of Sweden continued
to stress the need for an international system consisting of a network of selected
seismological stations, a communications network and international data centres, in
order to facilitate the early conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. In
that connexion, the Swedish Government declared its readiness to operate and finance
such ~Tl international data centre. Noting that the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts
would soon submit its report to the CODl!!littee, the Swedish delegation urged an early
Committee decision concerning the continuation of efforts to establish an
international data exchange system. It welcomed an earlier suggestion by Japan that
an "experimental exercise" might be carried out, but cautioned that such an exercise
should not delay the establishment of the international system, which should be fully
operative by the time a comprehensive test-ban treaty entered into force. The
delegation believed further that verification by non-seismic means, such as by
on-site inspections or by satellite observation, should also be carried out with
genuine international participation, such as the consultative committee proposed in
the Swedish draft treaty on the subject. The consultative committee would play an
advisory role, should meet fairly regularly and should maintain a close liaison
with the international seismic data system, the delegation added (CCD/pv.767).

163. The delegation of Czechoslovakia expressed similar views on the importance of
establishing, through close co-operation amons selected national seismic stations
a world seismic network capable of contributing effectively to the verification of
a nuclear-weapon test-ban agreement (CCD/PV.77l). The delegation of the Federal
Republic of Germany also considered the establishment of such a system as a necessary
precondition for the elaboration of an effective treaty verification procedure
(ibid.) •

164. The delegation of Japan also held that the organization of international data
exchanges would be the most important and valuable contribution that the Committee
could make t~Tards facilitating the early conclusion of a comprehensive test ban and
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praised the Ad Hoc Group for its intensive work. The delegation urged a continuationof the work of the Group through the conduct of experimental exercises and offeredto host informal technical meetings of the experts to make preparations for suchexercises. While recognizing that the possible creation of an internationalverification organ, such as the consultative committee proposed by Sweden, mighthave to await the results of the trilateral negotiations on a test ban, thedelegation stressed that preparations could be made now for the operation of theinternational data exchange system and that the proposed exercises could be carriedout simultaneously with thp. trilateral talks so that the desired exchange systemmight become operative whenever the required political and legal decisions were made.In this way, the delegation concluded, the Committee would make a great contributionto the process of achieving a comprehensive test ban, and the data exchange systemwould also be useful for the supervision of a moratorium on nuclear tests(CCD/PV. 776).

165. On the more general aspects of verification, the delegation of Mongoliacontinued to maintain that national detection devices, supplemented by internationalco-operation in an exchange of seismological data, should be sufficiently effective,particularly when also supplemented by the possibility of on-site verification, asp~oposed by the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.773).

166. The delegation of India was of the view that verification should not be rigid.Insistence on only one type of verification or a set of verification methods wouldonly reduce the credibility of the principle of verification. Verification shouldbe a judicious combination of national and international means. India's activeparticipation in international co-operation in detection of seismic events, thedelegation of India noted, dated back to as early as 1958. In the deliberations ofthe Ad Hoc Group of scientific experts to consider international means to detect andidentif,y seismic events set up in 1976, India had taken an active part (cCn/PV.786).
167. During formal consideration of the Ad Hoc Group's report after its submissionto the Committee, the delegation of Sweden reminded the Committee of its willingnessto finance, establish and operate in Sweden an international data centre of the typeproposed by the Gro'.lp. The delegation added that it envisaged that, as part of thecontinued work of the Group, one data centre would be established and operated on atemporary basis, and Sweden was prepared to put such a temporary centre intooperation in the course of 1978 at its own cost, assuming that the anticipated test­ban agreement involved a mo~itoring system. The delegation considered suchexperiments indis~ensable for the further elaboration of a monitoring system under acomprehensive test-ban treaty that would ensure full access to all relevant data toall parties to the treaty. The delegation also considered the report of the Groupa valuable contribution to efforts to establish a monitoring system acceptable toall and expressed its appreciation for the work of all participants in the Group,both members of the Committee and non-menbers (CCD/PV.779). Sweden also submitted aworking paper (CCD/562). containing· suggested terms of reference foI' the continuedwork of the Group.

168. The delegation of the Netherlands, sharing the Swedish view that treatynegotiations must be carried out by the international community as a whole,considered the results of the Ad Hoc Group not only satisfactory, but in a sense

-20-

~\

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



Clontinuation
i offered
Jr such
1al
, might
le
of the

le carried
system

i were made.
tntribution
;e system

ia
ernational
effective~

tion~ as

be rigid.
Is would
1 should
~tiye

, the
ttions of
tetect and
)/PV. 786) .

lmission
.llingness
, the type
t of the
ted on a
o
ted test-

m under a
data to

e Group
ble to
}roup~

omitted a
I;inued

;ense

unique in that it proposed for the first time a system of internaticn~l

verification measures primarily directed towards nuclear-weapon States. The
delegation hoped that more countries in the southern hemisphere would participate
in the seismic system. It also wondered what kind of arrangements with the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO) were necessary in order to use the WMO
telecommunications system. The delegation of the Netherlands also noted.with great
interest Sweden's offer to set up an international data centre, adding th~t the
establishment of an in~ernational seismic system could bring additional benefits,
such as observations of earthquakes to assist the Office of the United Nations
Disaster Relief Co-ordinator and for scientific work. Expressing appreciation for
the Group's work, the delegation also supported the Swedish proposal that the Group
be given a new mandate and that a decision be taken by the Committee to plan the
recommended tests so that the system could become operational as soon as possible.
after a test-ban agreement was reached (CCD/PV.779).

169. In reporting to the Committee on the status of the trilateral negotiations,
the delegation of the United Kingdom, still speaking for all three participants,
added that they shared the widely held view that an international exchange of
seismic data would play a major role in verification of compliance with the treaty.
They considered that all parties to the treaty should have the right to participate
and to receive seismic data provided by the international exchange, whether or not
they contrituted seismic stations to the global network. The three negotiating
partners had actively participated in the work of the Ad Hoc Group of seismological
experts of the Committee on Disarmament and had carefully studied the report, to
which experts from a substantial number of States had made valuable contributions.
They agreed that the guidelines for setting up and running the international
seismic exchange should be laid down in an annex to the treaty, and that the
detailed organizational and procedural arrangements for implementing the
international exchange should be worked out after the entry into force of the treaty,
drawing on the recommendations contained in the report of the Ad Hoc Group.
Speaking for the United Kingdom alone, the delegation also supported the Swedish
proposal to continue the work of the Group in order to carry out its experimental
exercise (CCD/PV.780).

170. The delegation of the Soviet Union hoped the Group's report would be valuable
and useful and, while agreeing in principle to the conduct of an experimental
exercise, considered it obvious that since the international network of
seismographic stations was being set up in connexion with the tasks of verifying
compliance with the treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear­
weapon tests, the exercise could in practice be carried out only after that treaty
had been concluded and when it was known which principal States Parties would decide
on the exercise and place their seismographic stations at the disposal of the global
network. However, it might be useful to start preparatory work for such an exercise
even before the treaty entered into force and that work could be undertaken by the
Ad Hoc Group. The Committee might therefore consider the prolongation of the Group':
work and the definition of a mandate in terms of principles and methods to be used
for the experimental exercise (ibid.).

171. The delegation of the United States commended the report and supported its
recommendations to conduct an experimental exercise, as well as remandating the
Group to carry out preliminary preparations for such an exercise. It noted, however
that the Group's current mandate did not permit assessments of the adequacy of any

-21-

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



pate
arId

great
he
its,
s
n for
Group

the
ible,

ns,
,ts,

reaty.
cipate
r not
ng
agical
to

ions.

! treaty,

lish
~ntal

.uable

ring
'-
;reaty
L decide
~ global
~xercise

)y the
~ Group':
~ used

its
~he

however
Jf any

system of international seismic_data exchange. With particular regard to thestatement of the Soviet delegation (see preceding para.), the delegation stated thatthe tripartite agreement should not be interpreted as implying that therecommendation of the Group that they be authorized to carry out an experimentalexercise should not be carried out now. The United States, for its part, would beprepared to extend the Group's mandate and join with others in the proposedexercise (ibid., 709 and 779).

172. The delegations of Egypt (CCD/PV.782), the Federal Republic of Germany(CCD/PV.779), India. (ibid.) and Italy (il,id.) also welcomed the report. TheFederal Republic of Germany also supported--the proposal to extend the Group'smandate and noted that its seismological centre in Graefenburg had proved itscapability to co-operate in international seismic ~xperiments. The delegation ofIndia was particularly impressed that experts from 23 countries had reachedconsensus on the report and considered the timing opportune, as it came in the midstof the very active tripartite negotiations on a test-ban treaty and its significancehad been recognized by the three participants. The delegation also observed thatthe report had rightly noted the weakness of the southern ~enisphere in numbers ofseismic stations. India was happy that it had several sucn stations. That factclearly brought out the active participation that India had always had in the test­ban field from 1958, when the first group of seismic experts met in Geneva(CCD/PV.78o). The Italian delegation expressed the view that the Group's report hadthe merit of bringing out in a clear light a number of questions fundamental to thesolution of the problem of verification. Italy supported the idea of planning anexperimental exercise on the basic elements of the system of internationalco-operation to detect and to identify seismic events proposed by the Ad Hoc Group(ibid.). The delegation of Egypt welcomed the r~port of the Ad Hoc Group of Expertson seismic events, particularly in so far as the Group found evidence of prospectsfor a further reduction of uncertainties and for narrowing the remaining areas ofdifferences (CCD/PV.782).

173. The delegation of Ja~an, urging early conclusion of a test-ban agreement, withnegotiations in the Committee not later than the 1978 summer session, held thatfurther work in the seismic field could constitute an acceleratin:r, factor in thatprocess if the Committee proceeded promptly with the technical establishment of therecommended seismic data exchange system. To that end, the experimental exerciseshould be conducted, purely on a technical basis, even before the treaty came intoforce. If the exercise was delayed until after the entry into force of the treaty,as proposed by the Soviet Union, a complete verification system would not be ableto function until over a year after that date, a delay which caused Japan realconcern. Moreover, the delegation continued, since the Ad Hoc Group had not beenable to assess the adequacy of any proposed system, such adequacy would be assessedonly by the parties to the treaty after its 'entry into force, and the experimentalexercise would provide the necess~ry data for working out arrangements for a laterinternational exchange' of seismic data. As a possible compromise to meet theposition of the Soviet Union, the delegation suggested that the Ad Hoc Group firstbe requested to submit to the Committee a report on the preparatory stage of theproposed exercise, including a detailed programme of experimental testing. TheCommittee could then decide whether such testing COQld be carried out without givingrise to political difficulties and, if so, could request the Group to proceed witha second stage, which would in turn be approved by the Committee before the finalevaluation. Lastly, the delegation confirmed its readiness to host an informaltechnical meeting of experts in Tokyo during 1978 (CCD/PV.781).
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174. The delegation of Canada, observing that it fully supported the report of

the Ad Hoc Group, felt confident that an international exchanse of seismic data

could play an important role in a future test-ban treaty and saw a need to create

a network for such an exchange, which the Group had indicated was technically

feasible. Although all countries did not have an e'lual capacity to monitor

seismic events, an international network would put all parties on an e'luivalent

footing in terms of the availability of data (CCD/PV.782).

175. The delegation of Egypt, also welcomine; the Group's report as a helpful

contribution towards a verifiable test ban, supported the conduct of the proposed

experimental exercise and the draft terms of reference for the Group's future

work submitted by Sweden. At the same time, the delegation observed that,

however important agreements on verification procedures might be, it was important

that negotiations on the treaty itself should not be allowed to drag on

indefinitely (CCD/PV.782).

176. The delegation of Sweden expressed satisfaction that the three States

participating in the trilateral talks had made clear -that they agreed that an

international seismic data exchange would play a major role in verifying

compliance with a nuclear test-ban treaty and that all parties to the treaty

could have e'lual rights to participate and receive the data provided. Confirming

its support for the report of the Ad Hoc Group, the delegation held that the next

obvious step was to obtain practical experience in setting up such a system and,

to that end, Sweden had proposed a new mandate for the Group (CCD/562) and hoped

for an early decision so that the Group could resume its work at the beginning of

the Committee's summer session. Noting that Canada, Egypt, Germany, Federal

Republic of, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United

States of America had expressed support for the new mandate, the delegation shared

the concern expressed by the Japanese delegation over tIle position of the Soviet

Union that parties to the treaty should decide whether to conduct experimental

testing. Holding that such a decision vTould mean that the treaty would lack its

main instrument of verification for one year, the delegation also suggested that

the proposed further work of the Group be carried out in two phases, beginning

with a preparatory phase after which the Committee would consider the desirability

of carrying out the actual experimental exercise. The delegation concluded that

the outcome of the test-ban negotiations, including the renewal of the seismic

Group's mandate, would affect the possibilities for a multilateral negotiating

body such as the Disarmament Committee to function constructively in the future

(CCD/PV. 783).

3. ~tNuclear neutron weapon;' or I'Reduced blast/enhanced

radiation weapon il

177. Early in the Committee's 1978 spring session, the USSR and other socialist

States members proposed the specific prohibition of the "neutron bomb!! as a

particularly inhumane weapon of IDass destruction. The United States and a number

of other members did not accept the definition of that weapon as a new weapon of

mass destruction.

178. In proposing the mutual renunciation of production of such bombs, the

delegation of the Soviet Union held that ti e cause of world peace was thn~'.~ened

by the emergence of' the new and inhumane weapon and that it was particulari.Y

dangerous because it was being described as a "tactical ll and "harmless li weapon.
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Such a position tended to efface the dividing line between conventional andnuclear weapons, making use of-the latter weapons more likely. The delegationstated that the position of the Soviet Union on that matter had been clearlyexpressed as follows by Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, Chairman of the Presidium of theSupreme Soviet of the USSR:

"The Soviet Union is decisively against the development of a neutronbomb ••• but if this bomb is developed in the West - developed againstus, which no one even attempts to conceal - then it should be clearlyunderstood that the USSR will not stand by as a passive observer. Weshall be faced with the necessity of meeting this challenge in order toensure the security of the Soviet people and its allies and friends. Inthe last analysis all this vdll raise the arms race to an even more dangerouslevel. We do not wish this to happen and therefore we propose thatagreement be reached on the mutual renunciation of the production of theneutron bomb so as to save the world from the emergence of this new 1·reaponof mass destruction of human beings. Such is our sincere desire, such isour proposal to the ivestern Powers."

The delegation urged the Western countries to treat the Soviet proposal with allseriousness and responsibility (CCD/PV.761). The Soviet position on banning theneutron bomb TITaS strongly supported by Poland (CCD/PV. 768 and 783), Hungary(CCD/PV.770 and 783), Czechoslov&~ia (CCD/PV.771), Blugaria (CCD/PV.172),Mongolia (CCD/PV.773) and the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.775 and 783).India believed it is equally urgent to ban development and deployment of newweapons or systems based on existing and available knowledge and principles ofscience and technology. Thus India believed that the development and deploymentof the new I'Teapon called the "neutron bomb" or the "reduced blast and enhancedradiation" bomb should be banned. Any development which would lower the thresholdfor the use of nuclear weapons should be strongly resisted (CCD!PV. 771) • Thedelegation of Ethiopia thought that, unless measures were taken to avert the trendtowards production and deployment of the neutron bomb, the arms race might beintensified and the ongoing disarmament negotiations jeopardized. It was in thatvein that the delegation viewed the concern expressed by many delegations inconnexion with the production and deployment of the neutron bomb (CCD/PV. 786) .
179. .An:.ong the principal arguments put forward in favour of such a ban by thesocialist States were the following: (a) the neutron "Tas an indiscriminate andparticularly cruel weapon of mass destruction, which could be used offensively asIvell as defensively and, eventually, strategically as I'Tell as tactically;(b) deployment of such weapons in Europe would be incompatible vTith detente andthe spirit of the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation inEurope and would impede dis armament negotiations in other forums; (c) itsdevelopment and deployment would result in countp.rmeasures, thus escalating thearms race to a new and more danger~)Us level without any military or securityadvantages to either side; (d) the deployment in Europe of supposedly flcleanlltactical nuclear weapons would lower the threshold of nuclear conflict; (e) theneutron bomb was not 11 clean1i and, on the contrary, would produce persistentradio-active fallout; and (f) intrOduction of the bomb would have a destabilizingeffect on the current politico-military situation and on disarmament negotiations.Mongolia spoke of the special responsibility of all members of the Security COUllcilfor the maintenance of international peace and called for more action in the matterof the neutron bomb by certain States of Western Europe so as not to violate theprinciple of equal security and alter the existing military and strategic balance.
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180. In introducing their draft text (CCD/559) of an international agreement on
the production, deployment and stockpiling of nuclear neutron weapons in
March 1973, the Soviet Union stressed the view that the neutron bomb was on a par
vTith such cruel and barbaric weapons as biological and chemical weapons, but that
its true nature was being concealed. The explosion of one neutron bomb, ~t

maintained, vTas equivalent in destructive power and unfavourable genetic effects
to some dozens of traditional nuclear weapons of a similar yield. The delegation
again emphasized that it was easier to prevent emergence of a new weapon thml to
ban it once it was in the arsenals of the States and held that a decision to
produce and deploy neutron bombs lvould be as significant as the earlier decisicd
to develop the hydrogen bomb. With particular regard to the draft agreement, the
delegation urged immediate joint ivork on the preparation of an agreed text as
another major contribution towards limiting nuclear arms and saving mankind from
the threat of nuclear war (CCD/PV.778 and 782).

