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PREFACE

One of the very important developments of modern
science and technology is the enormous growth of warfare
techniques. Muclear weapons have assumed a very important
indicator o# international dominance over various nations.
4s a matter of fact inereasing militarisation and extensive
increase in, the nuclear capabilities have become tools of
ngo=colonialism. In other words, it is wrong to assume
nuclear power as simply a strategy of self-defence. It
has important socio-political domensions. In a sense the
political strength is also expressed in military terms.
This development is indeed frightening for humanity as a
whole. The ultimate path is of agony, frustration and
destruction of mankind. It is because of the potential
threats of extreme nuclearisation that several nations
have raised their voices against it. Public opinion
towards disarmement has been generated through several
peace loving bodies and internatiopal institutions. The
United Nations has given highest priority to this problem.
It organized two special sessions entirely devoted to the
cause of disarmement in 1978 and 1982.

The present work is an attempt to examine various
issues and problems raised and discussed during these two °

sessions.
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The study has been divided into three chapters.
The first chapter deals with the vegy basic problem of
iStruggle for Disarmement”. 4n attempt has been made to
understand the genesis of the problem of disarmement, the
development of the movement at various platform and verious
agreements reached through multilateral and bilateral

negotiations and unilateral initiatives.

The second chapter deals with some important issues
involved at the two special sessions. Although these sessions
covered a wide range of issues, it is got possible to discuss
all these issues. However, an attempt has been made to
examine three important issues : (1)ﬂGessation of nuclear
weapon tests; (2) Muclear Proliferation; end (3) Nuclear
weapon freezone . The debates varying in nature refledting
the standpoint of both nuclear weapon States on the ome hand,
and the non-muclear weapon States on the other, have been

closely studied.

The third and final chapter is a critical assessment

of the two special sessions.

This work is based essentially on primary source

materials, though secondary source materials have not been

neglected.
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CHAFTER 1

A STRUGGLE FOR_DIS ARMAMENT

The international political system has witnessed vast
and important changes since the Second World War. These changes
continue to take place. The elimination of colonialism, the
fight to eradicate neo-colonialism, efforts at strengthening
the political independence and sovereignty of newly independent
States and the efforts to ensure their economic development and
‘growth have been a worldwide concern. Against this backgraind,
we are made to believe that national security and international
security hare being equated with military superiority. This
particular concept has given a new dimension to the nuclear
arms race between the super powers, which has been a dominant
and disturbing feature of the present international relations.
In addition to this there has been the conventional arms race
and transfer of arms to smaller natioms. The establishment
of armament industries in the regions where thers were none
before has gathered momentum. Such developments have aggravated
tensionjand created instability and insecurity leading to inereesing
arming and armed cnfrantations. These forees of destruction

challenge the very foundations; fortunes and future of mankind,.

Even after witnessing the horrifying and disastrous

consequences of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki explosions, mankind has



been compelled to live amidst nuclear weapons, with a continuous

increase in their number with each passing year. These bombs

were built as "Weapons" for "War'. but their significance greatly
transeends war and allé&grcauses and outcomes. "Mhey grew out

- of history,yet they threaten to end history. They were made by
men, yot they threcten to annihilate man".1

Over the last four decades, the nuclear arms race has
imposed its culture on large sections of mankind. The nueclear
arms race was trigerred off by the attempt to freeze the interna-
tionaluhierarchial power structure. The very first use of the
atom bomb was a clear demonstration of the nuclear weapon as
thé new symbol and currency of international power. Hiroshima
and Nagasaki were destroyed:-not only to impress the world. but
also to frieghten the Soviet Union. Thus the United States had

emerged as the foremost power of the world.

The Soviet Union was not far behind and within a few
years (in 1949) the Soviet Union also developed a muclear
capability, followed later byU.K. (1852), France (1960), and

China (1964). Since then super powers intensified their

1 Jonathan Schell, The Fate of the Earth (London, 1982), p. 3.



arms race. New Weapons were added to the arsenals, military
budgets skyrocketed and confrontation replaced the spirit
of detente. Gradually the world beceme a far more dangerous

place to live in. It was not only the quantitative sphere
but also the qualitative aspect of weaponry which strongly

affected the character of the arms race.

The momentum of the arms race has increased rapidly.
New generations of strategic, theatre and tactical weaponry
are replacing the earlier generations. In the U.S. arsenal,
the Mx missile is to replace the Titan missile; the Trident~
- C4 and D=5 missiles are to replace the Posidon and Polaris
submarine-borne missiles; air-launched pruise missiles are to
improve the utility of the B-52 qubers,’which are themselves
due for replacement by a new bamber. The Soviet Union has
devaeloped and deployed S5S=20 missiles; SS-21, 5S-22 and S§-25
missiles are reported to be under development to replace ;he
vintage 5S~4s and SS=58. The United States has developed
Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missiles as theatre
weapons.2 Britain and France have undertaken similar
modernisation programmes. The United States also has a

major modernisation programme., Neutron weapons and nuclear

2 Braddey Hehn, "PRC's Nuclear Power", Strate est,
June 1983,



shells for the use of artillery are also being added to the
arsenals. The U.3. is to produce in the next few years samething
like 14,000 additional nuclear warheads of various explosive

yields. The U.S.5.R. also may not be lagging behind.

Wester, Burope had lived with the Soviet S5-¢ and
S55-5 missiles for well over 20 years, but the new SS=-20
missile was déemed to pose a more serious threat. The hew
migsile would seriously affect the strategic balance in
Burope and subject it to a process of 'Finlandisation'’,
it was said. Hence, NATO decided to have 572 theatre misailes
-~ 462 ground-launched cruise missiles and 108 Pershing II
ballistic missiles - installed in Western Burope. But this
brings Moscow under an asymmetric threat of a theatre missile
with flight time of only five minutes which President Brezhnev
had warned the Soviet Unkon will not accept and will counter

by bringing the U.S. under an analogous threat.

The Soviet Union stands by the concept of equal
security. It will not allow the U.S. to regain strategic
superiority and will strive to maintain the parity established
in SALT I and SALT II. The Soviet Union, besides, has three
other nuclear adversaries -- Britain, France and China. The

first two are modernising their muclear forces, which will give



them a capability to pose a significant and independent
threst to the Soviet Union; hencé their arsenal can no
longer be left out of count. The Chinese have attained
intercontinental missile capability and are steadily adding

to their nuclear arsenal.

New generations of weaponry are coming in at
the conventidhal level also. Even nuclear-weapon powers
devote more than &0=-85 per cent of their militery budgets
to conventienal arms. New F-14, Fe15, F-16 and F-18 air-
craft are replacing the earlier-generation F-4s, A-ds,
4-6s in the West; the Tornado and Mirage 2000 are being
introduced by Western Burope. On the Soviet side MiG-27s,
]9s and new Sukhoi aireraft are replacing the MiG-21s and
earlier Sukhois. The British Challenger, the German Leopard II,
the US XM~I and the Soviet T-72 and T-80 are the new generation
tanks. New anti-tank, air-to-air and air defence missiles
are also‘being introduced. Both the superpowers' naval
build-up also is growing spectacularly. The Soviet Union
is reported to be building nuclear-powered aircraft carriers
and the U.S. Defence Secretary has declared the United States!
intention to re-establish its naval supremacy. Ihis equivalence
of the super powers, with matching nuclear and conventional

-capability and powerful global navies is historically unprecedented.



In other times, this would have led to a war to settle who
was superior. But now, the super powers are, in Robert
Oppenheiner's words, like 'two scorplons in a bottle' and,

to quote Dr Kissinger, are 'doomed to coexist'.

Major technological developments leading to the
mamufacture of neutron weapons, chemical warfare agents;
laser ~ based anti-ballistic missile system, nuclear-

missile submarines, have all led to & stage of no return.

This maddening course of arms race has not been
confined to the superpowers only. It has acquired a universal
impact. Developing countries are not kept out of it. 4rms
supplies are made to the developing countries because of
sigpificant strategic locations, supply of vital raw materials
or the need to attract and retain political support. Even non-
eligned nations are not left behird in this game. The worst
comes when the neighbours of such countries sre subsequently
compelled to acquire matching weaponery from the same or alternate

sources, thus making & secondary arms race.

These developments in the course of nuclear arms race
have divided the globsl muclear stratarchy into three distinect
worlds. The United States and other industrialized countries

associated with it constitute the first world. Wherecas the

two Socialist muclear-weapon powers i.e. the U.S.3.R. and



China, along with their associated countries and allies from
the second world, the third world mostly consists of non- .
nuclear weapon nations including the non-aligned countries.

Of these the first two worlds rely entirely on nuclear weapons
and nuclear weapon doctriness so as to ensure their national
security, and both of them share the belief in nuclear theology.
But the third world does neither accept nor recognize such
doctriness The refusal of some of the Third World countries

to sign the NPT or to accept full scope safegumrds without
their being accepted by the nucleasr weapon States; clearly
indicates their refusel to be subjected to a nuclear weapon
culture from which the first two worlds cannot think to break
out. It has been found that the non-aligned and the developing
countries are the ones which have been taking vigourcus

attempts to counter such nuclear weapon culture.

The continuing arms race among the developed and
industrialized countries alsoc saw the develomment of the
question of disarmament and the regulation of armaments,

growing in equal pace asnd strength.

The question of arms control and disarmeament has been

discussed at various international forums since the discovery

of atomic energy and the first use of atomic weapons.



Since the inception of the United Nations, the
combined efforts of Governments, both multilateral and
bilateral, have resulted in limitéd yet significant agree-

ment on various arms limitation and disarmament m.easures.5

Some of the major multilatersl agreements concluded
so far either under the amspicies of the UN-or otherwise4
include the Antar§til Treaty 1959f Partisl Test ban Treaty
1963; Outer Space Treaty 1967; Treaty of Tlatelolco 1967;
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 1968;

- Sea Bed Treaty 1971; Biologicsl Weapons Convention 197%;
ERMOD Convention 1977; The Space Treaty 1967; and Convention
on Inhumen Weapons 1961.

These arms control agreements simply legitimised
the continuing arms race. Instead of checking the growing

arms race it invigorated the armaments momentum.

There has been an increased legitimisation of the

use and threat of use of nuclear weapons. The so-called NPT

3 The United Nations, The U.N. and Disarmgment : 1945-1985
(New York, 1985), p. 10.

4 The United Nations, Status of Multilateral Treaty Making
Process (New York, 1985), p. 6-15.



in faet aims at legitimising the nuclear weapons in the bhands
of nuclear weapon States and compelling non-nuclear weapon
nations to acknolwedge their legitimacy. The treaty also
vested the possession of muclear weapons with prestige and
exempted nuclear-weapon powers from all safeguards. Most of
the industrialized nations, claim themselves to be non-nuclear
but in fact they all rely on nueclear war doctrines for their
security. They also permit nuclear weapons or nuclesr-war
cammand and control infrastructure or their soil. That is

to say that these nations are nuclear weapon powers except

S
that they have a legal licence to the weapons.

Similarly the muclear weapon free zone proposals amount
to the esteblishment of a protectorate by the nuclear weapon

powers over the non nuclear weapon powers who accept gusrantees.

4nd so is the case with SALT-I - simply misleading
the world into a sense of forward movement in arms limitation

and thereby campelling the rest of the world into accepting

arms legitimisation measures as arms limitation: measures.

