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o e open the 212th plenary meeting of ‘the Committee on
Disarmament. '

At the outset, allow me to welcome in the Committee the Deputy Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Poland, His Excellency Mr. Henryk Jaroszek, who is well known
to the members of the Committee because of his vast diplomatic experience, in
particular in United Nations affairs. Before being assigned to his important
duties as Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs, he served as Permanent Representative
of Poland to the United Nations and held important posts in various United Nations
bodies, including that of Chairman of the First Committee, and in his capacity as
representative of his country in New York was also involved — deeply involved,
I may say — in disarmament questions. Deputy Minister Jaroszek is listed to speak
today end I am sure that members of the Committee will follow his statement with
special interest. May I now call on His Excellency the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Poland to take the floor.

Mr. JAROSZEK (Poland): Mr. Chairman, let me at the outset express my
sincere appreciation and thanks for your very kind words of welcome to me. I would
like also to apsociate my delegation with the corgratulations already expressed
to you on your assumption of the chairmanship of’ this important body for the month
of April. I am confident that under your skilful guidance this Committee will
be able to make the so much needed progress in ‘ts work.

It is a privilege for me indeed to be able to address the Committee on
Disarmament, the important and respected multilateral disarmament negotiating
body. Poland has concistently attached great significance to the Committee's
endeavours and to those of its predecessors for over two decades now. It is
with a feeling of pleasure and pride that I recall my own participation in its
work, as chairman of my country's delegation in the late 1960s. You were very
kind to refer to my involvement in disarmament mattfers. At present, when two policy
lines are competing, that of confrontation and armaments on one hand, and that of
peaceful co—-existence and disarmament on the other, the Committee has a very
important role to pley and there can be no doubt which line it should follow,

Poland and other socialist States — as, I am sure, the international
community at large — have been gravely alarmed and disappointed at the
unprecedented delay and loss of time in working out the Committee's agenda for
1983, It is, indeed, regrettable that some States should deem it appropriate
to bring this body to a virtual standstill over the legitimate proposal of an
overwhelming majority of its members to include in the agenda — pursuant to
the broadly supported resolution of the thirty-seventh session of the '
United Nations General Assembly — the all-important question of the prevention
of nuclear war. We would like to hope that with the compromise solution reached
on the agenda and the resumption of business by the working groups, nothing
should now stand in the way of the Committee's productive work.

Obviously, its pace will be largely determined by the evolution of the
international climate. At present, that climate is characterized by tensions
generated, as they arz, by the confrontation and armaments-oriented policy

of the NATO alliance, a policy espoused and implemented with particular dedication,
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resent United States administration. On the other
nano, vnere are nigniy encouraging indications in all parts of the world of the
will to work for peace and return to détente. This has been manifested in
particular by the Declaration of the Political Consultative Committee of the
States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty of 5 January 1983, as well as by the
documents adopted at the recent Seventh Conference of Heads of States or
Governments of Non-Aligned Countries in New Delhi.

The principal threat to world péace and international security stems from
the imperialist policy of strength, pressure, interference in the internal affairs
of States and encroachment on their national independence and sovereignty.

A part of this policy and ites instrument are the ever-expanding armaments
programmes pursued by the United States, both in the nuclear and the conventional
fields, with a view to gaining military superiority. They bring the world
dangerously close to nuclear catastrophe. A particular danger derives from the
United States preparations to deploy in Western Europe a new generation of nuclear
missiles, persistently carried on despite the pretended arms control formulas of
a "zero option" or an "interim solution". Such schemes clearly aim at seriously
upsetting the existing balance of forces, both in Europe and in global strategic
terme. The so-called "interim solution" would result in a clear NATO superiority
in nuclear warheads. It could therefore hardly be construed as designed to
create premises for an agreement with the Soviet Union. It should not be a
surprise to anybody that it has not been accepted. The just solution of the
question of medium-range nuclear weapons in Burope should exclude the deployment
of new American missiles while ensuring the maintenance of a military-strategic
balance at an ever decreasing level.

The latest ordinance of President Reagan authorizing the development of
entirely new weapons systems, involving an intensive militarization of outer
space, further testifies to the scope and long-term character of United States
awesome armaments designs.

The threat of a nuclear conflict in which — as it is widely realized —
there could be only losers and no winners, is highlighted by the repeated
references in United States official quarters to the dangerous doctrines of
"limited", "protracted" or "winnable'" nuclear wars, launched and spread around
with an evident aim to rationalize the irrational — the use of nuclear weapons.
The international community can therefore hardly be migled by Washington's claims
that its latest doctrine is innocent and purely defensive and seeks nothing bub
to render nuclear weapons obsolete. That doctrine must and will be taken for
what it is — a step aimed at ushering in a new and frightful dimension of the
arms race, of the highest immediate danger to mankind.

Speaking of Burope, for which the impeding spiral of the nuclear arms race
has particularly grave implications, one cannot overlook the fact that a country
actively promoting NATO military designs shows ever less restraint in reviving
the revanchist schemes that, in effect, aim at undermining the politiecal and
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>pe, the basic premises of peace and security on our
continent. The negative consequences of these tendencies for the pOlitical
climate and for détente and co~operation in Europe have been indicated in the
commmniqué of the recent Prague heetlng of the Forelgn Ministers of Statea pa:ties
to the Warsaw Treaty.

" Grave as the international situation is, however, it still carries — as I
have observed — a prospect of possible reversal of the negative trends in
international relations. Indeed, political forces and civic movements standing
up against the nuclear menace are becoming ever more numerous and active. . The
socialist States, as well as the non-aligned countries, are more firm than ever
in speaking up, and acting, to stop the international situation from sliding down
the nuclear collision course. We note that next to formidable peace and
anti-nuclear movements in western Europe and the United States, political parties,
including some of those in power, are becoming vocal in insisting upon a nuclear
freeze and effective disarmament.

The political declaration of the Seventh Non-Aligned Summit Conference
succinctlydescribes the present-day situation by saying that '"Disarmament, in
particular nuclear disarmament, is no 1onger a moral issue: it is an issue of
human aurv1val"

Againgt that background, it becomes clear why the socialist States and the
Group of 21 set so great a store by the agenda item in this Committee on the
prevention of nuclear war. Its importance has been accurately summed up in
documenthD/34l of the Group of 21 which states that all nations have both the
right and the obligation to work collectively to dispel the danger of a nuclear
holocaust. It has also been forcefully underlined in document CD/355 of a
group of socialist States.

As is well known, it was on the initiative of the USSR that the United Nations
General Assembly adopted at its thirty-sixth session the '"Declaration on the
prevention of nuclear catastrophe". The call to prevent nuclear war was
approved by the General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session. At the
second gpecial session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
the Soviet Union undertook a unilateral commitment on the non-first-use of nuclear
weapons, a step of the highest significance.

Realizing the potential for nuclear conflict held by the increasingly ominous
confrontation between the NATO and Warsaw Treaty States, the socialist countries
have been persistently looking for ways to alleviate and ultimately eliminate
this confrontaticn. '

In the Declaration of the Political Consultative Committee of States Parties
to the Warsaw Treaty adopted in Prague last January they came out with a concrete
and realistic alternative to the course of confrontation. Among other things,
they proposed to the NATO States the conclusion of a treaty on the mutual non-use
of military force and the maintenance of peaceful relations. The treaty would
be open to all other interested States.



CD/PV.212
19

(Mr. Jaroszek, Poland)

veuural o such a vreavy would be a mutual commitment of the States members
of the two alliances not to be the first to use either nuclear or conventional
weapons against each other, hence not to be the first to use military force at
all. This comr’tment could be made to sover third countr:=zs also. It is
evident that the conclusion of the proposed treaty would have a positive impact
on the course of intermational affairs, and in particular on disarmament efforts.
It would greatly help to restore mutual confidence, an indispensable premise of
any effective disarmament effort .

At the meeting in Prague a few days ago, the Foreign Ministers of States
parties to the Warsaw Treaty considered further measures to be taken for the
implementation of this initiative. They noted the interést with which the
proposed treaty has been received by Governments and public opinion throughout
the world. The stated intention of the NATO countries to examine the proposed .
agreement has also been acknowledged. The ministers expressed the hope that the
examination will be constructive. It is the intention of the socialist States
to co-operate closely with all interested countries in a productive consideration
of various aspects of the proposed agreement, including those concerning the scope -
and content of possible obligations, their relationship to commitments under the
United Nations Charter, the Final Act of the Conference on Security and
Co—operation in Europe, as well as other bilateral and multilateral agreements
and, last, but not least, the question of securing compliance with the treaty
obligations. To this end, the participants in the Prague meeting deemed it
useful to continue bilateral contacts with the States members of NATO and with
other States, while also taking into consideration the possibility of dealing
with some questions multilaterally at a level and in forms acceptable to all.

I have teken the liberty of speaking at some length on the topic of the
proposed two-alliance treaty on the non-use of military force in view of its
expected positive effect on the intemrmational situation, and in particular for
maintaining and enhancing the policy of dialogue and understanding in Europe and
in the world. Needless to say, it would also greatly increase the prospects
of success of this Committee's endeavours.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to turn now to another
prauaing, high-priority item on the agenda of this body, namely, the question
of the elimination of chemical weapons. As is well knovm, that question has
traditionally figured prominently among the disarmament issues on which my country
has focused its attention, both around this conference table and in the
United Nations. At the thirty-seventh session of the United Nations
G?neral Assembly, I had the opportunity of putting on record Poland's satisfaction
with the productive results which this organ, through its subsidiary body, had
been able to score in 1982, Indeed, we hope that also in 1983, despite the
regrettable delay in the reactivation of the chemical working group, it will
prove possible to make a meaningful advance towards the long—overdue goal of
a multilateral convention on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. '
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1 of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, which — as
waaa we iovaasou — auuwsceded also a number of other priority items on“tﬁh agenda
of the Committee, urged this body to accelerate the elaboration of an international
convention on banning and liquidating chemical weapons. We believe that
constructive proposals and important concessions, especially with regard to the
scope of prohibition and verification in a future convention, made by the USSR,
both at the second special ses#sion of the United Nations General Assembly devoted
*n disarmament and again last February in the Committee on Disarmament, should
grzauly help in achieving early, positive results of the Committee's nearly.

15 years of efforts. The queétion of chemical weapons has its specifically
Buropean aspect, too. There ig the prospect of the imminent deployment by the
United States of the most lethal, binary weapons in Western Burope, on the
territory of some of its NATO allies. Bearing this in mind, in the Prague
Declaration the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty offered a constructive,
practical and far-sighted proposal. It provides for practical steps, parallel

to the efforts of this Committee, to be taken in order to rid Burope of these
weapons of mass annihilation. Poland and other States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty
welcome the interest shown in this idea on the part of a number of European
countries. Building upon this understandable interest, the socialist States are
prepared to initiate meaningful contacts with all interested States, including
States members of the NATO alliance, in order to arrange for a common consideration
of practical problems with a view to achieving the goal of a Europe free from
chemical weapons. This readiness of ours has been reaffirmed by the Foreign
Ministers of States parties to the Warsaw Treaty meeting in Prague last week.

We have no doubt in our mind that the successful outlawing of these weapons
from the continent of Europe would greatly contribute to the comprehensive ban
on chemical weapons which we in this Committee have been tirelessly seeking for
more than a decade.

I have referred in my statement only to selected matters connected with some
of the priority items on the Committee's agenda. In the opinion of the Polish
C¢omermment, these are matters of immediate urgency and utmost importance. Poland
continues to stand determined to make its active and constructive contribution
towards the cessation of the arms race, disarmament, the restoration and
consolidation of détente and of the climate of confidence in international relations
as well as the development of broad peaceful co-operation among States. This
determination is based upon the invarisble principles of the foreign policy of
the Polish People's Republic, upon our historical experience and best—conceived
national interest. This policy is being carried out in close collaboration with
our allies, in co-operation with the non-aligned countries and all other States
that are willing to go along this path.
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The (HATRMAN: The Chair thanks His Excellency the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs ef Poland for his contribution and for the kind werds addressed to.the Chair.
The Chair has five more speakers on the list for this morning — the reprgsentatives.of
the German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Sri Lanka, Kenya and the United Kingdom, and
I now call on the distinguished representative of the German Democratlc Republlc,

Mr, Thielicke, to take the floor. 5

Mr, THIELICKE (German Democratic Republic): Mr, Chairman, the head of my
delegation, Ambassador Dr, Herder, will socon take the opportunity to congratulate you
on your assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee for the month of April,
Permit me today to address two items on our agenda,

This week is devoted to a consideration of the prchibition of new types and
systems of weapons of mass destruction, which is by no means a new item,

Since 1975 it has been discussed at the sessions of the United Wations
General Assembly, in this Committee, in its predecessor and in other forums, Its
urgency has been emphasized in quite a number of United Nations resolutions.
Comprehensive and detailed draft treaties and working documents have been tabled by
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries in the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament and the Committee on Disarmament. Together with many other delegations,
ve have responded to arguments casting doubts on different aspects of the proposed
approach,

8o, there is no shortage of ideas concerning the prohibition of new weapons of
mass destruction., But the cuestion might be asked, why, then, have we not come ic an
agreement in this field?

Why have appropriate, business-like negotiations not even started, and why has it
not been possible to set up a group of experts? Obviously, here as in other cases,
one side is not yet ready to embark on such negotiations. Thus, one possible road to
forestall the arms race has not been sufficiently explored, and no positive actlon has
been taken,

But the vicious circle is going on —- new weapon systems provoke the creation of
new dangerous warfare doctrines, uncermine existing arms limitation agreements and
ongoing negotiations, and, last but not least, lead to the channelling of ever more-’
resources from peaceful to military purposes. In this forum of course it is not !
necessary to elaborate this in detail, BSuffice it to mention.one example which
clearly illustrates this dangerous process. Only recently the Administration of the
United States announced ite intention to begin what was called an "aggressive"
research and development programme on 2 ballistic missile defence system which is
supposed to materialize toward the end of this century.  Such a programme, obviously, is
part and parcel of plans to achieve military superiority by creating in- parallel an
offensive nuclear first-strike capability as well as a defensive strategic potentizl
which are to complement each other and make possible "succeseful" limited:or protracted
nuclear wars. At the cngoing Berlin Internztional Scientific Conference, "Karl Marx
and our time —- the siruggle for peace and social progress", the Head of State of the
German Democratic Republic, Erich Honecker, emphasized that "the most recent plans of
the United States to convert also outer space into a missile platform would only open
the doors to another escalalion of the arms race and increase the risk of war on
Earth'.

In advancing such a new AHM project, its inventors obviously hope to tzke
advantage of the state of the art in the field of the military application of lasers,
particle heams, microwave devices and others, It is alleged that the military use of
such veapons and devices would be confined to purely defensive purposes, a kind of
surgical operation against other weapons.
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DUT UIlS BEems 10 De Oy tha tlp of the iceberg, Particle-beam weapons,. for
example, could hardly be denied to have a mass ‘destruction potential. Nearly two
years ago, the head of my delegation, Ambassador Dr. Herder, underlined in this
Committee:

"Generally it is emphasized that particle-beam weapons should be used for
defensive purposes against such targets as satellites and missileg, Very often
it is forgotten that they could have a mass destruction capability against
biological targets as well, Such a weapon could be space-based and operate like
‘a large-scale neutron bomb., In this context a United States official was
quoted as saying, 'This would destroy a population without breaking a single
brick'.," (CD/PV.136, § July 1981).

So, there is a clear necessity to prevent such dangerous concepts as
particle-beam weapons, infrasonic weapons or weapons based on certain types of
electromagnetic radiation from entering military arsenals as new weapons of mags
destruction.

To embark upon serious work in this regard, we advocate the establishment of an
expert group to clarify questions connected with the scope of a comprehengive
agreement on the prohibition of new kinds and systems of weapons of mass destruction
and to review developments in this field, as called for by paragraph 77 of the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament.

Scientists all over the world are concerned about the escalating arms race,
particularly its qualitative aspect. Ever more they express their readiness to
shoulder their responsibility for peace and disarmament, Another proof of this was a
round-table conference which took place last week in Berlin, the capital of the
German Democratic Republic, organized by the World Federation of Scientific Workexrs,
About 40 scientists and peace researchers from 15 countries, including the
United States and West European countries, addressed the subject, "Science and the
qualitative arms race", Particular attention was directed to preventing the misuse
of new discoveries and scientific and technical achievements for military purposes,
including the creation of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, It
was stressed that the use of science and technology for exclu91vely peaceful purposes
should become a basic ethic principle,

Diplomats and politicians earnestly concerned about the future of mankind cannot
afford to neglect such appeals,

Let me summarize, To tackle in a practical manner the question of the prohibition
of new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction, my delegation favours the
following approach:

(a) The adoption of a declaration by the permanent members of the
Security Council as well as militarily significant States concerning the refusal to
create new types and systems of weapons of mass destruction;
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(b) The establishment of an ad hoc group of experts;

(¢) The conclusion of a comprehensive or "umbrella" agreement which would be
supplemented by a list of single types and systems of prohibited new weapons of mass
destruction;

(d) The conclusion of single agreements on the prohibition of specific new types
and systems of weapons of mass destruction, if this is deemed necessary.

Before I conclude, allow me to make some remarks with regard to the prohibition
of chemical weapons. In the course of this session my delegation has already
commented on recent regional initiatives which.have been motivated by the danger of
the production and deployment of new kinds of chemical weapons. At their recent
Prague meeting, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty member States
further developed the proposal to free Europe from chemical weapons,  The Ministers
expressed the readiness of the socialist countries to consider with other interested
States practical questions related to this objective, This would especially apply to
the scope and sequence of the relevant measures, the content of the commitments and
verification of their observance,

In this connection I should like to draw your attention to the proposal made by
my country on the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone in central BEurope.

These proposals have met with interest and response in many European countries.
At the same time we heard here in this Committee arguments according to which the
proposals in question would be bound to distract attention from a comprehensive
solution of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The recent Prague meeting gave an unequivocal and pertinent answer to those
arguments in stating that "the Warsaw Treaty member States continue to maintain that
the radical solution of the problem of the prevention of chemical war would be the
prohibition and the destruction of chemical weapons on a global scale". It was
emphasized that the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone, as a parallel measure,
should facilitate the achievement of this goal.

As far as the further negotiations on a chemical weapons ban in this Committee
are concerned, my delegation outlined on 22 February its approach aiming at
beginning a new phase in our negotiations. In the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons, we noted with interest the ideas of its newly appointed Chairman,
Ambassador McPhail of Canada, on the further proceedings .of the Group. We will
support all efforts directed at reaching quick results in drafting a chemical
weapons convention, Having this in mind we see much merit in a kind of "double
approach", i.,e., to draft in the Working Group and its contact groups the basic
provisions of the convention on which there is agreement, and to proceed with the
clarification of unresolved guestions as well as the elaboration of detailed
provisions connected with the implementation of the convention.

In the Working Group, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic will
actively take part in such work and elaborate on the issues in question,
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it the outset, Mr. Chairman, I would like to congratulate
yuu ovn your assuspuion oir uvne chairmanship of the Committee for .the month of April.
I would like to assure you of the full support of my delegation in your efforts to
achieve the results commonly desired.

My words of appreciation go also to Ambassador Skalli of Morocco. for his
efficient activity displayed as the Chairman for the previous month.

I would, in addition, like to join you, Mr. Chairman, in welcoming Deputy Minister
for Foreign Affairs Mr. Jaroszek, whose statement today was a contribution of great
value to our work.

" In my statement today, in connection with the item inscribed in our programme of
work, I would like to deal with the qualitative aspects of the arms build-up and
those of disarmament.

Let me start with a quotation. It goes like this: "... nothing was needed but
the political will to make the Treaty and to carry it out.” I am sure that there is
nothing extraordinary in this statement, as we could witness similar ones here in the
Committee on Disarmament, not to mention about other disarmament forums. Consequently,
there is nothing interesting about the fact that it was made here in Geneva. But
nevertheless what makes the above-mentioned statement so significant in the eyes of
my delegation as to cite it, is that it was made in September 1953, that is, half a
century ago, in the Assembly of the League of Nations, two months after the World
Disarmament Conference had broken off as a result of the failure to come to an
agreement, on other things, about a treaty on qualitative disarmament.

I do not want at this juncture to dwell upon the highly hypothetical question of
how far different would have been the path of subsequent events in the 1930s had the
conference adopted the treaty on qualitative disarmament. Let me rather point out
that although 1933 is separated from 1983 by 50 years and -- I do not hesitate
promptly to add ~- by the second world war, with all the differences one can find
many similar features in comparing the international situation now and then: similar
rapidly deteriorating international relations, a similar continuing build-up of
armaments, similar skyrocketing military expenditures, a similar stagnation of
international trade and disorder in monetary relations, and a similar concern about
the future on the part of world public opinion. And one should add legitimately to
the similarities, the same lack of agreement or, to be more precise, the same lack of
political readiness of some to come to an agreement about the limitation of the
qualitative arms build-up and about qualitative disarmament. Even some of the
arguments used nowadays to oppose qualitative disarmament seem to be really similar,
as if the years that have passed since that time and the severe lessons of subsequent
events have left them untouched.

Having made these introductory remarks, I would like to state the aims of my
statement today: I would like to refute, on the one hand, those arguments which,
alluding to the paramount character of national security, try to approve the justness
of the qualitative arms build-up carried out to the detriment of international
security, and on the other hand those counter-arguments which deny the feasibility
of a comprehensive or specific approach to qualitative disarmament negotiations,
referring to technical difficulties of different nature.
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P

" affairs in the field of qualitative disarmament from
the point of view of efforts which have been displayed to that end, we might have the
impression that significant steps have been taken in this field. As a proof of that
point, it may be recalled that on the gquestion of new typcs of weapons of mass
destruction, Malta initiated resolutions in thec United Nations General Assembly as
far back as 1969. Since 1975, when the Sovict Union proposed the conclusion of an
international agreement on that guestion and subnitted a draft of it as well, the
General Assembly has been dealing rcgularly with the question and adopted several
resolutions. The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and this Committee have
been considering the question since 1976. 1In spite of the fact that some delegations
rejeceted the approach of the socialist States aimed at a comprehensive treaty,
parallel with special agreecments to be concluded on specific weapons, the Committce
on Disarmament held a number of informal meetings on the subject with the participation
of experts, although it is only to be regretted that certain mcmbers failed to agrec
to the establishment of a group of qualified governmental experts to consider the
question.

Another set of examples of efforts to curb qualitatively the development of new
weapons can be identified as well: therc are agreements of that kind like the 1963
partial test-ban Treaty, the 1972 ABM Treaty, the 1974 threshold test-ban Treaty and
the 1979 SALT II Treaty.

But if we consider the zbove-mentioned disarmament efforts, not in themselves,
but in the degree to which they contributed to curbing the qualitative arms build-up,
the whole situation is far from being satisfactory. If, for cxample, we take into
consideration that after a quantitative arms build-up carried out in the course of
the early 1960s, one of the great powers shifted the cmphasis to qualitative factors,
and has generated and maintained the process which was characterized by Edward Teller
as "a racc of technology", a process which until recently has not ceased to yield
order-of-magnitude improvements of destructive capabilitics. The sole multilateral
negotiating body in the samc period of time, because of the unwillingness of certain
delcgations, has not been able to address adequately the problem of new types and
systems of weapons of mass destruction, either in a comprehcusive or in a specific
manner.

“As for the agrcements cited above as curbing the qualitative arms build-up, it
speaks for itself that one of the parties to the partial test-ban Treaty still, in
1983, considers as a long-term objective the obligations assumed by the provisions
of Article 1, subparagraph (b), of the Treaty. The threshold test-ban Treaty and
the SALT II Treaty have not entered into force because of the rcluctance of the same
State to ratify them, and probably no one fails to recall that the fate of the ABM
Treaty was brought into question not so long ago.

In order to assess the situation, let me review those technological developments
initiated by one of the great powers which could not but generate a qualitative arms
race in the past 10-15 years. In gencral, one may state that throughout that period
of time developments were not characterized by revolutionary breakthroughs but by
persistent and more or less steady advances in all the systems that constitute the
whole range of strategic offcensive armaments and anti-missile and space defensive
systems.
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In more concrete terms, I would 1ike to enumerate the following areas:

A major qualitative development called multiple independently targetable re-entry
vehicles (MIRVs) resulted in the early 1970s in a substantial increase in the number
of deliverable warheads on land-based and sea-bascd missiles.

Another development has been a significant increasce of missile accuracy during
the 1970s. That increased accuracy is to be further improved by the deployment of
manoeuvrable rc-cntry vehicles (MARVs) in the 1980s. As a result of technological
refinements, a twofold efficacity improvement in warhead yicld has been carried out.

Signiricant advances were made in the field of anti-submarine warfare ensuring
the attainment of a near real-time detection and location of submarines.

The air-, sea=-, and ground-launched cruise missiles represent another
technological development realized in the 1970s.

A new "stealth" technology has been developed during the same period of time
which, by reducing the radar cross-section of bombers and cruise missiles, enables
them to penetrate enemy air defence systems.

An additional item among major qualitative developments is the research and
development of a ballistic missile defence system culminating in the high-level
statement made on 23 March of this year about the objectives of the programme. This
is a subject on which my delegation had ample opportunity to dwell in a statement
made on 15 March. '

Research and development have been carried out at an accelerating pace to
achieve such near-term capabilities as ground-, air-, and space~based laser weapon
systems.

Onc should not fail to add that the 1970s brought about such weapons as the
enhanced radiation weapon (nuclear ncutron weapon) and the binary chemical weapon.

As a logical result of the review of what has taken place in the field of
military technology of strategic importance in the last 10-15 years, the question
nearly automatically arises: How does the State that initiated so many new rounds in
the arms race wish to have its security interest safeguarded by the utilization of
those qualitative developments? The basic principle and endeavour behind those
developments can be understood if we place the whole complex of technological advances
in a double context: the first one is the characteristics and capabilities of those
weapons; the second one is the effect they have on strategic concepts.

Having scrutinized the qualitative developments, we can state that as a result of
the qualitative build-up during the period under review, more accurate, sophisticated
and flexiblec weapon systems have emerged, breaking those technological limitations
which earlier made nuclear weapons unthinkable as useful instruments of political and
military power. As a result of that process and of some other changes in political-
military concepts, greater emphasis than ever before has been placed on the possibility
of fighting and winning nuclear wars to render the nuclear threat more credible. The
above-mentioned process characterized by the continuous shift -= using the authors'
terminology -~ "from deterrence to counterforce strategy" is raising several questions.
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iue pucialisu cuunuries, 1N statements delivered at the highest level, made it
clear a long time ago that they oppose deterrence, that is, the basing of seccurity on
the nuclear threat, and they treat it as a situation historically znd technologically
imposed upon them. At the same time we should nct forget that while the doctrine of
deterrence at least reckoned with some kind of equality between States concerning
possibilities, the shift in strategic concepts raises well-founded concerns as the
qualitatively new weapon systems, both those already developed and those under
development, fully coincide with the prercquisites of a pre-cmptive first strike.
Thus they can only be evaluated as an endeavour to obtain absolute strategic
supcriority. As a matter of fact, the following requirements necessary for a
pre-emptive first strike are enumerated in the 1981 SIPRI Yearbook: 'Most of an
enemy's rctaliatory capability must be destroyed quickly, efficiently and without
warning. This requires offensive weapons which cither reach their targets very quickly
or can approach their targets without detection. It requires highly accurate and
reliablc weapons which possess 2 high one-shot kill probability®. Further, it points
out the necessity of the defence of both military and civilian targets against those
reotaliatory forces which do remain.

And thus we have come to the quintessence of the subject, namely whether the
qualitative arms build-up at present being carried out really enhances the security
of the State involved, and in what manner it influences the security of other nations
and international stability as a wholc. First of all, there is a solid empirical
basis to prove that any kind of superiority, bc it gquantitative or qualitative, is
only a temporary onc. Onc can supposc that this axiom will retain its validity in
the future as well. At the same time, thc present cndeavours to gain gualitative
superiority are radically different from carlier ones as they direct the arms race
along the path of an ever-growing increcase in the relative advantages.of a pre-emptive
first strike. Thus, doubts about future intcntions are bececoming stronger than ever,
resulting in a situation characterized by a total lack of confidence and gecneral
insccurity. A situation like this may beccme fatal in a military or political crisis.
Even without bold fantasy one can imagine what consequences it would have in the event
of false alarms, especially if, as a result of the deplovment of new types of
ballistic missiles in western Europe, the warning time were to be reduced to six
minutes, a time-frame which has been necessary on secveral occasions to identify false
alarms. All that means that such aspirations not mercly fail to recognize the
principle of equality and cqual security which was generally agreed on in various
treaties, but, as we can see, they are detrimentzl to the sccurity of the State
involved. It might sound paradoxical but it is true that z relative increasc in
qualitative superiority actualily brings about a decrease in national security. The
world has reached the stage in the devclopment of military technology where the
strengthening of national security cannot be artifically separcted from the
strengthening of international security. It is our firm conviction that in the
period to come, national security can be enhanced only in crganic connection with
international security, and not through a gqualitative arms build-up but through a
qualitative arms limitation and disarmament. In order to achieve that aim,
qualitative arms limitation and disarmament must be an integral part of disarmament
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efforts s0 as to plug efficiently all future channels of the qualitative arms race.
Such an approach should, not exclude the qualitative limitation and prohibition of
concrete types and aystems of weapons. On the contrary, such an approach requires,

for example, the negotiation and conclusion of a set of individual agreements. Another
example of a comprehensive manner of handling the problem is to be found in

rcseluticen 37/77 B, in which the General Assembly called-for the renunciation of the
use of new discoveries and scientific and technical achievements for military purposes.

