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INTRODUCTION

1. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament submits to the United Nations
General Assembly and the United Nations Disarmament Commission a progress report on
the Committee's deliberations on all questions before it for the period 17 February
to 3 September 1976, together with the pertinent documents and records.

2. This report includes an account of the organization of the Conference (part I)
and of the Committee's work during 1976 based on its agenda, as well as on the
recommendations contained in the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly

(part II).

3. A special report on the question of a draft convention on the prohibition of
military or any other hostile use of envirommental modification techniques,
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 3475 (XXX), is submitted as part III.

I. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE

A. Procedural arrangements

L. The Conference was in session from 17 February to 22 April and from 22 June to
3 September 1976. During that period, the Committee held LO formal plenary
meetings at which members set forth their Governments' views and recommendations
for progress on the questions before the Committee.

5. The Committee also held 58 informal meetings without records on various
subjects, including organization of work, cessation of nuclear-weapon tests,
prohibition of chemical weapons, prohibition of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons, and prohibition of military or any
hostile use of environmental modification techniques.

6. In addition, members of the Committee met frequently for informal multilateral
consultations on disarmament questions of common interest.

7. Pursuant to the decision taken by the Committee in 1975, that in the future it
would discuss the organization of its work each year at the beginning of the
session and thereafter as the need arose, the Committee held six informal meetings
on organization of work during the period from 17 February to 22 April 1976. It
also discussed some general aspects of the subject in plenary meetings, during the
same period (see paras. 247-272 below).

8. As a result of those discussions, the Committee, at its T08th meeting on

1 July 1976, took the following decision concerning certain procedural aspects of
the Committee's work in 1976:
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"I. Certain procedural aspects of the Committee's work for 1976

“"A. Preparation of the report

"l. The draft report should be prepared by the Secretariat.

"2, The draft should be made available to all members of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmrment at least two weeks before the scheduled date
for the closure of the summer session. (It should be brought up to date at

the end of the succeeding week. )
"3. The draft should contain:
"(a) The provisional agenda as adopted on 15 August 1968;

“(b) A summary of specific requests addressed to the Conference by the
United Nations General Assembly at its preceding regular session;

"(c) Sectional headings in accordance with the items comprising
subparagraphs (a) and (b) above and other matters raised in the Committee

during the year;
"(d) Significant views expressed by delegations under each item

including their analysis, if any, of the issues discussed (if more than one
delegation has made the same point the fact should be clearly stated);

"(e) Conclusions and decisions, if any, adopted by consensus;

"(f) The same kind of index as appeared in the 1975 report (the subject
headings may need to be changed from time to time);

"(g) Working papers and proposals submitted during the year;

"(h) Verbatim records of the meetings held during the year should be
available in New York to cdelegations of States Members of the United Nations

as a separate annex to the report.

", The Committee will consider the draft report during the final week
of its summer session. Delegations wishing to make statements on matters of
substance during that week, and wishing reference to the statements to be
included in the report, should provide very brief summaries for this purpose.

"S. The report should be circulated in New York to all delegations of
States Members of the United Nations by 1 October.

"B. Organization of work

"The Committee agrees to establish, for 1976, a working group of the

Conference for the purpose of considering any modifications that any
delegation may propose to the identical texts of a draft Convention on the
prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification
techniques, submitted by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United
States as documents CCD/UT1 and U472 l/ respectively, and of fa01lltat1ng the

negotiation of the text of an agreement.

l/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session,

Supplament No. 27, annex 1i, sects. 24 and 25.
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9.

"The chairmanship of the working group will rotate at each meeting in the
same manner as in the Conference. The meetings of the working group will be
on an informal basis and will be scheduled so as to avoid conflicting or
otherwise interfering with the regular or informal meetings of the Conference.
The level of representation in the working group will be determined by each
delegation. The working group, on a periodic basis, will issue whatever
reports to the Conference are deemed necessary. The Committee requests that
the Secretariat provide assistance to the working group as necessary,
including the preparation of unofficial summaries of the working group's
proceedings.

"The Conference will take any other decisions that may be necessary
regarding the organization and procedures of the working group.

"C. Communiqués of the meetings

"The communiqué issued after each plenary meeting should be drawn up in
such a way as to reflect meore substantially the proceedings of the meeting.

"It should contain information with respect to the consecutive number of
the plenary meeting held and the chairmanship of the day.

"The communiqué should enumerate the names of the representatives of the
countries who made statements, the topics covered by them and proposals or
working papers submitted to the Committee.

"Tt should also contain information with respect to the Committee's
decisions concerning its schedule of work, convening of formal, informal, or
other meetings.

"II. Organization of work for 1977

"The Committee agrees that, at the beginning of its 1977 session, it will
determine appropriate working arrangements for considering the issues before
it. The work of the Committee will continue to be conducted in plenary
meetings and through any additional arrangements agreed by the Committee, such
as decisions to convene or establish subsidiary bodies or to hold special
plenary meetings, inforral. meetings, or informal meetings with experts." (The
understanding that the words "subsidiary bodies" did not in any way imply a
restricted membership was also recorded.)

At its Tllth plenary meeting, on 22 July 1976, the Committee decided to

establish an ad hoc group of scientific experts to consider international
co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events. The text of the
decision was as follows:

"The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, having considered the
proposal made by the delegation of Sweden at its 7O4th plenary meeting, on
22 April 1976, agrees to establish, under its auspices, an Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect
and Identify Seismic Events.



"Membership in the A4 Hoe Group will be open to scientific experts
nominated by any member State of the Conference. In order to enable the
Group to draw on the expertise of other States, membership in the A4 Hoe Group
will also be open to scientific experts nominated by States Members of the
United Nations that are not represented in the Conference, upon invitation of
the Conference. By nominating experts to participate in the Group, States do
not commit themselves to the adequacy of the international co-operative
measures studied.

"The Ad Hoc Group will hold its first meeting during the week beginning
2 August. The Conference requests that the Group submit a progress report to
it before the end of the 1976 session.

"The Conference decides that the Group shall elect its own chairman. It
further decides that the Group should seek to achieve consensus in its reports
and that, whenever consensus cannot be achieved, each expert will be entitled
to incorporate his own view.

"The Group should carry out its work on an informal basis, with
unofficial working papers and proceedings, as deemed necessary. The report of
the Group to the Conference will be prepared on a formal basis.

"The Conference requests that the Secretariat undertake to provide the
Group with the necessary assistance and services.

"The Conference decides that the Group will be guided by the following
terms of reference:

"For the purpose of carrying out this investigation the Group should
specify the characteristics of an international monitoring system including,
inter alia:

(1) A global network of seismological stations, selected from existing
and planned installations;

(2) Data required from the stations to facilitate the analysis for
detecting, locating and identifying seismic events;

(3) Transmission facilities for the timely exchange of data between
seismological stations and data centres;

(4) Facilities, procedures and related financial implications with
respect to contributing and receiving centres for detecting, locating and
identifying seismic events throughout the world and facilitating the collation
and dissemination of relevant documentation;

(5) The costs which would be incurred if an international monitoring
system were established.

"In addition to the items listed above, the Group would endeavour to
estimate the detection and identification capability of such an international
co-operative system. The estimates would be on the basis of available data or,
where desirable and feasible, also on the basis of data obtained from
experimental exercises involving the whole or part of the specified global
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network. The Group should not, however, assess the adequacy of such a system
for verifying a comprehensive test ban. Rather it should provide factual
results of its analysis for the benefit of Governments to assist them in
making such an assessment and in directing future research. The
responsibility of the Group would be purely scientific.”

10. The Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events held six informal meetings, between
2 and 6 August 1976, on which date it submitted its first progress report to the
Committee (CCD/513). Seismic experts and representatives from the following member
States participated in its work: Canada, Egypt, Germany (Federal Republic of),
India, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Nigeria, Romania, Sweden, United Kingdom of

Great Britain and Northern Ireland and United States of America. In addition, upon
their own request, the Conference invited Australia, Belgium, Denmark, Finland and

Norway to participate in the work of the group through their scientific experts or
representatives.

B. Participants in the Conference

11. Representatives of the following States continued their participation in the
work of the Committee: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Egypt, Ethiopia, German Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal Republic of),

Hungary, India, Iran, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Yugoslavia and Zaire.



II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE DURING 1976

12. The Committee had before it the provisional agenda adopted on 15 August 1968,
on the recommendation of the Co-Chairmen of the Conference, which read as follows:

"l. Further effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.

"Under this heading members may wish to discuss measures dealing with the
cessation of testing, the non-use of nuclear weapons, the cessation of
production of fissionable materials for weapons use, the cessation of
manufacture of weapons and reduction and subsequent elimination of nuclear
stockpiles, nuclear-free zones, etc.

"2, Non-nuclear measures.

"Under this heading, members may wish to discuss chemical and
bacteriological warfare, regional arms limitations, etec.

"3, Other collateral measures.

"Under this heading, members may wish to discuss prevention of an arms
race on the sea-bed, etc.

"4, General and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control.

"The Co~Chairmen note the recognized right of any delegation to raise
and discuss any disarmament subject in any meeting of the Committee."

13. The Committee also had before it a letter dated 23 January 1976 from the
Secretary-General of the United Nations (CCD/4T78), transmitting the resolutions on
disarmament adopted by the General Assembly in 1975, at its thirtieth session, in
particular those entrusting specific responsibilities to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, namely: resolution 3465 (XXX), "Chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons'; resolution 3466 (XXX), "Urgent need for
cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and conclusion of a treaty designed
to achieve a comprehensive test ban"; resolution 3470 (XXX), "Mid-term review of
the Disarmament Decade'"; resolution 3475 (XXX), "Prohibition of action to influence
the environment and climate for military and other hostile purposes, which are
incompatible with the maintenance of international security, human well-being and
health"; resolution 3479 (XXX), "Prohibition of the development and manufacture of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons';
resolution 3484 A (XXX), "General and complete disarmament". 1In the same letter
the Secretary-General drew attention, in particular, to the following provisions
of those resolutions:

"(a) In resolution 3465 (XXX), paragraph 3 requests the Conference

of the Committee on Disarmement to continue negotiations as a matter of
high priority, taking into account the existing proposals, with a view
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1k,

to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of
the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and
for their destruction; and paragraph T requests the Conference to report

on the results of its negotiations to the General Assembly at its thirty-first
session;

"(b) In resolution 3466 (X¥X), paragraph T urges the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament to give the highest priority to the conclusion

of a comprehensive test ban agreement and to report to the General Assembly
at its thirty-first session on the progress achieved;

"(¢) In resolution 3470 (XXX), paragraph 6 invites the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament to review the work done in the implementation
of the purposes and objectives of the Disarmament Decade and in this light to
reappraise its tasks and duties, as necessary, in order to accelerate the

pace of its efforts to negotiate truly effective disarmament and arms
limitation agreements;

"(d) In resolution 3475 (XXX), paragraph 1 requests the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations, bearing in mind
existing proposals and suggestions as well as relevant discussions by the
General Assembly, with a view to reaching early agreement, if possibl=
during the 1976 session of the Conference, on the text of a convention on
the prohibition of military or other hostile use of environmental
modification techniques, and to submit a special report on the results
achieved for consideration by the Assembly at its thirty-first session;

"(e) In resolution 3479 (XXX), paragraph 3 requests the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament to proceed as soon as possible, with the
assistance of qualified governmental experts, to work out the text of an
appropriate international treaty or agreement for the prohibition of the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such weapons and to submit a report on the results

achieved for ccnsideration by the General Assembly at its thirty-first
session;

"(f) In resolution 3484 A (XXX), paragraph 8 requests the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament to keep under review, in its consideration
of an elaboration of a comprehensive test ban treaty, the arms control
implications of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, including the

possibility that such explosions could be misused to circumvent any ban on
the testing of nuclear weapons.'

A1l matters dealt with in the above-mentioned resolutions of the General

Assembly were considered by the Committee and are covered in this report, as
follows:

Resolution 3465 (XXX) - (considered in both plenary and informal meetings
with experts): part II, section B;

Resolution 3466 (XXX) - (considered in plenary and informal meetings with

experts, as well as in an ad hoc working group):
part II, section A;



Resolution 3470 (XXX) - (considered in plenary, in particular in three
meetings devoted to the subject): part II, section D;

Resolution 3475 (XXX) - (considered in plenary and informal meetings with
experts, as well as in an ad hoc working group
established for the purpose5: part IIT
(special report);

Resolution 3479 (XXX) - (considered in both plenary and informal meetings
with experts): part II, section B;

Resolution 3484 A (XXX) - (considered in plenary meetings): part II, secticn A.

15. At the opening plenary meeting of the 1976 session, the Special Representative
of the Secretary-General of the United Nations conveyed to the Conference a message
from the Secretary-General. In his message, the Secretary-General reminded the
Committee that the General Assembly, in the resolution concerning the mid-term
review of the Disarmament Decade, had invited the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament to review the progress made in implementing the objectives of the
Decade and to reappraise its tasks in order to accelerate the pace of its efforts.
In that connexion, he hoped that the Committee's scheduled consideration of the
organization of its work would lay the basis for new and more concrete progress,
which was urgently needed in the light of the continuing arms race and world
military expenditure approaching $300 billion a year. The Secretary-General noted
that, during 1975, the results of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe and the entry into force of the Convention on the prohibition of biological
weapons 2/ had been hopeful events in the sphere of security and disarmament and
that the Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, held in May 1975, had confirmed the commitment of the parties to

achieve full implementation of that Treaty.

16. The Secretary-General also stressed that the highest priority continued to be
attached to the question of nuclear disarmament within global, regional and
bilateral negotiations. He also emphesized again the supreme importance of an
early cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests, stated that he shared the deep concern
of the General Assembly about the continued lack of progress towards the
achievement of that essential objective, reiterated his conviction that the risks
of continuing nuclear weapons tests were far greater than the risks involved in any
tests that might conceivably go undetected or unverified, and recalled that the
General Assembly had urged the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give
the highest priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban.

17. The Secretary-General also urged the early achievement of a complete ban on
all chemical weapons along the lines of the joint initiative announced by the
United States and the Soviet Union in July 19T74. He hoped that the Committee could
work out during its 1976 session a broadly acceptable agreement to prohibit the use
of environmental modification techniques for hostile purposes and make progress
towards a ban on the production of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new

systems of such weapons.

2/ Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction (General
Assembly resolution 2826 (XXVI), annex).
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18. Members of the Committee were assisted in their examination and analysis of
possible disarmament measures by working papers and other documents that were
submitted to the Committee (see annexes II and III) and the statements made in
plenary meetings of the Committee members (see annex IV). An index by country and
subject of statements made in plenary meetings by Committee members in 1976 is also
attached (annex V).

A. Turther effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament

19. Members of the Committee continued their work in 1976 on questions relating to
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. Virtually all
members stressed the need for early and substantial progress towards those goals,
including in particular the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests.

20. The delegation of Mexico stressed the threat posed by the vast nuclear arsenals
of the two masjor nuclear Powers and the alarm aroused by their constant quantitative
and, above all, qualitative development (CCD/PV.688).

21. The Soviet delegation pointed out that the Soviet Union considered the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the elimination of the threat of nuclear war
to be one of the major tasks in the field of disarmament. For the solution of that
problem, the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests was of great
importance. With that objective in mind, the Soviet Union had drawn up a draft
international treaty to that effect and submitted it to the General Assembly at its
thirtieth session. The proposal of the Soviet Union envisaged that all +the nuclear
Powers must inevitably become parties to the treaty. However, owing to the negative
position adopted by some nuclear Powers, negotiations on the preparation of such a
treaty could not start on the date specified by the General Assembly. The
conclusion of an international treaty outlawing nuclear weapon tests would radically
curtail possibilities of perfecting such weapons, the Soviet delegation held, and
would thereby make a majcr contribution to curbing the arms race. It was the duty
of all States to work out and conclude such a treaty as soon as possible
(ccp/PV.T705).

22. The delegation of Romania held that disarmament and, in the first instance,
disarmament in the nuclear field, had become the major problem of international life
and should be given top priority in the Committee. The measures envisaged by Romania
within that framework were: (a) a formal undertaking by all States not to use
nuclear weapons; (b) the banning of the introduction of new nuclear weapons in the
territory of other States; (c) the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from the territory
of other States; (d) the cessation of development, testing and production of nuclear
arms and the means of their delivery; (e) the cessation of the production of
fissionable material for military purposes, the use of existing material for
peaceful purposes and the transfer of a part of such materials to be used by all
States in the context of broad international co-operation; (f) the reduction and
complete destruction of all nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery; and

(g) the total banning of nuclear weapons. Those measures should be taken under
effective control, Romania added, and with the participation of nuclear-weapon
States as well as non-nuclear-weapon States (CCD/PV.691). Romania further stated
that the real measure of the Committee's success was the degree to which the
disarmament agreements achieved by it contributed to a reduction of the arms race,
particularly of the nuclear arms race (CCD/PV.T12).
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23. Mexico (CCD/PV.688), Sweden (CCD/PV.689), Japan (CCD/PV.692), Canada
(cCD/PV.699) and India (CCD/PV.T15) also held that the question of nuclear
disarmament should be given the highest priority and urged the nuclear-weapon
States to make greater efforts in that direetion. India stressed that the
Committee should not be side-tracked into issues which, while important in
themselves, paled into insignificance when compared to the nuclear arms race.
The delegation of India went on to suggest that the first steps towards the desired
goal were a cessation of the production of fissile material for weapons purposes
combined with a ban on production of nuclear weapons, as well as a comprehensive
test ban. The Netherlands noted that progress in nuclear disarmament was slow
and not always meaningful, in view of the development of new and sophisticated
weaponry that blurred the distinction between nuclear and conventional warfare and
could not be restricted because of verification and definition problems
(cCD/PV.692).

2L. The delegation of Bulgaria stressed the view that one of the main factors
still hindering progress toward the halting of the arms race was the refusal of
certain nuclear-weapon States to take part in any of the negotiations that were
taking place or being proposed in that area. The adherence of those States to the
already~existing international instruments, such as the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 3/ the partial test ban Treaty U4/ and
others, as well as their participation and co-operation in common endeavours

aimed at the elimination of the nuclear threat, was essential for the achievement
of decisive progress towards the settlement of that crucial problem (CCD/PV.69L).

25. The delegation of Hungary stressed the particular importance of nuclear
disarmament but maintained that the Committee must not lessen its efforts to
achieve other measures of arms limitation and disarmament. Parallel efforts on
various disarmament issues ready for solution did not hinder general progress,
the delegation maintained, and there was no guarantee that, by neglecting
preventive and collateral measures of disarmament, the Committee could facilitate
progress on issues considered as having priority (CCD/PV.T21).

26. With particular regard to the strategic arms limitation talks, the delegation
of Mexico, recalling the General Assembly resolution regretting the absence of
positive results from the talks during the past two years and urging the United
States and the Soviet Union to broaden the scope of their talks, stressed that it
was important for the Committee to be kept informed of the progress of the talks
and hoped that the two Powers could act accordingly (CCD/PV.688).

27. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.692), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.69L), Mongolia
(ibid.) and the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.698) expressed the view that

the talks must be considered decisive in the international efforts to check the
arms race and that early conclusion of the current negotiations was important.

The delegation of the United Kingdom expressed the hope that an agreement would be
reached during the second round of the talks and that nuclear arsenals would be
substantially reduced in an agreement during the third round. (CCD/PV.T08). Ttaly

3/ General Assembly resolution 2373 (XXII), annex.

4/ Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space
and Under Water (United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 480, No. 696L, p. L3).
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stressed the importance of the talks and hoped further progress could be achieved
(cCD/PV.T1h).

28. The delegation of Sweden aprreciated that the United States and the Soviet
Union were engaged in a process of negotiation, but expressed increasing concern
at the lack of real progress. Ceilings had been set which had permitted further
quantitative expansion and the qualitative arms race had continued unabated, the
delegation maintained; the world had a right to be kept informed of the progress
at the talks because that affected world security (CCD/PV.689).

29. The delegation of Nigeria held that the Vladivostok accord confirmed the
belief that the bilateralism of the United States and the Soviet Union was not
only inconsistent with the realities of the world, but incompatible with an
international order based on the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.
The accord, the delegation maintained, guaranteed that the dangerous arms race
would continue unabated and that the Committee on Disarmament would direct its
energies to marginal collateral measures of low priority and to new and exotic
measures of non-armament unrelated to its programme of work (CCD/PV.693).

30. The delegation of the Soviet Union stressed the view that the bilateral
agreements concluded between the USSR and the United States over the past five
years were of great importance. They included the Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, the Treaty on the
Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, the Agreement on the Prevention
of Nuclear War and, finally, the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for
Peaceful Purposes. The Soviet-United States agreements not only defined
relations between the two Powers on the basis of the principles of peaceful
co-existence, the delegation added, but also constituted an impcrtant contribution
to the strengthening of international dé&tente, to the elimination of the threat
of a global nuclear missile conflict and to the curbing of the arms race

(cCD/PV.T15).

31. The delegation of the United States also referred to the notable progress
towards disarmament that had been achieved outside the Committee. The strategic
arms limitation talks between the United States and the Soviet Union, which began
in 1969, had already led to agreements on the limitation of anti-ballistic missile
systems and to the Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Repsect to the
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. 1In November 1974, the United States and
the Soviet Union had also reached agreement on principles that had formed the
basis of ongoing negotiations on a new agreement to limit strategic offensive arms
through 1985. Those principles had also set a foundation for future measures for
the reduction of strategic arms (CCD/PV.T1L).

Question of a comprehensive test ban agreement

32. In its resolution 3466 (XXX), the General Assembly requested the Conference
to give the highest priority to the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear weapon
test ban agreement and to report to the General Assembly at its thirty-first
session on the progress achieved. Having in mind the request of the General
Assembly, members of the Committee, during 1976, continued to address themselves
to the question of a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests.
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33. Most delegations discussing the subject called for the early achievement of
such a comprehensive agreement, which would put an end to the testing of nuclear
weapons underground. Some also stressed the importance of universal adherence to
the partial test ban Treaty of 1963 banning such tests in the atmosphere, under
water and in outer space, and held that, to be truly comprehensive, a test ban
treaty must prohibit tests in all environments by all nations. A number of
delegations, including Mexico (CCD/PV.688 and 72L4), Sweden (CCD/PV.689 and T16),
Japan (CCD/PV.692), the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692 and 71T7), Nigeria (CCL/PV.693),
Canada (CCD/PV.699) and Italy (CCD/PV.T1h4) specifically stressed the priority of
the question of a comprehensive test ban on the Committee's agenda, while Hungary
(ccp/PV.693), Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L), the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.696),
the United States (CCD/PV.TO4), Japan (CCD/PV.T05), the USSR (ibid.), Iran
(CCD/PV.T06) and the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.T708), stressed the need for continued
efforts of the Committee towards that important goal. The delegation of Mongolia
also pointed out that China had ignored the universally recognized principles and
provisions of the partial test ban Treaty and persisted in conducting atmospheric
nuclear tests.

3k, Mexico recalled that the General Assembly had used unequivocal language in
General Assembly resolution 3466 (XXX) and had urged the Committee to give highest
priority to the conclusion of such a ban. The delegation held that the prevailing
conditions for achieving a treaty were more favourable in the current year than

in previous years, since the Committee would be able to use the Swedish draft
treaty (CCD/348) 5/ and the draft treaty of the USSR (annexed to General Assembly
resolution 3478 (XXX)), as well as to bear in mind the draft additional protocol
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons submitted by a
considerable number of parties to that Treaty, whereby the nuclear-weapon States
parties to the Treaty would agree to a moratorium, which could in due course
become a comprehensive test ban (CCD/PV.688).

35. The delegation of Sweden also stressed that it was high time finally to come
to grips with remaining problems involved in such a ban. There was no reason,

it held, for the leading nuclear-weapon States to delay such an agreement, and
they should be asked whether further tests were really considered necessary to
maintain the current strategic balance and to preserve their overwhelming nuclear
superiority (CCD/PV.689 and 716).

36. The delegation of the Netherlands, stressing the view that a comprehensive
test ban was long overdue, held that it was still of majJor importance to curd

the further development of nuclear weapons, to demonstrate the sincerity of the
proclaimed will of the Soviet Union and the United States to halt the arms

race, and to ensure the long-term viability of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons (CCD/PV.T1T).

37. Similar views were also expressed by the delegations of Iran (CCD/PV.690),
Nigeria (CCD/PV.693) and Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.69T7).

38. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted that its proposal for the complete
and general prohibition of nuclear tests had been submitted by the General Assembly

5/ Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for 1971,
document DC/234, annex C, sect. 30.
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to a special negotiating body (see paras. 100-103 below). It held, however, that
the Conference should continue its examination of the problem to facilitate
progress in its solution, which would be a major step towards halting the nuclear
arms race (CCD/PV.688).

39. The delegation of Poland noted that the United Nations Secretary-General, in
his 1976 message to the Conference, had commented on the importance of an early
cessation of all nuclear tests. It stressed that while the partial test ban
Treaty of 1963 was important, it was now imperative to seek a global solution.

The new proposal of the USSR in the field, the delegation held, was a continuation
of the constant quest of the socialist countries for such a comprehensive approach
to the question (CCD/PV.692).

40. A number of members noted the link between a comprehensive test ban and
nuclear disarmament in general. Bulgaria stated that the prevention of the
further spread of nuclear weapons and the total prohibition of all nuclear weapon
tests remained essential: conditions for the cessation of the nuclear arms race
(CCD/PV.694 and T08), and similar views were expressed by Hungary (CCD/PV.693),
the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.T09) and Mongolia (CCD/PV.T12). Mexico
(ccp/pv.688), Japan (CCD/PV.692), Nigeria (CCD/PV.693), the Federal Republic of
Germany (CCD/PV.696), Sweden (CCD/PV.697 and T16), Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.697) and
India (CCD/PV.T15) also stressed the importance of a comprehensive test ban as

a first step towards nuclear disarmament.

41. There were also a number of comments on the relationship between a
comprehensive test ban and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

Weapons. Sweden held that a comprehensive ban was one of three measures necessary
to reserve the use of nuclear energy solely for peaceful purposes and stop nuclear
weapons proliferation - perhaps the most necessary measure (CCD/PV.689 and T16);
the delegation of Czechoslovakia stressed the general relationship between a
comprehensive test ban and the Treaty (CCD/PV.695); Canada stressed the importance
of such a ban with particular reference to the Final Declaration of the Review
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (CCD/PV.699); Iran held that a comprehensive ban was necessary to meet
requirements under the Treaty (CCD/PV.T706); and Nigeria believed that such a ban
would be of vital importance for strengthening the non-proliferation régime
(ccp/PV.T13).

42, Several delegations expressed views on the question of participation in a
comprehensive test ban agreement.

43. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted that the draft agreement on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, introduced by the
Soviet Union for the consideration of the General Assembly at its thirtieth
session, provided for the prohibition of test explosions of nuclear weapons in
all environments - in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and underground.
That obligation must be assumed, first of all, by the States advanced in science,
technology and industry and, of course, by all the nuclear Powers. It was only
with the participation of all the nuclear States, the delegation held, that the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests could be accomplished.
In that connexion the delegation opposed the proposals made earlier at different
international forums that only some, but not all, nuclear-weapon States should
unilaterally declare a moratorium on nuclear tests or suspend such tests
altogether. Such steps, it held, would create unilateral advantages for some
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States to the detriment of others, were proposed in violation of the principle
of ensuring security for all parties to any disarmament agreement and would not

contribute to the strengthening of international peace and the security of States
(ccp/Pv.688).

4k, The delegation of Mexico stated that if the two major nuclear Powers were to
agree on a comprehensive test ban, their security would in no way be endangered
(ibid.).

45. The delegation of Sweden stressed the view that although universal adherence
to a comprehensive test ban was a most desirable goal, it was up to the USSR and
the United States, which possessed a vast superiority in nuclear arsenals, to be
the first to start the implementation of such a ban if any progress was to be
achieved. By taking such a step, the delegation maintained, the two Powers

would not expose themselves to any risks as far as their military security was
concerned, while the security of the world at large would be considerably
improved (CCD/PV.689).

46, The delegation of Yugoslavia, while recognizing the soundness of the principle
that disarmament measures should be carried out without detriment to anyone's
security, could not accept the argument that, if the United States and the

Soviet Union took the first step by signing a comprehensive test ban, that would
result in unilateral advantages for some States to the detriment of others and
might thereby increase the danger of nuclear war (CCD/PV.69T).

47. The delegation of Canada also held that a comprehensive test ban should not
have to await the participation of all nuclear-weapon States but should be open

to all States. The agreement could be of an interim nature - not a moratorium,

but a formal agreement, if necessary of some qualified duration. Holding strictly
to the position that such a treaty, from its first days, must have the adherence
of all nuclear Powers, the delegation further meintained, left everybody at the
mercy of any nuclear Power which did not wish to participate. An interim agreement
would put considerable pressure on non-adhering States to stop testing, without
endangering the security of the major nuclear Powers (CCD/PV.T703).

48. Similarly, the delegations of Japan (CCD/PV.692) and Iran (CCD/PV.T06) held
that the adherence of all nuclear-weapon Powers to a comprehensive ban should not
be a pre-condition for agreement.

49. The delegations of Hungary (CCD/PV.693) and the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.695)
continued to stress that it was doubtful, in the light of the experience of the
13 years since the conclusion of the partial test ban Treaty, that the example
of the United States and the USSR would induce the other nuclear States to accede
to a treaty. The Soviet Union also pointed out that some other nuclear-weapon
Powers had failed to react favourably to the bilateral Treaty on the Limitation
of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests (the threshold test ban Treaty), which was a
further stage in the development towards a comprehensive test ban. A number of
nuclear-weapon States had also reacted negatively to the new Soviet proposal on

a comprehensive test ban. Moreover, a bilateral approach could not be a
comprehensive one and would create military advantages for non-participant States
to the detriment of participants. A State's security interests could be
safeguarded by taking into account the total balance of power, not by being ahead
in some particular field., The USSR still believed that a comprehensive test ban
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could be achieved only when all nuclear-weapon States agreed to it, and influence
should be brought to bear on those nuclear-weapon States opposing a positive
solution.

50. The delegation of Hungary later stated that since all nuclear-weapon States,
collectively and without any exception, had to take the responsibility for nuclear
disarmament, only a comprehensive test ban which included all such States could
be considered an efficient barrier against the nuclear arms race; no single
nuclear Power should be authorized, even indirectly, to continue freely to carry
out nuclear explosions (CCD/PV.T21).