The newly independent States and non-aligned nations

have a grester steke in disarmament. These nations plead

5 Leonard. S. Spector, Nuclear Proliferatian Today
(Massachusetts, 1984), p. 37.
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with heavily armed, industrisalised and affluent nations
t0 disarm. They highlight the various risks which are
inherent in the continuation of the arms race and also

talk about the burdens which the arms race imposes on

humenity. The vast and enormous benefits that could be

obtained from a less heavily armed international milieu.

But nuclear weapon States are continuing with the
spiralling arms race. They have their own reasons in support
for itvarmaments are used as a "currency of power" which
gives them dominance over the internationsal system and also
a privileged position in the community of nations. It is
not only a confrontation between the East and West but armaments
also play a role in the Korth~South relationshipe The link
between the dominance of the North over South is not only in
terms of ecbnomic end political terms, but also in terms of
economic and political terms, but also in terms of military
balance. Without the latter the former will not be possible .
The developing nations' struggle for the New International

Economic Order is inextricably linked with the struggle for

disarmement.

Gradually the world is being conditioned to accept

the legitimacy of the use of nuclear weapons and chemicsal
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weapons. S0 often it has been emphasized that doctrines of

use of nuclear weapons in conflicts involving nuclear weapon
power on both sides would hardly make a sense because they would
result in mutual annihilation.

Looking in such eircumstances the possible nuclear
blackmail which the non-nuclear weapon.States suffer at the

hends of nuclear weapon States is a matter of serious concern.

&lmost all the five nuclear weapon powers have made
promises which arejquite similar to the one whieh U.S. made
in the General Assembly:6

"Nuclear weapons against any non-nuclesr weapon
States party to the NFT or any comparable internationslly
binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive devices;
except in the case of an attack on the U.S., it's territories
or armed forces or its allies by such a State allied and a
miclear-weapon State or associsted with a muclear weapon

State in eerrying out or sustaining the attack".

The term 'associsted with' is quite vague due to

. which any nation can be charged with being associated with

6 GAOR, 10th Special Session, 1978, 4/S-10/PV.2, p. 28.
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a nuclear weapon State. That is to say, that the guarantee

is not meaningful and allows the U.5. full freedom to use
nuclear weapons againsta non-nuclear weapon State at any
point of time. Nuclear threats and Nuclear weapon doctrines
may not seem to be credible between the Muclear weapon States,

but do make real sense in the context of threats or use

by nuclear weapon powers against a non-nuclear weapon State.

Till recently thgre has beeﬁidifference in the
approach to the problem of disarmament between the industrialized
countries and developing countries. The industrialized countries
regarded the 'king Atom' as the preserver of peace and were also
able to combine a high defence expenditure with a high growth
rate. Wars were generally taking place in the developing countries
resultiﬂg in intervention by the industrialized countries. The
developing nations were threatened by the asymmetric use of
miclear, chemical and other sophisticated weapons; finding
their defence expenditufe highly burdensome. Due to this the
developing States put all their stake in the efforts for

disarmament.

Lately this trend has seen a radical change and there
has been a popular upsurge in the “est against the continuing

arms race. There has been a growing demand for a freeze of nuclear
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armaments aa a first step towards negotisting erms control and
arms reduction measures. There have been pressures in many
European countries to reduce defence expenditure because it
no longer appears feasible to combine high defence expenditure
with high growth rate.

Moreover, there has been a growing awareness among the
public of the industrialized nations about the dangers of nuclear
weapons - which may not be able to preserve peace for all time
to come and the new nuclear doctrines mey result in the concept
of limited muclear war which would be tried out only in Burope.
The so-called impression that nuclear weapons are under effective
control of the heads of State and heads of Govermnment of muclear

weapon States is also being challenged.

In the United States, the nuclear weapon freeze
caupaign 1s gaining a strong base. Senators Edward Kennedy
and Mark Hatfield were leading 139 members of Congress in

demanding that President Reagan negoti ate an atomic freeze
with the Soviets.7

7 See, K. Subrehmenuem, "TheStruggle for Disarmament",

Strategic Analysis, Speciel issue, vol. vi, nos 1-2,
Apl‘il-May 1982, Pe 2l.
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The World Council of Churches held an international

pablic hearing on nuclear weapons and the Church both in Western
Burope and the United States -~ have become the mouth piece of

8
the public opinion.

Medical end scientific communities have held symposiums

on the mécial sonsequences of nuclear war in more than 180 campuses .9

With the mounting public opinion in Western industrialized
wo{ld @bout the dangers of nuclear war and the arms race, the
struggle for disarmament has seen a tremendous change. It is in
the minds and hearts of the people of industrialized world that the
struggle for disarmament can be fought, because arms race is mostly
& phenomenon of the industrialized world and it has to be sustained
by the transfer of arms from the developed world. If such & campaign
is to be a fitting response to the spontaneous upsurge of popular
opposition to armaments, it must go beyond the political and

geographical frontiers to reach the people everywhere.

- All our achlevements in the last 40 years are but a

measure of achi evements to come, of problems to be faced. Disarmament

8 Ibido, Pe 2l

9 Ibid., p. 22.
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negotizthons up to now have been characterized by the lack of
universslity in participation. They have been conduced by a

few big powers or a group of countries.

But during the past two occasions the entire membership
of the United Nations was involved in reflecting the view that
disermament is an issue which is not only vital to all member
countries, but also called for the active involvement ef all
member countries in resolving the problem. ‘hese two occasinons
were the two specizl sessions of the General Assembly of the
United Netions which were entirely devoted to the cemse of

disarmament, held in 1978 and 1982 respectively.

Since the creation of the United Fations organization
in 1945, various actions were taken and efforts made in the field
of arm limitation and disarmement - which established the necessary

general legal and political framework for the promotion of

disarmament.

In 1946, the General Assembly established an Atomic
Energy Commission, which was entrusted with the task of formulating
plans to ensure that nuclear energy would be used only for peaceful

10
parposes.

10 The United Nations, The UN and Disarmament, 1945-1985.
(New York, 1985) pe. 1.
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Another body for disarmement negotiastions was established
in 1947 - the Commission for Conventional Armamsnts.ll Its purpose
was to submit proposals to the UN Security Council for general

reduction of armaments and armed forces.

But in 1952 these two commissions were comsolidated into
one single Disarmament Commission. It was composed of the members
of the Security Council and Canada with the objective to prepare
proposals for the regulation, limitation and bslanced reduction

aginé -
by stages of all armed forces and all armsments in a go-oriemted,

and - comprehensive prOgramme.l2

In 1859, a Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament was established
with the Bast and West represented in equal number., A renswed
impetus was given regarding disarmament matters within the bilateral
framework. In 1962 eight non-aligned member® were added to the
ten members of this committee and subsequently it came to be
known as the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament. In
1969 once again the membership was increased to 26 nations and
then it came to be known as the Confeeence of the Committee on

_ 13
Disarmament.

11 Ibid., p. 2.
12 UN Doc. A/AC.187/67, para 17-24.
13 Ibid., para 28-43.
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During this period some important agreements were
concluded for the regulation and limitation of armaments. But
they were not sufficient to curb the arms race in all its
aspects and global expenditures on arms’and armed forces kept
on inereasing. Realising such a pressing need to slow down
and reverse the global arms race, the General Assembly proclaimed
the 1970s as the first Disarmament Decade in 1969.14 The General
4Assembly ealled upon Governments to intemsify their efforts to
ackieve effective measures for the cessation of nuclear arms
race, to miclear dissrmement and finally to the elimination of

nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction.

In 1975 the General Assembly established a specific
4d Hoe Committee ﬁg’the review of the role of the United Nations
in the field of disarmament in which every State was invited
to put forward its views and suggestions on the issue.15 The

comrittee came out with the following objectives :

1 New approaches to achieve more effective procedures
for organising work in the field of disarmament in
order to enable the United Nations to exercise its

full role in multilatersl disarmament efforts;

14 The United Nations, The United Nations General Assembl
and Disarmsment (New York, 1985), p. 2%.

15 Ibido, P 36,
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2 Ways end means of improving United Nations facilities
for the collection, compilation and dissemination of
information on disarmement issues in order to keep
Governments as well as world public opinion informed

on progress in the field;

3 4nd ways and means of enabling the Secretariat to
assist, on request, States parties to multilateral
agreements in their duty to ensure their effective

functioning.

Gradually a feeling of realism downed in the minds of
various States and they came to realise that disarmament could

only be sought in stages with greater emphasis on nuclear

disarmament.

Ehis view was reaffirmed at the first special session

on disarmament in 1978.

The DeBlaration adopted on 30 June 1978, noted :
"effective measures of nuclear disarmement and the prevention

16
of nuclear war have highest priority®. IN UN SSOD-II (1962),

16 UK Doc. 4/s-10/4, Sect. I1I, para 20.
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the General Assembly called upon member nations for a bfnding
convention on non-use of nuclear weapons, freeze and stoppage
of production and complete disarmament through the United
Nations. The second special session did not produce much
results, but still they made an important contribution- that
of creating awareness among the general public about the
dangers inherent in nuclear arms race and stockpiling of

nuclear afmaments.

The first session proved more successful as it
adopted & Final Document by consensus, comprising important
gulde lines for disarmament, defining areas of priority and
affirming the central role of the United Nations in promoting
disarmament. But the subsequent failure of Govermments to make
any progress towards achieving even one goal made the task of
the second special session more difficult. The second Special'

session could not even come out with a consensus document.



CHAPTER II

SPECIAL ISSUES AT THE TWQ SESSIONS

During the two UN special sessions, dsvoted to
disarmament, leaders from all over the world gathered to
discuss ways and means of turning the arms-ridden history of

mankind towards disarmament.

It was widely ackhowledged that the two special
sessions met to discuss the most important of all questions.
Yet they reaffirmed one of the most puzzling facts about
contemporary arms build-up : that it is virtually out of control.
Bven with the best of intentions, political leaders did not seem
t0 be in a position to stop the arms race. Their style and
oratorical presentation, their discrepancy between intention

and action, words and deeds, had marginal effects on military
realities.

During the general debates at the two sessions there
were a host of dlsarmement issues which were discussed and
debated at large. These issues can be broadly categorized
under three heads : Nuclear Disarmament, Prohibition of other
weapons of Mass destruction and other comprehensive approaches
to disarmament. Of these, the problem of Muclear proliferation,

establishment of muclear-weapon free-zones and the cessation of
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nuclear weapon tests were regarded as the foremost and primary
objecives which should be urgently realized, so a3 to bring

about some furitful results in the field of nuclear disarmament.

I will be dealing these issues separately, with an
emphasis on their debates at the two sessions, also bringing
out the various stands and positions offered by muclear weapon

States and non-nuclear weapon States over these issues.
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a) Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests

The puclear arms race started by the West created a
danger of thermonuclear war. DNot only this - such developments
in the nuclear field also brought in the grave hazard of conta-
minating human beings with the radio-active fallout from the
numerous nuclear tests. Such a danger became evident after
the very first experimental explosion carried out by the
United States, while testing the megaton bamb, in the Bikni
Atoll area.