In the Pelitical Declaration adopted in Prague on 5 January of this yecar, the.
leading représentatives of ‘the: Warsaw Treaty member States emphasized that "the arms
race is advancing into a qualitatively ncw and much more dangerous stage involving
all kinds of weapons both nuclear and conventional and all types of military activity
and“affecting virtually all regions of the world" (CD/338, p.2). ' P

In view of the great dangers inherent in a new round of the qualitative arms race,
the world simply cannot afford to let meaningful. negotiations on the subject be
further blocked by some States which make allusions to technical problems of defindition,
classification or identification, as has been the case in the Committec on Disarmament
in connection with new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction. I do not
think it is difficult to recognize that therc are qualitatively new types and systems
of wcepons which are of strategic importance. The disarmament community should be
able to match the challenge posed to world security by thesc weapons if . States give'
up routine-like arguments over-emphasizing technical difficulties and abandon counter-
arguments opposing real and meaningful negotiations. This is not an casy task, but
results will justify our efforts if we succeed.

As an epilogue, permit me to single out the examplc of MIRV warheads to show
what the world community might gain from curbing the qualitative arms race. Recently
several politieians in the United States have realized that the technologically
generated arms race might backfire. They are proposing a wide variety of steps to
solve the problem. Former National Security Adviser and Secretary of Stafe, ;
Henry- Kissinger, in an essay published in Time magazine on 21 March, regommends a
dramatic' new approach to face the challenge of technology.  His proposal deserves the
utmost iritercst, not only becausc his plan would scrap all MIRVs -and. lnstead deploy
single-warhead mibsiles, but 'because he was one of the foster-fathers of the MIRVs.
One feels tempted to imagine how much the world eould have gained had the.decision-
makers at the appropriate moment been able to resist the temptation of the illusion
of greater security through technological superiority. Concerning the wastc of
material resources, it is a difficult and probably time-consuming task to evaluate
it. One is probably not wrong in guessing that it is not.a small amount of money.

It is éasier to tell the time~factor: it is nearly 20 years since the decision to

put MIRV warheads on United States submarine-launched ballistic missiles was taken

in 1964. It might mean as well that qualitative disarmament in that particular field
lags behind the arms build-up by at least 20 years or, to put it in another way, it
has talken nearly 20 years after identification to recommend concrete actiona to
abandon these wcapons, an argument which is not really in favour of thoae op9051ng the
comprchensive and preventive approach to new types and systems of weapons. The
simplest task is to estimate how much the world community should win from it in terms
of securlty, though security is not a category in the realm of the exact sciences.

The answer is* incredibly much.
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S I thanks Ambassador Komives for his contribution and for
the klnd words addresaed to the cutgolng and incoming chairmen, I now call upon
the distinguished representative of Sri Lanka, Ambassador Jayakoddy, to take the
floor. You have the floor, Mr. Ambassador.

Mr, JAYAKODDY (Sri Lanka): As this is the first time that the Sri Lanka
delegation is addressing this Committee in the month of April, permit me to
associate my delegation with the congratulations and welcome that have been extended
to you on your assumption of the chairmanship of this Committee for April, The
effective manner in which you are presiding over our deliberations, Mr. Chairman,
deepens. our confidence in your wise and experienced handling of the manifold duties
of the chairmanship of this Committee, My delegation wishes you further success
and assures you of its fullest co-operation, Permit me also to extend my delegation's
sincere appreciation to distinguished Ambassador Ali Skalli of Morocco for his
outstanding stewardship of the chairmanship of this Committee in the month of March,
The elegant gkill and understanding with which he successfully guided this
Committee's work was indeed confirmation of the excellence of the international
diplomacy of the Kingdom of Morocco, for which all of us here have the highest
regard, My delegation thanks distinguished Ambassador Skalli sincerely for his
valuable contribution, Allow me also to extend a warm welcome to the
Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Poland, His Excellency Mr, Henryk Jaroszek,
and express our appreczatlon of the contribution he hag made to this Committee's
work.

Mr. Chairman, as I may not be in Geneva for a few days next week, I seek the
indulgence of the Committee to address it on item 7 of our agenda, the prevention of
an arms race in outer space.

At last year's summer session of this Committee, the delegatlon of Srl Lanka
expressed in detail its views on item 7, the prevention of an arms race in outer
space. We tried to highlight what was taking place in the development of weapon
systems that are designed for use in outer space. We emphasized that at least one
system had reached operational capability, and that other weapon systems would fast
reach their full development and thus become overational. Our concern was that
these new weapon systems would soon be integrated into military doctrines and
strategies that included their use, thus converting outer space into an arena of
the arms race.

My delegation concluded that if the arms race in outer space had not coumenced,
then it was very close at hand, and if no concrete, urgent action was taken now to
prevent it, the world would find itself very soon in the midst of a situation that
would be far more complex and dangerous than what we face today.

In recent months, particularly during the last few weeks, there has been an
incessant flow of information, analysis and comment which confirms that the
apprehensions and fears that have been expressed in this Committee and outside it
about the extension of the arms race into outer space have not been exaggerated.
Many distinguished representatives in this Committee last year, and during the
current session, have presented us with striking evidence of developments that are
inevitably leading the world into an arms race outside this planet. I shall not
try today to regale this Committee with details of these developments as we are now
quite familiar with what is happening and what we can expect in future years up to
and into the next millennium. I shall restrict myself to quoting a few sentences °
from an article entitled "The decisive frontier'" appearing in Omni magazine in
November 1981 in which the author, Mr. Jerry Pournelle, says as follows: "It is
an unpalatable truth, but we must face it: before the end of this century ——
probably in this decade -- space weapons will end the balance of terror that
has made nuclear war 21l but unthinkable for the last 36 years. They will make
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} _ ose. undamaged victor could dictate terms to a .

disarmed and helpless loser". I have no comment to offer on these wWords excepf

to say I hope the author will not be proved correct. Since preparing this text I
have seen this morning's Herald Tribune and it is worth quoting from an article by
Flora Lewis on a recent conference held in London: "A small group of people,
including some top experts on space war, has held a conference near here on the
military use of space. Their chilling conclusion was that the military space age has
arrived and cannot be revoked.  The questions remaining are whether there will be
weapons in space and war in space'.

For my country, the prevention of the extension of the arms race into outer
space is a major political issue of our times. It is both a political issue and a
disarmament issue. Inherent in the political issue is whether the international
community intends to shut off outer space once and for all from the arms race and
thereby preserve it for peaceful purposes. Having saturated this planet with enough
explosive and incendiary power to blow it up and roast it many times over, do we
now intend to invade the heavens with new weapon systems so as to protect and
safeguard our nuclear arsenals down below? There are philosophical and moral aspects
to the issue, but they are not for this forum and therefore I shall bypass them.

But we must face up to the political issue that is invelved and we, as the Committee
on Disarmament, the only forum for multilateral disarmament negotiations, are the
appropriate body to negotiate on it as a disarmament issue.

Sri Lanka, a country without any space capability for the present or the
foreseeable future, has welcomed with appreciation the achievements of all space
powers in their civilian space programmes. We hope that they will contimue and
benefit the world as a whole. It therefore comes as a disappointment to us to know
that a State with major space capabilities has decided to commence research on an
anti-ballistic¢ missile syastem to be used for defensive purposes in outer space. The
concept underlying the system envisaged is not new and has been around for several
years in different forms. But what is new and significant is that the decision to
start research amounts to begimming the first stage in a familiar four-stage process
with regard to new weapon systems, It begins with research, which of course comes
out of what is felt to be a perceived need. Then follows development, with
simulated testing followed by acquiring operational capability. Inevitably, there
then arises the pressure to deploy. Once deployed and forming part of strategy and
tactics, there is proliferation, quantitative and qualitative. And after’'a time-lag
during which unlimited resources would have been spent will come moves to dismantle
and eliminate the system, either through bilateral negotiations or perhaps as an
item on the agenda of work of this Committee because more reliable, more effective,
more destructive systems Have been developed.,

The decision I referred to, coming as it does at a time when concern and
apprehension about the extension of the arms race into outer space are high and
widespread, complicates even more the complexities that are involved in safeguarding
outer space for peaceful purposes. We hope that reason, and the awareness of the
responsibility that goes with being a State with major space ‘capabilities, will
prevent action that can lead to an extension of the arms race into outer space.

This Committee last year and earlier in this session has addressed item 7 both
in plenary and in informal meetings. At the thirty-sixth and thirty-seventh sessions
of the United Nations General Assembly, too, the issue has been examined. To my
delegation it appears that there are at present three different approaches teo the
issue prevailing in the Committee. Let me take them up in ascending order.
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; 1 I regretfully characterize as the passive or do-little
1pproach, suggests that item 7 remain on the Committee's .agenda and that it is of
some importance. At the same time, it is said that item 7 is a highly complex

igsue, very technical, and that the Committee has no experience of negotiating
disarmanent issues relatlng to outer space. Inherent in this approach is the view
that the item be discussed and debated further in the Committee both in plenary and
informal sessions, but there is no willingness or readiness to recognize the need

for setting up a subsidiary body of the Committee to negotiate on the issue. If

this approach is followed by the Committee the outcome would be that all of us could
have excellent opportunities for spelling out 1,001 scenarios of coming star-wars

and perhaps transform this Committee into being a learned society on outer space.

But the Committee will make no progress .in tackling the substance of the issue. The
Committee'!'s immobility in adopting any meaningful action will be matched on the
outside with the intense pursuit of developments which will make it even more
Jifficult Yo initiate action, as desired by the great majority of States, on the
prevention of an arms race in outer space.

To

My delegation regrets the contimuation of this approach in the Committee.
limit ourselves to debating, discussing and exchanging of views on what is
manifestly a serious concern about preventing a danger to humanity before it grows
more threatening and irreversible, is an abdication of our responsibilities towards
the living and the generations that are to follow. In the early years after the
Becond World War, countries such as mine were either newly independent or still
colonies, and we had no voice in disarmament negotiations. We were innocent
bystanders whilst the nuclear arms race started and gathered momentum. The mushroom-
like clouds from the mmclear-weapon tests lifted and we found ourselves hostages of
the nuclear-weapon States. But now the picture is significantly different. We have
found seats in this forum -- the only forum for multilateral disarmament negotiations
~-- and i%¥ is our intention to act vigorously and persistently in pressing for
meaningful action towards preventing an arms race in outer space before it is too
late. My delegation is not alone in this. The majority of States members of this
Committee have told us that they cannot rest satisfied with the passive approach of
doing little. Thcy have called for a morc positive attitude to be shown. We irust
that this call will not be rejected.

The second qpproach that we find, the intermediate one, contains more positive
elements. It encompasses the desire to set up a subsidiary body of this Coumittee
to negotiate an agreement related to one weapon system that is now operational or o
a restricted number of aspects of the entire issue of preventing an arms race in
outer space. The chief characteristic of this approach is that it fragments and
compartmentalizes the main issue and presses for urgent action on aspects that it
identifies as of highest priority. But it fails to give due consideration to the
fact that in the prevention of an arms race in outer space there are many aspects
that are interrelated and linked inextricably, aspects that must be taken up
together, and that fragmentation contributes to delaying and avoiding a comprehensive
look at the entire issue. Once again the argument of complexity and lack of
expertise in the Committee on negotiating disarmament relating to outer space arises,
but this in itself cannot be an insurmountable obstacle,
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My delegation welcomes the initiatives that have come from a rumber of States
that can be identified as supporting this intermediate approach. These initiatives
have helped to give better shape and direction to our deliberations and to shed light
on the complexities that we shall face. But my delegation wishes to stress that a
partial, fragmented approach avoids the main issue, viz., addressing ourselves to
preventing an arms race in all its aspects, and I repeat, in all its aspects, in
outer space. The information that has been presented to this Committee this year and
last year, what is known publicly about developments that are now under way, the
consequences of such developments and the repeated concern that has been expressed
by the international communlty cannot be ignored or responded to by partial measures
alons.

I now oome o the third approach with which my delegation is fully aBSOciatEd-
The elements in this third approach, the comprehensive one, are:

(i) It looks at the issue as a single integrated one that is made up of
. several aspects;

(ii) It addresses itself to sealing off outer space in its entirety as an arena
of the arms race;

(iii) It calls for the setting up of a subsidiary body of the Committee as the
vehicle for carrying out negotiations to draft an agreement or agreements,
as appropriate, to prevent the extension of the arms race 1nto outer
space;

(iv) It is flexible in its forrulation, providing for taking up on a priority
basis, if that is called for, particular aspects of the issue within a
comprehensive, all-inclusive framework;

(v) By being comprehensive it is not discriminatory or weighted to one side,
and

(vi) It has the expressed support of the overwhelming majority of States
- members of the United Nations and in this Committee.

This approach; in our view, offers the best prospects for this Committee to
respond as it should in working for the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The Group of 21 proposed this approach in this Committee last year and it is
presented in document CD/329. It will be recalled that at the thirty-seventh session
of the United Nations General Assembly a group of non-aligned and neutral countries
and a group of socialist countries co~sponsored resolution 37/83 on the prevention of
an arms race in outer space, which was adopted by 13€ votes in favour, 7 abstentions
and one against. Paragraph 6 of that resolution states that the General Assembly

"Purther requests the Committee on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc working
group on the subject at the beginning of its session in 1983, with a view to
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undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements,
as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space'.

The United Nations General Assembly has thus in clear terms communicated its
request to this Committee. We' are aware that in certain circles it is fashionable
to attach little weight to United Nations General Assembly resolutions ahd to give
them a minimum of attention or even less consideration. Dut the General- Assembly
s%ill remains one of the main channels by which the wishes of member States can be
commnicated to this Committee. If we in the Committee pay little regard to the
requests of the General Assembly, we might be confronted with a situation where all
States Members of the United Nations would want membership in this Committee, or may
choose to come here as observers, to get their concerns heard. UMy delegation
defends very strongly the autonomous character of this Committee and its ripght to
order and organize its work in independent fashion. But this Committee does not
work in a world of its own -- in a vacuum that it might choose to create for itself.
It works in the international political environment and must be responsive to and
reflect the concerns of the overwhelming majority of mankind. It must listen to
and respond constructively to what comes out of the annual gathering of States!
representatives at the United Nations. It must therefore respond positively to
resolution 37/83.

In this Committee there is very broad support for the approach contained in
the Group of 21's proposal. This support comes not only from the Group of 21. The
group of socialist countries in this Committee, which have submitted their own
proposals here and which were co-sponsors of General Assembly resolution 37/83, I
believe hold a view not different from that held by the Group of 21.

I+t is my delegation's view that the deliberations of this Committee on item 7
up to now have provided adequate substance and demonstrated strong political will
to set up a subsidiary body, an ad hoc working group, on the basis of the Group of 21
proposal, with the kind of wandate suggested in document CD/329. The setting up of
ad hoc working groups is now a tested and proven method for deepening this Committee's
work on an agenda item, and for moving from the general area {io the speecifics of an
issue. As we all know, disarmament negotiations when conducted through a subsidiary
body of the Committee envisage a preliminary stage when we must deal with defining
the issue with clarity and precision, identifying aspects and focusing on
interrelationships and linkages. It involves fixing elements and priorities and
profiling components with a view to giving the proper weight, dimensions and
recognition to all zspects of the issue. The essential prerequisite of agreeing on
language, to be sure that we all attach a common meaning to the words we use, must
be heavily underlined at the beginning. The Committee has accumulated invaluable
experience and expertise in negotiations through the subsidiary bodies. In calling
for the setting up cf an ad _hoc working group on item 7, the Group of 21 proceeds
from this experience. The lack of success on some items in ad hoc working groups
need not deter us from choosing similar mechanisms for resolving the issues that
still confront us.

May I now say a few words about the complexity of the issue and the need for
technical expertise. Every issue that comes before us is complex and in different
degree they all call for technical expertise. Several delegations in the
Committee have already expressed their intention and even readiness to come before
this Committee with the technical expertise that may be required on item 7. It is
the view of my delegation that the members of the Committee can decide and organize
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vic 1usw auu wouarsvics wy which it can benefit from technical expertise.. No.single
method or form needs to be considered sacrosanct to the extent 'that it must be:
adopted Pecause it was the mode in the past. The Committee must not be bound by
past practice alone. It should be inventive and innovative in deciding on the
modal;tles ot securlng the technlcal expertise that it may require.

My delegation thereforq hopes that the Committee this year will reach a
¢ongensus on the scetting up of an ad hoc‘working group on the basis of what is
proposed in document CD/329. In the event of this being realized, my delegation
would suggest that the ad hoc working group address itself to the folloWLng

Flrstly, negotiations to draft a comprehen51ve agreement or agreemcnts, as
approprlate, to prohibit

_(a) The'etationing_in orbit around the Earth, on any celestigl body or at any
other location in outer space of any weapon which has been designed to inflict injury
or cauge any other form of damage on the Earth, in the atmosphere or on obaects
placed in space; and

(b) The testlng, production, deployment or use of any space-based, alrubased
or ground-based weapons system which is designed to damage, destroy or interfere
with the functioning .of any space-craft of any nation.

It is hardly necessary to emphasize that this work involves examlnlng and
establlshlng adequate and effective measures for verifying compllance with the
terms of any agreement or agreements that will be negotiated.:

Secondly, the ad hoc werking group would start examining the-feasibility:
of extending article IV of the outer space Treaty of 1967 to include a ban on all
kinds of weapons from space, including all weapons based in space:for use against
any target and all anti-satellite weapons regardless of where they are based. -

We are confldent that such a start is feasible and reflects the de31re of the
United Nations General Assembly as expressed in resolution 3?/85. The Committee, in
our view, has an excellent opportunity either to begin on a meaningful course of
action or to remain deadlocked and divided on the issue.

Finally, may I address a few words, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to the
digtinguished representatives of the United States and the USSR. Your countries
possess the major space capabilities. . Through the excellence of your scientific,
technical and technological cadres and the willingness of your two governments to
invest very large resources, even in times of unprecedented world econdomic turmoil,
you have contributed immensely towards realizing what is perhaps mankind's oldest
dream ~-- discovering, exploring and benefiting from outer space. You have the
biggest responsibility in preventing outer space from becoming 'a new arena of the
arms race.- That responsibility can be truly carried out by a resumption.of your
bilateral talks that faded away in 1979, and by assisting this Committee fully .to
initiate and follow through active, meaningful work on item 7 of the agenda. .

My delegation is confident that both your countries will respond pOSLtlvely to the
challenge and the opportunity that is before you.
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_ thanks the distinguished representative of Sri Lanka,
Ambassador Jayakoddy, for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the
Chairman for the month of March and to the Chairman for the month of April,

Dlstlngulahed delegates, it has in the meantime become apparent that we shall
not be able to conclude today's debate before 1 o'clock. Since there are not only
two more speakers on the list, but also a number of procedural items to be dealt
with, .the Chair would therefore propose that we deal with the procedural items now,
and asL the distinguished representatives of Kenya and the United Kingdom to
reserve their interventions until 3.30 this afternoon, vhen the session will be
resumed. This would also imply that the Contact Group on Principles of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament could only take place
after — immediately after — the closure of this afternoon's continued
plenary session, and that the meeting of the informal working party on procedures
which was scheduled for 3.30 this afternoon will also commence only after the
closing -of today's formal session. If that can meet with the approval of delegates,
I would then propose to invite the Cormittee now to consider two requests for
partlclpatlon in our work received from non-member States.

I have requested the secretariat to circulate draft decisions which are
contained respectively in Working Papers Nos. 96 and 97. In conformity with the
practice followed by the Committee, we shall take up those requests in chronological
order., 1e first request is from Denmark; it is dated 6 April 1983, and the
relevant draft decision is contained in Working Paper No. 96. If there is
no objection, I will consider that the Committee adopts the draft d901slon in
Working Paper No, 96, q/ Is there any objection?

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAN. The second request, dated 7 April 1983, has been received from
Viet Nam and the draft decision appears in Working Paper No. 97. 2/ If there is no
objection, I will take it that the Committee adopts the dr:ft decision. Is there
any? -- the USSR.

1/ "In response to the request of Denmark (CD/376) and in accordance wita
rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Committee decides to invite the.
representative of Denmark to participate during 1983 in the discussions on the
substantive items on the agenda at plenary and informal meetings of the Committee,
as ‘well as in the meetings of the ad hoc working groups established for the
1983 session. '

"With reference to the agenda of the Committee for the 1983 sessien the
representative of Denmark is invited to indicate in due course the particular
concerns of Denmark." :

~ 2/ "In response to the request of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam (CD/377)
and in accordance with rule 54 of the rules of procedure, the Committee on
Disarmament ‘decides to invite the representative'of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam
t6 make a statement on item 4 of the agenda, 'Chemical weapons', at the
215th plenary meeting, to be held on 19 April 1983.%
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sany swmamseas (vesusns ve DOViet Socialist Republics) (tranagted from Rgsian):

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I should like to suggest a small drafting amendment

to the text that has been distributed. I think it would be advisable to insert the
words "the representative of", so that the third line of the text reads: "to invite
the representative of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam ...".

The CHATRMAN: The Chair thanks Mr. Nazarkin for that proposal. Would that
small correction meet with any objections? It appears not — is there any
delegation wishing to take the floor on this proposal? The distinguished
representative of China, Mr, Tian Jin, you have the floor.

My, TIAN JIN (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr., Chairman, the Chinese
delegation wishes to make the following statement.

Concerning the request made by Viet Nam to allow it to send someone to speak
at the Committee on Disarmament on the International Symposium on Herbicides and
Defoliants in War held in Ho Chih Minh City, we have had occasion to express our
views. We do not think it necessary to bring up such a specific question time and
again, Since other countries made no objection to the request by Viet Nam to make
a statement at one of our plenary meetings, the Chinese delegation went along with
the consensus. However, the Chinese delegation would like to reiterate that
China's position towards the requests of non-member States to participate in the
work of the Committee on Disarmament is consistent and unchanged and that it is
also known to all the delegations.

The CHATRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of China for
his contribution and I understand that it'does not constitute an objection to a
consensus decision on this issue. May the Chair therefore take it that the
Committee adopts the draft decision? '

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAN: Thirdly, the secretariat has circulated today at my request a
timetable for meetings of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies during next
week. As usual, the timetable is merely indicative and may be adjusted as we
proceed. If there is no objection, I will consider that the Committee adopts
this timetable. £ b e e T m o e

It was so decided,

The CHATRMAN: In addition to the meetings scheduled in connection with the
.Committee's work, I may also note that informal consultations have been convened
by the Chairman of the United Nations Disarmament Commission in Conference Room I
next Tuesday at 4 p.m. Finally, distinguished delegates, the Chair has been
asked by several delegations to summarize the debates, both formal and informal,
that took place on the issue of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Nuclear Test Ban, and believes that it would indeed be useful to do so.
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After the debate that took place in the plenary sessions of the Gommlttee on
5 and 7 April and last Tuesday's informal exchange of views, it has once again
become cléar that a number of delegations hold the view that the existing mandate
of the Ad Hoc Working -Group is too narrow and that its scope should therefore be
widened. Other delegations are of the opinion that the present mandate has not
nearly been exhausted and that a great deal of useful work can still be done
under’ this present mandate. Consequently, no consensus has emerged on a revision
of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, either by
drawing on the proposal tabled by the Group of 21 in 1981 (document CD/181),
since then revised by India, or on the draft proposed by the group of socialisgt
countries in Working Paper No. 95.

While recording this conclu51on, which of course does not rule out further
informal contacts on this issue, it would be remiss not to note some constructive
trends that in my view emerged from our consultations. It became clear that:

(2) making further progress towards a nuclear test ban remains the
undisputed goal of the Ad Hoc Working Group, and that

(v) the substantive elaboration of essential prerequisites for a treaty
is recognized as specifically contributing to this goal. -

Those delegations vhich supported the present mendate at the time of its
conception, a mandate that lays emphasis on issues relating to verification and
compliance, continue to do so. At the same time, these delegations have
confirmed that they do not intend in any way to bar other delegations from
forwarding views on particular issues that, in their opinion, have a beidring on
the verification and compliance aspects of the prospective treaty as a whole. .
This flexibility would seem to open the way for a broadly ranging substantive
examination by the Working Group, under its present mandate, of most, if not all,
essential and relevant issues relating to that point on the agenda.

The Chair firmly hopes that the clarification thus obtained will assist
the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group in carrying out his important task in
a constructive spirit.

Mr, NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish)s Ifr. Chairman, my
delegation has taken note of the summary you have just given us, and I should like
to state that we deeply regret that, in spite of the extensive support given to
the proposal of the Group of 21 contained in document CD/161, it has not proved
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in the Committee on the establishment of a working
group to negotiate on provisions relating to the scope, verification of compliance
and the final clauses of a treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests.

Since we are discussing questions of procedure, I should like to take
advantage of the occasion to ask you a question about a proposal made at an
earlier plenary meeting by the distinguished alternate representative of Mexico,
acting in her capacity as co-ordinator of the Group of 21, when she requested the
Chairman of the Committee to hold consultations at 1nformal meetings with a view
to the setting up of two working groups on item 2 of our agenda, one on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament and the other on the
prevention of nuclear war, My delegation would be grateful if you could tell us,
Mr, Cheirman, as far as you are able, how you intend to proceed with respect to
that request.

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thanke the distinguished representative of Cuba
for his intervention and is pleased to reply to lMr, Nufiez Mosquera's question.
This matter is indeed the subject of informal consultations; it will be further
discussed at a meeting of the co-ordinators cf the various groups and China which
is scheduled for tomorrow morning, when this will be a specific issue to be dealt
with in that informal consultation. The Committee will, of course, be informed
as early as possible of the plans that exist or may emerge in that respect. The
distinguished representatzve of- the German Democratic Republic has asked for the
floor: I am pleased to give it.to him.

Mr, THIELICKE (German Democratic Republic): Mr. Chairman, you just made a
statement on the mandate of the nuclear test ban Working Group. Could I request
you kindly to distribute that statement?

The CHATRMAN: The Chair will be pleased to comply with that request. If
there are no further requests for the floor at this moment, I will suspend the
meeting until 3.30 this afternoon.

The meeting was suspended at 12,45 p,m,, and resumed at 3,30 p.m,
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_ Ry wasd) N [PLODATY meez"ting of the Committee on Disarmament
is resumed. '

The Ccmmittee will now listen to those speakers who very kindly agreed to defer
their statements this morning in view of the time limitations imposed upon us, and
I am pleased to call upon the first speaker for this afternoon, Mr. Don Nanjira
of Kenya. You have the floor, Sir.

Mr. DON NANJIRA (Kenya): Mr. Chairman, it is amazing how paradozes and
taradoxical situations have become so overwhelmingly numerous in the discussions and
negotiations held on the problems of disarmament, development and internmational
security. The expression "great powers" or "major powers" is a political expression
which, for the past 38 years at least, has been associated with those States
members of the international community which, because of their "greatness" in wealth
and political status and power in the world, and the "victorious™ role they played
in the Second World War, were given the heavy and primary responsibility of
maintaining international peace and security. So, they proudly accepted their
baptism of "custodians of the peace", the "victorious powers" and the like., And
obviously, proudest among them were two which, for very obvious reasons, assumed the
super-name of "superpowers". It is fascinating to note the definition of the
expression "superpower". An authoritative dictionary has defined superpower as
power, especially mechanical or electric power on an extraordinary scale secured
by the linking together of a number of separate power systems, with a view to more
efficient and economical generation and distribution.

If I may paraphrase this definition, it is not difficult to see the conditions
for the successful functioning of a system to which the superpowers belong. .
PFirst, they ought to cultivate trust and confidence in each other and collaborate
through contact, consultation and co-ordination, as well as harmonization of their
activities. Secondly, they should not use their potentials and potentialities for
destructive purposes. And thirdly, they ought to aim at efficiency and not
extravagance, as well as sharing their possessions with others for peaceful
purposes.

