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The meeting was called to·order at 3.05 p.m. 

GENERAL DEBATE 

(lfl' l ViU '/ ,, l;.,> {;I l . , 
The CHAIRMAN: The first speaker this afternoon is the representative of 

the Holy See, on whom I now call. 
'-~ ·"'i''~-·~4~ 

,Sisfel:-.~Mc3:r)dri~· KEENAN (Holy See): The Holy See, in speaking for the 

first time in this Committee, Sir, is happy to offer you its warmest 

congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship of this Committee. 

The Holy See extends its deepest condolences to France and to the United 

States on the tragic loss of life so recently suffered; 

At the end of this general debate on disarmament questions, the delegation of 

the Holy See is grateful to be able to address the members of the First Committee, 

thereby showing its particular interest in disarmament as an essential component in 

the establishment of a more stable peace in the world. The Holy See, here and in 

other forums, has repeatedly stressed the importance of disarmament, of lessening 

and eliminating the threat of war, and in particular nuclear war. In this brief 

intervention, therefore, the Holy See delegation would like to concentrate on 

certain aspects of the subjects at present under discussion, always in the light of 

promoting the dignity of the human person and the quality of life in society. 

It has become increasingly evident in recent years that the life and 

well-being of the peoples of the world are dependent on factors that are outside 

their immediate control. This is patent in the economic, financial and monetary 

realms, where the very mechanisms on which international life is now founded are 

being called into question. This same phenomenon is equally, if more subtly, at 

play in disarmament and security questions. This l~ck of ability to effect 

decisions, be it on the part of people or at time, of nations, is more and more 
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frequently perceived and experienced as a negative interdependence militating 

against the common good of humanity. 

An example of this negative interdependence may be found in the present 

situation prevailing in the field of nucleal;' armaments. While such arms are held 

by only a few, other States, and indeed· people across the world, feel threatened by 

themand are yet impotent to do more than urge the nuclear-weapon States to halt 
t 

their arms build-up and to reduce the threat of such weapons. 

In the field of conventional armament, this negativeinterdependence is 

evident in the economic and social fields. Studies,increasingly demonstrate that, 

when large sums of money are spent on arms, be it in the industrialize~ or the 

so-called developing countries, there is a negative effect on economic growth and 

development~ This is particularly tragic, as the HolySee continues to stress, in 

the case of countries with extremely limited resources where. unmet human needs. 

dominate. 

There is certainly no need to dwell on the interdependent nature of many of 

the· present limited conflicts. While these are very ,often rooted in local 

socio-economic and cultural situations, such conflicts are increa.singly ~ecoming 

the scene of international confrontation, thus adding.to thealready existing 

tensions betweenpowerful States. 

This situation of negative interdependence is hardly conducive to .di~armament 

but· is rather the sign of a troubled world, of an uneasy peace that renders 

increasingly important and urgent steps and agreements which will lead to that 

positive interdependence among nations on which the United Nations is founded. 

At a time when the goal of general and complete disarmament under effective 

international control appears extremely difficult to attain, it is of the greatest 

importance to restore to nations and people the sense and conviction that peace is 
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possible, that the arms race can effectively be halted. In the present situation, 

a positive contribution towards the restoration and strengthening of hope in the 

·reality of a peaceful world would be to identify even those limited measures which 

actually and effectively bind together the security interests of States and to 

state them formally in international agreements. The multiplication of such 

partial steps would gradually build up effective international solidarity and would 

likewise greatly reinforce major efforts to reduce the threat of war. This patient 

effort in the interest of peace and the well-being of humanity would require the 

avoidance of what Pope John Paul II has called the phenomenon of rhetoric, as well 

as the taking of hasty decisions that merely serve as short-sighted propaganda 

victories. This determination to multiply areas of common interest for the good of 

humanity would also call foran effort to· cut across the mental distinctions and 

rigid priorities that are sometimes established between nuclear and conventional 

disarmament, between global and regional approaches. Basically it would require a 

realistic assessment of the possible within the present ser~ous situation in an 

effort ·to identify more and mere closely a nation's self-interest with the common 

good of hUmanity. 

This attempt to identify such areas of common interest has already found 

expression in several. important negotiating efforts. The early conclusion of these 

negotiations would have a very positive influence on the present international 

climate, itself a cause of some of the blockages encountered in these very 

negotiations. In addition to these already existing efforts, the international 

community, through the United Nations, has identified new areas or subjects for 

negotiation which must be undertaken not only to halt the present arms race but 

also to prevent its spreading to new arenas. It is obvious that the path of·· 

negotiation is more difficult in times of heightened· tension, increasing the ·· 
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importance of strictly binding and verifiable agreements. Negotiation is, however, 

the way to peace and the basis of the more open dialogue among peoples and nations 

that builds trust and respect. Negotiations require, as Pope John Paul II recently 

said to the diplomatic corps in Austria, 

"an honest and sincere diplomacy which renounces deceitful cunning, falsehood 

and intrigue [and which] respects the legitimate claims and demands of 

partners". 

There are certain important negotiations which have·been under way for long 

years and which therefore hold out certain hopes to the peoples of the world. On 

the other hand, failure to achieve results in these very negotiations is indicative 

of the inability to halt the arms race in general.. The completion of, or real 

progress in, such negotiations would therefore be an extremely positive sign of 

hope. Among such negotiations are those related to a .comprehensive test ban, ~he 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and the peaceful use of 

outer space. 

',Twenty years ago the United Kingdom, the United_ States and the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics signed the Moscow Treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests~ 

ll.t that time Pope Paul VI saw in it "a proof of goodwill, a pledge of harmony, and 

a promise of a more serene future". The 1,ong-awaited conclusion of a comprehensive 

test~ban treaty would be a much-needed guarantee of the willingness to take serious 

measures to ensure the well-being of humanity. 

Closely related to a comprehensive test-ban treaty is the Treaty on .the 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. In 1971 the Holy See, certainly not a 

military Power, acceded to that Treaty because of its belief that the aims of the 

Treaty corresponded to its own mission of peace and that they constituted an 

important step towards the promotion of a just and stable basis for peace and 
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co-operation among peoples. In the intervening years the nuclear-power States have 

not yet been able to fulfil their obligations as regards nuclear disarmament; nor 

is there as yet universal adherence to the Treaty. Horizontal proliferation 

remains a constant danger when vertical proliferation continues unabated. In this 

light the coming Third Review Conference merits careful preparation. Steps to halt 

the nuclear arms build-up, as well as a more universal adherence to the Treaty, 

would both alleviate the fears of the world's people and open the way to other 

disarmament agreements. 

Chemical weapons have long been regarded with particular abhorrence; and it is 

difficult to conceive of any circumstance in which the use of such weapons would be 

justified. Since certain agreements, limited in nature, already exist in this 

area, it would give great hope to humanity if a treaty were concluded that would 

definitely remove this category of weapons from the world's arsenals. A strong 

verification and complaints procedure would also remove from international 

discussion reports of the possible use of such weapons, thereby increasing the 

climate of international trust. 

Finally, the Holy See will continue to urge that effective agreements be 

reached that would ensure that outer space remain the common heritage of humanity 

and that it be used only for peaceful purposes that would benefit all. 

Negotiations are one basic means of increasing trust and of building up 

positive interdependence. Another means would be confidence-building measures, seen 
:: 

both as a necessary complement to more formal negotiations and as going beyond them. 
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The Holy See is therefore happy to note that the first phase of the Conference 

on D~sarmament in Europe, agreed upon at the Madrid follow-up meeting to the 

Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, will be devoted to confidence-

building and security-building measures. The consensus reached on the holding of 

that Conference is in itself positive. In addition, ongoing consideration of 

confidence-building measures within the United Nations would certainly benefit 

other parts of the world and could facilitate regional agreements that would 

reinforce global efforts towards disarmament. 

One great sign of hope in the efforts towards disarmament is the increasing 

consciousness of the relationship between disarmament and development. Positive 

interdependence would indeed be increased were some of the vast sums spent on arms 

used to better the lives of people, particularly the poorer people of the world. 

The Holy See is therefore particularly happy to see that consideration is being 

given to the establishment of a disarmament fund for development, something that 

Pope Paul VI urged in Bombay in 1964. While recognizing the difficulties of such a 

project, the Holy See considers it to be of present symbolic significance and that 

it could eventually effectively contribute to the alleviating of basic human needs 

in the event of the conclusion of disarmament agreements and the conscious decision 

to reduce military budgets in favour of development. 

The Holy See has long been concerned about the relationship between science 

and armaments. The proper object of science is the betterment of life, and it is a 

tragic deviation that the resources of science should be turned towards death and 

destruction. The immense possibilities for coilaboration among nations in the 

field of science, where positive interdependence is in some cases already a 

reality, makes this misuse of science weigh heavily on the international 

conscience. Pope Paul II, speaking at the United Nations Educational, Scientific 

and Cultural Organization and elsewhere, has repeatedly stressed that the cause of 
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humanity will be served only i~ science is joined with conscience. The Holy See 

hopes that this moral aspect will be given consideration in the discussion of· 

research and development in the field of armaments. 

In concluding, the Holy See delegation would like once again to express its 

support for the work of the United Nations. It has an irreplaceable contribution 

to make in the building of international solidarity. Through it, the peoples of 

the world can find hope that nations and States are able to work together for the 

good of all. For this to become a reality, however, the authority of the United 

Nations must be recognized and strengthened. This can be done only if its actions 

are credible in the eyes of the world and if its decisions are not the result of 

short-sighted selfish interest. Likewise, whenever the United Nations is 

circumvented its power is weakened. Whenever it is used properly its moral 

~uthority is enhanced. While an imperfect instrument, the United Nations is the 

bearer of hope. Its Charter remains the pledge of the will of almost the totality 

of the nations of the world, and hence of the peoples of the world, to work 

together for the peace and security of all. 

Mr. HUQ (Bangladesh): Sir, our delegation has already had the privilege 

of congratulating you on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee. 

During the past few weeks we have seen ample evidence of your diplomatic skill, 

which reinforces our firm belief that this Committee will achieve some concrete 

progress under your stewardship. 

In our general statement last week we indicated the position of the Bangladesh 

delegation on various disarmament issues currently before the Committee. While 

doing so we reiterated our firm conviction that we must put an end to the 

continuing escalation of the arms race in order to ensure the peace·and security 

' --- --·------~-- ----
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thatcwould preserve our planet. We also mentioned that disarmament should be our 
'•, 

immediate and central objective. In our statement today we would like to · 

deliberate specifically on the question of nuclear disarmament. 

The tragedy of Hiroshima proved beyond any shadow of a doubt the immeasurable 

power of destruction of the nuclear weapon. The somatic and genetic effects on 

living beings of radiations emanating from it are horrifying. This one weapon 

alone is sufficient to annihilate the whole human race - nay, all living beings. 

The time lag in realizing this threat of the obliteration of our species was not 

long. Following the detonation of the nuclear bomb on Hiroshima, the scientists 

came forward with this grave warning without any loss of time. The awareness and 

the response to this warning in almost all the countries of the world were 

spontaneous. Consequently, as early as 1954 the question of the cessation of 

nuclear tests was discussed by the General Assembly. Since then the Assembly has 

adopted a number of resolutions aimed at preventing and discouraging the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons, but to what effect? We observe to our great 

dismay that the militarily significant States, particularly the super-Powers, are 

year after year stockpiling more and more sophisticated and powerful nuclear 

weapons. 

It may be highlighted here that since the time of Hiroshima stocks of nuclear 

weaponry have reached such gigantic proportions that a fraction of the weaponry 

currently in our possession could destroy our civilization many .times over. Are we 

not convinced that any nuclear outbreak, however limited, would not only bring in 

its train high casualties but also expose the survivors to radioactive radiations 

which in turn would be a potential source of genetic deformation, handing down the 

mutant genes to future generations, causing the growth of a degenerated and 

deformed population and/or the development of an entirely new species. This is 

indeed a horrifying thought. 
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Mr. LAKHOUIT (Morocco) (interpretation from French): I wish first, Sir, 

·to congratulate you, on behalf of my delegation, on your election to the 

~hairmanship of our Committee and to assure you of our complete co-operation in the 

exercise of your important function. We extend our congratulations also to .the 

other officers of ~he Cbmmittee. 

The work of the present session of the General Assembly gives the 

internatjonal community a new opportunity to consider the present situation in the 

field of disarmament and international security. The possibility given to our 

Committee, at this stage of its work, to have a comprehensive discussion of the 

various !genda items inscribed in the framework of the general problem of 

disarmament r~presents, in our view, a procedure that not only has the advantage of 

enabling us to have a general debate by which, it is hoped, we shall gain valuable 

time, but also, and above all, has the merit of allowing us to establish a 

synthesis and draw·some conclusions on a problem whose division into different 

chapters should not detract from its basic importance and whose subject remains, in 

our opinion, the same - namely, our concern at the highly disturbing level reached 

by.the arms race and the progress achieved by science and technology in this field. 