181. In rejecting the Soviet draft treaty banning nuclear neutron weapons, the
delegation of the United State3 charged the USSR with engaging in a propaganda
campaign which focused on a single aspect of the dangerous confrontation of
conventional forces and nuclear weapons deployed in Europe and with attempting
to divert the Committee i s attention from serious attempts to develop arms control
agreements that vTOuld contribute to international security. The United States
delegation explained, in plain talk, that the reduced blast/enhanced radiation
weapon was a nuclear weapon and~ as such, a weapon of mass destruction specifically
mentioned in the United Nations 1948 definition of mass destruction weapons.
~either the scientific principles underlying the reduced blast/enhanced radiation
weapon nor the concepts of their application were new, the delegation pointed out,
and, therefore, it should be discussed in the context of limitations on nuclear
weapons, not new i'Teapons of mass destruction. The delegation also explained that,
in light of the three-to-one tank advantage enjoyed by the Warsaw Pact in Central
Europe, the reduced blast/enhanced radiation weapon was being considered as
defence against a possible massive tank attack in that theatre. It was pointed
out, however, that no decision has as yet been made regarding either the
production or deployment of the weapon. The delegation reiterated the hope
expressed by the President of the United States of America that the Soviets would
agree to begin addressing the question of tactical, or theatre, nuclear weapons,
including reduced blast/enhanced radiation weapons and the SS-20. Several
thousand tactical nuclear weapons were already deployed in Central Europe on both
sides, the delegation pointed out, and it was only appropriate to address this
issue in its entirety rather than one weapon at a time (CCD/PV.778) •

182. The delegation of the United Kingdom stated that the United Kingdom
Government considered that the highest priority should be given to nuclear
disarmament. The draft Programme of Action (CCD/549), of which the United
Kingdom was a sponsor, called for the halting and reversal of the nuclear arms
race. The delegation therefore regretted that the Soviet Union had made a
one-sided propaganda attack on enhanced radiation weapons whilst going ahead with
the deployment of devastating new weapons systems of their own. The delegation
considered that the reputation of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
as a serious expert body should be carefully preserved. The delegation hoped that
instead of hearing any more of the draft treaty proposed by the Soviet Union and
its allies the Committee would be getting from them serious proposa~s for balanced
and realistic steps towards the control of the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.779) •
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183. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany expressed similar Views,
stressing that the Soviet Union, while mounting a propaganda attack against
enhanced radiation weapons, was going ahead with the deployment of its far more
deadly SS-20; the delegation also held that the new bomb had been developed for
defence use against military targets, such as tank forces, that only an aggressor
would have to fear its use and that it could not accept the singling out of one
weapon in a one-sided manner without putting it in its proper context of the
East-West balance of military forces,

184. The draft convention to prohibit the bomb 'VTas vigorously supported by
Mongolia (CCD/PV.773'and 783), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.774), the German Democratic
Rep~blic (CCD/PV.781), Hungary (CCD/PV.783) , Poland (ibid.), and Czechoslovakia
(CCD/PV.775 and 785). In addition to arguments previously put forward against
deployment of the bomb. Bulgaria held that the draft convention was in accordance
with the spirit of General Assembly decisions on the prohibition of new weapons
of mass destruction and with 'VTOrld opinion. The German Democratic Republic held
that the draft convention provided for equal obligations for all parties with no
unilateral advantages for anyone. In reply +'0 charges that the Soviet Union
.possessed more dangerous weapons. the delegation maintained that there was an
approximate military balance in Europe and the deployment of the neutron bomb
represented an attempt to upset that balance to the unilateral advantage of the
l-lest. Quoting Professor Burhop, President of the World Federation of Scientists,
the German Democratic Republic delegation pointed out that the neutron nuclear
weapon was a weapon par excellence for the aggressor who had the intention to
conquer intact tovms and industrial centres of another country. It also stressed
that deploying that cruel weapon in the European States of NATO, including a
neighbouring State of the German Democratic Republic would constitute an open
threat to the physical existence of the German Democratic Republic people
(CCDjpV.775). Mongolia emphasized that in SUbmitting the draft convention, the
socialist States members of the Committee were guided by a sincere desire to
contribute to the halting of the arms race, particularly in the field of means
of mass destruction of people, for they were deeply aware of the danger which
nuclear neutron weapons present to peace and international security (CCD/PV.783).

185. Hungary held that the declared aim of deployment of the bomb was to change
the balance of conventional forces in Europe and that its deployment would be an
attempt to create a di.rect link betvTeen the conventional and the nuclear phases
of military conflict. Hungary believed that criticism of the slow progress of
nuclear disarmament in accordance with article VI of the Treaty on
~on-Proliferationof Nuclear Weapons might increase if the neutron bomb was
deployed and that near-nuclear States might be tempted to develop such a usable
nuclear weapon.

186. Poland agreed that such deployment might have an impact on the
non-proliferation regime. Bulgaria and Poland stressed that the Committee on
Disarmament 'ViaS the appropriate place to discuss the problem. Poland added that
the neutron bomb could not be considered as a i1bargaining Chip" in another
disarmament forum. Bulgaria urged that Committee discussions on the question
begin without 'delay so that a new disarmament measure$ filling a threatening gap
in the field might be submitted to the special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament. Hungary expressed the view that besides the harmful and dangerous
consequences of the eventual deployment of the neutron weapon, it had also become
clear that the weapon would not offer lasting advantages for those who were
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pressing for a decision on its production and deployment. There was, therefore,
no doubt that atte~'Pts would be made to use the weapon as a j'bargaining Chip"
at arms limitation and disarmament talks and to increase economic and political
pressure on other countries. For those reasons, the Committee should conduct
urgent negotiati0ns on the ffiutual prohibition of the neutron weapon. Poland
observed that, whether or not the neutron bomb was based on a new scientific
principle, it was a new weapon of mass destruction and the Committee was duty
bound to seek to prevent its emergence, as it had banned the emplacement of
nuclear weapons on the sea-bed and the hostile use of environmental modification
techniques. Czechoslovakia pointed out several characteristics of the neutron
vleapon, clearly inClicatinr:; that it was a new weapon of mass destruction and an
offensive weapon that might be used especially for the suppression of national
liberation movements in local conflicts in any part of the world (CCD/PV.705).

187. The delegation of Egypt also referred favourably to the draft convention
of the socialist States members, holding that recent devel~]ments in the
production of new weapons of mass destruction had already cast a shadow over
the Committee's present session, as well as over arms control negotiations
outside the Committee. The delegation considered those developments particularly
alarming since they had taken place after the Committee had begun serious efforts
to achieve a ban on all weapons .of mass destruction (CCD/PV.782).

188. The delege,tion of the IJetherlands said that its Government shared many of
the concerns and doubts which had be~n expressed with respect to the enhanced­
radiation, reduced-blast I-leapon, also called the neutron bomb. The debate on
the weapon could be welcomed in so far as it focused the Committee's attention
again on the place and role of nuclear weapons in the security system. The
Comnri.ttee should, hmvever, accept the facts as they really are and. not indulge
in disregarding the complexities of the problems inVOlved. The Netherlands
Government would vlhole-heartedly welcome a situatiCJn in which it would be possible
to prevent the introduction of the enhanced-radiation, reduced-blast weapon. That
implied that all asppcts of the balance of forces should be taken into account,
the Netherlands delegation concluded (CCD/PV.783).

189. Later in the course of the spring session, the delegation of the Soviet
Union stated that, should this new major initiative be implemented, all States
of the world would be on the winning side. The delegation decisively rejected
attempts aimed at justifying the development and deployment of ne~tron weaponi':
based on references to changes ih the military balance of forces in Europe.
'l'hose efforts, the Soviet delegation stress~d, are grol.u.ldless because, as it
has been recently clarified once a{'.ain at the most authoritative level in the
Soviet Union, the USSR has not been enlarging its armed forces in Central
Europe for a long time and does not intend to increase thc~ in the future
by a single soldier or by a single ta..l1k. Having noted the ."\tatement by the
United States to the effect that it :"ad put off a decision on the manufacture
of nuclear neutron weapons, the Soviet delegation noted that, in that
connexion, the Soviet Union has also expressed its intention not to begin
production of neutron weapons if the United States did not produce it. It
also held that this created the necessary prerequisites for the fruitful
examination of the question of the prohibition of nuclear neutron weapons in
the Committee (CCD/PV.789).
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190. The delegation of Yugoslavi~ stressed that it had always determinedly upheldthe prohibition of all types &,d systemr. of weapons of mass destruction, includin~the !1nuclear neutron weapon: oJ:" rtldnc0d. blast/enhanced radiation weapon. Theproduction of such weapon. could orlJ' give added impetus to the nuclear arms raceand thus take the ivorld even fu.rther from the ultimate goal it was striving for-­general and complete disarmament under strict international control. In theopinion of the Yugoslav delegation the solution of problems concernin~ themaintenance of international peace and security on a durable basis could not besought by creating new types and systems of weapons for mass destruction, butprimarily by taldnr; ~rigorou.s measures for disarmament, particularly nuclear(0CD/PV. 789) •

B. Question of the prohibition of chemical weapons

19]. The delegation of Yugoslavia has pointed out that it speaks from thestanapoint of a c~untry not possessing chemical weapons, and on whose territorythere are no such weapons. It has stressed that it is possible that some of thedifferent attitudes to certain questions concerning the banning of chemical weaponsarise precisely from the fact that not all States are in the same position regarJin~possession of chemical weapons. In the view of the Yugoslav delegation, chemicalweapons represent a pa.rticular danger for smaller countries, perhaps even more thanfor bieger ones, because they do not usually possess an arsenal of different kindsof highly potent weapons; ill addition, most of those countries do not possess theappropriate capacity for chemical and medical defence against such weapons. Pastexperience has seemed to confirm that view. Chemical 1varfare agents, thedelegation has held, were used during the post Second World War period only againstthose armies which did not possess them; and for that reason, in future discussionsabout chemical weapons, the Confe::-ence of the Committee on Disarmament should paydue attlmtion to the security problems of all States and not, as has been the caseso fal, in the opinion of the delegation, consider the problem p~imarily from thestandpoint of the security pnd mutUaL relationships of countries possessing chemicalweapons. The delegation ha.s further considered that a comprehensive ban would bethe only lastlng solution, but has not opposed a ph~sed approach to such a bar. ife9ch step . 1 the process towards the desired goal is strictly defined and linkedto a time-limit. Othe~vise, the delegacion has concluded 7 a partial 001utionshould in fact help to preserve the present situation and postpone the solution ofthe problem ad infinitum.

192. In ea:L'1y 1977, the delegation of Poland stated that, as was well known, Polandand other socialist countries opted for a comprehensive elimination of all chemicalvTeapons, even if eventually reached through successive partial star;es. Thedelegation was of the opinion that the ultimate prospect of u final solution wouldhave a catalytic effect upon the pace of our t:}fforts tovaras ·that goal. Much morecomplex and challenging, admittedly, the question of a eenertlly acceptableverification system was the eventt:.al compromisA fC-llula end vTOuld inevitably haveto reflect the fact that chemical ,,,eapons proQ.J.ction characteristics, and thecorresponding verification system, had more in common lnth biological weapons thanwiGh nue:lear ones. It also stood to reason that a widely acceptable verificationmechanism in a future agreemen'~ on the elimination of chemcal loTeapons must takedue account of the following three considerations: (a) the existence and thegeneral acceptance of the 1925 Geneva Protocol; Cb) the degree of uncertainty as to
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the size and cha.racter of the existing s'tocl..pi1es of :C weapons: and (c) the
spr::cific5 of the chemical industry and its close relationship to the c-rmrth of
ntLtional economies of Sta.tes. The Polish delee:ation lIas ..::onfid~nt that a
sati~i",:~·~tory aereenent coul6. be ·dorked out on all outstanding and diff'icult
questh,;.o}, if the flexible position of the Soviet Government on the elirnnation of
t:hemical weapons, displayed in its I'ecent memorandum (CCD/522), was ml;i.tched with
equal flexibility and goodwill on the part of other parties. Poland ;Tas prepared
to Join in a constru~ive se,u-ch for such common CTouno. in an effort to see
cheJ'Jical l1eapons eliminated for ever from the armories of all Sta.tes (CCD/P" . 735) .

193. On the verification question, the delegation of Yu~oslavia haG considered that
a unified system of national and international control measures ~'1Oult; be one of .
the possible ways of organizin~ the v~:..-.i.fice.tion process, with particular et"1phasis
on the prevention of proliferation. The delegation has added the viel1 that
countries not possessing chemical vTeapons should have no particular dif'ficult.y in
8.cceptine on-·site inspection in certain cases, provided all States parties 'V1ere
equally liable to such inspections. Finally, the delegation has stressed that
verification should ensure: (a) controlleCl. destruction of' existinl?; stockpiles of
chemical weapons. (b) efficient supervision to ensure that the ban on development
and production is respected and (c) prevention of the proliferation of chemical
uee.pons and technoloeY ( CCD/PV. 742) .

19'.J. IL 1976, the delef,ation of the Federal Republic of Germany emphasized that
its C~lnt~J, Which in 1954 had pledged itself under international law to
manufacture neither nuclear~ biological nor chemical 1iTeapOns~ attached zreat
importance to the progress being achieved in the deliberations concernine a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The deleGation supported the
renewed request addressed to the Conference of the Committee on DisarwEment by tte
General Assembly to accord high priority to that question. lUthoutr)l durine the
last year the Corn!!littee had faile1 to produce any visible progress towar(ls a
prohibition, the delegation did not think thE 'Work carried 01.L-t had been in vain.
In 1975, five countries had presented vTOrkine; papers dealinr.; chiefly with the
e:xc~euingly complex questions of definition and verification. The paper presented
b,y the Federal Republic of Germany on the definition anQ classification of chemical
warfare agents (cCD/458) attempted to develop, on the basis of' objective criteria,
8, pra....~icable method of' distinguishing between 1Tarfare agents and other toxic
substances, l1bich l-Tere net to be considered as such. In the delep,ation' s vie't-T ~

the submissi.on of so many working papers testified to the continui~ determina.tion
of mawJ countries not to rela~ the efforts to secure the prohibition of chemical
weapoos (CCD/696) •

195. l-Tith regard to verification, the delegation hel':i that the question lTaS

l({t!lout doubt the Jli(,,,,C important- and the most diff'icult of the problems still
unresolved, and that it was also the reason for the modest pro8Tess made so far
towa.rds a cOD1rention. The effectiveness of a verification ~Jstem, the delega.tion
held, depended O'tl a. combination of' different means ~ and there llas nc> doubt that
the evaluation of statistics and a centralized information ezchanze system would be
use:fu~ in this respect. HOt<Tever, the va.lue of these elements shou~d not be
overrated, the delegation held, for in the final analysis, the system vTould not be
sufficiently effective vdthout international on·-site inspections. Such inspections
should, 8-5 a rule, be of a routine nature, the delee;ation believed. In other vTords
it should be possible to carry them out lnthout havinl': to R:ive anJf special reasons.
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Inspections on challence, or invitation, which would have to be based onsuspicion, should play a merely supplementalY role. Also, the regularity ofinspections would be a key factor in confidence-buildine, whereas restriction ofthe system mainly to inspections based on suspicion could spread distrust and placea strain on relations between States. The delegation noted further that somecountries had expressed concern that international verification systems,especially on-site inspections, would ultimately mean the surrender of commercialand military secrets. The Federal Republic, however,w&.s convinced that a
ve~ification system could be designed that would ensure the protection of secrets,at least to the extent that they w'ere legitimate within the meLc1ing of theconvention. It had already been said, the deleGation concluded, that the same
conc~rn was expressed when the IAEA safeguards system was first discussed, but thatit had since proved to be unfounded. Today !AEA safeguards were being applied inmany parts of the world and there had been no complaints about attemptedespionage (CCD/PV.765).

196. Czechoslovwcia welcomed progress in so far as positions regarding the scopeof the ban were concerned and noticed that there seemed to be more support for theview that all chemical weapons should be banned which - as was known - was theoriginal view of the socialist countries (CCD/PV.742). The delegation shared theview that the question of control could quite reliably be solved by means of asystem of national means of control combined with the necessa~y internationalprocedures (CCD/PV. 7!~7 a d 759).

197. The delegation of Romania has supported tb' prohibition of the developmentand production of all chemical weapons and the Qdstruction of the existingstockpiles. In its view, a global approach would best satisfy the criteria for agenuine disarmament measure. It would also create the confidence necessary tostimulate other priority measures in the field of disarmament. Emphasizin~ thatthe Committee had at its disposal an exhaustive technical expertise. Bomania hassupported the idea of setting up a working group to conRiJer a synthesis of thevarious ideas expressed on the '!Jasic provisions of such cl '.reaty.

198. In the Romanian delegation's view, the draft treaty should be drawn up inaccordance 1nth the following criteria: (a) the scope of the treaty should be asbroad as possible; (b) the purpose of the treaty should be clear and must have thesame weight for all States parties, large or sTIall, Jeveloped or less developed;(c) the treaty should help to increase confidence among States parties; (d) anypartial treaty should lay the ground'tfork for the continuation of efforts to adoptmeasures prohibiting agents not yet cover2d by the treaty; and (e) the treaty mustnot hamper research in chemistry and its application for peaceful plrrposes.

199. The Romanian delegation regarded the prohibition of the production of chemicalweapons as a stage in ~he process of eliminating all weapons of mass destruction,Efforts to elimi,,~ate chemical weapons must therefore be regarded as directlylinked to efforts to eliminate other arms from the arsenals of States.