It was on March 1, 1954 when the erew of the Japanese
vessel Fukuryu-Maru were affected by the fallout from the testing
of an H. Bomb.1 This instantly aroused widespread indignation
among the world public and also in governmental quarters of

several countries,

The spread of redieactive nuclides of strontium-90
ceesium 137 and iodine - 131 and of the mechanisms transferring
these substances to body tissues through the food chain alarmed
the world cammﬁnity and voices were raised through various platforms

suggesting for an agreement to ban the testing of muclear weapons.2

1 A.Y. Yefremov, NMuclear Disarmament (Moscow, 1979), pe 77.

2 The United Nations, The U.N. and Disarmsment, 1945-1985 (New
York, 1985), p. 59.
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Sinee then a nuimber of partial control measures have been affected
but the ultimate objective - the cessation of all nuclear weapon
tests - has yet to be realized.

Although the question of the cessation of mclear weapon
tests, independent of agreement on other disarmament measures,
was considered by the General Assembly as early 1954, but it
was in 1963, after long discussions and negotiations, when the
U.S.3,R., the U.K. and U.5.4. signed a "Ireaty Banning Muclear
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space andunder water",
The treaty is also known as partial test-ban treaty and it

entered into foree on 10 October 1965.5

But this was a limited achievement because the treaty
did not cover underground tests. Subsequently the General
Assembly passed & resolution,4 celling upon states to become
parties to the treaty. Uptill now some 110 states have Secome
party to the treaty, but they do not include two nuclear states

i.e. China and France,

The General 4ssembly also stressed upon the C.C.D.

to continue further negotiations to achieve a comprehensive

3 The United Nations, U.N. Tregty Series (New York), vol. 480,
no., 6964, p. 43.

4 GAOR, 1963, no. 4/1910 (SVIII).
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Process
test ban. In whichﬁjwo bilateral treaties were conc;uded between

Soviet Union and the United States of America.

They are the 'Treaty on the Limitation of underground
Nuclear Weapon Tests' which was signed on 3rd July 1974.5 This
treaty is also known as the threshold test-ban treaty. Under
this treaty the size of muclear tests was limited to a yield
of 150 kilotons and both the parties undertook to limit its
number of underground tests to a minimum. The second was the
Treaty on underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful purposes';
which was signed on 28th Mgy 1976 between the U.3. and U.S.S.R.6

This treaty agreed.

a) Not to carry out any individual nuclear explosions

having a yield exceeding 150 kilotons,

b) Not to carry out any group explosion havirg an agregate

yield exceeding 1,500 kilotons; and

e) Not to carry out any group explosion having an aggregate
yield execeeding 150 kilotons unless the individual
explosions in the group could be identified and measured

by agreed verification proecedures.

5 G4OR, session 29, Supp. 27, 4/9627, ennex 11.

6 Uk Doc. ‘v51/125, annex.
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Then trilateral negotiations between the U.S.3.R., U.K.
and the U.5. began in 1977, with a view to formulete a comprehensive
nuclear weapon test ban treaty and protocol covering peaceful

7
nuclear explosions.

There were cantinuous, repeated resolutions related to
nuclear weapon testing, which were passed in the General Assembly.
Such resolution were adopted by a very large number of States.
'But inspite of these moves nuclear wesapon testing continued
unabeted during the years. There was a world-wide concern over

this issue which was emphatically raised during the two speclal

sessions.

During the debated at the first special session, it was
generally agreed that a comprehensive test ban was a question
of highest priority on disarmament agenda. Many non-nuclear
weapon States stressed the inadequacy of the partial test ban
treaty.8 They were of the view that PIBT was a treaty which
could reduce the danger of radioactive contamination in the
atmosphere. The treaty did not represent & movement towards

reduction of the arms race, even less it could lead to disarmament.

7 The United Nations, ew of the Multilateral Treaty-makin
Process (New York, 1985), p. 23.

8 GAOR, Tenth Special 5ession, Supplement, no. 2 and corrigendum
(4/3-10/2 and Corr. I).
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There was a general regret expressed by noh-nuclear
weapon States regerding the state of trilateral negotiations;
which had not produced a draft treaty on the total prohibition

of muclear weapon tests.

But the three concerned states i.e. the U.S.A., the
U.K. and the U.5.5.R., seemed to be quite hopeful in their
assessment. They were expecting successful campletion of
the efforts to bring about a complete and general prohibition
of tests,

The U.X.,,while addressing the first speciel session,
on behalf of the parties to the trilateral negotiations, stated
that it had been agreed that the treaty should establishe a ban
on any nuclear wespon test, explosion in any emrirc:»mnent.9 The
provisions of a protocol, which would be an integral part of the
treaty, would apply to nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.
The three steteswere making effort)to achieve an agreement which
would attract the widest possible international ddherence.

The delegation added thet reaching agreement on

effective measure of verification was a complex process involvimg

9 U.N. Doc. 4/5~10/PV.14, p. 31,
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many technical issues. It considered that all parties to the
treaty should have the right to participate in the international
exchange of seismic data and to receive such data whether or not

they contributed seismic stations to the global network.

There were several offers made for cooperation in the

field of seismic data.

dustrelia representative declared at the special session
that in view of its goeographical position end expertise it would
be well placed to participate in monitoring such a treaty by

10
seismic means.

Ihe Federal Republie of Germany indicated its readiness.
to participate in the seismological verification of a compre-

hensive test ban and to make its institutions available for

i1
that purpose.

Similar cooperative offers were made by the representsa-

tives of India, Norway, Denmark etc.

The delegation of United States stated that an early

suspension of all muclear weapon ted§ wes a goal it could fully

10 UN Doc., 4&/5-1C/FV.16, p. 37.

11 UN Doc., 4/5-10/PV.5, pe. 71.
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share.12 However it felt that an immediate moratorium on nuclear
testing was not a good idea, because a comprehensive test ban,
in order to promote stability and mutual confidence among its
participants; hed

had to be based on adequate measures of verificetion. A4n
immediate cessation of muclear testing could, in its view,

seriously complicate efforts to elaborate verificetion measures.

On the other hand China questioned the value and priority
accorded by the super powers to a muclear test ban.l5 She said
that both the U.S.5.Re and the U.S.A. had conducted hundreds of
nuclear tests. These tests were conducted both in the atmosphere
and underground and constituted about 90% of all the nuclear
explosions carried out in the world. 1In such a situation a
complete ban would not touch in the least in their arsenals
or in any way restrict their continﬁing the production,

develomment or stoekpiling of nuclear weapons.

In spite of such differences the special session regarded
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests as the most important measure
for disarmement which was reflected in the Programme of Action

of the Final Document of 1978.14

12 UN Doc., 4/S-10/PV.2, p. 21.
13 UN Doc., 4/S=1C/PV.7, pe 57.

14 U:N. Doc. 4/3-10/4 Sect. III, pera 51.
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But during the second speciel session in 1982 there were
conflicting developments in the quest for the cessation of muclear

weapon tests.

During the 5.5.0.D.1I, The Committee of Disarmament wes
gble to establish an A4 Hoc working Group under the item of its
agenda entitled "Nuclear Test Ban".15 The mandate called for
the Working Group to discuss and define, through substantive
examination, issues relating to verification and compliance
with a view to malkding further progress towards a muclear test
ban, But lmmense disappointment was seen when both China and
France stated that they would not oe participating in the
proceedings of the working group, and disputes among delegation
cbncerning the mandate led to a stalemate, with the result
that cmsensus could not be reached concerning the Working

Group progremme of work.

In line with it the United States also announced at
5+3.0.D.11 its decision not to resume trilateral negotisations
and not to retify the threshold test ban and peaceful mueclsar

explosions treaties.l6

15 U.K. Doc., A/5-12/PV.1, p. 22.

16 U.N. Doc., 4/5-12/PV.16, p. 14.
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At the 1985 Review Conference of NFT, all the nations
represented,except two,expressed deep target thet a C.T.B.T.
had not been concluded (the two exceptions were the United States

7
and the United Kingdcm).l

The Presidents or Prime Minister of 6 nations (Argentina,
Greece, India, Mexico, Sweden, and Tanzania) have also made
this proposal a priority, and also offered the services of
seismological stations on their territory to strengthen

18
guarantees against cheating.

The Soviet Union, responding in part to suggestions
pat to it inter glia the United States Centre for Defence Information,
declared a moratorium ofi testing from 6 Angust,'1985 to lst

Januery 1986 which was extended to 1lst April, 1986.19

It
urged the United States to joln in the moratorium and to

resume negotiations on a comprehensive test ban.

In December 1985, the U.3.S.R. indicated that if the
United States joined the morotorium, it would allow foreign
inspectors at its nuclear test sites to ensﬁre that the

moratorium was being observed.

17 SIFRI, Preventing Nuclear Weapon Proliferatknon: An Approac
to NPT Review Gonferences (Stockholm, 1985), p. 63.

18 M.K. Dhar, "The 3ix Nation Summit on Muclear Disarmement".
Indis and Foreign Review, vol. 22, no. 8, 76 783, 1985, pp. 4-6.

19 SIPRI, Yearbook of World Armement and Disarmament, (Stockholk,
1986)’ Pe 46,
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The treaties —~ P.T.3.T., T.T.B.T., P.K.E.T., have
not put any significant constraint on the number of tests
nor on the development of new types of nuclear weapons,

Since the conélusion of P.T.3.T., the annual number
' of weapon tests have been higher than before the treaty, for
both the United States and the U.3.5.R. The majority of ths
taéts were held in connection with the development of new
nuclear weapons. Develomment in weapon technology, such
as new material or new components create in themselves for
new and better weapons, new safety regulation, delivery
systems and doctrines of their battlefieid use. The
general advances in a nuclear States arsenals, corresponding
to the demand of the muclear arms race, are contimially
ereating new demands for other nuclear weapon designs. This
observation can be explained by an examination of the history
of weapon develomment. The rise in the number of tests
in the U.5.4. just after PIBT was connected with the
develomment of the 4BM system. When this field of activity
was foreclosed by the SAuLT ABM Treaty, there were new demands
to incorporate the then available multiple independently
targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) technology into the
United States arsenal. MIRV's required special geometry
of the weapons, different matefials and different proteetion

for the missiles carrying them. All this necessitated new
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testing., After that the interest were directed towards
Trident MK 4 and Minuteman MK 124 warheads, both of which
required testing. At present the Star Wars programme
reguires an intense experimeht which would involve a lot

of testing.

Apart from the programmes devoted to strategic
weapons, there is a visible growth of activily in the field
of tactical nuclear wegpons.20 The modernisation guidelines

in this respect call for :

a) enhanced survivability of nuclear weapons under

muclear attack;

b) enhanced responsiveness of tactical nuclear weapons

in comparison with that of strategic forces.
c) Increased employment flexibility.

a) Greater control over collateral damage and reduced

undesired demage to friendly territories;sand

e) 4 significant advantage in weapon employment,over

conventional Zalternatives.

20 SIFRI, Yearbook of World Armaments — Disarmgment (Stockholm,
1978), P. 2k%.
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Special categories of tactical muclear weapons
are demanded such as enhanced radiation weapon; suppressed

radiation weapon and induced radiation weapons.

Having such a high strategic and political importance,
the two super powers feel handicapped enough to move ahead on
the question of cessation of nuclear weapon tests, because the
conclusion of a universal and binding test ban would impose
a restraint on the further spread of their advanced counter

weapons.

It is particularly on the part of the Americans who
have been slow to embrace this idea, because they believed that
a ban on test explosions would deprive them in the development
of nuclear weapons which they wished to consolidate through further
tests. If the dmericans had accepted the Soviet proposal for
a ban on test in 1956, when the Russians first suggested it,
they would have retained a considerable technical supriority
in the field of thermonuclear weapons.21 Till that time the
U.3. had tested about six different types of HeBomb. While

the Soviets had tested only one. But thedmericans rejected

21 Helmut Schmidt, Defence or Retalistion (London, n.d.), p.85.
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the Soviet proposal of an agreed end to tests. This gave

anple of reasons for the Russians to carry out tests on their
part. OSince then the actibn -- reaction phenomena has led both
the countries to carry out extensive programmes so as to have

a lead in the weapons develoment.