· In that respect, my delegation, together with some others, has had the 

opportunity to recall in this Committee that the direct confrontation between the 

major Powers is leading inevitably, today more than ever before, to greater 

distrust and to the use of force €o ensure that the interests that are at stake 

prevail. We have also demonstrated the role of the small States in the face of 

such a situation and, above all, the results achieved at the level of international 

relations thanks to the intervention of these States, which have contributed 

effectively to attenuating differences and to replacing confrontation by dialogue. 

We feel that it is thanks to the efforts of these States that we can now 

congratulate ourselves on disarmament negotiations ~hich, for several years now, 

have had relatively encouraging results .• 
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To speak only of the United Nations, these efforts have been made in the 

General Assembly and in our Committee. In that connection, despite the unfortunate 

failure of the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 

disarmament, the achievements of the first special session are still, in our view, 

completely valid and constitute a valuable step on the road to disarmament and the 

cessation of the arms race. In particular, they have made it possible for the 

first time to establish in our Organization a genuine mechanism for multilateral 

negotiations on disarmament; that is, the Geneva Committee on Disarmament, of which 

my country has the privilege of being a member. 

In this respect, my delegation has repeatedly expressed here and elsewhere the 

importance that the Government and people of Morocco attach to our participation in 

the work of that Committee. I can once again state that we shall spare no effort, 

in that forum and in all circumstances, to make a positive contribution to the 

general effort to progress in the negotiations towards better results. 

The report sUbmitted by the Committee this year deals with the main problems 

considered during its past two sessions. It is true that the results did not live 

up to our hopes, but it would not be an exaggeration to say that important work has 

been done this year and that essential aspects of the problem of disarmament have 

been examined in a useful way. 

Among the basic questions that the Committee has studied and that are on the 

agenda of our Committee, I would mention the negotiations that have taken place -

indeed, they should have been taking place for a long time now - on a treaty aimed 

at extending the prohibition of nuclear tests to all environments. My country, 

which has adhered to the 1963 Treaty on a partial ban on tests of nuclear weapons, 

has always stressed the necessity of concluding a comprehensive treaty banning 

tests of these weapons in all environments and forever. 
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This treaty must necessarily apply to all the nuclear States, and we deplore 

the fact that two delegations from among those States have not been able, this year 

again, to participate in the preliminary work of the Committee on that question. 

My delegation is deeply aware of the specific difficulties involved in the 

negotiation of such a treaty. None the less, we hope that the consensus of the 

General Assembly on the prohibition of these tests will be expressed during this 

session in a single resolution asking the Committee on Disarmament - or, rather, 

the Conference on Disarmament - to make progress in the negotiation of a treaty on 

this question, without prejudging the various advantages or shortcomings of 

existing proposals on the matter. 

I do not wish to dwell on this question, nor do I wish to recall here the 

danger now facing the world because of the renewed escalation of the nuclear arms 

race, in its two-fold dimension - quantitative and qualitative. For, as the 

Political Declaration adopted by the seventh Conference of Heads of State and 

Government of the Non-Aligned Movement, held in New Delhi from 7 to 12 March 1983, 

states: 

" the renewed escalation ••• ,as well as reliance on doctrines of nuclear 

deterrence, has heightened the risk of. the outbreak of nuclear war and led to 

greater insecurity and instability in international relations". (A/38/132, 

annex, para. 28) 
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My country, a member of the Non-Aligned Movement and a signatory of the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty, has always considered it unacceptable that the security 

of all States and the very survival of mankind should be at the mercy of the 

security interests of a few nuclear-weapon States. We have always affirmed that 

measures to prevent nuclear war and to bring about nuclear disarmament must 

necessarily take into account the security interests of the non-nuclear-weapon 

States as well as the nuclear-weapon States. In this respect, we have always 

stressed the obligation of the nuclear-weapon States to guarantee the security of 

the non-nuclear-weapon States, through the adoption of an international instrument 

which is drawn up by common agreement and contains effective international 

provisions to preserve all non-nuclear-weapon States, without discrimination, from 

the use or the threat of the use of nuclear arms. 
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By signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty Morocco has renounced nuclear weapons 

permanently in a legally binding manner. We remain convinced that in the absence 

of other instruments the strengthening of the international non-proliferation · 

regime is the ~st important and effective way of preventing an unbridled 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. In this connection the third Review Conference 

of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, preparations for which will begin in the near 

future, provides an opportunity for renewed efforts to obtain universal adherence 

to the Treaty and for the implementation of genuine non-proliferation measures, 

such as the provision of nuclear, material. and equipment and fuel cycle technology 

and servicing, ~nd measures to extend and improve the safeguards system of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency • 

. Another question continues to arouse the interest of my delegation: the 

prevention of the arms race in outer space. In our view, this question remains all 

the more important because the progress made by mankind in the conquest of outer 

space, through science and technology has, unfortunately, been accompanied by 

increased efforts by certain Powers to use outer space for military purposes, the 

very same Powers that are parties to the 1967 Treaty on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 

Space, in which it is stipulated that outer space should be used exclusively in the 

interests of mankind. Yet thousands of satellites already in orbit are actually 

being used, or rather misused, for military purposes, such as to serve as bases for 

guidance and navigation systems for weapons of mass destruction. 

Accordingly this year, in the Group of 21, my delegation reaffirmed its 

support for the creation in the Geneva Committee on Disarmament of an ad hoc 

working group with a mandate to undertake negotiations for the conclusion of an 

agreement or agreements, as appropriate to prevent an arms race in all its aspects 

in outer space, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 37/83 and 

paragraph 80 of the Final Document of the first special session devoted to 

disarmament. 
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Other questions were studied in detail by the Committee on Disarmament at its 

last session. High priority was given in particular to negotiations on a total ban 

on chemical weapons. Much useful work has been accomplished by the Ad Hoc Working 

Group on this question, in spite of the many complex technical problems arising out 

of this question. Nevertheless, we have the impression that there are prospects 

for an agreement on a total and definitive ban on chemical weapons, even though 

many important problems concerning verification remain to be resolved. 

With regard to the question of radiological weapons, although certain aspects 

of the problem have yet to be resolved, we are indeed pleased at the thorough 

discussions and negotiations conducted this year in the ad hoc group on this 

question, which made it possible to understand better certain aspects of the 

problem and to advance, slowly but surely, towards the conclusion of a convention 

on the prohibition of these weapons. 

The many negotiations now under way on partial aspects of disarmament should 

not lead us to lose sight of the major interest and primary importance that should 

be given to the question of general and complete disarmament. 

Together with many other delegations, we believe that the procedure of 

studying certain disarmament problems separately, and trying with varying degrees 

of success to deal with certain of these aspects of disarmament one by one, will at 

the same time make it easier for us to make progress towards a comprehensive 

disarmament programme, even if it takes a long time. For solutions arrived at 

separately on individual aspects of the arms race, such as most of those we are 

currently considering, in fact involve only the interests of the nuclear Powers,. 

while international tension, insecurity and threats to sovereignty and freedom 

throughout the world are largely the result of the conventional arms race.· There 

are more countries concerned by the threat of that kind of war than there are those 

concerned by a nuclear war; in other words, the nuclear-weapon States are, after 
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all, so few that they can undertake direct discussions concerning their interests, 

while.the immense.number of problems facing the rest of the world are not likely to 

be resolved solely by a halt in the nuclear arms race. 

That is why we were among the first to draw the attention of the United 

Nations to the need to proclaim certain regions of the world as nuclear-weapon-free 

zones. We were pleased that the Latin American countries succeeded some time ago 

in signing a Treaty on the denuclearization of the Latin American continent, and we 

hope that other regions will follow that example. I have in mind in particular the 

Middle East, South Asia, and the African continent, which has not yet been 

recognized as a nuclear-weapon-free zone in practice, although as early as 1961 the 

Afr~cans, supportedby the majority of the Members of the United Nations, succeeded 

in having a certain number of resolutions to that effect adopted. 

Morocco will continue to make every effort in the United Nations to see that 

an international commitment is arrived at to guarantee effective observation, by 

the largest possible number of States, of the declaration of Africa as a 

nuclear-weapon-free zone. Similarly, we remain in favour of the establishment of 

regions .where a balance. of weapons must be guaranteed, because we see that, above 

all .in the third world, the arms race arising out of the existence of disputes 

between the countries of this or that region constitutes a serious handicap to the 

mobilization of the full potential of our countries for economic and social 

development~ We are aware that, in order to implement the principle of allocating 

the savings made by the Powers through disarmament to the development of the rest 

of the international community, it is particularly necessary for us to make every 

effort ourselves not to squander limited resources on an arms race whose beginning 

we can see, but whose end we can never guess. 

Those are the general comments my delegation wished to make on certain items 

on the agenda of our Committee. We reserve the right to speak on some of these 

issues in greater detail in the course of the coming weeks. 
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Mr. JAYAKODDY (Sri Lanka): Sir, permit me to offer you, on behalf of the 

delegation of Sri Lanka, our congratulations on your election as Chairman of.this 

Committee. My delegation extends its fullest support to you in carrying out your 

difficult duties. We also wish to offer our congratulations to the other officers 

of the Committee. 

As we look back to the thirty-third session of the General Assembly, we can 

see that we came to this Committee in 1978 with some justifiable optimism that the 

work on disarmament, which was the exclusive responsibility of this Committee, 

would follow a new and more promising direction. We had agreed earl~er that year 

on a consensus Final Document, which included a consensus-on how we might set up 

new and reformed institutions or machinery designed to democratize the disarmament 

process and, which, we hoped would even advance it by some small step towards the 

goals we had set. As it turned out, however, our optimism was only short lived. 

In 1979 and 1980 other events overtook us which belied that earlier optimism -

events which before long had their impact on disarmament both in general and within 

this Committee. 

By the time we came to the second special session devoted to disarmament in··. 

1982, we had, not a reversal, but an accelerated revival of the arms race, and this 

Committee became a forum for rhetorical exchanges of charges and counter-charges· 

with the attendant apportioning of culpability. That second special session, as we 

all know, not merely failed to produce a document, but also gave only what might be 

described as a grudging, or even qualified, acknowledgement of the 1978 Final 

Document. 

In successive years since 1978, we concluded our deliberations with the 

reluctant admission that each year was the most inauspicious for disarmament - and 

1982 was no different. 
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When we look back on developments over the past year the picture we see is a 
·.·.· 

very discouraging and dangerous one. The international situation has seriously 

deteriorated. Trust and confidence have been replaced by fear and suspicion. The 

language of dialogue has been abandoned for the harsh rhetoric of charges and 

counter-charges. And running through the past 12 months has been a relentless 

escalation of the arms race in all its aspects. It may therefore be justifiably 

asked what purpose is served by our deliberations, our resolutions and our 

exhortations if those who hold it within their hands to improve or degenerate the 

climate of international relations do little nothing to respond positively to our 

collective pleas. 

The answer, of course, lies in the collective responsibility of all of us to 

manage this interdependent world, to steer its progress and advancement in 

conditions of peace and security for all. It is that responsibility which we 

exercise in this Committee despite the frustration and failure of successive 

years. The lack of achievement, the attainment of little or nothing, does not 

deflect us from the need to keep persisting, for, as a European philospher said: 

"One has to be hard-headed and persistent in one's idealism. The great truths 

are not perceived immediately in the brain of humanity; you have to hammer 

them in, again and again, nail by nail, day by day. It is monotonous and 

ungratifying work, but how important it is." 

The security of States such as mine does not lie in the acquisition of nuclear 

or conventional weapons on any large scale. Our national security is safeguarded 

primarily by our fulfilling the legitimate aspirations of our people to a decent 

standard of human existence. It is, we believe, best served and protected by the 

strict obse.rvance by all States of the purposes and principles of the Charter of 

the United Nations, by respect for our sovereignty, independence and territorial 
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integrity, and by non-interference and non-intervention in our internal affairs. 

The optimum conditions for promoting our national security are found in the 

creation and preservation of common security for all people who inhabit this 

planet. The failure to attain such common security has an impact on our own 

national security, leaving us as the hostages of those who relentlessly pursue the 

arms race in all its dimensions. We in Sri Lanka do not even pretend to aspire to 

the nuclear option; we do not belong to any military alliance; we have no 

significant military strength; and we shall continue to rely on common security for 

our protection against the threats that the arms race pose for us. 

This condition of ours impels us to speak up loud and clear here, and in other 

forums, against the arms race in all its aspects and against the continued reliance 

on the theory of deterrence to preserve peace and international security. We see 

the nuclear arms race as the greatest possible threat not only to those who have 

acquired nuclear weapons or who live under the nuclear umbrella, but to all 

mankind. We see it as a colossal waste of limited resources which, if pursued at 

the current pace, will exacerbate the problems of the world economy. The nuclear 

arms race and reliance on nuclear weapons have not put an end to wars on this 

planet. They have not created lasting international peace and security. They have 

not freed the world from crisis and tension. On the contrary, nuclear weapons have 

helped to create greater fear, suspicion and distrust. The nuclear arms race of 

the past 37 years is, in our view, the most serious indictment of mankind in its 

failure to find a more humane,.rational and effective way of managing international 

relations. 

