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Th~. CHAIRMAN: I declare open the 197th plenary meeting of the Committee on 
Disarmament. 

I have on m::' list of speakers for today the representatives of Iridonesi_a, 
Hungary,. Czechoslovakia, the Feder·al Republic of Germany, India, the Union 6r 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Japan and Kenya. 

I now give the floor to the representative of Indonesia, Ambassador Sutresna. 

Mr. SUTRESNA (Indonesia): Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a source of satisfaction 
for my de;Legation to see you., Sir, the representative of a friendly Asian country, 
Mongolia, presidinihover the deliberations of the Committee on Disarmament during 
the .first part ofthe work of its 1983 session. You may rest assured that the 
Indonesian delegation w!il do ita utmost to co-operate with you in. the discharge 
of Y?Urt)eavy responsiblli~y, 

, _· .. 1 . 1 . t,• •·' ' 

My delegation likewise wishes to register its appreciation to your predecessor 
in the chair, .Ambassador Alfonso Garc!a Robles of Mexico, for the commendable 
stewardship that he gave to our Committee during the last month of the Committee's 
s~er session last year. Indeed, there is no more authoritative recognition of 
his dedication and perseverance in pursuit of the disarmament cause than the .Nobel 
Peace Prize awarded to him and Mrs. Arva Myrdal of Sweden just before the end of 
last year. · 

In welcoming the new representatives to the Committee on Disarmam$nt, their 
Excellencies the Ambassadors of Algeria, India, Japan, Kenya and Venezuela, I am 
at the same time extending to them an assurance of continued co-operation from my 
delegation in the endeavour to carry out the task -of the Committee on Disarmament. 

One hardly needs to emphasize that the year 1983 is, in many respects, crucial 
for over-all disarmament efforts. Despite various setbacks in almost all negotiating 
forums, concerns and demands have of late been increasingly ·expressed toward the 
attainment of more practical nuclear disarmament measures. The inability of the 
Ge.neral Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament to produce 
the meaningful results expected from it by the international community .has not 
discouraged States from persisting in their endeavours to look for possible avenues 
which could lead to a mutually acceptable accommodation of the divergent positions. 
One might argue the effectiveness of the numerous resolutions on disarmament adopted 
during the thirty-seventh session of the United Nations General Assembly. But the 
message is clear, at least to my delegation, that disarmament is a possible and 
feasible way towards the establishment of peace and security for all and not limited 
to a handful of States or a certain region. 

In this respect, it is an accepted axiom that the militarily significant States, 
and particularly the nuclear-weapon States, have a special and greater responsibility. 
My delegation therefore submits. that it is about time now that they should 
demon,trate with real deeds that ·\il:).ey are true .to their words- ~·. The nuclear-weapon . 
States should. not regard the major-ity of: nations as mere spectators of --the power 
game between them; after all, as has been pointed out ad nauseam, those peoples are 
also potential victims. It is therefore incumbent upon these non-nuclear-weapon 
States to raise their voices more vocally until they are heard and heeded. 

If the majority of peoples all over the world are watching with close scrutiny 
the process of negotiations between the two Superpowers now being resumed in Geneva, 
on both medium-range and strategic nuclear forces, it should be clear to all that 
their patience is running out; they want to see the achievement of concrete results. 
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An undue delay in obtaining a concrete result would further increase the pace of 
the arms race, the repercussions of which will extend to the other parts of the 
world and will not be confined merely to Europe. Most of the non-nuclear-weapon 
States have adhered in good faith to the partial test-ban treaty and the 
non-proliferation Treaty, because they saw in those documer.ts a pr_omise for their 
own future too. But unfortunately, year·s have passed with no signs of implementation 
of the commitment by the signatory States. Even a modest request contained in one of 
the resolutions of the last General Assembly that information be made available to 
the international community on what is substantively going on behind the closed 
doors of bilateral negotiations has apparently fallen on deaf ears. One of the 
basic questions that confronts certain member States of the Committee .on Disarmament 
is to give a concret.e.· ,translation of their assertions to the effect that it is 
the role of the C.o~DI~~ittee on. Disarmament, as the sole multilateral negotiating · body 
on disarmament, to play an active ·part in the pursuit of the objectives ofnuclear 
disarma~ent. After all, . the Final Document · of the first special session of .the 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament stated in unambiguous terms that bilateral 
and multilateral negotiations complement each other. It is therefore inconceivable 
that those States should continue to withhold their concurrence in the demand of 
the majority of the States members of the Committee on Disarmament that item 2 of 
its agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament"; should 
be given an appropriate treatment commensurate with its importance. My delegation 
continues to believe that the seriousness of this subject-matter requires no less a 
treatment from all of us than the establishment of a working group. As has been 
stated by my delegation on previous occasions, discussing the item in informal 
meetings of the Committee is not an appropriate procedure; experience has shown us 
that such a procedure has led us nowhere. And, above all, my delegation fails to 
be convinced by the argument that has been advanced so far to ··the effect that · the · 
Committee on Disarmament can. not engage itself in negotiations .. It is already 
r~oognized by all that matters related to nuclear weapons are not simply the 
concerns of certain States; they affect the security interests of non-nuclear-weapon 
States . also. 

The awareness of the danger of .nuclear war to the survival . of mankind has of 
late spread to cover pr;-actically the . entire globe. It is therefore only appropriate 
for the Committee on Disarmament to address itself to this subject i·n a meaningf'ul 
way with a view to meeting the concern· of humanity. We should seriously attempt to 
seek concrete and practical measures a-imed at preventing 'the outbreak -of n·uclear war. 
Indonesia will therefore always strive to support every initiative aimed a.t 
protecting mankind from the .annihilation that would result therefrom. 

; f 

In the view of my delegation, such an effort is based on the acknowledgement 
that ~he outbreak of a nuclear war by accident, design or miscalculation will 
affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike, thuS"threatening the security 
of every State. 

The Group of 21 has formulated its firm view and put forward a concrete 
proposal to deal with this problem, as contained in document ·co1341. Inde·ed it 
is. the view of my delegation that the Committee should give =serious consideration 
to the proposal, particularly because of the present strai·ned East-West relations. 
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Another topic to which my delegation continues to attach great importance is 
that of a nuclear test ban. · It is another field of the Committee's work which 
cannot be interpreted otherwise than as fulfilling its function as the sole 
multilateral negotiating body on disarmament. The suspended tripartite negotiations 
on the subject should prompt us to further our work. My delegation submits that we 
have already reached the stage at which negotiations towar4 formulating a treaty 
should be undertaken. For this purpose, the present mandate of the Ad Hoc .Working 
Group ona .Nuclear Test Ban requires a change to enable the Committe~ to deal more 
effectively with the subject matter. My delegation belongs to those which recognize 
the importance of verification and compliance in a CTBT. It .cannot be envisaged, 
however, that this question be addressed without first agreeing on the scope of the 
treaty. It would ·therefore be appropriate for the Working Group to deal with this 
matter conclusively in order that its work on the other aspects or a nuclear test-ban 
treaty, including verification and compliance, can proceed more effectively. 

My delegation remains hopeful that the two nuclear-weapon Powers which have 
until now preferred to stay outside the work of the Working Group will reconsider 
their positions and decide during this part of the 1983 session of the Committee 
to join the Working Group and contribute to its work. · 

: ' ·: · . 

After listening to the enlightening statements by the distinguished delegations 
in this Committee, my delegation has become more convinced than ever that the work 
of the Committee on chemical weapons has the best prospect for further prog~ess. I 
fully share the views expressed by many delegations that the Committee, through the 

. Working Group on Chemical Weapons, should make serious efforts to resolve the main 
differences and take appropriate steps to ensure that the drafting of the ·possible 
provisions of a fUture comprehensive convention on the matter can be initia~ed 
during this session. The statements made by Ambas.sador Issraelyan, .the head or· the 
Soviet delegation, on 22 February, and by Ambassador Fields, the head of the 
United States •delegation, on 10 February, have indeed given us further encouragement,. 
for which my delegation is very appreciative. The agreement expressed by the 
Soviet delegation to .. ·the inclusion of the prohibition of the use or chemical 
weapons in the provisions dealing with the scope of the fUture convention on 
the prohibition or chemical weapons is clearly a concrete contribution of that 
delegation in making real progress in the work of the Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons, complementing its previous contribution contained in document CD/294 
entitled "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition or the development, 
production and stockpiling or chemical weapons and on their destruction". 