51. The delegation of Bulgaria (CCD/PV.T08) and the German Democratic Republic
(CCD/PV.698 and T09) also stressed the need for the participation of all nuclear
Powers in such an agreement, as well as in its negotiation. The delegation of
the German Democratic Republic emphasized that the selective approach proposed by
some members would actually mean not only tolerating but also legitimizing the
nuclear armament of some States and encouraging them in their negatlve attitude
towards disarmament negotiations (CCD/PV.698).

52. The delegation of the United States, while recognizing that the question of
participation of all nuclear-weapon States in a comprehensive test ban would
obviously have to be taken up in considering any such ban, questioned the
desirability and timeliness of taking a position on the participation issue in
the abstract before resolving the principal problems holding up agreement,
namely, verification difficulties, including the question of peaceful nuclear
explosions. Once those questions were resolved, several options would be
available: an agreement that would enter into force upon the adherence of all
nuclear-weapon States, a limited-duration agreement not requiring adherence by
all nuclear-weapon States that would provide for review and extension, and an
unlimited-duration agreement not requiring adherence by all nuclear-weapon States
but containing a provision for withdrawal in the event that treaty parties
considered their supreme interests to be jeopardized. For its part, the United
States had not made a determination whether a comprehensive test ban should
require the participation of all nuclear-weapon States before it could enter
into force (CCD/PV.TOkL).

* *

53. The question of verification of a comprehensive test ban also continued to
be extensively discussed. In that connexion, a number of members, particularly
Japan {CCD/PV.692), the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.696), Sweden
(CCD/PV.T00 and TO4), and Canada (CCD/PV.T03) stressed the need for improving
international co-operation in seismic data exchange. At the request of the
delegation of Sweden, several informal meetings were held on the general subject
of verification from 20 to 22 April 1976, with the participation of 16 experts
from Canada, the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden,
the United Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia.

54, In the plenary meetings, the delegation of Sweden continued to express the
view that scientific progress in the field of seismology had been such that a
global monitoring system could be established to provide adequate means to deter
States party to a comprehensive test ban from carrying out clandestine testing.
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It was possible to establish a monitoring system by which most earthquakes and
explosions corresponding to a yield of about 1 kiloton could be detected,

located and identified with a high degree of accuracy. The possibility of
involving the United Nations in the operation of such a system should be explored,
the delegation held. In 1971, it pointed out, nine non-aligned members,

including Sweden, had expressed in a Joint memorandum in the Conference
(cCD/PV.354) 6/ their conviction that the verification problem could be resolved
on the basis of national means, i.e. remote control, supplemented and improved
upon by international co-operation and procedures (CCD/PV.689).

55. In introducing two working papers on the subject (CCD/PV.L81 and 482), the
delegation of Sweden further asserted that the papers showed that all technical
verification obstacles to a comprehensive test ban seemed to have been removed.

It also noted that, at the political level, the concept of mutual monitoring of
arms control measures by national means had been recognized in the framework

of the strategic arms limitation talks and that the USSR, in its recent test ban
proposal in the General Assembly, had also indicated its readiness to co-operate
in an international exchange of seismic data. The control clauses of the bilateral
threshold test ban Treety also showed how much easier it had become For the

United States and the Soviet Union to agree on control procedures, the delegation
added. It also noted that its working paper CCD/L82 outlined certain co-operative
international measures for monitoring a comprehensive ban, including the
establishment of a network of some 50 globally distributed and highly sensitive
seismological stations which could regularly send evaluated data to an
international data centre (CCD/PV.T00).

56. The basic Swedish view on verification was referred to favourably by the
delegations of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.688 and 695), Hungary (CCD/PV.693),
Bulgaria (CCD/PV.694), Mongolia (ibid.), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.695) and the
Germen Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.698), which continued to reiterate their
position that national means alone, combined with the development of international
co-operation in the exchange of seismic data, could ensure effective control for
a comprehensive ban. The delegation of India reiterated its view that there was
no excuse for delaying the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban. India noted,
in that connexion, that the Indian Prime Minister had declared that the limited
achievement of the partial test ban Treaty had been offset by the refusal of
States to halt all tests of nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.T715).

57. The delegation of the United Kingdom, in subtmitting three working papers on
the subject (CCD/486, LBT and 488) stressed that the conclusion of its studies
was that existing networks could detect and identify explosions down to a yield
of between 3 and 50 kilotons, provided that no steps were taken to reduce the
detectability of explosions; and it noted that that conclusion differed from
that of the Swedish working paper, document CCD/L82 (CCD/PV.T702).

58. Japan suggested that, if a comprehensive test ban could not be expected in

the near future because of the difference of positions on verification, the

United States and the USSR should show their sincerity by banning underground

tests above the level where verification was now possible, at the earliest possible
date, as an intermediate measure leading to a comprehensive ban (CCD/PV.692). For

6/ Ibid., sect. 3k.
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the scheduled informal meetings, Japan tabled working paper CCD/L89 on the
estimation of focal depth by seismic waves.

59. Also in connexion with the informal meetings, Canada submitted a working
document (CCD/L90) on verification of a comprehensive test ban by seismological
means, and the United States submitted a paper (CCD/L91) on the general subject
of verification. After the informal meetings, the United Kingdom and Japan
submitted the statements of their experts at those meetings as documents
CCD/L492 and L93, respectively.

60. After the informal meetings, Sweden formally proposed the establishment of

a group of scientific governmental experts, with certain specified terms of
reference, to consider international co-operative measures to detect and identify
seismic events (CCD/PV.T70L).

1. At the same meeting, Canada, Japan, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and
the United States supported the Swedish proposal. The United States held,
however, that the group's terms of reference should be carefully formulated;

in particular it should be made clear that the group's responsibilities were
technical in nature and that it should not attempt to make judgements that would
more appropriately be made by Governments, such as an assessment of the adequacy
of a given seismic monitoring system for verifying a comprehensive test ban.

62. In supporting the Swedish proposal, the delegation of the United Kingdom held
that there had been fairly general agreement by the experts that an "area of
darkness', seismologically speaking, lay below seismic events of body wave
magnitude of about 4.5; and it was still a matter of debate how big a nuclear
explosion could be concealed within that area. The United Kingdom experts
believed that in certain circumstances it could be as high as a 50 kiloton yield.
Also, there was little probability that new seismological techniques were likely
to be developed in the near future which would make it possible to detect and
determine seismologically the nature of events within that area of darkness.
Therefore, it was gquite impossible to verify a comprehensive ban adequately by
national means of a seismological character. On the other hand, there was =z

good prospect of future improvement of techniques for the national identification
of seismic events above a body wave magnitude of 4.5 through fostering
international co-operation in that field (ibid.).

63. The delegation of the United States, referring to its working paper CCD/%91
prepared for the informal meetings, reiterated its doubts that a verificaticn
system based solely on teleseismic means could provide adequate assurance thzat
a party was not conducting a clandestine testing programme of military
significance. There was little disagreement that, below scme seismic mammitud
level, verification possibilities were exceedingly limited, the delegation ™
and the United States did not agree with the view that any clandestine zes*in
that might be possible under a comprehensive ban would not te cof miliztery

significance. Other methods of remote monitoring could, in vrinciple, coniridbute
to verification of such a ban, but the value of such methods should not te
over-estimated. The United States accordingly believed that adequate werificstion
of a comprehensive ban continued to require some on-site inspection. So-csalled
"black boxes" (unmanned seismic observatories) could lower the threshold magmitude
for detection and identification, but they were not the equivalent of, snd should

not be regarded as a substitute for, on-site inspection. There wsas al:L the
critical question of whether, under a comprehensive test ban, an adegustely
verifiable accommodation for peaceful nuclear explosions could be worked out.
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64. The United States pointed out that, in its working paper CCD/456, T/ it had
taken the view that if peaceful nuclear explosions were to be accommodated under
a comprehensive ban, a verification system would have to be devised that would
provide adequate assurance that weapons-related benefits were not being acquired
from nuclear explosions carried out ostensibly for peaceful purposes; to achieve
that objective, a control system would, at a minimum, have to prevent the testing
of a new weapon concept by the substitution of a stockpiled weapon for the
"peaceful nuclear explosion" explosive. The United States could not agree that
the two approaches suggested by Sweden in its working papers would meet the
requirement of achieving adequate assurance that such benefits were not being
derived from peaceful explosions. Even if it were possible to demonstrate that
the device used was of a "well-known design", that would provide no assurance that
. the explosion was not contributing useful information to & weapons programme.

In addition, detailed diagnostic measurements were not essential for deriving
important weapons-related information. Further consideration was needed cf the
difficult question of whether, under a comprehensive test ban, an adequately
verified accommodation for peaceful nuclear explosions could be achieved
(ccp/Pv.Tok).

65. The delegation of Iran was disappointed that the experts at the informal
meetings had found no improvement in the threshold capacity of the seismic
verification system since 1973 and noted the increasing emphasis on possible
evasion techniques; it considered it essential that the nuclear Powers establish
more precise criteria for an acceptable verification system.

66. Subsequently, Canada (CCD/PV.T706) suggested certain changes in the terms of
reference of the group of governmental experts proposed by Sweden (see para. 60
above) and after extensive consultations, the Committee decided to establish such
a group, as described in paragraphs 9 and 10 above. The delegation of Nigeria
expressed regret that certain Nigerian suggestions to relate the work of the
working group more directly to the question of a comprehensive test ban had not
been taken into account in the decision; the delegation added, in that connexion,
that agreement on a test ban was being blocked by a lack of political will rather
than by a lack of scientific information (CCD/PV.T1h).

67. The delegation of Mexico expressed the hope that further technical studies
would not be used to hide the lack of political will, and that technical reasons
would not be adduced to delay the achievement of a comprehensive test ban (ibid.).

68. The delegation of Japan (CCD/PV.T15) hoped that the results of the meetings
of the expert group might also be used to reduce the 150 kiloton threshold of
the bilateral threshold test ban Treaty and its companion agreement, the Treaty
on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes, and to expand those
agreements into a multilateral treaty. (General comments of delegations on these
agreements are summarized in paras. T5-91 below. )

69. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic, while appreciating the
Swedish initiative, held that there was little use in a broad discussion of
technical aspects of the control of a comprehensive test ban so long as there was

T/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session, Supplement
No. 27, annex II, sect. 11.
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no readiness in principle on the part of all nuclear-weapon Powers for such an
agreement; such technical activities might provoke the illusion that progress had
been made in achieving a comprehensive ban and they might also weaken the
necessary common efforts of all States interested in the speedy imnlementation of
resolution 3478 (XXX) (CCD/PV.T0%).

70. The delegation of Sweden emphasized that the fact that the Ad Hoc Group
would need some time to fulfil its duties on the technical aspects of a monitoring
system did not in the least change the Swedish view that political negotiations on
a comprehensive test ban would have to start without delay (CCD/PV.T716).

71. After the meetings, the delegation of Sweden, in introducing the Group's
progress report (CCD/513), expressed the belief that the Group had made a
promising start in reaching a consolidated view on the outline of its future work
and called on those members of the Committee which had not participated in the
work to reconsider their position or .to contribute to the work of the Group by
providing the required supporting information. The delegation added the view
that, while the Group would need time to fulfil its technical task, political
negotiations on a comprehensive test ban should begin without delay (CCD/PV.T720).

72. The delegation of the United Kingdom expressed satisfaction that the Group
had approached its work by concentrating on technical matters but held that the
Group must be strengthened by broader participation (CCD/PV.721). The delegation
of the Netherlands also urged broader participation in the work of the Group, in
particular by the socialist States members of the Committee (CCD/PV.T717). The
delegation of Italy also welcomed the establishment of the Group and urged
Committee members to participate in it (CCD/PV.72kL).

73. On 2 September 1976, the Committee took the following decision with regard to
the Ad Hoc Group:

"The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, having received the
first progress report of the Ad Hoe Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events,
takes note thereof and approves, in principle, the proposed time schedule
for the work of the Ad Hoc Group, subject to review in the light of its
further work. The next session of the Ad Hoc Group shall, however, take
place in Geneva in February 1977 in conjunction with the beginning of the
next session of the Conference. '’

T4. The delegation of Mexico recalled the repeatedly declared conviction of the
General Assembly that, whatever the existing differences with regard to the
question of verification of a comprehensive test ban there was nc vzlii reszson for
delaying its achievement. Despite that and the almost universally accepted
opinion that national means of verification would be sufficient for such a Tan,
the delegation noted, the Committee seemed to be intent on holding informal expert
meetings on questions such as international co-operation in detecting sand
identifying seismic phenomena. During the current year, the Committee had not only
held informal meetings but had also set up an ad hoc group of governmental experts
on the subject, and such activities only thickened the smokescreen of technical
considerations obscuring the lack of political will in the matter on the part of
some nuclear-weapon States (ivia.).

75. In connexion with a comprehensive test ban, a number of delegations also
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commented on the bilateral threshold test ban Treaty concluded between the USSR
and the United States and its companion agreement, the Treaty on Underground
Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes (CCD/496), and in that connexion, the
delegations of Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L), the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.T02), Bulgaria
(ccp/PV.T703), Poland (CCD/PV.T715) and Hungary (CCD/PV.T21) expressed appreciation
of the efforts made by the Soviet Union and the United States to achieve the
agreements.

76. The delegation of the USSR stressed that the agreements constituted an
essential step towards a comprehensive ban. By banning tests above a yield of
150 kilotons, it held, the threshold test ban Treaty limited the possibility of
developing and perfecting the most dangerous types of nuclear weapons and also
limited the number of tests to a minimum. Under the Treaty, verification must be
carried out by national means, which fully ensured supervision of compliance

(ccp/pv.688).

T77. The delegation of Sweden, on the other hand, held that the threshold test
ban would be of little practical value in preventing nuclear weapons development,
since most of the test explosions carried out during 1975 had had yields below
that threshold. The value of a threshold treaty must be questioned, the
delegation also maintained, as it might slow down efforts to put an end to all
test explosions of nuclear weapons. Also, the delegation added, the agreement on
peaceful nuclear explosions, which was to complement the threshold test ban,
should not provide a means for concealing tests of powerful nuclear weapons

(cCD/PV.689).

78. The delegation of Japan urged the United States and the USSR to make further
efforts to bring the negotiation on peaceful nuclear explosions to a successful
conclusion as early as possible so that the threshold test ban Treaty might come
into force at an early date, and also to strive to achieve a comprehensive ban
using that Treaty as a basis. The Committee could examine the possibility of
expanding the Treaty into a multilateral agreement and, simultaneously, try to
lower its threshold of 150 kilotons, the delegation held. The United States and
the USSR having concluded the threshold test ban Treaty, the first stage of such a
multilateral agreement had been achieved, and the Committee might be able to
incorporate most of the text of the Treaty into the new agreement; this agreement
would adopt, in principle, the provisions of article II of the threshold test ban
Treaty, while the detailed substance, as provided for in the Protocol to the
Treaty, could be left, in the same way, to an additional protocol.

T9. Taking into consideration that the new treaty would be a multilateral one,
the delegation of Japan continued, it would be desirable to establish a
verification committee, consisting of a few States, including the nuclear-weapon
States, and for the nuclear-weapon States to exchange through that committee the
data or information referred to in the Protocol to the threshold test ban Treaty.
Alternatively, implementation of details such as those set forth in the Protocol
might be left to a separate agreement or agreements to be concluded among the
nuclear-weapon States, as in the case of the threshold test ban Treaty.

80. It was also necessary, the delegation of Japan held further, to ensure that
peaceful nuclear explosions should not be used for military purposes. The fact
that the bilateral negotiations carried out in accordance with article III of the
threshold test ban Treaty were protracted indicated that that was not an easy
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question. However, failure to settle it should not be made to serve as an excuse
for delaying the bringing into force of a comprehensive test ban. From that
viewpoint and in order to bring the negotiations between the United States and the
USSR to an early and successful end, studies should be made, including the
possibility of authorizing all peaceful nuclear explosions exclusively under
international observation or of banning peaceful nuclear explosions over the
threshold tentatively for a given period, for instance five years (CCD/PV.692).

81. Iran also hoped that the question of peaceful nuclear explosions would not
create a new obstacle to a comprehensive test ban (CCD/PV.T06).

82. On 23 June 1975, the delegations of the USSR and the United States submitted a
working paper containing a "Treaty between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful
Purposes", a protocol to the Treaty and an agreed statement (CCD/L96).

83. On 22 June, the delegation of the United States had announced the signature of
the Treaty on 28 May, thus opening the way for ratification of the threshold test
ban Treaty. The United States noted in that connexion that the verification
procedure of the Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes,
which included provisions for seismic data exchange and on-site inspection under
certain circumstances, was the most detailed ever set out in any arms control
agreement (CCD/PV.T705).

8L. The delegation of the Soviet Union held that the Treaty would undoubtedly
promote the development of international co-operation in the field of the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy for the benefit of all countries of the world. At the same
time, it was aimed directly at curbing and limiting the arms race. Together with
earlier agreements, the Treaty constituted yet another link in the chain of
measures designed to achieve the goal of the complete and general cessation of
nuclear tests (ibid.).

85. A number of delegations, including those of Japan (ibid.), Iran (CCD/PV.T06),
the United Kingdom (ibid.), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.708), the German Democratic Republic
(CCD/PV.709), Mongolia (CCD/PV.T712), Italy (CCD/PV.T71khk), the Netherlands
(CcCD/PV.T17), Czechoslovakia (ibid.) and Hungary (CCD/PV.T721), specifically
welcomed the signature of the new Treaty, and most of them expressed the belief
that certain of its provisions ought to serve as a model for solving the problems
still blocking agreement on a comprehensive test ban. Japan also reminded the
Committee of its earlier suggestion that the bilateral threshold test ban Treaty
concluded between the USSR and the United States be expanded into a multilateral
agreement to limit nuclear testing (CCD/PV.705). Sweden thought several of the
Treaty's concepts might also have an important influence on the problems of
verification of a chemical weapons ban (CCD/PV.T12).

86. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic also held that the new Treaty
proved that the question of peaceful nuclear explosions was no obstacle to the
speedy conclusion of the treaty on a complete and general prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests proposed by the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.709).

87. The delegation of Sweden also proposed a phased approach to a total prohibition
based on an expansion of the threshold test ban Treaty and the Treaty on peaceful
nuclear explosions, with an initial lowering of the threshold of permitted tests
from 150 kilotons to 10 kilotons after a prescribed time delay. The further
lowering of the threshold from 10 kilotons to zero, which was the range of

50 per cent of current tests, the delegation held, could be carried out after a
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limited period during which other measures related to the smaller nuclear weapons
requiring such testing could be worked out in order to reduce the need for

further testing in this range. In that connexion the delegation reiterated its
view that that last step in the phasing-out process would be as important as any
other step, since continued development of tactical nuclear weapons would be as
damaging to the non-proliferation régime as any other nuclear weapon development.
The delegation added that it would be assumed that the Soviet Union and the

United States would adhere to such a treaty before other nuclear-weapon States digd

so (CCD/PV.T16).

88. The delegation of the Netherlands, while reiterating its disappointment that
the threshold of permitted tests in the threshold test ban was unduly high and
its concern that that might hinder the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban,
welcomed the bilateral agreement on such a complicated question and held that the
means used to solve the difficult gquestions could well be used in negotiating
future disarmament agreements. The delegation noted, however, that instead of
seeking to develop a verification system to ensure that no peaceful nuclear
explosions, even above a level of 150 kilotons, could be used as a weapons test,
thus solving the problem of such explosions with regard to a comprehensive test
ban, the two negotiating States had simply made sure that peaceful nuclear
explosion yields remained under the threshold set by the threshold test ban. The
Committee, therefore, still faced the choice of having a comprehensive test ban
which was not foolproof or of reaching agreement to abandon peaceful nuclear
explosions under such a ban. Finally, the delegation noted that the Treaty on
peaceful nuclear explosions permitted limited on-site inspections, holding that
that showed that, where precise procedures for verification were laid down in an
agreement , on-site inspections were not considered unacceptable (CCD/PV.T71T7).

89. Later in the session, the delegations of the United States and the

Soviet Union made additional statements with regard to the Treaty on peaceful
nuclear explosions. The United States gave more details on the provisions and
benefits of the Treaty, particularly with regard to the verification of group
explosions, for which on-site inspections would be permitted for the first time
in an arms control agreement. The delegation called the Treaty a major
contribution to efforts to limit the development of nuclear explosions and to
restrain competition in nuclear weapons, as well as a comprehensive system of
regulations on all underground nuclear explosions of the two signatories. The
delegation stressed, however, that while experience gained in implementing the
threshold test ban and the Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions might facilitate
consideration of further testing restraints, the latter Treaty did not solve the
problem of accommodating peaceful nuclear explosions under a comprehensive test

ban (CCD/PV.T19).

90. The delegation of the Soviet Union, elaborating on the potential economic
benefits from peaceful nuclear explosions as demonstrated in its country, held

that such explosions constituted one of the new and very promising avenues of
nuclear energy uses. The wide scientific research and numerous experiments
conducted in the Soviet Union had shown the great economic efficiency of nuclear
explosions for the realization of many economic projects which had so far been
carried out with traditional chemical explosives:; and the peaceful use of energy
from nuclear explosions opened up new opportunities in the area of explosion
techniques and in the solution of complex engineering tasks which it would be
practically inconceivable to carry out by traditional methods. Such possibilities,



the delegation elaborated, included intensification of the development of petroleum
and gas deposits; construction of underground storage capacity for natural gas, gas
condensate and petroleum products; construction of underground capacity for the
disposal of biologically hazardous industrial wastes; underground development of
ore deposits; bringing accidental gas and petroleum gushers under control;
preparation of deposits of useful minerals for open-pit mining; construction of
canals; construction of rockfill dams for hydroelectric power stations; construction
of industrial water supply reservoirs; and creation of cuttings and embankments in
railway and road construction. Referring to the provision of the Treaty on
peaceful nuclear explosions relating to the intention of the parties to develop
co-operation in the field of underground peaceful explosions, the delegation
maintained that all countries of the world would benefit from the results of such
co-operation (ibid.).

91. Commenting on the verification system envisaged in the agreement, the
delegation of the Soviet Union stressed that its purpose was to ensure that the
explosions carried out corresponded to the declared peaceful purposes. The
difference between verification procedures envisaged in the threshold test ban
Treaty and the Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions derived from the fact that
nuclear weapon tests were carried out at specifically determined sites, on which the
parties were required to exchange detailed information under the former Treaty,
while the sites of peaceful explosions were naturally selected in each case
according to the purpose of the particular project. Therefore additional questions
could arise with regard to the need to determine whether a peaceful explosion
exceeded the prescribed threshold. The delegation stressed that this was the
reason why access of foreign representatives to the explosion site was allowed in
the case of peaceful explosions with a planned aggregate yield exceeding

100 kilotons, but not exceeding 150 kilotons, as well as in the case of any group
explosion having a planned aggregate yield exceeding 150 kilotons. The delegation
further emphasized, however, that the control system designed to verify the
peaceful nature of a nuclear explosion did not imply any change in the position of
the Soviet Union with regard to the verification of a complete and general
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests; the problems of verifying underground weapon
tests could be solved on the basis of national technical means, supplemented by
co-operation in the international exchange of seismic data. Noting that the Treaty
on peaceful nuclear explosions opened the way to ratification of the threshold test
ban Treaty, the delegation concluded that the Treaty represented a further link in
the chain of measures directed towards limiting the proliferation of armaments and
achieving the goal of general and complete prohibition of nuclear weapon tests
(ibid.).

92. A number of delegations expressed views on the question of peaceful nuclear
explosions in addition to those already noted in the context of a comprehensive
test ban and the new Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions (see above), as well as
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (see below).

93. The delegation of the Soviet Union held that a comprehensive ban must not
create obstacles to benefiting from peaceful nuclear explosions. The nuclear-
weapon States must carry out peaceful nuclear explosions in conformity with a
procedure to be established under a special agreement, while non-nuclear-weapon
States could benefit from peaceful nuclear explosions in conformity with the
provisions of article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
In establishing such a procedure, it would be necessary to pay due regard to the
recommendations of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (CCD/PV.688).
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9k, The delegation of Mongolia held that, while interested in having access to
the potential benefits from peaceful nuclear explosions, Mongolia was aware that
they were more likely to contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons, both
vertically and horizontally, than to bring tangible benefits for practical use.
Therefore, the benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions should be made available
only under strict international safeguards through IAFA, which had already done
useful work in studying the issue (CCD/PV.69L).

95. The delegation of Italy stated that free access to benefits deriving from
peaceful nuclear explosions should specifically be guaranteed to non-nuclear-
weapon States (CCD/PV.T1L).

96. The delegation of Canada stated that a comprehensive test ban must also
ensure that any testing or any application of nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes did not contribute to the refinement of existing nuclear weapons arsenals
or to the acquisition of nuclear explosive capability by additional States
(CCD/PV.T03).

97. The Federal Republic of Germany shared the view of the United States that the
problem of peaceful nuclear explesions was clearly connected with the problem of a
comprehensive test ban, holding that the possibility of deriving important
information for the development of nuclear weapons from peaceful nuclear explosions
was one of the virtually undisputed conclusions of the meeting of experts on
peaceful nuclear explosions organized by the Committee in 1975. A comprehensive
ban which failed to solve the peaceful nuclear explosion issue satisfactorily,

the delegation believed, would not only add to the existing problems of
verification but could open the way for by-passing the Treaty (CCD/PV.696). Japan
also generally supported the United States view, favouring further technical
discussion on the establishment of the international régime envisaged in

article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons as well as on
the controls to be applied to peaceful nuclear explosions conducted by nuclear-
weapon States (CCD/PV.692).

98. The delegation of the Netherlands held that the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament had only partially made progress on the subject of the arms control
implications of peaceful nuclear explosions, despite the useful informal meetings
held on the subject in 1975. It reminded the Committee that the General Assembly
at its thirtieth session had, therefore, asked it to keep the subject under review
and, in particular, the relationship of peaceful nuclear explosions to a
comprehensive test ban. There was no easy solution to the problem, the delesation
maintained, and the fact that the United States and the USSR had needed so much
time to conclude the Treaty on peaceful nuclear explosions to complement their
threshold test ban Treaty might be considered an indication of the difficulties
involved (CCD/PV.TOL).

99. Referring to some constructive aspects of the Treaty on peaceful nuclear
explosions, particularly its article IV, the delegation of Nigeria proposed that
the United Nations, which had primary responsibility for disarmament, should open
a register for all nuclear explosions, whether for peaceful purposes or for
weapons testing, and that all States should accept an obligation to report and
record their nuclear explosions in that register: such a register would serve to
attenuate the current controversy over peaceful nuclear explosions, as the world
became better informed of the motive behind each nuclear explosion (CCD/PV.T713).
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100. Some delegations also commented directly on the Soviet draft treaty on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, which was the subject of

General Assembly resolution 3478 (XXX).

101. The delegation of the Soviet Union stated that the achievement of a
comprehensive ban would be of substantial assistance in bringing about the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and the achievement of nuclear disarmament, as
stressed by Mr. Brezhnev at the twenty-fifth congress of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union was prepared to take part in the negotiations
on the subject approved by the General Assembly in 1975, and also attached
particular importance to the particivation of non-nuclear-weapon States, which
could make a useful contribution. At the same time, the delegation continued,
consideration of the test ban problem in the Committee, as well as the experience
gained from elaborating disarmament agreements, provided a good basis for future
negotiations on a comprehensive ban. Several States, the delegation further
noted, held that the technical difficulties of controlling observance of the
treaty, as well as of the conduct of peaceful nuclear explosions, were obstacles to
agreement; but the reactions of some States to the new proposal of the Soviet Union
showed that the main obstacle was their unwillingness to stop testing. Enough
technical studies had been carried out to show that verification could be achieved
by national means, supplemented by the international exchange of seismological
data. In any case, technical difficulties could not Jjustify a refusal to
participate in negotiations on a comprehensive ban, since negotiation offered a
way to overcome such difficulties, as well as political ones (CCD/PV.695).
Subsequently, the delegation of the Soviet Union regretted that the negative
attitude of some nuclear-weapon Powers had prevented the initiation of the
negotiations proposed by the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.TO05).

102. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.692), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.694 and T08),
Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L and T12), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.695 and T717), the German
Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.698 and 709), and Hungary (CCD/PV.T721), also
specifically expressed support for the Soviet draft treaty and expressed similar
regrets at the lack of progress in implementing General Assembly resolution

3478 (XXX). Poland observed that the time hod come when attempts at further
limited solutions in the sphere of a nuclear test ben were becoming increasingly
inadequate and the international situation made it imperative to seek solutions
which were comprehensive and global in scope. The proposal of the USSR to conclude
a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests
represented precisely such an approach (CCD/PV.692). The delegation of the
German Democratic Republic welcomed, in particular, the readiness of a great
number of socialist and non-aligned non-nuclear-weapon States, among them many
members of the Committee, as well as the USSR as a nuclear-weapon Power, to
parti;ipate in the implementation of resolution 3478 (XXX) (see also para. 69
above).

103. The delegation of Bulgaria held that the Soviet proposal on complete and

general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests offered the best possible framework
for negotiations of an effective ban (CCD/PV.T722).

Non-proliferation of nuclear veapons

104, A number of members commented on the question of the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons.
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105. The delegations of Sweden (CCD/PV.689), Japan (CCD/PV.692), Poland (ibid.),
the Soviet Union (ibid.), Hungary (CCD/PV.693 and T21), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.69L),
Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L and T12), Czechoslovakis (CCD/PV.695), the Federal Republic
of Germany (CCD/PV.696), Canada (CCD/PV.T06), the German Democratic Republic
(CCD/PV.T09), and the United States (CCD/PV.T16) specifically stressed the
importance of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and of
universal adherence to it.

106. The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics added that the
adoption of further effective measures to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons
was one of the most urgent tasks, and declared its readiness to co-operate with
other States in solving the problem (CCD/PV.692). The delegation subsequently
spoke in favour of the early elaboration by IAFA of a system of safeguards for all
non-nuclear-weapon States, covering the complete nuclear-fuel cycle (CCD/PV.T15).

107. The delegation of Poland stressed also that the threat of the spread of
nuclear weapons could not be removed until all States with significant military
and technological potential had adhered to the Treaty on non-proliferation. It
added that at the current stage, following the Review Conference of the Parties
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferatirn of Nuclear Weapons there were no valid
arguments that could be legitimately advanced in justification of further
non-adherence to the Treaty (CCD/PV.692).

108. The delegation of Mongolia suggested that, having in mind the overriding
importance of strengthening the Treaty, the General Assembly could adopt a special
declaration on the strengthening of the non-proliferation régime which would,
inter alia, address an urgent appeal to the States not yet parties to the Treaty
to adhere to it as soon as possible (CCD/PV.69L and T712).