In the Final Document of the first special session on disarmament, we agreed 

tMt 

"effective measures of nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war 

have the highest priority. To this end, it is imperative to remove the threat 
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of nuclear weapons, to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race until the total 

elimination of nuclear weapons and their delivery systems has been achieved, 

and to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons." (resolution S-10/2, 

para. 20) 

But more than five years after the adoption of this document and after having 

reaffirmed it last year how far we remain from doing anything meaningful to prevent 

nuclear war. Every reasonable, balanced proposal that could lead to the prevention 

of nuclear war, to a freeze on the level of nuclear warheads and their delivery 

vehicles, to the halting of the testing of new types of nuclear weapons and to the 

refinement and improvement of existing ones, and to the prevention of their 

proliferation has failed to win the joint support of all the nuclear-weapon 

States. The net result is an endless expansion of nuclear arsenals, the biggest 

responsibility for which is borne by the two major nuclear-weapon States. It comes 

as no surprise therefore, that the level of distrust, frustration and cynicism 

amongst the peoples of the world about arms control negotiations has increased with 

unflagging speed. Every part of the spectrum of society finds representation in 

the assemblies of people protesting the nuclear arms race and calling for radical 

steps to halt the accumulation of nuclear weapons. The veering of the public 

towards unilateralism in disarmament is indeed partly influenced by the very 

failure of Governments to demonstrate serious interest in halting the nuclear arms 

race. The defence of deterrence and of the balance of terror as a barrier to 
~ 

nuclear war rings hollow in the ears of those millions who have lost their economic 

security and who fear that their very existence is threatened by the drift towards 

nuclear confrontation. 

We who come from the third world regard the struggle against nuclear weapons 

and against the possibility of nuclear war as an integral part of the struggle for 

a new international political order and a new international economic order 
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reflecting the realities of the world today. We are accustomed to our statements 

~ 
being cynically dismissed as the rhetoric of the poor and weak. There is casual 

j1: ·) • • 

disregard shown for our pleas for meaningful disarmament negotiations, but such 

disregard for our views neither discourages us nor dissuades us from keeping in 

focus what is the most serious threat to all mankind. 

My delegation, therefore, finds no difficulty in supporting in principle the 

proposals for a freeze on the production and stockpiling of nuclear weapons and 

their delivery systems as set out in resolutions adopted by the General Assembly 

last year. We find these proposals reasonable at the present time. They are a 

positive, concrete step which could initiate a meaningful process leading to a 

cessation of the nuclear arms race. The freeze proposals that have been made may 

not be perfect in every detail, but overcoming apparent infirmities need not be 

impossible for the nuclear super-Powers, whose capacities and capabilities spawned 

the nuclear horror that confronts all of us. 

My Government, despite any reservations it might have regarding bilateral 

negotiations on nuclear disarmament, welcomed the two sets of negotiations between 

the United States and the Soviet Union in Geneva. These negotiations signified to 
~ 

us that the two super-Powers were willing and prepared to pay heed to the incessant 

clamour for restraint in the pursuit of the nuclear arms race. The negotiations, 

in our view, were an earnest of the faith of both sides in negotiations. But what 

we see now is disquiet and dismay. If the putting forward of proposals itself 

brought agreement, there would have been a series of agreements by now. What we 

are left with, however, is the prospect of no agreements between the super-Powers. 

It is our view that time has not run out. Equally, the urgent need and universal 

desire for agreement have not declined; they have been heightened. 
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We see no purpose in each side attempting to place blame or responsibility on 

the other for what has or has not taken place so far. What is of paramount 

importance is that the two sides do not relax their determination to reach 

agreement on the basis of equality and equal security. Agreement in Geneva on the 

bilateral negotiations alone will not bring peace and security to the world, but 

will certainly pave the way for the much needed process of confidence and trust to 

be built. We hope that realism and responsibility will prevail and that the 

negotiations will continue without interruption until agreement is reached. 

The Committee on Disarmament has now completed five years of work under the 

mandates given to it in 1978. Its report for 1983 .provides us not only with a 

record of what it has achieved or failed to achieve, but testimony as to how 

difficult and complex is the· disarmament negotiating process in an international 

climate that is hostile towards reducing the arms race and moving towards arms 

limitations. We regret that the Committee on Disarmament achieved only very 

limited progress in 1983. We are of the view that the Committee did face some 

prospect of advancing its work on negotiations on the prevention of nuclear war, a 

nuclear test-ban treaty, the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, a ban on 

chemical weapons and the prevention of an arms race in outer space, but the onset 

of crisis, growing distrust and eroding confidence, dissipated whatever hopes that 

may have been entertained. 

The work in the Committee on Disarmament on items relating to nuclear 

disarmament issues falls far short of our expectations and the wish of the 

international community. The Committee's failure to resolve disagreement on the 

expansion of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a comprehensive test-ban 

treaty is a serious disappointment. This issue is at the core of preventing 

nuclear-weapon proliferation and of the refining and improving of nuclear weapons. 
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But the strongly held perceptions of certain States have prevented a consensus from 

emerging in the Committee on Disarmament to further the work of the Ad Hoc Working 

Group. My delegation also regrets the non-participation by two nuclear-weapon 

States in the Ad Hoc Working Group. We earnestly hope that those two States will 

participate in 1984, thereby improving the prospects for meaningful deliberations 

in the Ad Hoc Working Group. 

My delegation attaches special importance and priority to the prevention of an 

arms race in outer space. In the Committee on Disarmament, at UNISPACE-82 and at 

the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly we advocated strongly that the 

international community try to take preventive action before the problem gets too 

complex, too rigidly integrated with existing disarmament issues. During the last 
. 

12 months all of us have had new evidence of the real dangers that could emerge if 

urgent action is not taken to prevent what is an unquestionable drift towards outer 

space becoming the arena of the arms race. Science fiction and the imaginative 

scenarios of film-makers have been overtaken by real-life developments which 

convince us that the arms race in outer space is a distinct possibility~ This has 

been repeated many times in the past few days in this Committee. In the Committee 

on Disarmament, continuous efforts were made to act on the basis of the two 

resolutions that were adopted by the thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly 

on the question, but those efforts failed to produce agreement on a mandate for an 

ad hoc working group on the prevention of an arms race in outer space. My 

delegation hopes that this Committee will succeed in agreeing on a course of action 

that will help to advance the possibility of an early start on preventing an arms 

race in outer space. 

My delegation regrets the growing indifference directed towards the subject of 

disarmament and development. The report of the expert group on the subject is in 
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danger of passing into the limbo of forgotten things. But the continuation .of the . 

arms race and its escalation continue to be a serious drain on the resources ~hat 

are needed to transform the socio-economic landscape, not only of the less and 

least developed, but also of the more developed, industrialized countries. We 

attach great importance to further study and investigation being made in this 

area. There can be no lasting peace and security in this world as long as the 

widening disparites in socio-economic conditions between the industrialized and 

developing countries persist. As long as the arms race continues to consume over 

$1 million a minute, the prospect of sustained world-wide economic recovery is. 

distant. The economic malaise of the developed world and the stagnation or 

regression of the economies of the less developed countries are affected by the 

arms race. The study by the.expert group has shed clear light on these problems. 

Much more remains to be done. My Government hopes that this Committee will. 

consider seriously the possibility of giving adequate attention as to how the 

question of disarmament could be given greater and renewed attention in the .· 

immediate future. 

Let me pow turn to an area of special concern to Sri Lanka - the Indian 

Ocean. The littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, which is one of the 

most volatile regions of the world, have been striving since 1971 for the 

implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace. 

Considerable progress has been made by these regional States, including acceptance 

in 1979 of the seven principles of agreement for the implementation of the 

Declaration. The permanent members of the Security Council, major maritime users 

and others interested have also been participating in the work of the Ad Hoc 

Committee on the Indian Ocean. I do not intend to go into detail on the slow 
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progress of the work of the Committee because it is currently engaged in 

negotiations on a draft resolution, which it hopes to present to,this Committee 

later on in our session. I do not want to prejudge their negotiations. However, I 

should like at this stage to address an appeal particularly to the permanent 

members of the Security Council to appreciate the aspirations of the littoral and 

hinterland States and to co-operate with them in order to complete all preparations 

for the convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean in Sri Lanka next year. 

The statements in this Committee this year have once again demonstrated that 

there is nothing more urgent, more important and pressing for all of mankind than 

making progress towards·lasting international peace and security •. All our 

Governments are committed to this goal. It is the biggest aspiration of all our 

peoples. But it has eluded us despite our annual sessions of the Assembly, the 

resolutions and the expressions of deep commitment to work for peace and security. 

Last year the General Assembly adopted an unprecedented number of resolutions on 

disarmament and international peace and security. Those resolutions were to serve 

as a stimulus towards greater real effort by all States, particularly the 

nuclear-weapon States, to take effective, meaningful steps for creating conditions 

leading towards international peace and security. We have the same opportunity 

again in this Committee. My delegation hopes that the Committee, through its 

deliberations and its resolutions, will give a new, more powerful political impulse 

that will help to nudge us all towards effective, urgent action to create the right 

conditions in which international peace and security could be created. 
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from Russian}: Our delegation would like to explain its views on a number of items 

relating to the limitation and cessation of the nuclear arms race and express some 

views on the course of the discussion in the First Committee. 

In many statements that have already been made in this room.we have heard 

well-justified alarm expressed about the growth of the threat of nuclear war. 

Representatives of States of the socialist community and a number of non-aligned 

countries have given us a realistic appraisal of the situation. They have properly 

indicated what the source of the threat to peace is. It is the United States and 

its allies in the North Atlantic bloc which are striving to disrupt the 

military-strategic balance between the USSR and the United States, the Warsaw 

Treaty organization and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO}, and have 

called for a concerted search for more effective ways and means of preventing a 

nuclear catastrophe and preserving life on earth. This is a responsible position, 

genuinely in the interest of peace. 

Representatives of NATO countries have also paid lip-service to their devotion 

to the cause of peace. However, recent events have given us new confirmation of 

how their words diverge from their deeds. The United States, heading the NATO 

bloc, is moving soldiers in to ride roughshod over the sovereignty of States in 

various parts of the world. It is doing this today with regard to one of the 

States Members of the United Nations. 

On the question of the limitation and cessation of the nuclear arms race, 

re~resentatives of NATO countries say that they are ready to act for peace, but in 

fact, with a vigour worthy of a better cause, they are seeking not a limitation of 

armaments but what is known as arms accumulation, with which they try to mask their 

over-armament. They are not seeking a denuclearized.but a super-nuclearized 

Europe~ They are arguing not to eliminate nuclear weapons, but to make them ever 
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more sophisticated and to create ever fresher opportunities for faster and more 

accurate first nuclear strikes. This course is unacceptable, because it leads to a 

further escalation of tension, to new and ever more dangerous twists in the spiral 

of the arms race, and ultimately to a world-wide nuclear conflagration, the flames , 

of which will engulf everyone. 

The Soviet Union and other States of the socialist community are proposing 

another course and they have done so insistently, demonstrating an attitude at once 

of principle and of flexibilfty. They have done and are doing everything in their 

power to halt the slide to nuclear war. The situation is so dangerous and complex 

that it calls for the adoption of a whole series of measures, moral, political and 

material. 

In this regard, new Soviet proposals on questions of limiting ana halting the 

nuclear arms race that have been submitted to this Assembly are profoundly and 

internally linked. The Soviet Union proposes the condemnation of nuclear war as 

repugnant to the human conscience and reason and the declaration that any attempt 

to legitimize the launching of a nuclear war is a criminal act. This important 

Soviet proposal is buttressed by another which indicates measures of a material 

nature which would put an end to the endless and increasingly dangerous spiralling 

of the nuclear arms race. I am referring to the item before this Committee 

entitled "Freeze on nuclear weapons". It is always typical of Soviet initiatives 

that they are consonant with the vital interests of the peoples of the world and 

this is the situation this time too. The movement in favour of a freeze on nuclear 

weapons has been joined by broad masses of people numbering millions, and where 

millions of people are involved there really is a serious political factor. 
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Today, people from different continents, from States with different social and 

political systems, have rallied to the call for a freeze. They join forces in 

spite of the fact that they quite often belong to opposing political camps and 

occupy very different rungs of the social ladder, as has happened now in the United 

States. The demands for a freeze are reverberating powerfully in parliaments and 

in city streets and squares. 