Buclear weapon tests are just a small fraction of
the general arms{race. Since they are not theimain driving
force of this arms race, their prohibition would be helpful,
but not decisive, in restraining the qualitative advances
of nuclear arsenals. To achieve more substantial progress:
in strategic arms control and disarmement, much more is
required than to stop the tests. However, a C.T.B.T. would

be an important beginning.
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b) Maclear Proliferatio

The concept of nuclear proliferation is as old as
the atomic bomb. The countries, the U.3.4., U.K. and Canada,
which had participated and cooperated in the develomment of
the atomic bomb were also the first ones who openly recognized

the problem of proliferation shortly after the end of the

world war,

In a joint agreed declaration the three countries
recognized that, "the discovery of atomic energy has placed
at the disposal of mankind means of destruction hitherte
unknown, in the employment of vhich no single nation can in
fact have a monopoly".&*

43 the knowledge of nuclear technology became wide-
spread, a number of states began to render extensive technical
assistance in the field of uses of atomic energy. In the
beginning only U.S. had the technology to produce nuclear
weaponse But it was not far behind when the Soviet Union
(in 1949), U.K. (in 1952); France (in 1960) and China (in 1964)

also came to acquire the nuclear technology.

Since a number of states acquired their indigenous
technology in nuclear field, slowiy and steadily there grew

a sense of competition amongst them in theinuclear field.

*Michael_hrepon, "Decontrolling the Arms Race : The US ang
the Soviets Fumble the Compliance Issues", Arms Control
Today, vol. 14, no. 3, March/April 1964, p. 12.
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This was largely due to the mis-judgements and miscalculations
on all sides. At each step there seemed to be good arguments
for new weapons. Leaders were advised that prudence required
them to keep expghding the nuclear armoury, seldom that more

and better could inerease the danger.

4s the means of destruction got overwhelmingly
accumulated, and so ceme the International scene being
dominated by the search for security. Mors nations acquiring
nuclear triggers can only create more problems for survival
in the nuclear age. 4s such, halting and reversing the arms
race and preventing further muclear proliferation became
preconditions of security of nation states. This resulted
in various proposals which were put forward to halt the

apread of nuclear weapons.

The first proposal dealing directly with the spread
of nuclear weapons was advanced by the Soviet Union in 1956.22
The Soviet Union proposed's zone of limitation and inspection
of armaments in Central Europs and a ban on the stationing
of atomic military formations and deployment of atomic and

hydrogen weapons of any kind in that zone'.

22 GAOR, Session 11, No. A/PV.589, 22 November 1956, p. 3.
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United States was the second to come up with a
package of partial disarmament proposals, which included
a commitment by each nuclear weapon state party -- "not
to transfer out of its control any nuclear weapon or 1o
accept transfer to it of such weapons" except in cases

where they would be used in self defence an armed attack.25

From the very beginnipg the development of different
approaches with respect to the modalities of preventing the
spread of nuclegr weapons was quite distinet. The Soviet
Union believed in the creation of muclear weapon free zones,
while on the other hand France, U.i. and the U.3. wanted the
conclusion of a treaty which would ban the dissemination of
nuclear weapons by the nuclear powers and the acquisition

of nuclear weapons by States not possessing them.

In 1959 Ireland submitted a draft resolution to the
General Assembly, suggesting that the Ten Nation Committee on
Disarmament could consider appropriate means, whereby the
nuclear-weapon States would refrain from mamufacturingor

otherwise acquiring them.%%

23 GAOR, session 14, No. 4/PV.653, 14 February 1957, para 21.

24 G&OR, session 16, No. A/PV-805, 23 September 1959, para 60,
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Since the views expressed by member States on this
draft resolution were quite different fram each other, no

consensus could be brought about in this field.

The problem of non-proliferation became a daminant
issue in the discussions of the ENDC in 1965. A number of
proposals and ideas were advanced by the non-aligned members
for the solution to the problem of non-proliferation. MNMost
of the non-aligned countries believed that a non-proliferation
treaty should not be considered en end in itself, it should
either become & part of a wider disarmament programme or be
followed by an early halt in the production of mclear weapons.
The non-aligned countries declared their determination not to
acquire nuclear weapons irrespective of their suggestions as

to the form and scope of a non-proliferation treaty.

In 1965, the U.S. submitted a draft treaty which would

) S
basically prohibit the nuclear powers :2

a) from transferfing nuclear weapons to the national
control of any non-nuclear State either directly or

indirectly through a militaery alliance; and

b) from assisting any non-nuclear State in the manmufacture

of nuclear weapons.

25 GA4OR, session 19, Fo. A4/PV.1323, 26 January 1965, p. 12.
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In response the Soviet Union also submitted a similar
draft treaty to the General 4ssembly which would bar nuclear
powers from transferring "nuclear weapons, or control over

6
them or their emplacement or use®.

States not possessing such weapons would undertake
not to create, manufacture or prepare to manufacture them

in any way.

Further discussions regarding non-proliferation
centred mostly on these two draft treaties. Negotiations
and amendments followed from both sides, but despite strong

disagreements on the issue of collectiv%defence arrangements,

it was apparent that both sides recognized the desirability

of an asgreement on non-proliferation.

A pumber of non-muclear weapons States also shared
the same concern, and urged for a priority attention for

non-proliferation.

After years of arduous discussions and negotiations
in the General Assembly, the Treaty on the Non Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons was opened for signature in 1968 and it

entered into force on 5th March 1970.%7

26 Ibid., p. R2, para 207.

27 ™reaty on the Non Proliferation of Niclear Weapons" (uN
office of Public Information, New York, 1969), p. 4.
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In the course of negotiations leading to the
conclusion of Non-proliferation Treaty, much of the debate

RE
had revolved around the following three matters :

a) Nuclear disarmament;

b) The Security of the Non—nnclear—weapbn states against

the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons; and

c) the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

There were renewed attempts to promote the adoption
and implementation of these and other measures which were advanced
prior to the conclusion of non-prolifération treaty. These
issues received particular attention during the two special

sessions.

Among the various provisions of the NFI the most
intense debate was on the implementation of Artiele VI of

29
NFT concerning nuclear disarmament.,

During the first special session in 1978, an over-

whelming majority of countries variously emphasised the primacy

28 "The U.N. and Disermament” (U.K. Department for Disarmament
Affairs, New York, 1965), p. 61.

29 William Epstein, The Last e : ear Proljiferation and
Arms Gontrol (New York, 1976?, pp. 94-95.



of the task of halting the nuclear arms race and moving
towards nuclear disarmament. According to them, the
primary responsibility for arresting the nuclear arms
race and initlating the process of nuclear disarmament

lgy with the nuclear weaponp states.

While eddressing the first special session, Prime
Minister Trudeau of Canada suggested a "strategy of Suffocation",
which would be the best way of arresting the mementum of
muclear arms rac:e.‘730 The strategy was to be effected by

a combination of four measuress

a) An agreement to stop the flight testing of all new

strategic delivery vehicle;

b) A comprehensive ban to impede the further development

of nuclear explosive devices;

c) An agreement to prohibit all production of fission-

able material for weapon purposes;

a) And an agreement to limit and then progressively to
reduce military spending on new strategic nuclear-

wespon systems of the strategy.

30 U.N. Doc. &4/5-10/PV.6, p. 14.
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The ultimate aim was to halt the amrs race in the laboratory,
which would have a reasl and progressive impact on the development

of new strategic weapons systemg.

On the occasion of the first special session the Soviet Union
called for a complete cessation of any further quelitative and
quantitative build up of arms and armed forces.51 It considered
that a start should be made in that area because the main danger
stemmed from the sccelerating nuclear weapons race by muclear

weapon States, and proposed thst the negotiations should tske

place with the participation of all nuelear weapon powers.

The Soviet Union also proposed the General Assembly
to adopt a decision on pinciple on the need to stert negotiations

on nuclear disarmament and on the non-use of force.

In cese of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons &
great deal depend upon the nuclear wesapon powers « especially
taking into account the means at their disposal for exerting
political influence through allied and other channels. A major
step could be taken if they assumed a clear obligation not to
station nuclear weapons in those countries which did not have

nucleear weapons.

31 U.K. Doc. 4/S-10/PV.5, pe R9.
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The Soviet Union was ready to assume such an obligation
and called upon all the other nuclear weapon powers to follow

suit.

All these deliberstions were marked by a sense of increasing
urgency sbout the need to halt and reverse the nuclear arms

race.

Apert from it, the prdblem of preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons and the urgency of achieving universal
adherence to the non-proliferation treaty was reflected in

32
the draft final document of the special session.

The States, which are not party to the KFT - e.g.,
4Algeria, Argentina, China, India, etc., reiterated their
long standing objections to the non-proliferation treaty. The
general criticism wes thet the treaty waes inherently discriminatory
and it hed accentuated the inequality between muclear-weapon
States and non-nuclear weapon States. The nuclear weapon States
contimied their qualitative and quantitative development of nuclear
weapons, whereas the non-nuclear weapon 3tates were facing
restrictions on the development of the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. The focus on the link between vertical and horizontal

proliferation was also focussed.

32 U.N. Doce 4/5-10/4. 8ect. III.



By the very virtue of the treaty, the States had
been divided into two categories : a minority of States which
were granted the right to possess nuclear weapons. These states
derived important politicel and military advantages using
nuclear wegpons as "currency of power®. On the other hand
there were all the remaining states which had remounced thelr
right to possess muclear weapons. Such discriminatory measures

were contrary to the principle of the equality of all states.

All the nuclear weapon States have been emphasising
on the danger of horigzontel proliferation. They are veymuch
apprehensive of any other state going nuclear. To them real
issue of proliferation is confined to check the further growth

N
of Hth: huclear weapon State.

The US while referring to the efforts being made
in the negotiations with the Soviet Union on a comprehersive
test-ban treaty,55 recognhized that the pace of nuclear arms
eontrol had been painfully slow and asserted that every effort
must be made to acclerate the movement towards sound and
offective measures to limit nucleer arms. The risk to warld
peace and to human survival created by the existence of five

nuclear-weapon States could not be dimhished if more such

weapons were acquired by additional States.

33 U.KN. Doc. A/S-lO/PV.2, Po 294



45

The Soviet Union reiterated its commitment to the
elimination of muclear weapons and called for talks among
all the muclear weapon States and a certein number of
non-nuclear weapon States with a view to the elaboration and
implementation of measures to end the production of nuclear

weapons .

Article IV of the NPT intends to assure non-muclear
weapon States party to the treaty, that they will not be prevented
from benefitting from the use of nuclear technology and materials
for the production of nuclear power.35 The question of mace~
ful uses of nuclear energy has given rise to certain differences
between countries which are suppliers of nuclear technology,
and recipient countries whose economic development could benefit

from the peaceful uses of muclear energy.