109. The delegation of Sweden held that the outcome of the Review Conference in
early 1975 had revealed the fragile basis of non-proliferation efforts, thus
underlining the urgent need to give the highest priority to the work of curbing
the arms race and thereby halting the vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons
before the second review conference in 1980 (CCD/PV.689 and T7i6).

110. The delegation of Romania, referring to the Review Conference, stressed the
urgent need for the nuclear-weapon States to put an end to the nuclear arms race,
which was responsible for the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the world. It
also stressed the view that, in the absence of concrete results in halting the
arms race and in view of the insecurity caused by the existence of nuclear weapons
the non-nuclear-weapon States were fully justified in demanding definite
guarantees that they would never in any circumstances be the victims of the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons. The nuclear Powers which were parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons should undertake such a
commitment in an additional protocol to the Treaty (CCD/PV.691). The delegation
stressed the importance of the principle of equal security and obligations in all
disarmament matters (CCD/PV.T712).

111. The delegation of India reiterated its opposition to all proliferation,
horizontal or vertical, of nuclear weapons (CCD/PV.T15).

112. The delegation of Japan urged that, in the efforts to strengthen the
non-proliferation régime, the nuclear-weapon States should make further efforts to
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achieve a solution to the remaining difficulties from the viewpoint of the
"balance of responsibilities and obligations" (CCD/PV.692); Ttaly hoped for
progress at the strategic arms limitation talks to complement the provisions of
article VI of the Treaty (CCD/PV.T1k).

113. The delegation of the Netherlands, noting that the Review Conference had
requested all parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon States or non-nuclear-
weapon States, to accept safeguards on all peaceful nuclear activities, suggested
that the bilateral agreement on underground nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes concluded between the USSR and the United States had now made it possible
to implement this request fully.

114. The delegation of Japan also referred to continuing Japanese efforts to

ratify the Treaty at the earliest possible date, and on 22 June 1976, announced

the deposit of its Government's instruments of ratification of the Treaty on

8 June 1976. The delegation also referred to the statement made by its Government
on that occasion, expressed its hope that as many States as possible, in particular
France and the People's Republic of China, would accede to the Treaty, and urged
the nuclear-weapon States to take concrete nuclear disarmament measures in
accordance with article VI of the Treaty (CCD/PV.705 and CCD/L9L). The Committee
was also aware of the recent ratification of the Treaty by the Yemen Arab Republic
and the recent efforts of Switzerland to ratify the Treaty.

115. The delegations of the United States (CCD/PV.T705), the USSR (ibid.), Canada
(cCD/PV.706), Iran (ibid.), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.T08), the United Kingdom (ibid.),

the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.T09), Mongolia (CCD/PV.T12), Italy
(ccp/Pv.T71khk), Poland (CCD/PV.T15), Sweden (CCD/PV.716), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.T1T)
and Hungary (CCD/PV.T721) specifically welcomed the new ratifications, as well as
the Swiss efforts in that direction, and expressed hopes for early universal
adherence to the Treaty.

116. The delegation of Poland stressed the importance of the work of IAEA on
safeguards against the diversion to military use of nuclear fuels and equipment,
and expressed the view that there could be no doubt that the benefits of peaceful
uses of nuclear energy were available, in the context of article V of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to all non-nuclear-weapon States,
whether parties to the Treaty or not. The Agency was now studying the legal,
technical, environmental and health-protection implications of peaceful nuclear
explosions, and the issue need not be dramatized, since no concrete reguest for
such services had been formally made; and if such requests were made, they could
easily be granted through appropriate bilateral or multilateral mechanisms in
view of the stated goodwill of the depositary Governments and the availability of
such mechanisms in TIAEA (CCD/PV.692).

117. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany also held that

international nuclear explosive services, pursuant to article V of the Treaty,
should be provided through IAEA and under its supervision, and that the relevant
special international agreements would have to be drawn up by IAEA. The delegation
added that all peaceful nuclear explosions, including those not covered by

article V, should be carried out under appropriate international observation

(CCD/PV.696).

118. The delegation of Bulgaria stressed the need for further concrete action to
counter the persisting danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons and noted the
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great importance of the understanding reported to have been reached among 22
States, exporters of nuclear materials and equipment, on the application of IAEA
safeguards to third countries acquiring them. The delegation also noted the
recommendations of the 1975 Review Conference aiming at the strengthening of the
common export requirements in relation to safeguards and declared that the
Bulgarian Government was in favour of any action in that direction, both by
exporting and importing States (CCD/PV.T708).

119. The delegation of Mongolia held that an extremely important element of
strengthening the régime of non-proliferation was a strict observance of the
provisions of article III, paragraph 2, of the Treaty concerning safeguards to be
applied under the Treaty. The delegation appreciated the efforts undertaken by
certain States exporting nuclear fuel and technology to secure such observance; on
the other hand, it shared the grave anxiety expressed by African and Arab States
with respect to the continued nuclear commerce between certain Western Powers and

the régimes in South Africa and Israel (CCD/PV.T12).

120. The delegation of Nigeria, referring to the Final Declaration of the Review
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
and contending that South Africa did not need nuclear reactors for energy for
peaceful purposes, also regretted that nuclear-weapon Powers were providing

South Africa with assistance and material for the production of nuclear weapons

(ccp/PV.T713).

121. The delegation of the United States stressed its recent efforts, in
co-ordination with other countries, to separate more effectively assistance for
truly peaceful applications of nuclear technology from the kind of assistance that
might violate article I of the Treaty (CCD/PV.T16).

122. Further references to the problem of peaceful nuclear explosions were made in
the context of a comprehensive test ban (see paras. 32 et seq., above).

Nuclear-weapon~-free zones

123. A number of delegations also commented on the question of nuclear-weapon-free
zones, particularly with reference to various resolutions on the issue adopted by

the General Assembly in 1975, at its thirtieth session.

12k4. The delegation of Mexico maintained that the extraordinary increase in the
number »f General Assembly items relating to nuclear-~weapon-free zones revealed

the impatience of non-nuclear-weapon States with the lack of progress in the field
of nuclear disarmament. The delegation stated that, faced with the reluctance of
the nuclear-weapon States to adopt effective disarmament measures, the States of
the third world would be inclined to use methods such as those applied in an
epidemic, so as to expand gradually those areas of the world in which nuclear
weapons were banned forever to the point where the territories of States possessing
those weapons would appear as contaminated islands, subject to quarantine.
Referring to the General Assembly resolutions on nuclear-weapon-free zones, the
delegation also underlined the importance of the two definitions contained in
resolution 3472 B (XXX) regarding the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone and the
principal obligations of nuclear-weapon States towards nuclear-weapon-free zones,

respectively (CCD/PV.688).
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125. The delegation of Nigeria expressed similar views, adding the opinion that the
concept of a nuclear-weapon--free zone had been better defined in resolution

3472 B (XXX) and that the report of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts on that issue 8/
constituted a guide to all States interested in the establishment of such zones
(CCD/PV.693).

126. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany also considered the
comprehensive study to be a constructive contribution to non-proliferation policy
(CCD/PV.696), while the United Kingdom considered it realistic and useful to groups
of States wishing to form such a zone (CCD/PV.T08).

127. The delegation of Iran considered that the concept of such zones, as well as
the points of controversy, had been clearly defined in the study which had been
appreciated by the General Assembly despite the inability of the group of experts
to agree on some fundamental aspects of nuclear-weapon-free zones, and regretted
only that it had not been possible to elicit firmer commitments in principle on the
question of security guarantees. Referring specifically to General Assembly
resolution 347k (XXX) on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the
Middle East, the delegation stressed the view that adherence to the Treaty on the
Non--Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons by all the States involved would help to
create the co-operative atmosphere needed for the establishment of a viable zone in
that region and that all States of the area should also declare their intention to
refrain, on a reciprocal basis, from producing, acquiring, or in any other way
possessing nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices, and from permitting the
stationing of such weapons on their respective territories (CCD/PV.690).

128. The delegation of Poland held that nuclear-weapon-free zones were an important
aspect of the larger non-proliferation picture and of the Treaty, and noted that it
had consistently supported the creation of such zones in various parts of the world,
including Central Europe. It held, however, that the General Assembly should not
define the concept or the scope of such zones or claim the right to decide which
zones could be recognized and which could not (CCD/PV.692). The delegation of
Mongolia entirely shared the view that the recognition of the nuclear-weapon--free
zones was a prerogative of the sovereign authority of every State (CCD/PV.69L).

129. The delegation of the Soviet Union supported that point of view and stressed
that the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various regions of the world
would be a further measure for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons-"
however, any agreement for creating such zones must genuinely ensure that they were
entirely free of nuclear weapons and must exclude any loop-holes for violating
their nuclear-free status (CCD/PV.602).

Prohibition of the use of force in international relutions, including prohibition
of the use of nuclear weapons

130. The question of prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons was also discussed
by a number of delegations. In that general connexion, the delegations of Poland
(ibid.), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.69L), Mongolia (ibid.), Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.695), the
German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.698 and 709) and the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.TOk
and T15) stressed the importance of the proposal for the non-use of force made at

8/ Ibid., Supplement No. 27A.
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the twenty-fifth congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and held
that the conclusion of a universal treaty to ban the use of force would be of
paramount importance for strengthening world peace, for prohibiting the use of all
types of weapons, including nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction and for
achieving progress towards disarmament.

131. The delegation of Mongolia added that such a treaty would also be a practical
step towards implementation of the historie declaration on the non-use of force in
international relations and the permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear

weapons, adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-seventh session (resolution
2936 (X¥VII)) (CCD/PV/69k),

132. The delegation of the USSR recalled that, four years previously, it had put
forward a proposal to ban all forms of weapons, nuclear as well as conventional,
in order to create the necessary conditions for preventing armed conflicts. That
proposal on the non-use of force in international relations and the simultaneous
permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons had been approved by the
General Assembly. Circumstances had since confirmed its timeliness and importance.
In an endeavour to make renunciation of the use of force and threats of the use of
force for the settlement of disputes a law of international relations, the

Soviet Union had at the beginning of the current year also given practical
expression to that idea and had proposed the conclusion of a world-wide agreement
on the non-use of force in international relations. The consideration by States
of practical measures to implement that proposal would, the delegation believed,

become one of the most important practical tasks in the disarmament field
(ccp/PV.T27).
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B. Non-nuclear measures

Question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons

133. Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly resolution 3465 (XXX),
the Conference continued its efforts to achieve progress in all areas of the
problem concerning chemical weapons. A number of members emphasized the
importance and urgency which they attached to the prohibition of chemical weapons
to supplement the existing ban on biological weapons.

134. A number of delegations, including Iran, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and
Yugoslavia, expressed regret that the joint initiative on an international
agreement prohibiting the most dangerous lethal means of chemical warfare, which
the United States and the Soviet Union, in 1974, had agreed to consider, had not
yet materialized. Sweden accordingly urged the Committee to make a fresh start

so that an agreement could be reached as soon as possible (CCD/PV.689). The
delegation of Iran held that the excellent papers on chemical weapons submitted
by various delegations at the 1975 session of the Committee deserved to be :
supplemented by efforts on the part of the Soviet Union and the United States, and
stressed that the Committee should continue to work on the basis of the draft
agreements on the table, while awaiting the joint initiative (CCD/PV.690). The
delegation of Nigeria expressed dissatisfaction that the discussion of proposals
on the subject of a chemical weapons ban put forward by Japan, in particular, as
well as by Sweden, Canada and others, had been cut off in 1974 (CCD/PV.693).

135. The delegation of Poland stressed that the socialist countries sought
effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all
chemical weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of all States. Since
such a comprehensive approach seemed to pose difficulties to some delegations,
the socialist countries had offered to examine with an open mind any other
constructive proposal conducive to the ultimate attainment of such a goal. It
was in that spirit that Poland had welcomed the announcement in 1974 of the
intention of the USSR and the United States to submit to the Committee a joint
proposal for the prohibition - as the first step - of the most lethal types of
chemical weapons (CCD/PV.692).

136. That general view was specifically supported by the delegations of Hungary
(CcCD/PV.693), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.694), Mongolia (ibid.), the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.698) and Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.T1T7), which also held that the
entry into force of the Convention on biological weapons was a clear signal for
dedicated action on chemical weapons, in keeping with the commitment in that

Convention.

137. The delegation of Mongolia, with particular reference to the announced joint
initiative, held that it was logical to expect the United States, which had been
unable to accept the comprehensive approach, to suggest a means of achieving an
agreement in the field (CCD/PV.69k4); the delegation of Czechoslovakia also
considered that it was not the Committee, but one important member, which was
responsible for the delay on the joint initiative (CCD/PV.695); while the German
Democratic Republic held that some States used allegedly unsolved technological
problems as a pretext for their negative attitude (CCD/PV.698).

-31-



138. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany held that, despite the lack
of visible progress towards a chemical weapons ban, the work of 1975 had not been
in vain and that the only alternative was to adopt a step-by-step policy without
losing sight of the ultimate goal of a comprehensive ban. The delegation also
considered that uaterial already submittced to the Committee should be an adequate
basis for further substantive discussions, and proposed an informal meeting of
experts on the subject during the summer session (CCD/PV.696).

139. The delegation of Sweden called upon the delegation of the United States to
elaborate on a statcment made at the end of the 1975 session (CCD/PV.687) to the
effect that an initial chemical weapons prohibition should dcal with all lethal
agents. The delegation held that if some sort of agrecment on agents to be
included in a treaty was cmerging, it was high time to try to determine what
activities should be within the scope of the treaty. The question of binery
chemical weapons had recently raised uncertaintics, and many verification problems
hnd still not been fully solved, the delepgation further stresscd. Non-intrusive
mcethods of verification could be of some valuc, it held, and States should test
them and ive their opinions on their possible use; but, for the climination of
existing stockpiles of chemical weapons it was obvious that some kind of on--site
verification was necessary, and this issuc should bo considerced during the coming
meetings of cxperts. The total absence of verification mcasures in the Convention
on biological weapons would make 1t necessary to cxtend the verification provisions
to toxins in a trcaty banning chemical weapons. The main difficulty of the
Japanese draft convention (cep/L2o) 2/ was thot too many options were left open
and thce intended cxeuptions from the prohibition scemed to be too numerous.

Also, the verification question necded further claboration. The draft convention
of ninc socialist States (CCD/361) 10/ followed closcly the text of the Convention
on bioclogical weapons, the delegation continued, but since therc were vast
differences botween the two types of weapons, the draft would obviously requirc
major amendments and it would be advisable to consider the text together with the
Japanesc proposal. By the time the mecting of cxperts proposed by the Federal
Repuhlic of Germany was held, positions should have begun to emcrgc sufficiently
to permit substantive negotiations (CCD/PV.69T).

140. In introducing its working papcr (CCD/L85) on the subject of verification of
the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles, the delepation of Sweden held

that the international on-site verification method proposed therein was a
compromise measure that would scrve as an important confidence-building measure
(CCD/PV.TOL).

141, The delesetion of Japan, introducing its working paper (CCD/L33) on the
question of chemicol warfare egents to be prohibited by the Convension, stated
that it would be unrealistic to imagine that a comprchensive ban on chemical
weapons could be achieved outright, since the chemical agents to be banned
included soue which could olso be used for peaceful purposes and since there
were still problems to be solved, such as verification mcasures; the ultimate
goal should therefore be realized by stages. The Japanese draft convention,
the delepation held, embraced the principle of o comprehensive ban by banning

9/ Ibid., Twenty-ninth Session, Supplement No. 27, annex II, sect. 2.

10/ Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Supplement for 1972,
document DC/235, annex B, sect. 5.
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all chemical warfare agents of types and in quantities that had no justification
for protective or other peaceful purposes, thus applying the purpose criterion,

at the same time, it provided for the principle of phased progress towards the goal
by including in the ban those agents for which verification measures were available
and by tentatively excluding others from the ban. With the use of objective
criteria such as toxicity and chemical structure along the lines suggested in the
Japanese working papers the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament would be
able to complete the list of agents to be banned, including those not yet
recognized as chemical warfare agents (CCD/PV.702).

142, In its working paper CCD/L30, 11/ the delegation of Japan further noted, it
had suggested the immediate prohibition of 54 kinds of super-toxic organophosphorus
compounds, which it considered could be verified by a combination of means,
including examination of the statistical data on total production, consumption,
exports and imnorts, as well as physical and chemical analytical methods. At

the same time, Japan was aware of the view that less toxic agents, such as those
used during the First World War, should be banned from the outset, and was ready
to share that view if it prevailed; however, such agents would include dual-~
purpose agents, for which it was more difficult to find verification measures and
which must be excluded from the ban when produced only in quantities justified
for peaceful purposes. Accordingly, those two groups of agents should be

treated separately, as indicated in the annexes to working paper CCD/L83

(cep/pv.T02).

143. The delemation of the United States, outlining its views on a wide range of
issues related to the limitation of chemical weapons, maintained that, in the
absence of verification neasures capable of detecting clandestine chemical weapon
stockpiles, the objective of the complete prohibition of chemical weapons could
not be realized in a single comprehensive agreement. The United States therefore
supported a phased approach and had concluded that a first-stage agreement should
cover all lethal chemical warfare agents. Several approaches were possible in
constructing a phased agreement on the basis of activities. The United States
believed that an approach suggested by Canada - involving a ban on the production
of all lethal chemical weapons and the destruction of a certain amount of lethal
chemical weapon stocks over a specified period ~ showed promise and merited
serious consideration by the Committee. That approach would make it necessary

to choose among a variety of ways of expressing the gquantity of chemical weapon
stocks to be destroyed. The United States considered the inability to find
effective solutions in the area of verification to be the principal obstacle to a
chemical weapons agreement, and called for efforts to achieve a fuller
understanding of verification issues, especially of those techniques that might
be expected to contribute significantly to the reliability of a chemical weapons
verification system. A verification system suitable for an agreement banning
chemical weapons production and reducing stockpiles would be expected to involve
a variety of techniques, including exchange of information, the use of unattended
tamper-proof seals, and on-site inspection of production facilities. The United
States suggested that the Committee give thorough consideration to the

modalities of an on-site inspection system, both of inspection by challenge and
mandatory inspection. An effective verification system for destruction of
declared stockpiles must be capable of confirming that the type and quantity of

‘ l}/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session, Supplement
Vo. 27, annex II, sect. 12.
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agents being destroyed had been correctly represented. The United States believed
that a procedure could be devised that would perform that function while not
revealing military or industrial secrets. An international treaty authority

could play a role, not only as an element in a chemical weapons verification
system, but more generally as a means of ensuring the efficient operation of such
a régime. However, effective operation of the treaty régime should be the
responsibility of the parties themselves, and not the responsibility of a new
international organization established for the purpose. A consultative body might
accordingly be set up, with membership open to all parties, or composed of a
smaller group selected on a rotational basis. Such a body could draw on the
technical expertise of its member States and might also decide on occasion to

seek the assistance of experts from other States, or from professional associations
or international organizations with special expertise. It could be convened
periodically and as the need arose. There would be some need for a permanent
staff for the consultative body and for some services to be performed throughout
the year. The United Wations Secretary--General and his staff might play a useful
role in this area. The United States, the delegation concluded, would continue
its contacts with the USSR with a view to developing a joint initiative, but it
agreed with those who held that that matter should not distract the Committee

from working towards an agreement (ibid.),

14L. The delegation of the Soviet Union pointed out that the Soviet Union had
always advocated, and still advocated, a complete and general prohibition of the
development , production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and the destruction
of stocks thereof. The draft convention submitted by the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries in 1972 (CCD/361) was based specifically on that position of
principle. The majority of delegations, while recognizing the possibility of a
step-by~-step approach, had expressed the view that a total prohibition of
chemical weapons would be the most acceptable, a fact which the Soviet delegation
noted with satisfaction. At the same time, the delegation stressed that the
Soviet Union, prompted by the desire to promote in every way the earliest possible
attainment of the goal of prohibiting chemical weapons, had displayed its
readiness to accept the idea of some countries for a step-by-step approach to the
solution of the problem through prohibition, as a first step, of the most
dangerous and lethal chemical means of waging war. The delegation added that the
Soviet Union was prepared to continue its co-operation towards the achievement

of a declaration by the Soviet Union and the United States concerning a joint
initiative on the prohibition of the most lethal chemical means of warfare
(CCD/PV.T04). Those general views were supported by the delegations of Bulgaria
(CCD/PV.708), the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.709), Mongolia (CCD/PV.T712),
Hungary (CCD/PV.721) and Poland (CCD/PV.T722), which continued to favour a ban on
all chemical weapons as provided for in the draft convention of the socialist
States. The delegation of Poland observed that its flexibility in that respect
stemmed from its conviction that partial constraints, apart from their intrinsic
arms limitation value, had substantial confidence-building potential and they
could contribute to improving the political climate, both regional and global.

145, The delegation of the United Kingdom, noting that none of the draft
conventions submitted to the Committee had obtained full support, announced its
intention to submit a draft convention combining elements of previous drafts
which the United Kingdom considered constructive and realistic (CCD/PV.T08).
The delegations of Japan (CCD/PV.T09), dMongolia (CCD/PV.712), the United States
(ipid.), Sweden (ibid.), Italy (CCD/PV.T14), Yugoslavia (ibid.), Czechoslovakia
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(cCD/PV.T71T7) and Iran (ibid.) looked forward to the new draft of the United
Kingdom (see para. 160 below).

146. The delegation of Japan, noting that prohibition of the development of
chemical weapons was not practical, held that any ban on such weapons must be
achieved through an initial ban on their production, possibly coupled with a
phased reduction of their stockpiles to achieve total destruction. The
delegation also expressed the view that any agreement must provide for periodic
review conferences preceded by meetings of experts to study the improvement of

verification measures (CCD/PV.T09).

147. The delegation of Canada recalled its proposal of 1974 (CCD/PV.6L3) for a
phased approach to the question and again outlined the proposal's main elements
including a ban on the production of all single purpose (military) agents above

an agreed toxicity level and on the production of identified single purpose

agents of lower toxicity, a ban on the filling of chewical warfare munitions

with dual-purpose agents except for legitimate quantities of incapacitating agents
for civil use, and a phased destruction of agreed quantities of chemical weapon
stocks. The delegation also noted the view of the representative of the United
States that the proposal was a realistic compromise worthy of serious consideration
(CcCD/PV.T09). 1In that connexion, the delegation held that the time had come to
explore fully the many working papers that had been submitted on the subject of

a chemical weapons ban. The delegation of Sweden (CCD/PV.712), supported by the
delegations of the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.T13) and Iran (CCD/PV.T1lT), subsequently
requested the Secretariat to consider clarifying and compiling the views put

forward in working papers in recent years.

148. The delegation of Yugoslavia held that a first and indispensable step towards
a comprehensive ban, even preceding definition of the types of weapons to be
banned, would be public declarations by States of the possession of chemical
weapons. The delegation recalled that the United States had already made such

a statement and expressed its belief that other countries possessing chemical
weapons would follow its example. In order to prevent the proliferation of
chemical weapons, States possessing them should also undertake not to stockpile
then outside their national boundaries or to assist other States in acquiring
theu, while States not possessing them should undertake not to receive such
weapons or assistance in acquiring them (CCD/PV.T1Lk).

149. In accordance with the request of the Federal Republic of Germany, supported
by Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L4), the United States (CCD/PV.T05), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.T08),
the United Kingdom (ibid.), Canada (CCD/PV.709), the German Democratic Republic
(ibid.) and Japan (ibid.), four informal meetings on the subject of a chemical
weapons ban were held, from 5 to 8 July, with the participation of experts from
Canada, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Hungary, Japan, the Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, the USSR, the United
Kingdom, the United States and Yugoslavia.

150. The delegation of the United States held that those meetings had advanced the
Committee's work in a number of important aspects and had, in particular, revezled
a similarity of views on defining the agents to be barred, including broad

support for applying the general purpose criterion and that of toxicity
(CCD/PV.T711). The delegation of the United Kingdom thought the meetings had
significantly improved understanding of the major views involved in a chemical
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weapons ban (CCD/PV.720). The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany noted
that the meetings had been generally regarded as very constructive and that the
discussion would be of particular value to future efforts to evolve a more precise
definition of the substances to be covered by a convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons (CCD/PV.T23).

151. The delegation of Sweden (CCD/PV.T12), the USSR (CCD/PV.71kLk) and Italy
(ccp/PV.T24) noted the good results of the meetings and welcomed the recent
activation of discussions in the Committee on the subject of a chemical weapons
ban. The delegation of the Soviet Union also noted a similarity of views with
resvect to use of the general purpose criterion, supplemented by the toxicity
criterion (CCD/PV.T1k). The delegation of Italy also welcomed the results of the
meeting (ibid.). Japan held that they had resulted in valuable achievements which
it hoped would result in the long awaited initiative by the USSR and the United
States (CCD/PV.T15), and Poland considered the experts’ views enlightening (ibid.).

152. The delegation of Czechoslovakia, while welcoming the results cf the

meetings and noting with satisfaction the narrowing of differences with respect

to the scope of a ban, stressed that the verification problem still remained to be
resolved (CCD/PV.T1T).

153. The delegation of .longolia, while maintaining that technical discussions
could not significantly advance a solution to the problem and advocating active
political negotiations instead, considered that the informal meeting had resulted
in a better understanding of the various procedures and that the working papers
had shown a positive tendency to search for new means of national verification.
The delegation also noted that, while the general purpose criterion of the draft
convention of the socialist States was the most important element of an agreement,
it might usefully be supplemented by technical criteria (CCD/PV.T712). The
delegation of Bulgaria also stated that, while it was necessary to achieve a
comprehensive ban, Bulgaria could accept a phased approach to the ban 1f that
proved to be generally acceptable (CCD/PV.T708).

154. Romania held that the Committee had made some progress towards a chemical
weapons ban and had benefited from the contribution of experts (CCD/PV.T12).

155. Yugoslavia, on the other hand, regretted that no solution to the problein
of banning all chemical weapons had yet been found and stated that, while it
could accept the concept of a phased approach in the context of a comprehensive
ban, it considered such an approach to be unacceptable without a set

schedule of the stages (CCD/PV.T1k).

156. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted with satisfaction that, as the
sunmer session had shown, differences of opinion between members of the Committee
on aspects of the scope of the ban had narrowed significantly. The majority of
representatives, while admitting the possibility of a step-by-step approach, had
advocated a complete ban on chemical weapons as an ultimate objective. There

had also been a narrowing of differences on the definition of the chemical

agents to be covered by the ban, and agreement on the need to adopt the general
purpose criterion supplemented by the toxicity criterion. The discussion could
be considered, the delegation maintained, to have produced another tangible result
in that it had further clarified the question of the validity of national
verification, which would be supplemented by certain international procedures.
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The fact that the point of view of the socialist countries regarding the adequacy
of such forms of verification was meeting with increasing understanding among
members of the Committee had practical implications that were not insignificant
and would help to advance the Committee's work (CCD/PV.T27).

157. With particular regard to the suggestion of the United States that the
Conference should concentrate on seeking an agreement to ban the production of all
lethal chemical warfare agents, the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.T708) expressed the hope
that that could lead to real progress at the current year's session, while Japan
(CCD/PV.T09), noting that the idea involved the phased approach it had advocated,
as well as limited on-site inspections, indicated that it could go along with the
concept if the latter proved broadly acceptable.

158. The delegation of Japan also stated that, in the light of the view of
non-aligned members that less toxic agents should be prohibited in a first phase
(ccp/400) 12/ and the Swedish view that the Japanese draft convention might result
in too many exceptions, Japan would not insist that the initial ban be restricted
to super-toxic agents only (CCD/PV.T709). The delegation of the United States
expressed appreciation for this position (CCD/PV.T711l). The delegation of Japan
further pointed out that toxiecity had come to be recognized by many countries as
being the primary criterion in delimiting the chemical warfare agents to be banned
and that, for the purpose of comparing the toxicity of different chemical substances,
the lethal dose served as a highly reliable index and that its numerical value
could be obtained for any chemical substance. The delegation also suggested
formulating a IDSO (toxicity) spectrum with a view to delimiting the chemical
warfare agents to be banned (CCD/PV.T09). The delegation later submitted and
explained a working paper (CCD/515) containing the details of the suggested

LD50 spectrum (CCD/PV.T721).

159. The delegation of Iran also welcomed the results of the informal meetings,
particularly the narrowing of differences, including considerable agreements on the
validity of a phased approach to a comprehensive ban, a crystallization of views on
the agents to be included in the initial phase of such a ban, and broad support for
use of the general purpose and toxicity criteria. The delegation also held that the
position of the United States, favouring a ban on all lethal and other highly toxic
agents, seemed to be a step towards the views contained in the working paper of the
non-aligned members (CCD/L00). It noted, however, that an initial ban on all lethal
weapons could lead to complicated questions regarding definition and verification

of dual-purpose chemical warfare agents. The delegation also expressed satisfaction
that the United States and the Soviet Union intended to continue their bilateral
contacts on the question of a chemical weapons ban and hoped they could proceed
simultanecusly with negotiations on the matter in the Committee and that the
Committee would be kept informed (CCD/PV.T1T).

160. On 12 August, the delegation of the United Kingdom introduced a draft
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and on their destruction (CCD/512), which it described as an
attempt to bring together constructive elements of previous drafts with the addition
of some new ideas. The delegation explained that the draft incorporated suggestions
put forward by the East European delegations in their 1972 draft convention on

lg/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-eighth Session,
Supplement No. 31, annex II, sect. 8.
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chemical weapons (CCD/361) and in their working paper on verification (CCD/L03), 13/
particularly regarding the use of a general purpose criterion for agents to be
barnned and the use of national verification agencies and international information
exchange as part of the verification procedure. Another source of ideas was the
working paper CCD/LOO tabled by non-aligned members, including the views that a
chemical weapons ban must not detract from the Geneva Protocol of 1925 lﬁ/ banning
the use of chemical and biological weapons, that it must not hamper peaceful
research in the chemical field and that it should contain an undertaking not to
assist other States to circumvent the convention; the verification provision
envisaged in the same working paper had also been included in the draft. The idea
of establishing an international verification agency, advanced in the Japanese draft
convention (CCD/420), had also been incorporated in the draft in the form of a
provision for a consultative committee of the parties to the convention to oversee
the operation of the convention, the delegation continued, as had the Canadian
suggestion of 1974 that a chemical weapons agreement should be comprehensive in
scope but provide for the gradual destruction of stocks, a view that was later
supported by the United States. One major innovation, the delegation added, was
that, in the first stage of the agreement, States signing it would provide
information on their stocks of chemical weapons and any production facilities,
actual or potential, and would stop any further production of such weapons; the
next stage would be the entry into force of other provisions of the convention as
soon as it was ratified by an agreed number of States; and the third and final
stage, which could last several years, would involve the phased destruction of
stockpiles of the prohibited agents or their conversion to peaceful uses. The
delegation noted further that the draft convention would require the negotiation
by the Committee of several additional protocols, but expressed the hope that it
would facilitate agreement.