Tor, what greatness is there in being wealthy in the.midst of poverty,
inequality and human misery? What greatness is there in talking about world peace
and security and in claiming to be a custodian of the pedce when insecurity surrounds
all, and wars and armed conflicts occur while the great and the powerful watch and
are unable to assure even a durable cease~fire? What greatness is there in
squandering colossal amounts of money on armaments which are incapable of buying
enduring peace and security?

Sentiments have been expressed herein and elsewhere that "1983% is going to be
a crucial year for disarmament". But, if I may ask, what is going to make 1983
"a crucial year" for disarmament, and when exactly will this be? Will the year be
"erucial" for disarmament, or for armament? How can it be "erucial" for
disarmament when the war of words and tensions in BEast-West relations and over
nuclear weapons are already exceptionally intense? We are already in mid-April,
and before long the summer will arrive, and soon thereafter, in the autumn, we shall
have to report to the thirty-eighth session of the Generzl Assembly on the work of
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LILLE WOLMLL LLEE LU 170D, what will have hap'pened b}r then? Shall we be in a
position to present to the General Assembly this coming autumn a revised text of
the comprehensive programme of disarmament, even with less brackets than it has
now? If we cannot answer this question in the affirmative, then why talk about
1983 being a crucial year for disarmament? Surely, we would be better off to wish
that 1983 be a critical year for disarmament. But words alone will not bring
this about. The significance of such a year for disarmament can only lie in
action — the type of action that has been called for by the recently concluded
seventh summit Meeting of the non-aligned nations and the type of action that is
called for by those who are genuinely and seriously interested in disarmament
negotiationa.

It so happens that the Committee on Disarmament has a list of "permanent"
areas of work, better known 'as the "decalogue" ahd that the flexibility of
the Committee's rules of procedure allows us to address any of the items in the
decalogue at any time and in any form we deem fit. A grand design indeed. But
supposing we did not have such rules of procedure, how on earth would we have
justified the kind of situation that persisted in this Committee for seven to
eight long weeks? If the Committee cannot agree on mere procedural issues for
such a length of time —— and I would add here that it was 16 weeks altogether, if
we take into account the informal consultations that were held on the Committee's
agenda and work programme for 1983, beginning on 30 November 1982 in New York —
if it has taken so long and to date we have not been able to resclve these issues
the way we should, then I wonder how long it will take us to agree on a comprehensive
muclear test-ban treaty, I wonder how long it will take us to agree on the
cesgation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament; I wonder how long it
will take us to agree on a comprehensive programme of disarmament; I wonder how -
long it will take us to agree on the prevention of nuclear war, to mention but
several of the issues before the Committee for negotiation, and, most of all, T
wonder how long it will take us to agree on and attain complete and general
disarmament under effective international control.

Procedure, then, and the lack of commitment on the part of some, as well as
their unwillingness to negotiate and translate into concrete action their
utterances and even decisions and resolutions of the international community, have
become the greatest enemy and the greatest impediments to progress in the work of
this Committee. By the time the Committee convened on 1 February for the first
part of its 1983 session, I had sensed the mood reigning then among the delegations
and that was why I hastened to make my delegation's first statement at the very
first meeting of this session of the Committee. In that statement, I said, among
other things:

"Thus ... 1 have the following practical proposals to make: —

One: we should dismiss, i.e., decide on, procedural issues as soon as
possible and adopt our work programme for this session of the Committee
this week ...

Two «.. I hold the view that the existing subsidiary bodies should be
Te-established on an automatic basis at the beginning of every session

of the Committee, unless a decision is taken to the contrary prior to the
convening of the session, which decision would, for instance, call for the
suspension or abolition of a given subsidiary body of the Committee.”
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That sentiment was expressed once'again by the YngOSlav delegatlon a month and two
days later, on 3 March, and has since then been cited as the Yugoslav proposal in
the follow1ng words:

"”he Commlttee should, in the view of my [l.P. the Yugoslav] delegatiOn,
reach an agreement most urgently .... Such an agreement should stlpulate
that, once an item has been placed on the agenda or 'a working group with
an already existing mandate established, they should be automatlcally

-renewed at the beginning of each year's session of the Committee."

My delegation looks forward impatiently to participating in discussions aimed
at enhancing the competence of the Committee on Disarmament to tackle the questions
brought before it for resolution. No one who is genuinely and seriously concerned
about the early conclusion of the’ work of. this Committee — the single mltilateral
Committee charged with the heaviest reapons;blllty of paving the way for the very
survival of humankind itself — can be proud of the Committee's performance, when
it takes 15 weeks to finalize its agenda, and 16 weeks to finalize a work programme
for its current session. One hopes that that will never happen again. We hope-
that the Committee will find and indeed devise a'better and faster way of disposing
,of such difficulties. We hope, Mr. Chairman, that you will do your utmost to’
secure agreement on procedural issues before the Committee meets for its summer
session. Even if it would mean your 1n1t1at1ng now informal consultations "on
the agenda and work programme for the Committee's summer session of 1983, my
delegation would fully support such a move. Even if it would mean subaectlng
these questions to a separate discussion now, in order to avoid future procedural
wrangles on these issues’ within the Committee, I would fully support 'such a move.
Even if it would mean adopting now a procedural rule which would obligate the
Committee to decide at its previous session on’ the agenda and work programme for
the Committee! s pnext session,.I would fully support such a move.

And sa, Mr. Chalrman, x congratulate you most 31ncerely on your assumptlon of
the Committee! 8. chairmanship for the month of April. I am fully aware of the
valuable contrlbutlon your delegation has made to the work of the Committee. My
delegation hence looks forward to the impartial and effective leadership you will
be giving us during this session and indeed in the intersessional period. I
pledge to you, Sir, the fullest co-operation and support of the Kenya delegation,

Permit me also, Mr, Chairman, to express the deep and sincere gratitude of
my delegation ta your predecessor, Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, for the
outstanding job he did during the month of March. We are proud of his untiring
efforts which resulted in the removal of the impasse 'and in the meeting of minds
on the agenda and work programme for the Committee's spring session of 1983.

The item concernlng dlsarmament and development is almost dormant on the agenda
of the Committee., = In fact, it is so very rarely talked about in the Committee
that it appears as if it were non-existent!  Thanks to the efforts of a few
observers, however, delegations are reminded about the item from time to time.
And here, permit me to pay a sincere tribute to the work done by Mr. and Mrs. Whittle
of the Quaker Liaison Office in Geneva. ©Peter and Margaret Whittle have regularly
and consistently organized informal get-togethers to discuss issues of disarmzment,
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including the fundamental question of disarmament and development. I very much
appreciate your efforts, Mr. Chairman, and my delegation urges you and of course
the Whittles, whom I don't see —=- I thought they would be here this afternoon —
and I urge you, Mr,., Chairman, and I urge them to continue with your efforts and
their involvement because I do know that the sentiments and words expressed at
meetings —— those meetings which Mr, and Mrs. Whittle organize at their house —
those words and those sentiments do not fall on deaf ears as they do so often in
this Committee.

Let us make no mistake about this: +the talk about peace and security has
little or no meaning, and world peace and security are unattainable, unless and
until the problems of poverty, hunger and inequality, malnutrition and ignorance,
illiteracy and ill-health, unemployment, you name them all — the socio-economic
problems that cause human misery — are tackled and resolved. Ignorance breeds
fear and violence; hunger breeds desperation and violence; poverty and
inequality breed envy, demoralization, crime and violence; unemployment breeds
deprivation, want, civil disobedience and violence. Poverty, hunger, ignorance,
inequality and their derivatives breed insecurity, and the latter always calls
into being, always prompts national as well as international consequences.

Today, then, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, and of course under rule 30
of the Committee's rules of procedures, I wish to address myself to the question
of disarmament and development. I must hurriedly add that, as a delegation, we
attach the greatest importance to this item VII on the Committee's decalogue.

The reduction of military budgets, item V of the decalogue, is closely related to
item VII. We shall discuss it here and elsewhere, in the appropriate forums of
the United Nations. To the great surprise of many of us, some delegations herein
participating have refused to acknowledge the close interconnection that exists
between disarmament and development. They have even argued that attainment of
gsocio-economic development and of the over-all New International Economic Order

is not, and camnot be, an objective of our disarmament negotiations! For those
delegations, the advice is simple: take trouble to consult the numerous and
relevant literature, including United Nations documentation on the subject. Let
us look at a few examples.

For many years, the General Assembly of the United Nations has called for
the reduction of military budgets in favour of the social and economic development
of all nations and peoples, but in particular of the developing countries,
Already in 1950, in its resolution 380 (V) of 17 November 1950, for instance, the
General ‘Assembly sitressed, in operative paragraph 2, point (2) (d), the necessity
for every nation to agree "to reduce to a minimum the diversion for armaments of
its human -and economic resources and to strive towards the development of such
resources for the general welfare, with due regard of the under-developed areas of
the world". For ten years, between 1954 and 1964, the call for reductions in
military budgets was constantly made at the United Nations, and whether the
reductions would be made unilaterally or through legally binding intermational
agreements, the central message was always the same: it makes absolute sense to
deploy the scarce resources (human, material and financial resources) on socio-
economic development rather than for destructive purposes.
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wis s vaes avwvawvauny «9516 (XV) adopted by the General Assembly on
15 December 1960, the Secretary-General of the United Nations was requested to
examine, among other things:

The national economic and social consequences of disarmament in countries
having different economic systems and being at different stages of economic
development, as well as in different economic situations, in order to absorb the
human and material resources released from military uses;

The possibility of adopting corrective measures with respect to structural
imbalances in national economies through, inter alia, expanded capital assistance
to underdeveloped countries;

The lﬁpact of disarmament on international economic and trade relations, and
espeCLally its 1mpact on the trade of the underdeveloped or developing countriess
and

The utilization of resources released by disarmament for the purpose of economic
and social development, in particular of the developing countries.

The guestion of reductions in military expenditures was also the subject of
a proposal contained in a memorandum on disarmament presented by the French
delegation as far back as July 1955 at the so-called Geneva Summit of July 1955,
which was attended by the Heads of State of France, the United Kingdom, the
Soviet Union and the Unlted States of America, The French initiative was most
welcome, because it proposed that the resources made available by reductions in
military budgets be used in whole or in part to assist underdeveloped countries.
Another similar initiative was crowned with a General Assembly resolution 914 (X),
adopted later in the same year (1955), in which a request was made for the
publication and exchange of information regarding military expenditures and
budgets, and the States concerned, especially Canada, France, the USSR, the
United States and the United Xingdom -~ which had become members of the Sub-Committee
of the Disarmament Commission that was formed on 19 April 1954 — were urged to
study the French proposals for the allocation of funds resulting from disarmament
for improving the standards of living everywhere in the world but in particular in
the developing or less developed countries., The subsequent years saw many other
calls for such allocations and reallocations for socio-economic development.

.But unfortunately, the popularity of the idea of reducing military expenditures
-was overshadowed by a new phase of the arms race. The turning point occurred in
1962, On the one hand, tensions in East-West relations intensified the mistrust
between the NATO and Warsaw Treaty alliances and thereby prompted an acceleration of
the arms race. (Today, 20 years later, we seem to be experiencing a similar’
situationl) On the other hand, around 1962 decolonization had reached a point of no
return and had, in fact, become an irresistible force on the international scene.
Thenceforth, the demands for decolonization, disarmament and development became very
closely interrelated and had, as they have now, their fortress in the third world.

Since then, the most earmest call for disarmament in favour of development, in
particular of the developing countries, has always come from the third world. Only
very rarely indeed, as I have said, does one hear of a genuine pronouncement on the
issue from the countries of the North. When FMr. Andreani of France addressed this
Committee on 10 March 1983, he raised my hopes, but he did not, unfortunately,
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elaborate on his.remark. He said: -"The question of disarmament and development
today constitute the ‘two main objectives of co-operation between the nations.

Mrs. Gandhi has just reaffirmed this at the opening.of the summit meeting of the
non-aligned countries". - Again, two important'statements emanating from the North
vhich were among the very few well-balanced and meaningful statements delivered at
the second special session of the General Assembly on disarmament touched on this
issue, ' One was by Mr., Claude Cheysson;, the French Minister for Foreign Affairs,
and the ‘other was by Mr. Helmut Schmidt, the then Chancellor of ‘the Federal Republic

of Germany.
In his statement, Mr. Cheysson said in parﬁs

"Lastly, can one speak of the third world and its independence without also
speaking of development? .... My Government believes that it is time to begin
the transfer to development of the human md financial resources now fuelling

the arms race .... I want to say that among the many inequalities to which

the third world is condemned by the international order —- or rather, the present
international disorder — the inequality in security is one of the most shocking.
To provide for their security, too many third world countries must draw upon
their necessary minimum for life, whereas the superpowers finance their over-
armament by skimming off the top of their higher quality of life ....".

Talking about what he called the "open challengg", Mr, Helmut Schmidt said in part:

"An impenetrable web of secrecy sows the seeds of mistrust and impedes the
conclusion of concrete agreements .... This year, for the third time my
country has submitted its figures to the standardized reporting system of the
United Nations for military expenditure .... Up to now the countries of the
Warsaw Pact have not participated at all .... I appeal to all Governments to
join in these important efforts almed at greater openness in military
expendl‘hlre saeele

We vexy mnch hope to hear more from those two Governments and indeed from the other
governments of developed and industrialized as well as centrally planned countries,
on the questions of reduction of military expenditures (budgetsg and the
interconnection between disarmament and development.

I stress this point because the available and competent literature contains
shocking revelations on global expenditures on the arms race and on armaments in
general. In his statement, for instance, to the thirty-fourth session of the
General Assembly on 12 October 1979, Commander in Chief Fidel Castro Ruz,

First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Cuba, President of
the Council of State and of the Council of Ministers of the Republic of Cuba and
President of the Movement of the Non-Aligned Countries, said inter alia:

"According to statistical data, as I stated at the inaugural session of the
Sixth Summit Conference of Non-Aligned Countries, world military expenditures
amount to more than $300 billion a year. This sum could build 600,000 schools,
with a capacity for 400 million children; or 60 million comfortable homes
for 500 million peoples or 30,000 hospitals, with 18 million beds; or 20,000
factories,with jobs for more than 20 million workers; or an irrigation system
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1or 1Hu miriion nectvares of land that, with the:application of technology, could
feed a billion people. Mankind wastes this much every year on military spending.
Moreover, consider the enormous quantities of young human resources, technicians,
fuel, raw materials and other items. This is the.fabulous.price of preventing

a true climate of confidence and peace from existing in the world ...".

I:did, on that occasion, count the number of applauses given in the '
General Assembly in support 'of President Castro!s assertions: there were 17 applauses
and a long standing ovation at the end of his statement. That was in 1979, and
barely three years later —-— by the end of 1982 —— the total world expenditures on
armaments had increased by more than 200 per cent; it amounted to 650 billion
United States dollars. TImagine the amount of developmental activity for peaceful
purposes the $650 billion could accomplish. Is peace assured now more than it was
in 1979% Of course not! On the contrary, the world. was a safer place to live in
then than it is now. What a paradox! - It is incredible; it is insane, it is
indeed inhuman that $650 billion should be squandered per year on the arms race,
when tens of millions of people throughout the world live in absolute poverty, when
more than 800 million people suffer from chronic hunger and malnutrition, when more
than 900 million people —— close to 1 billion people —-- are illiterate, when
250 million children are deprived of school education, and and when 1,500 million
people are denied medical facilities.

“In 1982 alone, 23 States -- the 16 members of the NATO and the 7 members of the
Warsaw Treaty military alliances combined —— spent $260 billion, which was 40 pexr cent
of the total amount of money squandered on armaments in that year alone. China
spent $110.5 billion on armaments in 1982, and that was 17 per cent of the total.
amount of dollars spent on armaments last year., The rest of the members of the
international community spent $247 billion on armaments in 1982, i.e. 38 per cent of
the total military expenditures in that year. These shocking revelations also
indicate that the total military expenditures of 1982 were much more than the total
income of 1.5 billion people living in the 50 poorest countries of the world.
Furthermore, it has been established that the price of one modern fighter plane would
suffice to innoculate 3 million children against major childhood diseases. - The price
of one nuclear submarine with its missiles would provide 100,000 working years of
nursing care for old people. Also, more than $1 million per minute is spent on the
arms race. And the total world military spending per day is currently $1.66 billion.

But despite these colossal amounts of dollars wasted annually on the crazy arms
race, no genuine security has been bought so far, and the clear indication -~ the
truth — is that the more the expenditures on armaments, the higher will be the
interests and unemployment of the developed countries, the lower will be the economic
growth and productivity growth rates of these countries, the higher will be inflation,
the more the human misery and, consequently, the less the security of all peoples
and nations. .

So far I have been examining the financial resources wasted on the arms race,
Let me now say something about the human resources squandered on the arms race.
Currently, about 50 million people are directly or indirectly engaged in military
activities all over the world. A breakdown in this figure indicates that 25 millior
people serve in regular armed forcesj 10 million in paramilitary forces; 4 million
are civilians; 5 million are workers directly engaged in defence produgtions and
500,000 scientists and engineers are engaged in military research and development.
This includes the world's topmost scientists and engineers and in fact the figure
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represents, as we all know, 20 per cent of all qualified scientists and engineers in
the world. The total annual expenditure on military research and development is

about $35 billion. This is about 25 per cent of the total annual expenditure on all
research and development. And as we all know, the monopoly in the world's total
research and development rests with a handful of countries — the Soviet Union, the ~
United Statea, the Pederal Republie of Germany, France and Japan. The other personnel
directly engaged in mllitary activities throughout the world number 5.5 mllllon people.

The thlrd dimension of the scarce resources squandered on armamenta con31s%s in
non-renewable energy and mineral resources. Anybody interested in finding out
details about the use of these resources for .military purposes should read the
competént ‘study made by E.E. Hughes and others, entitled Strategic resources and
national security: an 1nitlal assessment (publ.: Menlo -Park, Stanford:Research
Instltute, 19?5) There 1S a general consensus, even in other documentation deal;ng
with the same ‘subject, including the United Nations study contained in
document A/36/356 and The global 2000 report to the President: entering the
21st century (publ. Government Printing Press, 1980), vol. 1L, pp. 206-207. All
these studies indicate that 5 to 6 per cent of the total global consumption of
petroleum is used world-wide for military purposes; and that from 3 to 1l per cent
of the vital minerals are used world-wide for military purpeses in this order:
copper - 11l.1 per cent; lead -~ 8.1 per cent; aluminium - 6.3 per cent;
nickel - 6.3 per cent; fluospar — 6 per cent; =zinc - 6 per cent;
silver - 6 per cent; the platinum group - 5.7 per cent; tin - 5.1 per cent;
iron ore =: 5.1 per cent; mercury - 4.5 per cent; chromium - 3,9 per cent;
tungsten - 3.6 per cent and manganese - 2,1 per cent.

International trade in arms consumes about $26 billion per year. It has been
estimated that,.on average, 1 United States tax dollar in 6 is devoted to military
expenditure, which means that at the present levels of military spending, the average
taxpayer can expect over his lifetime to give up 3 or 4 years of his income to the
arms race. And yet this will not at all bring him peace and greater security. It
has also been eatlmatéd that if the current world expenditure on armaments of
$650 billion per annum contlnues, then by the begimming of the twenty-first century,
the total annual global military expenditure will be $2 trillion. And yet this will
not bring mankind greater peace or greater security! .

And so, if I give you all these facts and figures, it is not because I want to
overwhelm you with them; it is not because I want to bother you with them. ~ No;
it is because I want to share with you and ‘with everybody else seated around this
table, my strongest conviction that genuine and lasting world peace will never ever
be found in military competition; it will never ever be found in military
confrontation and conflict which currently dominate relations among nations. Rather
we must seek enduring world peace and security through consultation; we must seek it
through conversation, through compromise; through confidence~building efforts and
trust; through co-operation and understanding-and good will among nations, and we
must seek it through commitment to political agreements and decisions taken in the
political, military and socio-economic fields. Reduct1ons in military spending and
the redeployment of the rescurces squandered on the arms race to social and economic
development would not only increase the prospects for resumed growth in the world
economy; they would also convert to civilian uses the scientific, technological and
technical resources now being used .for destructive military purposes.- Such
reductions would also be consistent with the.Trepeated call of the:international
commmnity for structural changes to be brought about in the existing unjust and
inequitable system of international economic relations. They would, in short,
facilitate and accelerate the attainment of the New International Economic Order.
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Those who oppose spending more resources on development rather than on
armaments always associate the expression "development" with the developing
countries and believe that the talk about socio-economic development favours the
developing countries and should be their business. Anybody who holds this view is
terribly wrong. Granted that the South is characterized by underdevelopment whose
constituent elements include poverty, chronic hunger, disease and squalor, the fact
still remains that there is no society on earth and no country in the world which does
not experience poverty. Even in the midst of the overdevelopment, wastage and
affluence of the North, poverty is not at all lacking. It is, paradoxically, one
of the greatest evils of affluence. Most of the people in the world are poor
because they inhabit countries in which per capita national income and output in
general are very low relative to population. In the affluent countries, very many
people are poor, not because of low per capita income, but because of the unjust
system of distributing or dividing output among the country's residents and also
because of govermmental policies of wastage —- for instance, wastage of resources on
the arms race.

This is why the resounding outcry against armament favours the social and
economic development firstly of all nations and their peoples, and then in particular
of the developing countries. Why "in particular of the developing countries"?

Why should the North assist in the socio-economic development of the developing
countries? The reasons for such assistance are many and varied and are very well
known to all of us. The question of greater equality between the North and the
South, between the "haves" and "have-nots", between the peoples of the various
countries, has been very widely recognized and proclaimed as the main and
fundamental moral imperative of our time.

From time immemorial, the history of family relations, of international relations
and of community relations is full of the recognition and application of the principle
that the interests of the community, whether that is a family, a conmunity of a
nation or all nations, must be protected by all, and that the rich and powerful have
a socio-moral obligation to assist the poor and the weak. Abraham Lincoln, that
eternal model of justice and equality, once said, 121 years ago: "I hold that while

man exists, it is his duty not only to improve his own condition but to assist in
ameliorating mankind's ...".

Secondly, if the scarce resources spent by the North on the arms race were to be
diverted and reallocated to the South, the resources would substantially improve the
South's per capita gross domestic product, industrial employment and capital stock,
and would provide significant economic gains for all regions of the world, including
the most developed region among them, i.e., the North.

Thirdiy, the South provides an enormous market for the North. The South also
has many markets in the North. In the field of raw materials, for example, the
North consumes far more aluminum, copper, nickel, platinum, tin, rubber, manganese,
tungsten and cobalt than the over-all demand of these commodities in Africa, Asia
and Latin America combined. And yet it is these third world regions that are the
main producers of these minerals. I must hasten to add that the economies of the
developed countries increasingly depend on the ability of the developing countries
both to purchase the former's exports and to supply them with important raw
materials, including in particular those minerals which the developed countries use
for military purposes. With the intensification of the arms race, the North's
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consumption of minerals and energy (petroleum) for military purposes hgs in fact been
steadily and dramatically growing, particularly its consumption of aluminium,
titanium, beryllium and other relatively exétic minerals:  In energy terms,
petroleum is much more important for the military sector than for the -economy as a
whole. Most people are not aware of this fact. And most of the oil is, of course,
imported from the third world.

Fourthly, the question of national aecurity and national interests is a complex
and sensitive issue, which entails domestic as well as foreign policies, especially
in the military, political and economic spheres. Therefore, the mutuality of
political, strategic and economic interests and vulnerability, as well as national
seturity interests and the shrinking of the world by modern science and’ techndlosy,
dictate that the North should help the South overcome its economic problems and this
in turn will help to improve the intermational political climate and to brlng about
universal political stability and peace.

The close relationship existing between disarmament and development was
recognized by the international community long before the adoption of the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
for instance, the International Development Strategy for the Second United Nations
Development Decade adopted on 24 October 1970, stipulated as follows:

"Progress towards general and complete disarmament should release
substantial additional resources which could be utilized for the purpose of
economic and social development, in particular that of developing countries.
There should, therefore, be a close link between the Second United Nations
Development Decade and the Disarmament Decade",

The provisions in the International Development Strategy for the Third
United Nations Development Decade, adopted on 5 December 1980, are more specific,
and the attainment of development through disarmament was recognized as an important
objective. Paragraph 39 of the Strategy for the 1980s reads thus:

"There is a close relationship between disarmament and development.
Progress in the former would help greatly in the realization of the latter.
' Therefore, resources released as a result of the implementation of disarmament
‘meastires should be devoted to the economic and social development of all
nations and should contribute to the bridging of the economic gap between
developed and developing countries".

' The relevant provisions of the Final Document are too well known to be c;ted
here by me, but what is important is not the existence of these paragraphs,
including paragraphs 16, 35 (which is identical with paragraph 39 of the Third
Development Strategy), 89 and 90, but the application of these provlsiona - the
translation into concrete action of the relevant pardgraphs and chapters of the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament of the United Nations Charter and of any other document adopted by the
International community. The time to act is n0w
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The .CHAIRMAN: I thank the.distinguished -representative of Kenya .for his
contrihution and in particular for the kind words addressed to-the outgoing and.
incoming chairmen. His generous words of praise to my predecessor are of course
well deserved. As for the present Chairman, he can only promise that he will do
. his utmost pot to disappoint the distinguished representative.

I should like to add that Mr. Don Nanjira's words of appreciation for the work
of Mr. and Mrs. Whittle were, I believe, a timely reminder of the fact that this
Comnittee does not work in a vacuum, and a well-deserved tribute to the efforts of
the many non-governmental organizations and individuals, whatever their political,
geographical or ethnig background, who often, without official recognition, have
dedicated themselves to the cause of disarmament. I:thank Mr. Don Nanjira for this
reminder and would like to associate. myaelf with 1t

This having been said, T now give the floor to the nexﬁ'speaker on the list,
the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom, Ambassador Cromartie. You
have the—floor, Sir.

. erm CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): I wish this afternoon to speak briafly on the
subject of radiological weapons, which figures on our programme of work for this.
week, and to introduce the working paper (document CD/374) which was on our tables
this morning, setting out the views of my delegation on certain questions relating
to the scope and definition of a radiological weapons treaty. This paper was in
fact the firuit of our reflections on the discussion that took place in the
radiological weapons Working Group in the spring session of last year, but it did
not seem appropriate to introduce it until the Group had begun its substantive

work again. Fortunately this is'now the case, and I believe that it is now .timely
to share these thoughts with the Committee.

- :The Horking paper deals first with the definition of radiologieal weapons as we
.believe they were originally conceived by the Joint authors of the draft treaty
tabled in 1980. .There are obvious difficulties in defining a weapon which does -
not exist; but it seems to us that the key features of such a weapon would be
that it would function by dispersing or .disseminating radicactive material in the
environment, and that it would be so designed that the primary danger would arise
from expasure to the dispersed radioactive material. The means of dispersion might
be an explosion but.our definition must include sprays, aerosols or, any other. method
of dispersing radicactive material in large quantity.

A major point of difficulty in defining a radiological weapon lies in how to
make clear that nuclear weapons are excluded from the treaty. It has not so far been
possible to. find language acceptable to all delegations.on this point. The
United Kingdom delegation has, as the Committee will be aware, made some ‘suggestions
as to-a "positive" definition, but neither this definition nor others which have
been put forward have been found to be wholly satisfactory. We have come to the
conclusion that the "positive" definition which some delezations wish to have may.
be unattainable, Those put forward so far are really "negative" definitions .in_
another guise. We have not been able to find a method of sayinr only what a
radiological weapon is, without at ‘the same time saying what it is not. The
United Kingdom delegation would prefer, therefore, that the definition adopted should
specifically exclude nuclear weapons and other nuclear explosive devices in so many
words, i.e. that we should have what has been termed in the Working Group a "negative"
definition. Such a definition has, in our view, a greater possibility of being
unambiguous and unmistakable in intent.
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+ The working paper that we have tabled also considers the scope of .a treaty as
it relates to the prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities. I will only
summarize briefly the arguments on this point because they are set out fully in the
paper. Firstly, we draw attention to the fact that the question of attacks on
nuclear electricity-generating stations are already covered in the Additional
Protocols to the Geneva Conventions, and to the risk of confusion if this question
were also dealt with in another legal instrument. Secondly, we argue that there gre
fundamental dissimilarities between the use of radiological weapons and attacks on
nuclear facilities which make it inappropriate for these two matters to be dealt
with in.a single 1egal instrument In the first case, an attack would employ a
weapon or. means, of dispersal speeifically designed to disseminate radioactive -
material, and thia material would presumably be contained in the weapon itself. 1In
the second case, an attack on a nuclear facility, not only is the radiocactive
material not delivered by the weapon system, but the immediate vehicle of attack
could be a weapon of ‘a conventional type which would not, of course, be banned by the
treaty. We find serious dnnceptual difficulties ir bringing together these two
ideas. We conclude that the fact that both the use of radiological weapons and
attacks on nuclear f30111t1es would have the effect of causing damage by dispersal
of radiocactive material is too narrow a reason for attemptlng to prohibit tham
within a single legal instrument.