In the General Assembly there were two different

approaches which had developed through the years :

Western and Eastern European countries emphasiesed the
need for the application of full-scope safeguards to the peaceful

nuclear activities of non-nuclear weapon States. It dwelt on the

34 U.K. Doc., A/S-lO/PV.S,p. 39.

35 Williem Epstein, The L e 3 Nuc Pr ration
arms Control (Mew York, 1976?, pe 93.



responsibilities of nuclear suppliers to ensure that the transfer
of nuclear materials, equipment and technology does not contribute

to the risk of muclear-weapon proliferation.

Whereas on the other hand the developing countries
stressed upon the significance of peaceful nuclear technology,
equipment and materiels for social and economic development.

They maintained that internstional cooperstion should be :promoted
with a view to permitting ell countries to share equally in the
benefits of the p;aceful uses of nuclear energy. The restrictions
applied by the nuclear suppliers were increasingly rigid and

were not conducive to stimulating such cooperation.

The U.S5. while addressing the special session in 1978
referred to the NPT Act and sald that legislation provided a
framework for meking the U.S5. a relisble nuclear supplier by
bringing sbout more stability and predictability into the
nuclear export licensing process.56 The U.5. was ready to
discharge its obligations in pursuance of article IV of the
treaty to facilitate pesaceful nuclear cooperation with due

consideration for the developing countries.

36 U.l. Doce A/S-lO/PV.Z, Pe 23,



47

The U.S. also made clear of its intenéions to expand
its assistsnce to other countries through a nugber of apecifie
progremmes designed to strengthen the KPT by enhancing the role
of I.4.E.4. in peaceful nuclear cooperation and to provide
incentives to minimize the export of weapons gradé uranium for

use in research resactors.

In spite of such assurance a number of wWestern countries —-
namely Australia, Belgium, Canada and the U.K. -~ believed that the
question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was not treated
satisfactorily in the Final Decument of the first special session.
The general criticism was that thqdocument did not adequately
reflect the significance of the KFT and the importance of

universsal adherence to it.

During the first special session the question of security
assurances 1o non-muclear weapon States was mostly dealt with

statements onthe question of nuclear weapons and of nuclear

weapon free zones.

The Soviet Union, while addressing the first special
session, declared that it would never use nuclear weapons against

those countries where there were no such weapons at present.
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It also called upon other States to do the same.57 The Soviet
representative recalled that President L.I. Brezhnev had
recently declared that : "We are agaimt the use of nuclear
weapons, only extraordinary circumstences — agpession
against our country or its allies by another nuclear power --
could compel us to resort to this extreme means of self-

defence’.

The United Kingdom also formally assured the non-

. 38
mclear weapon States with similar assurances.

The United States recalled President Carters declaration
which elaborated the U.S. position to encourage support for
non-proliferation, increase security, and create a more positive

environment for the special aession.39

The question of gurantees of the security of non-
nuclesr weapon States and the eonclusion of an internagtioral
convention on the strengthening of guarantees of the security
of non-muclesr States evoked great interest at the speeial

session.. The discussions revealed thet continued and broad

37 U.K. Doc. &4/5~-10/PV.5, p. 12.
38 U.Re Doce 4/3-10/PV.14, p. 34.

39 U.he. Doc. A/S-lO/PV.Z, Pe 5.
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support of the majority of the non-nuclear weapon States

for messures aimed at strengthening the guarantees of their
gsecurity. Some non-ruclear weapon States continued to express
their doubt concerning the effectiveness of negative security
sssurances which could divert attention of States from muclear
disarmament negotiations and create oﬁLy an illusion of
security. Security guarentee should be a part of the treaty
and their should be codlective assurance on the part of

the nuclear weapon States to provide security against nuclear
attack. But the assurances given by nuclear weapon States
were quite vague and unrelisble. Some nuclear weapon States
continued to believe in the effectivensss of unilateral declarations

on security arrangements for non-nuclear weapon States.

However the ddoption by the General Assembly of two
resolution (relating to paragraph 32 and 59 of the final document
of speeial session)40 indicates a degree of understanding between
nuclear and none-nuclear weapon States on the need for further

consideration of the question and further negotiations.

But contrary to all hopes there was no substantive
progress Tachieved, during the General Assembly's second special

40 UaN . Deoce. MS’J.O/4 s Sect. III.
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session on disarmament in 1982, on the question of effective
international assurances for non-nuclear weapon States against

the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

dccording to many non-nuclear weapon States, the existing
impasse in the negotiations was caused mainly due to the differing
perceptions of 'the security interests of some nuclear weapon

States on the one hand and non-nuclear weapon States on the other,

During the second special session there was little
progress towards an international consensus on non-proliferation
andreconomic and social development considerations as they relate
to the international exchange of nuclear materials, technology

and support for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

There was a general acceptance of the principle that
there should be non-descriminatory access to potential benefits

from nuclear science in peaceful pursuits.

One major achievement of the second special session was
that USS3S5.R. declarated that she was prepared to open part of

41
its peaceful nuclear installations to international inspection.

41 U.N. Doce 4/S-12/PV.l2, p. 54.
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Apart from this there was a generel dichotomy between
supplier and reciplent countries as to whether the emphasis
should be on npn-proliferation or technological dissemenétion,

which continued.

Disseminetion of muclear technology and nuclear
proliferation are two different issues altogether. Iuclear
weapon States are of the view that atom has only one purpese.
If one gets nuclear technology he is bound to go nuclear.

But non-nuclear weapon States have rejected this view and
maintained that non-proliferation and dissemination of
nuclear-technology are quite different issues. Making
nuclear-weapons is entirely a political decision of the

concerned States. There are many countries Canada, West

Germany, Japan who have not gone nuclear despite having all
potentiality to make nuclear weapons. So instead of transferfing
miclear technology to the third world countries for peaceful
purposes, the nuclear weapon States have adopted the poliey

of technicel fixes.

The second session failed to achieve any concrete
and meaningful results in the area of nuclear weapons and
related issues. In the absence of any specific recommendations

evolving from the special session, the General Assembly had to
limit itself to express its grave concern about the continuing
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arms race, particularly in its nuclear aspect and its profound
pre-occupation over the danger of war, in particular nuclear

War.

It is significant that in 1982 none of the total 22
resolutions, primarily on nuclear issues, was{adopted without
a vote, except the resolution for the establishment of a nuclear
weapon free zone in the iMiddle Easte. OSuch developments illustrate
the complexity of the international situation from which the

United Nations cannot isolate itself.

N.PLT. iew Conferences

Article VIII of N.P.T. provides for a conference of its
parties to be held in Genevg, five years after its entry into
force to review i#s operations. The treaty also provides for a
review conference every five yeaars gf the majority of the States

42
wish so.

In this view there have been three review conferences
of N.P.T. in 1975, 1980 and 1985 respectively, to review and
ensure that the parposes of the preamble and the provisions

of the treaty are being realised and carried ocut.

42 The United Nations, Treaty on the Non Proliferstion of Nuclear
Weapons (New York, 1969), p. 7.
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In the First Review Conference, while reviewing the
operation of the treaty, article by article, finally adopted
a Final Declaration in which the common interests of the parties
in averting the future proliferation of muclear weapons wers

reaffirmed.45

Regarding article VI of tpe treaty there was an extensive
debate. This article concerns the obligations of nuclear-weapon
States bo pursue negotiations on nuclear disarmament. The
nuclear weapon States felt that the treaty( as én arms limitation
agreement designed to conatrain the further spread of nuclear
weapons had on the whole fulfilled its purposes. Whereas the
non-nuclear weapon States felt that there was a great emphsgsis
on the obligations of non-nuclear weapon States compared to the

rights and obligations of nuclear weapon States.

Most of the participé%gen agreed that article I and
II of the treaty had been faithfully observed by the parties.
But the provisions on the peaceful uses of nuclear-energy
and nuclear disarmament and related questions of security
guarantees to non~nuclear weapon States had not come upto
the expectations. This dissatisfaction was reflected in

the Final Declaration of the Conference.

45 SIFRI, Yearbook of World Armaments gnd Disarmgment (Stockholﬁ,<
1976), Pe Be
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In the second Review Conference held from 11th
dugust to Tth September 1960, there was a considerable
satisfaction with the increase in the pumber of States

parties to the treaty within the five years peribd.44

But once again the debate was directed towards the
implementation of article VI of N.P.T. Non-nuclear wegpon
States held nuclear weapon States for the sole responsibility
of not adequately fulfilling their obligations to negotiats
effective measures to halt the nuclear arms race and achieve

miclear disermament.

There was some satisfacti? with the I.A.E.A. safeguards
procedures for existing facilities, but a need was felt for its
continued improvement. bDut there was a growing dissatisfaction
with the restrictive export policy on the part of suppliers of
nuclear equipment and technology for peaceful purposes towards
developing countries parties to N.P.T.

which

States/were suppliers and parties to the treaty had
continued to engage in nuclear trade and cooperation with non-
parties, often permitting less stringent séfeguards. Overall

the conference failed to produce by consensus & substantive

44 SIPRI, Yearbook of Wor ents Dis ent, (Stockholm,
1981), p. 12
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final declaration on the operation and implementation of the

treaty since 1975 and:no measures to be taken in future.

The Third Review Confersence held from 27ti August
to 21st September 1985, emphasized the importance of KWFZ
arrangemsnts for the cause of achieving a world free of nuclear
45
Wweapons. There was much attention given to the question of
Aocihif o s
an armed attack on a safeguard muclear, considerations whould
be given to all appropriate measures to be taken by the U.N.

Security Couneil, which provides for sanctions.

The continuing develomment and deployment of nuclear
weapons system was noted with regret. The conference called upon
the muclear weapon parties to intensify their efforts to reach
agreements on measures relating to the cessation of the arms

race and on nuclear disarmament.

The conference deeply regretted that a comprehensive
nuclear test ban treaty had not been econcluded. It called upon
the nuclear weapon States to the N.P.T. t0 resume unilateral
negotiations in 1985 and called on all nuclear weapon States to
participate in multilateral negotiations. The conclusion of such

a treaty was considered as a matter of the highest priority.

45 SIFRI, Yearbook of World Armsment and Disarmsment (Stockholm,
1986), pe 215.
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Conclésion :

Though there are a number of inequality of rights
and ohligations ihherent in the coneept of non-proliferation,
yet N.P.T. has attracted about 3/4 of the independent States

of the world.

This Treaty is not of a permament duration. In 1995,
i.e., 25 years after its entry into force; a conference is to
be convened to determine its future. The parties will decide
whether the treaty should continue in forece indefinitely, or
be extended for an additional period or periods of time. Then

it may become a time of survival for the treaty.

One measure which is generally considered to be a
long overdue one, in the direction of qualitative arms race
is a comprehensive nuclear test ban - The development of new
desighs of nuclear weapons by the nuclear weapon States
would be rendered impossible without tests. The modification
of existing weapon designs would be also seriously constrained.
The importance of such a ban for non-proliferation would also
lie in the practical obstacles it would create for would-be

proliferatorss.
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Another arms control measure directly connected to
non~-proliferation would be cessation of the production of
fissionable material for weapon parposes. oSuch a cut-off
would contribute in curbing the vertical proliferation of
nuclear weapon: possessed by nuclear weapon States and would
also impede the horizontal spread of these weapons to other

States,

The separation of eivil and military nuclear sectors
in nuclear weapon countries and placing them under I.A.B.A.
sefeguards,all installations and material in the civil muclear
fuel cycles,of these countries would help to prepare the ground
for verifying the implementation of & cut off,

Further the authority of the I.A.E.A. must be strengthened

to improve the further functioning of non-proliferation regime.