200. On the particular iS3u.e of verification? the Romanian delegation, recognizingthe importance of the problem, stated that it had no preconceived ideas concerningthe methods to be used. Regardless of whether the methods in question were
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national or international? the system of verification could always prove to be a
very difficult problem to solve if control was separated from the concept of
international co-operation. In the opinion of the delegation, it was essential
that the verification system envisaged should be based on a number of principles,
namely respect for the equality and sovereignty of States parties, non-interference
in their internal affairs and the desire for sincere co-operation in or.der to
achieve disarmament. Those principles 1vould provide all the conditions' for a
verification system correspondin~ to international law and capable of increasing
confidence among the parties to the treaty. The delegation has attached
importance to the pro~osal that the verification system should include, to~ether

l-rith technical :methods, a certain institutional frameworl>:. As not all States were
able to pursue rapid developF.ent in the field of chemistry) such institutional,
framework l-lOuld ei,ve to the less-advanced St.ates an opportunity for direct and
effective participation in the verification activities (CCD/PV.743).
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201. The delegation of India noted that India had supported the General Assembly
resolutions which in successive sessions accorded highest priority in the
disarmament field to weapons of mass destruction and, accordingly, listed chemical
weapo~s as the second priority item after nuclear items. India was therefore
pleased to learn that the bilateral ne~otiations between the USSR and the United
States on the chemical weapons question had reached a promising stage. It
recognized that a chemical weapons agreement involved complex and protracted
negotiations and hoped that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament would be
able to start negotiations at the earliest time. India had always called for a
comprehensive ban on chemical l-,eapons so that all chemical agents having the
capacity to act as chemical vTeapons could be wiped out once and for all. India had
no chemical 1JeapOns and had no intention of acquiring them" the delegation added.

202. The delegation of Japan has maintained that the prevailing view is that a ban
on chemical vTeapons should cover not only super-toxic compolh"'1ds, but also other
lethal agents and that the ban shoulc. be based on the general purpose criterion,
supplenented by a toxicity criterion, such as the LD 50 spectrum criterion
suggested by Japan in 1976. ne delegation, considering the 1~61 Single Convention
on :rarcotic Drugs (as amended) as a useful model for defining the scope of the ban,
has suggested that banned agents be listed in three annexed lists rather than
attemptine; to ban a category of "Teapon. The first list, the delegation has
explained, would cover sinGle-purpose super-toxic agents, the second wou~d cover
dual-purpose aeents and the third iToulCl. be for other chemical substances that had
the dangerous characteristics of chemical 1-TeapOn agents or that i'Tere precursors of
binarJ weapons. Parties to the agreement should give notification of their
activities with regard to the substances on the third list but~ if it was felt
necessary to control them strictlY7 they could be transferred either to the first
or second lists follmring a periodic review. The dele6ation has also sugeested a
procedure for determinin~ the agents to be included on the lists s as well as
time-tables for the destruction of stocks on the two primary lists. Finally, the
delegation has sue~ested that parasraph (b) of article I of the United Kin~dom

draft) conceraing a ban on munitions, equipment or systems desi~ned to deliver
chemical agents for hostile purposes, should be modified to reao.: llmunitions 9

equipment or syste~s desi~ed to fill up, install or deliver such agents specified
in the preceding paragraph (a), or chemical subst:mces vrhich are to show the same
effect as those agents specified in paragraph (a) when the fired munitions reach
their targets. In that connexion, the delegation has presented a working
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paper (CCD/529) entitled 'lSome thouehts on the international control of chemical
weapons~'. Concerning the destruction of stockpiles~ the delegation of Japan has
held that all sin~le-purpose super-toxic agents (to be included in sug~ested

list one) should be destroyed within five years, for example, with on-site
verification, and that dual-purpose agents (to be included in the second list)
should also be controlled to ascertain that their amounts did not exceed a state
party's requirements for peaceful purposes. On the question of verification~ the
delegation of Japan has held that the prevailin~ view was that international
verification, including on-site inspection, was necessary and that such inspections
could supplement national means without unjustifiable intrusion (CCD/PV.739).

203. ~ne delegation of Mexico has advocated the elimination of all chemical weapons.
It had repeatedly expressed regret that the joint initiative on an international
agreement prohibiting the most dangerous lethal means of chemical warfare, ,vhich the
United States and the Soviet Union, in 1974, had agreed to consider, has not yet
materialized. Uith regard to the general prospects for the achievement of a
broadly acceptable ban j the delegation noted in 1977 the many proposals already
before the Committee that mi{;ht help to overcome the obstacles to aGreement
(CCD/PV. 728).

204. The Canadian position, as outlined by its delegation, is that bilateral
discussions between the USSR and the Unite& States should lead very soon to the
point where the Committee on Disarmament "rill be able to ta:ke up this important
subject in a more meaningful way than is now possible. In the interim~ Canada was
giving further thouBht to the helpful United Kingdom draft and to the several
thought-prrvoking comments that it has stimulated (cCD/rV.76o). Canada had pointed
out that to be effective any prohibition on the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons and any agreePlent on their destruction must include
concret~ measures for effective verificaxion of these provisions. For its 01Vll

part, Canada had pUblicly ren01illced the first use of chemical weapons, and had also
reported that it had destroyed its stocks of Second lvorld War mustard gas. It
would he useful for those countries which had not yet done so also to announce
their current national policies with respect to chemical weapons issues. Canada
has also suggested that a~l States should agree to prohibit the production and
develo~nent of aeents, munitions and delivery systems, while those States havin~

chemical weapons stocks would a~ree to the destruction of an aGreed quantity of
their stocks wi~hin a fixed period. In the Canadian view, such a phased approach
should lead, in agreed and verified stafes, to an eventual total ban on all lethal
chemical weapons agents anQ munitions, includin~ stockpiles, which would be used
for hostile purposes (CCD/PV.740).

205. In 1977, the delegation of the German De:~lOcratic Republic, notinr-:: that it
supported the continuation of the Conference of the Cm1IrUttee on Disarmarnent
efforts to reach an understanding on the prohibition of new types and systems of
weapons of T1ass destruction, held that the absence of a ban on the development and
production of chemical weapo. 1 in recent years had favoured the emergence of new
chemical weapons. The development of binary chemical warfare agents had
confronted the ~orld with new problems and had not facilitated chemical weapons
agreement. t~oreover, new means of delivery had added to the dan~ers inherent in
that terrible weapon of mass destruction, and it was therefore necessary to a~ree

upon the prohibition and destruction of a~l chemical warfare a~ents Inthout delay.
With reeard to the draft conventions of Japan and the United Kingdom) the
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delegation stressed that those documents showed how difficult and complicated it
was to fiDd a generally acceptable partial delimitation of means of warfare~ and
the ideas and solutions presented in those documents could not be regarded as
satisfactory and provided nc solution for the prohibition of binary chemical
warfare agents, the effective prohibition of which was essential. In the view of
the delegation, the draft convention tabled by the socialist States members in
1972 provided a solution to that problem, among others. Its comprehensive
character guaranteed a radical prohibition of chemical weapons and the pUrpose
criterion upon which it i-TaS based would ensure that no chemical industry would
produce any chemical warfare agents in the future. The deleeation also held that
a comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons would entail the same advantages
for all States. Articles II and III of the United Kingdom draft convention caused
the delef,ation serious concern. It did not share the opinions that the oblir,atiQn
of parties to the convention to supply information Ol! their chemical weapons before
the coming into force of the convention was acceptable. Such an arraneement would
injure the principle of equal security~ with the consequence that a State
possessing chemical weapons might give information on them without having the
guarantee that other States would follow suit (CCD/PV.747).

206. 1fith regard to the verification of compliance with a ban on chemical weapons,
the German Democratic Republic delegation fully agreeing with the proposals
contained in working paper CCD/403 and inth the explanations given by the USSR was
against the establishment of an international control organ ivith far-reachine
control powers, because such an organ would legitimize interference in the internal
affairs of other States and lead to the discovery of military and commercial
secrets. In the delegationis vieir, a balanced combination of national means of
control and of international procedures fully ensured the verification of compliance
with a treaty prohibiting chemical weapons. The German Democratic Republic also
attached great importance to the realization of the announced joint initiative (of
the Soviet Union and the United States. An agreement on the prohibition of the
most daneerous, lethal chemical weapons might be an important step towards a
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. Such an agreement should, however, contain
provisions to ensure that the prohibition of the most dangerous, lethal chemical
v~apons would be but an initial phase to be followed by an all-embracing ban on
chemical weapons. Along these lines, the delegation was ready to play an active
and constructive part in working out an appropriate convention (CCD/PV.747).

207. The delegation of Egypt has emphasized the need for a provision in the text of
a draft convention on chenlical weapons to ensure that timely and effective
assistance, in accordance with the Charter of the United J:Jations, could be rendered
to a country victim of aggression through the use of such weapons. The delegation
supported the idea that possible collective action could be taken by other
countries in such a case. The delegation has also stressed the followinG positions
with regard to a chemical weapons ban: (a) obliGations emanatinG from a treaty on
the SUbject should start, in principle, upon ratification, while measures for
destroying the stockpiles coulQ be effective upon signature: (b) the ban should
cover the development, produ~tion and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, their
equipment and means of delivery, as well as the destruction of existing stocks;
(c) the danger of a chemical weapon should not be measured by the degree of its
toxicity alone, but also by the availability of protection against it_ as well as
by the kind of lneans of delivery; (d) the general purpose criterion for defininr

-33-

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



d it
and

s

ew' of
in

se
d
that

ages
caused
r,atiQn
before
"l'Tould

e

apons,

3R was

nternal

of
!llpliance
also
ve c..f
the

:mtain
ical
on

tive

bext of

=ndered
gation

:litions
9.tyon
r
.lId
:leir
{s;
i.ts
=11 as
:line:

the scope of the prohibition should be recognized, but more detailed ~rov~s.~ons

should be elaborated in the annexes to the treaty: such provisions should be
revised and updated periodically; and (e) effective implementation of the
prohibition should be ensured by a combination of national and int~rnational

measures which would complement and supplement each other, thereby providing an
acceptable verification system.

208. The delegation of Italy has noted on many occasions that the problem of the
prohibition of chemical weapons is one of the priority tasks facing the Conference
of the Committee on Disarm~~ent. vfuile acknowledging the divergency of views
subsisting on two of the key elements of an agreement, naNely the scope and the
ver~fication system, the Italian delegation felt that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament had before it material enough to achieve sabstantial
progress before the special session of the United Nations devoted to disarmament.
Italy supported the draft convention submitted by the United Kinr,dom, consi~ering

it as a constructive and realistic i1 step_by_stepI7 approach. The delee;ation
proposed the establishment of an ad hoc working e;roup, vnth the participa.tion of
experts, in order to elaborate the basic principles and the main elements of a
future a~reement (CCD/PV.728, 741 and 760). The latter Italian proposal was
supported by many delegations.

209. In July 1977, the delegation of the United Kingdom expressed its eratitude to
all the deleGations Which had commented on the draft chemical weapons convention
it had tabled in 1976, and made some further eA~lanations regarding its position
on points of detail. The United Kingdom believed that the scope of the treaty
should be as wide as possible. Defoliants, however, were better dealt "lnth in a
::useOl convention such as that banning military or other hostile use of
environmental modification techniques. Nor did the United Kingdom believe that a
Chemical weapons convention should ban irritants used for crowd control. Any
convention should cover binary weapons. Detailed supplementary criteria for
delineating the scope of a convention might usefully be put into a protocol. The
United Kingdom believed that many of the fears expressed about the verification
measures proposed in the draft were unfounded. Similar fears had been expressed
about !AEA E. fe,<p.lards and had not proved justified. The United r<:inr:dom welcomed
the bilateral consultations in progress between the United States and the USSR and
hoped they would proceed rapidly and constructively (CCD/PV.752).

210. At the 1977 session of the Committee, the delegation of Pakistan, holding
that the achievement of a chemical weapons ban was really a question of
establishing mutual confidence and that a solution would be found throu~h a
political decision, welcomed the continuing bilateral consultations ,and looked
fOl~ard to further progress in the matter (CCD/PV.748).

211. Poland expressed the view that the ultimate goal of deliberations of the
Committee on cherrlic~U disarmament vas the strengtheninG of the ban of the use of
chemical weapons as laid do,m in the Geneva Protocol of 1925 in order to preclude
any possibility of chemical warfare. In practical terms that meant that the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament must start to worl~ towards a re~i~e

Which, inter alia, would render irrelevant the reservations that a nuraber of
States parties made with regard to the option of retaliating in kind. In that
respect the ~ost effective and credible arrangement, the delegation held, would be
a ban on the production and development of 'C" weapoi1s and the elimination of all
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stockpiles of chemical Ivarfare ar;ents. It 't'Tas confident that such a step vTould not
only alleviate~ but put to rest~ the ever-present threat of ch6aical warfare. The
call for a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons was gainin~ ever wider support as
the only reasonable and effective solution~ the c.elee;ation held. Any successful
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical I'Teapons r'lust recognize that fundamental
fact. The delegation also Ivelcomed the new round of the intensive Soviet-An~rican

talks whic~ aimed at the formulation of a joint initiative as a first step towards
a comprehensive ban. \Jith resDect to verification, Poland held that ~ to 'be
really effective, a verification system must be tailored specifically to each and
every arms-limitation or disarmament aereement ne~otiated. The delegation was
satisfied that national means of control over compliance ,nth a comprehensive ban
on chemical weapons~ combined - as su~eested in the me~orroldum of the USSR on
questions of encling the arms race and disarmament (CCD/522) - with certain
supplementary control procedures ~dth ref,ard to the verifica~ion of the
destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons~ vTould be quite adequate. The
delegation was also of the view that a comprehensive chemical weapons convention
must provide either for the dismantling or for the conversion to peaceful civilian
uses of all chemical weapons manufacturing facilities. No matter how sophisticated
and :'ail··safe the non-intrusive method employed to verify that declared "c· Iveapons
plants had stopped production~ the delegation maintained~ without actually beine
dismantled~ the mere moth-ballin~ of S11Ch plants would tend to breed suspicion as
to the credibility of such a convention. Such a solution~ moreover, LUGht suggest,
even ar,ainst the best intentions of the parties, that the ban was of a provisional
and tentative character (CCD/PV. 76 lf).

*

212. In the disc11ssions at the Committee's 1978 spring session, both the Soviet
Union and the United States recognized the primary importance attached by all
countries to the question of prohibiting chemical weapons. The Soviet tTnion
reminded the COTillrrittee that it had lon~ advocated a complete and radical solution
of the problem of both biolo~ical and chemical weapons. It advocated that an
acreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons should provide simultaneously for
the renunciation of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical
~Teapons, as well as for the destruction of all stockpiles of such weapons: only
such a fundronental solution of the problem could finally ann entirely eliminate the
threat of the use of chemical means of warfare and place on an equal footin~ all
cOQntries. whether or not they possessed that type of weapon.

213. Both the Soviet Union and the United States also noted that bilateral
negotiations on the SUbject were continuing, with a view to the elaboration of a
joint initiative to be submitted to the Co~~ittee on Disarmament. Both countries
also reported that some progress had been achieved in those talks~ both vnth regard
to the scope of the agreement and to its verification, but that several important
questions still remained to be resolved. ~le Soviet Union stressed that the
problem was a complex one and that time would be needed for its solution, while the
United States conceded that it could not predict with certainty when the joint
initiative mi~ht be completed. The United States assured the Committee, however,
that it was continuing to make every effort to reach a prompt a~reement on such an
initiative~ to be followed by the elaboration in the Committee of an a~reement

eliminating all chemical weapons (CCD/PV.767) .
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214. The United States further stated its belief that a chemical weapons
convention would directly engage-any country with a modern chemical industry and
pose new challenges in the area of verification. These challenges, the delegation
said~ create an opportunity to work out innovative forms of international
co-operation which, in turn, could build the confidence of States parties that
the future convention is being fully complied with by others and lead to further
general confidence which would enable active pursuit of broader multilateral
disarmament measures in the years ahead. The United States provided assurance
that it was making every effort to reach agreement on a joint initiative at an
early date (CCD/PV.767).

215. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.768), Hungary (CCD/PV.770), Czechoslovakia
(CCD/PV.77l) and India (ibid.) specifically welcome~ the information on the
progress of the bilateral talks and hoped for an early agreement on the remaining
points of the joint draft to be submitted to the Committee for elaboration. Poland
believed that the fact that the two Powers had been ab~~ to register a large
measure of understanding on such difficult questions as the scope of the ban, the
elimination of stocks and the dismantling of manufacturing facilities, as well as
on certain verification issues, augured well for an eventual, broad-range
agreement. Hungary~ noting that its basic position was still that reflected in
the draft convention submitted by the socialist States members in 1972, was
pleased to learn that the joint draft under preparation provided for the broadest
possible ban on chemical weapons. Czechoslovakia also expressed particular
satisfaction that agreement had been reached that the ban would be comprehensive
in scope, prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical
weapons and the destruction of stocks. The delegation of Mongolia also reaffirmed
its interest in a comprehensive solution of the problem and urged other
participants in the discussions on the subject to make more constructive efforts
to achieve that goal, which would be a genuine manoeuvre of disarmament
(CCD/PV.773). The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany also considered
that a comprehensive approach to the subject was now possible and hoped the joint
initiative would soon be f'orthcoming (CCD/PV. 771). The delegation of India,
stressing the high importance that the General Assembly attached to the
elimination of all weapons of mass destruction, also expressed satisfaction that
the bilateral talks on chemical weapons had reached a promising stage and ur~ed

every effort to bring the talks to a successful conclusion. Recognizing that
negotiations on a chemical weapons agreement would be complex, it urged that the
Committee be enabled to begin its work at an early date. The delegation further
noted that India had always favoured a comprehensive ban on all chemical weapons
and affirmed that it had no intention of acquiring such weapons (ibid.).

216. The delegation of Japan stated that if general agreement had already been
reached between the United States and the Soviet Union on the scope of the
chemical agents to be named in a chemical weapons agreement, Japan urgt~, those
two States to present those key elements of agreement to the Committee; if no
agreement had been reached, at least the basic positions of the two States should
be explained to the Committee (CCD/PV.776).

217. The delegation of Iran~ in welcoming the news of progress at the bilateral
talks, stressed the note of doubt it had detected concerning prospects for
overcoming the remaining differences. The delegation had hoped that the .joint
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initiative would be easier to realize than a full-scope treaty but if this proved
not to be the case, the advantages of focusing on a first-step approach might be
lost. The issue was vital to future disarmament talks, was highly political and
technical and involved potentially more countries than most measures discussed
previously; therefore, work on the issue must be pursued in the Commit~ee pending
the results of the bilateral talks (CCD/PV.778) .