Of course, the General Assembly cannot fail to reckon with the will of the 

peoples. The Soviet Union is proposing that the General Assembly should urgently 

appeal to all nuclear-weapon States to agree to a freeze, with appropriate control 

of all their existing nuclear armaments, in both a quantitative and qualitative~ 

sense. Furthermore, the Soviet Union is ready to begin with a freeze on a 

bilateral basis on its nuclear armaments and those of the United States. The 

putting into effect of a freeze would, in present circumstances, be an extremely 

important and effective step that would make it possible to halt the nuclear arms 

race. The Soviet proposal is in essence a simple one. It is perfectly feasible if 

there is a genuine wish on the part of the other nuclear-weapon States to 

demonstrate in practice what they so often proclaim, that is, the will to bring 

about peace and halt the nuclear arms race. For this to happen it would be 

necessary to halt the build-up of all components of nuclear arsenals, that is to 

say, nuclear weapons already in those arsenals, and also to renounce the deployment 

of any new types of nuclear weapons. If these measures were combined with a 

moratorium on the testing of new types of nuclear weapons and their means of 

delivery and the cessation of the manufacture of fissionable materials for weapons 

purposes, the freeze would be watertight, offering no room for any unsavoury 

manoeuvres or loopholes. 
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It is important correctly to understand the concept of a freeze and the place 

of such a step in the overall context of limiting the nuclear arms race. Some 

opponents of the initiative we have proposed claim that what the world needs is not 

a freeze on nuclear weapons at the present level but a reduction, and the greater 

the reduction the better. This is precisely one of those good intentions with 

which the road to hell is paved. This is the kind of argument which is used as a 

rule to avoid doing either of those things, that is to say, in order not to agree 

to a freeze and not to reduce nuclear arsenals. But, as everyone knows, the Soviet 

side has consistently put forward proposals also to reduce nuclear weapons in all 

areas. We must not let slip any opportunity of limiting or halting the nuclear 

arms race. 
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A nuclear-weapon freeze, as proposed by the Soviet Union, in no way means any 

freeze on action designed to reduce nuclear weapons. The process must be 

uninterrupted and the freeze must be something that would ensure a higher degree of 

trust in international relations and it is precisely the measure that is designed 

to step up efforts to achieve, as soon as possible, agreement on substantial 

limitations and radical reductions in nuclear armaments with a view, as an ultimate 

goal, to their final and total elimination. The urgent need for this is indicated 

in the draft resolution submitted by the Soviet Union, document A/C.l/L.2. Thus an 

immediate freeze would be an effective means of reducing and eliminating nuclear 

weapons. 

Another argument of the opponents of a freeze on nuclear ~eapons amounts to 

this: as they see it, only one side stands to gain from a freeze, that is, the 

Soviet Union, which, according to them, enjoys military supremacy. 

I have some doubts about the sincerity of those who put forward this 

argument. They are very well aware that there exists a military-strategic balance 

between the USSR and the United States an that that balance has been recognized by 

different Administrations in Washington and the fact of strategic priority was a 

matter of record in the signing of the SALT-II Treaty and even after that, in the 

United States and in other NATO countries, the existence of nuclear parity was 

recognized, both on global and regional levels. 

Here, for example, is what was stated by the former Director of the United 

States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Paul Warnke, in an interview with 

USA Today on 6 June .this year: 

"I agree with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who have constantly pointed out 

that at the present time there does exist an approximate balance in strategic 

nuclear power between the United States and the Soviet Union." 
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We may suppose that no one will challenge Mr. Warnke's competence or that of 

the American Chiefs of Staff or dream of charging them with pro-Soviet sympathies 

and when, here in the Committee, representatives of certain NATO countries attempt 

to overwhelm representatives with figures, designed, as they see it, to open 

everyone's eyes to what they claim to be the existing advantage of the USSR in 

nuclear weapons, they are, in doing this, banking on the total ignorance of their 

listeners and their inability to analyse and appraise facts. 

This Committee of the General Assembly is not the place to hope for any 

success in trumping up such fantastic fabrications, making arbitrary use of 

exaggerations or glossing over facts. They venture to talk about a so-called 

Soviet military threat, as if no one knew that thousands of nuclear warheads massed 

in the United States, in Western Europe, at sea and on the oceans must have been 

targeted long ago on the Soviet Union and the socialist countries. Without batting 

an eyelid they claim that the United States has displayed a certain passivity in 

the build-up of armaments in the 1970s and now in the 1980s. It is almost as if 

they had virtually disarmed unilaterally, which, if you please, is the reason for 

the mythical lagging behind of the United States. What did this passivity amount 

to in actual fact? In the course of the period of the alleged inactivity of the 

United States, they equipped their strategic forces with multiple independently-

targeted re-entry vehicles which represent a qualitatively new and dangerous stage 

in the arms race, they equipped their forces with new Minuteman-3 missiles, 

Poseidon C-3s, Trident 1s and, as a result, the number of nuclear warheads in the 

military arsenals of the United States increased by a factor of 2.5. There wa~ a 

qualitative improvement of the nuclear-missile systems; the accuracy of such 

systems as Poseidon C-3 and Minuteman-3 more than doubled, and this of itself 

increased their strike capacity almost five times over. In 1979, Minuteman-3 
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missiles began to be re-equipped with new warheads with even greater strike 

accuracy. The development of new weapons was carried on in the 1970s, as one of 

the American papers put it, at an insane rate. It was precisely then that we began 

to see the development of the B-1 and Stealth bombers. In the second half of the 

1970s, we saw the beginning of the manufacture of one more type of armament-

strategic cruise missiles. Active work was done to manufacture such means of mass 

destruction as the neutron bomb, the cosmic laser beam and radiological and 

chemical weapons and active work is also going on to develop nuclear weapons of a 

new generation. It was precisely in the 1970s that the idea was conceived and work 

was begun on a plan for topping up the American strategic potential and 

forward-based systems in Europe with medium-range nuclear missiles, cruise missiles 

and Pershing 2s. Programmes for creating these weapons were worked out in detail 

as far back as the first half of the last decade, when the USSR had not even 

developed a single SS-20 missile. This year we have witnessed the adoption of 

decisions to deploy MX strategic missiles and the proclaiming of plans for space 

warfare. 

So this is the true picture of the famous passivity, much vaunted by the 

United States Administration, but what is the world to expect when the United 

States actually begins its planned course of activity in the arms race? So 

references to Soviet supremacy, the passivity of the United States and the build-up 

of its nuclear armaments and the Soviet military threat are so many cynical 

attempts to justify an unbridled build-up of the United States nuclear missile 

potential to the advantage of the military-industrial complex. 

I now come to another argument - if I may so put it - of the opponents of a 

nuclear-weapon freeze. I shall confine myself just to a typical quotation, words 

directly addressed to those who want to undermine faith in the feasibility of a 

freeze: 
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"You state that the freeze would be very hard to negotiate - an opinion 

wholly at odds with that of our chief arms-control negotiators from 

William Foster to Paul Warnke. Among other things you state that a production 

freeze would be 'unfeasible' to verify- despite the testimony from former 

C.I.A. Director William Colby and other intelligence experts that a 

comprehensive freeze will be easier to verify than more limited arms-control 

agreements or the President's Start proposal." 

This is an excerpt from a letter sent to the New York Times by two United 

States Senators, Edward Kennedy and Mark Hatfield and other members of Congress, 

Edward Markey and Silvio Conte, and written on 19 April this year. 

It is noteworthy that the Soviet Union, in putting forward the freeze 

proposal, was attempting to accommodate anyone who might experience any 

apprehension or misgiving about the nuclear arsenals of the USSR or of the United 

States, which are the most powerful in the world. Hence the above-mentioned 

proposal, that it should be those very two States that should first and 

simultaneously establish a freeze on their nuclear armaments in a bilateral basis 

by way of an example to other nuclear States. Of course, all other nuclear-weapon 

States should follow that example as soon as possible. Accordingly, the Soviet 

Union stands ready, immediately, to translate a freeze programme into the language 

of treaty obligations and then to implement it step by step and fully. 
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As soon as that happens the whole world will breathe more freely, and one may 

state with conviction that in a completely different political climate it will be 

easier to reach agreement on the reduction of stockpiles of such weapons in 

accordance with the principle of equality and equal security. At the present 

time - and the General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session expressed its firm 

conviction in this regard - conditions are more propitious for giving effect to the 

idea of a nuclear-weapon freeze. We must take full advantage of this opportunity 

and support the initiative of the Soviet Union, which is constructive, specific and 

comprehensive. At this session a number of delegations of different political 

persuasions have actively expressed their support for the idea of a nuclear-weapon 

freeze. 

An extremely dangerous situation has now arisen in Europe as a result of 

Washington's intention to embark in the near future on the deployment in certain 

Western European countries that are members of the North Atlantic ~reaty 

Organization of new United States medium-range nuclear missiles. It is well known 

that the United States is already putting the finishing touches to these 

preparations. In the present circumstances the Soviet Union is compelled to take 

additional measures to ensure the security of both its own country and its Warsaw 

Treaty allies, but this is not our choice. The parties to the Warsaw Treaty are in 

favour of a political solution, and as they reaffirmed at the meeting of the 

Committee of Foreign Ministers held in Sophia in October. They called for the 

early achievement of an agreement in negotiations. Such an agreement should 

provide for a renunciation of the deployment in Europe of new medium-range nuclear 

missiles and an appropriate reduction of existing nuclear medium-range systems, and 
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the missiles which would be subject to such reduction would be entirely eliminated, 

as proposed by the Soviet Union. Agreement on medium-range nuclear systems in 

Europe should be based on the principle of equal security and equality and promote 

the stability of the military strategic situation and the balance of forces. This 

balance of forces should be based not on the build-up of nuclear armaments but on 

their reduction to lower and lower levels. 

One more step which is long overdue, and which would make it possible to halt 

the dizzying escalation of the nuclear arms race would be the conclusion of a 

treaty on the complete and comprehensive ban on nuclear weapon tests. The United 

States Administration is stubbornly opposed to producing such a document, but only 

recently we witnessed the twentieth anniversary of the ratification by the United 

States of the Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 

Outer Space and under Water, which laid down the obligation of achieving "the 

discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons, for all time." 

Fifty years have elapsed since the United States, this time under the Treaty 

on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, assumed one more similar obligation. 

More than 10 years ago the Secretary-General of the United Nations, speaking at the 

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, stated that there were no longer any 

technical obstacles to a comprehensive and total prohibition of nuclear weapon 

tests. The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries for their part are doing 

everything in their power to achieve that goal. In 1982 the Soviet Union proposed 

draft basic articles for a treaty on a total and complete ban on nuclear weapon 

tests, which took into account earlier work in that area. This is an excellent 

basis for rapid progress •. The recent proposal by Sweden in the Committee on 

Disarmament is also of interest. 
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The question of a total ban on all nuclear-weapon tests has become very urgent 

recently in the light of reports that the United States is working on a new 

generation of nuclear weapons which, in the view of United States experts 

themselves, can lead only to a further lowering of the threshold of nuclear war. A 

precursor of such a weapon is the neutron weapon, which has aroused the most 

profound indignation among the people of the world. We must immediately start work 

on a convention prohibiting the manufacture, stockpiling, deployment and use of the 

neutron weapon. The socialist countries support the idea of an immediate start on 

work on a programme of stage-by-stage nuclear disarmament which would lead to the 

total elimination of nuclear weapons. In order to guarantee the implementation of 

this programme by nuclear States, obviously there must be appropriate control. We 

believe that, for the purpose of such control use could be made, in respect of 

certain measures in the field of nuclear disarmament, of the experience gained 

through the control operations of the International Atomic Energy Agency. We are 

in favour of strengthening security guarantees for those States which do not 

possess nuclear weapons, through the conclusion of an appropriate international 

convention. We are also in favour of other measures designed to prevent the threat 

of nuclear war. 

We believe we should not permit the spread of nuclear weapons. In particular 

we must prevent them from getting into the hands of aggressive and reactionary 

regimes situated in the various flash points around the world. An important factor 

for strengthening stability as a whole, and the security of non-nuclear States, 

would be the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world. 

The implementation of existing proposals on this subject, particularly in northern . 

Europe, in the Balkans, in the Middle East and in Africa, would be a substantial 
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positive step, as would be the implementation of the proposal to create in Europe a 

nuclear-weapon-free battlefield zone along the line dividing the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries. 

There is no lack of readiness on the part of the socialist countries to come 

to an agreement on limiting the arms race, and this includes the nuclear arms 

race. This is demonstrated by their numerous initiatives, which have constantly 

been at the centre of attention at the sessions of the General Assembly and in 

other forums at which questions of limiting and reducing armaments are discussed. 

This is also demonstrated by a number of acts of goodwill undertaken by the Soviet 

Union on a unilateral basis. 

Here we would particularly highlight the obligation undertaken by the Soviet 

Union not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. This obligation is of genuine 

historic significance, and makes it possible for all States possessing nuclear 

weapons to declare before the whole world, openly and honourably, their fundamental 

intention, and to demonstrate their readiness to carry out their responsibilities 

for the elimination of the threat of nuclear war. The importance of taking such a 

step, on the part of those States possessing nuclear weapons which have not yet 

done so, has been stressed in statements by the representatives of Mexico, Sweden 

and other countries. It is now time for the West to depart from its negative line, 

a line so devoid of any constructive elements, so full of fruitless rhetoric, and 

embark on a search for mutually acceptable decisions. The peoples of the world 

expect this of them. 