Finally, our paper comments on the differences of view which were expressed in
-the Working Group last year among those delegations which wish in principle to see
a prohibition of attacks on nuclear facilities included within ‘the scope of the
treaty. In particular it draws attention to the differences as to whether military
facilities-should be excluded from the treaty, and whether there should be a lower
Aimit on the size of facilities which should be included in any prohibition. It
seems to my dalegatlon that these questions must be resolved if any progress is to
be made.

However, the fact that we have agreed that there should be further exploratory
discussions with this aim in mind and that these should be held separately within
the radiological weapons Working Group should not be taken as acceptance on the
part of my delegation of the idea that the Committee on Disarmament is necessarily
the most appropriate body in which any subsequent negotiations on attacks on nuclear
facilities, if such were agreed to, should be completed. We retain, as hitherto, an
open mind on this question.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr. Chairman, I should
first of all like to express our gratitude for the distribution this afterncon of
the text of the statement you made at our meeting this morning. In connection with
that statement concerning the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test
Ban, the Mongolian delegation, on behalf of the group of socialist countries, would
11ke to state that we understand that statement as expressing the intention of the
Chair, in accordance with the Committee's decision of 29 March, to continue its
efforts to reach a positive solution to the gquestion of the broadening of the
mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. We of course assume that
the discussion of the question of the broadening of the mandate of the Working Group
‘Wwill continue, and that the Committee will continue to have that matter constantly
under its purview until it is finally settled. On that basis, we consider your
statement, Mr. Chairman, as an interim report, for which we are extremely grateful
to you.
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Mr. GARCIA MORITAN (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, shortly
before suspending today's plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament, you said
that in your view there was a lack of consensus on the broadening of the mandate of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. You alsc said that you had noted
certain constructive elements and a greater flexibility on the part of the delegations
which are opposed to the broadening of the mandate and that this would allow the
Ad Hoc Working Group to hold a wide-ranging substantive consideration of the questions
within its competence. ‘

My delegation has already expressed its view regarding the urgent reed to =~
broaden the mandate of -the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. I regret to
have to state that we find it difficult to be optimistic about the future of tlie
work of that Group. You spoke abcut flexibility on the part of certain delegations,
Mr. Chairman. If that flexibility is constant and real, what, then, prevents it
being adequately expreased in a specific mandate? The only thing that appears to be
preventing this the sole multilateral disarmament negotiating body from initiating
appropriate negotiations towards the conclusicn of a treaty on that’subject - a
treaty which the international community is demanding more and more urgently =- is
the persistent and systematic opposition of two delegations to the starting of such
negotiations in this Committee. o '

‘But there are other questions also. ' In your statement today, Mr. Chairman, you
said that certain constructive trends had emerged in the course of the discussions
at the Committee's formal and informal meetings, and in this connection you indicated
in your point (b) that it had become clear that "the substantive elaboration of
essential prerequisites for a treaty is recognized as specifically contributing to
this goal". I would like to ask you, Mr. Chairman, what these words mean. Are you
trying to tell us that verification is an essential preradgisite for the Ad Hoc
Working Group to be able to negotiate? You also said that the delegations opposed
to the broadening of the mandate "do not intand in any way tc bar other delegations
from forwarding views on particular issues that, in their opinion, have a bearing
on the verification and compliance aspects ...". It would seem that the magnanimity
of those delegations that are opposed to the broadening of the mandate has made
them forget two things. The first is that rule 30 of our rules of procedure says
that "it is the right of any wmember State of the Committee to raise any subject
relevant to the work of the Committez at a plenary meeting and to have full opportunity
of presenting its views on any subject which it may consider to merit attention".

I think it is necessary to recall that this rule applies also to the subsidiary’
bodies -~ that is, to the ad hoc working groups, and in this instance to the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. The second point is that last year, in the
report which the Committee on Disarmament submitted to the United Nations General
Assembly at its thirty-seventh session, it was reccgnized that the Working Group was
going to discuss questicns related to verification and compliance. In this connection
allow me to recall paragraph 9 of the report of the Working Group on a Nuclear Test

Ban, which states: "It was generally recognized that in the examination of issues
relating to verification and compliance, consideration should be given to all
relevant aspects of a nuclear test ban". What, then, is the meaning of the statement

that the delegations that are opposed to the broadening of the mandate will not bar
the discussion c¢f other issues within the framework of the Working Group?

In order not to prolcng this mesting, allow me to conclude by indicating the
position of the Group of 21 concerning the urgent need to conclude 2 treaty on the
prohibition of nuclear-weaporn tests. In that connection I should like to recall the
views of the Group of 21 on the elements which should constitute such a treaty, as
set forth in document CD/22%. We belicve that multilateral negotiations on a nuclear
test-ban treaty should be undertaken witnout further delay. The object cof such a
treaty should be the general and complete cessation of nuclear-weapon tests by all
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wvaves iu aii vuvirunmenes and for allitime. It should be equitable and .
non-discriminatory 80 as to be able to—win univarsal~adherqnce.;," b v

It is almost 20 years since the conclusion of tha-MOspga Treaty. There have
been 50 ‘General Asaembly resolutions 1ncioating to uys .the urgent need %o conclude
such an instrument. This is the negotiating body par exgellence; the mgans. for:
negotiating is the Working Group. In onder ta function properly-and begin pdnia
negotiationia, the Working Group must have a apeeific mandate. It is up .to this,
Commiftee to give it ‘such a mandate. If thgrevis a political will to negotiate an
instrument, this Committee shouLg do so. Otherwise. the Copmittee will, in time,
be responsible for the choice between the following alternatives whishare 3
1nsxorab1y taking shape: either a treaty is .concluded pnohih;ting.puglgar-weqpqn
tests or the rudber of countries possessing nuclear weapons will inevitnb1y~1ncrsaao.

The CHAIRMAN: , /The:Chair thanks Mr.. Garcfa Moritan-for his oontributibn ‘and .
would 1ike .to vnply“hminfiy'to the- questions ‘that were asked. PFirst, ‘it is, of ?4"_?
courae, clear -to:all members of .the Committee that the summadry which Ehe ‘Chair - §
presented this morning is, and remains, the view of the Chair -- the view &f tha BB
situation -as seen from the Chair in its exclusive responsibility. It does‘not present
or ‘pretend to rapresent everyone's views around the table; it is'not what I would
call a negotitated document. ' Secondly, the foremost intention of ‘the Chair was to
go & littlea .beyond the mere statement that on the question of a possible revision
of the mandate of the. fd . Hoc Working Group:on a Nuclear Test Ban no consensus could
be found:so.far. Such a bold statement Wwould, in the view of the Chair, have the
-effeat of & purely negative statement, and might have given the errcneous impression
that therefore work on that .very important issue was virtually impossible. This is
not the view of the.Chair. However unsatisfactory the present mandate may be in the
eyes of some deiegations, it still allows for a quantity of useful and necessary
work to be done, while -~ and this is of course open to all members of the
Compittee -~ informal contacts, consultations or whatever is necessary, can
simultanecusly be pursued to see whether :.perhaps now or later a revised mandate
could come into aperation. The Chair couldronly state that this, at present, is
not the case, while indicating that even ‘so. <= and particularly in view of the
many words of regret that have been expressed around this table at the fact that
we have lost so much time in discussion of procedure that little time remains for
the ‘wdrk 'on substance ~- there.is an amount of :work on substance that can be done
under: the present mandate. The Chalr believes that it voiced the opinion of many
around this table that it is time we got ‘down to that substantial work. It is, of
course, true .that when I used the word.prerequisite, I meant it in a fairly ganeral :
sense: there are a number of subjects, a number of elements that will be of
importance.to any form of nuclear teast ban which will, hopefully, eventually ‘emerge
and:on:which useful work can:be done. It is equally true that, under rule 30, any
subjedts can be brouglit Up by ‘any delegation in this forum or in its subsidiary
bodies, but. £f we apply that:rulé toa-widely, why, then, would a working gfroup
need a mandate? In faot, I believe the maridate servés the purpose of orienting
the work: ofa working group towdrds a spéeific target and as such, is of 1mportance '
and, it is only toa true, mist be a negotiated document. I shall leéave my oommenta
at ﬁh&b and I fow give the‘floor to the distingiished representative of Mexico, e
Ambassﬁdor Garcfa Robles. You have-the floor Sir.

- Ereg
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Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, my
delegation had from the outset interpréted the statement you made to us this morning
in the way you have Jjust indicated, that is, as one through which you hoped to .
encourage the members of the Committee'by shoﬁlng them that in spita'0§“all the
difficulties some useful work could stili’'be done in this sphere. My delegation
shares that view and would simply. add that what the distinguished representative of
Argentina has just said is an accurate reflection of- the ‘facts, This subject is
different from many others in which: the’ delagations that it is customary to call those
of the East are on one side while those 'o0f the West are on the other side, Here,
as we:all know, the delegations of the Group of 21, the delegations of the socialist
countries and: a ‘humbef of delegations' from nestern Europe and other countries have

for many yeirs been ankious to seoura progress on this matter’ of the total prohibition
of nudlear-weapon tests.

I share and applaud the aim you had-in mind in your statement, Mr. Chairmar, but
I should 11ka at the:same time to express certain reservations with respect to it.
The first. pﬂraaraph ia merely factual, and calls for-no-comment: . The second paragraph
says the faollowing: "After the debate-that took place in ‘the plenary - sessions:of . the
Committee on 5 and 7 April and last Tuesday's informal exchange of views, it has-.
once again become clear that a number of delegations hold the view that the:rexisting
mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group is too narrow and-that its scope should therefore
be widened". This 1s a. very concise but current description, and it is also right
that. this description should come before that of the other position, 'since it is, I
believe, the position of some 35 .or 38 delegations. You then describe the position
that is principally that of two delegations, in the following way: "Other delegations
are-of the apinion that the present mandate has not nearly been exhausted and that a
grsat deal of useful work can still be done under this present mandate". I do not
know whether this description satisfies the other group -- that very small group I -
mentioned, but that is a matter for them to decide. Your statement, Mr. Chairman,.
continues: "Consequently, no consensus has emerged on a revision of the mandate of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, either by drawing on the proposal
tabled by the Group of 21 in 1981 (document CD/181), since then revised by India, or
on the draft proposed by the group of socialist countries in Working.Paper No. 95".
Your statement then goes on as follows: "While recording this: conclusion, which of
course does not rule out further informal contacts on this issue,. it would be remiss
not to note some constructive trends that in my view emerged from our consultations.
It became clear that: (a) making further progress towards a nuclear test ban remains
the undisputed goal of the Ad Hoc Working Group" -- no one.can object to that -- "and
that (b) the substantive elaboration of essential prerequisites for a treaty is
recognized as specially contributing to this goal", :Here everything depends, as the
distinguiahed representative of Argentina said, .on uhat is meant by "essential it
prerequisites”. But since it is up to each delegation to interpret this as it sees
fit, I would have no difficulties with this either. After that, however, I believe
that, as you did in the second. paragraph, you ought to have-begun by saying something
about the position of those deleaations that want to broaden the mandate. I shall
tell you what I would have said had I been.in your place. I would have begun by .
saying the following: "Those delegations which consider that the present mandate should
be revised, stressed that they do not intend in .any way to bar other delegations-from
stating their views on the varifieation and compliance aspects of- the prospective
treaty. They reaffirmed that they only desired that the mandate be drafted in terms
consistent with paragraph 31 of the Final Document, which provides that 'the form
and modalities of the verification to be provided for in any specific agreement
depend upon and should be determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the agreement'".
The paragraph would then have continued with what you have said: "Those delegations
which supported the present mandate at the time of its conception, ...". I would
then have concluded with your last paragraph: "The Chair firmly hopes that the
clarification thus obtained will assist the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group in
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carrying out his important task in a constructive spirit". I would simply add that

since referpnoe ﬁae-beea -iade here to informal meetings, it might’ perhaps.have_ been
advisable to complete that reference by expressly mentioning the suggestion made by a
distinguished member of ‘the Group of 21, which was supported by a number of delegations,
including my own, ‘that the Chairman of tha Ad Hoc' Working Group ‘'should begin, through
informal conaultationa with the various members of the Group, to try to find a way

out of the 1mpasse which has unfortunately been reached.

Tha CHAIRMAN I thank hmbaaaadcr Garcia Roblea for. his remarks. Without
wishing to turn this meeting into a dialogue between individual members and the Chair,'
I would like to say that the Chair never cherished the illusion that a summing up of
this character would be, to the letter, acceptable to every sinsle delegation around
this .table, nor would the Chair claim to be capable of doing werk to absolute '
perfection, certainly not when matching itself .against such long-standing experts as
yourselves., But the ' Chair is very glad to note that at least the general intention
of its summing up could find approval. The distinguished. representative of the

United Si:atea of America has asked for the floor. Ambassador Fields, you have the .
floor. )

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): “Mr. Chairman, I find it personally
distasteful to have to exercise a right of reply to statements made in the Committee
by distinguished visitors who come here to present the views of their governments;
however, I cannot let stand unchallenged inaccurate allegations directed against my
country and the security policies of my Government. Hence, I feel compelled to
respond to the remarks made this morning by ‘the distinguished Deputy Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Poland. He jnaocurately ‘¢hardcterized the security policies of
my Governmént as an attempt to achieve military superiority and to undermine the °
political and territorial realities in’ Europe. He also questioned the sincerity of
the United States Government's propesals deeigned to reduce the burden of armaments
in the world, and particularly in Europe. -

We regret the tone and content of this statement and the distortions that it
unfbrtunately contains. My delegatlon categcrically rejects these assertions.
United States naticnal security policy and the NATO intermediate-range nuclear force
decisions are designed to meet a very real threat to our security and the-r security
of our allies. That threat resul®s from the unprecedented military build-up of
the Soviet Union. : ’

A statement such as we heard-today may serve the political interests of some
countries. Indeed, it appears to be another in a lengthening. list of such statements.
But it is not a constructive way: to seek solutions or advance the substantive work of
this Committee. That can only be done within the negotiating process. In the INF
negotiations, to which the Deputy Minister referred, my Government recently presented
a new proposal for an interim solution designed to improve substantially the chances
for success in the face of rejection by the Soviet Union of the zero-option solution,
which remains our real goal. It was a proposal which was arrived at after months
of patient negotiations, extensive consultation with our allies and careful study of .-
all options to achieve progress on the long and difficult road to a real reduction
in nuclear arsenals. As is well known, it was the immediate object of public.
criticism by the Soviet Foreign Minister. This also is not helpful. Instead of
polemics and rhetoric, we should negotiate to arrive at an accommodation. Instead
of statements such as we heard today, we should address the real problems of peace
and international security in a seirious way at the negotiating table.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
I have asked for the floor, Mr. Chairman, in order to make some comments on the
.statement you made at today's meeting. The Soviet delegation takes note of your
report on the state of affairs as regards the broadening of the mandate of the _
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban. We do not agree with certain aspects
of your statement, in particular your assessment of the numerical relationship
between the delegations for and against the broadening of the mandate, and also your
remarks on the need to elaborate the prerequisites for a test-ban treaty, as contained
in your point (b). However, in view of your explanation that your statement did not
claim to reflect the views of all delegations in the Committee, I shall not dwell on
these aspects. I should like to go on to the principal assessment you gave and,
precisely, to your conclusion that at the present time there is no consensus in favour
of the broadening of the mandate of the Ad Hoc VWorking Group on a Nuclear Test Ban.
Naturally, this situation can hardly satisfy us. Quite the contrary. We therefore
expect you, Mr. Chairman, to use your energy, diplomatic skill and artistry to bring
the question of thc broadening of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group to a
positive conclusion. The remarks you have made in this connection at this part of
our meeting have inspired in us a certain hope on this score. If the question of the
revision of the mandate is settled in April, this will mzke it possible for the Werking
Group to begin working on the basis of a new mandatc from the very first days of the
summer part of the session, and this should bring us nearer to the conclusion of a
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

The Soviet delegation also wishes to say that even before the mandate is
hroadened it intends to continue actively participating in the work of the Group on
the basis of the interpretation of the existing mandate which you gave this morning.
We particularly noted your statement that the delegations that are opposed to the
broadening of the mandate do not intend to bar other delegations from expressing
their views on particular issues that have a bearing on the future treaty. We presume
that these delegations, too, for their part, will express their views on those issues.

In conclusion, I should like once more to stress that of course no broadened
interpretation of the present mandate can be a substitute for the broadening of that
mandate itself, a question on which the Committee took an appropriate decision on
29 March 1983.

Mr. DUARTE (Brazil): MWMr. Chairman, I do not intend, Sir, to review the
declaration which you made this morning: other delegations before me have done that
and if I were to attempt to comment on the declaration there would certainly be many
traits in common with those that were made before by Ambassador Garcfa ‘Robles and
Mr. Garc{a Moritan. I take it, Sir, as you stated this morning, and as you repeated
this afternoon, that these are your views and I respect your views, although my
delegation does not always agrce entirely with them.

I would only like, at this moment, to express the wish and the hope that your
declaration, even if it does contain many aspects which are not complately sharad by
many delegations around this table, will contribute to making this Committee progress
in zndeavours which are very important to all of us around this table. My first:
wish is that the continuation of the efforts to improve the mandate of the Ad Hoc -
Working Group will be pursued by you in your capacity as Chairman, with the utmost
energy, and I trust that you will do exactly that. The second is that the Working
Group will continue to exert its e¢fforts, even with a mandate that is considered by
an overwhelming majority of us as inadequate, that it will continue its work, and
that the result of whatever endeavours we continue in the Working Group will bring us
closer to a treaty that will ban all nuclear-weapon tests.
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Mr. SKINNER (Canada): Mr. Chairman, my statement will be very brief indeed: it
was simply to associate my delegation with the remarks of Mr. Duarte of Brazil about
the helpful contribution you have made in your statement. The dimensions of the
statement's helpfulness, I think, is readily apparent by the exchange of views we have
had on this subject this afternoon. As we have seen, it is an exceedingly difficult
issue, a very controversial one. Thank you for your efforts.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Skinner, for your kind words to the Chair.
Ambassador Maung Maung Gyi, you have the floor.

Mr., MAUNG MAUNG GYI (Burma): Mr. Chairman, I shall be brief. I have today
listened carefully to the distinguished representatives who have spoken about the
mandate of the Working Group and the statement made by you with regard to this matter.
One conclusion that we can draw from this is that there is no consensus with regard
to the mandate, and for this reason, to be objective, the real issue that concerns
us now is that you, as well as the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, should
devote your endeavours with a view to enhancing the mandate. While this is going on,
I believe, Mr. Chairman, that it will not be possible to continue the substantive
work of the Group. That is what my delegation believes.

Mr. ALTAF (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, just to say a few words on your statement,
even if you have reiterated that it essentially remains your statement. I should like
to draw a degree of satisfaction from the fact that what I see as the main feature
of the statement, which is the observation on page 2 that "This flexibility would
seem to open the way for a broadly ranging substantive examination by the Working Group,
under its present mandate, of most, if not all, essential and relevant issues relating
to that point on the agenda", has remained unchallenged. I hope that this expression
can be built upon by the Chairman of the Working Group while drawing up the programme
of work.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Pakistan for his
statement. If there are no further speakers, then I should like to announce that,
as agreed this morning, the Contact Group on Principles of the Working Group on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament will meet in this conference room immediately
after the adjournment of this plepary meeting. Although time is short I believe
that the Chairman would still appreciate the meeting to take place. The Group which
will deal with proposals for the improved and effective functioning of the Committee
will also meet immediately, but instead of meeting in the secretariat offices it
will meet in Conference Room C.108 next door.

It remains for me to announce that the next plenary meeting of the Committee on
Disarmament will be held on Tuesday, 19 April, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 5.25 p.m.
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srnl waessmswasrs  a awwaws . Open the 213th plenary meetihg of the Committee on
Disarmament. .

The Committee starts today its consideration of item 7 of its agenda,
"Prevention of an arms race in outer space". As usual, members of the Committee
wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject relevant to-the work of
the Committee.

I have on my iist of speakers for today the representatives of the Socialist
Republic of Viet Nam, Sweden, Kenya, Algeria and Mongolia.

In accordance with the decision taken by the Committee at its 212th plenary
meeting, I shall presently give the floor to the representative of Viet Nam,
Ambassador Nguyen Thuong. But before we start the meeting may I, from the Chair,
express my sympathy to the delegation of the United States of America, whose Mission
in Beirut was the victim of an act of indiscriminate terrorism resulting in a heavy
loss of life. I think we can all agree that such acts of terror are to be condemned
and can in no way contribute to the pursuit of peace, a cause to which we, as
diplomats, are all dedicated. May I also ask the distinguished representative of
the United States to convey my condolences to the families of the victims of that
attempt. May I now, in accordance with the decision taken at the 212th plenary
meeting, invite the representative of Viet Nam, Ambassador Nguyen Thuong, to take
the floor.

Mr, NGUYEN THUONG (Viet Nam) (translated from French): Mr, Chairman, allow me
first of all to offer you my congratulations on your accession to the chairmanship
of the Committee. I am certain that, thanks to your experience and your diplomatic
skill, you will be able to suide the work of this Committee to the hoped-for
results. I should also like to express my deep gratitude to the distinguished
members of the Committee on Disarmament for granting me the possibility of speaking
at this plenary meeting. For reasons which you know, my delegation was unfortunately
deprived of that possibility during the yezrs 1980-1982. Nev~rtheless, we have
always followed with great interest the discussions taking place in this room and the
wnltifaceted work of the Committee, which is of the utmost importance for peace and
for the present and the future of all mankind,

The agenda of the Committee on Disarmament contains many important questions.
However, as the countries of the non-aligned movement, of which Viet Nam has the
honour to be an active member, stated at their last summit meeting, which was held
in New Delhi: ".., while nuclear disarmament has the highest priority, efforts
should be made to conclude without further delay a treaty banning chemical weapons",
Viet Nam is convinced that the question of the prevention of a nuclear war is at the
centre of the work of this important multilateral negotiating body: it is clearly
the most urgent of all the world problems of the present time, a problem common to
all peoples regardless of differences of social systems, way of life or ideology.
All States Members of the United Nations ought to respond to the appeal of the
United Nations General Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament
and take, as soon as possible, adequate measures for the prevention of war, and in
particular nuclear war, thereby safeguarding from that danger the very existence of
mankind. The Committee on Disarmament ought to spare no effort to reach an agreement
on the practical measures to be taken towards that end.

At the same time, the Committee also has before it a question to which the
Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, like all the non-aligned countries and many other
countries, pays very close and sustained attention, namely, the question of the
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prooutvivivn ur cnemicas weapons.  No other people in the world in recent decades has

suft'ered as much as the people of Viet Nam the horrible and lasting consequenees of

the use of toxié chemical substances in war. This barbarous ‘weapon of mass
erminatlon ought to be prohibited as soon as.possible.

In connection with this urgent need for a strict prohibition of chemical :
weapons, I feal it ‘fo be my duty, as the represantative of the people of Viet Nam
ard of the Socialist Republic of Viat Nam, to present to this Committee in this
statement some ‘additional information concerning Viet Nam's experience, which is
stiil éontinuing,’ of ‘the long~term consequences of the massive and repeated use of
chemical ‘subdtances in the war in Viet Nam during the years 1961 to 1971y I am
duing €6 in the fervent hope that after hearing me the Committee and the ecountries :
representé@d here will be even more determined to spare no effort to accelerate the
conclusion of a convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, so that
the tragedy which struck my counbry may never be repeated anyuhere, againat any
people. - . R

As you know, an International Symposium on Herbicides and Defoliants 1n War:
The 'Long=Term’ Ef’ects on Man and Nature, was held in Ho Chi. Minh City at the
bezinning of this year. The ‘symposium dealt with a subject which is far from being
an outmoded thecretical exercise. The emotion caused.in recent months in many -
Eu'opean count.ries by t.he transfer of‘ toxic wastes from.the Seveso factory, and the
apprehensions of countless veterans of the Indo-Chinese war in America and: Australia
are evidence of the present-day relevance of the problem. The Ho Chi Minh City
sympocium was attended by more than 160 scientists and- experts); nearly half.of whom
came from 21-foreign eountrles, including the United States of Ameriea, Canada,
France, the United Kingdom, the Netherlanda, the Federal Republic‘of~Germany, Italy,
Japan; - Sweden, India, the Soviet Union, the.German Democratic Republie, -Bulgaria, -
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland and Mongolia, to mention only those countries that
are members of this Committee, and in one week the participants heard 72 scientific
reports and papers and held very frank exchanges of views, both at plenary meetings
and in working groups the rapporteurs.of which were all well-known foreign scientists,
fmerican, English-and Dutch. The symposium was strictly a working conference of
scienvists whose object was not only to make an objective asseasment of existing
scientific information but also to identify and encourage the research-work needed
ond to promote international co-operation to that end. The final -summary report of
the symposfum, which was adopted unanimously, was put before the 'Committee on =
21 February 1983, and shortly thereafter, in order to take advantage of the presence
in Geneva of a well-known scientist from my country, Professor Dr. Ton:Duc Lang, a
nepting was arranged between him and the experts in this Committee, durihg which he
pressnted additioral information on the results of the symposium. * In that’ connection,
I should like to say that we are very grateful to the delegations which todk part in
thut meeting, and we should also like to thank.the secrebariat of the Committee for

its help in organizing the meeting. ;

As was 1ndicated at the symposium, various compounds of toxic chemical
svbstances were used in Viet Nam, including in particular dioxin,‘a substancé known
for its great toxicity. The total quantity of all these herbicides and defoliants -
usec 2gainst wy country is estimated by different scientific authorities at some
100,600 tons. According to the United States biologist, Arthur H. Westing, this
total included 57,000 tons of the famous agent orange, containing up to 170 kg of
thz teriibie dioxin. Other authorities even put forward the figure of 500 kg.
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inese toxic cnemical products which were sprayed on a vast scale, in strong
concentrations and. in large quantities, have caused serious damage to the
environment of South Viet Nam: 43 per cent of the forests were destroyed, including
T0 per cent of the coconut groves and 150,000 hectares of tropical forests, and
13 per cent of the agricultural land, which it has not yet been possible to restore
in spite of the passage of 10 years. Ecological systems were seriously damaged.
The systematic sprayings over vast areas of South Viet Nam totally or in large part
destroyed extensive areas of forests in the provinces of Tién Giang, Ben Tre,
Ciu Long, Hau Giang and Minh Hai and in the environs of Ho Chi Minh City. This fact
was already noted in 1974 by a group of American scientists from the Academy of
Sciences who -considered that, as a result of the extensive damage caused to the
forests, the process of natural recovery could take 100 years and even more in
certain regions.

The massive and repeated sprayings over large areas changed the structure of
the s0il, reduced its fertility and caused a decline in agricultural production,
aggravating the difficulties of feeding the population. Many areas, such as the
valley of A Siu, formerly populated with an abundant and varied fauna and covered
with rich forests and other useful vegetation, were transformed into infertile
savannahs covered with wild grasses and secondary vegetation of little economic
value as a result of which many species of animals, both large and small have
completely disappeared. and there remain only hordes of small rodents, which are
disease-carriers. -

Thhs, the tropical forests in the areas heavily sprayed with herbicides are on
the point of disappearing. The destruction of foliage, the considerable reduction in
the country's forest areas and the contamination of the soil-have caused changes in
the water run-off system, aggravating further the periods of flood and drought.

Considerable damage, difficult to remedy, has also been caused to the river,
maritime and coastal ecological systems.. Certain types of aquatic animals have
disappeared and reserves of sea and river fish. have been considerably reduced.

As a result of all these harmful effects of toxic substances on nature,
Viet Nam is at present confronted with an extremely difficult task, that is, how
to restore the fertility of the soils and transform these. dead savannahs into crop-
growing areas or to repopulate them with animal species and useful plants.

The famous operation known as the chemical ‘clean-up of the jungle, through the
use of herbicidea containing a high .proportion of dioxin, also had harmful effects,
which are still continuing, on the health of the Vietnamese people: 2 million
Vietnamese have been victims, of whom 3,500 have died and the rest are still today ,
suffering their consequences.. Professor Ton Duc Lang gave a scientifically detailed
report on this subject during his meeting with the distinguished experts from
delegations; I shall therefore be brief in this connection.