218. Late in the spring session, the delegation of the United States again stated
that considerable pro~ress had been made towards a United States/USSR joint
initiative in the matter and that the pace of the bilateral work was being
accelerated, but that there were still major issues to be resolved, particularly
with respect to verification of compliance with a treaty (CCD/PV.78l).

219. In summing up the current situation, the Soviet Union pointed out that very
useful and extensive preparatory work on the prohibition of chemical weapons had
been carried out in the Committee. The delegation mentioned in that connexion
the great number of working documents submitted on the subject by member States
as well as non-members, and the three draft conventions on the subject now before
the Committee. It further stressed that the Committee had not only persistently
pursued the goal of chemical weapons ban, but had intensified its efforts to
achieve progress. The delegation concluded that the necessary prerequisites for
the Committee's further productive work had been created in the current
bilateral United States/USSR negotiations aimed at preparing a joint initiative
on the subject in the Committee (CCD/PV.78l). The delegation of Ethiopia
observed that much remained to be done to achieve a ban on chemical T'eapons
(CCDjPV. 786) •

220. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that during the work of the spring
session of the Committee on Disarmament~ there were continued negotiations on
questions related to developing a joint USSR/United States initiative in the
Committee on Disarmament on the prohibition of chemical weapons. De:egations of
the USSR and United States in their joint statement have already informed the
Committee that~ in the course of the negotiations, further progress was achieved,
particularly from the viewpoint of reaching agreement on the scope of the
prohibition and on all related questions. The area of mutual understanding became
broader also on verification problems pertaining to a very difficult and complicated
sphere which is so sensitive for States. The Soviet delegation expressed its
conviction that on some still outstanding aspects of those questions there could
be found a solution of the kind which, while ensuring a reliable fulfilment of
all obligations of States parties assumed under the convention on the prohibition
of chemical weapons, would not, at the same time, infringe upon the sovereign
rights of those States and would not lead to disclosing state or industrial
secrets of one kind or another (CCD/PV.789).

221. The delegation of Sweden reminded the Committee that the acquisition of
chemical agents, weapons and delivery systems was not the only decisive factor
involved in achieving an offensive chemical warfare capability, because it was
equally important to acquire the necessary training, planning and organization to
enable 9perational use of those weapons. Therefore, any international convention
on the subject should not only prohibit the development, production and
stockpiling of such weapons but also other preparations for offensive chemical
warfare (CCD/PV.785).
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222. The delegation of Ethiopia stated that it would give full support to thejoint declaration of the Sovie~ Union and the United States to assist the Committeein achieving early agreement on a prohibition of all chemical weapons. Thedelegation observed that having once been a victim of the horrors of chemicalweapons~ Ethiopia attached special importance to the urgency of an agreement onthe subject (CCD/PV.786).

223. The delegation of Czechoslovakia held that the only suitable solution of theverification problem lay in a combination of national and internationalprocedures as proposed in a variety of documents, including the 1972 draftconvention of the socialist cour!tries. The delegation added the view that on­site inspections would be technically immensely demanding and could not becarried out without negative consequences for the sovereign rights of contrac~ingparties (CCD/PV.771). The delegation of India held that verification proceduresfor all disarmament agreements should be flexible. Insistence on only one typeof verification method woull only reduce the credibility of the principle ofverification. At the same time~ verification should not be used as a pretextfor affecting security or other interests of States (ibid.).

224. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany stressed that the experienceit had gained with international contrOls, connected with the ban it had acceptedon the production of chemical weapons, had not hampered development of the Germanchemical industry and that it wished to share that experience to help develop acontrol system for a multilateral chemical weapons ban (C, -!PV. 777) .

C. Question of the prohibition of new types and new systems
of weapons of mass destruction

225. The delegation of Romania has declared its support for the conclusion of anagreement in the field of new weapons of mass destruction that would prove to beboth possible and useful. The purpose of the agreement would be to express ~ inan international instrument, the political will of States not to direct certainachievements of science and technology towards military purposes. The basicconclusion which emerged from the debates in the Committee~ the delegation hasmaintained, is that new types of weapons of mass destruction are already on thepoint of entering into the arms race. The role of the Con~ittee is therefore tomobilize political will in order to prevent the extension of militEry rivalry inthat new field. Once that political will has been consolidated, the technicalaspects of the p~oblem, even though they seemed complex could, as in so manyother cases, be solved. The delegation has further stated that the negotiationof such a new agreement should take into account some basic requirements, asfollows: (a) the consideration of the question of new types of weapons of massdestruction must 40t divert the attention of the Committee from its responsibilityto work for the adoption of effective disarmament measures related to the alreadyexisting weapons of mass destruction in the military arsenals of States and~first m1d foremost, nuclear weapons; (b) as a step intended to create greaterconfidence, the agreement must occupy a ~learly defined place in the context ofdisarmament negotiations and at the same time stimulate further effort:'; in thatdirection; (c) as the agreement would be preventive in character, it must satisfy
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two particularly important conditions. On the one hand, it must not in any way
or on any pretext hamper technological and scientific research for peaceful
purposes or its application in the interest of the economic development of
peoples, particularly of the developing countries. On the other hand~ the
coverage of the agreement, which concerns a field that is changing constantly,
must be subject to periodic review in the light of the advances in science and
technology. The viability of the agreement, the delegation concluded~ would
doubtless depe~d on the balance between the rights and obligations stipulated for
the States parties (CCD/PV.743).

226. Canada has expressed the belief that, as has been demonstrated by the
thorough and lengthy discussions on the Soviet proposal, there is no justification
for the belief that new weapons of ma~s destruction based on new applications or
new principles of science threa+en to appear in the foreseeable future, let alone
in the near term. If the possibility of any such development were to become in
any way a tangible prospect, the delegation believes, the Committee on
Disarmament had the means to give immediate international attention to the danger;
the delegation has held, however, that there is nothing in the record of the
Committee's lengthy and broad consideration of the Soviet initiative to suggest
to Canada that an:y-thing ~ ike an iiumbrella;; agreement could be of any practical
value, even if one could be worked out. The delegation has further held that
experience has shown thet edch type of weapon possesses its own special set of
problems, and not only with respect to verification. The requirement is always,
therefore, to understand the precise problem and to devise a specific agreement
to meet the particular need and to encourage the broadest possible international
adherence. The delegation has also maintained that, until something more tangible
came into view on which it could focus in a practical way, it would support the
commonsense approach ~uggested by the United Kingdom delegation, that th~

Committee should seek !la firm condemnation by the world community of the
development of new wea,ons of mass destruction, coupled with a request to this
Conference to keep +he matter under review:;.

227. In 1977, the de-', ~gation of the United Kingdom stated that, while supporting
the aim of preventing the development of new vveapons of mass 0Jstruction, it
believed that a single treaty on the subject would ha~e to be so general in its
scope and so vague in its definitions that it would not be effective. A more
fruitful approach, it held~ would be a firm condemnation by the world community
of the development of such weapons coupled with a request to the Committee to
keep the matter under review (CCD/PV.757).

228. The delegation of Italy held that the question of the prohibition and
development of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons should be dealt with bearing in mind the 1948 United Nations resolution,
which contained suitable criteria likely to ascertain the actual emergence of
new types of such vTeapons that scientific and technological progress might foster.
This cOmplex problem - of a fundamentally preventive nature - had to Qe carefully
studied and kept under review by the Committee, without, however, diverting
attention fron the priority issues (CCD/PV.760).

229. In 1977, the Swedish delegation said that Sweden had welcomed +h~ Si ,~

initiative to try to put a definite obstacle to potentially disasfco'Us r 'lS

developments, but had concluded that it was unfortunately not poskible 2ve
an omnibus agreement to ban new '-Teapons once and for all time. In .,~~C de: _....vion I s
view, the most appropriate '-Tay to prevent the development of such weapons would be
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to engage the Commivtee on Disarmament in a procedural review of the pertinentareas to Qetect future dangerou~ signs and, if such were detected, to conclude-rapidly a.greements on the particulo.r new types of weapons involved. Accordinglyit supported the United Kingdom proposal for a firm general condemnation by theworld community, coupled with a request to the Committee to keep the matter underreview (CCD/PV.764).

230. The united States b~lieved the most effective approach to dealing with newweapons of mass destruction is by negotiating individual agreements on specificnew types of such weapons as they were identified. Linking negotiations onspecific agreements to conclusion of an omnibus treaty covering all new types ofweapon3 of mass destruotion in general, in the United States views ~hreatened toobstruct scientifi~ development in areas where it would neither be necessary noradvisable. Furthermore, dealing with principles not currently understood orrelationships among known principles that have not as yet been conceive.... , would
p~"event dealing in a well-considered manner with the problem of bringing weaponsof' mass destruction, based on new principles or new relationships, under control.The United States believed the Cc~ference of the Committ~e on Disarmament shouldkeep this issue under continuing review, as it currently did in its informalmeetings on the Subject, with a view toward negotiating individual agreements on3peci~ic new types of weapons of mass destruction as they were identified(CCD/PV .161) .

231. In 1977, the delegation of Polar.~ stated that it was somewhat disappointin~ tlisten to some delegp·. ions diemissing out of hand as irrelevant certain ereas ofscience and technology where there was good reason to fear potential new weaponsof mass Je8trLction, such as the use of acoustic or electromagnetic waves toaffect human targets. At a time 1-Then technology ~ especially weapons-relatedtechnology, w~s developing by leap8 and bounds it was hardly possible to deny therealism of warnings against a breakthrough t~at might well doom many thousands ofpeople. In that connexion~ the delegation noted that, when leadiug scientistsfirst grasped the potential destructiveness of nuclear energy~ some of theircontemporaries labelled their disco'~ery as 11 sheer fantasyll. The Polish delegationconsidered i~ significap~ and ti~cly that, apart from requesting the Committee onDisarmam:::n \, tu cont im:e negotiations , with the assistance of qualifiedgoverr..mental experts, on the prohibition of the de1-elopm€:nt of lie~r weapons of massdes'Gruction, the General Assembl;r deemen it also proper to urge all States "torefrain from any action which would impede international talks aimed at workingout an agreement or agreements to prevent the UBe of scientific and tecbnologicalprogress for the development of new types of weapons of mass destruction and newsystems of such weapons ll
•

*
* *

232 At its 1978 spring session, the Committee continued to keep the question underactive -iiscussion. F'rom t~e beginning ol the session the So-...iet Union, noting -';hat110 States had supported GeflE~ral Assembly resolution 32/84 A, urged aconl,Preher..sive ban on all ne,.: weapons and systems of mass destruction on the basisof its revis~d draft agreement (CCD/PV.767 and 781). The Soviet position wasstrongly supported by the delegations of Polrold (CCD/PV.768 and 783), Hungary(C(;})/PV. 770), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.TTl), thE German Democratic Republic(CCD!PV.775 and 783), Mongolia (CCD/PV.773). For example~ the Genaan DemocraticRepublic noted th"_,, tt~ NATO cO'Lu'1t.ries f,~emed ready to negcH9.te a ban on a newwear<)n ()f mass 1estruction on~y when the development of ~''1.~h a lreapon could be
-1+0-
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clearly identified and wondered if that position mear.t that ~egotiations in the
f:ield could begin only after such weapons had been developed and were already in
the arsenals of States. It specifically opposed such a position, holding that the
development of new tYf.l€iS and systems of weapons Cif mass destr~tion, which were
likely to be misused as an instrument to change the military balance, must be
prohibitec1. from the very beginning by a comprehensive and preventive agreement ~

233. India also sllpported the Soviet initiative to ban the development and
production of new types and systems of weapons of mas s destruction in confonnit,Y
with its principled oppo!3ition to all weapons of mass dest·ruction including thelse
in stockpiles of nations toda:r. India was of the view that it is important that
the Conference of the Committ~K on Disarmament should lend its support to all
efforts which would nip in the bud the development of future generation of weapons
and systems of mass destruction. India also believed it would not be enough to
pre\~ent the development and deployment of weapons and systems based on new
ncit2Dtific principles and that it '(fLS equally urgent to ban the development and
deployment of new weapons or systems based on existing and available knowledge and
principles of science and technology; vtherwi::e, the exercise of banning new
weapons and systems of mass destruction wollld become meaningless.

234. Czechoslovakia held that research and technological develop.ment belonged" at
the present stage, among the main factors of the arms race. ':tIle dzlegation
believed that a comprehensive ban of development and manufactu.'t'e of new types and
s,ystems of weapons of mass destruction would be the best way to avoid the
possibility of milit.ary misuse of scientific discoveries for creating new weapons
of mass destruction (CCD/PV.775).

235. In direct response to the view of the Western countries that it was difficult
to reach a comprehensive agreement on the matter because the possible areas of
development of new weapons of mass destruction could not be foreseen, the Soviet
Union stressed that it could not accept such a view, since it wa.s precisely an
agreement in principle that was needed, to be followed, when necessary, by
additional specific agreements to ban particular type:.:: of weapons. 'l"he revised
draft convention of the Soviet Union (CCD/51l/Rev.1) full;)'· met tllat. need, the
delegation maintained (CCD/pv.782)~ The delega.tions of Hungary (CCD/pv.783) and
Poland (ibid~) also stressed that a comprehensive agreement on the SUbject would
not precJ:iide the possibility of future agreements to ban Gpecific types 01" weapons.
A number of socialist States members also stressed that the General AsGembly , in
its regolutirms 32/84 A and B, had given a clear and unmistakable mandate to the
Committee for achieving a ban on neif weapons of mass destruction. The delegation
of Egypt also referred to the tvTO resolutions and stressed that it looked forward
to meaningful discussions of the problem in the Committee (CCD/PV•782) •

236, The Hungarian delegation maintained that the appearance of n~l sophisticated
weapons, among others the cruise missile and the neutron weapon, testified to the
~xpansion of a concept that each weapon made possiule by sci~tifi~ and
technological progress should be developed and deployed. It emphasized that new
achievements were at the threshold of military al'plication and that, in these
conditions, the tendency of a technological race would inevitably lead to a
qualitatively new phase in the arms race. The foreseeable dangers of this coming
phase for peace and sta.bility and for disarmament were substantially greater than
before, the delegation held. In the delegation's viev1, another example was the
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development of weapons which, by the manner ef thei" deployment, were difficult orimpossible to verif,y with means and devices used for the verification of existingarms limitations agreements. Efforts to ualt and reverse the arms race wouldinevitably fail if disarmament forums did not follow closely developments of thattype (cCn!PV.783).

237. The Mongolian delegation, in reaffirming its position, stressp.d the urgentneed to place a reliable barrier in the way of the technological arms race, whichtoday ,ms becoming more real than ever before (ccn/pv. 783) •

238. The Soviet Union noted that the general question of the prohibition of newtypes and new system~ of weapons of mass destruction and of radiological weaponswas being examined bilaterally by the Soviet Union and the United States(ccn!PV.767, 781 and 782).

239. The Federal Republic of Germany recalled resolution 32/84 B on massdestruction weapons ilbased on new scientific princinles ll which was sponsored by10 countries, inclUding the Federal Republic of Gelmany, in the General Assemblyat its thirty-second session and adopted on 12 December 1977 with a majority ofmore than 100 votes. The invitation to the Committee on Disarmament contained inparaeraph 5 of that resolution, reading awhile takine into account its existingpriorities, to keep under review the question of the development of new weapons ofmass destruction based on new scientific principles and to consider thedesirability of formulating agreements on the·p~Qhibition of any sperific newweapons wh-i.ch may be identified ll
, was a good basis for further intensivediscussion (CCD/PV.77l).

240. Later in the session, the Soviet Union stated that it would continue to urgethe need for further efforts to achieve a comprehensive agreement on theprohibition of the development of neyT types and s~;·stems of weapons of massdestruction. Together with a comprehensive agreement, the Soviet Union alsoadvocated the conclusion of special agreements on the prohibition of thedevelopment and manufacture of particular new types and systems of weapons of massdestruction. In that connexion, it drew attention to the new initiative of thesocialist countries concerning the conclusion of a convention on the prohibitionof the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. Inthe opinion of the Soviet Union, the urgency of the problem of the earliestpossible conclusion of such a comprehensive agreement and of such specialagreements had recently not only not diminished but, on the contrary, increased.The course of modern scientific and technological progress (\ 'e witness to the factthat, by reason of the latest successes in the fundamental sciences and the highlevel of technology, the probability of the emergence of new types and systems ofweapons of mass destruction was increasing. All that was causing growing concernin the world over the danger of the creation of new types of weapons of massdestruction. In order to make more purposeful and thorough the Con>.::uittee' s workof establishing the agreed text of a comprehensive agreem~nt on the .i.~"':"ohjbition ofnew types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, and particularly its work onthe definition of the prohibition 1 s scope, a group of qualified governmental
eA~erts should be established under the auspices of the Committee to consider thequestion of possible areas of development of new types of weapons of massdestruction to be included in the initial list of the types of such weapons to beprohibited under a comprehensive agreement.
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241. To that end, the delegation submitted a draft decision (CCD/564) fo"" theCommittee's consideration, noting its belief tpat the settinF, up of such a groupwould meet the wishes of the General Assembly in the matter and also narrow thedivergences of views on the subject in the Committee (CCD/PV.782). The Sovietproposal was supported by Czechoslovakia (CCD!PV.775 and 785), the GermanDeIlDcratic Republic, Hungary, Poland (CCD!PV.783) and Mongolia {ibi6..J. Thedelegation of Egypt thought that meaningful discussion might lea~ theestablishment of a working group with the task of elaboratinr an agreement oragreement 5 on the subj ect (CCD/PV. 782) •

242. The delegation of Ethiopia stated that, in keepin~ with its view to comecloser to the Boal of genuine disarmament, the nuclear POlTers should take concretesteps to avoid the development and production of increasing numbers and moredevastating types and systems of weaponr of me.ss destruction (CCD/PV. 786).