In conclusion, I should like to draw the attention of the Committee to the 

statement by the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party 

of the Soviet Union, President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union 
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of Soviet Socialist Republics, Mr. Andropov, on 28 September 1983, in which he 

stated, inter alia: 

.. All those who are raising their voices today against the insane arms 

race and in defence of peace can be assured that the policy of the Soviet 

Union is aimed precisely at achieving that goal, as are the policies of the 

other socialist countries. The Soviet Union wants to live in peace with all 

countries, including the United States. It is not preparing any aggressive 

plans and is not imposing an arms race on anyone; nor is it imposing on anyone 

its own social order. Our ambitions and ideas are embodied in the specific 

proposals we have put forward to bring about a decisive breakthrough towards 

an improvement in the international situation. The Soviet Union will continue 

to do everything in its power to defend peace on earth." 



JSM/ed A/C.l/38/PV.14 
51 

Mr. VO ANH TUAN (VietNam) (interpretation from French): Mr. Chairman, 

speaking for the first time in this Committee, I should like first of all, on 

behalf of my delegation, to extend to you our warmest congratulations on your 

election to the chairmanship of the First Committee and to assure you of our full 

co-operation. My congratulations also go to the other officers of the Committee. 

The general debate at this session of the General Assembly, like the 

statements of representatives who have already spoken in the First Committee, have 

made extremely clear the growing concern of the international community in the face 

of the very serious deterioration in international relations. The detente of the 

1970s has been undermined and replaced by cold war hysteria. Old hotbeds of 

tension are being re-ignited and new explosive situations are being created. The 

arms race has entered a new and terribly dangerous phase, which relates to all 

kinds of arms, nuclear as well as conventional, and all military activities in all 

parts of the world. Although nuclear arsenals are crammed to bursting, new arms 

programmes have been adopted, costing billions of dollars, to develop, manufacture 

and deploy new generations of increasingly sophisticated and deadly nuclear and 

other weapons of mass destruction. 

Apart from the wholesale manufacture of neutron weapons and new generations of 

chemical weapons, including the so-called binary weapons, the decision has been 

taken to deploy the MX strategic missiles, to build a new type of intercontinental 

missile, known as the Midgetman, to build B-1 strategic bombers and to develop new 

systems of arms designed for combat in and from outer space. Now nuclear arms are 

being stockpiled and deployed in practically every part of the world, on land and 

sea and across the oceans. 
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According to experts, Europe, which was the scene of two world wars, has 

witnessed a concentration of armed forces and nuclear warheads 20 times higher than 

the world average. Nevertheless, there are feverish efforts under way to deploy by 

the end of this year hundreds of Pershing 2 and cruise missiles in certain Western 

European countries, capable of hitting targets not only in Eastern Europe and the 

Soviet Union but also over a large area of Asia and Africa. Other regions have not 

been spared either.· Along with the extension of the network of military bases in 

foreign countries, installed against the will of the peoples, and the dispatch of 

rapid deployment forces in the service of the big-stick policy in areas said to be 

of vital interest from the Middle East and the Persian Gulf to Central America and 

the Caribbean, vast tracts of the Atlantic, Indian and Pacific Oceans have been 

filled with nuclear weapons from Diego Garcia to Okinawa. The acquisition of 

nuclear weapons by the South African apartheid regime and the Zionist regime of 

Israel, with the assistance of certain North Atlantic Treaty Organization {NATO) 

countries, is no less a grave threat to international peace and security. 

The pursuit of world hegemony through military supremacy is both the 

underlying and immediate cause of the endless arms race. What is extremely 

dangerous for the Asian, African and Latin American countries is the use by the 

United States Government of its absolute military superiority over these countries 

in order to intimidate, threaten and destabilize them, and to wage, either directly 

or by proxy, wars of aggression against peoples fighting for their independence and 

freedom, as happened only this morning in Grenada. The international community 

must react appropriately to prevent a repetition of such a shameful invasion 

against another people, particularly one which is economically and militarily weak. 
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In spite of the fact that there has been no world war over the last four 

decades, the quantity of bombs and ammunition used in this period of peace against 

the liberation struggle of the peoples has reached record figures in this century. 

The quantity of arms and weapons used in the Viet Nam war alone exceeded the total 

used in the course of the two world wars combined. 

Those who advocate the use of force and arms in the service of their policy of 

world hegemony are resorting to war hysteria, to slanderous subterfuges and 

criminal provocation in order to justify their insane arms race. The myth of 

Soviet military superiority is one of their major arguments in spite of the fact 

that. the approximate military balance between East and West is a fact acknowledged 

by objective Western analysts and even United States politicians. 

Slanders with regard to the supposed use of chemical weapons in Asia, recently 

rehashed in this very room by certain delegations, should not lead us to overlook 

the abominable crimes committed by those who actually waged prolonged chemical 

warfare against the peoples of the three countries of Indo-china. 

In a world saturated with nuclear weapons, not counting other weapons of mass 

destruction and conventional weapons, the gravity of the international situation is 

such that a single irresponsible action by a statesman, or merely an accident or 

technical error, is enough to bring the world to a global crisis with unforeseeable 

consequences. The prevention of a nuclear world war has therefore become the 

highest priority of our time, the most urgent task of the day. 

The Final Document of the first special session on disarmament, reaffirmed by 

the second special session, showed clearly that if: 
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" the ultimate goal of all efforts exerted in the field of 

disarmament" ••• is to remain "general and complete disarmament under 

effective international·control .•• " " ..• the immediate goal ..• "is" the 

elimination of the danger of a nuclear war and the implementation of measures 

to halt the arms race and clear the path towards lasting peace". (A/S-12/32, 

annex 1, p. 2, paras. 3 and 4) 

Although all countries geographically large or small, militarily strong or 

weak, have their say on the question of war and peace, the nuclear-weapon States, 

as the Final Document stressed, bear particular.responsibility for adopting 

measures to avert the launching of nuclear war and the use of force, including the 

use of nuclear weapons in international relations. 

The New Delhi summit of the Non-Aligned Movement solemnly declared: 

"Disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament, is no longer a moral 

issue; it is an issue of human survival period." (A/38/132, para. 28) 

That is why: 

"Pending the achievement of nuclear disarmament, the Heads of State or 

Government, in the name of humanity, demanded an immediate prohibition of the 

use or threat of use of nuclear weapons by all nuclear-weapon States." (Ibid., 

para. 30) 

The peoples of the world demand that the negotiations unilaterally broken off 

on disarmament be resumed and that the negotiations under way in Geneva and in the 

Committee on Disarmament be carried on in good faith in order to produce tangible 

results. Viet Nam vigorously supports any initiative from any country that would 

be likely to bring about concrete measures to curb and reverse the arms race, 

particularly the nuclear arms race and gradually lead to disarmament on the basis 

of equality and respect for the equal security of all countries. 
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The success of Soviet-United States negotiations on medium range missiles in 

Europe is of great importance for world peace and security. Viet Nam warmly 

welcomes the constructive unilateral measures taken by the Soviet Union and 

deplores the fact that the other side has been using the negotiations as an excuse 

to deploy new missiles in Western Europe. In light of the extremely dangerous 

situation now prevailing in Europe, the Swedish proposal to establish a tactical 

nuclear-weapon-free zone on either side of the line between the Warsaw Treaty 

countries and the NATO countries is perfectly timely. 

Pending nuclear disarmament, my country calls on all nuclear-weapon Stat~s to 

undertake not to be the first to use these weapons. The unilateral undertaking to 

this effect by the Soviet Union should give rise to a similar commitment o~ the 

part of the other nuclear Powers. 

The new proposal before the Committee on the condemnation of nuclear war is 

founded on the concern to prevent a nuclear catastrophe, which is in~eep~ng with 

the deepest aspirations of billions of human beings on our planet. There can be no 

doubt that pursuant to resolution 37/78 I ~n the prevention of a nuclear war, 

submitted by a group of non-aligned countries, the adoption at this session of a 

declaration vigorously condemning nuclear war once and for all, would be a v~ry 

positive contribution by United Nations to the creation of an international climate 

favourable to reducing the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war and the drawing 

up of practical agreements relating to the limitation and gradual reduction of 

nuclear weapons. 

The idea of a nuclear-weapon freeze enjoys universal support. The 

thirty-seventh session of the General Assembly adopted two resolutions, 37/100 A 

and 37/100 B, on the initiative of India, Mexico and Sweden, calling for a 

nuclear-weapon freeze. The seventh summit of the Non-Aligned Movement at New Delhi 

appealed for a freeze on the development, manufacture, stockpiling and deployment 

of nuclear weapons. My delegation shares the view that a simultaneous freeze, both 
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quantitative and qualitative, of nuclear weapons, by all nuclear Powers beginning 

with the Soviet Union and the United States, is the best means of halting the 

increase in all the components of nuclear arsenals and is likely to increase 

confidence between nuclear-weapon States, and this in turn would make it possible 

to break the vicious circle in the arms race. The new proposal submitted to this 

Committee on a nuclear-weapon freeze is in keeping with the above-mentioned 

objectives and contains a series of concrete measures conducive to agreements on 

substantial limitations on and drastic reductions of nuclear weapons, with a view 

ultimately to their total elimination. 

The prevention of the arms race in outer space is another subject of major 

concern for the international community following the interruption of 

Soviet-United States negotiations on anti-satellite weapons, the refusal of the 

United States to undertake not to be the first to place anti-satellite weapons in 

space and the implementation of their space military programme known as Star Wars. 

In 1981 the General Assembly, in resolution 37/83, stressed that the 

international community should adopt further effective measures to prevent an arms 

race in outer space. The present proposal to conclude a treaty banning the use of 

force in outer space and from space against the earth is drafted along the same 

lines and will help to prevent any attempt to turn outer space into an arena of 

confrontation and a source of devastating war for the whole of mankind. My 

delegation shares the view that the implementation of all the measures proposed in 

the draft treaty would make an important and appreciable contribution to the 

realization of the common aspiration of all peoples, that is, the use of outer 

space for exclusively peaceful purposes. 

The three constructive and realistic proposals submitted by the Soviet Union 

to this session of the General Assembly, following a series of important measures 

put forward by the members of the Warsaw Treaty with regard to arms control and 

disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament, constitute a further demonstration 
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of the goodwill of the countries of the socialist community, their willingness to 

do everything in their power to avert the danger of a nuclear confrontation, to 

improve the international climate and to consolidate world peace. These 

initiatives reflect the high sense of responsibility and goodwill constantly 

demonstrated by the socialist countries with regard to the question of war and 

peace in the nuclear age, a question concerning the very survival of the human race. 

My delegation whole-heartedly supports all the above-mentioned proposals. We 

are also ready to support any constructive proposal on disarmament from the 

non-aligned and other peace loving countries. 

The peoples of the world, aware of the gravity of the times, are determined to 

join forces and take firm action in defence of their most sacred right, the right 

to life. Hundreds of millions of people from east to west, north to south, have 

taken part in anti-nuclear demonstrations, the culmination of which was the World 

Assembly for Peace and Life against Nuclear War held in Prague last June, in which 

the peoples of 130 countries took part, without distinction as to social status, 

political persuasion or religious conviction. 

It is my delegation's belief that a nuclear catastrophe is not inevitable. It 

can and must be prevented. It is therefore imperative for all governments, 

primarily those of the nuclear weapon countries, to show political will and a sense 

of high responsibility by placing the vital interests of humanity above the narrow 

short-term interests of their own countries. 

Mr. NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): Like the 

delegation of Viet Nam, my delegation has had the opportunity to refer to some of 

the items on our agenda for this session. This afternoon we shall speak in 

particular on the need to prohibit nuclear-weapons tests, the urgent need to adopt 

measures to stem the nuclear-arms race, the need to prevent the arms race in outer 

space and to adopt urgent measures making it possible to build confidence among 

States. 
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The prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests is an issue which has been inscribed 

on the agenda of this Committee for some time now as having the highest priority. 

The General Assembly of the United Nations, year after year, has asked the· organ of 

responsible for multilateral negotiations on disarmament, the Committee on 

Disa~ent, to begin specific negotiations with a view to putting an end to 

nuclear-weapon tests. The immediate precedent for this is resolution 37/72, which 

gave clear expression to the urgent need for multilateral negotiations to begin on 

a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests. The Soviet Union, the 

United States and the United Kingdom were specifically requested, by virtue of 

their special responsibilities, to bring to a halt without delay all nuclear-tests 

explosions, either through a trilaterally agreed moratorium or through three 

unilateral moratoriums. We must accordingly make an objective assessment of the 

reactions to that request on the part of those three nuclear-weapon States. 