Numerous investigations and tests by Vietnamese scientists confirm that the
massive use of these toxic substances containing dioxin has had extremely harmful



CD/PV.213
9

Mr. Nguyen Thuong, Viet Nam)

~ opulation inhabiting the regions concerned, including
the children-born there. /'Even a number of years after contamination,: genotic '
abaerraticdns and abnormalities have been found among the victims.

At the Symposium, 12 reports were submitted giving strong evidence of a direct
1ink bdtwsen the use of chemical substances and the increased number of congenital
abnormalities, monstrosities and malformations among children born 1n the areas that'
were sprayad uith such substancea.

Thus fh?astigations-in the province of Ben Tre, which was subjected to massive
and repeated isprayings, show that in comparison with the pre-war years, the number
of extra-uterine pregnancies has increased six to eight times, the number of sterile
marriages eisht ‘times, and the number of congenital abnormalities and monsters among
new-born children 10-15 times. Thege are terrible figures.

In the opiniOn of. our’pxperts, the use. of chemical substances has also cauaed
an 1ncrense‘ih-tha~£requency of cases of cancer of the liver. In a Hanol hospital
it has bwan ‘noted that between the period 1955-1961 and the period 1962-1968, the
incidenes iof cancer of the liver among persons subjected to those 'sprayings increased
from 289 ner cent to 9.07 per cent. Furthermore, many statistical investigations
carried ovt in different countries have shown the carcinogenic effect of dioxin in
minute deses (in particular the work done on behalf of the Dow Chemical Company and
the work 'of thi' cancer research group of the Environmental Protection Agency).
Studies made dn recent years in Viet Nam have also shown that the incidence .of
primary cancér of ‘the liver among subjects exposed to sprayings with defoliants is
five times higher than among subjects not so exposed.

. These facts represent only a small part of the information contained in the
reports submitted at the Ho Chi Minh City Symposium. While further research 1s still
needed ‘on certain ‘aspects, at the conclusion of the Symposium everyone was asreed
that the: use of herbicides and defoliants in the Vietnamese war had resulted in grava
and ‘harmful long-term corisequences for man, nature and the economy of Viet Nam.
Professor Arthur W. Galston of the United States said so as long ago as on
9 February 1977 at a Congressional hearing, when he stated that he was convinced
that the destructive effects of toxic chemical products on Viet Nam, including the
environment and the country's entire civilization, -were unforeseeable.

The International Symposium held at Ho Chi Minh City, nearly half of the
participants in which came from foreign countries, in its conclusions appealed to
the international community to take urgent meéasures to help the Vietnamese people .
to eliminate the terrible:consequences .of the use in war of herbieides and -
defoliants. - We beliéve that-we can count on international co-operation in the
solution of this problem, a very difficult one and extremely costly in material and’
financial resources, clearly far beyond the possibilities of our country. We believe
that this will be ror the benefit: both.of the Vietnnmese people and of mankind as
whole,
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f the Committee on Disarmament, I should like to
emphasize how much these preliminary results of the Symposium underline the
importance and urgency of finding a successful solution to ‘the problems posed in -
this sphere of chemical weapons.

It seems to me that at the- present time a sound baaia exista for the speedy
drafting of a -convention prohibiting chemical weapons: a number: of important
documents and concrete and practical proposals have been submitted, including in
particular the document entitled "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their
destruction", presented by the Soviet Union, a document rich in constructive ideas
for solutions to: the specific problems connected with the prohibition of such
weapons. ' Many countries among the 'Group of 21 have also put forward useful ideas.

Allow me, on the basis of the results of the Symposium, to put certain thoughts
before the 'Committee. ~In my view, the prohibition of chemical weapons should be
universal; each State party to the convention should undertake never and in no
circumstances to develop, produce, acquire in any way, retain, transfer or use
chemical weapons, and to destroy its stocks of them or redirect them into authorized

purposes as ‘well as to destroy or dismantle facilities for the production of chemical
weapena. .

As regards the question of what chemical subatances should be prohibited, my
delegation considers that the future convention should prohibit all chemical
substances .for purposes of war without, however, placing unnecessary difficulties
in the way of the development of the chemical industry for peaceful purposes, i ='i~

Certainly, the future convention ought to contain provisions giving an assurance
of :1ts striet application. . As regards the question of what specific methods of. - -
verifieation. should- be used with respect to the wvarious aspects of the activities
prohibited, my delegation is of the view that verification measures should be
effective ‘but should not be:such as to lead to interference in the internal affairs
of sovereign. States or the creation of obstacles to the development of the chemical
industry for peaceful purposes; in other words, they should be very carefully
thought out fram every point of view. Thus what is needed is a rational and
effective combination of national and international means of verification.

In conclusion, I should like ‘to express the hope that all the States members
of the Committee on Disarmament, through their distinguished representatives here . -
present, will make greater efforts in order to complete as soon as possible the:
elaboration of an:international convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons,
which is urgently called for both by the lesson of the tragedy of the Vietnameae
people and by the intereats of all mankind.

it ; b

The Soeialiat Republic of “Viet Ham, for its” part would like to be able to
take a more active part in the drafting of this future convention on the prohibition
of chemical weapons. We could thus make available to the Committee the knowledge
we have acquired and the results of the research being carried out by our Vietnamese
experts, among others, on the basis of the experience suffered by the Vietnamese

people, the harmful consequences of which are still being felt even today in the
lives of our people.
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ine CHAELHMAN: 1ne unair thanks Ambassador Nguyen Thuong for his
cpntrlgﬁflon and for the kind words addressed to the Committee and to the
secretariat. The next speaker on my list is the distinguished delegate of
Sweden, Mr. Hyltenius, to whom I now give the floor.

Mr. HYLTENIUS (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, the agenda of this Committee may be
seen as a reflection of the most urgent problems in the field of disarmament.
It contains a number of items which have been with us for many years and which
gtill await a solution. It would seem that the longer an item has to wait
for real negotiations the harder it -is to come to grips with it. PFew would
deny that the technical problems and complexities of disarmament questions
have become greater rver the years.

It is against this background that one should see the guestion of the
prevention of an arms race in outer space. Today I shall devote my statement
to that item. It has been referred to the Committee on Disarmament by over-
whelming majorities in the United Nations Genezal Assembly. The support for
the request to the Committee on Disarmament to establish an ad hoc worklng
group to deal with this matter comes from all political quarters. It was,
furthermore, clear at the UNISPACE Conference last summer that the question
of the increasing militarization of outer space was a major concern for the
participating countries. ' This was clearly cxpressed in the final report of
the Conference, in which it was racommended that this Committee give high
priority to this grave concern,

The Committee on Disarmament should take concrete action on this item in
accordance with the relevant General Assembly resolutions and with the
Committee's role as the single multiiateral negotiating body in the field of
disarmament .

It is in the interest of maintaining stapility and preventing the
unleashing of another round of the arms race that the Swedish delegation urges
that an ad hoc working grovp be established without delay. We cannot accept
the assertion that negotiations on this matter would be to the disadvantage
of any country. On the contrary, we are ccnvinced that further delays will
complicate an already very complex problem to the disadvantage of us all.

. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty prdﬁibits the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction in orbit around the earth -and the
stationing of such weapons in outer space or on celestial bodies. Several
other treatiss 1limit or prohibit various other military uses of ruter space,
for instance, the 1963 Partial Test-Ban Treaty, the SALT I Agreement and the
ABM Treaty. Nevertheless, it is obvious that a number of conceivable
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military uses of outer space, which are likely to have destabilizing or otherwise
threatening effects, are not covered by existing intermational legal instruments.
There is, therefore, a need to identify areas and activities which so far have
not been covered, in order to consider to what extent there exists a need for
internetional agreements aiming at the prevention of undesirable developments in
this field. :

There is, in the opinion of the Swedish delegation, still a good chance to
tackle these problems, but time is quickly running out. Rapid technological
developments do not wait. As in so many areas, disarmament negotiations are
likely to become more complicated for every lost month. Action must be taken
before financial and political investments in new weapons systems become so
important that the process becomes irreversible.

It is an understatement to say that the problem of preventing an arms race
in outer space is a complex one. Apart from the many technical intricacies,
there are the problems of distinguishing between civilian and military
applications and between the stabilizing and destabilizing effects of various
military space functions.

Another dimension is the distinction between whether a spacecraft is
geared to "active" or '"passive" military use. So-called '"killer satellites"
and space-baged ABM or BMD systems are examples of devices which are designed
actively to interfere with the adversary's military capabilities.

Obviously there are importent military applications of space technology
which contribute to a more stable military balance and a lower risk of war,
in particular between the two major alliances. I have in mind, for example, -
military satellites, which are used to provide early warning of missile
launches, and satellites for verification of arms control agreements and for
fast and reliable communications. There are, however, certain developments
which give cause for particular concern. One such trend is that of efforts
to acquire or -improve the capability to destroy one another's satellites.
Another concern is that an increased launching capacity, for instance in the
form of re-usable space vehicles, may also be used for the further
militarization of outer space.

As the military balance is becoming increasingly dependent on satellites
for communications, command, control and intelligence, the ability of such
functions to survive is also becoming increasingly threatened by the
development of anti-satellite weapons systems. The Soviet Union has launched
2 number of interceptor/destructor satellites during the last several years
and, in earlier years, also fractional orbital bombardment systems (FOBS),
and the United States is planning to begin operaticnal testing of its ASAT
system in 1983. Moreover, both Superpowers are investigating the possibility
of using high-energy laser and particle beams for ASAT applications.
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R BORGS . T S 1 the problem of lacunae in existing intermational
agreements 'regarding the prohibition of military uses of outer space. It seems
natural that one of the first tasks of an ad hoc working group in the Committee
on Disarmament should be to analyse such gaps in present treaties against the
background of existing and conceivable military applications of space technology.
The next step may be to determine which of the space systems or activities
should be prohibited or subject to regulations. It would seem natural to the
Swedish delegation that, for example, anti-satellite weapons systems should be
banned. Perhaps, as a complement to such a prohibition, in order to exclude
the possibility of the military use of otherwise legitimate civilian space
vehicles, it might also be desirable to ban certain activities, for example,
the destruction of satellites of other countries. We have noted with interest
what the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands, Mr. van den Broek,
said in this context in his statement in this Committee on 29 March, and we
will carefully consider it. :

My delegation has taken note with great interest of the Soviet draft
treaty on the prohibition of the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer
space, However, the draft gives rise to some important questions, such as,
for instance, how to define the concept of "weapon'" in this context. This
issue would obviously have to be tackled at an early stage. :

As is well known, many satellites form integral parts of weapons systems
which are not themselves stationed in outer space. Perhaps, for practical
reasons, we may have to focus on such systems or 'weapons" as are intended for
warfare exclusively in outer space. Such weapons, as we know them today, are
based on the earth. The discussion must, therefore, encompass all weapons
which are meant to be used in outer space and not only those which are
stationed there.

As long as the leading militery powers build their security on a
precarious nuclear balance and hold the rest of the world hostage, it is
vitally important that nothing should upset this balance. The peoples of the
world demand serious disarmament proposals from the Superpowers in order to
reach a balance at lower levels of armaments. Instead we have learned with
grave concern that the United States plans:to embark upon a research and
development programme with the ultimate goal of obtaining the capability of
destroying ballistic missiles launched by the adversary. The only safe way
of avoiding the nuclear threat is to abolish the nuclear weapons. To develop
and d&ploy weapons for the purpose of obtaining the capability of destroying
the adversary's strategic missiles while keeping one's own strike capability
intact, would create a dangerously unstable situation. This would be the case
at least as long as only one party has such a capability. It should also be
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noted in this context that such a major undertaklng would entail-: the spending

of enormous funds and a waste of precious scientific resources. The initiation
of such a research and development procéss will be destabilizing in itself and
increase the level of nervousness and tension, It would also initiate research
for similar weapons in other States and lead to countermeasures, and hence give
rise to a new cycle in the senseless arms race.

The SALT T and ITI agreements between the Superpowers acknowledged the
right of the parties tc use national technical means tc verify compliance with
their provisions. In addition the Soviet draft treaty on the prohibition of
the stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space refers exclusively to
national technical means of verification. However, it is hardly likely that
such a limitation would be accepted by the international community. If a
treaty on the prevention of an arms race in outer space is tc stand a chance
of being universally adhered to, it must have a system of international
verification, A first step in this direction was taken by France in advancing
the idea of an international satellite monitoring agency. This is a matter
of principle to many countries. Moreover, it must also be realized that the
present virtual duopoly of the two Superpowers in this technology is about to
be broken.

The further development of anti-gatellite weepcons is a most threatening
perspective. The Swedish Government, therefore, attaches great importance
to the early initiation of negotiations with a view to prohibiting the
establishment of such systems and the dismentling of existing ones in order to
preclude such a new phase of the arms race We cannot share the view that
if one of the Superpowers has acquired a certain lead in one area, the other
should be entitled to catch up before any negotiations can be embarked upon in
that field. The experiences so far of "the bargaining from strength"
rhilosophy are anything but encouraging. My Government acknowledges the need
for an over-all halance in the military field, but that balance must be sought
and achieved at lower and not higher levels of armements. If one Power or a
few Powers have achieved a certain capability, which may become threatening to
others, negotiationg should start without delay in order to do away with such
unilateral advantages. As we all know, experience shows that once a new
nilitary technology has become established, the temptation to exploit it in
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nd deployment of new weapons in most ‘cases becomes
iTTES1ST10le. rne case ol anti-satellite weapons is not likely to be any
exception.

Although there is clearly a need for multilateral negotiations in the
Committee on Disarmament on the prevention of an arms race in outer space,
this, of course, does not exclude the possibility of the two leading space
Powers negotiating between them on matters of particular bilateral interest
in this field. This view is consistent with the opinion my delegation and
many others have expressed regarding other disarmament questions also, such
as a nuclear test ban and the prohibition of chemical weapons., Sweden,
therefore strongly urges the United States and the Soviet Union to resume their
bilateral talks with a view to finding solutions to some of the most pressing
problems in the field of apace warfare, notably the prevention of anti-
satellite warfare.

Sweden was able to co-sponsor both General Assembly resolutions last
autumn on the prevention of an arms race in outer space. Resolution 5?/83,
submitted by non-aligned and socialist countries, contained, inter alia, a
clear request for the establishment of an ad hoc working group in the
Committee on Disarmament with the task of opening multilateral negotiations
on this item. This is important. Negotiations must no longer be delayed.
Resolution 37/99 D, adopted on the initiative of western countries, put
special emphasis on the need to tackle the problem of an emerging race in
anti-gatellite weapons. This seems to us to be the most immediate concern.
Both resolutions, therefore, had merits which we considered important. The
distinguished Ambassador of Sri Lanka, in his statement of 14 April, made a
clear presentation of the possible approaches to the decision now facing the
Committee on this matter. As far as the Swedish delegation is concerned, it
is flexible on the organization of a forthcoming negotiation within an ad hoc
working group in this Committee. A constructive proposal regarding the
establishment of such a working group has been made in document CD/329,
submitted by the Group of 21.

Security is basically a political concept. Security problems must,
therefore, be solved not by increased armaments or confrontation between
adversaries but in co-operation and negotiations between parties for their
mutual advantage and our common security. Time is getting short, but it is
still possible to prevent an arms race in outer space if negotiations start
now. If this fails, all countries will suffer. All countries thus have a
legitimate interest in this matter. An overwhelming majority among them
demand negotiations in this Committee before it is too late. Such a demand
must not pass unheeded.
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Mr., Chairman, it would not be an understatement to say
arity" have the widest usage in contemporaxry inter-State
relations, And yet the principles which should govern peaceful relations among nations
enjoy the widest disregard, the widest violation within the community of nations,
The talk about disarmament and international security is not novel either, but one
wonders whether and where a line can be drawn in reality between disarmament and
international security on the one hand, and armament and international insecurity
on the other! .

On several occasions already, the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
Mr, Pérez de Cuéllar, has expressed his serious concern about the paying of lip-service
to issues of the greatest importance to the survival of mankind, In the statement he
delivered to this Committee on 15 February last, for instance, the Secretary-General
re—emphasized the point he had made in his firet annual report cdated 7 September 1982,
namely, that the escalation in the arms race was and is guaranteed by the lack of a
credible and effective system of international pezce and security. What was essential,
he stressed, was "to find ways to enhance the collective security machinery afforded
by the United Nations Charter and by the Security Council in particular". We could
not agree more with the Secretary-General. The fact is that the Leaguc of Nations had
to collapse the way it did precisely because it had not been founded on z sound and
so0lid system of collective security. Any architect who starts with, and zims ab,
constructing what he believes to be a strong and durable roof for a house but neglects
to lay the required solid foundation for it engages in a futile construction exercise,
No wonder, then, that the Seccnd World War, like the irst World War before it, could
not be prevented, ‘

Most regrettably, the United Nations, like the League of Nations before it, also
lacks an effective collective system of international security. No wonder, then, that
the United Nations®has not succeeded ir its primary respeonsibility of preventing all
kinds of war and assuring enduring peace and security. As Keeper of the Peace, the
United Nations is still to evolve an effective machinery for the peaceful resolution
of international disputes and for the effective governance of the behaviour of
sovereign States in their relations with one another. ' The structure and system of the
United Nations are such that only some of its ilembers bear the primary task of
meintaining international peace and security. The argument, then, that the
United Nations has failed as Keeper of the Peace because of the behaviour of certain
of its Members, who have not discharged their responsibilities the way they should is
not only logicaly it is indeed sound and credible.

In short, the system of international peace and security envisaged in the
United Na tlons Charter has not been fully and successfully applied primarily because
the provisions of the Charter have not been strictly adhered to, Thus, as it has been
argued time and again, the Second World War resulted from the lack of a system capable
of ensuring lasting peace and security. We, like the other Members of the
international community, are charged with the responsibility of making the cystem work
and thereby preventing s third world war from erupting, The First World War was a
Buropean war and we all know the reasons thzt led to it. The Second World War was
broader in character and scope than World VWar I, tut the main war stage 5%ill remained
Furope, and we all know the reasons that led to that war. But we all know that = third
world war would not be limited to one region, We all know that the battleground for
such a war would be every inch of our earth, and its victims would be manking iteself,
We all know that World War ITI wouléd not only result from "g“ave reasons'; it would
not only result from politico-military and security reasons, Such a war vould result
from a combination of factors, a combination of reasons, some of which would be sgimple
and honest mistakes; others would even be irrational, trivial and ridiculous, such as
mere suspicion and mistrust; merc miscalculation zmong the supposed custodions of
world peace end security; mere misuse of ccientific and technological achievements of
our day, and the mere arrogance of power by certuin States members of the international
community, and of course, the resulting arme race and vioslations of the
United Nations Charter,
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Uther ractors and reasons of a more serious nature from which a new world war
could result would certainly include the existing economic imbalances and inequities
between the rich and the poor; between armament and underdevelopment; between the
"haves" and the "have-nots" of the North and South; between the evolutionary and the
revolutionary; and, of course, the Bast-West conflict in the third world — the sole
battleground for all the 140 or so armed conflicts and wars which have occurred since
the end of the Second World Var,

Dag Hammarskjold was right when he expressed his strong convinction that a
third world war could very easily have started in the Congo, now Zaire, in 1960, One
thing is certain, however, and is universally recognized: World War II was fought
for six years; World War III would last for less than sgix days, and it would annihilate
the greatest and most precious gift of all time =— our very life!

If, then, one talks about the relationship among disarmament, development and
international security, what exactly does one mean? Well, the answer to this question
is necessarily complex because the guestion itself is a ceomplex one. TFirst, we must
establish what these expressions actually mean., What is disarmament? What is
development? What do we mean by "security" or "national interests"?

In my intervention of 14 April 1963, I dwelt at length on the close
interconnection that exists between disarmament and development. Today, I wish to
address myself to the question of the international system of security and how it is
closely interconnected with the questions of disarmament and development. These
interconnections are better described as a "triangular relationship',

For all practical purposes, disarmament is the prccess of reduction in the size
of, and expenditures on, armed fcrces; of the destruction or dismantling of weapons,
whether deployed or stockpiled; of the progressive elimination of the capacity to
produce new weapons, and of the release and integration into civilian life of military
personnel, The ultimate objective in this process is, of course, general and complete
disarmament under effective international control.

Develorment is, on the other hand, a multidimensional process involving the
reorganization and reorientation of entire economic and socizl systems. It aims at
attaining improvements in incomes and output. It involves radical changes in social,
institutional and administrative structures, as well as in popular attitudes and even
in customs and beliefs. It also aims at the acceleration of economic growth, the
reduction of inegquality (in the distribution of income and wealth as well as of status
and power), and the eradication of absolute poverty. Poverty is part of inequality
because poverty and wealth are the two extreme positions of income distribution in
society. And as I have said before, no contemporary society, irrespective of its
economic development, social situation, political system, or anything elsc, is free of
inequality.

My understanding of "national interest" is that it is whatever a nation feels to
be essential to its security and well-being. National interests are thus national
goals, the first among them being the maintenance and protection of national security.

National security refers, as we all know, both to physical and to psychological
security, which security may be subject to threats, both intermal and external., The
constituent elements of national security include: the promotion and maintenance of
national economic and social welfare, the preservation of national health and safety;
the promotion and maintenance of naticnal integrity, national independence and the
liberty of peoples to choose their own economic and political destiny and their
cultures, and to exist with others; freedom from the fact and menace of military
attack and freedom from the fact of menaoce,
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hus, 1or any system o1l international security to be viable, it must recognize,
and adhere to the aforementioned constituent elements of national security., It must
also recognize and respect the right of all to exist in freedom and sitability, justice
and equity, and in safety. Genuine and lasting international peace and sccurity thus
essentially means equitable socio-economic development and survival, ac well as
recognition of the multidimensional interdependence which must exist between and
among nations. This fact was recognized by the international community when it
agreed to the following paragraph in the Second United Nations Development Strategy
for the 1970s:

"(6) In the conviction that development is the essential path to peace
and justice, Governments reaffirm their common and unswerving resolve to seek
a better and more effective system of international co-operation whereby the
prevailing disparities in the world may be banished and prosperity secured for
all,"

In summary, then, disarmament is a means to an end, the end being lasting world
peace and security; but disarmament must be attained first and disarmament will
never be an effective vehicle to that end unless the unaveoidable triangular
relationship existing among disarmament, development and security, i.e. survival, is
fully and unreservedly recognized and promoted by all, Disarmament must also be
recognized as a vehicle fer attaining the New International Economic Order, since
the latter is the instrument whose main objeciive is 1o bring about structural changes
in inter-State relations, with a view teo eliminating the inequities existing in the
current international cconomic relations. Continued disagreement on disarmament, as
indeed on development issues, can only intensify the arms race and the conflicts so
dominant these days in inter-State relatione,; and thereby render imposzible the
attainment not only of the New International Economic Crder, but in pariicular of a
lasting world peace and security.

Development is a process which entails social and economic changes in society,
and the ultimate gozl of develcpment is to attain justice through an improvement in
the quality of life for all; the provision of the basic material requirements for a
productive and dignified existence for all; and the granting tc everyone of equal
opportunities fully andé effectively to participate in the economic and social progress
and tc share in its benefits. Development is, hence, by definition, a global
necessity and possession unlinmited to any region or some regions of the world.
Development of the poorer couniries of the South, through disarmement, will certainly
bring benefits to the Noxrth as well, whercas an arms escalation will bring social
misery tc all natiops and peoples. Doevelopment represents the eéntire gamut of changes
by which an entire social system, tuned to the diverse basic needs and desives of
individuals and social groups within that system, moves away from a condition of
life widely perceived as unsatisfactory, and towards = sibuation or condition of
life regarded as materially and spiritually "better",

What, then, must be done to attain, prcmote and maintain an enduring system of

international peace and security? What sacrifices must be made for this cause?

There is o lot that can and must be done te sttain this goal., We need, all of us,
first and foremost, to devclop a sense of genuine belonging to the disarmament
process; a sense of dulty tc this process; a sense of commitment to disarmament
negotiations; a sense of urgency in the disarmament process; a sense of hatred for
the arms race, and z sense of survival through disarmament, We need, all of us, to
recognize the close relationship existing between disarmament, development and
survival, We need to abide zitrictly by the United Nations Charter provisions. No
system of duzable international peace and security is possible without the genuine
co-operation in the egtablichment of such a system and the positive involvement of the
United States and the USSH and their respective military alliances, O0f the 50,000 or
so nuclear weapons existing in %he world todzy, 95 per cent belong to the

United States and the USSR, These weapons have the power of some 1 million Hiroshima
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bombs. Ten thousand of these are deployed for use in Burope. Sixteen thousand of
them are strategic, capable of crossing the globe in only 30 minutes and landing
within a few hundred yards of their intended targets, Of course, all the facts are
not easy to determine, because they are not freely accessible., But we know what the
consequences would be, if an accident, or a miscalculation, or even a deliberate
pressing of the war button were to occur in the nuclear field.

Thus, no system of world peace and security can last for long if it does not
recognize the important role which disarmament must play as the fundamental means to
over--all humen survival, and if the super Powers and the other militarily significant
Powers refuse to undertake serious and genuine negotiations leading to the
conclusion, as soon as possible, of binding internaticnal legal instruments in the
field of disarmament. The "linkage" approach, whereby progress on one disarmament
aspect, for example in a limited forum, is conditioned by the results cf the talks on
another aspect of the disarmament process, has sc far proved to be very obstructive
to progress in general. The terms of reference of the various negotiating forums
should provide the sole necessary guidelines for such negotiations,

Our talk about security should not be limited to the military aspects of
security, The fact is that military aspects are but a small fraction of over-all
security, As I have stated before, no arms escalation can or will ever lead to
genuine and enduring security. The ncn-military aspects of security entail the
provision of the basic conditions for peaceful relations between and zmong States:
global co-operation leads to global economic stability and welfare and that means
global security; global equitable distribution of resources, and global co-operation
on safeguarding the environment. We cannot afford to ignore all these factors, N

Perhaps there is no better measure in the global quest for peace than through
the enhancing of the effectiveness of the United Nations as Kecper of the Peace.
It has been estimated that meore than 120 wars were fought in 71 States between
1945 and 1971 and that since the Second World War, 30 million or so people have
died in armed conflicts, and all this during the time that the United Nations has
existed as a political organization charged with the primary responsibility of
keeping the peace. Making the United Nations effective essentially means stopping
all wars and conflicts from cccurring. It means enforcing and applying the
original security role given to the United Nations in Chapter VII of its Charterx,
under which the United Nations mugt take action with respect to "any threat to the
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression". It means applying the
"enforcement" provisions of Articles 12, 26 and 39-51 of the United Nations Chartex,
which require the Security Council to take action,

. Enhancing the effectiveness of the United Nations as Keeper of the Peace also
means that the General Assembly must be given and must play an increasing role in
the maintenance of international peace and sccurity as envisaged in Article 11 of
the Charter, and in numerous resolutions of the Generzl Assembly. Let me refer to
only three of them. In its resolution 290(IV), adopted in 1949, and entitled,
"Essentials of pecace", the General Assembly stated that disregard of the Principles
of the Charter of the United Nations "is primarily responsible for the continuance
of international tension ...".
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In its resolution 380(V), adopted at its 308th plenary meeting on
17 November 1950, and entitled, "Peace through deeds", the General Assembly declared
that all goals for lasting peace and cecurity were attainable, provided all
Governments and members of the United Naticns strictly observe their obligations under
the Charter, and demonstrate by their decds their will to achieve peace. In the same
resolution also, the General Assembly reaffirmed that, whatever the weapons used,
any aggression, whether committed openly, or by fomenting civil strife in the
interest of a foreign Power, or othecrwise, "is the greatest of all crimes against
peace and security throughout the world",

Of particular importance, and relevant to my argument for enhancing the role
of the United Nations in keeping the peace, is resolution 377(V), adopted by the
General Assembly at its 302nd plenary meeting on 3 November 195C, and entitled
"Uniting for peace"., We 21l Imow the circumstances that led to the adoption of that
resclution. Many have argued that the United Nations Security Council lacks the
power to act, that it lacks the teeth to bite with, or even gnaw wars and conflicts
in the world, precisely because of the use of the veto, The "Uniting for peace"
resolution vas thus designed tc enable the United Naticns to act by getting around
the stultification of the veto power, The relevant paragraph of thc resolution
provides that:

"The General Assenbly, ...
A.

1. Resolves that if the Security Council, because cf lack of unanimity of
the permament members, fails to exercise its primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security in any case where there appears
to be a threat to the peace, Lreach of the peace, or act of aggression, the
General Assembly shall consider the matter immediately with a view to making
appropriate recommendations to liembers for collective measures, including in
case of a breach of the peace or act of aggression the use of armed force when
necessary, to maintain or restore international peace or security. If not in
session at the time, the Generzl Asscembly may meet in emergency special
seszion within twenty-four hours of the request therefor, BSuch emergency
special session shall be called if recuested by the Security Council on the
vote of any seven mcmbers, or by a majority cf the llembers of the

United Nations;".