243. The delegation of the United States of America, on the last day of the springsession, reiterated its conviction that the most effective approach to the issueof new weapons of mass destruction was by neeotiatinv individual agreements onspecific new types of such weapons as they were identif'ied. Dealing in a loose,even vague manner, tp~ delegation said, with principles not clearly understood orrelationships among Jr.novlD principles that had not yet been conc·· ."ed would merelycreate the illusion of havinG dealt with the problem of new weapc0e of massdestruction. Furthermore, it pointed out, the omnibUS treaty approach supportedby some members of the Committee would inevitably J"ad to continuous hagglingover the designation of nevT weapons as nei·' wep~o..s of mass destruction. The UnitedStates believed the Conference of the Conmritt,· ,'n Disarmament should keep theissue under continuing review in the course 01 ~ts informal meetings on the
sUbjec'~ Rnd opposed establishment of an ad hoc workin!S group to co.~sia.er thequestion as proposed by the delegation of the USSR.

D. Question of the prohibition of radiological weapons

244. The United States stated that considerable progress had been made towards ajoint initiative on radiolof,ical vreapons, holding that such a ban, while relativelyless significant than a co~rehensive test ban or a chemical weapons convention,would be a logical step to fill a gap in the panoply of existing arms controlmeasures and to head off possible development of hitherto untried weapons of Inassdestruction mentioned in the 1948 United Nations definition. The delegationbelieved the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament could consider a
~omprehensive prohibition on radiological weapons without interferin~ with hieherpriority issues before it, and thus effectively guard against this potentialthreat by acting promptly and dealing with such vreapons before rather than aftert~ey vrere in the arsenals of States. The negotiations of such a ban would be anappropriate task for the Committee (CCD/PV.767 and 781). Host delegationswelcomed the bilateral talks on the subject and hoped for early results. Thedelegation also held that it should be possible to elaborate a convention that ;rouldsave mankind from develo::;>ing new types of mass destruction vTeapons in that sphere(CCD/PV. 7'71) .

245. The Soviet Union emphasized that it is difficult to remove weapons of onekind or another, which have already been developed, from the arsenals of States,
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and that, consequently, it is much more reasonable, advisable and correct toprevent their emer~ence in advance (CCD/PV.72l) and called upon the Committee onDisarmament to take into consideration that circumstance (CCD/PV.736). In thatconnexion, it stressed the possibility and need for concludinG specific agree~entson the prohibition of specific types of weapons which are not yet in the arsenalsof States but H'hich can be developed and produced, in cases when the danger of thedevelopment ef such weapons becones clear. The Soviet Union pointed out thatradiological weapons, the prohibition of which is bein~ now negotiated betweenthe USSR and the United States of America, is precisely such a specific case. Itclarified that it meant the prohibition of the development of weapons on the basisof the use of the spent fuel of atomic rea~tors and of other radioactive materialsdesigned to injure human beings through radioactive emissions and to contaminateterrain, water, military hardware and military and civilian targets (~CD/PV.76o).

246. At the last meeting of the sprinp; sef;sion, the delegation of the United Statesreported that the two sides were close to full agreement on a possible jointinitiative for the Conference of the Comrnittee on Disarmament, but stressed thatthe United States shared the view that work on a possible radiological weaponsconvention should in no way interfere with work on the Committee's other tasks(CCD/PV.789).

E. Question of general and complete 4isarm~ment under
strict and effective international control

1. Gene_~al

247. The Italian delegation, in 1977, stressed the importance of a patient andconscientious search for initiatives and solutions which would make it possibleto achieve general and complete disarmament under effective international control.The delegation thought that the pursuit of that ultimate objective called for theremoval of a number ef obstacles whic~l could be eliminated only by a process ofpatience and gradua.l rapprochement, during which initiatives aimed at strengtheningconfidence would be undertaken simultaneously with realistic disarmament measures,accompanied by appropriate guarantees. Italy also remained convinced of the needto undertake a programme of systematic ~~d general disarmament in accordance withconsistent and coherent general criteria (CCD/PV.728).

248. The delegation of Yugoslavia has held that, in order to make real progresstoward fundamental disarmament agreements, simultaneous action should be taken inthe following three directions: (a) the acceleration of negotiations and theconclusion of international agreements on those problems of disarma~ent which havebeen discussed in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament for several years;(b) the undertakine,of the most serious efforts and urgent measures ai~ed at
r~lting the unabated arms rac~ at its source, which nOlI represents one of the basicoostacles to achieving progress on disarmament; (c) the implementation, consistentlyand fully, of all the objectives and provisions of international agree~ents in thefield of disarmament and not just those selected by indiyidual preference. Inthe absence of a broader and agreed programme of actioIl and simultaneous progressin these three fields~ the delegation has further maint'"ined the treaties concludedso far have failed to provide an important contribut ion -::0 the solution of thesubstantial problems of disarmament. The delegation '16'S ;t3d.ed that if thesetreaties are not follovTed very soon by new agreements and by positive developmentwith regard to halting the arms race at its source 9 they Inll lose their validityif only because of the fast technological development in the field of armaments,which is making the arms race increasingly dan~erous and complex (CCD/PV.742).
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249. The delegation of Ethiopia thourht that, on the whole, negotiations in certain
most important fields were slow in cominG. At the same time, far too many technicaJ
and financial resources which should have been devoted to combatii:g poverty and
pro~~ting economic and social development for developinr, member countries were
diverted to the arms race (CCD/PV.786).

250. At the last meeting of the sprint'" session, the representative of Hexico~

IvIr. Alfonso Garda Robles, made a statement in which he recalled that at the
opening meeting of the Committee, on 14 ~arch 1962~ the representative of the
Secretary-General had stressed the importance of both the work which was about to
begin and the contribution which Members of the United Nations ~ whether militar~ly

powerful or not~ could make to that work, as well as the need to achieve concrete
results. The representative of Mexico stated that the words "concrete results:!
should serve as the basis for the assessment of the situation to be made at the
forthcoming special session of the General AssemblY devoted to disarmament. For
that reason the delegation of Nexico, together witL that of Sweden, had submitted
to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session a draft of an introduction
to the final docureent which begins as follows:

"The Disarmament Decade solemnly declared in 1969 is cominG to an end.
Unfortunate] 'r ~ the objectives established on that occasion by the General
Assembly appear to be as far away today as they were then, or even further.
No 'effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race
at an early date and to nuclear disarmament' have materialized, and still
less has there been ffi1y progress that might lead to the conclusion of a
treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective international
control. Neither has it been possible to free: for the purposes of
economic development ~ any amount, however modest, of the enormous resources
and energy, both material and human, that are squandered on the unproductive
and wasteful arms race, which places a great 0urden on both the developing
and developed countries. H

The representative of Mexico concluded by stating that the two texts which he
had quoted had to be kept very much in mind in order to obtain a balanced and
objective idea of what the Conferenc~ of the Com~ttee on Disarmament had achieved
and what the special session should accomplish (CCD/PV.789) .

251. Regarding the question of conventional arms, in 1966. the delegation of the
United States presented six principles which could be used as a basis for regional
agreements in the conventional arms field. In 1970~ they recommended three
additional steps that States could take unilaterally which in their cumulative
effect, even without formal binding agreements, could constitute reliable arms
limitations on a regional basis (CCD/pv.487). In 1975, they suggested that it would
be useful for the Cunference of the Committee on Disarmament to identi~J and
discuss principles of conduct that could be applicable on a world~wide basis to
the acquisition or transfer of conventional arms. The United States suggested
four principles as follows: (a) States to judge whether the supply or acquisition
of arms will have adverse effects on regional or international security;
(b) consultations among interested States on the possible efiects of arms
acquisitions; (c) States to limit their acquisition of arms to those deemed
indispensable for their security so as not to divert resources unnecessarily from
economic and socia ~.' ;relopment; and (d) States to consider applyinG the same
criteria to the eX"Jf equipment and technolosy fo!" armaments production as they
apply when authoriz.. : the export of arms (CCD/pv.665). :_n 1976, the delegation of
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the United Kingdom spoke in support of that United States proposal (CCD/PV.708).In 1977~ the United Kingdom delecation once more urged discussion of the possiblear:rangements for multilateral restraint in conventional arms transfers andwelcomed the initiatives in that "field taken by the United States, and in theUnited Nations by the Government of Japan (CCD/PV.757).

252. At the Committee's 1978 spring session, the delegation of the United States,in pointing out that the danger posec ~ nuclear weapons was most likely to resultfrom escalation of a military conf.lict initiated with conventional weapons,expressed its belief that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament shoulddev~te some of its energies to dealinB with the problems associated withconventional arms. 'The United States "tvas of the view that Th\2.',::h more should besaid and done about the massive diversion of resources to the accumulation ofconventional arms and that the responsibility of curbing the horizontal spread ofconventional weapons must be shared between suppliers and recipients as well.In the United States delegation's view, the Conference of the Committee onDisarmament possesspd both the e~1=lertise and political representation to considerand develop measures in this area which would increase stabil~.ty in a number ofregions in the world and contribute significantly to the advancement of ulti.rnate. disarmament objectives (CCD/PV.78l).

253. With regard to the particuh:r problem of conventional a.rms~ the delegation ofItaly expressed the view that in parallel with nuclear disarmament, urgent measuresof co-operatio;l should he promoted in view of bringing to a halt the conventionalarms race. To that end~ Italy e..ndsaged the establishment, under Article 29 of
~he Charter of the United Nations~ of a commission divided into regionalsub-commissions ~ entrusted i-rith the tasle of controlling the international transferof conventional weapons (CCD/PV. 760; see also CCD/ 568).

254. With more direct reference to European regional disarmament, the delegationof Romania has pointed out the urgency being increasingly felt in Europe foradopting practical measures of disarmament and military disengagement. On thatcontinent ~ more than in any other part of the world, there "tvas eIlY'1precedentedconcentration of armed forces and modern armaments ~ including nuclear weapons and,there, the two military blocs conf~onte~ one another. The delegation has addedthat the strengthening of peace and security in the world could not be divorcedfrom the development of the situation ir "":urope. To the extent that the Committee,as a multilateral disarmament negotiatir.. body, wished to make a genuine andlasting contribution to disarmament, it must also devote special attention to thecontinent of Europe (CCD/PV,731).

255. India took the position that while it was not opposed to a discussion of thequestion of conventional weapons in the context of general and complete
disarmament~ it ,.,ould oppose any attempt to divert attention i'rom the highestpriority items that ~ould only be discussed on a global basis. Furthermore? Indiacould not accept the proposition that nuclear weapon'3 and conventional weaponsshould be weighed in the same scale (CCD/PV.771).

256. The delegation of Ethiopia also thought that conventional arms control shouldbe carried out in the framework of' general and complete disarmament and should notdivert attention from priority issues of nuclear disarmament (CCD!PV.786).
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257. At the 1978 spring session of the Committee, virtually all delegations have
continued to recognize general and complete disarmament as the ultimate goal of
all disarrrament efforts. Specific comments, however, were made largely in the
context of the elaborati~n of a comprehensiv~ disarmament programme.
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258. The I~a~ian delegation, in joining the consensus in the adoption of the final
report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to the General Assembly
at its speciel session devoted to disarmament, ref,rE'tted that, owing to the
opposition )f a deleeation, it had not been possible to regroup the statements made
by various delegations on the problem of conventional weapons under a separate
heading entit:i..ed "0,uestions of conventional arms and regional disarmament'l
(CCD/PV. 789).

2. Comprehensive pro~ramme of disarmareent

259. Early in 1977, the delegation of Mexico, referrin~ to the General Assembly's
request in resolution 31/68, proposed that the Committee take as a basis for its
discussion on a co~prehensive programme of disarmament contained in document
A/8191 and Corr.l which should be revised in thE' li~ht of developments since its
submission to the General Assembly in 1970. Later in the summer session of 1977,
noting it appeared tbat the Committe~ would begin consideration of the question of
such a programme at the outset of its 1978 session, the delegation introduced, as
a contribution to that task, a preliminary draft comprehensive programme
(CCD/545 and Corr.l) which, the delegation said, largely reproduced the contents
of document A/8191 and Corr.l, ,~th certain changes, including one serving to draw
attention to the degree of responsibility to be borne "':Jy the principal nuclear­
weapons States in implementing various measures (CCD/PV.765).
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260. Early in its 1978 spring session, the Committee decided to establish an
ad hoc gr.oup to elaborate a ~omprehensive programme of disarmament. The group
would USe as its basic ,forking texts all Committee documents on the subject,
beginning with the 1961 Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for disarmament
negotiations and takine: into acc01mt other documents submitted to the Committee
during the course of its work by mel"'bers or non-members of the Committee.

261. During the discussions, the following new documents on the subject were
submitted to the Committee: (a) workine; paper on the question of the draftinrr, of
a comprehensive programme of disarmament, submitted by Italy (CCD/548);
(b) working paper on the comprehensive programme of disarmament, submitted by
BUlgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia,
Poland and the USSR (CCD/552); (c) workin~ paper on the subject of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament submitted by Romania (CCD/553); (d) working paper
containing suggestions for inclusion in a comprehensive programme, submitted by
Nigeria (CCD/555); and (e) study on the establishment of an international
disarmament 0rgani~atio~, submitted by the Netherlands (CCD/565).

262. In addition, a number of delegations submitted documents reproducinr, working
papers or other views on the same general subj ect that they had already submitted
to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session Devoted to Disarmament.
Among these were: (a; draft programme of action for the special session, submitted
by the United Kingdom and also sponsored by Canada, Germ9ny, Federal Republic of,
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Italy, Japan and the Netherlands ~ containing a draft proposal of action being
submitted to the Preparatory Committee (CCD/549 and Corr.l); (b) paper submitted
by Argentina~ Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Yugoslavia and Zaire, containing the text of
document A/AC.187/55 submitted by the same countries to the Preparatory Committee
for the Special Session (CCD/550 and Corr.l); (c) paper sUbmitted by Sweden,
containing the text of Preparatory Committee document A/AC.187/95 (CCD/554);
(d) paper submitted by Mexico (CCD/56o) containing the text of document A/AC .187/56)
alre ad,y approved by the Preparatory Committee; (e) paper submitted by Mexico
(CCD/561 and Add.l) containing the text of document A/AC .l8?/89 /Add.l submitted
to the Preparatory Committee; and (f) worJdnc; paper submitted by Italy on
international mechani sms for disarmament (CCD!568).

263. In submitting its document CCD/548, the delegation of' Italy stated that it
offered a realistic contribution to the framing of an orderly and articulated set
of guidelines for future disarmament negotiations in appropriate forums, but
stressed that it was not intended to counter any other formal working document
already before the Committee. The first part, the delegation pointed out, dealt
with basic principles for such negotiations such as the observance of a degree of
flexibili ty, the maintenance of a balance between nuclear and conventional measures,
the co-ordination of global and regional initiatives, the acceptance of a step-by­
step approach to prevent destabili zing effects and facili tate agreement on
effective verification measures; the second part offered a suggested set of
priority measures, involving in the first instance nuclear weapons and other
"reapons of mass destruction, but inclUding conventional weapons (CCD!PV. 767) . The
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany welcomed CCD/SL~8, which it believed
contained good suggestions for a comprehensive disarmament programme to be drawn
up by the Committee; such a programme, by its nature, had to be conceived as a
long··term instrument (CCD/PV. 771).

264. In introducing its paper on international mechanisms for disarmament (cCD/S68),
the Italian delegation pointed out that the first part of the paper dealing with
the role of the United Nations in disarmament, suggested that the First Committee
of the General Assembly concentrate its future efforts in the main on problems of
disarmament and international security; the paper also suggested that, in
connexion with the special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
the role of the Security Council under Article 26 of the Charter of the United
Nations should be reviewed and that the Council itself consider creating, under
Article 29, SUbsidiary organs charged with specific tasks in the field of arms
control~ particularly a committee, divided into regional sub-committees, entrusted
with control of international conventional arms transfers (CCD/PV.784). (The
Italian delegation made additional observations on the parts of CCD/568 concerning
organization and procedures of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and
possible international verification machinery, which are noted under section G
and section E.3 below. )

265. Introducing document CCD!549, the delegation of the United Kingdom stated
that, while it did not wish to duplicate discussions taking place in the
Preparatory Committee in New York, it thought it would be useful to circulate in
the Committee the document submitted to the Prepa.ratory Committee, to be taken
into account together with other relevant documentation such as the Mexican paper
(CCD/545) and the Italian paper (cCD/S48).
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266. In introducing document CCD/552 on behalf of seven socialist States members~

the Soviet Union confirmed the continued relevance to the problem of its 1977
memorandum and noted that the new workinp paper vas based on proposals presented by
the same sponsors to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session~ as well as
proposals, particularly in the field of nuclear disarmament, thRt had recently been
put forward (see sect. A above). The sponsors of the paper, the delegation'added,
proceeded from the premise that a comprehensive disarmament programme should define
fundamental purposes and principles, which should include such principles as that
of not impairing the interests of any of the parties to an agreement, the
abandonment of attempts to obtain unilateral advantages, the universal affirmation
and development of the principle of the non-use of ,force in international relations
the principle that negotiations and agreements should involve the largest possible
number of States, particularly the nuclear Powers and States possessing the most
powerful weapons and armed forces, together with such other principles as shoulCl, be
used for guidance in matters of disarmament. The programme should then propose
specific disarmament measures in all possible areas and, finally, put forward
basic provisions dealing with forms of negotiations and the negotiating machinery
to be used (CCD/PV.773). Mon~olia (CCD/PV.773) and the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.775) made similar statements in explanation of the document.
Mongolia stated that it proceeded from the premise that the programme of action on
disarmament should include the main areas in v7hich efforts must be made to achieve
the elaboration of suitable international agreements. At the same time, it was
extremely important to define the fundamental provisions and principles which
should underlie negotiations on, and the solution to, questions relating to the
curbing of the arms race and to disarmament (CCD/pv.773).