The Soviet Union spoke in favour of the resolution last year, and in the 

Committee on Disarmament asked that the mandate of the ad hoc working group dealing 

with this issue should be broadened so that the relevant negotiations could begin 

without further delay, since, as many delegations have pointed out, the present 

mandate of that ad hoc working group is very limited and does not permit of any to 

negotiations on this issue, which would be in the interests of the large majority 

of States represented here. Furthermore, as Ambassador Petrovsky said last week in 

this Committee, the Soviet Union, is prepared to implement the Soviet-United States 

treaties on the limitation of underground nuclear-weapon tests and the prohibition 

of underground explosions for peaceful purposes, and has proposed a moratorium on 

all nuclear explosions. In the view of many delegations, the implementation of 

these measures would create a climate conducive to negotiations on the prohibition 
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of nuclear-weapon tests and would be a demonstration of political goodwill, as well 

as a valuable contribution to the building of confidence among States. 

The United States, on the other hand, not only has stated its objection to the 

resolution which calls for a start on negotiations to prohibit nuclear-weapon 

tests, but also, in the Committee on Disarmament itself, has systematically acted 

to prevent the drafting of a negotiating mandate for the ad hoc working group, and 

has tried to revive old technical problems concerning verification, ignoring the 

new possibilities offered by the advances of science and technology. 

Some time ago the Secretary-General of the United Nations pointed out that 

there were no technical problems with regard to the preparation of a treaty 

prohibiting nuclear-weapon tests, and that all that was required was a political 

decision in this respect. Furthermore, the group of scientific experts working 

under the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament, has demonstrated irrefutably 

that it is possible to verify satisfactorily compliance with a comprehensive ban on 

nuclear-weapon tests, through a network of seismological stations, with a high 

degree of effectiveness and reliability. It is true that in order to prohibit 

nuclear-weapon tests all that is required is a political decision and the 

willingness to negotiate on the part of all States; but political will must be 

sought here in the United Nations; it must exist in our capitals. In this 

connection it is clear how much political will exists in the United States to 

negotiate a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests when we are told that 

that is a long-term objective and that nuclear tests are necessary in order to 

develop and perfect warheads, to maintain arsenals in an operational state, and to 

assess the effects of the re-use of nuclear weapons. Put simply, this is a policy 

of nuclear deterrence, reaffirmed with the intention of keeping nuclear weapons 

ready for use at any time. 
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Given this situation, we must reaffirm with renewed emphasis the request that 

the organ for multHateral negotiations on disarmament should, at the beginning of 

its 1984 session, give the relevant working group a broader mandate so that the-

negotiations so often requested by the internationa1 community may begin, with a 

view to drafting a treaty on a complete ban on nuclear-weapon tests in all 

environments and for an indefinite period. This question is of the highest 

priority for the international community and we must not allow artifical obstacles 

to be placed in the way of those negotiations. 

It is urgently necessary to begin these negotiations in order to halt the 

quantitative and qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons, but in addition to.; 

this it is a commitment assumed by virtue of several international agreements on 

disarmament, a commitment by. those very States that are today acting in violation 

of those agreements, above all, the United States. In this respect it is worth 

repeating that it is ridiculous to claim that others should adhere to given 

international instruments when the very State making the claim is flagrantly . 

violating those agreements. This Committee cannot evade its responsibility to see 

that there is an immediate end to nuclear-weapon tests. Regrettably, of the United 

Kingdom delegation has also, acted against resolution 37/72 in the Committee on 

Disarmament. 

I should like to refer now to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and the 

attainment of nucle~r disarmament. 

Last yea.r the General Assembly adopted a resolution in this connection also, 

resolution 37/78 C, which called upon the Committee on Disarmament to prepare a 

nuclear-weapon disarmament programme and to establish an ad hoc working group for 

that purpose. Since that idea is contained in the Final Document of the first 

special session of the General Assembly on Disarmament, which the Assembly approved 

by consensus in 1978, and that Final Document also was ratified by consensus 
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in 1982, we are forced to conclude that some States were not acting in good faith 

either in 1978 or in 1982, since we see that those same States are opposing, in 

this case too, the establishment by the Committee on Disarmament of a working group 

to begin the relevant negotiations. 

This item has been given priority on the agenda of the Committee on 

Disarmament since 1979; none the less, thus far there have been only informal 

meetings for exchange of views which have served to demonstrate how the 

self...:proclaimed "champions of democracy" and of "respect for public opinion" have 

tenaciously and persistently throughout these years opposed the demand of the 

overwhelming majority of States represented here. Of course, arguments have been 

put forward to oppose those demands, and the basis of those arguments is always the 

familiar "Soviet threat" and the "need" to make preparations to ensure victory in a 

a nuclear war. 

In a study on the United States Air Force entitled "Air Force 2000" it is 

clearly indicated that the United States must be prepared for a long war, and that 

that war could be won by the Americans "even after a massive nuclear exchange". 

Those are no mere words; they are concrete deeds that affect the survival of 

mankind, and are committed with no regard for the rights and claims of mankind. 

As has already been reported, the plane reserved for the President and the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff from the Pentagon in case of a nuclear attack, the plane from 

which it is intended that a nuclear war would be directed, is leaving Andrews base 

near Washington and will now be located at Grissom base in Indiana. It was argued 

that Andrews was not secure against nuclear attack. Logically, such an attack 

would not come from the nuclear-weapon States, which have solemnly renounced the' 

first use of those weapons. If the United States has any doubts about commitments 

assumed by those States, then it should go to the negotiating table to sign an 

agreement to that effect. To act otherwise would clearly mean that it is preparing 

to strike the first blow. 
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In these conditions, we must ask whether;the end result of this military 

hysteria must necessarily be the disappearance of mankind or .whether we shall. 

succeed in our efforts to prepare a programme of nuclear disarmamen~. Such a 

programme must be negotiated without delay and we must struggle for, the attainment 

of that objective. This Committee cannot evade its responsibilities in that 

connection. 

It is logical in any negotiating process to respect the views of all parties, 

but we cannot take seriously arguments put forward in opposition to disarmament 

negotiations when we see negative reactions to the proposal concerning the . . 

non-first-use.of nuclear weapons; that there has been no reaction to the proposal. 

concerning the non-first-use of either nuclear or conventional weapons; that.the 

reaction to the idea of a freeze on the production, development and deployment of 

nuclear weapons again has been negative; and that there has been a negative 

reaction to proposals regarding negotiations on the priority issues identified at 

the General Assembly's special session on disarmament in 1978. 

I wish now to make a few comments regarding the prevention of an arms race in 

outer space. In·its resolution 37/83, adopted last year, the General.Assembly. 

specifically request~ the Committee on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc wor~ing 

group on the subject with a view to undertaking negotiations on the conclusion of 

an agreement or agreements to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer 

space. That resolution was drafted painstakingly so that a compromise could be 

achieved on what appears to be the principal obstacle in this field: the question 

of t~e ~onclusion of an agreement prohibiting the stationing of weapons of any kind 

in outer space, or of a number of agreements each imposing different restrictions, 

among other things on anti-satellite weapons. 

Events have shed light on matters and we are now able to see clearly the main 

obstacle to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. 
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The call for the beginning of negotiations on this issue is too much for the 

States which oppose nuclear disarmament and are prepared only to agree to the 

establishment within the Committee on Disarmament of a working group for the 

exchange of views on a few aspects of the problem, and not actually to enter into a 

negotiating process. 

It is now clear that the militarization of outer space is a real danger, and 

it is necessary that we strive energetically to prevent it. 

We have heard it argued that it is necessary to pinpoint the legal aspects of 

the problem, on which no norms yet exist, so as to complete the legal system which 

will prevent an arms race in outer space. The fact is that the problem that 

threatens us cannot be minimized by or concealed behind procedural moves. 

We know that regulations exist concerning outer space, among them such 

instruments as the Moscow Treaty of 1963, which prohibits nuclear-weapon tests in 

that environment, and the outer-space Treaty of 1967, which prohibits the placing 

in orbit of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. 

The militarization of outer space, however, can take on more complex forms, 

and we must confront them directly if we wish to prevent confrontation from 

spreading to that environment. We must now prevent the emplacement in outer space 

of a whole range of new and more sophisticated weapons that are not covered by any 

existing prohibitions, including laser weapons and particle-beam weapons. 

There has been an attempt to deploy complete complex system of anti-satellite 

weapons. That is the intention of the costly United States ASAT project, for which 

funds have existed since 1980 and which, in reality, is an attempt to strengthen 

the nuclear first-strike capacity of the United States, together with anti-missile 

systems. That first-strike capability is complemented by the categorical refusal 

to make a commitment, not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
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It has been stated by persons of the most divergent viewpoints that plans to 

develop an anti-m'issile defence system are not technically viable, and are indeed 

strategically dangerous. 

It was not without reason that the Soviet-United States agre~ments of 1972 

which would be violated by deployment of the announced anti-missile system -

imposed certain restrictions on such systems, for, as experts have observed, these 

are closely related to offensive strategic systems. 

If the existing plans to extend the arms race to outer space - which are very 

nearly in their final phase - were to be carried out we should be much further from 

possible agreement on offensive strategic weapons, especially given the qua~itative 

improvement in these weapons. Furthermore, from the political standpoint, these 

plans are opposed by the majority opinion, often :xpressed, in favour of achieving 

security at ever lower levels of armament. 

The deployment on the pretext of strengthf,ning security of new and more 

sophisticated weapons systems, which would inr:vitably give a new impetus to the 

arms race, is completely inadmissible. 

The Cuban delegation firmly supports tne initiation of multilateral 

negotiations on this issue. This must be urgently requested by this Committee. We 

further support the resumption of the bilateral negotiations on outer space as a 

desirable and necessary step towards preventing an arms race in that environment. 

I wish in conclusion to make some comments on the establishment of confidence 

among States. My delegation considers that there can be no confidence without a 

clearly expressed will to negotiate and to reduce the level of armament. But, most 

important, there can be no trust if there is a lack of respect for the principle of 

the self-determination of peoples and if force is used against sovereign States, as 

has often occurred in Central America and the Caribbean. 
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The creation of confidence requires respect for the independence, sovereignty 

and integrity of other States and non-interference in their internal affairs. 

In this connection I wish to denounce in this forum - on whose agenda the 

question of confidence-building is an important item - the military invasion being 

carried out by the United States in Grenada, adding a further link to its chain of 

acts of intervention and aggression against the peoples south of the Rio Bravo. 

At this very moment, 1,500 troops of the United States Army and Marine Corps, 

making use of all types of heavy armaments, including aircraft, are attempting to 

impose their will on the people of Grenada by force of arms. The United States 

soldiers are attacking the camps of Cuban construction workers who are 

collaborating in areas basic to the Grenadian economy. Our construction workers 

are defending themselves and fighting heroically. 
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The United States Government will bear sole responsibility for the 

consequences of this new adventurist action, which is staining with blood the. 

waters of the Caribbean Sea once again. Yet another act of aggression has been 

committed against our America, and it has been demonstrated once again that 

Washington's policy is the gunboat policy. 

We condemn the United States military aggression in Grenada as running counter 

to international peace and security and to trust and co-operation among States. 

Mr. SUTRESNA (Indonesia}: I should like at the outset to convey to 

Ambassador Vraa1sen my delegation's sincere congratulations on his assumption of 

the chairmanship of this Committee. I wish at the same time to assure him of the 

full co-operation of my delegation in the performance of the duties of his high 

office. My delegation also extends its congratulations to the other Committee 

officers. 

The international situation in which we are now meeting is characterized by an 

atmosphere of increased insecurity, anxiety and frustration. The world continues 

to witness a very dangerous escalation of the arms race, particularly in its 

nuclear aspects, and in both qualitative and quantitative terms. Various factors 

have been responsible for this situation, most notably the further deterioration of 

relations between the super-Powers and the still unresolved conflicts engulfing 

many parts of the world. Regrettably, the worse the international security 

situation becomes, the less chance disarmament has of proving itself to be a viable 

means by which to search for the establishment of peace and security. 

With the deterioration of relations between the super-Powers, which has become. 

alarming, some may be tempted to conclude that it is useless to pursue further 

disarmament efforts. If we still lived during times when there were no nuclear 
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weapons, such an attitude might perhaps be plausible, but now, the worsening of 

relati~ns between those two countries should, on the contrary, compel us tc:> ' . ' ' 

red~cHcate our commitment to the cause of disarmament. It is a duty and a' 

challenge for non-nuclear-weapon States, non-aligned countries in particular, to 

proceed with all deliberate speed to implement concrete formulas for bridging the 

seemingly unbridgeable positions of those two most powerful nuclear-weapon States, 

with a view to reaching agreement on matters affecting the security concerns of ail 

States. 