161. The delegations of Hungary, Japan and Sweden (CCD/PV.T21), Poland (CCD/PV.T22),
the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.T723) and Italy (CCD/PV.T2k4) welcomed the
new draft of the United Kingdom, and the delegations of Japan and the Federal
Republic of Germany hoped it would spur deliberation on the subject in the Committee
at its 1977 session. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany added the
view that the work of the meetings of experts would prove useful in assessing the
various provisions of the new draft; it also held that the draft proposals on
verification were of particular interest, stressing in this connexion its view that
an effective international verification system was indispensable for a convention
of the type envisaged and that this sytem could not be based on that of the
Convention on biological weapons. The delegation of Japan also introduced a
working paper containing a suggestion for determining the chemical agents to be
included in a ban.

162. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.T722) and Bulgaria (ibid.) believed that the
informal meetings of experts on the subject had contributed to a better understanding
of the problems involved. Noting the increased activity in the Committee's

13/ Ibid., sect. 11,

1k/ Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare (League of Nationms,
Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2138, p. 65).
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consideration of a chemical weapons ban, the two delegations urged achievement of
an early and effective ban on such weapons. They also indicated that they would
give careful attention to the new draft convention submitted by the United Kingdom.
Poland, in particular, stressed the basic correctness of the comprehensive approach
proposed in the draft convention of the socialist States.

163. The delegation of Mexico stated that the situation with regard to the question
of a ban on chemical weapons was less discouraging than that with regard to a
comprehensive nuclear-weapon test ban, but stressed the risk of continuing to
over-estimate the importance of technical aspects of the problem (CCD/PV.T72L4).

*
* *

164. With particular regard to the problem of verification of a chemical weapons
ban, the delegation of Canada stated that whether or not it was ultimately
considered necessary or proved possible to have on-site verification of a ban on
production, Canada would consider on-site verification of the reduction of
stockpiles and periodic reviews of the treaty's implementation and effectiveness to
be important confidence-building measures (CCD/PV.T09).

165. Japan noted that, despite some progress, the problem of verification remained
and held that, if the limited initial ban it had proposed was to be expanded,
verification would have to combine monitoring with on-site inspections. It added
that it would, accordingly, soon call on all States possessing chemical warfare
agents to accept such inspections for limited purposes. The delegation added the
view that adequate means for verifying the non-production of dual-purpose chemical
agents were not yet available (ibid.).

166, On the other hand, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic (ibid.),
the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.T1L4) and Hungary (CCD/PV.T21) continued to hold that a
combination of national means of control and international procedures, as proposed
by the socialist States in their working papers (CCD/361 and 403), would be a
realistic and suitable solution of the problem of verification of a chemical weapons
ban. Yugoslavia also considered such verification to be the most acceptable
(ccD/PV.T714). The German Democratic Republic and Hungary held further that demands
for an exaggerated degree of perfection in the control system might not only delay,
but even prevent achievement of an agreement in the matter. The delegation of
Hungary also stressed that the Committee should pay more attention to that issue,
with a view to reaching agreement on guidelines for the establishment of national
authorities and for the required international procedures.

167. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted that the possibilities of national
control, including physical, chemical, biological and certain other methods, were
sufficiently broad and were based on scientific methods of analysis. The
effectiveness of certain methods was so great that it was possible to record the
presence of exceedingly small quantities of a substance in a sample. An essential
element of control would undoubtedly be the analysis of statistical data on the
production and consumption of the raw materials and semi-products, the delegation
added. There were adequate effective possibilities for conducting the control by
enlisting specially established national control committees. Some countries were
also conducting research into the possibility of control by national means with
the aid of instrumental methods of extraterritorial long-range facilities (ibid.).
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58. The delegation of Iran foresaw considerable difficulties in achieving agreement
1 means of verification in any chemical weapons agreement, suggesting that prior
greement on the methods that would be most effective and least intrusive might
acilitate consideration of the central issue, the search for some verification
rgan that would reconcile the need for international supervision with the need to
rotect national industrial interests. For the destruction of chemical weapon
tockpiles, responding to the proposals of the United States, the delegation
uggested the alternative of establishing specific amounts to be destroyed by the
various parties concerned in order to avoid excessive verification demands. In
that general connexion, the delegation hoped that the Swedish working paper
(ccp/485) would help solve the problem of ensuring stockpile destruction without
undue disclosure of information (CCD/PV.T717).

169. The delegation of the United States announced that it would be interested in
exploring with other delegations the possibilities for technical exchange visits,
including visits to selected chemical production facilities in various countries
(CCD/PV.TO5). The delegation further stated that the programme of visits should
be broad in terms of both participation and content and that it hoped to initiate
them within a few months in order to facilitate the Committee's discussion of the
chemical weapons ban during its 1977 session (CCD/PV.T1l). Sweden thought such
visits would be particularly useful for bringing about a better understanding of
the verification problem involved and as a confidence-building measure
(CCD/PV.712). The delegation of Iran said the proposal of the United States
should receive careful attention (CCD/PV.T1T).

170. Commenting on various working papers submitted on the subject of scope and
verification of a chemical weapons ban, the delegation of the United Kingdom said
(CCD/PV.T06) that although the Swedish working paper (CCD/461) 15/ was useful in
many ways, the United Kingdom was not sure that all verification problems were
best solved by gradual measures, as suggested in that paper. It also foresaw
difficulties in verifying the destruction of chemical weapon stocks in accordance
with the plan advanced in another Swedish paper (CCD/L485). It welcomed, however,
Sweden's recognition that on-site inspection was necessary for verification of
any such agreement. The United Kingdom delegation also had questions with regard
to the criteria for establishing the toxicity of chemical weapons as described in
the paper of the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/458) 16/ and with regard to a
Canadian paper (CCD/LT3) 17/ suggesting a method of establishing toxicity. The
delegation considered the classification method in a Japanese paper (CCD/L66) 18/
interesting and expressed particular appreciation for the paper submitted by
Finland (CCD/L453). 19/

15/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session,
Supplement No., 27, annex 1I, sect. 16.

16/ Ibid., sect. 13.
17/ Ibid., sect. 26.
18/ Ibid., sect. 21.
19/ Ibid., sect. 8.
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171. The delegation of the United Kingdom introduced a working paper of its own
(CCD/502) on the feasibility of extraterritorial surveillance of chemical weapon
tests by air monitoring at the border (CCD/PV.T0L).

172. The delegation of the United States introduced working papers dealing with
on-~-site monitoring of stockpile destruction: seals, cameras and sensors
potentially useful in verification, and proposals for the definition of chemical
warfare agents previously made by other delegations (CCD/49T, 498 and 499)
(ccp/PV.707).

173. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic introduced a working paper on
the catalytic detoxification of organophosphorus chemical warfare agents (CCD/SOG),
which drew the conclusion that there existed important pre-conditions to ensure the
destruction of stocks of chemical weapons in the framework of a comprehensive
prohibition of these weapons (CCD/PV.T09).

174. Responding to the view of the United Kingdom with regard to its working paper
CCD/461, the delegation of Sweden noted that the summing up of various concepts of
chemical weapons definitions and even the fact of Swedish participation in the
technical discussions did not imply that it had taken any position with respect to
the scope of a ban other than a comprehensive one or with respect to the type of
verification required; with regard to its paper CCD/L85, the delegation stated that
it had not yet reached a final decision in the matter (CCD/PV.T12).

175. The delegation of Sweden praised the working papers of Yugoslavia with respect
to protection against chemical weapons and the treatment of casualties (CCD/503) and

the scope of agents to be banned (CCD/50L and 505).

176. In referring to its paper CCD/503, Yugoslavia stressed the importance of
international co-operation to improve the current unsatisfactory situation with
regard to medical protection against chemical warfare agents (CCD/PV.T1lk).

177. At the T72T7th meeting on 3 September, the Committee requested the Secretariat
to undertake, if possible before the beginning of the Committee's 1977 session, a
compilation of appropriate material from working papers and statements on the
question of chemical weapons presented to the Committee in recent years.

Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons
of mass destruction and of new systems of such weapons

178. Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly resolution 3479 (XXX),
many members discussed the question of the prohibition of the development and
manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction. On the initiative of the
Soviet Union, a first series of three informal meetings on the subject were held
on T and 8 April, with the participation of experts from the German Democratic
Republic, Hungary and the Soviet Union; and a second series was held from

9 to 12 August with the participation of experts from Czechoslovakia, the German
Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, Hungary, Italy, the
Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, the USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States.

179. The delegation of the Soviet Union declared that the development of new types

and systems of weapons of mass destruction must be brought to an end by the
erection of an insurmountable barrier., That must be done now, the delegation
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stressed, because it was harder to eliminate from the arsenals of States the types
of weapons already in their possession than to prohibit the development and
menufacture of means of warfare which were either currently non-existent or were
only at the stage—of research and experimentation. The setting-up of a barrier to
the emergence and development of new types of weapons of mass destruction, possibly
even more pernicious and devastating than nuclear weapons, would be a means of
solving one of the current important tasks. Mankind would be saved from the dangers
inherent in the use of scientific progress. The delegation also expressed its
readiness to take part in a detailed examination of the specific categories of
weapons that must be covered by the ban. If new areas of development and
manufacture of such weapons not covered by the agreement emerged later, the parties
should conduct subsequent negotiations with a view to extending the prohibition to
cover such potential new types and systems of weapons (CCD/PV.688).

180. That general position was supported by the delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.692),
Hungary (CCD/PV.693), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.694 and T708), Mongolia (CCD/69L and T12),
Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.695), Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.697) and the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.698). The delegation of Iran also supported the proposal
(CCD/PV.690).

181. The delegation of Poland also expressed the hope that, although some members
of the Committee had not supported the proposal of the Soviet Union in the General
Assembly, they would co-operate in the examination of the question in the
Committee, beginning with active involvement in the group of governmental experts
(CCD/PV.692). This view was shared by the delegation of the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.698).

182, The delegation of Hungary added that the Soviet draft agreement on the
prohibition of new weapons was, like the convention on environmental warfare (see
part III below), essentially of a preventive nature; a stimulus of a technical
nature was opercting currently, aimed ot the improvement and modernization of the
weaponry in question (CCD/PV.693).

183. The delegation of Bulgarias held the view that, while all disarmament
negotiations had heretofore focussed on quantitative limitations, there was general
recognition that qualitative limitations were also necessary and that the first
task should be that of defining the types and systems of weapons to be included in
the proposed ban in specific terms (CCD/PV.69L).

184, The delegation of the German Democratic Republic called the proposed ban a key
issue in the efforts to limit the arms race, the implementation of which could
favourably influence further measures of arms limitation and disarmament, including
those under consideration at the strategic arms limitation talks, enhance confidence
among States, and shift considerable financial, scientific and technological means
from military to peaceful uses, including support for developing countries

(ccp/PV.698).

185. With regard to the discussion at the first ceries of informal meetings of
experts, the delegations of Mongolia (CCD/PV.T02), Bulgaria (CCD/PV.703) and the
Soviet Union (CCD/PV.T704) expressed appreciation to the participating experts,
holding that the informal meetings had helped the Committee to obtain a clearer
picture of the technical aspects of the problem, particularly the definition of
new weapons, despite the lack of co-operation of other scientifically advanced
States in solving the problem. Czechoslovakia also expressed appreciation for the
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second series of meetings, stressing the ever-accelerating rate of scientific and
technical progress.

186. The delegation of the Soviet Union further noted that the Soviet experts had
stressed at those informal meetings that the proposed ban should apply to new
weapons of mass destruction which were based on physical, chemical and biological
principles other than those of any of the types and systems of such weapons in
existence at the time of entry into force of the proposed agreement. The actual
definition of such weapons could be worked out only through the joint efforts of
many States, and, above all, of those that were the most developed from the
scientific and technical standpoint. The delegation held that the approaches
proposed by Soviet experts for the solution of the problem in gquestion, together
with a list of certain new types of such weapons, constituted a constructive
contribution to the formulation of the important provisions of the agreement
(ipid.)s The delegation also hoped that the initial consideration of the matter
would encourage more active participation in the second series of meetings it was
proposing (CCD/PV.TO5).

187. The delegation of Mongolia held that those meetings, as well as Committee
discussions on the subject, had provided a better appreciation and a clearer
picture of the dangers and technical aspects of the problem (CCD/PV.T12). The
delegations of both Mongolia and the German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.T09) also
welcomed the intention of the United Kingdom and the United States to participate
in the second series of meetings on the subject.

188. The delegation of the United Kingdom, noting that it supported the Soviet
proposal on the subject in principle, stressed that it was looking to the
originators of the proposal to give a lead on how to tackle that apparently
limitless problem (CCD/PV.708).

189. On 3 August, the delegation of the Soviet Union submitted a working paper
containing a draft agreement on the prohibition of the development and manufacture

of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons
(ccp/511).

190. After the second series of informal meetings of experts on the subject, the
delegation of the Soviet Union expressed the view that the meetings had shown that
there had been an appreciable increase in the interest of States members of the
Committee in considering the Soviet Union's proposal, as witnessed by the
participation in those meetings of governmental experts from States members of the
Committee. A start had been made on a businesslike and constructive discussion of
the definition of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction. The
delegation further pointed out that the Soviet Union had submitted a working paper
(cep/51h), which contained the Soviet views and suggestions concerning the approach
to the definition of those concepts, together with actual draft definitions. The
draft agreement submitted by the Soviet Union and other socialist States did not
cover new variants of traditional systems of weapons developed on the basis of
modernization of existing systems, or of other improvements not leading to
qualitatively new principles cof action of those systems. The draft definition of
new types of weapons of mass destruction proposed by the Soviet Union had a
universal character. Obviously, some of these types of weapons might already be
covered by existing agreements or agreements now in course of preparation and,
naturally, that circumstance must be taken into account when formulating provisions
on the scope of the prohibition embodied in the agreement on new types of weapons
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of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. Currently, it might be said
that the agreement on new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction should
provide for such an exception in respect of biological means of action, which were
already prohibited in existing Conventions. With regard to chemical agents, the
comprehensive approach to a solution of this problem proposed by the socialist
countries had so far met with objections. Of course, any possible agreement in
that field, including even a partial one, must also be taken into account in
defining the scope of the prohibition embodied in the agreement. Such an approach
must also be adopted towards means of producing an effect on the human environment,
having regard to the negotiations now in progress on a convention on the prohibition
of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. The
delegation further stressed that consideration of the question of banning the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction should be
continued (CCD/PV.T21).

191. The delegation of Hungary hoped that more delegations would help accelerate
the elaboration of a draft agreement on the subject (ibid.).

192. The delegation of the United States, noting the complexity of the proposal of
the Soviet Union on new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, held that
it remained conceptually elusive and that further efforts must be made to establish
a clear and generally accepted foundation as well as to ensure a harmonious
relationship with existing agreements and negotiations, particularly those relating
to nuclear, chemical, biological and environmental warfare. For example, with
respect to one development which had been cited, the United States delegation
stated the view that recombinant DNA techniques (also popularly known as "genetic
engineering") were included within the scope of prohibition of the Convention on
biological weapons, based both on its specific language and its negotiating history.
The delegation added that the United States had not come to a policy decision
regarding a possible treaty of the type proposed by the Soviet Union, and would
give the proposal careful attention (ibid.).

193. The delegation of the United Kingdom, again noting that the United Kingdom had
no research development programme for new weapons of mass destruction, considered
the meetings of experts on the subject to have been useful. The delegation
expressed the view, hcwever, that potential mass destruction weapons either fell
within existing categories of atomic, biological and chemical weapons or were
thought to spring from branches of science which would require many years of
research before there could be a real threat of the military use of such weapons;
atomic, biological and chemical weapons were the subject of agreements already
achieved or under negotiation and those negotiations should not be complicated by
the introduction of an overlapping category within the term "new weapons of mass
destruction"; to ensure that such new weapons did not emerge through peaceful
scientific research, the United Nations or the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament could consider new scientific developments as they arose (ibid.).

194, The delegation of Sweden also stated that, although many problems related to
the prohibition of weapons of mass destruction were still unresolved, the recent
meetings of experts on the subject had been useful. It added the view that, on
the basis of the 1948 definition of weapons of mass destruction, by the United
Nations Commission for Conventional Armaments, which had not been seriously
challenged, two conclusions could be drawn with respect to the proposal of the
Soviet Union: (a) atomic, biological and chemical weapons were already considered
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to be mass destruction weapons and should, therefore, not be covered by the
proposal, as they were already covered by agreements in existence or being
negotiated; and (b) future weapons with the destructive capability of such weapons
should also be considered to be weapons of mass destruction (ibid.).

195. The delegation of the Soviet Union continued to hold that, although interest
in the subject was increasing, some delegations had not yet fully recognized the
relevance of its highly important new proposal. The delegation also further
clarified the approach used in elaborating the definition of weapons of mass
destruction in its working paper CCD/51Lk and provided some concrete examples of
such weapons (ibid.).

196. The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.T722) and Bulgaria (ibid.) welcomed the
results of the second series of informal meetings of experts on the subject. They
stressed that they could not agree with those experts who had advanced the theory
that action to prohibit new weapons of mass destruction should be taken only when
and if such new weapons were on the drawing-boards, since the primary objective
of such action was to prevent such weapons ever reaching the stage of the
drawing-board. The delegation of Poland stressed, however, that it had taken
positive note of many constructive views and statements concerning the purpose of
the prohibition of new weapons, including one statement which recalled the
commitment under international law not to manufacture atomic, biological and
chemical weapons and which stressed the intention not to engage in the production
of such types of weapons as could fall under the heading of new weapons of mass
destruction. The delegation of Bulgaria also specifically described the working
paper of the Soviet Union (CCD/51L4) as a good basis for elaborating definitions
of weapons to be banned that would be acceptable to all. It pointed out that the
1948 United Nations resolution mentioned by some delegations gave only an
illustrative list of weapons of mass destruction and did not contain a definition
such weapons for the purposes of a legal instrument.

197. The delegation of Italy noted with interest the results of the informal
meetings of experts on the subject, as well as the Soviet Union's working paper
on the definitions of new weapons of destruction and its declaration that a ban
on military research and development would not hamper such activities directed
towards peaceful uses (CCD/PV.T27).

198. At the T27th meeting on 3 September 1976, the Committee decided to hold
unofficial meetings at its 1977 spring session, with the participation of experts,
on the question of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, the date
of the first meeting to be determined at the beginning of the session. The
Committee took note of the proposal of the delegation of the USSR to start the
meetings on 14 March 1977.

C. Other collateral measures

199. A number of members also commented on the collateral questions of reduction
of military budgets, FEuropean security and reduction of forces, and limitations
of conventional arms and the arms trade.

200. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany noted that, following the

good work done by a first group of experts in 1974, efforts towards the reduction
of military budgets must be continued if what had been achieved so far was not to
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be in vain. It would have been preferable, however, the delegation held, if the
second group of experts meeting in 1976 had worked under the auspices of the
Committee as the Ad Hoc Group of Qualified Governmental Experts for the Study of the
Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones had done in 1975 (CCD/PV.696 and T15).

201, The delegations of the Soviet Union (see para. 215 below) and Poland
(CCD/PV.T15) also drew particular attention to the importance of reducing military
budgets. '

202. The delegation of the United Kingdom, referring to the 1974 report of the
Group of Consultant Experts on the Reduction of Military Budgets 20/ as a useful
basis for further study and discussion, held that the establishment of common
criteria for measuring military expenditure and the publication by Governments of
more detailed information on their budgets would be a useful contribution, It
hoped that the countries of Eastern Europe would participate in the second working
group of experts appointed by the Secretary~General of the United Nations and now
seeking agreed solutions to the problem of definition and comparison of national
defence budgets, particularly since the useful exercise on the reduction of
military budgets stemmed from an initiative of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.708).

*
* *

203. The delegation of Poland called for the successful conclusion of the Vienna
talks on the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Europe and
recalled that the Polish United Workers Party, at its seventh congress, had
stressed, inter alia, the need to extend détente to the military sphere and to
take real steps to halt the arms race and towards disarmament, as well as Poland's
intention, in striving to bring down the level of military confrontation on the
basis of equal security of all parties, to seek a successful conclusion of the
Vienna negotiations (CCD/PV.692).

204. The delegation of Mongolia held that the talks on mutual force reductions in
Europe were important and a positive outcome would constitute a major contribution
to the translation into reality of the provisions and spirit of the Final Act of
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CCD/PV.694).

205. The delegation of Czechoslovakia noted that the policy of the socialist States
to strengthen peace through disarmament had been shown clearly during the Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe, the Final Act of which also addressed

itself to various aspects of disarmament (CCD/PV.695).

206, The delegation of Bulgaria also pointed out that, in Europe, implementation of
the confidence-building measures had begun, i.e. prior notification of military
manoeuvres, invitation of observers to such manoeuvres, etc,, adopted at the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe with a view to lessening tensions
and promoting disarmament,

207. The delegations of Czechoslovakia (ibid.) and the German Democratic Republic
(cCD/PV.T09) also called for a successful conclusion of the mutual force reduction

talks. (For the comment of the Soviet Union on intensification of the negotiations
on mutual force reductions, see para. 215 below, )

20/ United Nations publication, Sales No. E.75.I1.10.
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208. The delegation of Italy stressed the interest of Italy in the mutual force
reduction talks (CCD/PV.T1h).

*
* *

209. The question of limitations on the transfer of conventional arms was raised in
the current year's session largely by the delegations of the United States and the
United Kingdom. In its initial statement on the subject, the United States
delegation expressed the view that the cuestion of developing regional agreements
to constrain conventional arms had not yet received the serious attention it
deserved. Reiterating the principles it would like to see followed in the issue
and expressing its understanding of the concern of those who believed such measures
would adversely affect their security, the delegation held that constructive
constraints on the international arms trade would in fact enhance the security of
all countries and, in the long run, might permit States to shift resources from
defence to development. In that regard, the delegation noted, the United States
(a) had been exploring the possibilities of greater co-operation on controls among
arms suppliers; (b) had restricted the transfer of missiles and high-performance
aircraft in most regions; (c) had limited the export of weapons of particular use
to terrorists; (d) continued to support regional efforts to rz-ch cereement

among recipient nations to limit their imports of arms, such as the ongoing
discussions among certain Latin American States; and (e) had made available to the
public solid facts about United States arms shipments. With particular regard to
the regional approach, the delegation held that it offered more promise than a
world-wide scheme because of varying regional conditions and the particular role of
military alliances in certain regions. Such regional accords, the delegation further
held, could take the form of formal agreements or tacit undertakings among
recipients, supplier States or a combination of both; to that end, countries
comprising a region might adopt numerical ceilings on particular types of advanced
weapon systems or agree not to acquire destabilizing systems not yet introduced into
the area (CCD/PV.T716).

210. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany also raised the question of
conventional arms and drew attention to certain developments influencing the
regional balance of armaments. A regional approach to partial measures of
disarmament would raise the level of security and confidence in those regions, the
delegation held, and set free resources that were indispensible for development
(CCD/PV.T15).

211. The delegation of the United Kingdom welcomed the principles for the transfer

of conventional arms set forth by the United States, as well as a suggestion by
Ghana in the United Nations General Assembly that regional committees on conventional
disarmament be established. Arrangements to limit the exportation of arms, the
delegation further stated, should be complemented by measures to limit their
importation, as indicated in the Declaration of Ayacucho 21/ issued by a group of
Latin American States; all States should reduce their armed forces through

adequately verifiable agreements (CCD/PV.T708).

212. Other statements on the subject are referred to below in the sections on the
Disarmament Decade and on the organization of the Committee's work.

g;/ Declaration signed at Lima on 9 December 19Tk,
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213. The delegation of Nigeria stated that it could not agree with the United States
that the emphasis of the Committee's work shculd be shifted from the over-all
problem of halting the nuclear arms race and of achieving general and complete
disarmement to such questions as the arms trade (CCD/PV.T17).

D. Question of general and complete disarmament

214, Most delegations made direct or indirect comment on the question of general
and complete disarmament under strict and effective control, including the related
aspects of disarmament and development, organization of the Committee's work, and
in particular the Disarmament Decade of the 1970s, of which the General Assembly,
in its resolution 3479 (XXX), had requested the Committee to carry out a mid-term
review.

215. On the subject of general and complete disarmament, the delegation of the
Soviet Union noted that the report of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, approved by the twenty-fifth congress of the Party had
emphasized that the main task of the USSR in the field of disarmament was to
eliminate the dangers inherent in the continuation of the arms race, with the
ultimate objective of general and complete disarmament. That report, the
delegation added, had mentioned the following specific problems as requiring
solution: (a) achievement of a new agreement between the Soviet Union and the
United States on the limitation and reduction of strategic weapons, the conclusion
of international agreements on a comprehensive test ban, a chemical weapons ban,
prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction, and prohibition of environmental
warfare; (b) intensification of the negotiations on mutual force reductions in
Central Europe, and after agreement on the first concrete steps in that direction,
continuation of efforts towards military détente in that region; (c) systematic
reduction of the present ever-increasing military expenditure of many States; and
(d) the convening of a world disarmament conference at the earliest possible date
(ccp/Pv.692).

216. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic also noted that the Socialist
Unity Party of Germany had, at its recent ninth congress, supported the programme
in the field of disarmament approved by the twenty-fifth congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.T09). Referring to the same programme, which was
fully endorsed by the eleventh congress of the Bulgarian Communist Party, the
Bulgarian delegation expressed the view that it would exert profound influence in
the years to come over the whole range of disarmament negotiations (CCD/PV.T722).

217. The delegation of Czechoslovakia noted that the recent fifteenth congress of
the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia had stressed the need for disarmament and
also expressed its support for the document of the conference of the Communist and
Workers' Parties in Berlin and the Declaration of the World Peace Council
emphasizing the questions of disarmament (CCD/PV.T1T).

218. The delegation of Brazil, while recognizing that partial measures could play a
part in broadening areas of understanding, expressed concern that multilateral
negotiations on general disarmament were at a standstill while bilateral disarmament
negotiations remained confined to the field of arms control and limitation of

armements (CCD/PV.T2L).
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219, Many other delegations also continued to recognize general and complete
disarmament as the ultimate goal of disarmament, but most commented on it in the
context of a world disarmament conference or the Disarmement Decade. (See paras.
221-246 bvelow.)

220. Late in the session, the delegation of Mexico called attention to the fact
that the fifth Conference of Heads of State and Government of the Non-Aligned
Countries, 22/ had called for general and complete disarmament, particularly
nuclear disarmament, including a comprehensive nuclear weapon test ban and a
renunciation of the use or threat of use of nuclear, chemical and bacteriological
weapons, or other weapons of mass destruction. The Conference had, among other
things, also declared the arms race incompatible with the efforts under way to
achieve a new international economic order, had again stressed the urgent need for
a world disarmament conference, and had recommended that the non-aligned States
request a special session of the General Assembly, on disarmament, to be held no
later than 1978 to consider, among other things, the question of convening a
world disarmament conference.

22/ Held at Colombo from 16 to 19 August 1976.
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World disarmament conference

221, With particular regard to the question of a world disarmament conference, the
delegation of Iran noted that the consensus required in the Ad Hoc Committee on
the World Disarmament Conference had slowed its work discouragingly, but held that
there was evidence of increasing understanding, and that the two distinct
approaches specified in the Ad Hoc Committee's report 23/ might help to determine
how the conference could eventually be organized (CCD/PV.690).

222. The delegation of Poland noted that at its recent congress, the Polish United
Workers' Party had declared that it was important to convene a world disarmament
conference (CCD/PV.692) and held that such a conference would be the best forum
for all countries of the world to discharge their responsibility of achieving
effective and early progress towards disarmament (CCD/PV.T715).

223, The delegations of Poland (CCD/PV.692), Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L4), the German
Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.T09) and Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.717) also confirmed
their support for such a conference.

224, The Soviet delegation mentioned that at such a conference it would be
possible to compare the points of view of all States on problems of disarmament
and to discuss them both as a whole and from the standpoint of their individual
aspects (CCD/PV.T15).

225. The delegation of Yugoslavia expressed the view that the discouraging picture
of disarmament efforts was the basic reason why the attention of the United Nations
was directed to new approaches which might lead to progress, such as a world
disarmament conference, a basic review of the disarmament role of the

United Nations and the convening of a special session of the

General Assembly (CCD/PV.697).

226. The delegations of the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.708) and Italy (CCD/PV.T71k)
reiterated their support for a world disarmament conference if it was well

prepared and if all nuclear-weapon Powers participated in it.

Mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade

227. Early in the session, the delegations of Mexico (CCD/PV.688),

Romania (CCD/PV.691) and Nigeria (CCD/PV.693) reminded the Committee of General
Assembly resolution 3470 (XXX) on the mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade;
and the Committee decided to devote three plenary meetings, from

20 to 27 July 1976, primarily to the discussion of this subject.

228. The delegation of Romania stressed the view that, during the first five years
of the Disarmament Decade, the negotiations on disarmament had not yielded the
expected results and that it was disturbing that the arms race had continued to
grow and accelerate during that period.

229, The delegation urged the Committee, in the mid-term review of the Decade
requested by the General Assembly in resolution 3470 (XXX), to focus on its
obligations under that resolution to elaborate a programme for general and complete

23/ Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirtieth Session,
Supplement No. 28,
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disarmament under effective international control (CCD/PV.T12). Recalling the
suggestions in Romania's working papers (CCD/LL9 24/ and A/C.1/1066) the
delegation again stressed the need for a treaty on general and complete
disarmament elaborated with the participation of all States on an equal basis
(ccp/PV.T1k).