267. Introducing its document CCD/553, the delegation of Romania, holding that
the need for a comprehensive disarmament programme arose from the growing anxiety
of the international community concerning the unprecedented accumulation of
,veapons, particularly nuclear weapons, noted that the need had become more urgent
as a result of the preparations for a special session of the General Assembly on
disarmament. Arms control measures achieved so far, the delegation held, had had
no perceptible impact on the dynamics of the arms race and, accordingly, one of
the basic objectives of the special session was the elaboration of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament capable of leading to general disarmament. Such a
programme (a) must place disarmament nesotiations in perspective once again,
creating a real impetus to reverse the escalation of arms and gradually to reduce
and elinunate the factors responsible for such escalation; (b) must consist of a
systematically organized combination of measures leading up to major objectives
and to the final goal of' general and complete d,isarmament , with each specific
measure opening the way for other measures in the framework of the general pattern;
(c) must be comprehensive in order to mobilize the political will of States, ,nth
the various measures in the programme negotiated concurrently as organic parts of
a single effort; (d) must meet the interests of all States and be carried out with
the participation of all, with global, regional and bilateral measures all
incorporated into a unitary concept; and (e) must not simply represent a plan
of efforts to achieve the objective within a reasonable time period but also
suggest ways and means of achievinB the desired goal (CCD/PV.774).

268. Introducing document CCD/ 554, the delegation of SI"eden noted tbat it contained
some key elements of a programme of action for disarmament ann the machinery for
negotiations to that end. It was focused on SUbjects in which Sweden had long
taken a special interest, such as nuclear disarmament, the prohibition of
particularly inhumane weapons, the reduction of military budgets, the reorganization
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of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and the strengthening of the United
Nations Centre for Disarmament; it also proposed that a second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament should be convened in 1982 (CCD!PV.774).

269. In introducing documents CCD!556 and 557. the delegation of Pakistan noted that
they had already been submitted to the Preparatory Committee for the Special Session
and that their submittal to the Committee was a formality. The papers represented an
attempt to focus on issues which, in the view of Pakistan, deserved increasing
attention and were of particular concern to developing countries (CCD!PV.778).

270. Introducing documents CCD!560 and 561 and Add.l, the delegation of Mexico noted
that the papers were self-explanatory supplements to its paper CCD!545 and gave the
following principal reasons for presenting them to the Committee for consideration in
its work on a comprehensive disarmament programme: (a) regarding document CCD/560,
Mexico was convinced that the programme to be prepared by the Committee must, like
the comprehensive programme of 1970, contain a section defining the fundamental
principles for implementation of the programme, and the Mexican document set forth 25
such principles, including affirmations that the final objective should be general
and complete disarmament, that the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons
should have the highest priority and that the United Nations has a primordial role in
disarmament; (b) regarding document CCD/561, the paragraph of most use to the
Committee was undoUbtedly the one to the effect that the Committee should undertake
preparation of a comprehensive programme as soon as it had undergone the reforms
envisaged in the draft final document of the Conference and that the programme should
contain procedures for facilitating the co-ordination of all disarmament negotiations
and ensuring that the General Assembly was kept fully informed; (c) lastly, document
CCD/56l/Add.l contained an additional 15 illustrative measures which might be
included in the Committee's comprehensive programme of disarmament if they were not
included in the short-term programme of action that might be adopted by the special
session (CCD/PV.780).

271. Introducing document CCD/550, in the name of its seven sponsors, the delegation
of Egypt stressed the following three main aspects of the question of a disarmament
programme: (a) such a programme was an urgent matter in light of the continuing
accumulation of arms, particularly nuclear arms and weapons of mass destruction;
(b) priority should be given to nuclear, chemical, incendiary weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction, in that order, while regional conflicts should be ended
by eliminating their causes, thus bringing about the limitation and reduction of
conventional weapons on both the regional and global level; and (c) confidence­
building measures should be completely observed by all States and the principle of
the non-use of force or threat of force in any form against any State would
constitute such a measure. The delegation also expressed satisfaction that an ad hoc
working group had been set up to elaborate a comprehensive programme (CCD!PV.782).

272 .. In commenting on document A/AC.187!55, India held that a comprehensive programme
of d1sarmament.should be elaborated at a United Nations deliberative body, as had
been proposed 1n that document. The measures of a comprehensive programme of
disarmament had been correctly defined as a middle road between the current step-by­
step approach and the ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament. India was
o~ the view that. although eight years of the Disarmament Decade had passed very
Ilttle progress 1n regard to the comprehensive programme has been achieved.
Therefore, ~he time had come to consider specifically the setting up of a body
entrusted wlth the task of elaborating such measures within a specified time frame.
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273. The delegation of Iran, stating that consideration of a comprehensive
disarmament programme was especially appropriate now to plan future disarmament
measures, agreed that such a programme need in no way depend on or conflict with
the aation programme to be decided by the special session, as the latter "ould
presumably focus on more immediately achievable goals 1fhile the former would fit
those goals into the framework of a larger process to extend over a longer time
period. The delegation commented, however, that discussion of a compre4ensive
programme could not be a sUbstitute for the negotiation of disarmament measures
(CCD/PV.778).

274. The United states also pointed out that there were limitations to what could
be accomplished by a comprehensive programme, particularly since it 1QaS not possibl
to set binding deadlines for negotiations that were, by their very nature,
consensual. The delegation also hoped that the working group would consider not
only proposals now before the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, but
those that might be submitted in the future (CCD/PV.767).

275. In 1977, the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, addressing itself
to the question of the armament balance in different regions of the world, stressed
the importance of the question of co..,~rentional arms. The world-wide expenditure
for the procurement of arms was high and the question was complex. vfuile hoping
for progress in the important talks between the United States and the Soviet Union,
the delegation also drew attention to certain developments influencing the regional
balance of armaments. A regional approach to partial measures of disarmament
would certainly not only raise the level of security and confidence in those
regions, the delegation held, but also set free resources that were indispensable
for development and increase the level of the autonomous efforts of developing
countries in those regions. It ifent without saying, the delegation held, that
such an approach would, in most cases, concentrate more on conventional arms, and
it hoped that that SUbject would find more attention in the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament (CCD/PV.715).

3. Question of establishing an international disarmament
organization

276. The question of establishing some type of international disarmament agency
has been raised from time to time in the Committee, particularly in recent years,
mainly by Sweden, the Netherlands and Japan. Often the suggestion was linked to
the question of a ban on chemical weapons, with delegations suggesting that an
international organization could, as a first task, assume the role of assisting in
the verification procedures of any future agreement in that field.

277. At the 1978 spring session of the Committee, the delegation of Italy stated
that the establishment of an international organization to supervise the
implementation of disarmament agreements would be of great value (CCD!PV.778).
Subsequently, the question was raised again by the Netherlands in a more concrete
form, and the delegation submitted a document on the subject, entitled "Study on
the establishment of an international disarmament agency" (CCD/565), proposing the
creation of such an agency "to streamline" disarmament consultations and
implementation measures and suggesting that the special session of the General
Assembly, in its final document, include an invit ition to all Member States to
submit their views on such an agency.
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278. In introducing the document to the Ct>mmittee, the de1egati~of "theNetherlands stressed that several countries, including Ital.y, :.:aa.~y~interest in a disarmament organization because a number of' iD];ortaDt di.sar1iame:!lt.agreements now' approaching conclusion would require rather el.aborate~machinery for consultations between parties and f'or substantial.~ aDdverification tasks. The only existing Treaty of' such a comp1ic.?'ted md;ure was tbeTreaty on the Non-Proliferation of' Nuclear Weapons, and it had liIsed "the~International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to carry out its IT"el''h"'l''icat:io!nrequirements; but no such organization existed to carry out; suc1liI. needs 1'or achemical weapons ban or a nuclear test ban, f'or exampl.e. Such an organizat:im1could also be entruS'ted with organizing review con:ferences 1for Yarious b::eaJ;iesan9-, as it gained experience, could be given oth~r appropriate f'm!cti.oos. ..As soredisarmament meastlres were achieved, it would be important, the de1egaJ;iO!! held, mhave an impartial body ~ for example under United Nations aw;:pi.ees, lIhieh cmildcontribute to the implementation of' such agreements. In that connericm, thedelegation expressed support for the premise of' a recent F.reDclrJ. ~sa'" 1;0establish an international observation satellite agellCY, becauseinternatioI!alization of satellite information seemed essential. :in tRre l.or-,€ nm~. however, satellites could not perf'orm all verif'ication :functions - as vas e1.Eerfrom the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of' Nuclear U"eap>ns, a ~si:ge "test;ban or a chemical weapons ban - and it theref'ore seemed better to~ treFrench proposal with the idea of the Netherlands :for an international. organi7.ai;;::ianso as to make it possible to combine all sorts of' implementation ffm!lci;:iom;. !bedelegation realized that much more care:ful consideration iIKll1ild be ~-red beJroreany final decision in the matter could be taken and therei"ore proposed G!!ly -thai;the views of States Members of the United Nations be scmght on f;be!llai;i;er. Hfurther steps proved warranted by the responses received~ tl1le Cammittee c:rnDisarmament or an ad h9.£ committee might be given the task of iliOridng oW; "t"!!emodalities of such an agency and the second special session o~ theC~~~on disarmament could take a decision on its establishment (CCW~.l83).

279. The delegation of Italy also submi"tted a working paper (00Dl/568) ~1"'.gthat the United lifations consider establishing machinery 1;0 ver.if'y mdi;:iiat.ezal.disarmament agreements. In introducing the paper, the de1.egatio!! eqt:!essed tJirreview that the document of the Netherlands (CCD!56l) conta.in€d ideas 1liUrl~ ~being discussed~ studied in depth and elaborated. Italy :relt that the !=M'M.e:!J. offverification of compliance with disarmament measures as a vho1e sboW..d bereconsidered w"ith a view to tackling it and, if possible, so1.ving ii; "i;y~~to uniform and coherent criteria in an appropriate internaticmal.. coni;ext.. It .asof the opinion that the international organ of' ver:i:fication~ :in worifringdocument CCD!568 should employ whatever technological and scient~ic ne;IDS - sod!.as sensing ~ sampling, recording ~ communicating and intapreting deri.ces - mgiri: beusefully applied toward an er'fective verif'ication o:f clisannmnernt~
(CCD!PV.784) •

F. Question of further measures to prevent all anns race
on the sea-bed

280. With regard to the Treaty on the Prohibition o:f the~~ he"iearHeapons on the Sea-Bed and on the Ocean Floor and in the SUbsoil~" i;hedelegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stated tlna:t", in dUDe J..911,
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the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty had reaffirmed the commitment
undertaken by the parties to the Treaty in article V to continue negotiations in
good faith concerning the demilitarization of the sea-bed~ and it requested the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in consultation with the States parties
to the Treaty~ to proceed without delay to the examination of further measures
aimed at preventing the arms race on the sea~bed and the ocean floor and in the
subsoil thereof. The delegation also noted that the General Assembly at its
thirty-second session had adopted an appropriate resolution on the subject. The
Soviet Union was an advocate of the complete demilitarization of the sea-bed.
Proceeding from this~ it supported the Conference's decision and was ready to
begin consultations with other States members of the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament concerning the procedure for starting, in the Committee, the
discussion of the problem of the demilitarization of the sea-bed (CCD/PV.767).

281. The delegation added that the Treaty, to which over 60 States were parties,
should be regarded as a link in the chain of international limitations restraining
the nuclear arms race, since it limited the possibilities of deployment of nuclear
1·reapons in an environment which constituted most of the surface area of our planet.
At the same time, it created the prerequisites for the complete exclusion of the
sea·-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the sphere of the arms
race by committing States parties to continue negotiations on the further
demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor (CCD/PV.781).

282. The delegation of Poland. referring to the sea-bed treaty and to General
Assembly resolution 32/87 A, wished to alert the Committee to the fact that under
the terms of that resolution the Committee was expected to proceed promptly with
the consideration of further measures in the field of disarmament for the
prevention of an arms race in the vast sea-bed and ocean floor environment. In
presenting the draft of that resolution to the First Committee of the General
Assembly, Poland had stressed that what actually was at stake was a blueprint for
the Committee's further crucial new step towards full demilitarization of the
sea-bed. In Poland's opinion~ any comprehensive programme of disarmament the
Committee on Disarmament might elaborate in the future must provide for early and
constructive efforts to discharge the responsibility resting on the Committee in
that regard. The delegation expressed the hope that the readiness of the Soviet
Union to begin consultations with other States on the most effective
implementation of the request of the General Assembly would soon be emulated by
other States members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmement and States
parties to the sea-bed treaty (CCD/PV.768). Similarly the delegation of Mongolia
said it presumed that, in accordance with the General Assembly resolution on the
SUbject, the Committee would proceed promptly with consideration of further
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor (CCD/PV.773).

283. The delegation of the United States expressed the vie\-.] that the sea-·bed arms
control treaty had not only achieved its primary purpose, but had also played a
broader role in preventing the emergence of an arms race on the sea-bed. The
United States stated that it had seen no evidence of an arms race on the sea-bed
to date, and saw little prospect for one in the future. In light of that fa~t, .
the delegation stated, it did not believe that it was necessary for the Comm~ttee,
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or any other fora, to consider further disarmament measures in this area at the
present time; however, it believed that this subject should be kept under careful
review (CCD/PV.789).

G. Organization and procedures of the Committee

284. The delegation of Romania has emphasized the ever greater and more urgent
responsibility incumbent on the Committee to take firm action to adopt effective
disarmament measures within the terms of reference assigned to it. The meagre
result achieved during the 15 years of its existence has in no way affected the
arms race which is continuing unchecked at an ever faster rate. It is evident that
the required new course for the Committee's activity would not be reached through
disparate, incoherent approaches, however important the problems might be. This
delegation has further pointed out that firm action to pull the negotiations out
of deadlock and focus them on the adoption of practical and effective measures of
disarmament is an important political problem. Such actions could be taken first
of all by mobilizing the political will of all States, primarily of those States
which bear the main responsibility for disarmament. In those circumstances, the
setting in which action is to take place assumes particular importance. It is
obvious that the disarmament negotiations could not be revitalized without a
steady improvement in the way the Committee functioned. The attention which
Romania has always devoted to the organization of the Committee's activities is
based on the fact that disarmament negotiations should reflect the requirements of
the democratization of international life and participation by all states, on an
equal footing, in solving international problems. The delegation has also held
that the General Assembly, at its special session devoted to disarmament, would
closely examine the activity of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and
its role and place in disarmament negotiations. The delegation has asked the
Committee to lay down its programme of work for that session in accordance with
the decision taken in 1975 and has emphasized the necessity to set up the procedure
and the organizational framework for considering and deciding on proposals aimed
at a thorough improvement of the Committee's function (CCD/PV.73l).

285. In 1977, the United Kingdom drew attention to lessons which could be learned
from the negotiation of the convention on environmental warfare. In order to
reduce the problem that many Members of the United Nations not members of the
Committee had not been able to provide any input to the negotiating process and
had had insufficient time to consider a treaty text before being asked to give
their approval at the General Assembly, the delegation suggested that, when the
Committee decided to set up an ad hoc working group for the negotiation of a
treaty, a period of notice of not less than one month might be given to all States
Members of the United Nations not members of the Committee. Such States might be
invited to contribute to the negotiating process by submitting either written or
oral statements, according to their preference, and they might also be offered an
invitation to participate more fully in the Committee's negotiations; when the
Committee completed its work on a treaty, notification might be sent, together with
the treaty text, to all States Members of the United Nations which had not
participated in the working group, preferably at least three weeks in advance of
discussion of the text in the General Assembly (CCD/PV.729).
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286. The delegation of Yugoslavia has held that the Committee, in order to fulfil
its mandate, should endeavour to improve and promote the substance and methods of
its work. It should not be satisfied with the status of a quasi negotiating body,
without taking initiatives and actions of its own. In addition it should not be
permitted that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, as the only organ of
its kind in the field of disarmament negotiations, should simply wait for ready­
made solutions to be presented from outside and only then start acting as a
negotiating body. In particular the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
should not be a body to which final solutions are offered, as that was no way for an
international forum to perform its tasks and rise to its challenges. The delegation
has also stressed that the Committee should initiate appropriate actions, actively
participate in all phases of negotiations, influence decisions being taken in the
disarmament field and orient its negotiations in accordance with scientific and
technological developments in the field of armaments, oearing in mind the real
needs of the international community in this field. If this was not done, the
delegation believed, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament would remain as
ineffective as it has been so far and would not be able to adjust to the
requirements and the conditions of the present-day world. The delegation of
Yugoslavia has also supported changes in the methods of the Committee's work in
order to strengthen its capacity to negotiate on a basis of democracy and equality,
holding that the Committee, established outside the United Nations ~ramework~

reflected the circumstances and conditions of that time but that, since then, many
things have changed in the international community. The delegation has also held
that, at the present time, a large number of member countries are supporting
appropriate changes in the methods and character of the work of the Committee, or
the way it is managed~ and doing so in the best interests of the Committee itself,
deeply convinced that the Committee must reflect the needs of its time, rather than
to be overcome by them, and must promote its efficiency as a negotiating body
(CCD/PV.T42). The delegation of Yugoslavia has further held that as long as the
results of the Committee's negotiations failed to keep abreast of technological
developments, the Committee would continue to revolve in a vicious circle. The fact
that disarmament problems are exceedingly complicated, and that the political will
of all members of the international community is needed if they are to be solved,
should not be used to justify the meagre results being achieved or the lagging tempo
of negotiations, the delegation has maintained. It has further held that in the
15 years of its existence, the Committee has still not become a negotiating body in
the full sense of the word, as it should be, but became such a body only when its
two Co-Chairmen submitted for its consideration the agreed texts of an international
agreement. In 1977, the delegation stated that the Committee as a whole would have
had much material for negotiation during 1977 but, regrettably, that possioility had
been reduced to a minimum by the Committee's engagement in the direct negotiating
process being made dependent on the outcome of bilateral and trilateral
conSUltations, a procedure which did not help it to aChieve the best results. The
delegation expressed regret at cases of circumvention of the Committee, the conduct
of negotiations outside its framework, and failure to inform it of the course and
results of bilateral and trilateral talks. It stressed that the Committee as a
whole should take active part in all stages of the negotiation of the international
agreements that they are supposed to prepare and held that, instead of constantly
striving to create conditions enabling other States that are not members o~ the
Committee to make a useful contribution to its work, the Committee was continuing to
narrow its own frameworks and to curtail its own abilities. The delegation argued
further that all countries, regardless of their size or military power, were equally
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interested in disarmament questions which have the most direct bearing on the
security of each State. It stated that for that very reason, the international
agreements in the f'ield of' disarmament rest on respect for the basic interests of
all members of the world community and that they should be the product of the joint
efforts. of States f'or, only if' they are, can they win general support. The
delegat1.on of Yugoslavia expressed the view that this is still not always the case
with the present treaties and that this fact in itself should act as a warning
(CCD/PV. 757) .