A similar valuable contribution has been made by the United States delegation 
in document CD/343 introduced on 10 December, entitled "United States detailed views 
on the contents of a chemical weapons ban". The document contains an important 
feature retating to the scope of the prohibition which, as my delegati9n interprets 
it, · conati tute~i' an advance from that delegation 1·s earlier position on the · 
prohibiti!on· of the use or chemical weapons. · 

As one of the delegations which persistently advocate the importance of the 
prohibition of use, my delegation heartily welcomes this important development. I 
am convinced .that the two important documents. proposed and others that may ·oome 
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together with the work done so far by the Working Group on Chemical Weapons as 
contained in the report of the Committee on its 1982 session, will provide a 
sound basis for making real progress toward the elaboration of a comprehensive 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons • 

. Before. concl~ding, my delegation would like to reiterate the importance of the 
task of the Committee concerning the prevention of an arms race in outer space. 
It is generally recognized that the extension of the arms race to outer space 
will not only exhaust valuable resources which would otherwise be inore appropriately 
used for relieving mankind of hunger and poverty, but will certainly also ·increase 
the. danger of war, nuclear or conventional, on the earth. It is therefore 
incumbent .upon all members of the Committee to ensure that resolution 37/83 of the · 
Gener~l Assembly calling upon the Committee to establish an ad hoc working group 
to deai t<~i th . the . s.ubject in the first part of the 1983 session will be duly 
implemented. In this connection, my delegation is confident that the Committee 
will seriously consider the draft mandate as proposed ·by the Group of 21 in 
docume~t CD/329. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Indonesia for his statement and 
for the l<ind words addressed to the Chairman. I now give the floor to t}Je -~ ·~ · --~ 

representative-of Hungary, Ambassador Komives. 

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): I have asked for the floor today to make a 'short ·• 
statement on behalf of the group of delegations representing the socialist countries 
members of the Committee on Disarmament. 

In th~ c~urse of the present session, the previous plenary meeting was in fact 
not the f;irst. occas,ion when this Committee was subjected to. an attempt aitried at 
mislead;irjg delegations, and what is even more, at throwing insulting r ·emar'ks at 
various .d~legations. At the 194th meeting, on 15 February, the· delegations which 
I have the honour to represent had to call attention to the unfounded and 
insulting remarks. made at an earlier meeting by the representative •of the 
United states. 

Two days ago, the head of the same delegation found it necessar.y again to · 
provid~. the Committee with information about the organization of the' work of the' 
Group ·or Scientific Experts. However, the picture, t<~hich he gave us was not more 
than a product of his imagination. 

. · That sort of information is, of course, entirely unnecessary. The picture, as 
every one of us knows very well, is absolutely clear and unambiguous. Therefore, 
no attempt aimed at misleading the Committee· and distorting the facts . can succ·eed 
here. Such attempts can only . spoil and further erode the business-like atmosphe-re 
which prevailed in this Committee in previous years. The group of the socfalist 
countries would like to hope that the last statement of the United States delegate 
was not prompted by a desire of t .hat nature. -· · 

The ·CHAIRMAN: ' I thank the representative of Hungary for his state~ent. Now I 
give the floor to the representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda. 
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Comrade Chairman, two days ago the progress report 
of the fifteenth sessior;1 of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 'Experts to Consider 
International to~oper~tive Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events was 
presented to the Committee on Disarmament. During our laat .meeting several statement~ 
were made concerning .this report. Regrettably, some delegati'ons attempted to divert·: 
our attention from the crux of the matter. My delegation would like td touch btiefly 
upon some asp~cta of this. report and of the seismic Group's deliberations. 

·, 

.Firstly, we consider the fifteenth progress report rega·rding the scientifi-c·· 
issues an adequa,te reflection of what has happened in the seismic Group at ita recent 
session • . Secondly, we welcome the fact that the expert Group envisages submitting 
ita third report during the 1983 session of the Committee, on Disarmament • 

. . : :. 

· . . . 
On 15 FebJ>uary .-of this year the State Secretary of Norway, Mr. Eivinn Berg, spoke 

of the . re.cent J~echnological advances ·in the field of seismology. He expressed the ·' · 
view that ~or,e wor~ should be.done in regard to the establishment of a global seismic 
network which~ can verify compliance with a nu.clear test ban. He also said that the 
present mandate of the Working Group on a ·Nuclear Test Ban was far from being · 
fulfilled. My delegation cannot share this conclusion; 

·czechoslovak seismologists have been taking part in the expert negotiations in 
Geneva since 1958. Enormous scientific and technical progress has been' acnieYed'": ·
since that time. The last quarter of a century has witnessed significant progress in 
all spheres of human activity, including seismology. In spite of the progress 
achieved, even .today we have to realize that the day of elaborating and adOP,ting a 
nuclear te;i't-ban ~reaty has ·not come yet. What is the reason for this un-juat.tf.:t~. 
delay? Are we supposed to believe that even today' a level of scierttific and . ' ' ·• 
technical .progresa does not permit the creation of a reliable network for the 
detection ·and identification of seismic events? 

L~~ me stress that our approach to . this problem is a re~liatic one and it is 
based f1.ll.ly on existing possibilities. Our experts, .and I believe also the expe'rts 
of many other countries know full well that . even ·t .odaY 's selsmic network, although not 
an ideal one, is. capable of identifying overwhelming .majority qf underground 
explos,ions in spite .of the fact that the network's main purpose is to detect the 
possible danger of eartbquakes, from which mankind has been .suffering for' centurit!s·. 
In the reports of 1978 and 1979 (CCD/558 and CD/48) the experts formulated the , · 
instructions and ~equir~ents for the reliable functioning of the envisaged 'global ' 
syste.m copcerning the ' transmission of seismic dat.a to international data centres and 
thr9~ tnem to member States, while the identification of an .event, whe~her it was 
an underground explosion or not, was to be decided by . the States parties to a nuclear 
test,-ban' lreaty. It was also agreed that such a system should be based primariiy on 
the exchange .. of' Level ~ data. 

It is also clear tpat a global network · taking into account present technic~! 
possibili~ies wo~d undoubtedly represent a completely satisfying solution to the 
problara of the detection and identification of seismic events. 

The gre~t . rria,Jority of the provisions of the third report, which we hope , to obtain 
this year, have in fact met l-rith a consensus. This also testifies to th~ fact . that. 
the main obstacle to the elaboration and adoption of a nuclear t~st-ban treaty' is' the 
lack of political will on the part of some nuclear-weapon States. In my last 
statement in the plenary I already had the opportunity to express the regret of my 
delegation at this unfortunate development. 
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As far as the further activities of the seismic experts Group are concerned, 
we proceed from the assumption that these should be closely linked to the progress 
of negotiations on all basic aspects of the future nuclear test-ban treaty. The 
prospects, as of today, are not very bright. In this respect my delegation will 
also study carefully the third report of the seismic experts Group. 

A week ago we had the opportunity to hear a substantial, fundamental statement 
by the delegation of the Soviet Union on the problem of nuclear-weapon tests. We 
fully share the views expressed in it and we draw the attention of all delegations, 
and especially of those of the nuclear-weapon States, to this statement. 

In his statement on 22 February, Ambassador David Sadleir of Australia stated 
the following: "Some delegations are insisting that the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 
Experts operate with a large question mark, or perhaps a sword of Damocles over 
its head." Let me emphasize here the view of my delegation that if we are to look 
for a sword of Damocles we should certainly see it hanging not over the seismic 
experts Group but over the nuclear test-ban treaty itself. And we also know very 
well who has created this regrettable situation. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of Czechoslovakia for his statement. 
I now give the floor to therepresentative of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Ambassador Wegener, you have the floor. 

Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Chairman, the main thrust of 
my statement today will be in the field of chemical weapons. However, I would like 
to preface my remarks with a brief comment on the report of the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts to Consider international Co-operative Measures to Detect and 
Identify Seismic Events (CD/348). My delegation had planned to put some questions 
to the new Chairman of the Group, and I regret that time pressure did not allow for 
the normal question and answer period to take place during our preceding plenary. 
Instead of the questions which my delegation had, I would now like to make some 
general comments. The statement by the Czechoslovak delegation which I have just 
heard with careful attention does not give me any reason to deviate from my 
prepared text. \ole join other delegations in deploring tho premature disappearance 
of Dr. Ericsson and pay tribute to the excellent work he has done over so many 
years. Likewise, we are pleased to welcome the new Chairman, Dr. Dahlman. 
Dr. Dahlman is unjustly served by the fact that the report which his group has 
adopted is exceptionally poor in substance. Strangely enough, and in contrast with 
previous reports, it does not even contain the name of the new chairman. An 
over-all evaluation of the recent session of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts 
shows that a fundamental contradiction has now emerged between the affirmation by 
some delegations that, technically, all verification problems for a nuclear test ban 
are solved, and the reluctance of the same delegations to participate in the 
systematic extraction of data with the assistance of every technically available 
means. In the previous report, of 19 August 1982 (CD/318), we saw with regret 
that some delegations had objections against a systematic exchange of Level 2 data. 
The present report is even more preoccupying. It makes clear that similar 
objections even exist in relation to Level 1 data. I can rely on Dr. Ericsson's 
authority, who told us at the last session when he was present that "advances in 
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·the relevant fields of science and technology should b~ fully taken into account ••• 
there can be no question but that we can share waveform data on a wide scalen .• 
Unfortunately, when making the statement, Dr. Ericsson also had to tell,. us tnat 
those countries which hesitated to share fully in such an activity were,· . in his 
view; .:c'losing this ·option partly on political grounds. This is. a ,stra~e a~d · 
regrettable development. Exactly those countries which per:'sist in affirming that 
all the technical prerequisites for a fully verifiable nuclear test ban have been 
solved, and: 'invoke the very ac!vqnced analysis of authors like Sykes and Evernden, 
block the fullest use of modern insighto and technology to c:reat~ , ~he te.chnical 
framework in which such verification modes could be further .tested and elaborated. 
Indeed; it appears that the representatives of these countries ain! at· .freezing the 
work of the 'Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts at a technical level . alrea:dy 
attained -ln 1976! It should, however, be . stressed that the findings of the 
American scientists Sykesand Evernden are predicated upon the use of . the m~st 
modern technology and on the existence of an operational network ,of modern seismic 
stations. In the view of my delegation, this contradiction in statements leaves 

·.a credibility gap that has yet to be filled. 

My delegation hopes that the rel.uctance which some delegations have showri 
to maintain the dynamics of the Group of Scientific Experts and to chart its 
further course will prove to have been a temporary phenomenon. We are looking 
forward to a rapid conclusion of the third report of the Ad Hoc Group, and 
to constructive negotiations on the elaboration of a new enlarged mandate enabling 
the Group tc bring the fullest possible contribution of science and technology 
to the conclusion of an adequately verifiable comprehensive test ban at the 
earliest possible time. 

May I now turn to the subject of chemical weapons. My delegation, with 
others, regrets the lengthy and largely unnecessary procedures which have 
p·revented· the working groups of the Committee from commenci~ their annual work. 
·However, in the field of chemical weapons some delegations have already made 
important contributions to the negotiation process. In the first place, I 
would like to refer to document CD/343, entitled "United States detailed views 
on the contents of a chemical weapons ban". 

The Federal Government welcomes the introduction of this document which 
contains the essenti~l ·substance of a future chemical weapons ban. The great 
value of this document is that it reflects the actual state of negotiations -
and · tha:t it has richly absorbed suggestions from e-ther delegations. Its 
comprehensive nature·• but al so the professed flexibility of the authors on many 
of its positions, twill. make .this document an essential tool for our future joint 
work. It 'also testifies., in a welcome ma~ner, to the determination and good 
faith of itslauthors in their quest for a rapid conclusion of a chemical .weapons 
convention. The document places particular emphasis on the key issues of - . 
international verification. 

My.·delegation i s particularly pleased t o sta te tha t the suggestions which 
the ·Fede'rnl Government submitted tht::"oughout the year of 1982, and most 
particularly in document CD/326, have been l a rgeiy incorporated into the 
United States text. Some cclegations on the other hand, have already voiced 
initial criticisms vis-a-vi s these verification proposals. They should , however, 
r ecognize the gr eat advantage that the clear views and pr ecise formulations on 
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the part of the United States delegation on a crucial issue of the chemical weapons 
convention allow us to sharpen our focus on the key decisions negotiators will 
have to take. The document will undoubtedly stimulate a dialogue between the 
United States, the Soviet Union and other interested delegations on the key 
provisions of an international verification system and will hopefully facilitate 
a narrowing of differences. 

Last year my delegation, together with others, formulated a certain number 
of questions designed to clarify those parts of the Soviet "Basic provisions" 
document which relate to international verification issues. rfuile our patience 
has been somewhat taxed in waiting for a satisfactory response, we are pleased 
that replies to our queries are now imminent. They will certainly fertilize our 
further work. We continue to hope that the Soviet Union, purs\,ling further the 
promising course on which it had embarked in its Basic provisions document, will 
soon come to the insight that an obligatory on-site inspection clause in the case 
of on-challenge cases will be an indispensable feature of the future convention. 
As regards such on-site inspections, my Government reiterates its full preparedness 
to contribute to the rapid success of thE: chemical weapons negotiations and to make 
its territory available for international controls like those it already practises 
in connection with its unilateral renuuciation of chemical weapons of 1954'· 

Another important proposal that is certain to have a substantial bearing on 
our negotiations is contained in the statement of Ambassador Issraelyan of Tuesday 
( 22 February 1983). The suggestion that a non-use provision be incorporatecl into 
the scope of the prohibition of a future convention is of the highes·t interest to 
my delegation. A number of factual and legal arguments why the scope of the 
prohibition should be so defined has been adduced by the Soviet delegation. My 
authorities have already initiated a thorough examination of the Soviet proposal, 
and I hope that I will soon be in a position to provide more substantive comments 
on it. One of the criteria which my Government will apply in analysing the legal 
complexities which the proposal entails is whether it is likely to render the future 
convention, including its verification provisions, more effective. 

In the last months, and specifically at this session, several proposals have 
been formulated for the creation of chemical-weapon-free zones in Europe. These 
proposals come in two variants: some speak of a narrower chemical-weapon-free 
zone covering only a strip of territory in central Europe, while others call for a 
zone comprising all of Europe. Objections against the former, more limited 
concept may be even greater and come to mind even more readily, but in principle 
both concepts appear to offer similar problems. On 19 November 1982, my delegation 
had the opportunity to spell out some of our doubts on these concepts before the 
First Committee of the General Assembly. The fact that the idea of a chemical
weapon-free zone has nevertheless been reiterated with some insistence prompts me 
to clarify our viewpoint further. 

In the first place, we should see the negligible military relevance of such 
zones. Chemical ammunition is easily transported and can readily be reintroduced 
into a free zone, if indeed it has not remained hidden there in the first place. 
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In the meantime, .the threat from chemical; w~apons from outside the zone would 
remain totally undiminished -- the more menacing the sinaller· ~ ·;zo~e,~· · 'nlEi. mere· 
fact that stoCks have .been removed ;from one part of a territory dcl,e$ ~n.o.t.'·~ntr:ibute 
to . pro-tecting it. ff.om • b~ing fired into (by ordnance or froom airplanes) . w±th · the 
same kind of ammunition • 

. Ar13 agreement on a chemical we@.Pons ban in a particular zone ! would of course 
requj,.ore . the ·solution of' .the problems · of .verification. i-tl f'aet, in , compari801:1; tO" 
a world~Wide ban on chemicaL weapons, an ._even greater n~;~.mbero of probl'e:ms would · 
have to be solved, since it. would be indispensable (and :very difficult.). to control 
access· to the limited area which the zone :wou'ld comprise. We a~ll know -that 
verification questions in .the chemical weapons field are. technically ,,complex. 
Any negotiation oc a limited territorial chemical weapons -ban. would r_equire a 
l')egotiation effor.t which wouJ.d not only. duplicate but in tact und~rcut the serious 
negotiations on. a wor-la;-w:ide ban in which we are here engaged. 

. . ' ' . 

My . Government . attaches absolute priority to the world-wide prohibition of 
al.l ch~mical weapons and is -working actively _towards ';.·the rapid cone:l-ust.on of this 
endea:vqur. A. universal bhemieaL weapons convention wo.uld automatically make ,a 
chemicai-weapons-free zone in Europe. superfluous. Why, then, lo~er . t:tme with the 
elaboration of' .lim:lted zones which would on-ly exist to be superseded by the larger, 
world-wid~ prohiJ~~tioo? I, cannot es-cape th~ suspicion .that those who purport to· -~ 
promote th~ 'ooricept or geographically liril,ited chemica~l-weapon-free zones of smaUeF' 
or larger' dimension are ;l.ess co'ncerned. abo~t . th~ rapid conc·lusion and effective 
implementation of .' a worldrwide ban on chem-ical weapons. 