The international community simply cannot afford to slacken its efforts, 

especially its efforts to seek and put forward practical measures to solve urgent 

problems of nuclear disarmament. The numerous resolutions on disarmament which 

were adopted during last year's General Assembly session alone - totalling no less 

than 58, of which 20 dealt specifically with nuclear disarmament - are proof of our 

continuing concern about and endeavours regarding disarmament. The non-aligned 

countries, far from being helpless spectators of the power-play between the two 

super-Powers, are continuing to co-operate with others in a collective endeavour 

with the goal of preventing nuclear war. It may, for instance, be recalled that 

the Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, at their seventh 

conference, held at New Delhi in March this year, issued a timely warning when they 

stated in the New Delhi Message, that the non-aligned countries, 

"speaking for the majority of the world community, want an immediate halt to 

the drift towards nuclear conflict which threatens not only the well-being of 

humanity in our times but of future generations as well." (A/38/132, p. 56, 

para. 4} 

For the time being, all these exhortations may be falling on deaf ears, but this 

should not discourage us from continuing our efforts. 
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Indonesia remains of the view that the prevention of nuclear war is the most 

urgent task confronting all States. The prevention of nuclear confrontation means 

nothing more than the preservation of our civilization as we know it today. Thus, 

the security concerns of all States must be taken into consideration, not only 

those of the nuclear Powers and their respective allies. Because the peoples of 

the world are the potential victims of any nuclear conflict, negotiations on 

preventing such a conflict cannot and should not be confined to countries 

possessing nuclear·weapons. In no area is the need for democratization of the 

decision-making process more acute than in the field of nuclear disarmament. 

Therefore, multilateral negotiations, in parallel with bilateral negotiations, are 

indispensable. 

My delegation has noted with satisfaction that the Committee on Disarmament 

has for the first time inscribed on its agenda an item on the prevention.of nuclear 

war. However, we cannot but express our regret that the lack of consensus on a 

mutually acceptable machinery has so far prevented real substanti~e examination of 

the subject. It is the sincere hope of my delegation that the present session of 

the General Assembly will come out with recommendations. urging the Committee on 

Disarmament to expedite its work on this issue, which is of the highest priority. 

Since the end of the Second World War, the international community has beet& 

preoccupied with the rising tide of armaments, and with the failure to halt the 

arms race, which has grown steadily in intensity and has assumed dangerous 
. ' 

proportions. During this time, world military expenditure in real terms has more 

than trebled, and the destructive capacity of both nuclear and conventional weapons 

has reached unparalleled levels. The result, none the less, is a false sense of 

security which further confuses understanding of the essential questions relating 

to arms limitation and disarmament. 

It is important to recognize that the rapid pace of weapons modernization 

constantly introduces new destabilizing elements into the military contest and into 
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strategic calculations. Moreover, the complex nature of contemporary armaments and 
. ";,_.,:., 

the accompanying technological advances involving a br~ad range 'of weapon ~yste~s ' ' 

render it impossible to evaluate with any certainty the direction of any shift in 

the balance of forces. All of this has led to subjective, arbitrary and 

self-serving judgements, leading to worst-case analyses and scenarios being 

developed. As technology became the focal point in the field of armaments, the 

arms race underwent a profound transformation, from a phase of traditional, 

step-by-step escalation to an exponential phase of steep, fast and unpredictable 

spiraling. This expansion in the magnitude and destructiveness of modern arms has 

reached unprecedented levels primarily because of technological improvements in 

nuclear weapons. 

The year 1983 may well be a watershed in the continuing efforts of the 

international community to stem the tide of the arms race. As we all know, the 

major nuclear Powers are planning to embark upon the manufacture and deployment of 

new nuclear-weapon systems, or upon the introduction of already existing systems in 

areas where they have heretofore not been deployed. This escalation is not being 

undertaken unilaterally, but rather in a way which we have all warned against for 

so long; it is taking place in a vicious circle of action and reaction: In fact, 

if escalation is the natural outcome of such a process, then the reverse should 

also be possible. In the absence of information to the contrary, one may conclude 

that not even symbolic gestures, such as dismantling a single weapon system or 

delaying the development of a new system, are given any serious consideration by 

these States, despite the fact that each of the super-Powers has an arsenal capable 

by itself of destroying the earth many times over. 

Thus, what we propose is hardly a case of unilateral disarmament or the total 

elimination of nuclear weapons. What becomes apparent is that the competition has 

taken on a momentum of its own, without any rational reason for it. 
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Therefore deterrence has become a way of rationalizing this irrational 

momentum in nuclear-weapon escalation; for, if deterrence were indeed a viable 
·~ 

•· r 
doctrine, then the elimination of a single weapon system by only one of the Powers 

should not negate deterrence, since enough nuclear-weapon systems would still · 

remain to inflict incalculable consequences not only on the adversary but on the 

whole world. 

The international community does not expect the United States and the Soviet 

Union to see eye to eye on the plethora of issues confronting mankind; nor does it 

expect to see a cessation of their global political competition; but the 

international community demands that this competition should not vitiate the 

atmosphere for fruitful dialogue leading to meaningful progress in arms limitation 

and disarmament. 

Further, nuclear-weapon States continue to pay lip service to multilateralism, 

just as they do to the goal of nuclear disarmament. However, the reality is that 

they no more want non-nuclear States to gain a meaningful role in the 

negotiations - and this is fully reflected in the Committee on Disarmament - than 

they want genuine equality of all nations to be the overriding factor in 

international relations as a whole. 

Thus, given this untenable attitude on the part of some nuclear Powers towards 

all other States, it is essential that we utilize the multilateral negotiating 

forum for the purpose of keeping collective pressure on them, so that they will at 

least feel compelled to continue the negotiations. This in itself would impose 

certain restraints on their freedom of unrestrained nuclear arms expansion. 

There is a truism that politics breeds strange bedfellows, but have we not 

also found that nuclear-weapon States in effect have created a commonality of 

attitudes towards the non-nuclear countries? This is amply demonstrated by the 
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lack of movement, indeed a complete silence, on the part of certain nuclear-weapon 

States in regard to providing unconditional security assurances to the 

non-nuclear-weapon States, many of which have renounced the right to acquire these 

deadly weapons of mass destruction. Pious declarations are not enough. What are 

needed are legal guarantees, which alone would ensure the security of non-nuclear 

States pending complete nuclear disarmament. 

All these adamant attitudes and postures by some nuclear States have led to 

frustration on the part of many Governments. This may well end in either of two 

serious consequences: first, despair, resulting in States seeking protection under 

one or the other nuclear umbrella, leading to an expansion of bloc alignments; or, 

secondly, proliferation to avoid bloc entanglements and to have an independent 

means of ensuring security. Thus we can readily see how the credibility and 

viability of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons could be easily 

undermined. In addition, the non-proliferation regime may be undermined.because 

not all of its objectives have been fulfilled and its discriminatory aspects have 

not been removed. My delegation fully expects that, in the context of the failure 

of the Second Review Conference, the forthcoming preparatory sessions of the Third 

Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty will address these critical issues 

and achieve an equitable solution. 

In Indonesia's view, it is no longer sufficient merely to express concern at 

the threat posed by nuclear weapons to the security of States. The imperative 

need, especially in the context of the threat of nuclear war and the escalation of 

the arms race, is to pursue consciously a policy of denuclearization and thereby 

commit ourselves to the goal of ridding the world of nuclear weapons. My 

delegation believes that efforts towards establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones in 

various parts of the world would make a significant contribution towards the total 
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elimination of nuclear weapons. This is of transcendental importance to Indonesia, 

as it is situated astride vital sea lanes linking oceans and continents and 

therefore is not immune to great-Power strategic rivalry, which of late has assumed 

dangerous proportions. In this regard, the Indonesian Foreign Minister reaffirmed 

at the meeting of the Association of South-East Asia Nations held in Bangkok last 

June that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone could be one of the 

elements in the creation of a zone of peace, freedom and neutrality in South-East 

Asia. For its part, Indonesia has long advocated such a zone, reiterating this 

proposal both in the General Assembly and in the Non-Aligned Movement. 

As regards the arms race in outer space, it is no longer a question of 

possibility but it is fast approaching one of reality. We are all aware of reports 

that the super-Powers are about to embark upon the actual development of prototypes 

of space weaponry. In view of this perilous situation, it is no longer appropriate 

to procrastinate, and the international community must initiate substantive 

examination of the issues involved, leading to effective and practical negotiations 

and agreements to prevent the further militarization of outer space. In this 

regard, we should take due note that in the Committee on Disarmament a working 

group has been agreed upon in principle, although a definition of its mandate is 

yet to find consensus. 

It is worth noting that technology has also greatly changed our understanding 

of conventional weapons. The greater sophistication of these weapons with regard 

to accuracy and yield has virtually rendered heretofore invulnerable defences 

totally unprotected. In addition, the costs of these weapon systems are 

astronomical, and the pressure 'to acquire them is all too evident. In this regard, 

the transfer of these weapons which is conducted in the context of great-Power 

rivalry further threatens the independence and non-aligned status of many States. 

It is to be hoped.that the forthcoming report on the study en conventional 
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disarmament will shed new light on its ramifications and ways in which to control 

and curb the development, production and transfer of such weapons. 

'Second only to nuclear weapons, the world views with abhorrence the growing 

arsenals of chemical weapons. It is encouraging to note that this is the only one 

of the areas in which some positive movement has occurred. Specific areas have 

been identified in the Geneva negotiations, which are now approaching the stage of 

the actual drafting of a convention. It is my delegation's fervent hope that this 

opportunity will not be missed and that a chemical-weapon convention will join the 

Conventions on biological and radiological weapons and ban for ever that category 

of weapons. 

Finally, there are two proposals that have received international consensus, 

due mainly to the pressure of world public opinion, and which will have 

far-reaching impact on many of the issues that I have referred to. One is to 

achieve a total freeze on the production of nuclear weapons and the other is a 

moratorium on nuclear-weapon tests leading to a comprehensive ban. The immediate 

adoption of these two proposals would represent a formidable step in the efforts to 

prevent nuclear war. Additionally, they would form the initial starting point from 

which a comprehensive programme of disarmament could be meaningfully launched in 

accordance with the goals of the Final Document of the first special session on 

disarmament. Further, if we are to make progress towards our ultimate goal of 

general and complete disarmament, we must first and foremost concentrate on several 

key aspects. In the view of my delegation, these must include, a priori, 

non-development of new types of nuclear weapons and non-use of the existing ones as 

well as certain categories of conventional weapons. We face the anomaly that, 

while there is universal recognition that a nuclear war is unthinkable, there is 

almost a morbid conviction that the outbreak of such a war is inevitable unless 

something is done and done soon. 
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Czechoslovak delegation wishes to state its views on certain items on our agenda 

that have a direct bearing on the strengthening of international peace and security 

and the creation of conditions propitious to progress in the solution of 

disarmament problems. 

A particular role in this sphere is played by the question of the 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and particularly the strengthening of the 

regime provided for in the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons. This is a task which has now become extremely timely and urgent in the 

light of the escalation of the threat of nuclear conflict. The emergence of 

nuclear weapons in the hands of the aggressive regimes of Israel and South Africa, 

and thus the spreading of this weapon to the most explosive areas of the earth, 

would mean a further dangerous exacerbation of the international situation, which 

in turn could lead to universal nuclear catastrophe. 

We are concerned also by the gradu~l expansion of the circle of so-called 

nee-nuclear States, whose activities are not subject to international control 

through the safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency. We share 

the view that the most effective way of eliminating the danger arising from this 

would,be strict observance of the provisions, and the universalization of, the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty. We hope that an important step in this direction will be 

taken by the third Review. Conference on this Treaty, scheduled for 1985. In this 

regard we welcome the inclusion of an item on this subject on the agenda of the 

General Assembly, at the request of a large number of States Members of the United 

Nations, including Czechoslovakia. We are sure that the General Assembly will take 

decisions that will ensure the uninterrupted and constructive preparation of the 

forthcoming important Conference. 



BCT/ljb A/C.l/38/PV.l4 
82 

(Mr. Murin, Czechoslovakia) 

We are ready to work for the early adoption of an international. convention 

that would provide security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States against the 
. )•. . . . . 

use·or the threat of the use of nuclear weapons; work on this has been entrusted to 

the Committee on Disarmament. We continue to believe that the first step towards 

the adoption of such a convention could be identical statements by the five nuclear 

Powers, buttressed by an authoritative decision of the Security Council. 

An important contribution to the strengthening of international peace and 

security, and an additional barrier to the spread of nuclear weapons, would be the 

establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones in various parts of the world, 

particularly Africa, the Middle East, Northern Europe and the Balkans. ·we actively 

support the proposals of the countries of those regions for the establishment of 

such zones. At the same time, we welcome the important initiative by Sweden for 

the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free battlefield zone along the line dividing 

the countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) from the countries 

of the Warsaw Treaty. The implementation of this measure would be an extremely 

important contribution to the improvement of the climate in Europe and the 

consolidation of overall international security. In this regard, we take a very 

favourable view of the proposal of the German Democratic Republic to make available 

the whole of its territory for the establishment of such a zone on condition that a 

similar measure is taken by the Federal Republic of Germany also. 