287. On the question of' the Committee's organization and procedures, the delegation
of Mexico noted its previous recommendations in favour of a calendar of work,
preparation of the annual report by the Secretariat, replacement of the
co-chairmanship and establishment of a permanent SUb-committee. With more specific
regard to the co-chairmanship, the delegation proposed (a) that nUClear-weapon
States not be permitted to hold the chair.manship; (b) that, beginning in 1978, the
three groups represented in the Committee each designate one of the group for a
three-year term as members of' the Committee's "bureau", with each member holding the
chaiT.manship for one of' the years 1978-1980 while the other two would serve as vice­
chairmen; (c) that the same procedure be repeated at the 1981 session and every thref
years thereafter' and (d) that the -present rotation of the chairmanshi:9 be abolished
(CCD/PV.7211). The delegation has r~pe8,tedlY reiterated its view that replacement
of the institution of' the co-chairmanship would be indispensable to create
conditions favourable f'or the participation of France and China in the Committee
(cCD/pvo 746)" The delen.;ation ~f Hexi~o also stated in 1977 that the failure
to establish an ad hoc working group on a comprehentJive test ban or a chemical­
weapons ban had rendered virtually impossible any substantive contributions by the
non-nuc1ear-weapon States members of the Committee to negotiations on those items
during 1977. It added, in that connexion, that the contribution of the members of
the group of 15 could prove to be most useful, precisely in a situation where there
were no "identical draf'ts i1 of' the Dnited States and the fJoviet Union. 1:-Ti th more
particular reference to the question of organization and procedures of the
Committee, the delegation quoted from the opinions of a number of Member States of
the United Nations regarding the special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament; in the delegation's view, the majority of those opinions reflected an
impatience with the paucity of' the results of the Committee's endeavours, which in
large measure derived f'rom its inadequate organization and procedures and which
should not be ignored. The delegation then referred to two previous proposals aimed
at improving the Committee's organization and procedures: the establishment of a
standing sub-committee of' the whole to negotiate specific drafts and the substitutiol
of the CO-Chairmanship by a system more in keeping with United Nations practice and
with the principle of the sovereign equality of States. The decisive argument for
carrying out the latter, the delegation held, was the indisputable need for the
participation of the other two nuclear-weapon States in the Committee 1 s work, which
the present system understandably precluded; in that connexion, the delegation also
pointed out that a number of' opinions it had quoted had emphasized the need to
associate all nuclear-weapon States with disarmament negotiations and that several
had referred specif'ically to the prerequisites of changing the system of
co-chairmanship. As an alternative to the co-chairmanship, the delegation recalled
its proposal for a monthly rotating chairmanship among the non-weapon States members
of the Committee, holding that such a system would in no way detract from the role
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played by the present Co-Chairmen of the Committee. The delegation hoped that it
would prove possible for the Committee to achieve tangible negotiating results, as
well as changes in its structure, before the special session of the General Assembly
(CCD/PV. 762) •
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288. The delegation of India has held the view that the Committee on Disarmament
with all its inadequacies and imperfections has been a useful forum and that it
can continue to function even more effectively if some essential changes in its
structure and working procedures are made. The delegation has noted as positive
developments the fact that the reports of the Committee to the General Assembly
sessions are now far more substantive and meaningful, that the records of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament discussions are now available to all the
Members of the United Nations and to the pUblic at large, and that the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament's working programme now follows an agreed calendar
of work. As regards the institution of co-chairmanship, India was of the view that
it should be altered not because a change by itself would make it easier for China
and France to participate in its work, but because India felt that all the members
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, or for that matter any
international forum~ should have the same rights and responsibility. India
preferred the basis of monthly rotation among all members. As regards the
suggestion to establish a standing sub-connni ttee of the i-Thole, India would like
to examine this proposal further. India also supported the suggestion that States,
not members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, should have the
right to submit proposals or views they might have on measures of disarmament
under negotiations in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and to attend
meetings whenever such proposals were examined. As a rule the plenary sessions
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should not be closed but should
be opened to the press and to the others who wished to attend them. In addition
to the report that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament submits to the
General Assembly at the beginning of the Assembly session, it should a.lso submit
periodic reports (CCD/PV.771).

289. The delegation of Canada has stressed that, whatever changes may be made,
Canada believed that the COnference of the Committee on Disarmament should continue
to adhere to the procedure of consensus. It would be an improvement, the delegation
believed, if some means could be found to involve interested United Nations Members,
not members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in the process of
negotiation at a suitable stage in the development of a text, but it would be
counterproductive if new departures in that direction were seriously to undermine
the business-like advantages that derive from the limited membership of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. Concerning the co-chairmanship,
Canada has stated that any advantage of its modification in the context of
persuading all nuclear Powers to be associated in a constructive way in the
negotiations of international agreements of increasing significance in the field
of arms control and disarmament should be objectively evaluated. If the
co-chairmanship were to be set aside, the Canadian delegation would prefer to
see each individual country treated as an equal. individual sovereign State and
not as a member of a group. It would object to being arbitrarily and unjustifiably
defined by a group label that may have some validity elsewhere in some United
Nations circumstances but could have no part in matters of peace and security.
Canada would, therefore, not wish to see a future rotational system for the
chairmanship based on grouping, as such a system would not do justice to the fact
that members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament participate in its
work as individual States (CCD!PV.731).
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290. The United States, in 1977, stated its belief that the Committee should retain
a flexible attitude toward its procedures and organization, but stressed the
importance of retaining the characteristics which make the Committee a viable
negotiating forum rather than a place for political posturing. The delegation
emphasized that, if the Committee were to continue as an effective multilateral
disarmament negotiating body, it was essential that the Committee continue to
operate on the principle of consensus and that it maintain limited, but
representative, membership. The United States also stated that it was prepared to
consider organizational changes, but cautioned against discarding methods proven to
be effective just for the "sake of change" (CCD/PV.767).

*
* *

291. At the 1978 spring sessions, as in the past, many delegations commenting on the
question of specific modifications in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
or8:anizational procedures also ccmn>nte:d in a gew:ral wax on the perfcrrr:ancc: of the
Connnittee as a whole. In the follovline p3.!'agrapns, such general views arc fir st
presented, followed by the views of various delegations on specific proposals for
further organization and procedural changes in the Corrmittee.

292. The delegation of the Soviet Union stressed the significance of the Committee
as an authoritative and effective international negotiating body and hoped other
members would contribute to a solution of the common problems so that it could
achieve further concrete results (CCD/PV.767). The delegation also stated that the
Committee had become increasingly active, particularly in recent years and had been
intensifying its work, going deeper into problems and concentrating its attention
increasingly on the main areas of disarmament (CCD/PV.781). The delegation of
Hungary held that the Committee, as the sole organ for multilateral disarmament
negotiations, had a well-defined place in the machinery of such negotiations and
that it was generally recognized that it would continue to be needed in the future
(CCD!PV.770). The delegation of Bulgaria, stressing the significance of the five
treaties and conventions worked out as a result of the Committee's efforts,
expressed amazement at various negative assessments of the Committee's work, which
it considered prejudicial and unwarranted (CCD!PV.772). The delegation of the
United Kingdom also stressed that the Committee had not only achieved several
treaties but had made a substantial contribution to the general improvement in the
international atmosphere and had increased understanding of the problems of
disarmament and the ways of overcoming them (cCn/PV.786).

293. The delegation of India held that, with all its inadequacies. the Committee had
been a useful forum. It would function even more effectively with some changes in
its structure and working procedures, but India did not agree that it should be
replaced by some other negotiating body (CCD/PV.771 and 786). The delegation added
the view that effective mechanisms were important not only for making progress in
negotiations but also to help generate political will (cCn/PV.786).

294. The delegation of Japan supported the idea that the Committee on Disarmament
should modify parts of its organization and procedures so as to introduce measures
for improvement, with a view to strengthening its function while reflecting the
voices and opinions of the countries which were not members of the Committee, as
well as strengthening its ties to the United Nations General Assembly. However, it
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was firmly convinced that the Committee had been effectively discharging its
respc ibilityas a forum for negotiations, and that it was undoubtedly the most
appropriate organ ~or further negotiations, and hence that it should continue to be
an indicipensable negotieting body in the future (CCD/PV.776).

295. The delegation of Italy, noting that the Committee had played a leading role in
the elaboration of most of the treaties so far concluded, h~ld that while it was not
perfect, radical changes should not be made or existing bodies dismantled without
any real necessity. The Committee had irreplaceable skills and experience and had
recently adjusted its methods of work to meet the chan~ing needs; it should continue
to function as the main multilateral negotiating b~dy (CCD!PV.778). The delegatipn
of the United Kingdom considered the Committee to b~ onc of the most i~portant

international bodies in the world, since it was the principal multilateral
disarmament negotiating forum and disarmament was one of the most important world
tasks (CCD/PV. 779) .

296. On more specific matters, the delegation of Mexico, stressine the view that
there was widespread support for improving the structure and methods of work of the
Committee and specifically for changing without delay the present system of
co-chairmanship, urg~d the Committee to reconsider the proposal previously put
forward by Mexico and others to set up a standing sub-committee of the whole and to
abolish the co-chairmanship. Reminding the Committee tbat the group of 15 had
unanimously supported the proposal to establish a sub-committee containe~ in working
paper CCD/530 of 1977, the del~gation quoted extensively from that document
concerning the aavantages of establiShing the sub-committee and suggested that the
document be used as a basis for fur~her consideration of the matter. With regard to
the co-chairmanship, the delegation proposed that the many previous suggestions of
Mexico on the subject ~ the latest of which recoIllIDended a monthly l.'otation of the
chair among all non-nuclear-weapon States members of the Committee, might be used
as a basis for a resun~tion of consideration of the matter. ~rexico's rea8~il for
not including nuclear-wea-pon States in the su~gested rotation was the same as that
for excluding such States from the presidency of the General Assembly, the
delegation said (CCD/PV.767).

297. The delegation of Sweden also continued to support the elimination of the
CO-Chairmanship on the grounds that the world of 1978 was considerably different
from that of 1962, when the institution was established. The delegation suggested
that a Committee "bureau" be established consisting of four members, one Chairman
and three Vice-Chairmen, two of which would be chosen from the States belonging to
the military blocs and two from the group of neutral or non-aligned States; under
that arrangement, the chairmanship of Committee meetings could rotate among all
Committee members on a monthly or sessional basis. Sweden also recommended that the
formal meetings of the Committee be made pUblic unless decided otherwise and that
all United Nations Members who submitted proposals to the Committee should be
entitled to address the Committee during the discussions of such proposals in the
plenary meetings (CCD/PV.767).

298. The delegation of Romania continued to expect changes in the Committee's
activities that were urgently dellianded by the large majority of States (CCD/PV.768).
The delegation of Nigeria, calling for a realistic examination of the Committee by
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its members, stated that an effective negotiating forum should eI1sure the
participation of all nuclear-weapon States, should not be unduly restrictive, snould
have a democratic structure and should take into account the many changes that h~J

taken place in the world since 1961 (cCn/PV.769).

299. The delegation of India noted ttat, as a result of recent discussions on
organization and procedures, the annual reports were now more substantive and
meaningful, the records of the Connnittee were not made available to all United
Nations Members and to the public and the work progrannne followed an agreed calendar
ensuring the orderly conduct of business. A change should be made, however, in the
institution of the co-chairmanship, the delegation believed, not because such a
chanGe would make it easier for China and France to participate in the Committee,
however desirable that might be, but because all members of an international forum
should have the same riehts and responsibilities. For the same reason, however,
the delegation saw no reason to deny the nuclear-weapon States the right to act as
chairman and preferred a procedure of monthly rotation among all members. The
proposal to establish a standing sUb-committee should also be carefully studied.
India also supported the suggestion that non-menbers should have the right to submit

.proposals or views on measures under negotiation in the Committee and to attend
meetings when such measures were examined. It also believed that the plenary
meeting should not, as a rule, be closed to the press and Fublic particularly since
the verbatim records of those meetings were now being made available to the public.
Lastly, the delegation believed that, in addition to its annual report to the
General Assembly, the Committee should submit periodic reports (cCn/PV.771).

300. The delegation of Iran said it would consider changes in t le Committee's
organization and procedures that would advance the ultimate goal of achieving
substantial measures of arms limitations, in particular any modifications that would
bring all the nuclear-weapon States into the negotiations. With reference to the
co-chairmanship, the delegation held that any remedy' for the present situation must
also uphold the principle of the sovereign equality of States and, therefore, the
best solution would be to rotate the chairmanship among all Committee members
without excluding any State or group of States (CCD/PV. 778) •

301. The delegation of Italy believed that while a good negotiating structure could
not remedy a lack of political will, the latter could be stimulated by, and
gradually originated from, a better understanding through constructive discussions
in an approIriate body. With particular regard to suggestions that the Committee
should again be enlarged, Italy considered a limited forum to be essential for the
efficient conduct of business and, although it wculd consider a small increase in
the Committee's size, it believed that careful attention should be given to the
capability of new members to contribute to disarmament negotiations. As an
alternative, Committee meetings might be opened to other States Members of the
United Nations under appropriate conditions, possibly as observers. othel United
Nations Members might also be allowed to submit written proposals for consideration
as official documents and participate in the discussions of those proposals. With
regard to strengthening the link with the United Nations, the Committee should
maintain the degree of autonomy essential for creativity and productiveness, as
well as the principle of consensus so essential in a body where the security
interests of all States were involved. The Committee shculd, however, prepare
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periodic reports to the General Assembly after its annual spring session, as well
as special reports o~ particular topics. The Committee should, at th~ be~inninB of
each annual session, also aBree on the work to be accomplished and on a methodicul
programme of negotiations. It should also seek agreement on setting up without
delay functional working groups to negotiate draft treaties or to give informal
considerations to specific items, when necessary with the participation ~f experts.
With regard to the argument that the abolis~0nt of the co-chairmanship would mw{e
the Committee more attractive to the nuclear-weapon Powers not now participating
in it, Italy believed that, in a body taking decisions by consensus, elimination
of the co-chairmanship would not affect the substance of the prerogatives of the
Soviet Union and the United States, both o~ which played a crucial role in the
disarmament process and had a special responsibility for its promotion: on the '
other hand, if renunciation of the co-chairmanship would result in the participation
of China and France, such a renunciation would be a gesture of goodwill highly
appreciated by the international community (CCD/PV.778) •

302. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germ~ny favoured improvements in the
Committee's procedures and composition provided such changes would improve the
Committee's efficiency (CCD/PV.77l). The delegation of Japan supported the idea of
improving the Committee's organization and procedures with a view to enhancing its
role, reflecting the views of non-members and strengthening the Committee's ties to
the General Assembly (CCD/PV.776).

303. The delegations of Hungary (CCD/PV.770), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.77l), Bulgaria
(CCD/PV.772), Mongolia (CCD/PV.773) and the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.775)
directly rebutted a number of the proposals outlined above for additional changes
in the Committee's organization and procedures, in particular the proposal to
eliminate the co-chairmanship. Speaking generally, the delegation of
Czechoslovakia considered the recently revised organization and procedures of the
Committee, including maintenance of co-chairmanship, to be well-suited to the needs
of the Committee's work; while the delegation waR willing to consider any further
meaningful and justified changes on their merit, it did not believe changes should
be made hastily without due consideration. The delegation of Hungary pointed out
that the Committee had already taken a number of decisions to strengthen or modify
its practices, and held that in view of the urgent problems of halting the arms
race, the Committee should set secondary matters aside and concentrate all its
energies on the main tasks before it. Similarly, the Gerffian Democratic Republic
stressed that the Committee had discussed all procedural questions freely and
regularly over the years, which had resulted in important changes in the Committee's
composition, as well as the adoption of a number of procedural changes as recently
as 1977. All States Members of the United Nations were now fully informed of the
Committee's work and could participate in that work under various arrangements.
Such flexibility should continue, the delegation held, on the basis of consensus
and the equality of States, and no bureaucratic machinery should be established,
for example in the form of a standing SUb-committee.
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301~. The delegation of Iv1cngolia stated that it regarded the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament as an independent, multilateral negotiating body with
solid working experience, and that the question which was now being raised
repeatedly in the Committee with the clear aim of achieving a fundamental
reorganization of its structure should be approached with all due seriousness
( CCD/PV. 773) .

305. On the particular question of the co-chairmanship, the delegation of Hungary,
pointing out that all countries recognized the reality of the important role
played by the Soviet. Union and the United States in world problems and in the
maintenance of peace and international security, held that it followed that the
un{ty of views and common initiative of those two' States was essential for any
important and lasting arrangement on disarmament. That fact justified the
institution of the co-chairm&1ship in the Committee on Disarmament. The delegation
added that it doubted that the abolition of the co-chairmanship would appreciably
influence the attitude of those Powers that were so far not inclined to
participate in disarmament negotiations. The key ~~ the solution of major
disarmament problems, the delegation concluded, lay neither in the continuous

'reorganization of the Committee nor in the abolition of the cc-chairmanship, but
in much deeper considerations.