E,;el'l _if, by a miracle ·, a chemical~weapon-fnee. · zQne _within Europe could be 
negotiate.<~ and implerile.nted· more rapidly than'' a world;_wide prohibition, the're -would . 
be nega-tive CQnsequenc~s;. . Possibly, two vertificatioh'"SyStems _with different . 
obligati,o;ris., a·nd two contra~tbal systems with divergent ·c'on·sequences .would exist 
side py s:Lde; and agE\'in, mu:ch· effort would !have to 'he wa'sted to. c.1ear up the 
situati:~m. These are cogent arguments for .~11 of us :at ·the 'negotiating tabl.e in 
Geneva to erase the concept of geographica~iy limited chemical-weapon-free zones 
from our vocabulary, and to concentrate ou~ _;full effort· on the world-wide ' 
inte~d1otion. ~~ ·, . · · ; · 

. ~~t me put my commen~s on the concept of chemical-weapon-free zones in the 
wider_ .perspective .of proposed weapon~free -zone·s or other zones of. peace. S~veral 
proposal,.s for subregional weapon-free zones in Europe, or European zone·s· free . of . 
particular kinds of nuclear weapons, have been made in the past months. ·\ At least 
this concept is familiar. Nuclear-weapon-free zones are described, and under · 
certain conditions recommended, in the Final Document of the first special s.ession 
of the General · Assembly devoted to disarmament, while chemical-weapon-free . ZQOes 
are not. However, the proposals which are at present being promoted by variOus. 
interested sides suffer without exception from the fact that the conditions ~ which 
the Final Document spells out are not or not fully met. The Final Documenthas 
obviously limited its recommendations for the establishment of such z9.n~s to whole 

.\ ., 
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regions, and not to bits and pieces of territory arbitrarily chosen to meet the 
vested military interest of this or that proponent. Like all other disarmament 
measures described in the Final Document, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones should meet the requirement that these zones should safeguard the undiminished 
security of all concerned, arid should operate under effective international control. 
My Government is certainly in keeping with the Final Document when it also balieves 
that the supreme criterion for arms control proposals, including the establishment 
of such free zones, would be their contribution to the prevention of all armed 
conflicts and to the preservation or enhancement of security• To achieve these 
ends, they must obviously be geographically balanced and, as the Final Document 
says, comprise all States of the region concerned~ This would eliminate zones 
with arbitrary geographical limits, such as characterize the zones recommended 
in some current proposals. It is obvious that free zone models are incompatible with 
the Final Document if they constitute an encroachment upon the military balance and 
the military stability of a ,region, and if they thus make a conflict more probable 
rather than less. 

A shortcoming of those current suggestions which aim at the creation of 
limited zones free of battlefield nuclear weapons is that they do nothing about 
such weapons outside the area. But for the nuclear menance that hovers over a 
particular territory, it is not important whether there are nuclear weapons 
stationed within the confines of the zone; the decisive question is, whether 
nuclear weapons are targeted upon it. Negotiations which would only lead to a 
limited geographical disel')gagement of nuclear arsenals in Europe would therefore 
not enhance stability but create a mere illusion of greater security. They would 
also create zones of different degrees of seeming security in one and the same 
country, running counter to a Government's duty to guarantee the same measure of 
security to all its citizens. The promotion of such a limited and insufficient 
concept can only distract attention from the ongoing vital negotiations on the 
reduction of nuclear weapons and would therefore render their rapid conclusion 
more difficult and lengthy. Verification obviously is another problem, in fact 
the same as found in considering the implementation of chemical-weapon-free zones. 
Here again it would be futile to engage in the elaboration of technically complex 
verification measures with limited geographical parametres, while at the same 
time almost identical verification problems would have to be solved in the ongoing 
nuclear negotiations. My delegation continues to be of the opinion that nuclear
weapon powers and the military alliances should, in the nuclear realm, concentrate 
all their efforts upon those disarmament and arms control activities which have a 
potential to bring about concrete, balanced and verifiable negotiation results in 
terms of substantial over-all reductions of arsenals. · 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany 
for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the Chairman. I now give 
the floor to the representative of India, Ambassador Dubey. 
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Mr. DuBEY (India): Mr. Chairman, a few days ago, one distinguished visitor to 
this Committee, Vice-President Bush of the United States, said: "The most 
dangerous view, particularly in this nuclear age, .is that a war is inevitable". 

The recent debate 'Te have had on --rhether. or not to include an item on our agenda 
entitled "Prevention of nuclear war", as recommended by the Group of 21 in 
document CD/341, unfortunately leads us precisely to rather pessimistic conclusions 
about our ability to ensure the survival of the human species. What else c'an we 
expect when those in possession of vast stockpiles of nuclear weapons are not even 
willing to acknowledge that a. problem such as the P,revention of nuclear war exists? 
What other conclusions can v:e draw vrhen a. modest proposal to enable this Committee 
to negotiate certain appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear 
war is frustrated by demands that ':ie must consider the pre vention of war in general? 
I say "modest" because .we are under no illusion that the danger of nuclear war will 
be eliminated by such measures. That danger will continue to exist ~s long as 
nuclear weapons continue to exist. But .pending nuclear disarmament, which alone 
viOuld remove the threa t of a nuclear war, do the intended and involuntary victims of · 
strategies of genocide have no say in the matter of their survival? While the 
nuclear arms race continues at an ever a ccelera ting pace , is it not wise for us to 
truce me asures to ensure that, pending nuclear disarmament, we all stey alive --
that these weapons of mass annihilation are never used? 

It is true that with respect to nuclear disarmament the nuclear-weapon States 
have a special responsibility. They have a special responsiblity precisely because 
they possess the means to destroy this planet, not because t hey are the 
repositories of a higher wisdom. We, the non-nuclear-weapon and developing States, 
-v.rho constitute three-quarters of humanity, should have the opportunity to bring our 
own vital interests to bear on this question. Where else can this be done except 
in this multilateral forum? 

At the last session of the General Assembly, resolution 37/78 I, enti t],ed 
"Prevention of nuclear war", -vras adopted by 130 votes in favour, none ~ainst and 
17 abstentions . Those abstaining were the members of the Western alliance . As ,.,.e 
understood their position , they abstaine d not because they were opposed to the title 
of the resolution, not even because they felt that the Committee on Disarmament was 
not the right forum to deal ,.,i th this subject , but rather because , as a matter of 
principle, they did not a.pprove of the . General Assembly giving specific instructions 
to the negotiating body. And, of course, I need not recall here that 
resolution 36/81 B, also entitled "Prevention of nuclear vrar", was adopted by 
consensus . Nor did anyone a t tha t time object t o the title of that resolution. 

We are entitled to ask why these delegations are now refusing to accept 
"Prevention of nuclear war" as a separate item on our agenda and putting forward 
demands that we consider the prevention of war in general. The l east we would have 
expected of them 1·muld have been that they continue to adopt the position they did 
a t the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly, i . e . not oppose the . 
consideration of the i tern "Prevention of nuclear war" in the Conuni ttee . What is 
behind this hardening of a ttitudes? 
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It is obvious and self-evident that in dealing with the prevention of nuclear 
war we would bear in mind the over-all objective of ensuring international peace 
and security and achieving general and complete disarmament. The same could be 
said of every other item on our agenda. But if we are to succeed in agreeing upon 
concrete and practical steps for preventing nuclear war, our agenda item must be 
specific. Otherwise our efforts would be so diffuse as to preclude any results 
at all. In fact, in one informal meeting it was stated by the representative of 
one nuclear-weapon State that the best way to prevent nuclear war was to achieve 
general and complete disarmament. Another stated that the reduction of existing 
stockpiles was the best means. But these are measures that will hopefully bear 
fruit in the long run. What do we do here and now? The real counsel of despair 
comes from those iJho put forward the viev1 that nuclear Wlr cannot be avoided 
unless ive avoid all war in general. They are the pessimists, not we who feel 
that there is room for certain urgent and practical measures, in the negotiation 
of which vre could contribute as non-nuclea.r-i;ea.pon and non-aligned countries, that 
may be able to reduce the dangers of the outbreak of a nuclear war. Why should 
we be prevented from exploring such measures? 

The same countries which insist that we must deal with nuclear and conventional 
war together have always, in the past, drai.,.-n a very clear-cut distinction between 
nuclear weapons and conventional weapons. Such a distinction was the basis of the 
philosophy of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The highest priority 
attached to nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear vrar in the 
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to 
disarmament was also based on a common recognition that, unlike conventional 
weapons, nuclear weapons pose a threat to the very survival of mankind. What has 
led these States to change their position now? The Group of 21 v1ish to negotiate 
measures to ensure that the survival of their peoples and the survival of marucind 
are not endangered by any use of nuclear iJeapons. What has this in common with 
the prevention ·of v1ars using conventional weapons? The threat to survival cannot 
be equated to the death and destruction resulting from th~ use of conventional 
weapons. 