The agency's board of Governors should develop‘rapid-
action responses to act# in defiance of safeguards agreements.
Better material accountancy and reporting from safeguarding
countries are needed and the designation of I.A.Z.4. inspectors
must be free from political constraints imposed by a number

of statese.
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To minimiss the risks of nuclear exports, no nuclear
material or equipment should be supplied to those non-nuclear

weapons States who refuse to accept full-scope I.A.E.A. safeguards.

dbove all, it is only by deemphasising the role of
nuclear weapons in foreign policy through a sustained process
of dismantling the nuclear arsenals, that the imperative of
non-proliferation can become entrenched among the norms of

" International behaviour.



§9

c) lear Wespon Free Zone

The nuclear weapon free zone idea has its emergence
in the context of the danger which is posed by the nuclear
weapons to the world peace and security. MNuclear weapon free-
zone means that the countries of a particular region, where
there are no existing nuclear weapons, should agree not to
acquire or manufacture nuclear wegp ons. Thus not resdrting
to muclesr proliferation and these countries should also declare
their regions free from nuclear weapons. But due to the existence
of nuclear weapons in the hearby regions they are in constant
fear for their security for which they are guaranteed against

non-resort to muclear weapons fram the muclear weapon States,

Such gzones are considered as one of the practical means
of preventing horizontal proliferetion of muclear weapons by

the nuclear weapon states.

In 19508 the idea of establishing nuclear weapon free
gones began to attract the attention of the Internationsal
community - for which there were various proposals made at

varigus forums.

To this effect Poland made the first formal proposal

in the General Assembly in 1957 calling for the permament
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absence of nuclear weapons from the territories of several
4

states in Central Europe. 6 Since then various proposals

to this effect have been made.

The first agreement to be reached was the Antaretica
Treaty which concleded in December 1959 - establishing that
éntartica was to be used for peaceful purposes only,and was
not intended to solve the problem of different territorial

47
clegims.

Then came the Treaty,of Principles Governing the
Activities of States in the Exploration and use of Outer Space,
including the moon and other celestial bodies which was

48
eoncluded in 1967.

In 1967 the States of Latin American region concluded
a treaty creating a nuclear weapon free zone in their continent
and called the treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America (Treaty of‘flatelolco).49 This was the first treaty

to be concluded in a densely populated area. Of the various

46 GAOUR, session 30, supp no. 27, No. 4/10027/4dd I.

47 SIFRI, Arms Control : A Survey and Appraisgl of Multilatersgl
i Agreement (Stockholm, 1978), p. 1l.

48 1Ibid., p. 14.

49 Ibido, p.'lG.
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proposals put forward to keep regions free of nuclear weapons,

only this treaty has been concluded to date. The basic obligations
of the States party to the treaty is to use exclusively for
peaceful purposes the nuclear material and facilities under

their jurisdiction and to prohibit and prevent in their

respective territories the presence of nuclear weapons for

any other purpose.

In 1975 the C.C.D. established an ad hoc group of
governmental experts to study the question of nuclear weapon
free zone. The study was entitled the "€omprehensive Study of
the Question of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones in all its Aspects™,
After carefully examining the study the General Assembly adopted
a resolution which wes sponsored by seven non aligned countries.

50
"The resolution defined the concept as follows :

"A nuclear weapon free zone shall, as a general rule
be desmed to be any zone recognized as such by the General
dssembly of the U.N. which any group of States, in the free
exercise of their sovereigniy, has established by virtue of

a treaty or convention whereby :

a) The statute of total absence of nuclear weapors to
such zone shall be subject, including the procedure

1
for the delimination of the zone, is defined :

50 The United Nations, Comgrehensixe Study of the GQuestion of

MWZ2 in ell its A§g§_g§s : Speclel Report, (New York, 1976),

Pe 334
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b) An international system of verificetion and control

is established to guarantee coppliance with the

obligations deriving from that statute”.

The resolution also put forwaerd some prineipal obligations -
of nuclear weaspon States towards such zones and the States they
would include in such zones. It stated that in every case of a
nmuclear weapon free zones recognized as such by the General
Assembly, all muclear weapon States should undertake or
reaffirm to fhe following obligations :

a) To respect in all its parts the statute of total

absence of nuclear weapons;

b) To refrain from contribtiting in an& way to the performance
in the territories forming part of the zone of acts

involving a violation of the treaty or convention; and

c) To refrain from using or threatening to use nuclear weapons

ageinst the States included in the zone.

However there was a divergence of positions particularly
with regard to the definitions of the zones and the obligations of
nucleer weapon States. For instance the Soviet Union indicated that
it was not in a position to give consent to obligations with regard
to a nuclear weapon free zone contained in a treaty on the creation

of zone.
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The U.S. had objections to the impldcations of the
drafi resolution-}.t thought that the General Assembly cquld
contrioute to the estaplishment of a zone by providing a forum
for consultations and encouraging States to work towards

specific errangements.

During the first special session in 1978 the General
4ssembly received further impetus in this field. The final
document$ of first session considered the establisilment of such
zones as a desirable over all objective and an important
disarmament measure. The General Assembly received proposals
for the establishments of such zones in Afriea, the Middle

Egst and South dsia.>>

The nuclear weapon States supported the idea of nuclear
weapon free zones during the general debate in the plenary
meetings of the first special session.s2 These countries
favoured such a concept as an aspect of their support of the
regionsal approsch to disarmasment. HNuclear weapon States
considered that the creatibn of such zones can bei}easonable
channel through which guarentees by niclear powers to non-
nuclear States could be obtained.

51 GAOR, Special session 10, Ad hoe. Cttee, mtg 3-16.

52 GA&OR, Speciel session 10, plen., mtgs, 1~-25 and 27.
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While addressing the first special session, the
Soviet Foreign linister A.A. Gromyko said that : "the nuclear
weapons could trigger an all-out nuclear conflagaration should
they fall into the hands of States in conflict with their
neighrbours”, and expressed their desire that "should see

certain geographical aress free of miclear weapons".s5

Prime Minister Callagahan of U.K. expressed his
country's readiness to participate in grenting assurances
to the non-nuclear weapon States, supporting the establishment
of nucleasr weapon free zones., He also recalled that the U.K.
was the first muclear weapon State to adhere to the Protocols
of the Treaty of Tlatelcleo.54

President Giscerd d' Estaing of France while addressing
the first special session held that, in terms of the security
of the States in a nuclear weapon States to refrain from
seeking a military advantage from that situation. He further
stressed that -~ "Muclear weapon States should in particular
preclude any use or threet of the use of miclear weaspons against

States that were part of a nuclear weapon free zone.

53 U.N. Doc.4/8-10/PV.5, p. 31.
54 ULl. Doc.A/S—10/PV.3, p. 17.

55 U.N. Doc.4/S-10/PV.2, p. 20.
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The U.S. also went ahead and referred to the Treaty
of Tlateloleo as Latin dmerica's bold initiative and called
for expansion of the regiors of the earth where nuclear weapons

56
would be banned.

Most of the ruclear weapon States spokesmen while
referring to the concept of establishing muclear weapon
free zone stressed that it would be an effecive means of
progressing towards disarmement in genersl and nuclear

disermsment in. particular.

But quite unlike the above statements the representative
of India, Prime Minister Morarji Desai, while addressing the
special session remarked that "it was an idle talk of regional
nuclear weapon free zénes if there were still zones which
could continue to be endangered by nuclear weapons. The
countries which had such weapons lost nothing if some distant
areay was declared non-nuclear. The nations without nuclear
capacity which imagined that their inclusion in such zones

afforded them security were under delusion®,

He further stressed that -~ “"there could be no limited

approach to the question of freedom from nmuclear threats and

56 U.R. Doc. A/S"'lO/PVQl4, Pe 3l.

57 U.Re Doc. A/S‘lO/PV024, Pe 12.
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dangers; the whole world should be declared a nuclesr free

zone',

It was implicit that the creation of such zomes would
not make the danger of wer a distant thing. The fact that the
imperiaslist super powers expressed their support for or even
encouraged the establishment of such zones showed that it
intended to misguide the peoples vigilance. Apert from the
conceptuel consideration of nuclear weapon free zones in the
plenary debstes as well as in the ad hoc Committee, The first
special session also considered the various propossls which
had been under the consideration before the General Assembly
at previous sessions. In the final document of the first speciel
session the estaeblishment of nuclear weapon free zones as an

58
effective disarmasment measure was clearly defined.

There was a positive development regarding the Treaty
of Tlateloleo. The Soviet Union signed and ratified Additional

Protocol 11 of the Treaty.

The denucleerization of Africa remained the object
of widespread support, because some African and other States

pointed out the dangers of nuclear develomments in South Africa.

58. U-N-Doc., Als-10]4, Seet /_7/) pana St
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Regarding Middle East, it was suggested that the
Security Council might be the receipient of declarations by

States of the region. The States should declare that they
would not acquire, possess or mamfacture miclear weapons

pending the establishment of & muclear weapon free zone in
the region with the consent and participation of all States

eoncerned.

In South Asia, a similar approach was suggested.
But the negative vote of India on the draft resolution proposed
by Pakistan, pointed towards the difficulties which must be

overcome before a zone in that area could come about.

Pakistan stressed that the conditions now existed

for the creation of such a zone, as each South Asian State
had unilaterally pledged not to produce or acquire nuclear
weapons.59 Paldsten belisved that the Soauth Asia region was
a large enough geographicel area to qualify for the status
of a nmaclear weapon free zone. Lhey believed tha#huclear
weapon powers, whether near or far from the region, would
be prepared to respect the nuclear free status of a South
Astan Zone once it was established. Pakistan was ready to

Qe
consider entring into a joint declaration, with the Governments

59 U.N. Doc. 4/S-10/PV.7, p. 31.
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of South Asian States, renouncing the production or acquisition

otherwise of nuclear weapons.

India's position was totally different. Prime Minister
Morafji Desai while addressing the special session in 1978
said that : "the total muclear disarmament could be achieved
only by keeping in view the whole of the globe and not the
regions. 4s & matter of political convenience or strategy,.
- some eountries sought to compartmentalise the world ...
there cannot be a limited approsch t; the question of
freedom’ from nuclear danger, but that the whole world

should be declarsed a miclear free zone".6

India was opposed to it becamse ..a proposal
for a nuclear weapon free zone in an appropriate region,
taking into account the special features and geographical
extent of that region, might be initiated by the States
of that region, and that their participation should be
voluntary and besed on arrangements freely arrived at
by them. India was opposed to it bedeause it did not
regard the region of South Asis as either appropriate
or adequate for that purpose; and believed that it was
incorrect to equate South Asia with Latin America, Africa

or the Middle East, as the circumstances prevailing in

60 Morarji Desai's Address to the UN Special Session
on Disarmament - Text in Strategic Digest (IDSA -
New Delhi) vol. 8, no. 7 & 8. July-August 1978,
Pe 15.
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those regions and the situations of the countries within

them were different. India also made it clear that it had
fblemnly pledged not to manufacture or acguire nuclear weapons
but that did not mean that it would either join a nuclear
weapon free zone or accept full scope safeguards. FPrecisely
due to these reasons India voted againstvthe resolution on

establishing a nuclear weapon free zone in South 4sia.

Dufing the second special session, in 1982 the idea
of establishing further nuclear weapon free zone in various
regions; along the lines of that set up in Latin Americs,
continued to receive support from a very large number of

delegations.