This is one of the most meaningful resolutions the General Assembly has ever
adopted, The misuse and abuse of the velo power has grown with time. The right
application of the "Uniting for peace" resolution would contribute to the
enhancement of the effectiveness of the United Wations in its peace~keeping duties,
Similarly, the original mendate of the Military Staff Committee should be restored,
and the Committece's role in the maintenance of international peace zand secuxrity,
as envisaged in Articles 26 and 47 of the Charter, should be enhanced. Unless,
therefore, the United Nations is given the central authority of deterring conflicts
and wars through the enforcement of the Charter provisions, the achievement of a
viable system of international peace and sceurity will continue to be remote.

Many good resolutions have been adopted, and good statements delivered on the
strengthening cf the United Nations as an instrument of peace, The problem, however,
has been in their application.

In June 1963, for instance, President John F. Kennedy had the following to say
about the United Nations at the American University in Washington, D.C.:
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wo wewn wu ouscuguuel the United Nations, to help solve its financial
problems, to make it a more effective instrument of peace, to develop it into
a genuine world security system ... capable of resolving disputes on the basis
of law, of insuring the security of the large and the small, of creating
conditions under which arms can finally be abolished .., This will require a
new effort to achieve world law ...".

' President Kennedy had been even more explicit in his belief and trust in the
United Nations, when he delivered his inaugural address in Jamuary 1961. He said:

"To that world assembly of sovereign States, the United Nafions, our last
best hope in an age where the instruments of war have far cutpaced the
instruments of peace, we renew our pledge of support — to prevent it from
becoming merely a forum for invective — to strengthen its shield of the new
and the weak —— and to enlarge the area in which its writ mey run ...

) So let us begin anew -~ remembering on both sides that civility is not
a sign of weakmess, and sircerity is always subject to proof. Let us never
negotiate out of fear, But let us never fear to negotiate,

Let both sides explore what problems unite us instead of belabouring
those problems which divide us, Let both sides, for the first time, formulate
serious and precise proposals for the inspection and control of arms —- and
bring the absolute power to destroy other nations under the absolute control
of all nations ...

And if the beachhead of co-operation may push back the jungle of
suspicion, let both sides join in a new endeavour, creating, not a new
balance of power, but a new world of law, where the strong are just and the
weak secure and the peace preserved, In your hand, my fellow citizens, more

~than mine, will rest the final success or failure of our course".

That was a mighty statement, and President Kemnedy must be very uncomfortable in
his grave with the present performance of "that world assembly of sovereign States",
as keeper of world peace and security.

The talk about disarmament, development and international security is incomplete
if it does not include the role of the non-aligned movement in that triangular
relationship., 4s I have indicated on other occasions, neo-colonialism and
neo—-imperialism have always attributed the existence of "underdevelopment" and the
dependence of the South primarily to the historical evolution of a highly unequal
international capitalist system of poor country-rich country relationships. The
co—-existence of the rich and poor nations in an international system dominated by
such unequal power relationships between the rich and the poor renders all efforts
by the poor nations to be self-reliant and independent in their development efforts
not only difficult but almost impossible, :

The non-zligned movement is 22 years old. But at its first summit meeting
held in Belgrade in 1961, the movement declared, inter alia, that:

"War has never threatened mankind with greater conseguences than today.
On the other hand, never before has mankind had at its disposal stronger forces
for eliminating war as an instrument of policy in international relations'.

Thus, from its very inception, the non-aligned moverment did see a clear
relationship between disarmament and international security on the one hand, and
between these and socio-economic development on the other. The Belgrade declaration
stressed the top priority the movement attached, as it is now, to the necessity of
preventing nuclear war, and the arms race in general. By deciding to send an official
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-~ - of the Superpowers —- Moscow and Washington, D.C. —- %o
urge them to cease nuclear testing, the non-aligned movement thus took the first step
ever towards a world-wide nuclear disarmament. The movement's very birth was, in fact,
a rebellion against the arms race instituted by the world war in East-West relations.

Already in 1940, Jawaharlal Nehru talked agbout complete disarmament and its
relationship to development and international security. He said, inter alias
"Disarmament ultimately depends on far-reaching changes in the political and economic
structure of the world leading to a removal of the basic causes of war". Nehru
continued with his tireless campaign for peace throughout the 1950s. In 1954, for
instance, he wrote in National Herald about the arms race which he described as "the
way to madness, and the great men who contest our destinies are dangerous self-centred
lunatics, who ... will rather rain death and destruction all over the world than give
up their petty opinions and think and act aright ... Peace and co-operation and
well-being for all the peoples of the world were well within grasv. But the gods
perhaps envied the lot of man and drove him mad ...". Thus, the “opic of
disarmament has been on the agenda of practically every non-aligned summit meeting
since the birth of the movement. And we are all familiar with the pronouncements on
this subject of the recently concluded seventh non-aligned summit meeting.

The third world is right to be articulate on the gquestion of disarmament because
the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament and the very survival of mankind so require, and because, as is very well
known, the third world has been the battleground of all wars waged since 1945. We all
have a stake in disarmament and common security entails collective responsibility.

Frem the foregoing, it is evident that security camnot be guaranteed either by
the use of force or by military preparedness. Security can never and will never be
bought by military hardware, by billions of dollars, or by mere advanced technological
attainment. The very notion of security means that excessive and extravagant military
spending is not only a waste of scarce resources in the midst of an ever-deteriorating
global economic crisis —- resources which are so very badly needed for productive
social and economic purposes -~ but such spending merely enhances insecurity, and all
the chances of war. And this is the paradox, years ago, military spending on
armaments was much less than it is today; and yet the world was a safer place to live
in. Now, military expenditures have reached insane proportions, and yet the world is a
much more dangerous place to live in than it was then!

Let us, then, all work for the translation of the Final Document provisions into
concrete action. Let us all work for the vprogressive strengthening of the peace-
keeping role and machinery of the United Nations. Let us all work for the removal of
local and global tensions in relations among nations. Let us all work for the
eradication of poverty and deprivation, and inequality and hunger and malnutrition and
ill-health, and under-development. Let us all work for the establishment of national
and regional security arrangements and assurances; for the establishment of zones
of peace and nuclear-weapon-free zones., Let ug all work for the volitical and
economic security of every nation. Let us all work for our common survival in dignity
through our common disarmament, our common development, and our common secuxrity.
Permit me now, Mr. Chairman, to expresas the deep and sincere gratitude of my
delegation to Ambassador Rikhi Jaipal, the distinguished Secretary cf the Committee on
Disermament, for the constant assistance and advice he has given us during our
deliberations. And I would also like to express ny appreciation to his deputy,

Mr. Berasategui, and all the other mernbers of the secretariat for the great devotion
and patience which they have demonstrated in rendering services to this Committee. My
delegation is fully appreciative of all these valuable services. I also wish to thank
the interpreters, the engineers and everybody else who has participated in the
provision of valuable services to us. I want them all to know that we do not at all
forget what they are doing; we do not take for granted what *they are doing. We value
their services very much.
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lan thanks Mr. Don Nanjira for his statement, for his
Kina woras aaaressea tvo tne Unair and for his very generous words of thanks to the
gsecretariat, the interpreters, the-technicians and all members of the staff -
servicing this Committee. May I now call upon the next speaker on the’ 1list, the
distinguished representative of Algeria, Ambassador Oul Rouis. You have:the
floor, Sir.

Mr, OUL ROUIS (Algeria) (tranglated from Fremch): Mr. Chairmen, since the
beginning of this session the Algerian delegation has had the opportunity to. .
express its views on the various items on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament.
I shall confine myself today to offering some comments on the subject of item T of
our agenda, namely, the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

Recent years have been marked by the appearance of signs foresha.dowing a new
phaae J.n the militarization of outer sPaGe. ‘

The extension of the logic of confllct to outer. spa.ce, now considered by tha
strategists of the major powers as a potential hs.t_tlefield could not but engender
a race in the development of space weapon systems,

The current programmes éi‘ research and d.evelgpmént relating to anti-satellite
interceptor systems, laser weapons and particle-beam weapon. systems are all part of
this perpetual endeavour to secure military superiority.

The integration of outer space into the strategic concepts of the major powers
greatly reduces the distance between the fictional "star wars" scenario and the
sphere of reality.

“These dangerous shifts further complicate the disarmament equation. There is
no doubt that an arms race in outer space will have unforeseesble consequences for
the security of the world, unless the international community, in a healthy reaction,
succeeds in preserving outer space, and the peaceful activities for which it
provides support, from the warlike antagonisms of the major powers.

This is still possible, for, unlike nuclear disarmament, where the goal is to
eliminate weapons which unfortunately exist, it would seem that space weapons are
not yet operational.

We therefore consider that it is neither naive nor idealistic to believe that
there is still time to prevent the conversion of outer space into a future
battlefield.

It is still possible, if the powers in guestion show politichl will and embark
upon a process of negotiation with a view to the adoption of conorete measures for
the prevention of an arms race in outer space,

This task is urgent, for experience in disarmament matters shows that, once
it has been started, the arms race in a given. sphere develops in an action-reaction
spiral and makes it all the more difficult to adopt measures to stop the escalatlon
and reverse the trend.

The injuncfions of the international commmity in favour of this objective
are numerous.

Almost five years ago the General Assembly, meeting at its first special session
devoted to disarmament, stated in its Programme of Action, which was adopted by
consensus, that further measures should be taken and appropriate international
negotiations held in order to prevent an arms race in outer space.
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In its resolutions 36/99 and 36/97 C, the General Assembly requeated the
Committee on Disarmament to undertake negotn.a.tmns on this question. . That request
vwas, moreover, Te¢ iterated by the General Assembly at its thirty-seventh sess:.on,
in its resolutions 37/63 and 37/99 D.

Speaking at the Second United Nations Conference on the Exploration and
Peaceful Uses of Quter Space, held at Viema last August, the Secretary-(eneral of
the United Nations echoed the concerns of the intermational commutiity in declaring
that the” growing militarization of outer space was alarming and inviting the
forces of reason and peace to oppose what would be a dangerous escalation of the
arms race.

The same Conference adopted by consensus a report which places the emphasis
on the maintenance of peace and security in-outer space, and in which it urgently
recommends the competent bodies of the United Nations, and in particular the
General ‘Assembly and the Committee on Disarmament, to give this ma.tter the
requisite attention and high prlor:l.ty.

Apart from the fact that it runs counter to the efforts being made by the
international -commmnity to put an end to the arms race and to prévent nuclear war,
the extension of the arms race to outer space can and should be avoided for .
certain very obvious reasons. E

It ought to be avoided in the first instance because it is ls.ke'.ly to .mcrease
the risks of the breakdown of international peace and security.

It ought to be avoided, secondly, because it is unacceptable that a small number
of States should not merely cause danger to all mankind by reason of the huge
nuclear arsenals they hold but in addition place the security of all States at
risk by converting the common heritage of mankind into an advanced defence positlon
for their own security.

It ought also to be avoided because that is an essential precondition for the
developuent and continuation of internmational co—operation in the sphere of the
exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Lastly, it is no secret to anyone that space programmes for ml:.ta:r.y purposes
absorb vast resources whose size is in shocking contrast with the meagreness of the
financial flows devoted to what is known as development aid.

There can be no doubt that the Committee on Disarmament, the only multilateral
disarmament negotiating body, is the proper place for multilateral negot:.at:.ons on
the question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

The discussions which took place in this Committee on this question at the last
session had the merit of showing the interest that exists in a.c:h:.evmg the
prevention of .an arms race in outer space.

Delegations were able to conduct a very broad exchange of views on the

substance of the question as well as on the structural framework for dealmg with
item 7 of the agenda. M

Almost all delegations stressed the need to set up a working group on this
item; unfortunately, differences of views about its mandate prevented the
establishment of such a group.at the last session.
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Anxious to help promote disarmament in all possible ways, the Group of 21, in
document CD/329, submitted a draft mendate for an ad hoc working group on this
question.

Baging itself on the principle that outer space, which is recognized as the
common heritdge of mankind, ought to be preserved exclusively for peaceful purposes,
the Group of 21 proposed a mandste which favours a global approach designed
to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects. ,

The Algerian delegation, for its part, continues to supporf:fhat pi'cposal,'
which it recommends anew,

On the eve of the unleashing of an arms race in outer space which would
assuredly be as dangerous as it would be costly, it seems to us that the best way
of eliminating this danger is ‘the global approech, which recognizes the inter-
dependence of all u,1=1jpa:-,c‘ls.=.-. of this question and takes into account the interests of
all pa¥ties to the negotiections,

While we do not wirh to minimize the difficulties of the task confronting the
Committee on Dissrmament, we neverineless find some of the arguments that have been
advanced for putting off the negotiation of an international instrument on the
prevention of an arms racz in oultex space in all its aspects mconvim:ing

It has first of a."-.l been claimed thet this is only a theoretical possibilitv
because the weapons in question do not yet exist. It is surely hardly necessary
to point out that in wmatters of zrmz, the tomptation to convert theoretical
possibilities into rzality is grcat because it is inherent in the dymamics of the
search for military superiority.

The argument hes been yut forward of the complexity of the issue and the lack
of experiencz in this field, This should in no way prevent the Committee from
embarking on negotiations on this matter, taking advantage of all the experience
gained in this sphere, particularly during the bilateral negotiations, as well as
calling upon 21l the wequiszitz cportise, It is, morcover, to be noted that putting
off the negotiations becavse of the complexity of the question would mean deferring
the solution of this matter indefinitely, becavse it is obvious that these problems
become more cormlex as tirs passea.

The argument of complexity aind technical difficuliies is very often- used to
cover the unwillingmess of certain powers to engage in negotiations in the /
Committee on Disarmament.,

As to the Algerian dnlega.tion, wa are firmly convinced that the will to
negotiate is primarily something politiczl. Although technical difficulties may
poseibly explain the slowness of a given negotiating process, they cammot affect
the essentially political natvre of the process itself,

In establiching a working group with a global mandate, the Committee on
Disarmament would be responding to the appeals of the United Nations General Assembly
ag well as to the demands of our pcoples, who inscist that measures should be taken:
to prevent outer space becoming o battlefield endangering the very survival of
mankind.
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Mr. BRDEMBLLEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Mr. Chairman, my
statement today will be devoted:- to the question of the prevention of an arms race
in outer space, the item the Committee is to discuss this week in accordance
with its programme of work. It is to be noted that the problem of the prevention
of an arms race in outer space is becoming all the more urgent and pressing in

. view of the dangerous trend towards the conversion of outer space into a theatre
for such a race.

If we look at history and turn some of its pages, we shall be convinced
anew of .the importance and timeliness of the efforts that have been made to
prevent outer space being used for military purposes.

Three months after the beginning of the space era in the history of mankind,
.which was opened by the launching of the first Soviet satellite in March 1958,
“the USSR put before the United Nations General Assembly at its thirteenth session
. a praoposal on the prevention of the use of outer space for military purpﬂaes and
on international co~operation in the matter of the exploration of outer space.
That was the first proposal in the history of mankind for the limitation of
~military activity in outer space. With the active participation and significant
contribution of the socialist States and other peace-loving countries, certain
international. legal instruments now in force, limiting the use of outer space-
for hostile purposes, were worked out and concluded, for example, the Treaty .
Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water,
.of 1963, the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,
of 1967, the Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies, of 1979, and others.

Important provisions aimed at limiting military activity in outer space
were included in the strategic arms limitation agreements reached between the USSR
and the United States in the 1970s -- the Treaty on the Limitation of
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems and the Salt-I Agreement. These constituted an
impressive achievement in this sphere, substantially limiting the use of outer
space for military purpases. The agreements contained qualitative limitations

. ~concerning specific military space systems. Thus, for example, in the

United States -~ USSR ABM Treaty of 26 May 1972, the parties undertook "not to
develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, ailr-based,
gpace-based or mobile land-based".

The conclusion of these agreements constituted real steps forward in the
demilitarization of the celestial bodies and a positive limitation of the use
of space for military purposes. However, the existing limitation measures are
not complete, because there is no effective international instrument placing a
reliable barrier in the way of attempts to extend the arms race to outer space.

It has unfortunately to be observed that those who want to militarize outer
space in order to secure absolute supremacy are hastening to take advantage of
the absence of such measures of prohibition. It is no secret that the
United States has prepared a vast programme in this sphere the basic principles
of which have been confirmed by a special presidential directive. In this
' programme, outer space is regarded as a theatre for military activities and a
special military space command has been set up to take charge of operations there.
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A particuiar aanger resides in the preparation of innumerable projects for
the devélopment of space weapons designed to attack targets in outer space, in
ailr space and on the earth. Among these, special priority has been given to the
development and deployment 1n space of anti-ballistic missile defence systems,
based in particular on the use of the latest scientific and technological
achievements in the sphere of laser and charged particle technology.

As you ‘know, the Washington administration has announced the start-of work "
on a large-scale and highly effective anti-missile defence systenm using military
vehicles in space. This programme of extensive military preparations in outer
space provides for the establishment of 100 military orbital stations equipped
with laser and particle-beam weapons and also sensors for detecting ballistic
missiles. It is planned to spend $500 billion on these purposes. We believe
that if the United States carries out these plans that will mean in fact the ,
deployment in space of anti-ballistic missile defence systems for the purpose of
destroying the strategic weapons of the other side, that is, depriving it of
the possibility of taking retaliatory measures. In essence what this amounts to
is the intention to create a strategic first-strike potential.

A large part 1s also played in these plans by various manned spacecraft
capable of carrying out purely military tasks in the placing in orbit of space=-
earth strike systems, anti-satellite systems and rcconnaissance, navigation and
other types of satellite for military purposes under the orders of the
United States military space command. As has been stated in the Western press,
out of 331 planned flights of such craft, more than a third will be deatined
for military tasks.

The idea of the militarization of outer space in violation of the agreements
existing in this sphere did not come from the minds of contemporary science-
fiction writers but originated in the highest military and political circles of
the United States. For example, it has been said more than once in American
military circles that, depending on the results of its work in the sphere of
anti-ballistic missile defence systems, the United States might ask for the
revision or even the renunciation of the Soviet-American treaty of 1972 that
was concluded at the same time as the SALT-I Agreement. As we understand it,
both sides legally recognized at that time that mutual restraint in the
development of anti-missile defence sistems would permit progress to be made
in the limitation and reduction of strategic weapons as a whole. Thus there is
now in effect a threat to remove one of the cornerstones of the entire strategic
arms limitation process.

-I should like to add that the carrying out of a programme for the development
of a "perfect" ABM system in space would constitute a violation of the
Soviet-American ABM Treaty of 1972. Under article V of that Treaty, the parties
undertook not to develop, test or deploy in space ABM systems or components.
Furthermore, the distinguished representative of the United Statés confivmed
this in his statement to the Committee on 2 September 1982.
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ne arsu wunuer nuw suco actions can be in conformity with the provisions
of other important international treaties and agreements.- As is stated in the
United States press with reference to such authorities as the "father" of the
hydrogen bomb, the physicist Edward Teller, the provision. of. the energy for the
powerful X-ray lasers necessary for the proposed ABM system is pogsible only
through nuclear explosions in space. The magazine Newsweek, in it§ issue of
4 April 1983, in particular states: "Although information on the X-ray laser
remains clasgified, the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory reportedly
created an X-ray pulse with the system in a recent underground test in Nevada'.

Thus, questions are now being raised about the fulfilment of obligations
assumed under two important international legal instruments, namely, the
1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in three environments, including outer
space, and the 1967 Treaty on the non-deployment in outer space of weapons of
mass destruction.

We believe that any violation of generally recognized international legal
norms will entail far-reaching consequencas.

What dangers do we see in the arms race in outer space?

In the first place, military space vehicles would cause extreme
destabilization of the strategic situation. Plans for the development of
so-called "perfect" defence systems against strategic missiles are nothing but
a screen covering the real intentions of the authors of these plans. Talk about
their defensive purpose is deliberately designed to deceive public opinion.

In the second place, the deployment of military vehicles in space would
lead to the creation of yet another type of global weapon, the creation of an.
excessive military first-strike potential which would inevitably increase the
risk of the outbreak of nuclear war.

In the third place, as I have alreadv said, an arms race in outer space
would entail colossal materlal expenditures.

Fourthly, and this sﬁould be particularly emphasized, the new programme
for the development of a 'defensive" ABM system violates the specific aystem of
international legal norms to which I referred earlier.

The Mongolian delegation, like the majority of other delegations in the
Committee, is firmly in favour of the adoption of constructive measures aimed
at the prevention of the extension of the arms race to outer space. There arec
on the negotiating table in the Committec on Disarmament a number of documents
which could serve as the basis for .the detailed consideration of and the conduct
of negotiations on the substance of the issue. In particular, the Soviet
delegation submitted a qpaft treaty on the prohibition of the stationing of -
weapons of any kind in outer space (document CD/274). The Mongolian delegation
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submitted a proposal on the establishment of an ad hoc working group on this
subject (document CD/272); the group of delegations of the non-aligned and
neutral States put before the Committee a draft mandate for the ad ho¢ working
group (document CD/329); a document on arms control and outer space’ th/320)
was submitted by the delegation of Canada.

We believe that towards the end of the second part of its 1982 session
the Committee was very near to the achievement of a consensus on the setting of
an ad hoc working group to discuss questions connected with the prevention of
an arms race in outer space on a solid basis, with the participation of
qualified experts. This did not happen, however. Certain delegations, and
more precisely one delegation, blocked the setting up of an ad hoc working group,
declaring that it was necessary to hold an exhaustive discussion of the views
of all delegations and to carry out extensive preparatory work of substance,
The Mongolian delegation, like many other delegations, is in favour of the
practical consideration of the substance of the issue, that is to “say, the
conduct of genuine negotiations. All the necessary prerequisites exist for this.
Apart from the working papers containing specific proposals to which I have
already réferred, the Committee has been considering item 7 of its agenda from
every point of view for more than two years now, both at plenary meetings and
at informal meetings. We believe that the majority of delegations havé expressed
their views on the question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space.
In this connection I should like particularly to draw attention to the statement
made by Ambassador Jayakoddy of Sri Lanka at our last plenary meeting, which
contained a whole series of practical and useful suggestions which could form
the subject of careful study and further consideration in the initial phase of
practical negotiations in the Committee.

The Mongolian delegation, which is in favour of the speediest possible
starting of actual negotiations, hopes that the Committee will soon agree on a
mandate for the ad hoc working group. The wording of the mandate should, in our
view, be based on the provisions of resolution 37/83, adopted by the
United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session. In the course
of the negotiations, all existing proposals and possible future initiatives
should undoubtedly be taken into account.

At the same time we consider that the main object should be a comprehensive
solution of the problem of the prevention of an arms race in outer space. This
does not mean that we wish to leave to one side the question of the prohibition
of anti-satellite systems.

To conclude, I should like to make somec comments on item 4 of the agenda.

By contrast with the consideration of other substantive issues, the
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons in this Committee have made
considerable headway as far as the scope of the work done is concerned. Like
many other delegations we believe that if all participants in the negotiations
were prepared to contribute to the successful completion of the work on a
convention prohibiting chemical weapons this year, that would be a completely
attainable objective.
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we see it, is that the work of the Ad Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons should be conducted in a practical way. In this
connection we wish fully to support the proposal made by a number of delegations
for a parallel approach consisting, on the one hand, of the formulation of those
key provisions of the future convention on which there is a coincidence or
similarity of views and, on the other hand, in close connection with this work,
the continuation of the search for mutually acceptable solutions tc questions
on which there are still divergencies of views. We think that such an approach
will speed up and bring us significantly nearer to agreement on the final text
of a convention.

As regards questions of substance, the Mongolian delegation would like
particularly to note certain constructive proposals that have been made during
the present session. I am thinking primarily of the support given by the
Soviet delegation to the proposal of z number of non=-aligned and neutral States
for the inclusion in the future convention of a provision prohibiting the use
of chemical wcapons, of the Soviet proposal for a renunciation of the production
of chemicals with the methy-phosphorus bond, and of the proposal of the
delegation of the German Democratic Republic for the declaration and liquidation
of stocks of binary weapons during the initial phase after the entry into force
of the convention. These proposals are undoubtedly extremely important from
the point of view of facilitating the negotiations on the complete prohibition
of chemical weapons.

After the prolonged interval between the end of January of this year and
last week, the Ad hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has at last managed to
resume its work. The Mongolian delegation would like to express the hope that
under the chairmanship of Ambassador McPhail of Canada this Working Group will
be able to complete the task before it.

The Committee on Disarmament has today heard the important statement of
Comrade Nguyen Thuong, the Ambassador of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam.
In that statement he dwelt in detail on the results of the International Syposium
on Herbicides and Defoliants in War: The Long-Term Effects on Man and Nature,
which was held in Ho Chi Minh City from 13 to 20 January 1983. The Mongolian
delegation wishes to express its gratitude to the delegation of the Socialist
Republic of Viet Nam for its noble efforts and its great contribution to the
work of the Committee on Disarmament.

We consider that the statement by the delegation of the Socialist Republic
of Viet Nam usefully supplements the document which was distributed in the
Committee at this session (CD/349), and will serve an important source of
information in the consideration of questions of substance in the Ad hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons.
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The CHAIRMAN: The Chairman thanks Ambassador Erdembileg for hia :
contri buEion and his statement concludes the list of, speakers for today. Is
there any other delegation that wishes to take the floor? .

Mr. FIELDS (United‘States of America):  Mr. Chairmah, I wish to thank you
for your words of condolence addressed to the 'United States delegation for the
heavy:lpss of ‘life in the terrorist bomb explosion at our Embassy in Beirut,
Lebanon.s I shall convey them to the bereaved familes and to my coIleagues in
the Dgpartment .of State.

It ia a tragedy of our time that diplomatic personnel and establishments'
have become the target of terrorists. This reflects the callous' and cynical
disdain which terrorists have for those who are the conduits of international
dialogue, who seek solutions to the problems which those same terrorists cite as
the reasons for their acts. Civilized people everywhere must reject such
mindless acts. i - ’

May I also, through you, Sir, extend the heartfelt appreciation of my i
delegation to the many other colleagues who have similarly expressed their shock
and sympathy over this vicious and cowardly act. Let me assure you, Sir, and
the Committee, that, as President Reagan said, this criminal act against a
diplomatic establishment will not deter us from:-our goals of peace in the region.

The CHAIRMAN: The Chairman thanks Ambassador Fields for his statement and
will be glad to comply with his request.

Is there any other delegation that wishes to take the floor? If not, I may
recall that we have already agrced, at our 207th plenary meeting, when the
programme of work of the Committee was adopted, to close the first part of the
session on 29 #April. The Chair has been holding consultations with the
co-ordinators of the various groups and with individual delegations concerning
the opening date for the second part of the 1983 session. As a result, a consensus
seems to be emerging in favour of 14 June as the most appropriate date to start
the second part of the annual session. If there are no objections, may the Chair
take it that the Committee agrees to that opening date?

It was so decided

The CHAIRMAN: Concerning the closing date of the 1983 session, the general
fecling seems to be that this question should be decided during thes second half of
July, when we shall have a better idea of how the work of the Committe is proceeding.

Before we adjourn this plenary meeting, I should like to inform the Committee
that, in consultation with the co-ordinators as well as individual delegations, it
has been agreed to devote an informal meeting, on Monday, 25 April, at 3 p.m., to
consideration of the question of the establishment of working groups under item 2
of the agenda. If there is no objection, I will take it that the Committee agrees
to that informal meeting.

It was so decided
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ing vossnran:  in connection with item 7, "Prevention of an arms race in
outer space", the Chair has also bcen conducting consultations on how best to
consider this item, taking into account the limitations of time and the large
number of meetings requested by the variocus working groups. After careful
consideration of all possible alternatives, it has been agreed with the
co-ordinators and other interested delegations that, after listening to the
members listed to speak'at our plenary meeting on Thursday next, we will
suspend the plenary meeting and continue in an informal meeting to examine how
best to consider item 7. After an exchange of views on that question, we could
then resume the plenary meeting in order to give members an opportunity to
express views for the record, in the light of the discussion held at the informal
meeting. Since we may need to devote some time to the item under consideration,
the secretariat will also make arrangements to provide for an extended meeting of
the Contact Group on Principles of the Working Group on a Comprchensive Programme
of Disarmament, which was originally scheduled to meet at 3 p.m. As the new
arrangements concerning item 7 might take additional time, that Contact Group
would meet immediately after the plenary adjourns.

The Group of 21 contact group on chemical weapons will meet on
Wednesday, 20 fApril, at 9.45 a.m., in Room C.108.