It is our hope that in view of what I have stated, the delegations concerned 
Vlill review their positions and not stand in the VTay of our addressing the most 
acute and urgent issue facing mankind today-- the issue of survival. The failure 
of this Committee to deal Hi th this issue vrill only serve to underline how 
irrelevant the vi tal concerns of mankind are to the most pOi·Terful amongst our 
members. 

The CHAIRMA1T: I thank the representative of India for 1ris statement. I now 
give the floor to the representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Timerbaev. 

Mr. TIMERBAEV (Union of Soviet SociaList Republics) (translated from Russian): 
The delegation of the USSR would like to make a. few brief comments in connection 
with the submission to the Committee on Disarmament for its consideration of the 
progress report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. 
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First of all I should like to say that the Soviet delegation has no objection 
to the progress repart submitted by this Ad Hoc Group and is in favour of the 
Committee's taking note of it. I should like to take this opportunity to stress 
once again the importance of the work being done by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 
Experts towards the establishment of a system for the international exchange pf 

seismic data as an effective means of increasing· confidence in States' compliance 
with their obligations under a. future treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. The Soviet delegation considers that the 
two reports prepared by the Ad Hoc Group on the basis of consensus and approved 
by the Committee in 1978 (CCD/558) and 1979 (CD/43) respectively, constitute an 
adequate ba.sis for the completion of the drafting of a third report during the 
1983 summer session. We understand that both the Committee on Disarmament and 
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts itself are of the same opinion as regards 
the time for the submission of the Group 1.s third report. 

The international exchange system proposed by the Group, including a global 
network of seismological stations vrhich vrould transmit to international centres 
over agreed communication channels so-called Level l data and also, where 
necessary, Level 2 data, is designed to ·provide States parties to the future 
treaty with seismological information \vhich will substantially increase the 
reliability of verification that nuclear-vreapon tests are not being conducted. 

It is extremely important tha t such a system should be accessible to all 
States parties to the future treaty and each State party should. be ·entitled not 
only to furnish data from the seismological stations l ocated on its territory 
but also to r eceive all seismological information that may be I!lade avdlable 
through the international exchange. This is very necessary for those countries 
which have either a fairly undeveloped seismological network or none at all. 

It was also agreed in the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Exports that for 
purposes of national verification a system involving Level l parameters would be 
entirely adequate . The system of such parameters -.rorked out by the experts is 
entirely sui table for purposes of i dentifi cation at national centres and permits 
the det ermination of the co-ordinates of the opicentres and the origin time, 
depth and magnitude of the overvrhelmi;ng majority of seismic events. Only in 
certain exceptional circumstances, vthen the use of Level 1 parameters fails to 
clear up doubts about the nature of an event, is it contemplated dra\ving upon 
Level 2 da.ta for more thorough anal ysis , at the reques t of one of the parties 
to the treaty. Thus we recognize t he advi sability and desirabili ty of using 
Level 2 data also . However in practice, as the experience of many years of 
seismological r esearch has shown, the need for such dat a. \·rill arise only in special 
cases in connection with vreak events. 

Certain experts have of late been putting f orward proposals for an increased 
role for Level 2 data, to the point of suggesting that such dat a. are needed 
virtually in respect of every event . But this would mean the transmission t o tpe 
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j_nternational centres of a huge quantity of nlli-nerical data, far exceeding the extent 
of the infor!l12tion actually required, .and the subsequent processing thereof. We 
believe that from the technical point of vieH there is no n eed to go beyond the 
principle already agreed on for the establishment of the international data exchange 
system, for there already exists in the 1.,rorld today a sufficient technical basis for 
the implentation of that system, >·Thich relies on the meo.ns available to many States 
for the receipt and exchange of seismic information. The recommendations of the 
Acl Hoc Group of Scientific Experts which are in line with thes8 possibilities offer 
a firm basis for the eskblishment of the actual seismic data exchange system. This 
is very important for those States vrr~ch are ready here c:,nd novr to conclude a 
treaty on the complet e and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. 

As regards the detailed measures for the establishment and operation of the 
international seismic data exchange system, such practical matters should be 
arranged by a. committee of experts to be set up by the St:::tes parties to the future 
treaty, as was proposed by the participants in the t:dparti te negotiations in their 
report to the Commi tt ·2e on Disarmament of 1980 (document CD/130), and B.s is suggested 
noH also in the Soviet draft 1'Easic provisions of a treaty on the complete and 
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests 11 , \vhich \Vere put before the 
United Nations General Assembly for consideration at its thirty-seventh session and 
submitted by us to the Committee on Disarmament on 17 February 1983. The 
committee of exports should make use of all the recommendations contained in the 
reports of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts and it should promote co-operation 
bet\Veen the States parties to\Vards increasing the efficiency of the seismic data 
exch<mge, including the further improvement of the systen during the process of 
impl em~ntation of the fut ure treaty. 

The Soviet Union is consistently in favour of the introduction of effective 
measures of verification consonant 1Vith the aims and scope of the prohibition of 
any agreement in the sphere of arms limitation and disarmament. As has been 
authoritatively stated a number of times, the Soviet Union is no less interested in 
verification than other States and \vill not subscribe to any disarmament agreements 
I·Thich \vould not give a.dequate assurance that they are being complied 1vi th by all 
States parties \Vi thout exception. \ife ere convinced th2t the A(l Ho_£ Group of 
Scientific Experts ha.s already provided a sound technical basis for its subsequent 
implementation by the committee of experts to be set up by the parties to the future 
treaty. 

As viaS observed at the Committee's last session b;)r Dr. Ericsson,. the former 
Chairman of the Ad :fi()_C_ Group,· vrho contributed so much to its succ~ssful activity 
for six years, the rete of advance of the Group's •·rork has of late noticeably 
slo\Ved dmm. The Group 1.-rorked most successfully during the period Vlhen active 
negotiations on a trea ty Here under \Vay. 

In recent years, when one Statehas taken the problem of the prohibition of 
nuclear-\Veapon tests out of the c2.tegory of fir-st-priority matters in which it \Vas 
placed by the United Nations, and put it among the long-term or , to be more precise, 
second-category tasks, the v10rk of the Ad Hoc Grcup of Scientific Experts has 
suffGred more and more from the consequences of this political decision by that State. 
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It is only natural that the work of the Ad Hoc Group should take place not . in a 
vacuum but in the context of thfr actual political situation. In this connection 
it is inevitable that some alarm should be caused by the desire of certain countries 
to seek to improve the seismic data exchange sys tem essentially through a rejection 
and revision of the principles already agreed on. Upon the specious pretext of 
taking account of the latest technology, some a re a ttempting to introduce a 
fundamental change in the system that vms agreed on by all and unanimously adopted 
by the , e:xperts. But the process of the . technological improvement of the system 
can go on;for .ever. And no one is jus.tified in saying that that is why the 
nuclea.:I'-wea~n .. States. deposi ta..ries of the MoscoH Treaty of 1963 have for 20.· years 
failed to fulfil the obligation they assumed to seek "to a chieve the discontinuance of 
all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time". 

At today 1 s meeting of the Committee , one representa tive expressed regret and 
even almost shed tears at the thought that the work of the Ad Hoc Group of 
Scientific Experts mig~t be fro zen. It seems to us that these were crocodile tears. 
We cannot understand why this representative, who expresses . r egret at the ·possibility 
of the freezing of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, dO.es not 
express tne slightest r egret or shed a single tear a.t the fac t tha t work onthe 
top priority probl em of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon ·tests has been froz en, 
pri~ily because of the attitude of one State. I t is in this connection, gentlemen, 
thai! we .feel compelled to express here our anxiety and concern. 

We b elieve tha t t he third report of the Ad Hoc Group, which we hope t o. receive 
during our . sUJllffier session thi s year, should cons titute a positive and pra ctical · 
contribution to the successful compl etion of the wor k an .a. trea.ty on the complete 
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon test s i n the Committee on Disarmament , 
so that it can fulfil the r eques t made of it by the United Nations General Assembly 
at its thirty-seventh session and submit to the General Assembly a t its 
.thi.r ,ty-eighth session the multila t erally agreed t ext of such a treaty. We have 

· , frequently emphasi zed in the uast and we should . like t o emphasize anew that v1e • · 
· place . a high value on .the pra~tical results of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of .Experts, 

and believe that those results already constitute a sound basis for the organi zation 
of .international measures f or the verification of compli ar+ce with the future treaty. 