306. The delegation of Bulgaria pointed out that there had never been a single
instance of high-handedness in the Committee on the part of the co-Chairmen and
that all members were equal, each chairing the Committee meetings in alphabetical
order. Each member could not only present documents and proposals, but also
oppose Committee decisions, all of which must be taken by' consensus. The
efficiency of the Committee's procedures had been amply demonstrated, and the
Committee should be grateful to the co-Chairmen for their hard work both in the
Committee and outside it; there could be few results in the disarmament field
without their Qctive bilateral efforts. For those reasons, the delegation urged
the Committee to concentrate its entire attention mainly on the most pressing
problems of disarm8.lllent instead of diverting it to non-substantive matters. The
delegation of Mongolia also held that the institution of the co-chairmanship
involved the very principles on which the Committee was based.

307. Similarly, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic held that the
existence of the co-chairmanship had never prevented equality in reaching
Committee decisions; on the contrary, the close collaboration of the two
co-Chairmen had saved the Committee from lengthy discussions of matters which
were the special responsibility of those two Powers. The delegation added that
attempts to transfer the structure of other international bodies to the Committee
on Disarmament could only harm the Committee. Its failure to achieve a greater
degree of success was not due to its procedures, and changing its procedures
would not significantly accelera~e its work. The German Democratic Republic
also referred to the question of the Committee's composition, noting that it had
grown dynamically over the 16 years of the Committee's existence and holding that
the present composition met essential requirements and should be maintained in
principle.

308. On 17 March 1978, the group of 15 in the Committee submitted a ,wrking paper
(CCD/ 563) on organi zation and procedures of the Committee. The paper stated that
the following five chang,~s deserved the highest priority: (a) strengthening the
existing link between the General Assembly and the Committee by permitting all
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States Members of the United Nations to submit disarmament proposals on questions
under the Committee's consideration and to participate in the Committee and its
working bodies when such proposals were examined and by enhancing the role in
the Committee of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General and the
Centre for Disarmament of the United Nations; (b) replacement of the
co-chairmanship by a new system to be agreed upon based on existing proposals;
(c) adoption of rules of procedures for the Committee; (d) examination of other
procedures to improve the Committee's effectiveness, including the establishment
of a standing SUb-committee of the whole; and (e) opening the Committee's plenary
meetings to the public.

309. In introducing the document on behalf of the 15 sponsors, the delegation of,
Mexico stressed the additional points that renunciation of the co-chairmanship
could not prejUdice the powers or legitimate interests of the Soviet Union and
the United States, since all decisions were taken by consensus and that, on the
contrary, such a gesture of renunciation would considerably enhance the moral
stature of the two Powers; and that the rules of procedure to be adopted would
incorporate all the customs and usages that had been gradually developed over
the 16 years of the Committee's existence (CCD/PV.781).

310. In supporting the document, the delegation of Egypt emphasized that the
co-chairmanship should be altered to satisf,y the need for a change felt by
Committee members, perhaps by monthly rotation, and that an organic link should
be established between the Committee and the United Nations General Assembly
(CCD/PV. 782).

311. The delegation of the Soviet Union again noted that the Committee was the
basic multilateral disarmament negotiating body and that it had actively
participated and contributed to the elaboration of five disarmament agreements
Which, together with bilateral arms control agreements between the Soviet Union
and the United States, constituted the most essential part of international
agreements in the disarmament field. The delegation also affirmed that the
practical results achieved by the Committee could have been more significant if
the Committee's efforts had had the political and practical support of all States,
and in particular the nuclear-weapon Powers. Despite such objective difficulties,
however, the Committee had proved itself to be a dYnamic mech8J."1ism for conducting
multilateral negotiations on disarmament, a mechanism which was constantly
improving the forms of its organization and procedure. In that connexion the
Soviet delegation made additional comments on various specific aspects of the
Committee's work and org~~ization. On the question of the Committee's composition,
the delegation stressed that, over the years, the Committee had made dynamic
changes in membership reflecting the changes that had taken place in the world
since its establishment. The present ratio of membership, with one half divided
in equal numbers between the socialist countries and the Western countries and
the other half comprised of developing and non-aligned co~~tries, reflected
existing realities and took into account the interests of all States. The present
Committee membership thus ensured the required representation while being
reasonably limited to enable the Committee to act effectively and flexibly. On
the question of the forms and methods of the Committee's work, the delegation
pointed out (a) that the chairmanship of formal meetings was rotated in turn among
all members in alphabetical order; (b) that informal meetings were r..:gularly held
on various questions to permit a more free exchange of views and the participation
of technical experts if required; (c) that ad hoc working groups could be
established for detailed scrutiny of draft agreements, for study of special
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questions and for seeking solutions to various problems; (d) that bilateral and
multilateral negotiations and consultations were conducted for various purposes 7

including the preparation of specific proposals; (e) that all decisions were
taken on the basis of consensus, thus putting all Committee members on an equal
footing; and (f) that the Co-Chairmen were increasingly assuming difficult tasks
and responsibilities for the preparation of initiatives to solve various topical
questions, playing an important organizational role without hampering in any way,
but rather encouraging, initiative on the part of other members, and providing
the specific knowledge of the sUbject matter under discussion which 7 unlike the
case in certain United Nations bodies, was of particular importance in a working
body having the more narrow task of elaborating draft disarmament agreements.
While the delegation proceeded from the premise that improvements in the form
and methods of work were both possible and desirable, as evidenced by the
decisions in the matter taken at the 1976 and 1977 sessions of the Committee,
reforms should not be an end in themselves and not Llade merely for the sake of
reform, but should actually result in greater effectiveness to achieve greater
results (CCD!PV. 781).

312. The delegation of the United States, while understanding the impatience and
concern of some Committee members that import.ant matters were being discussed on
a bilateral or trilateral basis, urged the Committee to bear in mind that the
Committee had played an important substantive role in elaborating five arms
control treaties, all of which were time consuming and required extensive bilateral
or trilateral consultations. As examples, the delegation mentioned negotiations
on the partial test ban from 1958 to 1963 - with continuing and promising
negotiations continuing to the present day on a full test ban - and on the
non-proliferation treaty from 1962 to 1968. As a final word on the future of the
Committee, which vTould be discussed at the upcoming special session of the
General Assembly, the delegation reiterated its view that the Committee was a
useful negotiating forum and should be retained as such with a size commensurate
to its tasks; it also believed that its organization and procedures were operating
effectively, although the United States would be prepared to accept structural
changes if it appeared that a positive advantage would be gained thereby
(CCD/PV.781 and 789).

313. The delegation of Poland stressed the Vlew that, with many formidable new and
old tasks, the Committee should be careful that the ultimate interests of
disarmament did not suffer through a desire to reform existing mechanisms. In
that connexion, the delegation associated itself with the views expressed by
Italy concerning its reluctance to make radical changes and dismantle existing
bodies without any real necessity. The delegation also emphasized that the two
enlargements of the Committee is membership, in 1969 and in 1975, had reflected
the growing interest in disarmament negotiations and had resulted, among other
things, in a better political and geographical representation without turning the
Committee into a mere debating forum. With regard to the method of work, the
last few years had shown that the annual reviews or organizational procedures
resulted in satiSfactory procedural adjustments, such as the method of
preparation of the Committee's annual reports, the new press release format and
the variety of ways in which the Corrmrittee was now handling its work.
Unacceptable additional demands, the delegation believed, might seriously strain
the constructive spirit of accommodation now prevailing in the Committee and
undermine its foundation as a viable and effective multilateral disarmament
negotiating body, based on the essential principle of consensus. Specifically,
the delegation was not persuaded that the institution of the co-chairmanShip
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should be replaced, particularly since it saw no tangible proof that the
institution stood in the way of other nuclear-weapon Powers joining in the COllUIlon
endeavours. Sharing the view that the treaties and conventions that the
Committee had already helFed to conclude represented the most essential part of
the international achievements in the field, the delegation held that the list
was unsurpassed in the history of multilateral disarmament negotiations, even
though the Committee should not be overly satisfied so long as the arms race had
not been stopped or revers ed (CCD/PV. 783) •

314. The delegation of the Netherlands, summarizing the situation with regard to
the Committee's organization and procedures as the delegation saw it, held that
it would be too easy to pretend that something was wrong with the Committee
because of some understandable disappointments over the allegedly meagre results
of its negotiations. Disarmament was a difficult and complex problem touching
on the security of States and must be considered in various forums depending on
the subject matter. The Committee on Disarmament had been created to meet the
absolute necessity of having a world-wide forum. to conclude agreements that would
find world-wide acceptance, and it had accomplished important work and had other
important .,ork before it. There seemed to be a general feeling that such a body
should have a restricted membership to make possible effective negotiations on
complicated disarmament questions, and the delegation did not believe that
suggestions for a rotating membership were practical. On the other hand,
countries not members of the Committee should be permitted, even more than in
the past, to circulate working documents and parti cipate in special working groups,
such as had occurred in the cases of the nuclear-weapon-free-zone group and the
seismic group. It must be kept in mind, however, that the detailed negotiation
of a particular treaty was a key Committee activity that did not require the
participation of many countries. The delegation also feared that making the
Committee meetings public might encourage propaganda exercises for the press.
It suggested that the role of non-members in achieving agreements might be
enhanced by gi ving the First Committee of the General Assembly ample time to
consider the results of the Committee's work each year and to refer matters back
to the COrnmUttee for further consideration if the First COmnUttee did not consider
the results satisfactory.

315. 1;Tith regard to the position of the Soviet Union and the United States in
the Committee, the delegation of the Netherlands held that it was obvious that
no disarmament agreement could be concluded without their consent and active
participation in its elaboration, but there was no need for the two Powers to
have the special status of Co-Chairmen to make that position clear. The main
objective should be to maintain the Committee as a serious and viable fortun.
attractive to all nuclear-weapon States, since the agreement of the two principal
nuclear-weapon States J while vital for any real disarmament measure, was not the
only factor in world relations. The delegation had no strong feelings with
regard to the establishment of a Committee "bureau" or steering comrnittee,
provided that it would be a tool to accelerate Conmrlttee work efficiently and
democratically and not become a ldnd of lIinner circle". In conclusion, the
delegation again stressed the importance it attached to the Committee, to its
flexible procedures, to its restricted membership with substantial know-how and
to its rule of consensus. The delegation considered the Committee basically
sound and, while not opposing useful adaptations, as already indicated, believed
there was no need for a fundamentally different forum. It hoped the Committee
would make that position clear in its special report to the special session of
the General Assembly (ibid.).
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316. The delegation of Italy, in introducing its working paper CCD/568 on
international mechanisms for dis armament, confirmed its high regard for the work
of the Committee, despite some disappointments, and stressed that Italy still
considered it the most qualified body for the negotiation of international
disarmament measures at the multilateral level and on the basis of consensus.
The delegation pointed out, however, that its paper suggested that the Committee
might: (a) accept a limited increase in its present membership; (b) permit a
broader participation of interested non-member States as observers with the right
to present written proposals and to take part in the discussion of such proposals;
(c) maintian a closer liaison with the United Nations by submitting progress
reports after each spring session, as well as periodic reports on particular
topics; (d) establish a methodical schedule of negotiations for its sessions at
the beginning of each year's work; (e) establish functional working groups to
negotiate draft treaties or to study specific items in depth with the assistance
of experts; and (f) consider opening its plenary meetings to the pUblic. The
delegation further noted that its Government had not deemed it appropriate to
formulate suggestions regarding the Committee co-chairmanship in a general and
tentative working document because of the delicate and complex nature of the
question, but confirmed the views it had expressed earlier on the subject and said
it was prepared to accept any solution conforming to generally recognized
international practices (CCD/PV.T84).

317. The delegation of Romania held that the attention being given at the spring
session to the role of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in the
framework of disarmament negotiations was justified by the unsatisfactory results
achieved by the Committee so far and by the upcoming special session on
disarmament. Quoting from a number of documents on the subject submitted by
Romania in the past to show its constant interest in the adoption of measures to
im:prove and enhance the role of the United Nations and the Committee, the
delegation stated that the views it was now presenting to the Committee on the
subject of the Committee's organization and procedures were based on the recent
Romanian document submitted to the Perparatory Committee for the Special Session
(A!AC.18Y/Tl), affirming that the United Nations should exercise direct authority
in the disarmament field concerning negotiations, the elaboration of draft
agreements and the verification of implementation of agreements. The basic
reason for the Committee's inactivity was a lack of political will of States, in
contradiction to commitments undertaken by them in the United Nations Charter,
and the role of any disarmament mechanism should be that of mobilizing and
harmonizing such political will. In carrying out such a role, the organization
and procedures under which negotiations were carried out could be decisive,
:particularly in a multilateral negotiating body such as the Conference of the
Co~ttee on Disarmament. Committee reform was therefore not a case of change
for the sake of change, but a means of increasing the Committee's efficiency and
output; the positions of the various members towards procedural reform reflected
their attitude on the degree of authority and competence the Committee should be
given. The delegation listed five considerations that it considered indispensable
for efficient Comrrdttee work: (a) the extension of the authority of the United
Nations over the Committee's work; (b) democratization of Committee work and
procedures; (c) the taking into consideration of the proposals and views of all
member States on an equal footing; (d) the creation of conditions for the direct
participation of all members in all phases of discussions and negotiations, as
well as for the free access to the Committee of all other interested States; and
(e) the use of open diplomacy within the Committee and the provision of accurate
information to the public concerning the consequences of the arms race and the
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progress of disarmament negotiations. In expressing Romania's support for
document CCD!563 submitted by the group of 15, as well as for other proposals
aimed at Corrmdttee orgm1ization and procedures, the delegation concluded that
a substantial majority of Committee members now stood for such changes. On the
specific point of the co-chairmanship the delegation of Romania expressed its
strong preference that the Committee should be presided by all delegations in
an alphabetical order. It also stated that no chairmanship formula based on the
representation of military allimlces would be acceptable. Changes in organization
and procedures were a basic reQuirement for adjustment to the basic changes in
international relations since the Comrrdttee's creation cnd not a matter to be
directly linked with the Question of participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers
in the Committee's work (CCD/PV.785).

318. The delegation of the United Kingdom, reaffirming its view of the value of
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as an institution, called attention
to the gradual expansion of disarmament comrrdttees over the years, which reflected
a gro",th of interest in the subject of disarmament. There had been a conflict
between the desire to keep the negotiating committee small enough to facilitate
the progress of the negotiations mld the desire to contain as many States and
points of view as possible. Because of this, there could be no ideal size
for a negotiating body but there was a strong case for bringing certain major
Powers into the negotiating of disarmament treaties and there should be
arrangements to allow non-members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to participate on issues in which they had a particular interest. Considerable
improvements in the working procedures of the Committee had been made over the
years~ the delegation held, and the use of ad hoc working groups had proved
valuable (CCD/PV.786).

319. The delegation of Ethiopia said it would support genuine measures which would
enable the Committee to function more effectively and to continue as the main
international negotiating forum on disarmament. It recognized the special
responsibilities devolving upon the nuclear-weapon States and the need for
maintaining the delicate balance in the Committee's membership, but measures
should be sought to improve the working mechanism of that important negotiating
machinery and at the same time to enable all nuclear-weapon States to participate
in its work. It was with that understanding that the Ethiopian delegation
supported working paper CCD/563 submitted by the group of 15.

*
* *

320. At the closing meeting of the spring session, the delegation of India,
speaking on behalf of the group of 15, stated the views of the group on the
concluding chapter entitled "Tasks Ahead ll which the group had proposed to be
added to the special report. From the beginning of the discussion in the
Committee on the structure of the special report, a number of members of the
group of 15 had stressed the need to have a final chapter to the special report,
had suggested the title ilTasks Ahead", aJ. though they would not have objected to
calling it 1! Conclus ions !I, and had clearly stated the group I s position in that
regard on 21 April 1978. The ~roup strongly believed that such a chapter was
relevant because, under it, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament could
affirm its comrrdtment to look ahead and to pursue negotiations towards general
and complete disarmament and could also indicate some of its specific plans for
the near future. In addition, with a short, concluding chapter the structure of
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the report would be complete and not end abruptly. With this in mind, the group
of 15 had presented to the Committee at its informal meeting on 10 May a brief
text for such a chapter for the consideration of the Corrmdttee, as follows:

"Ever since the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament was established as
the principal forum for multilateral disarmament negotiations, its primary
objective has remained general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective internation control. But at the same time, the Committee has
attempted to reach agreements on partial measures of disarmament. Over the
years, the efforts of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament have
fructified in several treaties and conventions. In the field of disarmament,
where vital security interests of States are involved, progress on important
issues is often not as quick as expected. The Committee would continue to
discharge the tasks of finding solutions to the disarmament issues of foremost
priority, i.e. a comprehensive test ban and a ban on chemical weapons. r10re
recently, negotiations on a comprehensive test ban and chemical weapons have
been carried out in forums outside the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament. While not denying the importance of preliminary negotiations
among the militarily significant States, inasmuch as this could facilitate
mutual understanding, the Committee expects to have the opportunity soon to
engage in actual negotiations on these most important issues. The Committee
feels successful negotiation of these priority issues will constitute
significant steps towards the achievement of its goal of general and complete
disarmament under strict and international control. To this end, the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has a duty and an important task
ahead."

The group had explained that it was flexible as regards the contents, the length
and even the title of this chapter and had presented the text with the view that
a commonly acceptaqle formulation could be worked out. The group had further
clarified that this brief position could be placed at the end of section II of
volume 1. In view of the lack of consensus for the proposal of the group of 15,
the group finally decided not to press it further. The group would, however,
propose that the text of the proposal and the views of the group on its proposal
regarding the concluding chapter be included in volume 11 of the special report.

*
* *

321. The present report is transmitted by the Co-Chairmen on behalf of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

(Signed) V. 1. LIKHATCHEV
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
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