230. The delegation of Nigeria, after reiterating its concern over the lack of
disarmament progress in the Committee, held that the continued and accelerating
diversion of resources to armaments, particularly to nuclear arms, was contrary

to the spirit and programme of the Disarmament Decade. It further held that the
Committee had not addressed itself sufficiently to duties incumbent upon it under
General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) proclaiming the Disarmament Decade and
that it should give immediate and consistent attention to the primary objective of
the Decade, namely, to halt the arms race and to adopt concrete measures of
disarmament. In so doing, the Committee should: (a) adopt a comprehensive
programme of specific negotiations, beginning with a comprehensive nuclear weapon
test ban and the prohibition of chemical weapons and with established priorities
for negotiating other measures; (b) reaffirm its role as the only forum for
multilateral negotiations in the field of arms control and disarmament; (c) strive,
in view of the meagre achievements during the first half of the Decade, to

rekindle hopes in the virtues of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and
disarmament during the second half; (d) take a fresh look at its provisional agenda
approved in 1968 and to update it, as required, as a basis for its work beginning
in 1977; (e) appeal to the Soviet Union and the United States to review their
respective draft treaties on general and complete disarmament submitted in 1962
with a view to revising and updating them for resubmission to the Committee for
serious negotiation; (f) make a serious effort to study and synthesize all
disarmament proposals before it with a view to comparing them and elaborating
appropriate drafts as a basis for negotiations; (g) make a survey of multilateral
disarmament proposals, such as those put forward by the Conference of the
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States in 1968, in order to relate them to its programme and
priorities of work; (h) make a greater effort to follow disarmament negotiations in
other forums in order to fulfil its responsibilities more adequately; (i) after
adoption of a comprehensive programme and a viable method of work, decide upon a
precise schedule for the negotiation and implementation of specific disarmament
agreements, bearing in mind the need to create procedures for periodic review of
its tasks and duties; (j) evolve a procedure whereby concerned non-member
Governments and international organizations could address the Committee or submit
their proposals to it; (k) consider anew the advisability of addressing appeals to
the two non-participating nuclear-weapon States to participate in the Committee's
work; (1) consider forging closer links with the United Nations Secretariat in
order to fulfil its responsibilities to the United Nations more efficiently and to
use United Nations facilities to provide the public on a regular basis with more
in-depth information on the Committee's activities; (m) publish periodic reports in
order to inform the general public of its activities at given sessions (CCD/PV.T713).
Nigeria also submitted a working paper (CCD/510) reflecting a number of those views.
The delegation of Romania endorsed the Nigerian suggestion concerning the adoption
of a programme of priority tasks, which it held would stimulate the will of States
to make decisions with regard to disarmament (CCD/PV.T14). The delegation of
Yugoslavia also supported the proposal of Nigeria (ibid.).

2L/ Ibid., Supplement No. 27, annex II, sect. L.

=51~



231. The delegation of Sweden urged the Committee not to shirk its responsibility
to contribute to making the link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second
United Nations Development Decade truly meaningful and, in so doing, to maintain
contact with the Committee for Development Planning, which was preparing a report
on disarmament and development and had recently concluded that the single most
significant obstacle to development efforts was the unjustifiably high world-wide
military expenditure and allocation of scarce technical manpower to military
activities. The delegation further held that the disproportionate amounts being
allocated for military purposes, as compared to economic and social purposes, was
resulting in increasing world poverty and destitution. Referring to General
Assembly resolution 3470 (XXX), which called for an intensification of
disarmament efforts and the redirection of the resources thus released to economic
and social purposes, to various reports of the United Nations on the subject of
the economic and social consequences of the arms race and of disarmament and the
relationship between disarmament and development, and to the goals set by the
developing countries themselves at their annual conferences, the delegation also
stressed the responsibility of the developed countries to supplement the limited
resources available to meet the basic needs of the less favoured regions of the

world (ibid.).

232, The delegation of Italy stressed its constant support for a comprehensive
disarmament programme and for any proposal which might help the cause of
disarmament. Noting that the major responsibility in the field of disarmament lay
with the major nuclear Powers, the delegation hoped that the Committee's discussion
of the Disarmament Decade would make a positive contribution to the cause of a more
balanced distribution of world economic resources (ibid.).

233. The delegation of the United States, while stressing the achievements of the
Committee, recognized that many urgent problems remained unsolved and reiterated
the commitment of the United States to general and complete disarmament under
effective international control, To achieve that goal, however, the delegation
held, the Committee must not take an all-or-nothing approach without regard to
world realities, but should build on each achievement by seeking a solution to
other questions ready for concrete action. The delegation further stressed that
the solution to nuclear disarmament must be sought in a context of world security
but also encompassed conventional disarmament, a subject to which the Committee
should pay more attention. Consideration of such items, which were ready for
action, would result in greater progress than could be achieved by seeking to set
time-tables, priorities and a more rigid organization of work (ibid.).

234. The delegation of the United Kingdom, while recognizing the need for periodic
assessment of the work done and remaining to be done by the Committee, emphasized
that past achievements should not be belittled and that reorganization was not a
substitute for the substance of the Committee's work. In general, it shared the
view of the United States, that the Committee might introduce a greater balance and
sense of relevance to its work by actively considering the question of conventional

arms transfers (ibid.).

235. The delegation of India recognized that the international instruments
negotiated or being negotiated in the Committee were not insignificant;
nevertheless, the Committee must not lose sight of the fact that its task of
highest priority was to negotiate treaties and conventions relating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV.T15).
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236. The delegation of Poland held that it was not realistic to expect all problems
concerning disarmament to be overcome by the end of the Disarmament Decade and
that, while there were some grounds for dissatisfaction, the progress achieved must
not be ignored. While reiterating its commitment to general and complete
disarmament under effective international control, it held that a step-by-step
approach was the only practical and effective way to reach the desired goal.
Maintaining that the Disarmament Decade could hardly succeed without a significant
reduction in the staggering world arms expenditures, the delegation indicated that
the Soviet proposal for the reduction of military budgets would be the best way of
achieving the goal and demonstrating in a tangible way the close link between the
Disarmament Decade and the Development Decade (ipid.).

237. The delegation of Czechoslovakia stressed the growth of military expenditure
in the developing countries (CCD/PV.695) and held that the proposal to ban new
types and systems of weapons was one of the best contributions to the Disarmament
Decade (CCD/PV.T17).

238. The delegation of the Soviet Union held that the results achieved in the first
half of the Disarmament Decade were substantial. The first half of the 1970s had
been the most productive period in the whole of the post-war era. However, if
further goals in the field of disarmament were borne in mind, it must be said that
the existing positive developments were not altogether satisfactory. The arms
race, although limited in certain specific aspects, was still continuing; and both
developed and developing countries were becoming involved in it. That was an
obstacle to détente and to the strengthening of relations among States, the
delegation added. Vast human and material resources were being diverted from the
peaceful and constructive tasks facing States; and that was occurring in conditions
in which, in many regions of the world, the most elementary and vital problems of
normal human existence had not yet been solved. The approach of the Soviet Union
was that, while not losing sight of the main goal - general and complete
disarmament - it would tirelessly look for directions and areas in which, on the
basis of joint efforts by States, early and concrete results could be achieved.
Among the tasks of great importance, the delegation concluded, was the renunciation
of the use or threat of force in the settlement of disputes, an issue to which the
Soviet Union had given concrete form in 1976 by proposing the conclusion of a world
treaty on the non-use of force in international relations. The Soviet Union was
ready to consider, together with other States, practical steps for the
implementation of that proposal (CCD/PV.T15).

239. The delegation of Japan also recognized the achievements of the first half of
the Decade, but held that progress during the periocd had not adequately reflected
the expectations held at the time the Decade was declared, particularly with regard
to nuclear disarmament, including a comprehensive nuclear weapon test ban, and the
prohibition of chemical weapons., With respect to the latter two issues, the
delegation, while urging the United States and the USSR, which it considered to
have major responsibility in that regard, to make further efforts to reach the
necessary political decisions to make agreements possible, emphasized that the
Committee must make an elaborate study of the specialized and technical aspects in
order to provide a solid groundwork on which political decisions could be made by
the United States and the USSR. During the remaining period of the Decade, the
delegation suggested, the Committee should, in addition to completing its work on a
convention banning environmental warfare, achieve a ban on chemical weapons and a
comprehensive test ban and, as a preliminary step to the latter, reduce the
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threshold in the bilateral threshold test ban Treaty and expand it into a
multilateral agreement (ibid.).

240. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany also stressed the importance
of a step-by-step approach without losing sight of the goal of general and

complete disarmament. With particular regard to disarmesment and development, the
delegation held that progress should be sought in each field independently of the
other. With respect to the Nigerian proposal to adopt a comprehensive disarmament
programme in 1977, the delegation stressed the view that, in considering the
priority of disarmament measures, it was also necessary to consider their

feasibility (ibid.).

241, The delegation of Bulgaria, in referring to the mid-term review of the Decade,
noted the progress already achieved in the field of disarmament and expressed the
belief that the process of détente was creating favourable conditions for
consolidating such progress (CCD/PV.T722).

242, The delegation of Romania, supporting the assessment of the situation contained
in the Nigerian document on the subject (CCD/510), held that the Committee should
begin elaborating a comprehensive disarmament programme at its 1977 session
(ccp/pv.T22).

2L43. Late in the session, the delegation of Nigeria urged the Committee to meet
more fully the requirement of General Assembly resolution 3470 (XXX) concerning the
Disarmament Decade by submitting conclusions on their review and reappraisal of the
current situation. Such conclusions should include how the Committee intended to
proceed with the work in future sessions and could also discharge the Committee's
obligetion to the General Assembly to consider the reorganization and procedures of
its work. To that end, the delegation urged the Committee to adopt, as the basis
of its conclusions, the working paper submitted by Nigeria (see para. 230 above).

24L, On 2 September 1976, the Committee took the following decision:

"Taking into account the recommendation made by the daelegation of
Nigeria in its 'Working Paper on Conclusions of the Mid-Term Review of
the Disarmament Decade' (CCD/510), the Committee decided to consider,
during its 1977 session, the question of a comprehensive programme
dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms
race and general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control, in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 2602 E (XXIV) proclaiming the Disarmament Decade."

2L5, The question of disarmament and development was discussed by a number of
members, again most often in the context of the Disarmament Decade.

2L6. The delegation of Mexico, in particular, stressed that vast sums were being
spent in an ever-spiralling arms race that was incompatible with efforts to
establish a new international economic order (CCD/PV.688). The delegations of
Romania (CCD/PV.691), Nigeria (CCD/PV.693), Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.69T), Sweden
Sweden (CCD/PV.T712) and India (CCD/PV.715) also stressed the ever-increasing
military expenditures and the need to divert such expenditures to development.
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E. Organization of the work of the Committee

2L47. Many delegations also commented on the question of the organization of the
Committee's work and participation in it. In accordance with the decision taken
by the 1975 session of the Committee that the Committee would organize its work

at the beginning of the 1976 session, the question of the Committee's organization
and procedures was taken up early at the spring session and six informal meetings
were held on the subject, at the initiative of Romania, from 5 March to 2 April
(see paras. T and 8 above). At those meetings, the 15 non-aligned members
proposed with respect to the Committee's werk in 1976 (a) the setting up of a
sub-committee, (b) preparation of the first draft of the Committee's annual report
by the Secretariat, and (c) the inclusion in the communiqués issued after each
plenary meeting of a brief faciual summary of the substance of the discussions at
the meeting.

248. In the plenary meetings, the delegation of the United States, while doubting
that altering procedures would facilitate substantive progress in the Committee,
held that there was room for improvement in the methods of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, and proposed that the Committee carry out a comprehensive
review of the procedures during the 1976 session, including the organization of its
work for the session and the format of the annual report. The delegation
questioned the utility of dealing with procedural matters on a piecemeal basis, and
stated that if, after a comprehensive and thorough review, the Committee decided to
make changes in its procedures, it would then be highly desirable to codify in
writing all Committee procedures, as revised, in a single set of rules, The
delegation also stressed that it should not be forgotten that the Committee was
unique in its substantive functions as a disarmeament negotiating body. Therefore,
in examining the possibilities of procedural reform, the Committee should take care
not to detract from the Committee's usefulness by seeking to make it conform with
some abstract model of an international committee, but should rather be guided by
the objective of ensuring that it discharged its unique responsibilities as
effectively as possible (CCD/PV.688).

2L9. The delegation of Mexico emphasized that, in order to achieve positive results,
the Committee should make some changes in its traditional procedure. The
delegation stated that the greater efficiency realized in the latter part of the
1975 session pointed to the need of establishing & sub-committee of the Conference
at the outset of the current year's work. It noted that the Ad Hoc Group of
governmental experts for the study of nuclear-weapon-free zones had, in practice,
operated as a sub-committee. The delegation stressed that the results obtained
through that procedure indicated the desirability of making the necessary changes
in it and of duly institutionalizing it for the current year's work (ibid.).

250. The delegation of Sweden also regretted that the Committee had not been able
to register progress in the important tasks entrusted to it and held that, at its
1976 session, it should give priority to the questions of a comprehensive test ban,
a ban on chemical weapons and to organization of the Committee's work, in that
order. The delegation stressed, in particular, that the discussion of the latter
point was relevant to the review of the role of the United Nations in disarmament
currently under way in the committee established for that purpose by the

General Assembly. The delegation supported the United States view that steps to
improve the work of the Committee should not be taken on a piecemeal basis but
through a comprehensive review of its structure and methods of work. It also urged
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that the report of the Committee present the extensive material emanating from each
session, as well as any agreed conclusions, in a more analytical manner than had
been the case in the past (CCD/PV.689).

251. The delegation of Romania, noting that the unprecedented number of resolutions
transmitted to the Committee by the General Assembly indicated the great volume of
work which the Committee had before it, also supported the United States suggestion
that the Committee should undertake a comprehensive review of its institutional and
procedural arrangements, as well as the suggestion of the delegation of Mexico to
establish a plenary sub-committee which could deal in the most appropriate manner
with specific topics on the Committee's agenda. The delegation of Romania also
recalled that the Committee had made a decision at its 1975 session to discuss and
%ecide)the format of the Committee's report at the beginning of the 1976 session
ibid.).

252. In a later amplification of its views, the delegation of Romania further
maintained that, even though it recognized the importance of political will and the
special responsibilities of the great Powers, the Committee's organization and
procedures must be improved. Romania's views on the Committee's role and the
methods of work, the delegation explained, were based on the fact that the Committee
was the only all-embracing multilateral body specializing in disarmament
negotiations, that it was the only body which had received a mandate from the
United Nations to pursue such negotiations, and that it provided the basis for
broad co-ordination of govermnmental efforts; at the same time, the commitment of
all States was essential for disarmament progress, and the United Nations offered
the best framework for such a commitment because all countries were represented in
it. The Committee's work must follow the prirorities set by the General Assembly
and establish rational procedures to achieve its goals, the delegation held; such
procedures should not be unalterable and should always provide a basis for greater
efficiency (CCD/PV.691).

253. The delegation of Nigeria, noting that none of the 25 resolutions adopted by
the General Assembly at its thirtieth session had commended the work of the
Committee and that all reflected the view that disarmament was no longer the
exclusive responsibility of a few States, held that the Committee should have
imposed its moral authority to examine critically, to be briefed officially and to
monitor what was being done elsewhere in the disarmament field. The delegation
also stressed that the Committee should adopt a more realistic and flexible method
of work. In carrying out the projected review of its work, the Committee should
focus on its 1968 agenda and on the agreed principles of negotiations of 1961,
determine priorities for its work and formulate more pragmatic rules of procedure.
In so doing, it should: (a) determine 1ts agenda and time-table of work from the
outset of its work in a given session, with the help of an annotated agenda
prepared either by the Co-Chairmen or the Secretariat; (b) forge a more formal link
with the General Assembly, thereby underlining the role of the United Nations in
all disarmament matters, possibly by giving the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General a more active role to play in deliberations, and in disseminating
such information and documentation as might be necessary for the Committee,
including a synoptic report each session on all other activities taking place in
the field of disarmament; and (c) demonstrate its responsiveness to the concern of
all mankind for disarmament, as repeatedly requested by the General Assembly

(cep/PV.693).
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254, The delegation of Yugoslavia, while rccognizing that no progress was possible
if the views of the United States and the Soviet Union were not harnonized, held
that progress depended also oun the nethod and organization of worlz., It would be
far nore purposeful, the delegation wmaintained, if the Cormittee negotiated only a
single or, if necd be, two items at the sane timc. That could be done in the
course of several ycars, if necessary, but each year the Conmittee should show
concrete results. If it proved inpossible to coume to an agreenent, the Committee
should say so and explaiun the reason in its report to the General Assembly. If
the Coumittec accepted such a ncthod of work, its report would probably look less
inpressive, but its results night prove to be more productive, The delegation
added the view that the Committec should not wait until the other two
nuclear-weapon States decided to participate in it, regardless of how much it
regrettoed their absence (CCD/PV.69T).

255. Thne delegation of Sweden expressed the view thnht a change in the system of
co-chairmanship was long overdue, and suggested that a tentative solution could be
a “bureau" of the Coumittee consisting of four members, with two members from the
western and socialist groups and two from the non-alizned group. The chairmanship
of that body could rotate on an annual basis, and one of the meabers would be
appointed rapporteur (ibid.).

256. The delegation of Iran held that, although there was no doubt that some
cnanges in the institutional and procedural frameworl: of the Committec appeared to
be necessary and that the proposal for a comprehensive and thorough review of its
proccedures was a commendable one, the task of studying the matter and finally
adopting new procedures should be tackled in such a way as not to lose sight of the
important fact that such cnanges or improvements could, at best, marginally affect
the sclution of the problems with wnich the Committec was faced. The delegation
disagreed with the implication that thce Committee necded to spend a great deal of
time on procedural matters, at the risk of postponing or even ignoring urgent
substantive issues on the Committee agenda (cep/pv.690).

257. The delegation of Poland stated that, while it would make a constructive
contribution to the scheduled discussions on the Committee's organization and
welcouwe any valid improvements that could be made, the Committee could 11l afford
to ponder those gquestions at undue lengtih at the expense of urgent and concrete
problems on its agenda. The delegation agreed with Iran that any change in the
Cormittee's procedures could, at best, only marginally affect the solution of
substantive matters, since the key to progress was the political will of the
Committee nembers (CCD/PV.692);

258. The delegation of Hungary also held that the attention of the Committee should
not be diverted frow its substantive work by the discussion of organizational and
procedural matters. Improvements in procedure could certainly bz made, for
exanple, by holding more meetings on the basis of an agreed schedulej; however,
there was no need for essential chauges in the structure and organization of the
Committee, which provided a suitable and flexible framewori. for negotiations

(CCD/PV.GO3).

259, The delepation of the German Democratic Republic, while emphasizing that
prosress in the field of disarmawment depended in the first instance on the
pelitical will of States, held that thie Comittee had never had any difficulty in
finding appropriate metiaods and forms of work at short notice, if agreement in
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principle on the problems to be solved was reached in advance. It regretted that
nuch time was being given to orgaaizational matters, which meant distracting the
Committee from consideration of political questions, and held that it was high
time to end the discussion of such matters (CCD/PV.698).

250. The delegation of Czechoslovakia stressed the importance of the political
decisions of Governments and the role of consensus in the Committee, as opposed

to tecimical matters (CCD/PV.695).

201, Tihe delegatiou of the Federal Republic of Germauny stated that, wiile none of
the treaties that the Committee had been instrumental in drafting had resulted in
a decisive halt to the arms race, it could not agree with those who spoke of a
collapse of disarmament and arms control efforts. The delegation held that,
despite the unnistakable evidence of a continuing ars race, nothing would be more
daungerous than resignation and that, although procedural shortcomings were in
evidence, these were not the fundamental reason for lack of progress. Changes in
structures, procedures and forums for the sake of change alonc would not favourably
affect tine substance of negotiations. The delegation hoped that the debate on the
subject would be realistic and that the Committee could reach broad agreement in
197v on the fundamental principles of its work and organization (CCD/PV.696).

2602, The delegation of the United Kingdom, noting that the Committee was uniquely
valuable as a forum for discussing disarmament problems in depth, held that, in
seeking to modify its methods, it was important not to neglect substance for form

(CCD/PV.TOB).

203. After informal mectings on Committee organization had been held, the
delegation of the United States expressed tlie view that those meetings had resulted
in substantial progress towards agreement, if only on a provisional basis, on the
Committee's report and comauniqués, but it noted thuat the inability to achieve
consensus on the question of a sub-committee had prevented the Committee from
taking a formal decision on those matters. The delay was no cause for concern,
however, tine delegation held, since changes in procedures, even those that might
appear quite minor, might have important implications for the work of tiac
Conmittee, and therefore deserved careful scrutiny and must be based on a
consensus. The Committee could solve the remaining difficulties at an early date,
individually, as a package, or in the context of the comprehensive procedural
review. ‘'he delegation further held that it would be desirable to establish an
informal working body to facilitate the negotiation of the draft convention on
envirommental warfare at the 1976 session. Whatever such a body was called, it
shiould be establislhied in the opening days of the resumed session; it should have
a rotating chairmanship, enjoy the assistance of the Secretariat, be able to
request the preparation of whatever records were deemed advisable, and issue
whatever reports were considered necessary. The delegation further believed the
creation of such a body should not prejudice the work of the comprehensive

procedural review (CCD/PV.TOk).

26k, Subsequently, a decision on organizational methods was taken, as described
in paragraph 8 above, including the establishment of an informal working group,
to assist in negotiating a couvention on environmental warfare,
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265, The delegation of Romania held that, following certain improvements in the
organization of tie Commitiee's work there was now a clear agenda offering adequate
opportunity for effective work in depth. The next step, the delegation added,
should be concentration on the main problems before the Committee and formulation
of a perspective for the work in the form of an agreed programme of measures to be
negotiated in order to achieve the final objective. As an example of such a
programme, the delegation outlined the disarmament objectives set forth in the
final document of the recent Conference of European Communist and Worlkers'

Parties (CCD/PV.T12). The delegation further stated that the adoption by the
Committee of a work organization plan proved that, where there was a will,
generally acceptable solutions could be founu (CCD/PV.T1kLk).

206. The delegation of the United States agreed that the Committee should carefully
follow all arms control and disarmament developments and indicated that the United
States was willing to inform tihe Committee of such developments in other forums.

It also held that the Committee should grapple with those multi-national arms
control problems that really affect the security and well-bein;; of most nations,
such as the builu-up of increasingly destructive weapons in areas hitherto free

of arms arsenals and the international traffic in such weapons (CCD/PV.T16).

20T7. Hear the end of tnec session, the delegation of Hexico expressed its
satisfaction that tne Committee had accepted the iMexican suggestion for the
creation of a sub-committee, even though it had been designated a Working Group,
and that the Committee had held some 20 informal sessions in the course of the
session., It had tius been fully proved tuat the Committee, with the help of the
Working Group, was able to carry out effectively its disarmament negotiation tasks
from a procedural point of view; unfortunately, however, the lack of political
will on the part of tie two major nuclear Powers to undertake true disarmament
measures had also been demonstrated once again, as reflected in the draft of the
Committee's annual report prepared by the Secretariat., The double conclusion to
be drawn, was: (a) that the agreed improvements in the text of the draft
convention on envirommental warfare were mecrely cosmetic and (b) that the
Committee had completely ignored the request of the General Assembly that it give
nighest priority to tlie negotiation of a comprehensive nuclear weapon test ban
(resolution 34356 (XXX)) and had paiw only superficial attention to the Assembly's
request to achieve early agreement on the prohibition of all chemical weapons
(resolution 3Lo5 (4XX)). The delegation also stressed that, despite lengthy
debates on tne subject, the Committee had not made any significant or permanent
modifications in its procedures; and it was convinced that agreement could easily
be reacned, for example, on charging the Secretariat permanently with the
preparation of the draft of the Committee's annual report and on the
institutionalization of the Working Group. In the light of that and of General
Assenbly resolution 3470 (XXX), in whicu the Committee was requested to reappraise
its tasks and duties in the light of the implementation of the objectives of the
Disarmament Decade, the delegation supported a resumption of consideration of the
question of the over-all review of the procedures and structure of the Committee
at tone beginning of the 1977 session (CCD/PV.T24).

208, Tue delegation of Higeria held that, in connexion with its discussions of

the organization of its work, the Committee should indicate its plans for
deternining future priorities and for implementing agreed rules of procedure; and
it reiterated the ligerian view that, to that end, thc Committee should elaborate
a comprehensive disarmament programme at the beginning of the 1977 session (ibid.).
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269. The delegation of Japan noted that, as nuclear arms control and disarmament
of the United States and the Soviet Union progressed, as was to be hoped, it would
become necessary to ensure the participation of the other nuclear-weapon States

in nuclear disarmament negotiations, and expressed the hope that China and France
would join the Committee (CCD/PV.692). It was essential for all nuclear~-weapon
States to adhere to all disarmament agreements, including the Treaty on the
Won=Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and participate in the Committee's work

(cCp/PV.TO5).,

270. The delegations of Mongolia (CCD/PV.69L4), the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.695), the
German Democratic Republic (CCD/PV.(098) and Bulgaria (CCD/PV.708) also stressed
the need for all nuclear-weapon States to participate in disarmament negotiations.

271. The delegation of the USSR observed that the results of the Committee's work
at its summer session were fresi proof of the adequacy and effectiveness of its
working procedures. The wide range of procedures and methods adopted -~ formal
plenary meetings, iaformal meetings with the participation of technical experts,
the establishment of working groups, the organization of bilateral and multilateral
informal consultations, etc. - ensured full, demccratic and constructive
examination of disarmament problems. The Committee's concentration on the
substance of tue problems examined while adopting proved working practices and
methods had demonstrated that the secret of the Comittee's success did not lie in
tne machinery or procedure of negotiation, but in the political will of States to
resolve concrete disarmament issues. The delegation also noted that the
representatives of many States had spoken favourably of the Committee's role as
the principal forum for the negotiations involved, and had maintained that the
Committee had been and remained the most appropriate and best-qualified
international organ for conducting negotiations on disarmament in a realistic and
constructive spirit. The Soviet delegation fully shared that view and believed
that the Committee was capable of reaffirming its lofty mission by making a
practical contribution to the solution of pressing current disarmament

problems (CCD/PV.T727).

272. At the T27th meeting on 3 September, the Committee decided to hold, at the
very outset of the 1977 session, further informal meetings on the question of a
comprehensive review of its procedures.
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III. SPECIAL REPORT ON THE QUESTION OF A CONVENTION TO
PROHIBIT ENVIRONMENTAL WARFARE

273. At the beginning of the 1976 session, the delegations of the Soviet Union and
the United States, as sponsors of the identical draft texts for a convention to
prohibit the military or other hostile use of environmental modification techniques
(ccD/b71 and 472), 25/ urged that every effort should be made on the part of the
Committee to reach an agreement on the matter in the course of the current year's
session and to submit a report on the results achieved to the General Assembly at
its thirty-first session.

27L. The delegation of the United States held that the submission of identical texts
of a convention was an important step, that the major issues had been identified
and that discussions had shown that a consensus had clearly been reached on the
desirability of achieving such an agreement. The current task was to determine how
best to achieve the objective. The delegation agreed that some formulations of the
draft were not perfect, but held that it constituted a practical means for dealing
with the problem of preventing environmental warfare and merited the support of all
Committee members (CCD/PV.691). ‘

275. The delegation of the Soviet Union emphasized the over-all importance of such
an agreement, and the expectation of the General Assembly to have a widely
acceptable draft submitted to it at its next session (CCD/PV.692). The delegation
stressed that the importance of solving that problem, and the need to conclude an
appropriate international agreement, had been noted in the report by the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,

Mr. L. I. Brezhnev, to the twenty-fifth congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, and that one of the objectives set forth in the Programme for Peace
approved by the congress, which constituted the basic orientation for the foreign
policy activities of the Soviet State, was the attempt to achieve the conclusion of
an agreement on the prohibition of action to influence the environment for military
purposes (CCD/PV.698).

276. Many other members also praised the purpose of the draft convention and urged
early agreement on it with a minimum of change. The delegation of Bulgaria
stressed that the Committee could and should meet the expectations of the General
Assembly for an early agreed draft (CCD/PV.69k4). The delegation of Mongolia called
the draft a good basis for a generally acceptable text of a convention (ccp/pv.T02).
The delegation of Hungary stressed that the convention should be elaborated with
the reasonable degree of precision of language now attainable, and held that demands
for exaggerated precision would only cause unnecessary delay and difficulties for
the convention's future implementation (CCD/PV.693). The delegation of the German
Democratic Republic, while preferring the original Soviet draft convention (annexed
to General Assembly resolution 3264 (XXIX)), stressed the view that the identical
drafts represented the reasonable compromise which the Committee should seek
(cCD/PV.698). The delegation of Poland, while also preferring certain aspects of
the original Soviet draft, gave its unqualified support to the identical drafts

25/ Ibid., sects. 24 and 25.
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because it believed nothing should be done to complicate or delay agreement
(CCD/PV.692). The delegations of Poland and Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.695), as well
as the delegation of Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.697), also emphasized that submission of
an agreed draft convention to the next session of the General Assembly would
enhance the prestige of the Committee.

277. The delegations of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692), the United Kingdom
(cCD/PV.695), the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.696 and 697), Canada
(cCcp/PV.698), and Italy (CCD/PV.T0l) all supported the basic lines of the identical
draft texts, but suggested various changes and advocated extensive consultations
and a thorough exchange of views with a view to improving the text on a number of
points.

278. The delegation of Japan stated that, while believing that the question of
nuclear disarmament would have to be given the highest priority, it wished to
prepare, even at the current stage, effective legislative measures to prevent
environmental modification techniques from being applied for military or any other
hostile use, and supported the basic ideas contained in the draft convention
submitted by the Soviet Union and the United States (CCD/PV.699).

279. The delegation of Romania noted that, compared with other serious problems
arising from the accumulation of armaments, the question of environmental warfare
was not of immediate urgency; a convention in that field might be justified,
however, in order to prevent the arms race from spreading into a new area of
military competition and also in so far as it might be regarded as a stage towards
the termination of the arms race and the attainment of general disarmament,
particularly nuclear disarmament. With regard to the identical drafts, the
delegation maintained that they reflected the particular views of States having a
uniquely high level of technology in the field involved, as well as a large
geographical area; they must therefore be adapted to take into account the views
of other States, particularly the smaller ones (CCD/PV.T03).

280. The delegations of Sweden (CCD/PV.689 and 697), Nigeria (CCD/PV.6$3), Iran
(CCD/PV.697), Egypt (CCD/PV.T01) and Yugoslavia (ibid.) also supported the general
idea of a ban on environmental warfare, but advocated various modifications in the
proposed draft convention. The delegation of Sweden submitted a statement made by
its representative in the First Committee of the General Assembly (ccp/L79)
containing comments on the proposed draft convention and suggestions for its
improvement. The delegation of Iran said it would have preferred a more far-reaching
measure (CCD/PV.697). The delegation of Nigeria doubted that the matter should be
given high priority (CCD/PV.693), and the delegation of Argentina said it would have
preferred the Committee to take up a number of other matters of high priority pending
on its agenda for some considerable time (cCcD/PV.695). The delegation of Egypt,
while doubting that the matter should be given high priority, considered that it
offered a possibility to unfreeze the current situation with regard to the
Committee's work (CCD/PV.T701). The delegation of Pakistan stated that, while going
ahead with the consideration of the draft convention, it was necessary not to

forget about the importance of moving forward on such vital issues as a comprehensive
test ban, security of non-nuclear-weapon States and chemical weapons (CCD/PV.TLT).