The convening of the Conference on the establishment of a zone of peace in the 

Indian Ocean is also long overdue. This has been put off from year to year, and 

the resposibility lies on the shoulders of the United States. The Czechoslovak 

delegation decisively supports the demand of the littoral and hinterland States 

that this Conference be held during the first half of next year in Colombo, the 
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capital of Sri Lanka. We' believe that the General Asselnbly should take energetic 

sfeps to conclude the preparations for the Conference, and in particular should 

come to agreement on its agenda~ 

The questions I have touched upon, taken all together, represent a series of 

measures designed to limit the'danger inherent in the existing international 

situation which is the result of the continuing arms race, in particular the 

nuclear arms race. Later in our statement we intend to refer to one more aspect of 

the world military-political situation that has aroused profound concern on the 

part of the international community - that is to say, the problem of conventional 

·:~armaments.··· Th'is problem covers a whole series of questions relating to the 

interdependence between conventional and nuclear weapons as well as the independent 

role of conventional 'weapons.and,naturally; efforts to reduce the quantities of 

such weapons. I do not believe that there is any need to argue the significance of 

these items individually. The importance, indeed the urgency, of the items is 

widely understood by States Members of our Organization. This is demonstrated by 

numerous statements of delegations during the course of this session stressing the 

urgency of limiting the conventional arms race. Examples have been adduced of the 

pernicious effect of the nuclear arms race on the world situation and on attemps to 

solve problems of economic development. Everyone knows that expenditures on 

conventional armaments and the maintenance of armed forces constitute a very large 

proportion - about 80 per cent - of the overall military expenditures of States. 

Innumerable examples of this could be cited. No amount of statistics, however, can 

possibly paint the true picture of the tragedy of more than 10 million persons who 

have lost their lives in the many armed conflicts that have broken out in various 

parts of the world and have brought devastation to entire peoples and regions 
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during the last two decades alone. These conflicts, in which exclusively 

conv,entional weapons have been used, have occurred on the territory of 50 or more 

States, representing approximately two thirds of the world's population. Of 

course, there are very deep and varied reasons for and roots of all this. But we 

cannot possibly doubt that the cessation of the conventional arms race would to a 

decisive extent promote an overall improvement of the international climate and 

strengthen international security and would have a stabilizing effect on the 

peaceful development of international events. 

An important step in this direction was taken by the conclusion in 1980 of a 

Convention prohibiting or restricting the use of certain conventional weapons which 

may be deemed to be,excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects. One 

particulary inhumane category of conventional weapons was therefore banned. But we 

must not stop at that. After all, everyone knows that the progress of science and 

technology at the service of militarism is leading to the constant development and 

manufacture of ever more destabilizing types and systems of conventional weapons. 
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In essence, the borderline"between conventional weapons and weapons of mass 
~ 

destruction is being blurred and the introduction of these weapons in conflic~. 

areas in the world serves only to increase even further the threat of war. 

study of these undoubtedly alarming facts is being dealt with incidentally by a 

group of United Nations experts, appointed by the Secretary-General of our 

Organization. Clearly, the time has now come for the adoption of more decisive 

international measures to call a halt to the conventional arms race and for a 

reduction of these weapons. 

The position of Czechoslovakia and other socialist countries in our approach 

to the solution to this problem is marked by its comprehensive nature and its 

workmanlike pursuit of the goal. We wholeheartedly support the conclusion of the 

first special session of the.General Assembly on disarmament, contained in 

paragraph 81 of its Final Document, to the effect that: 

"Together with negotiations on nuclear disarmament measures, the 

limitation and gradual reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons 

should be resolutely pursued within the framework of progress towards general 

and complete disarmament." (resolution S-10/2, para. 81) 

At the same time, for a number of years now we have been bending every effort 

to achieve progress in the talks on the mutual reduction of armed forces and 

armaments and related measures in central Europe. We attach great significance 

also to convening a Conference on Confidence-Building Measures and Disarmament in 

Europe, which will begin work in a few months' time in Stockholm, and we hope that 

among its results there will be measures promoting the limitation of the 

conventional arms race, both in European terms and in even broader terms of the 

process begun in Helsinki. 
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We are in general in favour of halting the arms race~ both in nuclear and 

conventional weapons, and a reduction of all types of these weapons on the broadest 
l 

possible scale. As we know, in 1980, the General Assembly at. its thirty-fifth 

session, on the initiative of the socialist countries, adopted resolution 35/152 G, 

calling on the permament members of the Security Council and also other States 

which possess a major military potential to work towards agreement on not 

increasing - or in other words freezing - their armed forces and conventional 

armaments, on a basis of reciprocity, effective from an agreed date, as a first 

step towards their subsequent reduction. 

This appeal, in our view, is just as valid as it was three years ago and in 

actual fact it has actually become more urgent. Such an understanding would of 

itself become an extremely important stabilizing factor in international life, not 

to mention its most positive effect of releasing resources for purposes of economic 

and social development. We are sure therefore that it would be right and very 

timely if the General Assembly were to discuss the question of the adoption of 

additional measures to implement the above-mentioned resolution. 

The Czechoslovak delegation is ready to take a most active part, and to 

display the greatest initiative, in working for decisions on this subject. 

In noting the interdependence between the limitation and reduction of 

conventional weapons and the consequent growth of trust in international relations, 

I should like to say something about this question too. 

As we all know, the question of confidence-building measures has been broadly 

discussed at the United Nations Disarmament Commission. On the whole, we view this 

discussion as useful. Confidence-building measures, in our view, should promote 

progress in solving the problems of disarmament, particularly nuclear 
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disarmament, and we note with satisfaction that this is an approach shared also by 

a large number of other States. Our position of principle on this. question has 

been set forth in the Political Declaration of the States Parties to the War~aw 

Treaty~ adopted at the conference of the Political Consultative Committee in 

January this year in Prague, which points out that: 

"The easing of the threat of war is impossible without the creation of a 

climate of trust in international relations. This requires, along with the 

development of a political dialogue and the adoption of appropriate measures 

in the economic and military fields, the dissemination of accurate 

information, a renunciation of any aspirations to great-Power status, racist 

propaganda, chauvinism and national exclusiveness, or attempts to try to teach 

other peoples how they should arrange their lives, or to preach violence or to 

fan the flames of a war psychosis." 

I should like to add that this requires renunciation of such aggressive 

actions as unfortunately are taking place precisely at this very hour in the 

Caribbean against a sovereign State, an equal Member of the United Nations. 

Guided by precisely this approach, we shall take an active part in future work 

on producing and implementing confidence-building measures at United Nations forums. 

A very important place in negotiations on disarmament measures should be given 

to the question of means of control and verification over the implementation of the 

agreements under discussion. This is an important question and we are giving it 

the attention it deserves. The comprehensive implementation of disarmament 

agreements and the ensuring of strict compliance by all States with the obligations 

they have assumed, is in keeping with the interests of international peace and 
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security. However, we do not intend to resign ourselves to the fact that too often 

this question is used, not in the interest of true disarmament, but rather for 

purposes of erecting artificial obstacles to agreement. Clear cut examples of 

this, of what is in the fullest sense of the word a destructive approach to the 

solution of problems of control, can be seen in the negotiations on such vital 

questions as the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing and the 

prohibition of chemical weapons, and a number of other items. To find one's way in 

the tangled web of the numerous contradictory and very often clearly artificial and 

abstract demands with regard to the introduction of various methods of control -

such things as transparency, comparability and other things of that kind - is very 

difficult and sometimes quite impossible, and this is something obviously counted 

on by those who want to undermine the solution to the problems of disarmament which 

are being discussed. In addition to this, attempts are also being made to cast 

doubt on already agreed-upon control machinery, in particular with regard to the 

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 

Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction. This 

approach, based on ideas of control without disarmament, we totally repudiate and 

call upon all Members of the United Nations to do likewise. 

With regard to the question of control, we shall continue to proceed on an 

item-by-item basis, taking into account the specific demands determined by the 

character and content of concrete disarmament measures. These examples of the 

exaggeration of the problem of control in order to block agreement were manifested 

also in regard to the important question of reducing military expenditures. 
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This year marks the lOth anniversary of the adoption by the General Assembly, 
.} 

upon the initiative of the USSR, of resolution 30/93 A (XXVIII), calling upon the 

permanent members of the Security Council to reduce their military budgets by 

10 per cent from the 1973 level, and to allot a portion of the funds thus released 

for the provision of assistance to developing countries. Since that time the 

countries of the socialist community have repeatedly stated their readiness to work 

towards agreement on reducing military budgets in absolute terms, a measure which 

quite obviously doe~ not require any kind of complex control schemes. 

Nevertheless, the _members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 

have taken cover, through the course of a whole decade, behind the screen of ,.- . . .. 

so-called "transparency'~ and "c~mparability", and have rejected constructive 

proposals_from the socialist co~tries, while at the same time taking the wide~y 

known decision to increase their military expenditures by 3 per cent per annum in 
. . • • • • • J • • • • • . • • f . 

real terms. Their refusal to take part in constructive negotiations on the 
t ', ' • ' • 

reduction of military budge.ts has also emerged clearly from the report presente.d by 

the United Nations Disarmament Commissi,on on a question which has been discusse.d 

over the last two years. At_the same time, the growth of military budgets 

continues.to rise at a dizzyi~g s~~ed~ this year having exceeded the.astronomical 

figure of $800 billion. We wholehefirtedly share the concern of the developing 
• .' ( J.. 

countries and of the many other States which have seen in this course of events a . .•\ . .. 

direct threat to peace and a fundamental obstacle to their economic and social 

development. 

The Czechoslovak delegation believes that the General Ass~mbly must take ... 

measures to break the deadlock on the question of the reduction of military 

expenditures. In this regard, we would like to stress the urgency of the proposal 

of the Political Consultative Committee of the Members of the Warsaw Treaty, 
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addressed to Members of NATO, appealing to them to embark immediately upon direct 

negotiations to achieve agreement on the freezing of these budgets with effect from 

1 January 1984, and specific measures for the practical reciprocal reduction of 

military expenditures in the subsequent period, so that the funds thus released can 

be used for the economic and social development of all, including the developing 

countries. We once again express the hope that the NATO countries will respond to 

this appeal. 

In conclusion, I would iike to make scime remarks on the question of the 

organization of work of our Committee. The order of work provided for this year, 

as all delegations know, has somewhat departed from the traditions of the First 
. . . 

Committee. We agreed to the changes introd~ced, on' the linde'rstanding that they 

would not hinder, but rather would promot~ a full and comp'~ehensive discussion of 

the important items on our agenda, particularly questions connected with the 

effective solution of the problem of preventing' nuclear war. We, for our part; 

resolutely support the full right of every delegatio~ to' speak 'on any questions 
. . 

which interest them, to' 'make proposals and introduce draft resolutions, and to 

expect that the Committee, after a constructive consideration of them, will take 

appropriate decisions on them. _We express the hope that this will in fact be the 

approach to the Comml.ttee'swork this year adopted by all other delegations. 

The CHAIRMAN:· I call on the representative of Japan, who wishes to speak 

in exercise of his right of reply. May I remind members that, in accordance with 

General Assembly decision 34/401, statements in exercise of the right of reply 

should be limited to to minutes. 
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Mr. IMAI (Japan): The representative of the Soviet Union. in his 

statement this morning made reference once· again. to the nuclear policy of my 

Government in connection with confidence-building in the Far East. I cannot but 

express great surprise at the extent of the misunderstanding, or I might even say 

the distortion, of our basic policy. I think I need hardly repeat once again that 

our three non-nuclear principles have been made quite clear at the highest 

political level of my Government on many occasions, as well as in my own statement 

a few days ago. Also our Constitution, which aims at peace and friendship among 

nations, is well known to all. 

Japan h~s been working hard for the establishment of stable and friendly 

relations with the countries of the world and in the Far East, including the Soviet 

Union, based upon genuine mutual understanding. However, the situation in the 

region, unfortunately seems to be developing in a way contrary to the wishes of our 

people. Just to mention a few examples, it has not been possible to conclude a 

peace treaty because of the existence in Japanese-Soviet relations of the unsettled 

northern territories issue. An extremely regrettable situation has been developing 

in recent years as the Soviet Union has deployed and strengthened its military 

forces in the Far East, including Japan's northern territories. 

Moreover, the recent downing of an unarmed Korean Air Line jet liner by Soviet 

military air~raft in the area north of Japan, runs counter to our desire to 

strengthen mutual confidence and trust among nations. 

These factual examples clearly show that it is the Soviet Union that should 

first rectify its stance and posture in the Far East if any real steps towards 

increased confidence and understanding are to be taken. We have said, time, and 
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time again that specific and realistic steps must be taken progressively in order 

to bring about genuine disarmament, and that they must be based on confidence and 

trust among nations. 

What matters is not words but deeds. I hope that the Soviet Union will act in 

such a manner as to show its sincerity by building relations of mutual trust in the 

Far East that will include bilateral relations between Japan and the Soviet Union. 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m. 