The next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held
on- Thursday, 21 April, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting stands adjourned

The meeting rose at 1 p.m.
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'ne UHALHMAN: L aeclare open the 214th plenary meeting of the Committee on
Disarmament.

At the outset, may I welcome His Excellency the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Bulgaria, Mr. Lyuben Gotzev, who is listed to address the Committee today
as the first speaker. The Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs is a career diplomat
with a vast experience in multilateral diplomacy, and in particular United Nations
affairs, and I am sure that the Committee will follow his statement with particular
interest.

The Committee continues today its consideration of item 7 of its agenda,
nprevention of an arms race in outer space". As usual, members of the Committee
wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of
the Committee.

In connection with item 7, "Prevention of an arms race in outer space", members
will recall that the Committee agreed-at our last plenary meeting that, after
listening to the members listed to speak today, we will suspend the plenary meeting
and continue in an informal meeting to examine how best to consider item 7. After an
exchange of views on that question, the Committee will resume its plenary meeting in
order to give members-an opportunity to express views for the record, in the light
of the discussion held at the informal meeting.

May I recall that we also agreed that the Contact Group on Principles of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament would meet
immediately after the plenary in this conference room. Unfortunately, the Chairman
of the Contact Group, Ambassador Grinberg, will not be able to convene the meeting..
for reasons of health, and consequently the meeting of the Contact Group is
cancelled. I am sure that all members join me in wishing Ambassador Grinberg a
gquick recovery so that he can join us again soon.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Bulgaria, India,
Australia, Egypt and China. It is now the Chair's pleasure to give the floor to the
distinguished representative of Bulgaria, His Excellency Mr. Lyuben Gotzev. You
have the floor, Sir.

Mr. LYUBEN GOTZEV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, I have the honour of addressing
the Committee on Disarmament for the first time. Therefore, allow me at the outset
to congratulate you and, through you, all representatives of member States.

The attention and hopes of many Governments and above all of millions of people
throughout the world have been turned towards Geneva, not only because it is here
that the important Soviet-American negotiations to limit and reduce -strategic arms
and to limit nuclear weapons in Europe are being held, but also because-here is the
site of the main multilateral forum for disarmament negotiations which has been
entrusted by the international community with so many important tasks. Your work is
a highly noble, difficult and responsible one. May I, however, be allowed not to
withhold from you our disappointment that for the fifth consecutive year this
Committee has been unable to accomplish some progress in the elaboration of
international agreements limiting armaments. A great deal of time is still devoted
to discussions on procedural and organizational matters, something that is being
misused by some delegations so as to divert attention to secondary and less urgent
issues. In our opinion, in many cases drafting work is being impeded or delayed by
certain Western delegations. The Bulgarian delegation will continue its efforts to
overcome such shortcomings so that the Committee's long-standing commitment to the
cause of disarmament does yield results.
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Bulgaria ‘attaches particular importance t0 the
activities of the Committee on Disarmament and ‘strives to take an activé part in
them. You are all familiar with the consistent policies pursued by socialist
Bulgaria in favour of peace, understanding and co-operation in the Balkane, in
Europe and in the world.

The necessity of exerting efforts to halt the arms race and bring about
disarmament is, today, immeasurably greater than ever before, sinte the forces of
confrontation and militarism have succeeded in inflicting major harm on détente, in
aggravating the political environment and increasing the danger of war.- There can
be no other task facing all States, their Governments and political ‘leaders more
noble than that of militating against war, so as to arrest:the current menacing turn
of events and bring them back to the avenue of détente and mutually beneficial
co-operation, and to arrive at a solution to: the problem of the limitation and
reduotion of armamente, particularly nuclear armaments.

Ih a recent speech devoted to foreign policy matters, the first Party and State
leader of Bulgaria, Todor Zhivkov, stated, inter mlia: "He are endeavouring to ensure
and we believe that war can be prevented, that peace can be strengthened. We are
deeply convinced that peaceful co-existence is the only sensible alternative to
thermonuclear war, that it corresponds to the interests of all States and peoples, of
all mankind".

In another speech Mr. Zhivkov said: "Turning the Balkans into a nuclear-weapon-
free zone would correspond to the interests of the peoples of the Balkans. This
would constitute a tangible contribution in the healing of the international
atmosphere, in the gradual transformation of Europe into a continent free from
nuclear weapons; . this would be yet another victory for the cause of peace'.

For. the people and Government of Bulgaria, a significant expression of this
policy course are the latest proposals and initiatives put forth jointly with the
other socialist States at the Prague meeting of the Political ‘Consultative Committee
of States members of the Warsaw Treaty Organization.

As is well known, the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw Treaty member States
considered,- earlier this month, subsequent steps to carry out’ these proposals and
initiatives, as well as practical measures concerning negotiations with States
members of -the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and other States, on the
fundamental problems related to the preservation of peace, disarmament and security
in Europe and in the world. Both documents have been circulated in this Committee.
I was informed that they are enjoying their place and ehare of attention in your
discussions and are valued for their merits.

We 1n-Bulgeria have welcomed with satisfaction the announcement that your
Committee, although-only after lengthy discussions and negotiations, has adopted the
proposal of the sogialist countries and:the countries of the Group ‘of 21 to include
on its agenda a question entitled: "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament; prevention of nuclear war, including all rclated mattere"

It is our deep- conviotion that there is no problem more topical in today's
world politiecs, in-the everyday thoughts and preoccupahions of all citizens of the
globe than that of the prevention of nuclear war.

Allow me to dwell in my statement today briefly upon this major issue. I take
this opportunity today also because next week, when it is to be dealt in accordance
with your programme of work, I shall not be able to be among you.



CD/PV.214

v

(Mr. Lyuben Gotzev, Bulgaria)

task of preventing a nuclear war in a clear-cut way is
vascu ull e ;u;;uw;us preuises which, we believe, are worth recalling here.

First, nuclear weapons have specific characteriatics which set them apart from
all other weapons.

As is known, there are people in the West who deliberately mininize the
magnitude of the consequences of a possible nuclear war. Those few but influential
people calculate the probable number of human losses in a nuclear exchange at
several dozen million lives alone. Such; so-called "optimistic" calculations are
meant, of course, to allay fears and to.condition the population in the West to
accept nuclear war. as. a thinkable alternative. The same objectives are pursued by
the publicity given to strategic doctrines based on the possibility of wasing and
winning "limited nuclear wars", "protracted nuclear wars", etc.

We, for our part, share the generally recognized view that unlike any other
weapcns nuclear arms, taking into account the stocks accumulated so far, have: the
potential of killing all the people of the world many times over and maybe éven of
annihilating all life on our planet., By its very nature, nuclear war cannot be
limited. Any use of nuclear weapons will inevitably escalate into a full-scale
nuclear war whose fatal consequences will affect the whole world.

iy

Secondly, the danger of nuclear war is real, present and increasing alarmingly.

Jhe danger of nuclear war is not new, but in recent years it has been growing
at an alarming rate. What makes today's situation different from yesterday's?

During the 1970s, when the policy of détente reached its peak, trends in
international relations were positive. A series of bilateral and multilateral
agreements were reached in-the field of disarmament and other areas, and co-operation
among nations was constantly on the increase. In such an atmosphere of trust’ and

confidence, the prospects for eliminating the threat of war and attaining lasting
peace were real and promising.

At present, however, one of the leading nuclear-weapon powers is deliberately
trying to undo the positive achievements of the past and is pursuing a policy of
rearmament and confrontation, of attaining military superiority and a position of
strength and domination. With the support of its close allies, the Unitéd States
has now embarked on a new round in the arms race which will 1ead to a rurther
accumulation of weapons. of mass destruction. :

In assessing the reasons for the present state of affairs, one has to pay
particular attention also to the imminent emergence of new types and systems of
weapons. I understand that last week the Committee took up this problem and a number
of statements have referred to how science and technology are subjected to the
development of ever more sophisticated weapons. May'I just mentiébh the introduction
of the MX missile and the development of several other weapons of a new, advancéd
generation in the United States. This could be interpreted, ds is rightly pointed
out by many knowledgeable people, including members of the United States Congress, as
the adoption of a first-strike nuclear strategy. The unveiling 'in Washington of
plans based on "Star Wars" scenarios has evoked frightening visions of a future
world which will be constantly tottering on the brink of nuclear annihilation.
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.zé alBo the serious consequences for world peace which
will flow from the planned deployment of new American medium-range ‘fiissiles in
some couhtries members of NATO. “A part of these missiles are clearly firat-strike
weapons- and may usher our continent and the world into a period of greatly increeeed
rieka of nuciear war, j

Thue, it is clear beyend any doubt that the danger of nuclear war is real and
present. It is also intolerable. The conclusion to be drawn from this is that '
everything should be done to eliminate this danger without delay.

“~The Bulgarian delegation believes that if this Committee is to contribute to
the achievement of this objective, it should embark on the consideration of the item
on the prevention of nuclear war with maximum concentration, and with no preconditions
or linkages with other issues. In an academic exercise the issue of nuclear -war
can, of course, be considered in a very broad éontext and there can hardly be a
problem:of internatienal politics which would not be found to be in some sort of
relationship to it. However, the Comnittee does not have a theoretical but a’
practical task; and it is a negotiating and not a deliberative body. Therefore, in
our opinion, this forum should try to limit itself to the identification and
elaboration of such measures alone which have a direct bearing en the elimination of
the nuclear threat.

Having said this, I should like at the same time to emphasize that our over-all
approach to the question of nuclear war is not a narrow one. Consequently, the
socialist countries are firmly against any war, be it nuclear or conventional, and
they have come forward with several initiatives for practical measures aimed at the
total prohibition of the use of force in international relations, both in the
regional context of Europe and on a global scale.

Of particular importance and topicality in this respect is the recent proposal
by the Warsaw Treaty member States, addressed to the countries members of NATO, to
cenclude a treaty on the ‘mutual renunciation of the use of military force and the
maintenance of peaceful relations. In the communiqué published after the meeting
of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty member States held on
6 and 7 April in Prague, it was stated that the problems related to the proposal for
a treaty on.the renunciation of the use of military force could be considered on a
multilateral basis, on & level and in forms that would Be acceptable to all, It

is to be hoped that the countries concerned will take a constructive approach to
this proposal.

In the document submitted by a group of socialist countries, an attempt has
been made to outline a possible framework for the Committee's action under the item
on the prevention of nuclear war. The principal prectieal measuree suggested in
that document 1ncludei

(a) :the renunciation by all nuclear-weapon States of the first use of nuclear
‘Wweapons. " This has already been done ‘unilaterally by the Soviet Union. The
Soviet Union's decision, taken in the current complicated international eetting, 1e
yet another reaffirmation of the USSR's peaceful policy course, of the markedly
defensive character of its military doctrine. This decision corresponds to the vital



CD/PV.214
10

(Mr. Lyuben Gotzev, Bulgaria)

ch have every right to insist that the other nuclear-
weapon powers, too, should follow the example of the Soviet Union and undertake :
clear-cut obligations not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. -This mwould be an
expression of goodwill and readiness for co=-operation, of a military policy which
is genuinely proceeding from defensive objectives only, and which is. taking into
account the security of all States. So, if all other nuclear-weapon powers act
accordingly, this would in practice amount to the full prohibihion of the use or
nuclear weapons.

The same effect could be achieved by the conclusion of a convention on the
prohibition of. .the use of nuclear weapons, a measure which enjoys the full support
of. the socialist States;

(b) a freeze by all nuclear-weapon States on the production_and deployment of
nuclear weapons and their means. of;delivery as well as on.the produ¢tion: of
fissionable material for the purpose of manufacturing various types of nuclear
weapcns. Such a first step would prepare the ground for the reduction and, -
gventnally, the elimination of all nuclear arsenals;

(e) the declaratipn by -all nuclear-weapon States of a moratorium on all nuclear
explosions. This measure would greatly facilitate the conclusion ofi-a treaty on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, which is of key importance
in the efforts to stop the qualitative development of these weapons.

_; whét‘;heﬁé:meééures-havp:in common is above all the fact that they can
effectively contribute to the.elimination of the threat of a nuclear war. In
addition they are ripe for solution, and enjoy undeniably broad international

support. What is needed to put them into effect is the political will of the States
concerned.

Clearly, there may be other useful steps. We are:ready to discuss any other
multilateral measures which could contribute to the elimination of the threat of a
nuclear war, such as measures for the prevention of the accidental or unauthorized
use of nuclear weapons, of surprise attack, etc.

The 1dent1f1cation of the whole -range of such ‘steps can best .be done in an
ad hoc working group. to be established by the Committee on Disarmament with a view
to conduéting negotiations for their. elaboration.

The Bulgarian delegation is willing to co-operate with all delegations for the
speedy establishment of such a body-and the immediate starting of its work.

Allow me to concludeby expresaing the opinion that with the 1nclusion on the
agenda of the item on the prevention of nuclear war, the Committee on Disarmament
has set before itself a new, most responsible and challenging task whose solution
will require multiplied efforts on the part of all delegations in the. unique art of
disarmanient negotiations. To solve this task is to fulfil a historic reaponsibility.
I wish you, dear colleagues, every success in your future work.
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r thanks His Excellency the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Bulgaria,-Mr. Lyuben Gotzev, for his contribution and for the kind gbod
wishes addressed to this Committee. .

I now call on the next speaker on the list, the distinguished representative
of India, Ambassador Dubey. - You have the floor, Mr. Ambassador.

Mr. DUBEY (India): Thank you Mr. Chairﬁan, for giving me the floor.

‘I would begin by welccming in cur midst His Excellency Mr. Gotzev,
Deputy ‘Minister for Foreign Affairs of Bﬁlgaria. We have heard his statement
with great attention and we will give it the’ most serious consideration in our work
here. g s

During the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted
to disarmament, held in June-July 1983, the delegation of India submitted a draft
convention on the prohibiticn of the use of nuclear weapons for consideration and
adoption by the General Assembly. For reasuns well known to all, the special
session ended in failure, without adopting a single meaningful measure for the
prevention of nuclear war and for disarmament. The proposal from India was
transmitted to the thirty-seventh regular session of the General Assembly for
consideration and necessary action. The proposed draft convention was also
circulated among the members of the Committee on 23 July 1982, in document CD/295.

At the thirty-seventh session cf the General Assembly, India along with
20 other countries co-sponsored a draft resolution entitled, "Convention on the
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons", which called upon the Committee on
Disarmament "to undertake, on a priority basis, negotiations with a view to
achieving agreement on an international ccnventicn prohibiting the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances", taking as a basis the text of the
draft conqention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. This resolution
(37/100 C) was adopted by 117 votes in favour, 17 against and 8 abstentions. It
was supported by two of the five nuclear-weapon States, China and the Soviet Union.
It was also supported by Sweden, which in the past had abstained on similar
resolutions. Two other countries which had voted against previous resolutions on
the subject decided to abstain instead. Thus, support for the idea of prohibiting
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances has been growing
'steadily each year.

The case for a total prchibiticn on the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons
rests on strong moral and lcgal grounds. It is morally and ethically abhorrent
that a State or group of States should seek to pursue its national security by means
which constitute a threat of mass annihilation. Often, it is said that as a
result of the nuclear threat, mankind is on the brink of self-extinction. This kind
‘of statement erroneously conveys a sense of inevitability of the nuclear threat and
the meek submission of all the nations to this threat. . The fact is that it is a
handful of nations, armed with nuclear weapons, which threaten the world with mass .-
destruction. The majority of the‘hations of this world are not perverted
participants in some kind of a multilateral suicide pact. They are the 1nvoluntary
intended victims of a strategy of mass annihilation.

Recently, one distinguished visitor to this Committee justified a proposal put
forward by his country in the context of the ongoing bilateral negotiations. on
wedium-range weapons as being based on a moral position. We are glad to note that
a méjor_nuclear-waapon povwer regards morality as a valid consideration in such
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ight of this avowed moral position, it is difficult for
us to seé how this country or any other nuclear-weapon State could poaaibly object
to a prohibition on the use of nuclear weapons.

The -option to use .nuclear weapons, which - is what the strategy of nuclear
deterrence is all about, is often justified in terms of Article 51 of the .
United Nations Charter which guarantees nations the "inherent right of individual or
collective self-defence if .an armed attack occurs against a Member of the
United Nations". But can the right of 'self-defence be extended to justify’ the
destruction of the entire planet, the annihilation of the whole of mankind? And
in any event, will there be anything left to defgnd once nuclear war breaks out? .
It 15, therefore, a mockery of the United. Nations Charter, a blatant perveraion of
its high principles, even to suggest that it sanctions the use of nuclear weapons.
The Charter of the United Nations was conceived as a blueprint for mankind's
. survival, not as its death-warrant, as some here would seem to auggest.

- If two nations or two groups of nations are at war, the conaequencea of that
war should be confined to the belligerents. If any nation, as a matter of pollcy,
decides not to be involved in a conflict among other States, it haa the right to
be spared the consequences of such a conflict. No one queations this principle.

In fact it is applied almost routinely . to matters relating to. relations among States
in contemporary international life. Why is it that this principle is suspended |
when we come to deal with nuclear weapons? ~ After all in the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the entire
membership of the United Nations ahated collectively and unanimously that a nuclear
war would have “dgvastating consequences for belligerenta and non-belligerents
alike", Can any nuclear-weapon State or any State allied to it guarantee. that the
effects of the use of nuclear weapons would be strictly limiteqd to the national or
regional boundaries of States possegaing nuclear weapons. or those. ‘protected by their
so-called "nuclear umbrella"? A vast. number of studies have been conducted in this
field, and the unanimous verdict of . ‘these studies. is_that such control over the
effects of the use of nuclear weapons is not possible. The excellent comprehensive
study on nuclear weapons.conducted under the aegis of the United Nations (A/35/392)
provides ample proof of this undeniable fact, were such proof needed.

States which oppose a prohibitlon on the use of nuclear weapons claim their
right as sovereign nationa to pursue their. security interests as they deem fit. We
all hold our SOVereignty very dear to us. We also know that the sovereignty of one
State or group of States is as inviolate and inalienable as that of other States.
But in the name of this self-same principle of sovereignty, I would like to ask:
who gave a handful of nuclear-weapon. States the. right to trample on our sovereignty,
the sovereignty of the vast majority of nations which are non-nuclear-weapon States?
What principle justifies the placing in ;eopardy of the yital security 1ntereats
‘of our States? No, those who justify the Opt.lon to use nuclear weapons on the
basis of the principle of sovereignty are. in fact engagad in its perennial negation.

It is for this reason that in the Declaration adopted by the Seventh Non-allgned
Summit Conference in March this year, it was stated that "Nuclear weapons are more
than weapons of war. They are instruments of mass annihilation. The Heads of
State or Government therefore find it unacceptable that the security of all States
and the very survival of mankind should be held hostage to the security interests
of a handful of nuclear-weapon States".

It is thua obvious that the use of nuclear weapons would violate the principlea
of the United Nations Charter. It would also be a crime against humanity. These
words are carefully chosen, because they are based on legal provisions relating to
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............... ~ w .=~ -eferring as a basic source to the Hague Conventions

of 1907, the fundamental tenet of whiech is the prohibition of wanton or indiscriminate
destruction. The Geneva Conventions of 1949, which updated and reinforaed the .
Hague Conventions, impose obligatory restrictions on all belligerents to ensure the;
essential requirements ror the minimum well-being and sustenance of the civilian :ﬁsﬁk
'populatiou.. Reviewing these provisions, the Lawyers' Committee: on Nuclear Policy, .
based in the United States, cameé to the conclusion that "The use of ‘nuclear weapgns - .
of any type would inevitably result in massive violation of both ths 1907 and 1949
rules”, :

. . It has sometimes been argued that there are no explicit legal instruments )
specifically forbidding the use of nuclear weapons and hence their use is legitimate.
Have we really come to such a deplorable and anarchical stage of human behaviour that:
we will refrain from acting in a prejudicial and irresponsible manner only if we are.
legally enjoined upon to do so? Is there not a positive obligation.imposed on us .
by higher morality and the dictates of the survival of the human species which ought.
to prevent us from engaging in activities whose inevitablc outcome is going. to be. the
extinection of the human race?  In the third century B.C., an emperor of. India,
Ashoka, had the following definition of religion engraved on a stone pillar. - It reads
in Sanskrit: "Dharam dharti sa dharmah", which means, "Religion is that which holds
the world together". Is it not, therefore, our sacred duty or religion to take a
modest step towards holding the world together by banning the use of nuclear weapons?
For those who would not be satisfied with anything less than a legal argument, I
can do no better than once again quote from what the Lawyers' Committee has to say
in this regard:

. "Aware of the continuous evolution of war technology, the 1907 Hague

_Regulations contain a general yardstick intended exactly for situations where

no specific treaty rule exists to prohibit a new type of weapon or tactic.

In such cases, the inhabitants and the belligerents remain under the protection

and rule of the principle of the laws of nations, as they result from the usages

established among civilized peoples, from the laws of humanity, and the dictates
of public conscience. In short, this general rule, known as the Martens Clause,-
makes civilized usages, the demands of humanity and the dictates of public
conscience obligatory by themselves -- without the- formulation of a treaty

specifically prohibiting a new weapon“ ' g e 13 .

“To claim legality for the use of nuclear weapons would make utterly meaningless
the efforts pursued throughout the entire past century to limit the consequences of
armed conflict through the laws -of war. Some may still argue, however, that in
the era of "total war" in which we live today, even such fundamental rules may have
to be disregarded if this improves the chances of ‘victory or at least the avoidance
of defeat. This argument, the Lawyers' Committee reminds us, "was urged in.another.
context by some of the Nuremberg defendants, and indignantly rejected by the
International Tribunal. The Tribunal's judgement warns that this Nazi conception
of total war would destroy the validity of international law altogether”. The
"total war” that the defenders in the Nuremberg trial were talking about ended in
victory for some and defeat for others. But "total war" in the form of a nuclear
holocaust will leave no victors and vanquished and will result in the extinction of
the entire human race. In the context of such a "total war" which threatens the
present and succeeding generations, this legal argument is not only invalid but also
utterly irrelevant.
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1t put forward against the proposed ban on the use of
nuclear weapons which ahould also be disposed of. It has been said that_a legal
commitment not to use nuclear weapons is not verifiable and hence cannot be eriforced.
This, I submit, is an absurd argument. - There are. 1ndeed very few legal commitments
which are verifiable. If this argument of only verifiable commitment being
enforceable is ‘applied strictly, then most of our treaties, conventions and eontractual
commitments would have to be declared 1nfructuous and the whole body ‘of international
law will be shorn of its substance. I shall cite just one example to bring out
the absurdity of this argument. The nuclear-weapon States, which have been reaorting
to this argument, are also the ones which have loudly trumpeted the solemn ’
assurances thu4t they have given to-non-nuclear-weapon States, selectively and
conditionally, of course, against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. . Are
these assurances verifiable? Even if these assurances, or the nusative .gecurity
guarantees, are embodied in legal instruments, could they possibly be verified? .
Where is, then, the question of only verifiable legal commitments. being enforceable?
In another context, under the terms of the Additional Protocols to the Tlatelolco
Treaty, nuclear-weapon States have undertaken legal obligations not to use nuclear
weapons against the Latin American Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. No provisions have been
made to verify such obligations. Does this mean that the nuclear-weapon States do
not regard the commitments they have made in the context of this Treaty as valid
or enforcecable?

Before concluding, I would like to emphasize that the proposal advanced by the
non-aligned countries for a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear
weapons is in no way a substitute for a genuine process of nuclear disarmament.

As the Final Document of the first speclal session of the General Assembly on
disarmament acknowledges, the only effective guarantee against the use of nuclear
weapons is the total elimination of such weapons. What we seek to achiave through
the proposed convention is the reduction of the. risk of nuclear war, pending nuclear
disarmament. Even this limited goal, you will agree, is critical for human survival.

The Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned Movement, at their Seventh
Summit Conference, lent thelr strong support to the proposal for concluding an
international convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. They
"in the name of humanity demanded an immediate prohibition of the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons by all nuclear-weapon States!. They called upon the nuclear-
weapon States to agree on the proposed international convention on the subject.

The draft convention proposed by a number of non-aligned countries is before this
Committee, and we hope that the appeal to nuclear-weapon States. emanating from

New Delhi will not go -unheeded and will provide .an impetus to the consideration of
this subject by this Committee. Two nuclear-weapon States have already responded
in a positive manner to this initiative. We await the considered reaction of other
nuclear-weapon States. )
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The CHAIHMAN; The Chair thanks the distinguished representative of India for
his contribution and now calls on the next speaker on the list, the distinguished
representative of Australia, Ambassador Sadleir.

Mr. SADIEIR (Australia): Mr. Chairman, may I join in welcoming the Deputy
Foreign Minister of Bulgaria, His Excellendy Mr. Lyuben Gotzev, to the Committees
We have listened to his statement carefully and will study it closely.

Today I address myself to the question of chemical weapons. At the outset
I should like to express my delegation's satisfaction that the lengthy and
unnecegsary complications which prevented a start on work in this important and
promising area have been resolved, and that the Ambassador of Canada, Mr. McPhail,
has been”appointed Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. My
delegation congratulates him on his appointment and looks forward to working closely
with him at this session.

Ambassador McPhail has promigsed to speed our work, putting the focus on
negotiation. In this he deserves our full support. Frankly, his task is no
easy one, In the first place, proceedings have passed beyond the testing but
s8till relatively straightforward phase of identification, to the much harder stage
of trading off firmly held positions.. Secondly, important procedural brakes are
active. '

Under the last Chairman, various circumstances, including the General Assembly's
specisgl session on disarmament, conspired to give the Committee on'Disarmament :
something of a. free run on chemical weapons. We were able to schedule concentrated
periods of worky even outside the regular spring and summer sessions. We were able
to take advantage of an imaginative idea of Ambassador Sujka for contact groups,
convened with meximum informality. My delegation, with many others, went on

record in favour of that approach. , ' '

Since then, several delegations have legitimately pointed out that to do
business only in English, as happened in the contact groups last year, placed them
at a disadvantage. Accordingly, they have asked for full interpretation services.
As a result, the contact groups are better serviced and better managed, but they
have lost something of their informality — in a sense their youth, innocence and
dynamism. . It is my delegation's strong recommendation that some element of this
be restored and that contact group co-ordinators be allowed, as they see fit and
as the need arises, occasionally to resort to informal methods of business. There
ig a further good reason for this, namely, the absolute limit on the number of
rooms -available in any one week for full secretarial services, and the ferocious
competition for them.. . The competitiveness will only increase. It would be an
enormous pity if progress towards a ban on chemical weapons became the price we had
to pay. If the secretariat is sble to provide additional facilities, notably
increased availability of interpretation, this would be a real contribution.

When I last spoke on the question of chemical weapons, on 8 February, the
United States delegation was on the point of tabling its detailed views on a chemical
weapons convention. We have since studied these with profound interests there is
no doubt that the substantive matter which is to be found in document @/345 will"
advance our negotiations. On 22 February, the Ambassador of the Soviet Union
announced a new policy of his Government under which it could agree to include a .
prohibition on the use of chemical weapons in a future treaty. This, too, is a
major development, and one which my delegation welcomes as advancing our efforts
in the elgboration of an intermational convention to ban chemical weapons.
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1Tne 1ssue vr pruntorving use is the central problem in a cluster of questions
bearing on the scope of a future convention. I turn now to some of these questions.

The first point at issue is what chemicals are covered in a chemical weapons
ban. Diagrammatically one could represent as a large square all the chemicals in
production in the world, and then shade in, say, a quarter of the square to represent
the toxic chemicals. Since almost all of these have legitimate civilian or
commercial applications one could represent the very small remainder in a darker
colour. An even smaller subdivigion therein would represent the most acute chemlca.l
weapons threat, i.e., the supertoxic lethal chemicals, or nerve agents.
Unfortunately, having neatly categorized chemicals in this way, we are unable simply
to use the model for prohibition. First, in our smallest, darkest cormer — mainly
those chemicals of very high toxicity which have only one purpose, that is, to be
used in war, we must section off a fraction for permitted purposes, such as medical
or protective research. An oblong in that same cormer, not covering all of it
and sticking out into the much larger area of permitted toxic chemical production,
would represent those chemicals with the methyl-phosphorus bond, most being,
recognizably, nerve agents but some having civilian uses. In the larger toxic
area would be found chemicals like phosgene with proven effectiveness as weapons
but now produced in huge quantities for sound economic reasons. And there would
also be other chemicals like herbicides and riot-control agents which may have
military applications but which need to be stockpiled for non-hostile purposes.