281. With regard to the warning against exaggerated precision, the delegation of

Argentina pointed out that the General Assembly resolution 3475 (XXX) had noted the
submission of the identical draft texts on a basis of equality with the suggestions
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and observations of other Member States and that the Assembly had called for an
agreement in 1976 only if possible. The delegation further held that the process of
negotiation and mutual concession reflected in the resolution should not be ignored,
that the draft must not contain contradictions and must be compatible with the
objective sought, and that proposals for change put forward by Argentina and others
at the thirtieth session of the General Assembly were not unrealistic (CCD/PV.695).

282. Four informal meetings were held on the subject, with the participation of
experts, on 5 and 6 April 1976, and the lorking Group established by the Committee
to consider modifications of the identical texts of a draft convention (see para. 8
above, and para. 373 below) held meetings throughout the latter part of the session.

283. While the informal meetings and the meetings of the Working Group were in

progress, a number of delepations made general comments on the subject in the
plenary meetings.

28L. The delegation of the United States assured other delegations that, while it
believed the draft submitted by the USSR and the United States to be an effective
and practical approach to overcoming the dangers of environmental warfare, it
would consider ways of meeting their concern (CCD/PV.T05).

285. The delegation of the USSR stated that the basic questions related to the
finalization of the draft convention were the scope of prohibition and verification,
and that it vas prepared to work in a constructive spirit with a view to reaching
final agreement on those provisions (ibid.).

286. The USSR (ipid.), the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.708), the German Democratic
Republic (CCD/PV.T709), Mongolia (CCD/PV.T12), Italy (CCD/PV.71k4) and Japan
(CCD/PV.T15) again expressed their conviction that the Committee could reach an
agreement on the matter, to be submitted to the General Assembly at its thirty-first

session. Subsequently, the United States expressed appreciation for the progress
already made (CCD/PV.T16).

287. Hungary (CCD/PV.T21), Poland (CCD/PV.722) and Bulgaria (ibid.), noting with
satisfaction the progress being made in the Viorking Group, urged further efforts in
a spirit of goodwill, determination and flexibility to ensure that an agreed draft
text of the convention could be submitted to the General Assembly at its
thirty-first session in accordance with the Assembly's expectations. Poland,
welcoming an apparent emerging apreement on the complaints procedure under the
convention and urging acceptance of a compromise formula for determining the scope
of the agreement, held that a convention prohibiting the use of environmental
techniques of warfare, which would add a new dimension to the arms race, would
contribute towards greater confidence between States.

288. The delepation of llexico stated that, for reasons difficult to understand, the
Committee had concentrated its attention on the guestion of envirormental warfare
while totally ignoring the highest priority items on its agenda. Although the
delegation considered the new text of draft article V prepared by the Working
Group, particularly the provision for convening an advisory committee of experts,
to be an appreciable step forward, it could in nc way allow it to forget the very
serious dangers involved in draft article I. That article had been left intact,
even though it contained provisions presenting insuperable difficulties to some
delegations, including that of Mexico. The text of the corresponding article in
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the original draft of the Soviet Union was comprehensive and categorical in scope,
while the current text was inadequate and ambiguous. This entailed great risks both
from a legal and a practical point of view, especially when the environmental
modification techniques listed in draft article II were borne in mind. It was
alarming that the use of such monstrous techniques could be legitimized provided
their effects were not "widespread’, which was defined by the co-sponsors as
covering several hundred square kilometres, or "long-lasting', defined as having
a duration of several months or about a season, especially since in the assessment
of such effects there would always be a large subjective element. The delegation
added that, since the Committee was legislating on a completely new subject, i.e.
the use of environmental modification techniques for military purposes, any
multilateral agreement adopted would constitute a precedent of incalculable
consequences for the development of international law in a field of such momentous
importance to the future of mankind. The delegation, accordingly, deemed it
essential that the restrictive clause ‘having widespread, long-lasting or severe
effects”™ be deleted from any draft recommended bv the Committee to the General

Assembly (CCD/PV.T72L).

289. The delegation of Brazil recalled that it had, from the outset, been prepared
to support the original draft convention of the Soviet Union and the United States,
but that it had, in a spirit of conciliation and compromise, accepted a number of
changes suggested in the Working Group that it did not consider entirely justified.
On the other hand, the delegation added, it shared the views concerning the
potential risks of draft article I expressed by many delegations; and these risks
were likely to be greater after new wording had been agreed for articles TIT and V.
The delepgation also reiterated its understanding that the new wording of draft
article III was restricted to the right of every State Party to have free access
to technological and scientific information on environmental modification techniques
for peaceful purposes. The delegation concluded that, while it deplored efforts
made to negotiate collateral measures while central issues were neglected, it
yould welcome the prohibition of environmental warfare as it had welcomed the

Convention on biological weapons (ibid.).

290, In the course of the session, many delegations also expressed, in the plenary
meetings, their detailed views on various provisions of the identical texts of
the draft convention. The salient points of those views are summarizcd below,

beginning with the preamble and then article by article:

(1) Preamble

291. The delegation of Argentina noted that the questions it had raised in the
General Assembly with regard to the preamble had not been answered, including the
views that the third paragraph should make reference to "hostile use” other than
"military" and that it should make a clearcr distinction between military and
peaceful uses; that the fourth paragraph should eliminate the use of such techniques
and not merely limit them; and that the preamble should contain a recognition of
general and complete disarmament as the fundamental objective (CCD/PV.695). The
delegation of Egypt supported the view expressed by the delegation of Argentina and
suppested that the reference to disarmament in the first part of the paragraph
should read "general and complete disarmament under effective international control"
(CCD/PV.T01l). The delegation of India agreed with the last two points made by
Argentina (CCD/PV.710). The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany suggested
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that the third paragraph begin: "Realizing that the use of environmental
modification techniques in armed conflict could have ..." (CCD/FV.60T). fThe
delegation of Italy agreed that the words "military” and "hostile' should both be
included in the preamble (CCD/PV.TOL).

292. The delegation of Canada (CCD/PV.699) suggested that the third paragraph be
divided into two paragraphs in order to make clear distinction between the
peaceful uses of environmental modification techniques and possible military uses.
It sugpested the following new text:

"“Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for
peaceful purposes could improve the interrelationship of man and nature and
contribute to the preservation and improvement of the environment for the
benefit of present and future generations;

"Realizing, however, that the hostile use of environmental modification
techniques could have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects harmful to
human welfare;"”

293. The delegation of lMongolia agreed with the Canadian suggestion, but held that
the paragraph relating to peaceful uses should more strongly emphasize the
possibility of deriving genuine benefits therefrom (CCD/PV.T02).

294, The delegation of Romania indicated that the preamble should contain an
expression of the will of the parties to halt the arms race and achieve general and
complete disarmament, particularly nuclear disarmament (CCD/PV.703). Later in the
session, the delegation of India expressed agreement that the term "military” in
the third paragraph should be extended to military or any other hostile use,” but
added that it could also support ‘hostile use” alone. The delegation also agreed
with Canada that the paragraph should be divided (CCD/PV.T710).

295. The delegations of Iran (CCD/PV.697) and Mongolia (CCD/PV.702) indicated their
agreement with the suggestion of Argentina that the fourth paragraph should seek to
eliminate the uses in question rather than limiting them. The delegation of the
Jetherlands also called that suggestion interesting. The delegation of Canada
favoured amendment of the parasraph to read: “Desiring to limit the potential
danger to mankind from the hostile use of environmental modification techniques

(CcCD/PV.699).

296. lLater in the session the delegation of longolia held that amendments to the
text of the preamble, submitted by the two co-sponsors, had considerably improved
prospects for a consensus (CCD/PV.T715). The delegation of the Soviet Union
stressed that, as a result of the work accomplished, additional provisicns had
been included in the preamble which took the points of view of all the members of
the Committee into account and which had been helpful in reaching mutually
acceptable decisions on draft articles I, II and III (CCD/PV.T726).

(2) Article I (Scope of the agreement)

297. A considerable number of suggestions for modification of the text of article I
were put forward, as discussed below under headings indicating their general tenor.
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(a) Suggestions for clarifying or eliminating the phrase "having widespread,
long~lasting or severe effects’

298. Referring to suggestions at the previous year's session and at the General
Assembly that the phrase "having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects' be
eliminated, the delegation of the United States held that the phrase was necessary
to ensure that the ban could be implemented successfully and would not give rise
to friction over trivial issues:; the phrase served to avoid the risk of unprovable
claims of violation while eliminating the use of techniques with significant
effects (CCD/PV.691).

299. The delegation of the USSR, noting that the restrictive aspect ¢f the identical
drafts had been the result of harmonization of the view of the Soviet Union and

the United States on the subject, held that the current text of the drafts, in both
draft articles I (scope) and V (complaints and verification) presented the optimum
solution (CCD/PV.698). The delegation explained (CCD/PV.T726) that the formulation
"military or any other use’, which was contained in article I and in the title of
the draft convention, was justified and logical and should not be considered in
isolation but in the context of the whole article, which contained also the phrase
"as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party'’. That
combination made it possible, on the one hand, to prohibit the use of environmertal
modification techniques for purely military purposes as a weapon and, on the other
hand, to prohibit their use for any other hostile purposes, even if they were not
used by armed forces and in the absence of armed conflicts. At the same time, that
formulation excluded from the prohibition the use of such techniques in cases where
they did not have a hostile character and were not designed to cause destruction,
damage or injury, including situations in which such techniques were used even by
armed forces, for example, during manoceuvres or for providing assistance to the
national economy, for scientific purposes, etc. The phrase "“having widespread,
long-lasting or severe effects” drew attention to the main features of the scope of
the prohibition. The phrase had been chosen primarily because 1t was precisely
effects of that kind which presented the main danger and precisely such effects
vhich were the subject of the problem under discussion. The above-mentioned
formulations in article I, the delegation held, together with the agreed
understanding of the Committee on that article, practically excluded the
possibilities of hostile modification of the environment.

300. The delegations of several other socialist States also held that the current
formulations of draft articles I and V were the best possible at the time, since
they represented a carefully drawn balance which could be substantially changed
only at the risk of protracted discussions. The delegation of India (CCD/PV.T710)
considered the expression "having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects” an
appropriate one which would avoid trivial matters being raised in the future in
regard to the implementation of the convention.

301. The delegation of the United Kingdom shared the view on the need for the
phrase "“having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects”, but believed there
should be some definition of it, perhaps in an annex to the convention (CCD/PV.695).
The delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany (CCD/PV.697), Sweden (ibid.),
Japan (CCD/PV.699), and Italy (CCD/PV.T70l) expressed similar views, as did the
CGovernment of Australia in a document submitted to the Committee (CCD/L80)
containing the statement made by the Australian representative at the thirtieth
session of the General Assembly. The delegation of the Netherlands stressed even
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more strongly the necessity of having a clear understanding of the terms and
suggested that definitions, perhaps in an interpretative declaration or agreed
minutes, would be useful in that regard. On balance, however, the delegation
concluded, a total ban was preferable and would be a more meaningful measure in the
field of arms control. The use of restrictive terms could, among other things,
present serious interpretation problems. The delegation added the view that the
problem of trivial questions would not be so great if the complaints procedures
were adequate (CCD/PV.692).

302. The delepation of Argentina shared the view that the phrase in question was

not clear, that it could legitimate the use of techniques under the established
“threshold" and should be deleted; moreover, Argentina doubted that, as now drafted,
the convention would provide the protection against the danpgers in question that its
sponsors claimed it would. Vith regard to complaints over trivial uses, such
matters should arise no more frequently than under the Convention on biological
weapons, in which the scope of the ban had not been influenced by the possibilities
of effective verification. Controversy should be eliminated through the
consultation process provided for in draft article V, not by limiting the scope of

the agreement, which was already adequately restricted by the phrase “as the means
of destruction, damare or injury ... (CCD/PV.595).

303. The deleration of Iran also thought that a total ban would be more effective.
Even though it recognized that the sponsors of the draft texts had carefully
considered the matter and that the United States had given a logical explanation of
the need for the limiting phrase, the delegation still believed the phrase would
lead to controversy (CCD/PV.697). The delepation of Yugoslavia also favoured a

ban on techniques which caused any kind of damage (CCD/PV.TOL).

304. The delegation of Zevpt (ibid.) stated that the phrase in question introduced
an element of subjectivity, since there was no precise definition; therefore, it
fully endorsed the comments made by the delegations of Argentina, the Netherlands,
Iran, the United Kingdom and Sweden.

305. The delepation of longolia expressed the view that the specific features of
the subject of the prohibition, and the relatively small amount of research on it,

made it necessarv to attempt a limited definition of the scope of prohibition
(ccp/Pv.T02).

306. Referrins to the same question, the delegation of Romania held that the
convention must stipulate the obligation of States to continue negotiations in
order to expand the prohibition to other categories of environmental modification
techniques. This obligation could be supplemented by an undertaking of the parties

not to have recourse for military purposes to the use of techniques which were the
subject of nerotiations (CCD/PV.T703).

307. Later in the session the delegation of Czechoslovakia stressed its agreement
with the scope of the ban stated in article I and with the clarification of the
matter by both sponsors (CCD/PV.T1T).

308. The delegation of Pakistan stated that restricting the prohibition to those
environuental modification techniques that had '"widespread, long-lasting or severe
effects” would not only limit its scope but render it difficult of interpretation.
Since the draft already made an exception in respect of use of the techniques in

question for peaceful purposes, it was not really necessary to adopt the threshold
approach (ibid.)
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309. The delegation of Mexico, in order to make clear what it called the ‘'very
serious dangers” (see para. 288 above) of the inclusion of the restrictive clause
"having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects" and in support of its position
to delete it, stated that one needed only to re-word the proposed text of
paragraph 1 of article I in a positive form, which was equivalent from the legal
point of view, to read: 'Fach State Party to this Convention shall be entitled to
use environmental modification techniques for military or other hostile purposes
as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State Party, provided
that such techniques do not have widespread, long-lasting or severe effects™

(ccp/Pv.T2L).
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(b) Restricting the ban to "hostile use'" without reference to "military use"

310. In reply to previous criticism with regard to the phrase "military or any
other hostile use'", the delegation of the United States held that, while the

term "military" was not technically essential, it served the useful purpose of
emphasizing that the ban applied to the conduct of military operations during armed
conflicts, as well as to hostile use when no other weapons were being used or when
there was no overt conflict (CCD/PV.691). The ban would not apply to military or
other techniques used other than as a means of destruction, damage or injury to
another State party (CCD/PV.T03).

311. The delegation of the USSR stated that "military' use was mentioned in the
text of article T precisely to emphasize the need to prohibit the military use of
environmental modification techniques and that it d4id not see any valid reasons for
deleting the reference. If the reference were deleted, it emphasized, the meaning
of the article would not be changed, but its political emphasis would te weakened.
The delegation also stated that military manoeuvres would not be prohibited by the
convention, since according to the current draft the prohibition applied to the
use of envirommental modification technigques as the means of destruction, damage
or injury to another State party (CCD/PV.698).

312. The delegation of the German Democratic Republic held that the phrase
prohibiting "military ... use'" covered not only prohibition of the direct military
application of the techniques in question against third States but also prohibition
of the preparation of armed forces for the use of such technigues, including their
military testing. It therefore favoured retention of the word "military" (ibid).

313. The delegation of the United Kingdom expressed doubts on the need for the
word "military", since it considered "hostile use" sufficient to define the
purposes of the convention, even in cases where no war was declared (CCD/PV.695).
Sweden held that the phrase in question was confusing and contradictory and should
be restricted to "hostile use" only (CCD/PV.697). The delegation of Canada also
said that it was inclined to support elimination of the term "wilitary", since all

military use was not necessarily "hostile" (CCD/PV.699). Egypt expressed similar
views (CCD/PV.T01).

31Lk. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Cermany also considered the term
"military'" unnecessary; and suggested two substitute versions, the second and
preferred of which read as follows: '"Each State Party to this Convention
undertakes not to engage in armed conflict or in any other hostile manner, in the
use of environmental modification techniques having widespread, long-lasting or
severe effects as the means of destruction, damage or injury to another State
Party" (CCD/PV.697 and T02).

315. After the various views had been presented, the delegations of Mongolia
(CCD/PV.T702) and Bulgaria (CCD/PV.703) specifically stated that there was no good
reason for deleting the term "military", since the word "hostile" qualified all
uses to be prohibited under the convention and there was no grounds for fears that
non-hostile military use might also be covered by the prohibition. The delegation
of India said that, while it preferred the phrase "military or any other hostile
use", it would not object to "hostile use" alone, if that was the consensus. It
added, however, that it found the term "in armed conflicts" restrictive and

inappropriate. 1In conclusion, the delegation supported retention of the existing
formulation (CCD/PV.T10).
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(¢) Replacement of the words "having ... effects" with "likely to have ...
effects", or a similar phrase

316. The delegations of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692) and Sweden (CCD/PV.697)
favoured changing the phrase "having ... effects" to "which may be expected to
have ... effects" or "which may reasonably be expected to have ... effects". The
delegation of Japan suggested it would be desirable to amend this phrase to read
either "which are likely to cause ... effects" or "which are intended or might be

expected to cause ... effects" (CCD/PV.699).

317. The delegation of the United States noted that while some techniques might
reasonably be expected to cause the specified effects, others, such as rain-making,
might not; and the ban was intended to cover only those uses that resulted in such
effects or those where it could be shown that such use could reasonably have been
expected to result in such effects (CCD/PV.691 and 703). The delegation of Canada
thought that the inclusion of the phrase "may be expected to have" could result in
a limitation of the scope of the ban rather than an expansion of it (CCD/PV.699).
The delegation of India considered the word "having'" more comprehensive and less
controversial than other proposed expressions such as "intended" or "expected

to have" (CCD/PV.T10).

(d) Addition of a ban on "threat of use"

318. The delegations of Sweden (CCD/PV.697), Japan (CCD/PV.699), Egypt (CCD/PV.T01)
and Pakistan (CCD/PV.T17), supported by those of the Federal Republic of Germany
(cep/Pv.697), Ttaly (CCD/PV.T701) and Romania (CCD/PV.703), favoured inclusion of

a ban on the threat of use of the techniques in question. The delegation of the
United States held that if uses of such techniqgues were banned, threats of use
would be implausible, and that a specific ban might raise many problems,
particularly if the threats made happened to be ambiguous; but the delegation
expressed willingness to hear further amplification on the point (CCD/PV.691).

The delegation of the USSR supported the views of the delegation of the
United States on that question, particularly the latter's statement that the
prohibition of the use of such techniques would, of course, also include the threat

If a State undertook not to use environmental modification techniques,

of such use.
The delegation

the delegation added, it could not threaten to use such techniques.
of Bulgaria expressed the view that, taking into consideration the precedent of the
1925 Geneva Protocol, a specific ban on such threats would not be necessary

(ccp/PV.69L).

(e) Addition of a ban on "preparation for use" or on research and development

319. The delegation of the Netherlands proposed a ban on the preparation for use of
the techniques in question, which, it noted, had been included in the original
Soviet draft convention and would in effect ban research and develorment for hostile
use, since preparation would normally be in the form of development activity
(CCD/PV.692). The delegation of Hungary agreed that such a ban would be desirable
(CCD/PV.693); Argentina (CCD/PV.695) also supported the view, while Romania

(CCD/PV.T03) expressed a preference for it. \

320. The delegation of the United States held that a ban on research and development
activities would be unrealistic and ineffective and suggested, instead,
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confidence~-building measures, such as an exchange of information of resesrch
activities in the field of envirommental modification (ibid). The delegation of
Canada also held that a ban on research and development was liliely to be ineffective
in view of the dual peaceful and military purpose of the techniques involved
(CCD/PV.699). The delegation of the German Democratic Republic held that the
prohibition of military use covered the preparation of armed forces for such

use (CCD/PV.698). The delegation of India noted that it would not be feasible to
prohibit "preparation” or "research and development", as that idea had been found
impracticable in the context of other measures of arms limitation and

disarmament (CCD/PV.T10).

(£) Application of the ban to all States rather than to States parties only

321. The delegation of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692), Iran (CCD/PV.69T), Japan
(CCD/PV.699), Egypt (CCD/PV.TOl), Yugoslavia (ibid.) and Mexico (CCD/PV.T724) held
that the ban on the use of environmental modification techniques should apply to
all States and not merely to States parties. The delegation of Iran also noted,
however, that such application to all States might result in the lodging of many
reservations by those ratifying the convention.

322. The delegation of the USSR stated that, if the application of such techniques
to States not parties to the convention were prohibited as well, the latter would
be in a special position. They would enjoy the privileges deriving from the
convention, but at the same time would remain free to apply envirommental
modification techniques for military purposes against the parties to the convention.
Thus, States not parties to the convention would have no incentive to accede to
the international agreement (CCD/PV.698). The delegation of Canada said it tended
to support the current wording for the same reason (CCD/PV.699). The delegations
of Mongolia (CCD/PV.T702) and Bulgaria (CCD/PV.T703) also favoured that concept.

The delegation of India favoured the current wording because it stressed the idea
of reciprocity of obligations among the parties and also avoided the need of
subsequent reservations to that effect by States when adhering to the

convention {CCD/PV.T710). )

(g) Specific reference to application to acts of retaliation and self-defence

323. The delegation of the Hetherlands held that the ban should apply to all use of
the techniques specified, even in self-defence or retaliation (CCD/PV.692). The
delegation of the USSR indicated that that was its interpretation of the current
wording (CCD/PV.698). The delegation of Iran suggested that there might perhaps

be an "authoritative interpretation” that "hostile use" included retaliatory

use (CCD/PV.697).

324, The subject was closely related to the cuestions raised by the dclegation of
the United Kingdom on the convention's application to use of the specified
techniques by a State party for repelling an invading army on the State's own
territory (CCD/PV.695).

325. The delegation of the USSR said that the convention prohibited clearly and

unequivocally the military or any cther hostile use of environmental modification
techniques having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of

-T1-



destruction, damage or injury to another State party. That prohibition was very
specific and was not connected with any territorial boundaries (CCD/PV.698).

326. The delegation of the United States made clear that it considered the ban
applicable to use of such techniques as a means of destruction, damage or injury to
another State party, regardless of geographical boundaries or whether for offensive
or defensive purposes. The convention would not apply, however, to use of
environmental modification other than as a means of destruction or damage to

another State party (CCD/PV.T03).

(h) Avoidance of duplication with the draft protocols on humanitarian
law in armed conflicts

327. In reply to early assertions by Sweden, Australia and others that the identical
draft conventions appeared to duplicate, or perhaps contradict, certain paragrayphs
of the draft protocols currently under consideration at Geneva at the Diplomatic
Conference on the Reaffirmation and Development of International Humanitarian Law
Applicable in Armed Conflicts, the delegation of the United States pointed out

that there was a fundamental difference in the objectives of the two measures,

since the protocols were intended to protect the natural environment from damage

by any weapon, while the convention was intended to prevent the use of cnvircnmental
modification techniques as a weapon. The protocols applied only to armed conflicts,
the delegation added, whereas the ban in the draft convention would apply to

hostile use even when no war had been declared or no other weapons were used.

There was, accordingly, no need to establish a direct link between the two measures,
although they should obviously not be incompatible. It was also appropriate that
the wording of the two should be different, as in the case of the phrase
"widespread, long-lasting or severe", where the protocols used "and severe'" instead

of "or severe" (CCD/PV.688 and 691).

328. The delegations of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692) and Canada (CCD/FV.699) agreed
in principle with the views of the United States on the matter. The Netherlands
counselled care, however, to see that certain means of warfare which should be
banned did not fall outside the scope of both measures. The delegation of Canads
believed it was not necessery or desirable to amend the dralt convention tu

bring it more into line with the Geneva protocols because in some respzacts the
scope of the prohibition in the draft convention was broader than that of the
Protocols. The delegation of Egypt (CCD/PV.T0l) shared the views expressed by the
United States and the Netherlands on the matter.

329. The delegation of Hungary also stressed that there was no need for a direct
link between the two measures, although there should be no contradictions between
them (CCD/PV.693), while the delegations of Bulgaria stressed that the distinction
between the two measures should be made as clear as possible (CCD/PV.69L).

330. The delegation of Argentina agreed that there should be a clear distinction
and that the terminclogy should be different, as the United States had stated;
but it noted that the terminology "having widespread, long-lasting or severe
effects" was practically identical (CCD/PV.695). Iran also expressed its support
for avoiding contradictions in the two measures (CCD/PV.697).
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(i) Meaning of the phrase "destruction, damage or injury"

331. While no member specifically suggested elimination of the phrase, "as the
means of causing destruction, damage or injury", the delegation of Canada
specifically expressed support for it, noting however that it should not be used to
prevent any State from using the techniques in question to protect itself or its
own forces from environmental hazards (CCD/PV.699). 1In its paper (see CCD/L80),
Australia enquired as to the exact meaning of the phrase in terms of the object of
the cdestruction, etc.

332. The delegation of the United States stated, in that connexion, that the phrase,
in its broad sense, meant harm to the military forces and civilian population of

a State party to its ~ities, inuusiries, agriculture, btransport.tion and
communications system and its natural resources and assets (CCD/PV.691).

333. In addition to the above points, several replies were made to questions with
regard to article I, as follows:

(a) In reply to the question of the delegation of the United Kingdom as to
whether the use of herbicides and ecological damage would be banned under the
proposed convention, the delegation of the United States said that this would be
the case if herbicides were used as a means of destruction, damage or injury to a
State rrty and if the effects were "widespread, long-lasting or severe'; and that
causing an upset in the ecological balance of a region through the use of such
techniques would be prohibited (CCD/PV.T03);

(b) 1In reply to requests for definition of the terms, the delegation of the
United States stated that '"widespread" would refer to an area of several hundred
square kilometres, and could apply if such an area were to experience destruction,
damage or injury at approximately the same time as the cumulative result of a
series of operations conducted over a period of months or years; that "long-lasting"
involved a period of months, or about a season; and that "severe'" would be
interpreted as any serious disruption of the existing state of the environment as
a means of causing very serious damage or injury to persons or property (ibid).

(3) Article II (Definition of the scope)

334. The delegation of the United States explained that draft article II, containing
a definition of the term "envirommental modification techniques" with an
illustrative list of examples of techniques that would be prohibited, was intended
to make clear that the draft convention was concerned with the effects on the
environment of the manipulation of natural processes and not with the effects caused
by other methods of warfare. The list was not exhaustive but served the useful
purpose of adding substance to a technical definition. Although some of the listed
techniques were only theoretically possible, it was important to preclude their use
before they were perfected (CCD/PV.691).

335. The delegation of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.698) also held that the list of
examples was a reasonable way of explaining the ban; even though some of the
techniques listed were inconceivable today, they could be rapidly developed.
The delegation also noted (CCD/PV.T726) that it was the Committee's agreed
understanding that an 1llustrative list should be given of specific and very
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carefully chosen phenomena. The list in draft article II was the result of
prolonged and very careful consideration and study by scientific specialists of the
whole body of natural phenomena which human actions could cause or actively
influence. In conjunction with the objective natural processes enumerated in the
article, it provided a comprehensive basis for the expression "environmental
modification techniques". The delegation of Mongolia held that, since it was
generally agreed that the examples in article II were given merely for illustrative
purposes, they did not necessarily have to be comprehensive and exhaustive

(CCD/PV.T15).

336. The delegation of Japan took a basically positive attitude to the article but
suggested (a) that the term "weather patterns"” should be made more precise by
inserting the words "generation and dispersion of" before the word "clouds"; and

(b) that the possible danger of altering the icebergs in polar regions be covered by
adding at the end of the draft article the phrase "or in the distribution of ice

and snow masses over land surfaces and oceans" (CCD/PV.699).

337. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany held that such listed effects
as tsunamis, changes in the ozone layer, changes in ocean currents, or even
earthquakes, were not feasible, and that one important technique which was feasible,
namely, altering the course of rivers or modifying natural drainage systems, should
be added. The delegation stressed the view that the criterion for the choice of
examples should be whether or not, according to serious scientific opinion, the

use of a given technique as a measure of warfare would be possible in the
foreseceable future (CCD/PV.697). The delegation of the USSR challenged those

views, and stated that the question called for consideration at the expert level

(CcCD/PV.698).

338. The delegation of Canada thought a phrase should be added to show clearly
that the list was only illustrative; the delegation had doubts about making the
list more precise, which it believed would make it more restrictive. Canada also
recommended caution in adding definitions to article I, since they might
unnecessarily restrict the scope of the convention (CCD/PV.699).

339. The delegation of the United Kingdom asked if "dam-busting" or the use of
herbicides would be covered under the convention, and requested a definition of
"ecological balance'" and an explanation of the difference between "weather patterns"
and "climate patterns' (CCD/PV.699). Italy suggested that the words "influencing

or affecting" should be added after the phrase "refers to any techniques for

changing ..." (CCD/PV.T701).

340. Some delegations, most notably those of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692) and
Sweden (CCD/PV.697), considered the list of examples in the draft article
unnecessary and superfluous. The delegation of the Netherlands thought the list
could be interpreted as being restrictive and preferred agreed minutes of the
negotiations, records of negotiations or an annex to the convention to make clear
what activities would be covered; amendments could subsequently be made at regular
review conferences. If the list was to be retained, the delegation held, it should
be made clear that all the examples had "widespread, long-lasting or severe
effects", which was not row the case. The delegation of Sweden also held that the
list gave the impression ¢f a higher threshold than was actually the case, and

that it would have no legal effect and might focus attention on methods which would
have no importance in the future while diverting it from serious developments

in other fields. If the list was retained. the delegation concluded, it should
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be more realistic. The Government of Australia, in the document it submitted
(ccD/480), supported the view that the list might divert attention.

341, TIran welcomed the assurance of the United States that the list was merely
illustrative, but stated that it would agree to its elimination if that was the
general view (CCD/PV.697). Argentina noted that there was no guarantee that the
few examples given in the list would receive a consensus, and suggested that some
less sophisticated examples might be added (CCD/PV.695). Egypt (CCD/PV.TO1)
indicated agreement with the views of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands.
Yugoslavia pointed out that there would be no need for such a controversial list
under a comprehensive ban (ibid.). Romania agreed with many comments made about
the vagueness of the terms in draft articles I and II and that the purpose of the
convention should be defined more accurately (CCD/PV.T03).