That is all I .wanted to say today, Comrc. de Chairman, in connection with t he 
report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scienti f i c Experts. 

The CHArnMAN: I thank the r epresent a.ti ve of the Union of Soviet So cLslist 
Republi cs for hi s statement . I now gi ve the fl oor to the representat i ve of Ja.pan, 
Ambassador Imai . 

; , 1 
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Mr. IMAI (Japan): I would also like to refer to the recent progress report 
of the Ad Hoc Group of ·Scientific Experts. It seems to me that the long-standing 
interest and contribution my delegation has been giving to this subject would 
call for my making a brief comment. 

This brief report itself is not a very informative document as to the current 
status and the future prospect of the work of the Group. However, my delegation 
listened ve~y carefully to the statement by Ambassador Lidgard introducing this 
report and obviously we have heard the account of the Japanese expert who 
participated in the work, and we read through the report with interest. It is on 
this basis that I would like to offer some very brief comments on the progress 
report itself. 

Firstly, I would like to note the proposal for some further experiments 
concerning the exchange and analysis of Level 1 data, using the WMO/GTS, as referred 
to in parag~aph 10 of the progress report. In this connection, on behalf of my 
delegation, which submitted during last year's summer session, a working paper on 
the formalization of the co- operation of WMO in the exchange of seismic data 
through its global telecommunication system, I am convinced that this type of 
experiment will bring about even more valuable results than it has done in the 
past, thus contributing to the establishment of verification measures to detect 
various seismic events. After a formal decision which we hope will be taken by WMO, 
a global experimental exchange is expected to take place as of December 1983, and 
we would like to see as many countries as possible participating in this trial 
exchange. I also wish to take this opportunity to express our sincere appreciation 
to WMO for its co- operation. 

A second point is what we \~ould like to see in the third report of the expert 
Group, which is expected to be submitted to this Committee by the end of this 
1983 session. We are hoping that some proposal and definitions of useful directions 
will be given in the report for the further improvement of a global exchange system, 

· particular!~ taking into account the recent progress of science and technology, 
such as in the area of computer and communications technology and the transmission 

' of large amounts of data. This, I believe will enable the transmission of Level 2 
data to take place with a great deal more ease than has previously been expected. 

Finally, I would like to express our appreciation to the newly elected 
Chairman of this Group of Scientific Experts, D~. Ola Dahlman, for his work, and 
also express our hope that he will continue to make valuable contributions to the 
work of this Group. 

The CHAIRMAN : I thank the representative of Japan for his statement. I would 
like to welcome Ambassador Wabuge who has recently joined us and I now give the 
floor to the representative of Kenya, Ambassador Habuge. 

Mr. WABUGE (Kenya) : Mr. Chairman, since this is the first time that I am taking 
the floor in the Committee on Disarmament, and participating in its work and 
spring session of this year under your leadership, permit me to express my personal 
congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee, as well 
as my delegation's appreciation of the impartial manner in which you have been 
guiding the deliberations of this Committee. I realize how difficult it is for you 
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to guide a Coll)l?l:l.·tte.e which, -most .regettably, .. h?s so .far neitbe.r succeeqed in . . 
adOpting its agel\da and wo-rk prag.ramme nor agreed .on its o.rga.nizatior.ia-1 mii~t·er.s, .. 
I .: sha1·1. ~pre~s my . delegatiot11 s v-iews , on these issu.es at a later. stage in ... th~ . ·. 
cour:se of ·my· current intervention. · For the moment., I .wish ·to thank .. )'Oil. sincerely, 
Hr. Cha·ii"man, . as ·WQll .as Ambass<jldors . David Sadleir -of A~stralia and. Ali.Skalli . . of 
Morocco, a brotherly African country with which Kenya has-cor:-dial bil~teral 
relations, for the warm welcome you have accorded me in your statements delivered 
be'f()l•'e this Committee. I lool< forward .to .worl<ing closely with. .. all · th~ .del.egations 
in thie Committee, and . .r assure you I t1r. Chairman, .. of the ' continlied co-Oper.~-tion 
and · eupport ~f t)l.e .Kenya delegation in r .the challenging tasks lying ahe.M o.f, you. 

Permi.t me. also to add .my voice to those who .haye congr~:tulated . ·~ · ·: . ., . 
Ambaaaador Garc!a .Robles of Mexico and Mrs. Alva Myrdal of Sw.eden .on the . 
1982 Nobel: Peao~ .. Pri~e awarded . to them in recognition of their cont.rib\,ltion to 
the· cause -of, di;&armament... It is . indeed gratifyi,t:lg to have one .. among us he,r~ wtto 
has Qeen. sO. hooour.ed ,- and may I reques.t the Swedish delegation to conv~y my ... 
delega.tion's congratulations to · ~Irs. MyrdaL .. . 

. . . , . 
: ' \, . ~ ' . ! 

· ra:.~ a.I,sg··bappy to see among us the distinguished Sec.retary , of t .l'].e Committee 
and .sp:e·<rt~l .Representative of the Secretary-General;, .Ambassador Rikk:i. · J:aipal, .. 

. :,a·hd- to· dcmgra~ulate .· Mr • . Jan . Martenson, . the new . Under.~secretary ... General .who •. t'low . . ~. 
heads . ·bile ·new bepartment for Disarmament Affairs of the United ,N~tions-. : N,o d9,ubt, 
the uflgrading of tl}is body of the United Nations .signifies the importaqt, and 
adQi.tionill ~eapohsib~l~ties in the field of disarmament .. which the int~l'nation.al . 
<::CIIJIIQt,tnity !ll4S1> .perfor.m in fulfilment of the provisions of .the .-consensJJs: . 

. = l)ni~e~ : Nations ~harter . and the Final Document of the fir~t special session of 
the : Un~ted- .Nati.ons General Assembly · devoted to disarmament. 

• . , , ;.: I, o 

- .. ·, · 4:hus there ,is 4 .clear and close relationship between the system qf . . , 
inter~ti:Qn,al- peace and . security and. disarmament •. . Ar~icles 1,\ and _ 26 of tn~ .. . : 
United Nations Charter, and paragraphs 26, :27, 34 an~ 4l .of the Final . D(?C\JIIlent,,, 
for instance, affirm this relationship. Article 41 of the Final Document says 
som~toifig mqre, for not onl;y does it recognize the inevitable rol,e ,which the 
Uni·1;.® N~t.ions· ·MtAst play in the process . of disarmament, but it also stresses 1;.he 
im}:lor~nce of ;strict adher.ence by ali . States to the provisions of, the . . · · · · 
United . Nations Charter and .the compleme~t.arity which e~~sta · and ~\.lst be recogni~ed 
between the mult~lateral and 11 limited 11 orj bilateral ne.€So~iatiol'ls in t~e fielq .···: . 
of disarmament. In this regard, we wait with keen interest for the results of 

· the· 'negot$;aitions oq .strategic and intermediate-,range l)Ucl.ear wea:pons between the 
,two major nuclear ... weapon powers. It is ·these .major.. nuQlear..:weapon . States,, _and ... 
the two. mi.li ta~y . alliances they . belong to, tha't I in .the ,. langu~~iL,Of . paragraphs ;48 
and 57' ·~of the F~nal :Document, "bear . a special r~sponsibility 11 " · it'l ,,th~ fi~~<i of · 

.. ·' . 
. : ~ · .... 

'.· · · ... : 



CD/PV.l97 
24 

(Mr. Wabuge, Kenya) 

disarmament. Bearing heavy responsibility in disarmament does not, however, 
mean that other nations with similar vital security interests are to be prevented 
from actively participating in the disarmament negotiating process. For indeed, 
all the peoples of the world and all the nations of the world have a stake in 

.disarmament and must not, therefore, be prevented from participating, on an 
equal footing, in disarmament negotiations. 