But practically it seemed unlikely that a new
nuclear weapon free zone would soon emerge in any of the
regions for which proposals were put before the sessinn,

namely, Africa, the Middle 2ast and Soukh Asia.

It was stressed that such zones be effectively

- established only if all the countries in the region concerned
were to agree to the concept. The reluctance of certain
countries to enter into direct negotiations and unconfdrmed
reports of possession of nuclear weapons by certain countries,
were considered as the major stumbling blocs hindering the

creation of new nuclear weapon free zone's.
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An enalysis of the above proposals mede by the nuclear
weapon States brings out thet these states have certain deeper
motivations while proposing the concept of nuclear weapon free
zone, Muclear weapon States are basically interested in refaining
their monopoly over nuclear weapons. Their main objective is to
prevent the expansion of the nuclear club - which is perceived
by them as a threat in the preservatibn and fuftherence of their
nuclear hegemony. The idea of nuclear weapon free zone denies,
to the signatory countries, the right to manufacture or station
nuclear weapons on their territories. Thus making these signatory
countries dependent on nuclear weapon powers as gurantors of their
security from nuclear threats. Thereby legitimising nuclear

weapons in the hands of a few nuclear weapon powers.

Ke Subralmanyam, while referring to the aspect of
security dependence of signatory countries, in the muclear
weapon {¥9e zone plans on the nuclear weapon States - compares
the creation of such zones to the subsidiary aliiance which

prevailed during the East India Company.

He says that : "The nuclear weapon free zone concept
is somewhat ahalogous to Lorf Wellesley's subsidiary alliance
system during the days of the East India Company. The Indian

princess were told that they could leave their security in the

e

e

[
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hands of the British and reduce their forces w.. the
nuclear weapon free zone, similarly envisages leaving
miclear security in the hands of muclear powers in exchange
for accepting safeguards and a pledge of non-nuclear

6
status”,

Apart from the self interests involved of the nuclear
weapon States in.establishing miclear weapon free zone, there
are certain points in the U.N. study on nuclear weapon free
zone which makes it non-feasible to bring up the nuclear weapon

free zone concept.

The thit'd point of the study says : "The in¥tiative
for the creation of a nuclear weapon free zone should come
from States within the region concerned".62 In its f£ifth
point it further stresses that : "the zone arangement must
contain an effective system of verification to ensure compliance

63
with the agreed dbligations®.

According to the third principle it presupposes

that there will be a possible consensus among the caintries

61 K. Subrahmanyam, Super Power Behgviour (New Delhi), p. 1R.

62 The United Nations, "U.N. Study on Nuclear Weapon Free Zones"
(New York 1976), Pe 32,

63 Ibid.
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of a region and that these countries will agree to convert
their region into a nuclear weapon free zone. But such
sort of a consensus is difficult to arrive at, in almost

all the regions of the world.

The £ifth principle concerning the verification part
is also quite dubious. Because according to it nuclear weapon
free zone will mean verification of only those facilities which
are registered with I.A.E.A. But if a country has a sepsrate
nuclear programme in a foreign land in collaboration with a
country, which does not come in its nuclear weapon. free zone,
and starts building nuclear weapons, then miclear weapon free
zone proposals will not be able to prevent it. Thus a country
signatory to some nuclear wegpon free zone can have its own
nuclear arsenals too thereby defying the very goals of nuclear

weapon free zone.

The successful acceptance of nuclear weapon free
zone proposals depends a lot on the degree of success achieved
by the nuclear weapon States in contfolling the arms race

among themselves.



CHAPTER III

AE ASSESSMENT OF THE TWO SPECIAL SESSIONS

Sinee the formation of the United Nations at San Franeisco,
in the summer of 1945, the General sssembly of the United Nations
has held two spécial sessions on disarmament - in 1978 and again
in 1982. The two special sessions sought to find ways of bringing
about a mors peaceful and stable world order, through a balanced
and verifiable reduction of arms race. Although different views
have been expreésed about the achievements of the two sessions,
but at the same time it cannot be denied that the speclal sessims
have generated strong pressure for arms re&uctions, both in the

nuclear and conventional fields.

Nation States have never been more security concious than
they are today, and yet their life is imcreasingly dominated by
a sense of insecurity. The main reason for this situation is that
some nations are over—armed and yet uneble to stop seeking security

through the possession of ever more destructids and deadly weapons.

At the opening meeting of the second special session on

disarmament, on 7th June 1982, the Security General of the U.N.,

: 1
Javier Pe'rez de Cueller, put the proovlem in these terms :

1 GAUR, Special Session 12, 4/5-12/PV.1,pp. 16-17 and 32.
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"The strength for security through strength is as
0ld and as desply rooted in life of nations as the desire to
live in peaces But what puts the present arms race in an
altogether different and still more dangerous category are
two of its basic characters : first, it derives its momentun,
not so much from well-considered security goals as from the
inexorable advance of military technology and secondly, it is G
pursuit whose econsequences do not accord with its assured
ains. This holds true, in one degree or another, in the fields
of both nuclear and camventional weapons”. ... "unless it is
restrained by political decisions backed by a moral will, the
advance of military technology is a progress that, by its
very nature, can never exhaust itself, At present, it is alweys
creating new possibilities, new breakthrough and leading to
new applications, strategies and doctrines, paving the way

to the point of no return'.

The advance of military technology has gone so far
that it must be restrained, if sensible and realistic security
policies are to prevail. The alternative is a world dominated
more and more by the arms race, with all the hortible consequences

that it cen entail.

The First Specisl Session

The first special session on disarmament was held
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from 25rd May to 30th June 1978 at New York. It was the largest

most representative meeting of nations ever gathered to consider
the question of disarmament. 126 member States presented their
views and suggestions for spacific disarmement measures. The
speakers included 19 heads of State or Governments and 51 foreign
ministers. The assembly also gave the floor to 25 NGU's and

6 resezrch institutes.

It was for the first time in the history of disarmement
negotiations that the international community achievéd a consensus
agreement on a comprehensive strategy for disarmement. The
General Assembly provided an answer to the quest .of the
internatinal commnity for the means to stop the arms race.

It laid the foundations of an effective process of arms
reduction and ultimate disarmament in the interest of both
national and international security. This was done by the

adoption of the final document at the end of the session.

4
The 129 paragraph of final document outlines the
measures to be taken in the near future. It carefully brings
out the steps to be taken to prepare the way for later negotiations

within the United Nations framework and related disarmment

& GAOR, Special Session 10, 1978, supp. 4.
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pursuits in the coming years. The final document is conposed
of four sections - Introduction, Declaration, Programme of
Action and Machinery. It lays out the goals, princaples

and priorities in the field of disarmament.

The final document in the "Introduction" states
that - "the accumulation of weapon particularly nuclear
weapons, today constitute much more a threat than a protection
for the future of mankind". "The time has therefore come to
pat an end to this situation, to sbandon the use of force
in international relations and to seek security in disarmament;
that is to say, through gradual but effeective process beginning

with a reduction intthe present level of armaments“.3

The introduction also states that "while the final
objective of the efforts of all states should continue to be

general and complete disarmament under effective internatibnal
control, the immediate goal is that of the elimination of the
danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of measures to
halt and reverse the arms race and clear the path towards .~

. 4
lasting peace”.

The Declaration part brings out that : "the genuine

and lasting peace can only be created through the effective

% U.N. Doc. 4/S=10/4 Sect.III, para 1.

4 U.K. Doc.d/5-10/4 Sect. III, para &.
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implementation of the security system provided for in the
charter of the U.N. and the speedy and substantial reduction

of arms and armed forces, by international agreements and

S
mutual example”,

It declares that "the adoption of disarmement measures
should take place inkueh & equiteble and balanced manner as to
ensure that no individual state or group of States magy obtain
advantage over others at any stage. At each stage the objective
should be undimnished security at the lowest possible level of

6
armaments and military forces".

The declaration clearly states that; "disarmament and
arms limitation agreements should provide for adequate measures
of verification. Satisfactory to all parties concerned in order
to create the necessary confidence and ensure that they are being
observed by all parties". It stresses on - "removing the threat
of World War -~ a nuclsar war - which is the most acute and urgent
task of the present day. Mankind is confronted with a cholce.

We must halt the arms race and proceed for disarmament or face

7
annihiletion",

5 U.N. Doc. &/S-10/4, Sect III, para 13.
6 U.N. Doc. &/5-10/4, Sect III, para 29.
7 U.N. Doc. 4/5-10/4, Sect III, para 31. -
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The third part of the final document contains the
"programme of action" which brings out that :“priorities in
disarmament negotiations shall be nuclear weapons, and other
weapons of mass destructioh, including any which may be deemed
to be excessively injurious or to have indiseriminate effects,

and reduction of armed forces'.

The programme of action further states that the -
"most effective guarantee against the danger of nuclea war
and use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and the
complete elimination of muclear weapons".8 This section of
the final document layed great responsibilities on the nuclear
weapon States who should undertake measures aimed at preventing
the out-break of nuclesr war and the use of forece in international

relatinons.

While stressing the need for negotiations on nuclear
disarmament measures the session also pursued for the limitation
and gradual reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons
within the framework of progress towards general and complete

disarmament.

One of the main achievements of the special session
was its agreements on weays to give new impetus to negotiations

and deliberations on disarmament. This agreement was set

8 U.i. Doc. 4/5-10/4, Sect III, para 56.
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forth in the fourth and the last section of the final document

- machinery. Adequate results had not been produced with the
previous machinery and therefore there was an urgent need to
revitalise the existing disarmament machinery and forums to

be appropriately constituted for disarmament deliberations mnd
negotiations. Such a new form of set-up should have better
representative character. £l1 member states should be represented
on the deliberative bodies and the negotiating body should have

relatively smell membership.

The firal document has been described as an historie
document, and so it was. It remains a bold and imaginative
effort to take a firm step towards the ultimate goal of general

and complete disarmament under effective internd ional control.

The finel document marks some progress in certain
respects, mainly in that it deals with conventional disarmament
and arms transfers in parslled with nuclear disarmament (the
latter being rightly accorded the highest priority). It attaches

due importance to security guarantees for non nuclear weapon States.,

Régarding the essential problems of the arms race, the
special 8ession did not live upto expectations. The U.3.A. and
the U.5.5.R. wereunable to reach an agreement on the further

limitation of their strategic armements. The expected treaty
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on the cessation of all nuclesr weapon tests did not materialise,

Neither there was any progress in banning chemicel weapons.

The Finael Document was wesker than meny UN resolutions

adopted in previous years regarding the question of non-proliferation
of nuclear weapons. The basic differences of approach of

individual States and politicel blocs remained almost intact.

A serious deficiency of the finel document is that it
continues to deal with disarmament in a piecemeel menner. The
programme of action is no more then a loose catelogue of measures,

not necessarily related to each other.

The session did not succeed in working out a coherent
strategy for disarmament. &t the most it leid down a foundation
for such a strategy. The final document should be viewed as an
enlarged frame of reference for the negotiations. This mgy be
of some importance, considering that the reform of the disarmament
negotiating mackhinery, which has now become more representative
and better structured, mey give a fresh impetus to the process of

negotiations.

The Special Session may be complimented for inducing many

governments to develop and articulate their disermement policies.
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It also enhanced the role of the non-aligned and other smaller
States in dealing with world affairs. Une of its achievements
was that it helped NGO's to mobilize public opinion for the
cause of disarmemént. For the first time in UK history,
repregsentatives from these NGU's as well as research institutiéns

could address the General Assembly on issues of universal

importance.