342. The delegation of Pakistan considered that only the definition of the term
"environmmental modification techniques" should be contained in the article. The
illustrative list of examples, which should be made as extensive as possible to
include those envirommental modification techniques that were ostensibly peaceful
but which could possibly be diverted to hostile use, should form an annex to the
convention (CCD/PV.T17).

343. The delegation of India suggested that the phrase "the earth, including its
biota" be expanded to "the earth, its surface, inner or outer contents, or its
environment such as its biota" and also supported the Japanese idea of adding the
words "ice and snow masses over land surfaces and oceans'. It also believed that
any such listing of examples could only be illustrative and could not be regarded
as exhaustive, limitative or exclusive (CCD/PV.T10).

(4) Article IIT (Peaceful uses)

34k, The dolerotions of Hunrary (CCD/FV.(97, und Bulraria (CCD/PV.703) held that
draft article III was adequate for the purposes of the convention. While the
peaceful uses of the techniques involved should be promoted, such promotion should
take place in the framework of appropriate bodies already engaged in such
activities, such as the World Meteorlogical Organization (WMO) and the United
Nations Enviromment Programme (UNEP). The delegation of Iran expressed similar
views (CCD/PV.697T).

345. The delegation of Argentina (CCD/PV.686) supported by that of Egypt
(CCD/PV.T01), continued to hold that a provision for the promotion of peaceful
uses of the techniques involved, along the lines of article X of the Convention
on biological weapons should be added.

346, The delegation of Yugoslavia agreed with those favouring a broadening of the
scope of the article and suggested several additions (ibid.). The delegation of
Romania stressed the importance of a commitment in the convention to encourage
the development of peaceful uses in this field, including an information exchange
system (CCD/PV.T703).

347. The delegation of the Netherlands, while agreeing that the convention must
not deal with peaceful uses of the techniques involved and that a provision along
the lines of article X of the Convention oun biological weapons was not'necessary,
maintained that it should be made clear that peaceful uses could not be developed
with a completely free hand (CCD/FV.692).
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348, The delegation of Sweden (CCD/FV.697), supported by the Federal Republic of
Germany (ibid.) and Ttaly (CCD/PV.T0l), held that, if draft article III was to

be retained, it should be changed to read that the convention "does not apply" to
peaceful uses rather than "shall not hinder" them. The delegation of Sweden also
held that the entire article was subject to misinterpretation in the sense that the
use of such techniques would be permissible unless a hostile purpose was involved,
which was dangerous; and, if only hostile purposes were involved, the article could
be deleted without affecting the contents of the convention.

349. The delegation of the United States said that the draft article sought to
make clear that the convention should not be involved with the complex question

of peaceful uses, without prcjudicing any efforts elsewhere to promote or regulate
such uses. The United States was accordingly willing to consider changes to meet
valid objections. The delegation added, however, that with particular regard to
the inclusion of a provision like article X of the Convention on biological
veapens, there was no parallel between the peaceful uses of biological agents and
the largely undeveloped uses of the techniques involved in the draft convention.
The United States therefore thought it prudent not to make any commitment on the
latter in that regard. All United States peaceful activities in that field were
conducted on an open basis, with information available to all (CCD/PV.688 and 691).

350. The delegation of Japan welcomed the assurance of the United States with
regard to its peaceful activities and called on others to make their technical
information known and to co-operate in a free international exchange of

information (CCD/PV.699). The delegation of the Netherlands also welcomed the
statement of the United States that its research in the field was open (CCD/PV.692).

351. The delegation of India stated that it considered the existing formulation of
article III to be useful and adequate (CCD/PV.T10).

352. The delegation of Pakistan felt that peaceful uses should be allowed only
under the convention and subject to its provisions, rather than independently of
it; there was also a need of safeguards to ensure that uses for ostensibly

peaceful purposes Were not diverted to hostile ends or would not be such as to have

an adverse effect on another State (CCD/PV. 7).

353. The delegation of the Soviet Union objected to the proposals of some
delegations that the article should include definite provisions governing
international co-operation in the sphere of the peaceful use of environmental
modification techniques and laying down what amounted to specific obligations on
States in connexion with such co-operation. Tt pointed out that the inclusion of
such provisions in the convention under consideration was unjustified, since
questions of the peaceful use of those techniques were not germane to the
convention under preparation. The delegation also referred to the adoption of a
proposal submitted by delegations which had expressed themselves in favour of

the inclusion in the article, as a separate paragraph, of a provision similar to
that of article X, paragraph 1 of the Convention on biological weapons, concerning
the co-operation of States in the sphere of the peaceful use of environmental
modification techniques (CCD/PV.T726).

(5) Article IV

354, The delegation of the Netherlands questioned the need for a provision such as
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that in draft article IV for internal legislation to implement the ban,
maintaining that it could lead to delays in ratification of the agreement. as
had been the case in the Netherlands with the Convention on biological weapons.
It suggested that the co-sponsors of the draft might indicate what kinds of
internal measures they had in mind (CCD/PV.692). 1In a letter to the Committee
contained in working paper CCD/480, the Government of Australia also maintained
that the article was not clear and should be re-drafted. The delegation of
Italy suggested a greater flexibility by establishing a simple obligation for
each party to prohibit and prevent any activity in violation of the convention
(ccp/Pv.T01).

355. The delegation of the United States said that the purpose of the draft
article was simply to provide for legal implementation of the convention within
a State party, wherever that was needed. It was ready, however, to consider
suggestions for improving the wording (CCD/PV.691).

356. The delegation of India said that it considered the article non-essential, but
if it were to be retained, suggested that the opening phrase be amended to read,
“"Each State Party to the Convention may, in accordance with its constitutional
processes, take ...  (CCD/PV.T10).

357. The delegation of the Soviet Union held that draft article IV was so
formulated as to leave no room for doubt that every State was free to determine
independently, in accordance with its own legislation, the procedure for carrying
out the provisions of the convention. It had been taken into account that States
had different constitutional régimes. and the article in no way placed States
parties to the convention under the obligation to adapt or in any other way

to change their internal constitutional procedures (CCD/PV.T726).

(6) Article V {Complaints procedure)

358. The delegation of Sweden stressed that it had already expressed concern
about identical provisions for a verification and complaints procedure in the
Convention on biological weapons and that it had the same concern with regard to
the proposed convention. It was imperative, the delegation held, that a more
acceptable procedure be found to ensure that all States parties were treated on an
equal basis and that the permanent members of the Security Council would not use
the veto against a complaint under the convention. While it agreed with the
United States that special emphasis should be laid on the proposed consultations
procedures, the delegation held that it was important to distinguish between
technical fact-finding and a political complaints procedure; and the vague
references to consultation and co-operation should be strengthened, preferably
to contain certain rules about international exchange of information. Some
international machinery should also be indicated whick could serve as a
guarantee that objective verification procedures were available at the
international level before a matter was referred to the Security Council.
Recourse to the Security Council should be reserved as the last resort. The
deficiency could easily be remedied by considering the initiation of an
investigation by the Council as a procedural matter to which the right of veto
would not apply. That principle should be stated in draft article V, paragraph 2,
and Sweden would insist on a change in the current wording of that paragraph
(cCD/L4T9 and CCD/PV.69T7). The Government of Australia, in its working paper
(ccp/L480), supported the Swedish view, adding that WMO and UNEP should be given
an advisory role in complaints cases. Romania also suggested that those two

~-T7-



organizations be given a role in helping to decide whether a given use of the
technique in question had been accidental or hostile (CCD/PV.T703).

359. The delegaticn of the Iletherlands (CCD/FV.692) agreed with draft article V,
paragraph 1, on consultation and co-operation, but also objected to the fact that
the Security Council was the only organ mentioned which would consider evidence
presented by a compiaining party and which could initiate an investigation; the
objection was based on the inequality of the veto and the fact that a State would
be reluctant to lodge a complaint with the Council if it did not possess
conclusive evidence, which would be hard to find in that field without an
investigation. The proposed complaints procedure was, therefore, unsatisfactory
and a poor precedent for future treaties, the delegation held. An intermediate
body was needed, to which parties could complain and which could investigate the
matter on an expert basis before the Security Council was involved. The
Netherlands still favoured the creation of a disarmament agency for that purpose,
but for the moment it would prefer that the required fact-finding powers be
entrusted to the Secretary-General of the United Nations assisted by experts, as
had been proposed when the Convention on biological weapons was being negotiated.
A committee of parties to the agreement could assist the Secretary-General in that
task, although its powers need not be spelled out in the convention itself.
Complaints could be directed either to the Secretary-General or to the Committee
and all parties would agree to co-operate. The Committee could take decisions by
a simple or two-thirds majority and could advise the Secretary-General on the
action to be taken after the complaint was investigated, for example, to report to
the Security Council. It could also prepare for the regular review conferences
and report to those conferences on the implementation of the convention. Such
comnittees had already been created to oversee multilateral agreements, the
delegation pointed out, for example in the field of human rights; the Treaty on the
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems signed as a result of the first round
of strategic arms limitation talks also provided for a standing consultative
commission. Such a committee could only be established after the agreement
entered into force, and the depositary Powers could convene a short conference
within a specified time thereafter for the sole purpose of electing the committee
and establishing some of its basic procedures, the delegation added; the committee
could, for example, consist of 10 or 15 States, including the permanent members of
the Security Council who were also parties to the convention, or it could consist
of parties which were also members of the Security Council. The delegation of
Sweden (CCD/PV.697) expressed interest in the suggestions made by the Netherlands,
and so did the delegation of Argentina (CCD/PV.695). The delegation of the
Federal Republic of Germany also suggested the establishment, outside the United
Nations system, of a separate body for the verification and complaints procedure,
consisting of a limited number of States parties to the convention and having the
task of establishing the facts of the case, in so far as possible (CCD/PV.69T).

360. The delegation of Canada also stressed the need to examine all alternatives
to the procedure proposed in the draft article, since it was concerned that that
procedure might be established as a precedent for all subsequent treaties in the
disarmament field. It also suggested a rewording of draft article V, paragraph 2,
to allow a State to lodge a complaint with the Security Council when it had reason
to believe that another State was acting in breach of the obligations, and asked
the delegation of the United States and the Soviet Union for their interpretation
of the kind of assistance envisaged in draft article V, paragraph 4

(CCD/PV.699 and T703). The delegation of Italy shared the concern expressed by the
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delegations of Sweden and the Federal Republic of Germany with regard to the
insufficiency of the complaints procedure as defined in article V, and suggested
a rewording of draft article V, paragraph 1 (CCD/PV.T0l). The delegation of
Romania shared the doubts expressed by others with regard to the role of the
Security Council, noting that complaints of hostile action could already be made
to the Council under the Charter of the United Nations (CCD/PV.T03).

361. The delegation of Iran also indicated reluctance to accept the role assigned
to the Security Council under the draft convention, but doubted that any
verification system could be effective unless the concept of decision by majority
vote was accepted (CCD/PV.697). The delegation of Canada also doubted that a
better solution could be found that would be acceptable generally, but recommended
that the text permit complaints when there was reason to believe there had been a
violation and that the complaint be accompanied by all relevant information. The
delegation of the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.695) also held that immediate recourse to
the Security Council would tend to politicize matters which might be soluble by
technical means, but believed that some effective way of solving the problem could

be found without breaking so much new constitutional ground as that involved in
the proposal of the Netherlands.

362. The delegation of Japan also thought reliance on the Security Council in the
complaints procedure was inappropriate, and suggested further concrete provisions
concerning consultation and co-operation, possibly including a provision that a
complaining party might ask the Secretary-General to provide the necessary
technical assistance for investigating the complaint or, alternatively, that a

committee of parties be established. It also asked for clarification of the term
"international procedures" (CCD/PV.699).

363. The delegation of Pakistan stated that, with the draft as it stood, action
against a State in breach of its obligations could be taken only if all permanent
members of the Security Council were in agreement. That could not be considered
an effective solution to meet the situation, the delegation held, since action
could be blocked by even one permanent member (ccD/PV.T1T7).

364. The delegation of Egypt, while acknowledging the competence of the Security
Council to consider disputes which might arise in this area, did not deny the
value of the proposals made by the delegations of Sweden, the Netherlands and the
Federal Republic of Germany for establishing an intermediate procedure (CCD/PV.TO1)

365. The delegation of the United States heid that draft article V satisfied the
need for practical effectiveness in deterring violations and dealing with them as
they occurred. It established the right and obligation of parties to consult and
co-operate before recourse to the Security Council, and such consultations might
take place through appropriate international procedures in the United Nations
framework. The delegation maintained that that should adequately solve most, if
not all, differences between the parties (CCD/PV.688 and 691).

366. The delegation of the Soviet Union (CCD/PV.698) and other socialist States
noted that the sea-bed Treaty 26/ and Convention on biological weapons contained

gé/ Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil
Thereof (General Assembly resolution 2660 (XXV), annex),
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the same complaints procedure as that proposed in the draft article. They also
stressed that articles I and V represented a carefully elaborated balance which
represented the optimum solution and should not be upset. The delegation of the
Soviet Union did not agree with the suggestion of the Netherlands, because it
would create complications and because it was not appropriate to enlist the aid of
the chief administrative officer of the United Nations in resolving questions
which were not only technical but political. The delegation subsequently stated
(CCD/PV.T05) that the control system under the convention could include the
participation of such existing organizations as WMO and UNEP, or of a specially
created committee of experts of States parties, provided the functions of such
bodies were limited to the facilitation of consultation in problem cases. The
Soviet delegation also held (CCD/PV.T726) that in case of need a sufficiently wide
range of courses of action was open to the State concerned, including the conduct
of bilateral consultations and co-operation, application to existing international
bodies within the framework of the United Nations for consultation, the convening
of the advisory committee of experts and, lastly, application to the Security
Council. The State itself decided which of those possibilities it wished to make
use of. In reply to the inguiries of certain delegations, the delegation
explained that the help to the vietims of a violation of the convention, as
provided for in article V, paragraph 5, meant measures of medical aid, rescue or
other humane assistance. Measures could also be adopted which were designed to
safeguard the security of the country subjected to attack, as provided for in
Article VII of the Charter of the United Nations. The convention did not exclude
assistance on the basis of other agreements and obligations in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations. The delegation of Czechoslovakia stated that the
proposal to add further and different tasks to those already connected with the
functioning of the convention was not feasible (CCD/PV.T17).

367. The delegation of the United Kingdom also stated that it could support the
idea of an intermediary investigative body to submit findings to the Security
Council, provided such a body established facts only, without judgments, and that
the complaining country could decide whether or not to submit the case to the

Security Council (CCD/PV.T08).

368. The delegation of India agreed that the investigation of complaints under the
convention might be very complex, involving examination on a technical level by
such United Nations bodies as WMO, UNEP and the Food and Agriculture Organization

of the United Nations (CCD/PV.T710).

369. The delegation of Poland stated that the problems which draft article V
seemed to pose for some delegations had been satisfactorily resolved following a
long and wide-ranging discussion., Both the discussion and the formula of

article V might prove to be precedent-setting and of distinct value for the future
work of the Committee on other important measures (CCD/PV.T27).

(7) Article VI (Amendments)

3?0. The delegation of the United Kingdom believed that the draft article required
tighter drafting to prevent over-hasty or discriminatory amendments. It also

suggested that it might stipulate that any amendment should be sponsored by at
least 10 parties and should require the support of two thirds of the parties before
entering into force (CCD/PV.695). The delegation of Canada held that the draft
article should include a stipulation, as in the Convention on biological weapons,
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that an amendment would enter into force, for all parties that had accepted it,
upon the deposit of the instrument of acceptance by a majority of the parties

(ccp/Pv.699).

(8) Article VIII (Deposit of instruments)

371. The Govermment of Australia, in its letter to the Committee contained in
document CCD/480, held that, in view of the universal nature of the agreement, the
Secretary~General of the United Nations should be given a depositary role.
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(9) Addition of a provision concerning review conferences

372. The delegation of the Soviet Union noted that the provisions relating to the
review conference (draft article VIII) had been worked out as the result of
constructive efforts to reach mutually acceptable decisions, and the taking into
account, by those engaged in the negotiations, of the interests and points of view
of the various States (CCD/PV.T726). A considerable number of delegations, including
those of the Netherlands (CCD/PV.692), the United Kingdom (CCD/PV.695), Iran
(cCD/PV.69T), Canada (CCD/PV.699), Japan (ibid.), Egypt (CCD/PV.701), Yugoslavia
(ibid.), Mongolia (CCD/PV.702), Romenia (CCD/PV.T03), Bulgaria (ibid.) and India
(CCD/PV.T10), held that a provision for review conferences should be included in
the proposed convention. Bulgaris and Mongolia specifically favoured the provision
of the type that had been included in the Soviet draft convention. The delegations
of Canada and the Netherlands noted, in particular, that developments in the field
were unpredictable and should be followed by regular review conferences. The
delegations of Canada, Japan and the United Kingdom, however, thought that such
conferences should be convened only at the request of a majority of the parties.
The delegation of the United Kingdom thought there should be 3 to 10 years between
conferences, while Canada said they should be held at least every 10 years.

*

* *

373. As mentioned in paragraph 8 above, the Committee established a working group of
the Committee for the purpose of considering any modifications that any delegation
might propose to the identical texts of a draft convention on the prohibition of
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques,
submitted by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States as documents
CCD/L4T1 and CCD/4T72 respectively, and of facilitating the negotiations of the text

of an agreement.

374. The Working Group on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of
Environmental Modification Techniques held 29 informal meetings between 2 July and

1 September 1976, with the participation of all members who attended the 1976 session
of the Conference and submitted its report to the Committee (CCD/518). During the
deliberations in the Working Group some modifications to the text were proposed by
various delegations. Some proposals were withdrawn. Some amendments were
incorporated as proposed. Some proposals were modified and then agreed to. Some
other proposals were not agreed to.

375. At the 72T7th meeting on 3 September 1976, the Committee considered the report

of the Working Group containing the draft convention, as well as comments, dissenting
views and reservations thereon, which is transmitted to the United Nations General
Assembly and the United Nations Disarmament Commission as annex I to the present

report.

376. At the 726th and 72Tth meetings, some delegations addressed themselves again to
the subject.

377. The delegation of the Soviet Union commented on a number of articles and
provisions of the draft convention. It noted that article V contained important
provisions for the settlement of possible situations of conflict connected with
questions of the implementation of the convention by States party to it. The article
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provided for the establishment of a consultative committee of experts, open to all
States party to the convention, whose task was to assist those States in the
solution of any problems which might arise in connexion with the objectives or
implementation of the convention. The State concerned had, if necessary, a
sufficiently broad range of action, including bilateral consultation and co-operation
application to existing international organizations within the framework of the
United Nations for consultation, convening of the consultative committee of experts
and, finally, application to the Security Council. The State itself determined
which of those possibilities it wished to use. A corresponding annex to the
convention, relating to article V, on the functions and rules of procedure of the
committee of experts had also been drawn up. It clearly outlined the committee's
sphere of competence with regard to fact finding, without the adoption of any '
decisions on the subject of the problem which had arisen. The annex also provided
for certain machinery to facilitate the committee's work, including the possibility
of requesting from States and from international organizations information and
assistance which would be desirable for the accomplishment of the committee's work.
The delegation further explained that the assistance to those harmed as a result of
violation of the convention, mentioned in article V, paragraph 5, meant medical,
rescue and other humanitarian measures. Measures designed to ensure the security
of a country which has been attacked could be take, as stipulated in Chapter VII of
the Charter of the United Nations. The convention did not exclude assistance on the
basis of other agreements and circumstances corresponding to the Charter. The
object and scope of the prohibition were defined in article I, the delegation
continued. The words ''widespread, long-lasting or severe effects' indicated the
basic characteristics of the scope of the prohibition. The choice of that
definition was due above all to the fact that those were the types of effect which
presented the main danger and therefore constituted the crux of the problem under
discussion. The delegation pointed out that article II of the draft was a logical
supplement to article I, for it explained the meaning of the term "environmental
modification techniques". The text drew attention to the principle of modification,
based on the deliberate manipulation of natural processes. The Committee's agreed
understanding gave an illustrative enumeration of specific phenomens which had been
chosen very carefully. The purpose of the enumeration was to give a specific idea
of what was really referred to in the convention. The delegation recalled that
during the consideration of the question of examples, some delegations had proposed
the inclusion of that enumeration of examples in an annex to the convention. The
delegation had not objected to that procedure, but owing to certain difficulties
that had arisen in connexion with the status of such an annex it had been deemed
desirable to delete the enumeration from article II and to provide an agreed
understanding of the enumeration of examples separately. Some additional provisions
had been included in the preamble which took into account the points of view of all
members of the Committee and which had helped to find mutually acceptable decisions
on articles I, II and III of the draft. With regard to article III of the draft,
it had been decided, on the basis of the proposal made by certain delegations,

to include in that article, as a separate paragraph, a provision, similar to
article X, paragraph 1, of the Convention on biological weapons, on co-operation
between States in the field of the peaceful use of environmental modification
techniques. During the discussion of that article, some delegations had spoken

in favour of including in it specific provisions which would regulate international
co-operation in that sphere and would in fact provide specific obligations for
States in connexion with such co-operation. However, it had been found that the
inclusion of such provisions in the convention would be unjustified, since the
subject of the convention and its entire conception consisted in the prohibition
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of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, and
not in the regulation of problems of the peaceful use of such techniques. Those
problems constituted quite a different subject. The delegation emphasized that

the other articles and provisions of the convention, including those on conferences
to review its operation, had alsc been elaborated as a result of a constructive
search for mutually acceptable decisions in which participants in the negotiations
had taken the interests and view of various States into account. The delegation
announced that the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics gave its
agreement to the approval of the text of the convention on the prohibition of
military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques,
prepared by the Committee on Disarmament, together with the annex thereto, and also
of the text of the agreed understandings of the Committee on Disarmament relating

to artiecles I, II, III and VIII of that convention.

378. The delegation of Argentina stated that, although progress had been achieved in
some texts of the draft convention, articles I and II and the understandings

reached in their regard had not modified the original scope of the prohibition. In
view of the importance of the question, the delegation could not accept the draft

convention (CCD/PV.T727).

379. The delegation of Mexico (ibid.) fully reserved its freedom of position and
action in the General Assembly with regard to the draft convention reproduced in
document CCD/518 for the reasons set forth in its "Working paper on the scope of
a prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification

techniques" (CCD/516).

380. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany noted with satisfaction that
agreement had been reached by and large on a text of the draft convention.

Although the Federal Government was not yet in a position to make any final comment,
the delegation wanted to state its preliminary position on three points. As the
Federal Government attributed great importance to the clear definition of the scope
and criteria of the prohibition, it would have preferred to see the explanatory
commentary become an integral part of the convention. It regarded the understanding
pertaining to article I, as an authentic interpretation belonging to the final
adoption of the convention. With regard to article III, the delegation stressed the
importance the Federal Government attached to the international exchange of
information in all fields and the support the Federal Republic of Germany gave to
international economic, scientific and technological co-operation, which it was
constantly endeavouring to expand. The delegation emphasized, however, that the
legal and practical problems involved in international co-operation in the

peaceful use of environmental modification techniques could not be dealt with in an
arms control agreement and that the settlement of specific questions relating to

the transfer of technology required in each case special agreements between the
countries and organizations such as the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development, the United Nations Industrial Development Organization and the World
Intellectual Property Organization. Referring to article V, the delegation

remarked that the Federal Government regarded the provisions of the article and of
the annex thereto, relating to the complaints procedure, as an important and
indispensable improvement, though it did not want to imply thereby that it considered
it a model solution for future arms control agreements (CCD/PV.T727).

381. The delegation of Italy stated that the consultative committee of experts,
provided for in the annex to article V, could hardly perform its function, since
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its deliberations did not appear likely to have practical impact on the decisions
of the Security Council (ibid.)

382. The delegation of Brazil said it did not oppose the submission of the draft
convention to the General Assembly for its consideration, but reiterated its
reservation on the draft understanding relating to article I (ibid.)

383. The delegation of Morocco said it had no objection to transmitting the draft
convention to the General Assembly at its thirty-first session, but would reserve
its right to comment on it during that session (ibid.)

384, The delegation of Yugoslavia reiterated the reservation of its position, as
recorded in the report of the Working Group (ibid.).

385. The delegation of Pakistan also reiterated its comments on the draft
convention made in the final meeting of the Working Group, as recorded in the
report of the Group (ibid.).

386. The delegation of Ethiopia reiterated the position of its Government on the
modified text of the draft convention (ibid.).

387. The delegation of the United States, stating its support for the draft
convention worked out in the Working Group on environmental modification, held
that the approach in that text, as in the text tabled by the sponsors in

August 1975, would effectively eliminate whatever serious dangers might be posed
by military or any other hostile use of environmental modificaticn techniques. The
low threshold of applicability of the prohibition in article I raised a strong
practical inhibition against any hostile use of such techniques having, or that
would be expected to have, effects anywhere near the threshold criteria. Also,
contrary to an apparent misconception, the treaty was not permissive with respect
to hostile use of environmental modification technigues to produce any of the
phenomena listed illustratively in the agreed Committee understanding relating to
article II. 1In fact, any such use would be violative of the undertaking in
article I because it would be assumed to be intended to cause effects above the
threshold. The delegation observed that the draft text being transmitted to the
General Assembly reflected significant accommodation of the co-sponsors' positions
to views stated by others, both in the plenary meetings and in the Working Group.
This was to be expected in any genuine multilateral negotiating process, and all
who had participated in the Ccmmittee's and Working Group's work deserved to share
in gratification over the successful production of a complete text. The delegation
of the United States thought, therefcore, that most delegations would join in the
conclusion that the modified draft was a document worthy of endorsement by the

General Assembly (ibid.)
%

The Committee decided to reconvene on 15 February 1977 unless it subsequently
agreed otherwise.

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

(signed) V. I. LIKHACHEV (Signed) Joseph MARTIN (Jr.)
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics United States of America
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ANNEX I

Report of the Working Group on the Prohibition of
Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental
Modification Techniques

1. On 1 July 1976, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD/PV.T08)
established, for 1976, a working group of the Conference, for the purpose of
considering any modifications that any delegation might propose to the identical
texts of a draft convention on the prohibition of military or any other hostile
use of environmental modification techniques, submitted on 21 August 1975 by the
delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States as documents CCD/471 and
L72 respectively, and of facilitating the negotiation of the text of an agreement.

2. The Working Group held 29 meetings between 2 July and 1 September 1976, in
which all the members attending the 1976 session of the Conference participated.
In addition, various delegations held informal consultations amongst themselves
over the same periocd on matters related to the draft convention.

3. During its deliberations the Working Group considered modifications proposed
by various delegations to the identical texts of the draft convention contained in
documents CCD/LT1 and 472. There was agreement on many of the modifications but
no agreement on others.

L, The text of the draft convention as modified, is reproduced in the following
paragraph. The comments of some delegations on this text, as well as dissenting

views or reservations, are given in paragraphs 6 to 19.

>, DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF MILITARY OR ANY OTHER
HOSTILE USE OF ENVIRONMENTAL MODIFICATION TECHNIQUES

The States Parties to this Convention,

Guided by the interest of consolidating peace, and wishing to contribute to
the cause of halting the arms race, and of bringing about general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control, and of saving
mankind from the danger of using new means of warfare,

Determined to continue negotiations with a view to achieving effective progress
towards further measures in the field of disarmament,

Recognizing that scientific and technical advances may open new possibilities
with respect to modification of the environment,

Recalling the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment adopted in Stockholm on 16 June 1972,

Realizing that the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful
purposes could improve the interrelationship of man and nature and contribute to
the preservation and improvement of the environment for the benefit of present
and future generations,
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Recognizing, however, that military or any other hostile use of such
techniques could have effects extremely harmful to human welfare,

Desiring to prohibit effectively military or any other hostile use of
environmental modification techniques in order to eliminate the dangers to

mankind from such use, and affirming their willingness to work towards the
achievement of this objective,

Desiring also to contribute to the strengthening of trust among nations and
to the further improvement of the international situation in accordance with the
purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Have agreed as follows:
Article I

1. Fach State Party to this Convention undertakes not to engage in military
or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques having
widespread, long-lasting or severe effects as the means of destruction, damage
or injury to any other State Party.

2. Bach State Party to this Convention undertakes not to assist, encourage
or induce any State, group of States or internaticnal organization to engage in
activities contrary to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this article.

Article II

As used in article I, the term "environmental modification techniques" refers
to any technique for changing -- through the deliberate manipulation of natural
processes -- the dynamics, composition or structure of the Earth, including its
biota, lithosphere, hydrosphere, and atmosphere, or of outer space.

Article III

1. The provisions of this Convention shall not hinder the use of
environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes and shall be without

prejudice to generally recognized principles and applicable rules of international
law concerning such use.

2. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate, and
have the right to participate in, The fullest possible exchange of scientific and
technological information on the use of environmental modification techniques for
peaceful purposes. States Parties in a position to do so shall contribute,
alone or together with other States or international organizations, to
international economic and scientific co-operation in the preservation,
improvement ,and peaceful utilization of the environment, with due consideration
for the needs of the developing areas of the world.

Article IV
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to take any measures it

considers necessary in accordance with its constitutional processes to prohibit

and prevent any activity in violation of the provisions of the Convention anywhere
under its Jjurisdiction or control.
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Article V

1. The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one another
and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise in relation to the
objectives of, or in the application of the provisions of, the Convention.
Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this article may also be undertsaken
through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the United
Nations and in accordance with its Charter. These international procedures
may include the services of appropriate international organizations, as well as
of a consultative committee of experts as provided for in paragraph 2 of this
article.

2. For the purposes set forth in paragraph 1 of this article, the
Depositary shall, within one month of the receipt of a request from any State
Party, convene a consultative committee of experts. Any State Party may appoint
an expert to this committee whose functions and rules of procedure are set out
in the Annex, which constitutes an integral part of this Convention. The
committee shall trensmit to the Depositary a summary of its findings of fact,
incorporating all views and information presented to the committee during its
proceedings. The Depositary shall distribute the summary to all States Parties.

3. Any State Party to this Convention which has reasons to believe that any
other State Party is acting in breach of obligations deriving from the provisions
of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United
Nations. Such a complaint should include all relevant information as well as all
possible evidence supporting its validity.

L, Fach State Party to this Convention undertaskes to co-operate in
carrying out any investigation which the Security Council msy initiate, in
accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, on the basis
of the complaint received by the Council. The Security Council shall inform the
States Parties to the Convention of the results of the investigation.

5. Fach State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support
assistance, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United HNationms,
to any Party to the Convention which so requests, if the Security Council decides
that such Party has been harmed or is likely to be harmed as a result of
violation of the Convention.

Article VI

1. Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. The text
of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary who shall promptly
circulate it to all States Parties.