We are all, thus, partners in disarmament, and this is the spirit in which 
my , delegation and Government have approached, and will continue to approach' 
disarmament negotiations. We believe that, like the other non-aligned countries 
of Africa, Asia and Latin America, we have a duty and a corresponding right to 
contribute to the cause of disarmament. We shall continue to press for 
negotiations through which our legitimate rights as non-nuclear-weapon States 
will be recognized. All the nuclear-weapon States have a duty to assure the 
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. 
To us, this is a priority disarmament issue. There is no question about it • . 
The fact that there is no progress in the negotiations on the issue of security 
assurances does not mean that it is an insignificant issue. As my delegation 
has said time and again, the declaration of and respect for nuclear-weapon-free 
zones and zones of peace, including the Indian Ocean, and the denuclearization 
of Africa are among the important elements in our security interests and priorities. 
They occupy a central place on thepolitical agenda of our countries and the 
non-aligned movement, to which we ·belong, and as you know, Mr. Chairman, the 
next · eummit meeting of the non-aligned nations will be taking place in New Delhi 
next month. My Government attaches great importance to that meeting. The Kenya 
delegation will, in fact, be led by His Excellency, our President, Daniel Arap Moi, 
who is also the current Chairman of the Organization of African Unity. . It is 
obvious that at the summit meeting, disarmament will be one of the items of 
discussion by the States members of the non-aligned movement.. One of the important 
elements in the policy of the non-aligned countries and of OAU is to discourage 
the nuclear arms race and achieve nuclear disarmament. 

The Committee on Disarmament at its current session should do all it can 
to accelerate the achievement of this most important international objective. 
The achievement of this objective will ensure the survival not only of both the 
stronger and the weaker human beings, the nuclear-weapon and the non-nuclear-weapon 
States but also of all the living species on our beloved.planet. 

My delegation agrees with the sentiments expressedin this Committee, namely 
that the year 1983 is a critical one for disarmament negotiations. We hope that 
it becomes a turning-point in these negotiations. We are indeed encouraged by 
some developments that have shown positive gestures on the side of some States 
members of this Committee. The United States and Soviet delegations, for instance, 
haYe tabled some position papers on some issues before us for consideration, and 
they have even asked for constructive comments from the other members of the 
Committee. I have in mind such documents as CD/294, submitted by the Soviet Union 
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containing toe basic pr.ovisiQns of a chemical weapons cor;wention; CD/343, 
containihg the 'Uilit'ed · stat.e~· 'detailed views on the contents of a chem~cal weapons 
ban; CD/538, c~n'tai-ning th~ Pol.it~i:eal Declaratiol1 Or the Wars'aw Tre~ty member 
States .adopted in Pr'a:gue .on 5 · January 1983, :and many other .dod.tmerits 'which · 
desarve our serious study and analysis~ ' Hy delegation notes· 'with ' "interest the 
will~ngness of tqe authors of these proposals to hear criti,cal comments and . 
receive cdunterproposals from other delegations or groups of delegatioil~. ' .. We. 
want to l)E:l!teve that these are genuine and wholesome offers 'and not' me~e-ly · 
half-hearted and bargaining positions. ·Mutuai understanding, trust and goodwill 
will help a gr.eat deal in our disarmament talks. My .delegation hopes that these 
discussiOns on.·the proposals : contained in • these documents will produce · positive 
results·, bearing iri mind ·all the . time that the spirit of give and take should · 
be th~ · drtvin~ force' in these negotiatl,ons~ . . · .. : . . . . . 

The very fact that this Committee has, for the first time ever, been 
addressed by a Secretary~General of the United · i~ations, and within days of. each 
other by :vary senior officials of Government, including the State Secretary 
of No~ffai, . the Vice-President of the Unitecf'Stat~s' the Vice-Chancellor ari4 -· 
Minister ·for · Foreign Affairs of th~ Faderial Republic of Germany and the 
Deputy Premier and Minister for Foreign Affairs of Canada, demonstrates the 
seriousness and importance which Governments attach tb the work of thi~ ~ommittee. 
Atldhende.our full support for the pr.oposal, carried by consensus in · 
General Assembly resolution37/99 K adopted on 13 December 1982 arid which my 
country co-sponsored, that the name of the Committee be changed to · 
Conference on Disarmament. Such a designation would indeed t;>e commensurate with 
·the ·curr.en.t responsibilities which . this ' e.!n~l.e, multilateral negotiating forum 
for dis~r.inamcnt now performs. I ~ei terata our position, namely , that we w¢uld .. ' 
support such a change· since it wouid' :not·'interfere witn the current memS~r~hip:; '". 
rules of procedure or paragraph 120 of the Final Document, nor · would it ental~ 
any finanei;al implications. · This . being the :case, I fail to understand ilhyi· and 
I am .~urprised ~t the fact that some delegations still refuse to implement the ·· 
recQIIII!iendation of the General Assembly contained .in the resolution I referred to 
earlier.'. · · ' ·· · · · 

• : I' 

In his statement of 15 February, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
Mr. ,Perez de Cuellar stressed,, among other things; the duty of this CQmmittee 
to deal with the question o'f the prevention of nuclear war as the highest ·priority 
issue among the disarmament issues facing mankind ·today. · Paragraphs 56, 57 and ~58 
of the Final Document stress this fact, and as far as my delegation is concerned, 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament and the prevention 
of nuclear war are issues which must figure prominently on the agenda of this 
Committee. They must be negotiated in three separate working groups with 
separate and comprehensive, I repeat comprehensive, mandates: one to negotiate 
a comprehensive test-ban treaty, one to deal with the cessation of the nuclear 
arms race and nuclear disarmament, and the third to deal with the prevention of 
nuclear war. My delegation would find it extremely difficult to agree to an 
agenda and work programme for the Committee which did not recognize and it.clude 
these fundamental requirements. The priorities in disarmament negotiations have 
not at all changed, and hence we are still guided, and will continue to be 
guided, by the provisions of paragraph 45 of the Final Document. 
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My. delegation is gravely concerned that the Committee has not yet adopted 
its agenda for 1983 and the work programme for its current session. We believe 
that one possible compromise could be reached along the following lines which I 
present to the Committee for its consideration: 

One, accept prevention of nuclear war as a separate item on the agenda of.· 
the Committee on Disarmament as proposed by the Group of 21 in its carefully 
drafted working paper contained in document CD/341; 

Two, have the proposed items 9 and 10 discussed under the existing 
items~and 5, respectively, of the Committee's agenda, with the proviso that 
these subitems be given identifiable status with separate working groups and 
appropriate mandates, subject to negotiation; 

Three, adopt the agenda and work programme of the Committee as above; 

Four, re-establish the working groups as they existed in 1982 and retain 
the chairmanships of the working groups on a nuclear test ban and on negative 
security .assurances as they were in 1982; and 

Five, transfer everything else, including the creation of a ne~ working group 
on the-prevention of an arms race in outer space, to informal consultations 
which should start as soon as possible. 

My delegation believes that a procedure along the lines of the above. practical 
proposals would lead to an early resolution of the deadlock in our proc.edural 
discussions. My delegation stands ready to continue participating actively in 
the work of this Committee. For indeed disarmament, like·socio-economie 
developm~nt, is the .most urgent and serious problem facing mankind today. 
Paragraph 18 of the Fin~i Document provides an answer to our failure to achieve 
this goal: . "Removing the threat of a world war-- a nuclear war-- is the, most 
acute and urgent task of the present day. Mankind is confronted with a choice: 
we must halt the arms race and proceed to disarmament, or face annihilatiqnl'. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank.the repr~sentative of Kenya .for his statement and 
kind words addressed to the Chairman~ I now give the floor to the representative 
of Mexico, Ambassador Gara!a Robles~ 
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Mr, GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish) : Mr. Chail.·n!BJ:l, _ I should 
like to begin by welcoming among us the distingt;lished representative of I,Cenya, 
Ambassador Wab\lg'6, who I am sure will continue his c.:>-..u~i;:cy!s constrUctive ar..d 
effective contribution to the work of this Committee, as he has just shown ~y his 
first statement. 

Three weeks ago or, Il10re precisely, 20 days ago, on 4 February, the Gr,oup o:f 21 
submitted a working paper on the prevention of nuclear war~ This paper among other 
things states the following:. 

'~e Group of 21 cannot, therefore, accept _that the security of their co~trie< 
and the _survival of .mankind should be in con-p.nual and increasing jeop.~dy as ~ 
result of the actions of a handful of nuclear~weapon States. Since · a nuclear 
w8.r would have d~vasta ting consequences for the whole of mankind, ~:I. r.i:iioru· 
have a vital interest in the urgent negotiation of appropriate and practical 
measures for the prevention of nuclear war. It is for this reason that the 
Group of 21 calls for multilateralnegotiations in the Committee ortDisa.rmanent 
on. this subject . • -. '.'. 

Fl.lrther on, in another paragraph, the document stq.tes: . 