Oversll, the Special Session was a worthwhile exercise.
It highlighted the dangers and the wastefulness of armements.
It sharpened the sense of urgency with regard to disarmament.
4ds staked in the final document, it cenn mark the "beginning
of a new phase of the effortse of the U.K. in the field of

-]
disarmament.!

4Af ter the session in 1976, there was a sense of
accomplishment and certain feelings of hope and perhaps even

of optimism for further progress in the years to follow.

Second Specisl Session :

The second special session of the General Assembly

devotied to disarmament was held from 7th June to 10th June 1982.

9. UN. DOc., A/S-10/4, Sect. III, para <8.
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It was held at New York, with a view to invhgorate the
disarmement process. During the general debate the Assembly

was addressed by 18 heads of States or Government and 44 Foreign
Ministers. In all there were 140 States which took part in it.
Each one of them put forward their positions on questions of
disarmament, peace and security and expressed their concern

over the lack of progress in those matters.

There were more than 60 proposels and positions papers
by members States. They were circulated as documents of the
session. Many of them dealt with the question of nuclear
disarmament and prevention of war. Others concerned the
benning of chemical weapons, and some dealt with various
aspects of the verification of disarmament sgreements. Some
papers dealt with the issues, such as the relationship between
disarmsment mnd development, the international machinery dealing

with disarmament and the dissemination of information to the

public on disarmament matters.

Though not enjoying the success of 1978 specisl session,

the assembly unanimously reaffirmed in its 1982 concluding document,

the velidity of the earlier 1978 final document.

The Genersl 4ssembly stressed its pre-occupation over

~ the danger of war, in particular nuelear war, the prevention
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of which remained the most acute and urgent task of the present
day. It urged all the member States to consider as soon as
possible, relevant proposals designed to secure the avoidance
of nuclear war, thus ensuring that the survival of mankind is

not in danger,

There wére five draft resolutions which were proposed
to the Assembly. They contained proposals for a nuclear arms
freeze, the prevention of nuclear war, a convention on the
prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons and urgent measures
for the prevention of muclear war and for nuclear disarmament.
But none of the draft resolutions was adopted by consensus and

Special
none was pressed to a vote during the second/session.

\{f<j At the second speciel session, the General Assembly launched
a World Disarmament Campaign to be .carried oﬁt under the direction
of the Secretary-Generel of the U.K. This step reflected the
situation of 1982 as : "a growing and increasingly organized and
assertive public movement against the arms race, a world movement

10
that cuts across the entire political spectrum”.

In the concluding document, the assembly stressed the
need for strengthening the role of the U.N. in the field of
disarmament and the implementation of security system provided

for in the charter of the U.K.

10 U.N. Doc. 4/S-12/32, annex. V.



In addition the assembly also agreed to increase the
number of U.N. progreamme of fellowships on disarmament from

20=25,

t}////dThe second session was unable to complete the drafting
of & comprehensive programme of disarmament, whoss elaboration
had been under way for three years, pursuant to a decision
contained in the 1978 final document. The specisl session
was also unable to come to grips with a number of proposels
including some on prevention of nuclear wer and on a muclear
arms freeze. These were also deferred for consideration at

subsequent regular sessions of the General Assembly.

The fact that so many world leeaders chose to address
the Assembly wes a clear indication of the inereasing worldwide

concern about the fear and danger of universal annihiletion.

While addressing the General 4ssembly on 17th June
1982 President Reagan accused the;'Soviet Union of forging ahead
in both the nuclear and conventional fields. He further stated
that diiring the previous seven months he had proposed four

11
major points as an agenda for peace : Theywere :

11 GAOR, Special Session 12, 1982, 4/S-12/PV.13, pp. 2-1i3.
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a) elimination of land based intermediate range missile;

b) a one-third reduction in strategic ballistic missile
warhead;

c) a substantial reduction in NATO and Warsaw FPact ground

and air foreces;

d) new safeguards to reduce the risk of accidental war.

President Reagan reaffirmed to these proposals and also
proposed an international eonference on military expenditure
#4o build on the work of the U.N. in developing a common system

for accounting and reporting of those expenditures®.

President Brezhnev of U.5.5.R. sent a message to the
General 4Assembly at its second Special Session.12 It was read
out by Foreign Minister Gromyko on 15 June 1982. In the message
the President had stated that the U.S.5.3. assumed an obligation
which would become effective immedietely, at the moment it was
made public from the rostrum of General Assembly - not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons. While denying the charge that the
Soviet Union had gained an edge in armements, he totally disapproved
both the facts and figures about the ergument. He emphasized

that the existing parity) in the field of nuclear arms race was

12 U.N. Doce. A/S—l£/PV-12, PPDe. 21-50.
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was determined by the totality of the arms possessed by the

U.5.5.R. and the U.5., rather than by the quantities of some

of the individual types.

The talks between the U.3.5.R. and the U.5. can succeed
only when an actual pursuance on the objectivity of limiting and
reducing strategic arms rather than to serve as a cover for
upsetting the existing parity. It was essential to block all
channels for the contimuation of the strategic arms race in

any form.

On the other hand China held that the Soviet Union and
the U.5. should stop testing, improving or memufacturing nucleer
weapons. They should reduce by 50% of all types of their nuclear
weapons and means of delivery system. Only after that, all other
nuclear weapon States should stop testing, improving or manufacturing
miclear weapons. Once again China made it clear that at no time
and under no circumstances wauld it be the first to use nuclear
weapons and that too against non-muclear weapon States. China
also held that "only & combination of measures for both nuclear

and conventionel disarmament can help reduce the danger of war".15

Prime Minister Margret Thatcher, while speaking on behalf

15 U'No Doc. A/S‘lz/PVo&, ppo 51-450
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of the U.K. recognized that ruclear weapons had been a major
concern at the 1976 special session and they must necessarily
remain so at the 1982 session.14 She believed that a balanced
reduction in :onventional weapons could create greater stability
provided there was the will and good sense. Deterrence could
also be maintained at substantially reduced levels of nuclear

weapons .

India while addressing the General Assembly viewed the

. doctrines of muclear deterrence as felling "into the category of
esoteric and grim scenarios of a muclear cult totally unrelated

to the real world“.15 India called the attention to the fact
that, although theories dealing with muclear war were 'fantasies',
they were capable of "leading to the reality of an all out nuclear
war", In any case; reliance on the "terror of obliteration" -~ "

could not fail to have a deep and unwhole-some impact on individuals

and societies”.

Observers at the second session felt that the current
reason for the continuation and escalation ofthe arms race lies
primarily on the shoulders of U.3.A. and U.S5.5.8. DBut the continued
tension between them mede any new thrust for negotiating substantive
issues impossible, ineluding a comprehensive test ban treaty, no wuse

or no first use treaty and a nuclear freeze treaty.

14 U.N. Doc. 4/5-12/PV.24, pp. 2-11.

15 U.h. Doc. 4/5-12/PV.Y, pp. 76=95.
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Ihe Message

Since four decades no subject has received more continuous
or such growing attention at the U.N. as hes disarmament. There
has been some progress on arms regulation and limitation but the

arms race has none the lesagpiralled upwards.

The U.N. helps to give disanmamept the necesssry prominence
on the internationsl agenda, but the state of affairs on the
international scene profoundly affects the opportunity for a
meaningful result in this result.

Prime Minister Giovanni Spedolini of Italy recelled in
his address at the 1982 session,llfaf The U.K. is the "direct outcome
of the great movement of the 18th century which blossomed in the
enlightenment. The convening of the General Assembly's two special
sessions on disarmament were extremely significant events because
they sought to redirect world attention to an objective of absolute
priority for the civilized and peaceful growth of mankind and,

indeed, for its very survival,

The main purpose of the two special sessions was disarmament

or the starting of a gradual process of the reduction of arms

16 U.H. Doc. A/S"lz, pp.2—2l.



89

leading eventually to their elimination. The two sessions
occasionally cansidered measures for the regulation of armaments,
but even when they did so the intention was to create favourable

conditions for the subsequent adoption of measures of real

disarmament.

The final document of the first special session
stresses that the process of disarmament affects the vital
security interests of all states, as such they must all be
actively concerned with and contribute to the measures of
disarmament and arms limitation. This was an essential

wm
part to be played maintaining and strengthening international

security.

One of the merits of the two sessions was that of
contributing to bring back the true meaning of disarmament that

17
is, the reduction and ultimetely, the elimination of armaments.

In addition to the deliberating and negotiating
activities of the U.N. in the field of disarmament, the sessions
also played a major role in generating world public support in
favour of disarmeament. This can be brought about by information

and education. 4 global constituency of well informed, realistic

The Charter of the U.N., Articles 11 and 44 draws a distinction
o between Disarmament and’regulaxion of armaments, intﬁrtig%e 6
There is reference only to "a system for the regulation

armaments®.
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and constructive public opinion can contribute to the improvement
of the prospects of halting and finally reversing the arms race.

By leunching the World Disarmament Campeign the General
dssembly recognized the deap concern of the world public to the
continuing competitive accumulation of weapons. It also recognized
that there was & universel concern for disarmament cﬂgging across

ideologicel and political boundaries. The States should be bound

by a mutual concern of human survival.

to unite their strength to maintain international geace and security.

After the second world war psoples of the world decided

It was thought to make the U.N. a centre for harmonizing the

actions of nations in the attaeinment of their common erds.

During all this time the U.N. has never been given
sufficient authority, also the means to implement the system
of international legal order and security, as provided for

in the charter.

Prime Minister F'a'lladin of Sweden stated that "a
determined will to get a new course not to seek to acquire
the strongest possible war machine but to put to good use all
human knowledge and material resources in the interest of peace

and the improvement of living conditions throughout the world“.18

18 U.N. Doc. 4/S-12/PV.2, p. 37
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He further said that “the two super powers hold
the fate of this earth of mankind in théir hands and bear
a primary responsibility for ensuring that a change of course

takes place”.

The overall achievements of the international community
in its struggle to make this world a safer place to live in ars
still far from the goals that had been set forth in ths charter

of U.N.

U.N. cannot achieve its objectives in the field of
disarmament without the politicel will of member States and
their determined collective efforts. Therefore, it becomes
fuhdamental that in the search for meaningful measures of
disarmement, the legitimate security interests of each and
every soverelign State be fully respected and taken care of.

In the muclear age security can be associated only with less
arms and not with inereasing levels of nuclear and conventional
forces. These forces should be reduced in a balanced and

verifiable way.

The extent to which U.N. can be used to good effect

of mankind depends entirely on the member 3tates.

The message of the two sessions is that human choice

is not between war and peace, but between life on the planet
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and extinetion. It is only through complete disarmament
and the astablishment of a nonlziolent internationsal order
by which the fate of the earth can become secure. The

hunanity has the means available to achieve this salvatim.

In his book "the fate of the Earth", Jonathen 3chell
pats in his choice as - "One day and it is hard to believe
that it will not be soon - we will make our choice. Either
we will sink into the final coma and end it all or, as
trust and believe, we will be awaken to the truth of our
peril, a truth as great as life itself, and like a person
who has sweallowed lethal poison but shakes off his stupor
at the last moment and vomits the poison up, we will break
through the lgyers of our denials, put aside our faint-hearted

9
excuseg, and rise up to cleanse the earth of nuclear weapons".1

19 Jonathan Schell, The Fate of the Rarth {London, 1982), p. 231.
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