2. An amendment shall enter into force for all States Parties which have
accepted it, upon the deposit with the Depositary of instruments of acceptance
by a majority of States Parties, . Thereafter it shall enter into force for
any remaining State party on the date of deposit of its instrument of acceptance.

Article VIT

This Convention shall be of unlimited duration.
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Article VIII

1. Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, a conference
of the States Parties to the convention shall be convened by the Depositary in
Geneva. The conference shall review the operation of the Convention with a view
to ensuring that its purposes and provisions are being realized, and shall in
particular examine the effectiveness of the provisions of article I, paragraph 1,

in eliminating the dangers of military or any other hostile use of environmental
modification techniques.

2. At intervals of not less than five years thereafter, a majority of the
States Parties to this Convention may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this
effect to the Depositary, the convening of a conference with the same objectives.

3. If no review conference has been convened pursuant to paragraph 2 of
this article within ten years following the conclusion of a previous review
conference, the Depositary shall solicit the views of all States Parties to this
Convention on the holding of such a conference. If one third or ten of the
States Parties, whichever number is less, respond affirmatively, the Depositary
shall take immediate steps to convene the conference.

Article IX

1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State
which does not sign the Convention before its entry into force in accordance wich
paragraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any time.

2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory States.
Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

3. This Convention shall enter into force upon the deposit with the
Depositary of instruments of ratification by twenty Governments in accordance
with paragraph 2 of this article.

L, For those States whose instruments of ratification or accession are
deposited after the entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force
on the date of the deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States
of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of
ratification or of accession and the date of the entry into force of this

Convention and of any amendmerts thereto, as well as of the receipt of other
notices.

6. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary in accordance
with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
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Article X
This Convention, of which the Arebic, Chinese, English, French, Russian,
and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the
Secretary-General of the United Nations who shall send certified copies thereof
to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, duly authorized thereto, have signed
this Convention.

Done at veeveecacanns ceccesssees cesevanse .
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Annex

Consultative Committee of Experts

1. The Consultative Committee of Experts shall undertake to make appropriate
findings of fact and provide expert views relevant to any problem raised pursuant

to article V, paragraph 1, of this Convention by the State Party requesting the
convening of the Committee.

2. The work of the Consultative Committee of Experts shall be organized in such
a way as to permit it to perform the functions set forth in paragraph 1 of this
annex. The Committee shall decide procedural questions relative to the
organization of its work where possible by consensus but otherwise by a majority
of those present and voting. There shall be no voting on matters of substance.

3. The Depositary or his representative shall serve as the chairman of the
Committee.

k. Each expert may be assisted at meetings by one or more advisers.
5. Each expert shall have the right, through the Chairman, to request from

States, and from international organizations, such information and assistance as
the expert considers desirable for the accomplishment of the Committee's work.

Understandings

Understanding relating to article I

It is the understanding of the Committee that, for the purposes of this

Convention, the terms "widespread", "long-lasting" and "severe" shall be
interpreted as follows:

(a) "widespread": encompassing an area on the scale of several hundred
square kilometres,

(b) "long-lasting": lasting for a period of months, or approximately a
season;
(¢) '"severe": involving serious or significant disruption or harm to human

life, natural and economic resources or other assets.

It is further understood that the interpretation set forth above is intended
exclusively for this Convention and is not intended to prejudice the interpretation

of the same or similar terms if used in connexion with any other international
agreement.
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Understanding relating to article IT

It is the understanding of the Committee that the following examples are
illustrative of phenomena that could be caused by the use of environmental
modification techniques as defined in article II of the Convention: earthquakes;
tsunamis; an upset in the ecological balance of a region; changes in weather
patterns (clouds, precipitation, cyclones of various types and tornadic storms);
changes in climate patterns; changes in ocean currents; changes in the state of
the ozone layer; and changes in the state of the ionosphere.

It is further understood that all the phenomena listed above, when produced
by military or any other hostile use of environmental modification techniques,
would result, or could reasonably be expected to result, in widespread, long-
lasting or severe destruction, damage or injury. Thus, military or any other
hostile use of environmental modification techniques as defined in article II, so
as to cause those phenomena as a means of destruction, damage or injury to another

State Party, would be prohibited.

It is recognized, moreover, that the list of examples set out above is not
exhaustive. Other phenomena which could result from the use of environmental
modification techniques as defined in article II could also be appropriately
included. The absence of such phenomena from the list does not in any way imply
that the undertaking contained in article I would not be applicable to those
phenomena, provided the criteria set out in that article were met.

Understanding relating to article IIT

It is the understanding of the Committee that this Convention does not deal
with the question whether or not a given use of environmental modification
techniques for peaceful purposes is in accordance with generally recognized
principles and applicable rules of international law.

Understanding relating to artiele VIII

It is the understanding of the Committee that a proposal to amend the
Convention may also be considered at any conference of Parties held pursuant to
article VIII. It is further understood that any proposed amendment that is
intended for such consideration should, if possible, be submitted to the Depositary
no less than 90 days before the commencement of the conference.

6. The delegation of Argentina stated that, although it would not object to the
consensus on transmitting the report of the Working Group to the Conference, it
wished to place on record that it could not accept the draft convention on the
prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental modification
techniques on account of its well-known objections regarding article T,

paragraph 1, and article II and their understandings, repeatedly expressed in the
plenary meetings of the Conference and in the Working Group. The delegation also
reserved the right to revert to those important matters in the plenary meetings

of the Conference and at the General Assembly of the United Nations when the draft

convention was considered.
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T. The delegation of Mexico stated that, for the reasons explained at the

T24th meeting of the Conference, the delegation considered that the wording of
article I of the draft convention on the prohibition of military or any other
hostile use of environmental modification techniques, which had originated from the
identical texts submitted in August 1975 by the delegations of the Soviet Union

and the United States, was totally unacceptable. It was convinced that, if the
desire was that the General Assembly of the United Nations should be able to
recommend this text to the Member States, it was essential to delete the qualifying
phrase "having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects". That would at least
avert the danger that the provisions of paragraph 1, albeit much inferior to those
of the original Soviet text of 197L, might legitimize many acts of environmental
warfare.

8. The delegation of India stated that it supported the transmittal to the
Conference of the draft convention which had just been negotiated. However, this
support was at the delegation level only. The delegation had not had enough time
to obtain the final instructions of the Government of India. Thus the delegation
of India reserved its right to offer final comments at a later stage.

9. The delegation of Brazil stated that it was its understanding that the draft
understanding relating to article I would not be included as an annex to the draft
convention, but would be recorded in the report of the Conference to the General
Assembly. The delegation of Brazil would prefer the second alternative. In any
case the delegation reserved the position of the Brazilian Government on the
subject. The reservation was of a substantive nature because, as already stated
by the delegation in the course of the debates, it considered the above-mentioned
interpretations definitely not satisfactory. In spite of that formal reservation,
ti» Brazilian delegation would not oppose a consensus to submit the draft
convention to the consideration of the General Assembly.

10, The Yugoslav delegation said it had not been satisfied from the beginning with
the scope and some other provisions of the text of the draft convention. It had
put on record some of its requests for amendments to the text of the draft
convention and had given support to a number of other amendments and suggestions
put forth by other delegations. In the process of negotiation in the Working
Group, there had been improvements of the text of the draft convention, including
acceptance of some amendments by the Yugoslav delegation. The delegation found
those modifications useful. However, until now the Yugoslav delegation had
received no instruction from its Government in regard to the acceptance or
non-acceptance of the draft convention as a whole. For that reason it wished to
state for the record, without prejudging any decision that the Yugoslav Government
might take, that on the delegation level it would not object to the consensus in
the Working Group in respect to the transmittal of its report to the Conference.
It wished also to reserve the right of the Yugoslav Government and the delegation
to state their views in respect of the draft convention at a later date.

11. At the delegation level, the delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany
welcomed the results of the negotiations of the Working Group. Considering the
short interval between the termination of those negotiations and the presentation
of the report of the Working Group tc the Conference, there had not been sufficient
time for the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany to examine the draft in
a thorough manner. Thus, on behalf of the Government of the Federal Republic of
Germany, the delegation reserved the right to further comment on the draft at a
later stage.
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12. The delegation of the Netherlands could, in general, accept the text of the
draft convention. The Netherlands Government reserved its right to make comments
on the draft convention during the 1976 session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations.

13. The delegation of Pakistan said it was still awaiting firm instructions from
its Government and, therefore, was not in a position to give definitive views on
the draft convention. It would like, however, to put on record its views on some
of the provisions of the draft. Regarding article I, it felt that the phrase
"having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects" would not only limit the scope
of the prohibition but would render its interpretation difficult. The delegation
failed to understand why, in a situation in which exception had already been made
in respect of the use of environmental modification techniques for "peaceful
purposes"”, "hostile use" of those techniques below a certain threshold shouvld be
sanctioned at the same time. In spite of that, the delegation had stated that it
would not press for the exclusion of the words "widespread, long-lasting or
severe", provided they were defined in a manner that was both precise and
realistic, so as to avoid misinterpretation and to take into account the damage
that could be suffered by a State. In the current draft such definitions had been
relegated to an understanding of the Committee, the status of which was unclear,
so that doubts could be entertained about its effectiveness. In respect of the
understanding of the Committee relating to article II, the delegation of Pakistan
would like to add its own understanding that the phrase "ecological balance"
encompassed the region's hydrological balance as well. With regard to article III
about the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes, the
delegation of Pakistan wished to reiterate that it would be necessary to verify
such peaceful uses, in order to ensure that they were indeed peaceful and could
not be diverted to hostile uses. The delegation would have also preferred the
draft convention to include a provision on the obligation of States to ensure that
their use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes would
not result in adverse effects for other States. Regarding article V, the
delegation would be prepared, in principle, to accept the article as drafted,
subject to further technical examination. However, it continued to entertain
doubts whether the modalities of a consultative committee of experts would be
effective in preventing violations of the convention. For this purpose, it would
have been better to create a machinery which could effectively prevent any
threatened violations of the convention. In conclusion, the delegation of Pakistan
would not object, at the delegation level, to a consensus on transmitting the
report of the Working Group to the Conference. The delegation, however, reserved
the right to offer comments at a later date.

14. The delegation of Romania expressed its satisfaction for the working
atmosphere that had generally prevailed during the proceedings in the Working
Group. At the same time, it noted that a number of important issues had not been
given in the Working Group the thorough consideration they deserved and not enough
efforts had been made to accommodate the views of all delegations. The fact that
the draft convention, as modified, still presented insurmountable difficulties

for a number of delegations raised a serious problem, the consequence being that
the convention, conceived to be truly international, failed from its very
inception to respond to the interests of all nations. Regarding the preamble of
the draft convention, the delegation of Romania reiterated the importance it
attached to the commitment by all States Parties to continue negotiations, in order
to achieve further effective measures in the field of disarmament. It regarded
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this provision as a minimal satisfaction to be given to those delegations which
considered that, in view of the hypothetical nature of the environmental
modification techniques, the immediate value of the Convention consisted primarily
in the future action that it might be able to stimulate in other fields of
disnrmement. In this connexion the Romanian delegation held that paragraph 2 of the
preamble considerably limited the scope of the impact that the Convention might have
for further disarmament measures, by failing to mention the priority to be given to
nuclear disarmament. On article I, the delegation of Romania reiterated the strong
preference it had expressed during the deliberations of the Working Group for a
convention which was comprehensive in its scope, prohibiting the military use of all
environmental modification techniques. It was its understanding, therefore, that,
should the convention remain unchanged, article VIII of the current draft included
a definite commitment by all States Parties to keep the question of the scope of the
convention under constant observation and also to take advantage of the first review
conference, in order to engage in concrete negotiations with a view to banning those
environmental modification technigques which remained below the level of magnitude
established by the draft convention in its current form. On article V, the
delegation held that, although in its current form article V had been much improved
as compared with its initial version, it still maintained the central role of the
Security Council in deciding in the future on any complaint, in case of possible
violations of the convention. In this connexion, the delegation of Romania
considered that the system of verification and control to be provided for any
international convention should be based on the equal protection of all parties and
on their equal participation in any complaint procedures. It was its understanding,
therefore, that should such cases of possible violations of the convention arise in
the future, the above principle must be fully observed. Finally, as regards the
guestion of the transmission of the draft convention to the General Assembly, the
delegation of Romania stated its position to the effect that the transmission of
the draft convention should be fully consistent with the rules of procedures under
which the Conference currently worked.

15. The Italian delegation approved the transmission of the modified text of the
draft convention by the Working Group to the Conference, but reserved its right to
comment on it at a later stage, pending the final position of the Italian Government
on the same text. The Italian delegation stated that in article II of the draft
convention the words "or affecting"” should be added after the word "changing", to
make it clear that the provision of article I, paragraph 1, alsoc applied to the
deliberate use of any technique which would have an adverse influence, other than a
change, in the dynamics, composition or structure of the Earth, etc. The Italian
delegation also held the view that article IIT should contain a provision
establishing the responsibility of States Parties for damages or injuries deriving
from the use of environmental modification techniques for peaceful purposes. It
stated that such a provision would, inter alia, greatly help to prevent that
prohibited activities under the draft convention might actually be disguised as
peaceful ones.

16. The Ethiopian delegation reserved the position of the Ethiopian Government on
the modified text of the draft convention. However, that should not be taken to
imply that the Ethiopian delegation opposed the forwarding of the draft text to
the Conference and eventually to the General Assembly of the United Nations.

17. The delegations of the United States and the Soviet Union were of the view

that the complete draft text of a convention on the prohibition of military or any
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques, resulting from the
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proceedings of the Working Group, represented a considerable accomplishment. They
noted that a large majority of delegations shared that view. They also observed
that the draft was significantly modified from the identical drafts which were
tabled in the Conference in August 1975; that reflected accommodation of the
sponsors' positions to views stated by others in the Working Group and the
Conference itself. Both delegations were gratified that a broadly agreed text was
worked out in a genuinely multilateral process. The Soviet and American
delegations were further of the view that the modified draft text would accomplish
the main objective of effectively eliminating the real dangers of military or any
other hostile use of environmental modification techniques. Accordingly, they
recommended that the Conference accept the text as forwarded to the Committee in
the report.

18. The Egyptian delegation recalled that it had already expressed its views on
the subject of the draft convention at the TOlst meeting of the Conference and in
the meetings of the Working Group. The delegation would like to reserve its
position on the following articles and also reserve its right to make further
comments on the draft convention at later stages. With regard to article I, the
delegation of Egypt (a) believed in the addition of the words "or threat of use"
after the word "use" in paragraph 1; (b) preferred a reference to "hostile" uses
of environmental modification technigues without mentioning the word "military"

in the same paragraph; (c) supported the deletion of the word "Party" at the end
of the same paragraph. Concerning the scope of the prohibition of the use of
environmental modification techniques, the delegation would prefer the deletion

of the words "having widespread, long-lasting or severe effects'". Concerning
article II, the delegation of Egypt had supported the Italian proposal concerning
the addition of the words '"or affecting" after the word 'changing". Concerning
article III, the delegation had noted that noc mention was made in the article
about the liability of States parties concerning the peaceful use of environmental
modification techniques which might cause damage or injury to any other State, a
principle already applicable in the field of international law. In spite of these
comments, the delegation of Egypt remained convinced of the usefulness and value
of the draft convention. It had made its comments in a constructive spirit, with
a view to not being an obstacle of any kind to whatever agreement could be reached
within the Working Group.

19. The Swedish delegation said that its Government was in general agreement with
the text of the amended draft convention. The Swedish Government reserved its
right to make comments on the amended draft convention in the General Assembly of
the United Nations.
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ANNEX II

Documents issued by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament*

On 17 February 1976, the Secretary-General of the United Nations transmitted
to the Co-Chairmen a letter containing the resolutions of the General Assembly on

disarmament (CCD/LT78).

On 19 February 1976, the representative of Sweden submitted comments on the
draft convention on the "Prohibition of military or any other hostile use of
environmental modification techniques" (CCD/L71 and L472) made in a statement by
Mrs. Inga Thorsson on 1lli November 1975, in the First Committee of the United
Nations General Assembly (CCD/L79).

On 20 February 1976, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General
submitted a letter dated 20 February 1976 from the representative of Australia to
the Special Representative of the Secretary-General transmitting the text of a
statement on environmental modification made by the Australian representative in
the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on 24 November 1975

(ccp/k8o).

On 26 March 1976, the representative of Sweden submitted a document on the
test ban issue (CCD/L81).

On 26 March 1976, the representative of Sweden submitted a working paper on
co-operative international measures to monitor a comprehensive test ban (CCD/L82).

On 8 April 1976, the representative of Japan submitted a working paper on the
question of chemical warfare agents to be prohibited by the convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons (CCD/L83).

On 9 April 1976, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General
submitted a letter dated 8 April 1976 from the Charge d'Affaires a.i. of Norway
to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General transmitting a working
paper on some new results in seismic discrimination (CCD/L8L).

On 9 April 1976, the representative of Sweden submitted a working paper on
some aspects of on-site verification of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical

weapons (CCD/L85).

On 12 April 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom submitted a
working paper on the United Kingdom's contribution to research on seismological
problems relating to underground nuclear tests (CCD/L86).

¥ All the documents listed appear in annex III. In 1976 the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament also issued document CCD/519, containing the
draft report of the Conference, and document CCD/520 and Add.l, containing the
final report.




On 12 April 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom submitted a
working paper on the processing and communication of seismic data to provide
for national means of verifying a test ban (CCD/L8T).

On 12 April 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom sutmitted a
working paper on the recording and processing of P waves to provide seismograms
suitable for discriminating between earthquekes and underground explosions

(ccp/L8s).

On 13 April 1976, the representative of Japan submitted a working paper
on the estimation of focal depth by pP and sP phases (CCD/L89).

On 20 April 1976, the representative of Canada submitted a document on
the verification of a comprehensive test ban by seismological means (CCD/L90).

On 20 April 1976, the representative of the United States of America
submitted a document on the current status of research in seismic verification

(ccp/hol).

On 21 April 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom submitted the
text of a statement on a comprehensive test ban made by Mr. Fakley at an informal
meeting of the Conference on 20 April (CCD/L92).

On 26 April 1976, the representative of Japan submitted a working paper
containing a statement by Mr. Shigeji Suyehiro at the informal meetings with
participation of experts on a comprehensive test ban on 20 April 1976 (CCD/493).

On 8 June 1976, the representative of Japan submitted the text of a
statement made by the Government of Japan on the same date on the occasion of the
depositing of its instruments of ratification of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (CCD/4ok).

On 24 June 1976, the representative of Sweden submitted a document on terms
of reference for a group of scientific governmental experts to consider
international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events

(ccp/hos).

On 23 June 1976, the representatives of the United States of America and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted the text of the Treaty between the
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on underground
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes (CCD/L96).

On 29 June 1976, the representative of the United States of America submitted
a document on verification of destruction of declared stocks of chemical warfare
agents (CCD/L9T).

On 29 June 1976, the representative of the United States of America submitted
a document on the use of seals and monitoring devices in verification of chemical
weapons (CCD/L98).

On 29 June 1976, the representative of the United States of America submitted

a document on review of proposals for defining chemical warfare agents in a
chemical weapons agreement (CCD/499).
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On 1 July 1976, a document containing the text of a decision on cervain
.procedural aspects of the work of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
for 1976 and on organization of work for 1977 (adopted at the T08th meeting
of the Conference on 1 July 1976) was circulated to the members of the Committee

(cep/s500).

On 2 July 1976, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General submitted
a letter dated 1 July 1976 from the Ambassador in charge of political affairs at
the Permanent Mission of Finland to the Special Representative of the Secretary-
General transmitting a working paper by the Government of Finland on methodology
for chemical identification of chemical warfare agents and related compounds -
progress of a Finnish research project (CCD/501).

On 2 July 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom submitted a working
paper on the feasibility of extraterritorial surveillance of chemical weapon tests
by air monitoring at the border (CCD/502).

On 5 July 1976, the representative of Yugoslavia submitted a document on
medical protection against nerve gases poisoning (present situation and future
possibilities) (CCD/503).

On 5 July 1976, the representative of Yugoslavia submitted a document on a
method of categorization of chemical compounds regarding binary technology

(ccp/s0k).

On 5 July 1976, the representative of Yugoslavia submitted a working paper .
on the definition of chemical warfare agents (CCD/505).

On 6 July 1976, the representative of the German Democratic Republic submitted
a document on the catalytic detoxification of organophosphorus chemical warfare
agents (CCD/506).

On 7 July 1976, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General submitted
a letter dated 25 May 1976 from Mr. David A. Munro of the United Nations
Environment Programme to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General
transmitting a decision by the Governing Council of the Programme concerning a
study of the problem of the material remnants of wars, particularly mines, and
their effect on the environment (CCD/507).

On 8 July 1976, the representative of Czechoslovakia submitted a document
on some medical aspects of the problem of chemical warfare agents and its
perspectives (CCD/508).

On 28 July 1976, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General submitted
a letter dated 28 July 1976 from Mr. Leif Blamgvist of the Permanent Mission of
Finland to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General transmitting a
working paper by the Government of Finlend on Fimnish capabilities of seismological
detection of underground nuclear explosions (CCD/509).

On 3 August 1976, the representative of Nigeria submitted a working paper on
the conclusions of the mid-term review of the Disarmament Decade (CCD/510).




On 3 August 1976, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics submitted a draft agreement on the prohibition of the development and
manufacture of new types of wespons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons (CCD/511).

On 6 August 1976, the representative of the United Kingdom subtmitted a draft
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and on their destruction (CCD/512).

On 6 August 1976, the Ad Hoc Group of scientific experts established by the
Committee to consider international co-operative measures to detect and to identify
seismic events submitted its first progress report to the Committee (CCD/513).

On 10 August 1976, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics submitted a document on definitions of new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons (CCD/51k4).

On 17 August 1976, the representative of Japan submitted a working paper
containing a draft of one form of LD50 spectrum (CCD/515).

On 1 September 1976, the representative of Mexico submitted a working paper
on the scope of a prohibition of military or any other hostile use of environmental
modification techniques (CCD/516).

On 1 September 1976, the Working Group on the Prohibition of Military or
any Other Hostile Use of Envirommental Modification Techniques considered its
draft report to the Conference (CCD/51T).

On 1 September 1976, the Working Group on the Prohibition of Military or any

Other Hostile Use of Envirommental Modification Techniques submitted its report
to the Conference (CCD/518).
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ANNEX IV

List of the verbatim records of the meetings of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament

[?br the verbatim records of the meetings held by the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1976, see documents CCD/PV.688-T27./
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ANNEX V

Index by subject and country of the statements made in

the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in 1976

ARGENTINA BRAZIL BULGARIA BURMA CANADA
1. 694 699 706
g::prehomivo moclear test 708 703 707
722 704
2. Ppeaceful nuolear 694 703
explosions
3. PBilateral threshold test 703
ban 708
108
4, United States/USSR agreement
on peaceful nuolear explosions
5. Partial test ban treaty
6 694 -
* Nuoclear disarmament 708
7. Treaty on the Nonw 6gg 703
Proliferation of Nuclear 7
Weapons
8. Nucleareweapon free
zTOones
9. Strategic arms limitation 694
talks
10. Buropean security and
reduction of military
forces in Europe
11. Pprohibition of chemical 694 699
weapons 708 7C9
722
12. Convention on biological
weapons
13. Identical draft conventions 625 724 694 722 699
on envirommental modification 727 703 703
708 726
14. Ban on new weapons of 694 722
mass destruotion 703
708
5. Conventional
disarmament
16. General and complete 724 694
disarmament
17. Disarmament Deocade 722
18. pisarmament and 724
development
19. Reduction of military
budgets
20. Organization and 722
proocedures of the Conference
2l. World Disarmament
Conference
22. Special session of the
General Assembly
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GERMAN FED. REP.
CZECHOSLOVAKIA EGYPT ETHIOPIA DEM. REP. GERMANY
1.  Comprehensive nuolear test 695 698 696
ban 717 709
2.  Peaocsful muclear 695 698 696
explosions
3. Bilateral threshold test
ban
4. United States/UsSR agreement | 717 709
on peaceful nuclear explosions
5. Partial test ban treaty
6. Nuclear disarmament
7. ‘Treaty on the None 695 709 696
Proliferation of Nuclear 717
Weapons
8. 696
Nuclear=-weapon~{res
zones
698
9. Strategis arms limitation
talks
10. EBuropean seourity and 695
reduction of military
foroes in Eurepe C—
11.  prohibition of chemical 695 698 096
weapons 717 709 723
12. conveﬂtion on biological
weapons
172. Identical draft oonventions 695 701 698 696 727
on environmental modifiocation | 717 109 697
702
4. Ban on new weapons of 695 698
mass destruction 717 709
- =
1%+ Conventional 15
disarmament
17 General and complete 695 696 715
disarmament
- 717 715
s Disarmament Becade
18.  Disarmament and 1695 715
development 717
14 Reduotion of military ??f
budgets p)
20.  oOrganization and 695 698 696
procedures of the Conference 709 715
1. World Disarmament 709

Conference

Speoial session of the
General Assembly

-103-




HUNGARY INDIA ITALY JAPAN
T. 1 st 693 715 690 724 692
s::prohomive molear $e 721 706 705
715
" 692
2. pesseful muolear ?gg ’
explosions
3.  Bilaterel threshold test ?gz
ban >
721 106 705
4. United States/USSR agreement 715
on peaceful muclear explosions
5. 715 692
Partial test ban treaty
6 715 692
* Nuolear disarmament 699
. 705
7. Treaty on the Non- 721 706 692
Proliferation of Nuolear 705
Weapons 715
8. Nuclearwweapon={ree 690
zones
692
9. Strateglo arms limitation
talks
10. European seourity and
reduction of military
forces in Burope
11. 693 690 724 702
Prohibition of chemical 721 717 715
weapons 721
12. @onvention on blological
weapons
[ 710 690 701 6
13 Identical draft conventions 23 1 69 ) 2
721 715 97 724 715
on environmental modification 727
4. Ban on new weapons of ?2% 630 724
mass destruction
15. Conventional
disarmament
16. General and oemplete 124
disarmament
715 714 715
17. Disarmament Mecade
18. pisarmament and _715
development
13.  Reduction of military
budgets
20.  Organization and 693 75 690 c92 115
721 699
prooedures of the Conference 705
2l.  World Disarwmament 630
Conference
22. Speoial session of the

General Assembly
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MEXICO MONGOLIA MOROCCC NETHERLANDS NIGERIA
1. o 688 694 692 693
bc:pnhonaive nuolsar test 14 712 704 714
724 717
Peaceful muclear 694 704 113
explosions 717
3. 694 692 693
:t:ateml threshold test 712 708 713
717
4. United States/USSR agreement 7
on peaceful miclear explosions
5 694 7
° Partial test ban treaty
6 688 712 692
*  Maolear disarmament
4, Treaty on the Non- 694 713
‘ Proliferation of Nuclear 712
Weapons
8. Nucleareweapon free 688 694 693
zones
9. Strateglc arms limitation 688 654 093
talks
10. 'Buropean security and 694 693
reduction of military
ferces in Eurepes
11. 88 694 693
Prohibition of ehemical 124 712
weapons
12. Gonvention on biological
weapons
13. Identiocal draft oonventions 322 Z(?g 692 693
on environmmental modifiocation
127 715
14. Ban on new weapons ef 088 694
mass destruotion 702
712
15. Conventional ni
disarmament
16. General and complete 694 ??3
disarmament
693 717
17.  Disarmament Decade 712 724
713 726
18. Disarmament amd 724
develomment
19. Reduction of military
badgets
20. Organization md 628 693
progedures of the Conference 124
el lorlci’ Disarmament 688 694
Conference
124

r2
rd
.

Speocial session of the
Genaral Assembly
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PAKISTAN PERU POLAND ROMANIA SWEDEN
1. Comprehensive nuclear $est 717 692 689 704 720
ban 697 706 1726
700 716
2.  Peaseful nuoclear 692 689
explosions
5+ Bilateral threshold test 689
ban
4. United States/USSR agreement
on peaceful nuclear explosions
5 Partial test ban treaty
6. Nuolear di sarmament 692 ?8;
712
7. Treaty on the Non- 692 691 689
Proliferation of Nuolear 712
Weapons
8. Nuolear-weapon-free 692
zones
692 689
9. Strategic arms limitation
talks
10. European seourity and 622
reduction of military : 1
forces in Europq
11. 717 692 691 689 721
Prohibition of ohemical 712 697
weapons 704
) 6 6
12" cenvention on biologlsal 2 T
weapons
13. Idintioa.l draft conventions 717 ggg ?g% gg?(
on envirommental modification 712
- 21
14. Ban on new weapons of é[gg 691 7
mass destruction
15. Conventional
disarmament
16. General and oomplete 692 ggg
disarmament ’
715 712 714
17. Disarmament Decade 714
18. Disarmament and 714
development
19- Reauction of military
budgets
20.  Organization and 692 689 712 689
procedures of the Conference 722 ?gi 714 697
21.  World Disarmament 692
Conference
27, Special session of the
General Assembly
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ZAIRE

USSR UK USA YUGOSLAVIA
1. 688 704 T27| 702 708 704 697
g::prohomiw nuolear test 692 705 704 721 705
695 720 706 727
2. Ppeaceful muolear 688 708 704
explosions 695
3. Bilaterel threshold test 688 702 702
ban 695 706 704
4. United States/USSR agreement ?{(1); 706 ,5(1);
on peasceful nuoclear explosions
695
5- Partial test ban treaty
695 708 697
6. Nuslear disarmament 127
Preaty on the None 692 706 705 697
T- Proliferation of Nuclear 695 708 701
Weapons 705
8. Nuolearwweaponefree 692 708
zZones
g, Streteglc arms limitation 104 708
talks
10. Europeam security and
reduction of military
foroes in Europe
11. 692 T14 706 713 702 T11 697
:::g::tion of chemical 704 727 708 720 705 727 14
705 709 _706
12. Convention on biologiocal 708
wsapons
13. Identioal draft conventions 688 704 7271 695 28§3 784 6%{
on environmental modification | 092 ZO5 708 91 705 7
698 726 703 727
14. Ban on new weapons of 688 705 727|708 T2l 69'17
mass destruction 692 719 721 10
704 721
15. Cenventional 708 716
disarmament
16- General and complete ggf
disarmament °
104
17, DBDisarmament Deocade 715 714 %2 714
18. Pgarmament and
development
19. Reduotion of milltary [
budgets
20. Organization and 692 727 708 ggi 127 697
705
proocedures of the Conference 714 705 :
Q
21. World Disarmament 708 21
Confsrences
697
22. Special session of the
General Assembly
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