"The Committee on Disarmament, as the sole mul tilater~l neg<:Jtiating foru'J'. in 
the · field of disarmament, has and should play its i,ndispensable a.D,.d unan1")iguous 

.role in this regard." 

... On wh,at texts does or did the Group of 21 b.ase this working paper? r·should 
like .W ... make a brief retrospective survey, begbming with the latest and going pack 
to the .earliest. Not long ago, on 15 Feb~y of this year, the Secreta.ry-{;enera:L 
of the United Nations honoured this Committee with a visit in the course of Which he 
made S. 's~tement in which, among other t~±nia, he said the following: · 

"At i is . .first special see,sion devoted to disarmament, in 1978, the 
United Nations General Assembly recognized that 1 the removal of the threat of 

.·- a world war - a nuclear war - is the most acute and urgent task of tr1e 
present day 1 • Little, if any, progress has been aChieved 'on this score, 
although the prevention of nuclear war covers a wide range of political and 
technical measures which require carefuJ. consideration by nuclear-weapon Sta~es 
and' non-nuclear-weapon States alike. Since . ,it poses a threat to the survival 

.. of the human species, nuclear war is a matter o:f concern to alL I see no 
other body at present where a balanced and representative membership may eng2.ge 
in a thorough discussion of that most impo:o:tant question." 

That is what the Secret'1.ry-General of the Uni~ed. Nations said to us on 
15 February last. On 9 December 1982 the U~1i ted Natio~1s General Assembly vrhich, 
we should not target, is, after all, the body that is the most fully representative 
of the international community, adopted its reso.lution 37/78 I by'' as has already 
been recalled here, 130 votes in favour and none against, which contains among other 
things the following paragraph: 

"Requests the Committee on Di·sa:rmame nt t o undertake, as a matter of the 
highest prio;ri ty,, negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropr,ia.te 
.and practical meas~es for the prevept~on of nuclear war, takj~ into acco1111t 
the documents referred to above, as well c:>.s ot~1er existing ·proposals ancl 
future initiatj,ves." 
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Thus the General Assembly asked the Committee on .Disarmament "as a ma.tter of the 
highest priority" to undertake negotiations with a view to achi~;:Lng; · agreeme~t on 
appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war. 

Let us go a little further back, for there may be some who will say that the 
General Assembly, however important it may be, is not the supreme body and that 
this Committee can, if even a very small number of its members so desire, disregard 
the General Assembly's decisions. Let us go, then, to the Final Document,: that 
Final Document of 1978 which was approved by consensus, and in order that no one 
should say that between 1978 and 1983 five years have elapsed and that the major 
powers have the right at times to change their positions, not in five·years but in 
five weeks, let us remember that last year the General Assembly adopted,: · also by 
consensus, what has been called the Concluding Document of its twelfth special session, 
in which it stated the following: 

"The General Assembly was encouraged by the unanimous and categorical 
reaffirmation by all Member States of the validity of the Final Document 
of the Tenth Special Session as well as their solemn ·commitment to it and 
their pledge to respect the priorities in disarmament negotiations as agreed 
to in its Programme of Action." 

What, then, were those provisions, · those principles, those priorities in the 
Final Document which were thus so solemnly reiterated and reaffirmed? I shall 
quote only a few of them, in order not to take up too much time. Paragraph 8 of 
the Final Document begins: '~le the final objective of the efforts of all States 
should continue to be general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control, the immediate goal is tha.t of the elimination of the danger of a nuclear 
war • ~. ", while paragraph 18 states: ''Removing the threat of a world war - a 
nuclear war - is the most acute and urgent task of the present day". The last 
sentence of paragraph 19 says that in order to achieve progress towards the 
objective of general and complete disarmament under effective international control 
it is necessary to adopt genuine measures of disarmament. Immediately thereafter, 
the beginning of. paragraph 20 states: "Among such measures, effective measures of 
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war have the highest priority". 

From there let us pass on to paragraph 45, which states that "Priorities in 
disarmament negotiations shall be: nuclear weapons; other weapons of mass 
destruction ••• ", etc. Lastly, paragraph 47 of the Final Document says: "Nuclear 
weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of civilization. 
It is essential to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race in all its aspects in 
order to a vert the danger of war involving nuclear weapons. The ultimate goal in 
this context is the complete elimination of nuclear weapons". 

As we have already spent three weeks. in informal meetings discussing this 
proposal of the Group of 21 to include in our agenda an item on the prevention of 
nuclear war -- a proposal which, it seems to me, could not be more legitimate or 
justified -without achievmg anything, I believe that our peoples, totalling 
some 3 billion persons, who are represented here by the States which initiated or 
are supporting this proposal -- the members of the Group of 21, the socialist States 
and China - have the right to know why there are objections to the inclusion of 
this item in our agenda. It is for this reason that my delegation wished to place 
on record, on the record of to~y's meeting, some of the main reasons why we ~onsider 
this proposal legitimate. We hope that those who are opposed to this proposal will 
likewise give their reasons for their objection in plenary meeting. World public 
opinion will then be able to judge for itself. 
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The C!JbiR11AN: .I . thank the representative of Mexico :for his . stateJilent. That 
conclude's my list of speakeri)J for tod.ey. Does '8l.IY other l1.epre$enta.tiv:e. ,wish to 
take the floor? I see none. Distinguished delegates, ·there ifaa~ a. .. ~stion 
tba t we should take note of the report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. 
In this connection I would like to recall that at . the info~ mee:ting on , . . ... 
10 February, art 'W'lderstand.ing' we· reached ~.· ~e effect · ~:t ' \ll)on. . ~·tein1ih.(~;.~r 
the Cbai1'1NPl;-' the Secretary of the Committee would open tbe' meet~ of · the - G~up 
and hold. . .t.b.ELele'ction of its Chairman, to be follOwed by th;i.~~)stateJDerit: · · 

·. . .· · ·' . ~ . .. . . : . .. 

"I shoUld liJte to express th~ hope, on behalf of thesCOIDID.i: ttee :on .. 
Disarmament, that · the._.OOmmittee will receive the third 'report· of this Group 
before the conclusion of its annual session this year. It is, of course, 
understood that the future activities of this Group, its mandate, organization, 
chairmanship, etc., would ·de~ OR .. tfte·. reeW:~~ o£· the Committee on Disarmament's 
consideration of your third report." 

Distinguished delegates, as you are all aware, I have been making many efforts, 
together with the co-ordinators of the groups and other delegations, to explore the 
possibilities of reaching agreement on our agenda and programme of work. I feel 
that in some respects progress has been made, but more consultations are necessary, 
as well as a greater manifestation of the spirit of mutual accommodation, without 
prejudice to principle. As you know, there are still two more working days - Friday 
and Monday - before I hand over charge of the chairmanship to our successor, 
Ambassador Skalli of Morocco. I intend to use these two remaining days to intensify 
my consultations and, with your co-operation, we may reach agreement on the agenda 
and programme of work before the end of the month. In view of the ccmsul tations 
that I have proposed, I feel that it may be necessary to convene an additional 
plenary meeting on the afternoon of Monday, 28 February, at which we could formalize 
any agreement which may have been reached informally. At the same time, those 
delegations that wish to speak for the record could do so and I would have the 
opporttmity to make my concluding statement. It is in the light of these 
considerations that I have proposed further informal consultation and the final 
plenary meeting for the month of February on the aftexnoon of Monday, 28 February at 
3.30 p.m. Any comments? 

It was so decided. 

The CHAIRMAN: I give the floor to Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden. 

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr Chairman, I did not understand whether the Committee 
formally took note of the report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. If that 
is the case, I should like to formally move that the Committee on Disarmament also 
take note of the fact that Dr. Ola Dahlman of Sweden was elected Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. I wish to add that we have, with some 
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constemation, noticed that this · £act was omitted from the report of~· th&· Ad Hoe· G:ro.up. 
I want to make it clear that my delegation cannot be counted upon to provide a ·'· '- · 
chairman in the future if this is repeated. · 

. . . .. .. , ........ ,. . . - ,._. 

The CHA.lRM.AN: I thank the distinguished representative of Sweden. Are there · 
a:ny conmients concerning the statement which has just been made by the Am:bassador 
of Sweden? I see none. The Committee takes note of the report of the Ad Hoc Group 
of Scientific Experts as well as the election of Mr. Dahlman as Chairman of this 
Group. The. next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held on 
Monday, 28 February, ~t_ 3.:3.0 p.m • . ·The meeting stands adjourned. 

. .. '.1 " . . ' . 

. •_ ( . 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 