Since it is not possible to isolate individual chemicals to be prohibited,
those who have long negotiated on this issue have evolved the concept of the
"general purpose criterion". While agreement on this concept is incomplete, there
is broad consensus that the criterion excludes from the prohibition those chemicals
produced, possessed or used for non-hostile purposes. The problem with the
criterion is that it is a subjective one, as is inherent in the very concept of
purpose or intention. It needs to be supplemented by other criteria, including
the toxicity criterion, to make manageable and even understandable what purposes
are and are not covered by the prohibition. In the view of my delegation, early
attention needs to be given to the question, beginning with the very definition of
the terms "chemical weapon" and '"non-hostile purposes". Criteria or lists could
be drawn up as part of this exercise, initially to simplify the negotiating task;
perhaps eventually such criteria or lists might be integrated in some way into the
treaty itself. Delegations will be familiar with the "understandings" associated
with the Environmental Modification Treaty, negotiated in the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament. Although not incorporated in ENMOD itseXf, they do
provide a frame of reference. We need something similar here.

The general purpose criterion encapsulates the real objective of the proposed
convention: to ban the use of chemicals as weapons. The chemicals themselves
are not weapons: as I have stated, in almost every case they have legitimate
economic purposes. The effort put in to transferring chemicals from one purpose
to another -- "weaponizing" them, if you like -- might to some extent be checked
by a prohibition on the manufacture, stockpiling, etc. of chemical weapons. But
the use of chemicals as weapons can, in the last resort, only be checked by a ban
on use itself: this is logical. Until chemicals are actually used, they may be,
or seem to be, or be held to be chemicals manufactured or stockpiled for permitted
purposes.
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rne argunenus avr v rvilowing this logic and for rejecting the concept of a
prohibition on use really boil down o one: there is already in place a prohibition
on the use of chemical weapons in the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Other argumsnts flow
from thig — that ambiguities could arige in relation to the Protocol, or the
Biological Weapons Convention which derived from it. Delegations might wish to
refer to two comprehensive stateméhts in this regiérd,; one by tha head of the
Polish delegation in 1981 (CD/PV.138) ahd the other by Amba.ssa.dar Onkelinx of
Belgium last month (CD/PV.206).

I do not intend now td- a.ttanpt a detailed mmtar-argumnt, particularly as I

addressed the matter last year (CU/PV.168). It might help delegations, however,
if I simply tébildte soms of the major points made ih support of including a
prohibition on use in a future corventioni - Thess Herive from sbatements by the -

Aubessadors 'of Azgentins (CD/PV.167), China (CD/PV.118), Indonesia (CD/PV.169 and 180)
and Pakistan (CD/PVI1TL). Since our five delegations have in pecént years worked
together on this iseud; I trust they will excuse my borrowing from them in this
way. The points that I might tabula.‘te are the followmg:

l;;_ - K'new convention containing a distinct ban on use would be tmily
©" comprehensive;
e g _"I'ha 1925 Geneva Pmtoool, ra.‘l:h.ar ‘thari being weakened ifi this regard, cen
RS stmngthened;

3¢ | Trea.tiea build on each otherl there are numerous precedents;

4,  The 1925 Protocol logically should have ended the use of chemi cal wesapons,
“but unfortunately it did not — indeed the potential for the use of
¢hemical weapons exists under the Protocolj;

5 The Protocol did not anticipate that the concept of "war" would evolve
: into the larger conocept of armed conflict;

6. The Protocol allows for ambiguity on the chemicals to be covered;

7. The protocol is limited (by reservation and interpretation) to no first
use, and to States that are parties to it;

8. The logic of future verification mechanisms (verification is not itself
provided for under the Protocol) is that use should be included in a
future ban. S
I have mentioned logic more than once, for example, in the additional arg\msnt
that the general purpose criterion should lead to including a ban on use. The
logic of the concept that the future convention should base itself on purpose ra.ther,
than cepability should lead to the inclusion of a ban on use: it is use which' :
transforms purpose from something subjective and debatable to objective rea.l:nty. o
On the other hand, there are arguments, good ones, that chemical weapons capall::.llty«»
itself ghould also be restricted by the future convention and here, too, logic leads
to including a ban on use. Without a restraint on chemical weapons capability,
the convention might actually add to the risk that States could develop a
threatening chemical posture, within the law. The threat of use will be much more
epparent than the threat of manufacture, stockpiling, transfer and so on.
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cm e e vmgemeeeeny -2Tification is the main one. Let me assure those
delegations which have expressed the fear lest the verification cart be put before
the convention horse that the correct order is being observed. The chemical
weapons area is a good example of the proposition that disarmament and arme
limitation conventions aim to increase security, and that verification contributes
to this as a consequence. States give up partially and/or temporarily some of
their national security when they adhere to a convention go that they might benefit
from a general consequential improvement in security. - The reassurance that the
process ig worth it comes largely through the methods available to them of
verifying that all States are complying. In the sphere of chemical weapons, there
will have to be an extended and delicate period during which States reduce their
chemical weapons profile, actual or potential. There will be asymmetries and
uncertainties.  There will be a need to ensure — in stages or phases — that
complex obligations are being honoured. How this verification is achieved will
require continmuous regulation in the course of negotiating the convention, but it
will of course be subordinated to the objectives of the convention itself. -

There has been a wide measure of agreement that the future convention must
provide a means to verify that chemical weapons have not been used. The basis
of this agreement is that the 1925 Protocol's prohibition on use has no verification
mechanism. It might be possible to verify something under one convention which
is prohibited in another but, to put it mildly, that would be untidy. My"
delegation argues a simple pmpoaitlon- let the future convention ban the possibility
of the use of chemicals as weapons, and let it provide a verification mechanism to
engure compliance with this ban.

I said earlier that we were moving into negotiations proper. This is a
stage which calls for flexibility. The Soviet delegation has indicated the
maximum flexibility on this key question. The United States delegation earlier,
in its detailed views submitted as document GD/343, also demonstrated an adjustment
of its position on the issue of explicitly prohibiting the use of chemical
weapons. The French delegation, t0o, has recently considered ways in which its
own concerns, as well as the concerns of those seeking a ban on use, might be met
by some formula which affirmed the enduring validity of the 1925 Geéneva Protocol.
My delegation is ready to negotiate on this issue. We sense that the basis for
conseénsus is there: one which protects the undeniable and lasting achievement of
the Protocol and yet one which will of itself effectively ensure against the use
of chemical weapons.

Concretely, my delegation proposes that in our new negotiating phase we do not,
as in the past, exclude "usge" from our terms of reference. On the contrary, we
should build it in, by brackets, unwritten agreement or any other device. As we
procae?d, we should ask ourselves: what would inclusion of a specific reference
to use involve? What would be the legal and other implications?' What verification
procedures would be affected? I do not dipcount the possibility that as a‘ Committee
we shall eventually conclude that a specific reference to use is not necessary in
the prohibition itself. But such a conclusion should only come after we have
convinced ocurselves -—— and have a consensus to this effect —— that our future
convention will rule out the use of chemicals as weapons.
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sai sememaumins  wse 81T thanks Ambassador Sadleir for his contribution and
has taken'due mote in pa¥ticular of his remark on the services of the secretariat.
* Ambagsador Sadleir has put his finger on what, indeed, does seem to be a problem
of some consideratie importance, and we will teke this up with the secretariat..

I now call on the next speaker on our .list, the ‘distinguished reprssentat1Ve
of Egypt, Mr. ITbrahim Hassan. You have the floor, Sir.

M. (Egypt)[tranalated from Arab;c) Mr. Chairman, this i& the
first tlme the -delegation of my country is taking the floor at a plenary meetlng

during this month. TFor this reason, allow me first of all to exprese our
pleasure at seeing you presiding ovér the activities of our Committee during this
month cf April. . Although I vwas among the last delegates to offer you
congratulations, T may be among the first to convey to you our admiration and °
appreciation of the comstructive efforts you are exerting and the wise way in
.which you are conduct;ng the work of our Cormittee.

I ahould like also, on this occasion, to expreas to Ambassador Ali Skalli
of the brother country of Morocco our great gratitude and our appreczatiou of
the high ability and great wisdom which characterized the performance of his
duties when he was Chairman of this Committee last March. = The success of
Ambassador Ali Skalli in overcoming, with the Committee, all the difficulties that
have obstructed its way, is new evidence — if any were needed — of his wide
experience and his many capabilities, while being at the same time a source of
pride to all of us and especially to my delegatlcn.

I should like also to take this opportunity to aesociate myself with those
who have preceded me in welcoming Mr. Gotzev, ‘the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Bulgaria, to whose statement before this Committee today we listened
with great interest.

I shall deal in my statement today with item 7 of the agenda, "Prevention
of an arms race in outer space".

When men succeeded, more than a quarter of a century ago, in conquering
outer space for the first time, the whole world welcomed this important event
which asserted the creative power of man and his ability to open up new horizons
for exploration, development and construction, thus ensuring prosperity and
well-being for the whole world. Since that remote date, Egypt has been among the
States that have drawn attention to the importance of action for reaching
international agreements on establishing the proper international legislation so
as to ensure the use of this new breakthrough for the benefit and well-being of
man and for peaceful purposes along and to exclude outer space from the sphere
of rivalry and competition among the major powers and of military uses and the
armsg. race.

When the leaders -of the non-aligned countries convened at their first

sumit meeting in Belgrade in September 1961, they issued their final statement
which included in its paragraph 17 the followmng: "The participating countries
‘call upon all States in general, and States at present oxpioring outer gpace in
particular, to undertake to use outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes’.
Since that time, the efforts exerted have succeeded in achieving positive steps
on this path. and it has in fact been possible to conclude a number of agreements
dealing with some aspects pertinent to outer space, the most important of these
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being the 1963 Treaty on the partial banning of-nuclearhweapon tests and the
1967 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

In spite of the importance of these agreements and other measures that dealt
with the subject of outer space, they remained, on the whole, insufficient to
establish an integrated intermational legal system providing a real guarantee
against the use of outer space for military purposes and excluding it from the
arms race. This has given the world the opportunity to witness, in the last few
years congecutive attempts to militarize outer space, and the involvement of the
States possessing the greatest technological potentials in a race for the creation
and development of space equipment with a view to achieving military and strategic
goals which would give them supremacy in the field of the arms race between them.

The Final Document of the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament drew attention to these gaps when it said,
in its paragraph 80, that "In order to prevent an arms race in outer space,
further measures should be taken and appropriate international negotiations held
in accordance with the spirit of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities
of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies".

There is no doubt that the riske of the permanent threat of seeing the arms
race spread to outer space do not apply solely to the Superpowers, which possess
the greatest technological potential in this field, but in fact represent a
serious threat also to the security of the whole world. Perhaps the risks to
which the States of the third world are exposed surpass those which threaten the
developed countries, because the latter possess the requisite means of defence
and protection, while the developing countries lack the potentials and
technological means to ensure their security and to protect their people.

For this reason, while recognizing the special responsibility falling in
this field on the Superpowers, we insist on the fact that the task of negotiating
the halting of the arms race in outer space should remain in a collective
multilateral framework.

Before the subject was raised in the Committee on Disarmament, there were
attempts to bring the issue of the peaceful uses of space and preserving it from
the arms race before the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. However,
some objected to this, arguing that the subject is beyond the terms of reference
of that Committee and is fully within the compeétence of the Committee on
Disarmament. '

Hence, all hopes were placed on the Committee on Disarmament as the sole
multilateral disarmament negotiating forum. Then there were the resolutions
of the Second United Nations Conference on the Exploration and Peaceful Uses of
Outer Space, convened in Vienna in August of last year, which were adopted by
consensus and which emphasized this role while calling upon the Committee on
Disarmament to undertake the proper steps to prevent an arms race in outer space,
clearly indicating the need for the participation of all nations, and
especially those possessing the greatest space potential, in contributing
actively to the achievement of this goal.
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The Committee's session last year was an opportunitfy for a broad exchange of
views on the importance of action to prevent the extension of the arms race to
outer space, and it was obvious that interest was given to the risks issuing
therefrom and the increasing threats to international peace and security it
represented.

The United Nations General Assembly also, in its resolution 37/ 83, which was
supported by 138 States and sponsored by my delegation with a number of non-aligned
and socialist countries, including 21 States member& of this Com!:ttee, ‘réquested
the Committee on Disarmament "to establish an a.& hoc working group on the subject
at the beginning of its session in 1983, with a view to undertaking mgotiations
for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as a‘ppropr:l.ate, to prevent an
arms :r.'aee in all its aspects in outer space".

During ‘the Committee's session last year, the Group of 21 called for the
setting up of a working group which would deal with item 7 of the agenda, and it
submitted document CD/329 containing a draft mandate for such a group. The
Grqv.ijp of 21, in its suggestion, called for the adoption of a comprehensive
approach in dealing with the subject, so that it could be examined in its various
agpects with the necessary flexibility and s.llowmg the negotiation of an agreement
or agreements, as appropriate, in order to prevent an arms race in outer space.

Those who at that time opposed the setting up of a working group argued the
new character of the subject and its complexity, with its intricate technical
aspects, and ‘called instead for it to be dealt with at informal meetinga and
sessions called "instructive", with a view to exchanging views and information
about it. We nevertheless cannot but disagree with this opinion, for the
following reasons.

Informal meetinga of the Committee cannot be & substitute for a working
framework for the ‘carrying out of its basic task which is that of negotia.ting
agreements on disarmament. The working group has proved to be the best framework
to achieve this goal.

Moat——if not all — of the subjects with which the Committee is concermed
are by esdsence complex subjects where technical aspects interfere with political
considerations; but this fact has not prevented us, in the past, from attempting
to make progress in these subjects and try to reach agreements about the.m, and we
must not be prevented from doing that now or in the future.

While we are living in a period when man is becoming increasingly anxious
as a result of the dreadful armaments on land, in the air and at sea,.and when
efforts to stop and ‘curb ‘this race are faltering, we are mquested today to
undertake’ a‘bepe to ensire the prevention of the extension of this danger to new
horizons,’ ‘wh:.ch threatens the future and the security of mankind.

Our race qgamst time calls upon us to speed up the pace of our action and
step forward to assume our responsibilities — today rather than tomorrow, without
hegitation or delay.
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- The CHAIRMAN: The Chair' thanks the distinguished representative of Egypt for
his contribution and for his warm and generous words addressed to the Chair and to
the distinguished Chairman for the month of March, Ambassador Ali Skalli.

May I now call on the last speaker on the list, the distinguished
rapreaentative of Chlna, Mr. Tian Jin. You have the floor, Sir.

Mr. TIAN JIN (Chlna)(translated from Chinese): Mr. Cha;rman, gince this is
the first time for the.Chinese delegation to make a formal statement at a plenary
meeting in the month of April, please allow me to congratulate you on your
assumption of the chairmanship for the current month. We are confident that with
your vast experience and under your able guidance, we shall be able to achieve
further progress in our work for the month. We would also like to thank
Ambassador Skalli, the Chairman for last month, for his contributions. His
diplomatic skills have left a strong impression ﬁpon us. ]

At the meeting this morning the dlstinguished Ambagsador Sadleir of Australia
made a comprehensive and convincing statement on the reasons why prohibition of
_use should be included in the future- chemi cal weapons convention. The Chinese
" delegation supports his statement. It is our hope that the Committee on

Disarmament will arrive at an early agreement on the important subject of the
scope of the future convention, so as to speed up the pace of negotiation and
elaboration of the convention. . It is in this spirit that the Chinese delegation
has tabled a working paper today.concerning the scope of prohibition, namely, the
question of the prohibition regime of the comvention. We hope this paper will
soon be distributed in different languages.

Now, I wish to make a few comments on this subject.

Over the last few years, there have been fairly deep differences of opinion
between countries on the question of whether or not the scope of_theﬁfutura__
convention should contain a prohibition of the use of chemical weapons. The
Chinese delegation is pleased to note that quite a number of delegations have come
to accept the idea of including such a prohibition. However, there are still
some delegations which express varying degrees of reservation and doubt on the
subject. One of the questions they have raised is, if such a prohibition is
in€luded in the future convention, what will its relationship be with the
prohibition regime of the 1925 Geneva Protocol? Hy delegation believes a
solution to this gquestion can be found.

First, in statements .in the plenary and again in the contact group, qulte a
number of delegations have p01nted out that the prohlbztlon regime of the .-
1925 Geneva Protocol should be in line with that of the future conventlon.._ We
associate ourselves with this view. Should theve be any difference ‘bejtween. the
two, problems would arise which would be similar to those we encountered durlng
negotiations when the prohibition of use was not supposedly to be included.in the
scopé of the convention. For 1nstance, it would, be necesaary'to differentiate
which areas come under the prohibition regime of the Protocol and which would
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come under the regime of the future convention; then it would be necessary to
solve the problem of verification of compliance wlth the Geneva Protocol
prohibition regime. As everyone knows, such matters involve many complicated
issues, meking their solution rather difficult. However, all the above
difficulties could be resolved, if a prohibition of use of chemical weapons were
to be included in the future convention, and it could be brought in line with that
of the Protocol, because on the common ground of the two regimes, any failure of -
compliance with one regime would simultaneously be a failure of compliance with
the other. And this failure of compliance could be dealt with according to the
verification or other possible relevant prov;slona of the future conventlon.

Secondly, how to bring these two prohibition regimes in line with_eacb
other? It is our view that this can be done on the common basis that both
regimes prohibit the direct and indirect use of the toxic physiological effects
of chemical substances for fighting-purposes. - - (Here we -do mnof.refer to.
biological warfare, because it is outside the scope of our present debate.)

Such a basis not only conforms to the obligations provided for in the ™
Geneva Protocol, but is also in full accord with the "general purpose criterion"
of the future convention. At the same time it can' suitably resolve the
differencesrof-opinion.on herbicides and irritants, that is, i} prohibits their
use for’ fighting purposes while permitting their use for purposes of peace and
law enforcement. . And-it naturally follows that research, development,
production, transfer, acquisition by other means and stockpiling which are in .
conformity with these two purposes are alae legal.

Thirdly, as we have prevzously polnted out, the beat way to unify the two
regimes is 1o use the concept of “chemical warfare, agents" in the definition of
chemical weapons to ‘be incltded in the convention, and also to include its
definition in the convention. This concept of '"chemical warfare agents" embodies -
the fundemental characteristics of chemical weapons and also reflects the content
of the "general purpose -criterion'. As such it. can aptly become - the bgsis for
unifying the. two prohibition regimes mentioned above... In our view,: the term
"chemical warfare agents" sums up in the most precise-and appropriate term the
whole concept of ‘the prohibition contained in the Geneva Protocol {of course,
this does not refer to biological warfare either). - And what lies at the centre
of the prohibition by the future convention is exactly '"chemical warfare agents',
whether they be super-toxic lethal, lethal, other harmful substances or any other
kind of substance, as long as they are used for fighting purposes.

Consequently, the'concept of “chemical'warfaiéhakéﬁtﬂh in itself-centains the
basis for unifying ‘the prohibition regimes of'the'two international inatrumenta.

The Chinese delegatxon has always advncaxed using the concept of "chemical
warfare agents" in the future convention. = In ‘the course of the previous
negotiations, many other delegations have also' submitted working papers on the
definition of this term. - At this stage, when we, are attemptlng to examine and
settle the quegtion of the relationship between ‘the two regimes, the adoption of
this concept becomes even more necessary. It is ‘our belief that by straightening
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out the relationship between these two regimes, we will be in a better position to
achieve an agreement on the question of the scope of the future convention. The

Chinese delegation stands ready to exchange views with all other delegatlons on
this issue. ;

The CEAIRMAN: The Chair thanks the distinguished representatlve of China for
his contrlbutlon and for the kind words addressed to the- outg01ng and 1ncom1ng
chairmen.

This concludes the list of speakers for today. Does any other representative
wish to take the floor? If such is not the case, I now intend to suspend the
plenary meeting and convene an informal meeting of the Committee in five mlnutes'
time to examine how best to consider item 7 of the agenda.

The meeting was suspended at 12.20 p.m. and resumed at 505 pam. -

The CHAIRMAN: The 214th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament is
reconvened.

Is there any delegaulon that wishes to take the floor? This does not seem to
be the case. Therefore,in pursuance of consultations undertaken, the Chair would -
announce that it is pursuing further consultations on the question of the hanﬂllng
of item 7 of the agenda with a view to arriving, at an early stage during the
summer part of the session, at a formal decision to be taken by this Committee on
how item 7 of the agenda is to be further handled, including a possible decision
on the formation of a working group and the definition of its mandate.

We then come to the final point, which is the informal paper on the timetable -
of meetings to be held by the Committee on Disarmament and its subsidiary bodies
during. the week 25-29 April 1983. The secretariat has circulated this informal
paper and as usual it is a tentative timetable which may be subject to changes if
needed. In that commection may I note that demands for meetings have been so
high for the next week that the secretariat has been able to secure this programme .
only on a tentative basis. I may recall that the Trade and Development Board,
the Economic Commission for Europe and other bodies are meeting at the same time,
and that our own requirements need to be harmonized with requests by those bodies.
If there is no. objection, I will consider that the Committee adopts this tentative '
timetable. g

‘Mr. DON NANJIRA (Kenya): Mr. Chairman, this is not an objection but a
question for clarification. On Friday, 29 April, when, presumably, the Commlttee
will be closing its spring session, I see that there will be a meeting of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on A Nuclear Test Ban, at 3 p.m. There is nothing
indicated, even tentatively, about a provision for closing the session on that’
day. Does this mean, therefore, that in the event of the Working Group on A
Nuclear Test Ban-ending at 8 p.m., cr even 1l p.m., on 29 April that we would
anticipate meeting on %0 April formally' to conclude the session? I just wanted
to find out as this is important, Sir, for certain delegations, including mine,
and I would azppreciate some explanation as to how we are to interpret this.
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that we are not closing the sessionj; we are entering into the recess between the
spring part of the session and the summer part of the session, but it is still the
1983 gesggion, and therefore no formal closing is required.

Mr, DON NANJIRA (Kenya)t Thank you Mr, Chairman, I agree with that, but I
presume that the Chairman will make some final remarks, at least to formally
go into recess. That is the practice, is it not? We would expect that, Sir.

The CHATRMAN: That would indeed be a correct expectation by the distinguished
delegate of Kenya — and any such remarks would be made at the close of the last
formal plenary meeting, on Thursday next.

Mr, SKINNFR (Canada): Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make a brief observation
about the programme for next week. The first thing I would like to do is express
my gratitude to the secretariat for squaring a virtually impossible circles I
recognize how difficult this has been for them because of the conflicting demands
upon their time and resources, particularly the interpreters, as well as the question
of rooms, and so on, I am particularly sensitive about this question myself because
I am afraid our delegation is one of the main instigators of the difficulties the
secretariat has had. That is, of these meetings, you will notice that a good part
of them are associated with the work of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons. I
think we all agree in this room that these meetings are indeed necessary, despite
the difficulties they are causing not only to the secretariat but to each one of our
delegations., You will notice, I think, that ‘each contact group of the chemical
weapons Working Group is now scheduled to meet twice before the winding up of
business on Wednesday., This, I think, is an achievement on the part of the
secretariat, There is, however, one exception, and that is Group B of Mr, Duarte.
As you said yourself, Mr, Chairman, this schedule is a notional schedule and we will
discuss with the secretariat whether it is indeed possible to have a second meeting of
Group B. If this is the case, we would try to inform members of the Committee through
the secretariat, in due course.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Canada. Are there
any other speakers? If that is not the case then it remains for the Chair to
announce that the next plenary meeting of the Committee will be held on Tuesday,

26 April at 10,30 a,m. Ambassador Erdembileg, you have the floor.

Mr, ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): I apologise for
interrupting you, Mr. Chairman. Basically I agree with what the distinguished
representative of Kenya said, and I should like simply to develop his thought. I
entirely agree with you that we are not closing the current session but merely
suspending it for a2 time. Nevertheless it might perhaps be more logical if we
were in fact to end the first part of the Committee's session with a plenary meeting,
so as not to give the impression that after the plenary Committee has declared a
recess, some working groups seem to be going on working.
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We could perhaps, therefore, transfer the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group
on a Muclear Test Ban planned for Friday at 3 p.m. to Thursday, 28 April, at
10,30 a.m. so that we can hold the final plenary meeting on Friday afternoon.
We would then be concluding the first part of this session in an orderly manner,

If other members of the Committee object, we shall of course not insist on our
proposal, But the main thing I wanted to draw sttention to is that we ought to
avoid a situation where, in spite of the declaration of the interruption of the
session, the activity of the ad hoc working groups, that is to say, the work of the
session, is nevertheless continuing. From the organizational point of ¥iew ‘that
would seem to us illogical,

The CHATRMAN: The Chair thanks Ambassador Erdembileg for his statement and may
perhaps be permitted to react to it, off the cuff.

I nmay recall what I seid when this tentative work programme was introduced —
that it was very much tentative and, the demand of meetings being enormous, largely
because the Committee lost a considerable amount of time in the earlier part of the
spring session, an effort has been made, a very laudable effort, by all working groups
to achieve as much work as possible on substance in the remainder of the month of
April, _ I do see & slight problem —— and can sympathize with the wish of certzin
delegates to end, as I believe the expression was, "with a flourish", and with a
plenary meeting, but I teke the liberty of reminding the distinguished representative
of Mongolia that many, in fact the majority of the members of the Committee on
Disarmament have a large number of other obligations and a very pressing time-table ~
particularly true for the month of April — when many important meetings take place
simul taneously., I would rather fear that many of the members of the Committee would
find it difficult to readjust their conference schedules at fairly short notice, to
such an extent that we could change the customary day of the pleneary meeting from
Thursday to Friday. Nevertheless, the Chair is gquite prepared to consult members
on this and to explore the possibilities, but it must in 211 fairness warn that it may
prove to be very difficult and that in fact the perhaps less than elcgant ending of
the spring session is one of the unfortunate results of the fact that during earlier
months we lost'a great deal of time over procedure. This is perhaps a relatively
nodest price we have to pay for that. If there are no other speakers the meeting
stands adjourned.,

The meeting rose at 5.20 p,m.
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ine vnatman: L aeciare open the 215th plenary meeting of the 'Cotumi’t'iee on
Disarmament. '

The Committee starts today its consideration of ‘the question of the prevention
of muclear war, including all related matters, which is inacribed as part of item 2
of the agenda of the Committee. However, members wishing to do so may make
statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the Committee.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Argentina,
China, Morocco, Japan, Czechoslovakia, Nigeria and the United States of Amerlca,
and may I now invite the disfinguished representative of Argentina, i
Ambassador Carasales, to take the floor. You have the floor, Sir.

Mr. CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, the
Committee on Disarmament is.at present considering the guestions of the prevention
of an arms race in outer space and the prevention of nuclear war and in particular
how to deal with these two subﬂecta procedurally. I shall refer in this statement
to both topics. " M sea :

Representatives will recall that at the beginning of last year the inclusion
in our agenda of a new item on the peaceful use of outer space was not easy.
Furthermore we were told bluntly et that time that that in no way meant agreement
to give substantive consideration to this question in a working group because that
would be premature and because the complexity of the subject was such that it would
be necessary first to identify the areas in which useful work might be done.

We were obliged then to accept the procedure which appears to have become
customary where there is no political will to initiate negotiations, namely, the
holding of informal meetings. My delegation has growing doubts as to the real value
and usefulness of these meetings of which no proper record is made and which usually
consist simply of a repetition, often in a diffuse and disorderly way, of positions
and views already expressed at plenary meetings. They appear to be simply a’
subterfuge designed to fill time and to give the impression -- a very poor one, it
is true -- that something is being done. This way of -approaching the consideration
of an item presupposes that the question is not urgent and-that the Committee has
years in which to begin to deal with the subject in greater depth.

In 1982 informal meetings were held to consider the existing and foreseeable
situation in outer space and the subject was also referred to repeatedly in formal
statements. One thing constantly emphasized at those meetings by  the vast majority
of delegations was the urgent need to act promptly in this matter, with the utmost
speed, because the range of activities then developing in outer gspace and of those
that seemed likely to be carried out in the immediate future was expanding at such
a rate that it would soon be too late -~ if it was not so already -- to adopt measures
to put a stop to or regulate those activities. As usual, a minority of delegations
gave no sign of sharing that appreciation and showed no interest in bringing nearer
the moment when the international community represented in this Committee on
Disarmament would apply itself seriously to this objective.

Barely a year has passed since those discussions and I am wondering if there
can be any doubt that the situation that so many of us warned against has occurred
and that, as regards outer space, developments of various kinds have taken place,
all of them increasing the possibility and likelihood of the use of outer space
for warlike purposes.

.
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in spitve o1 vne repeaved declarations at every level of the need to preserve
outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes, it has already become militarized to
such a degree that the delegation of France was able to say, in the interesting
document, GD/375, which it put before us, that of the three possible roles it
identified for outer space, the first, "that of absolute sanctuarization or
demilitarization, is something that is no longer possible. It is therefore
unrealistic to try to revert to such a situation.".

I very much fear, in view of the reluctance of some delegations to allow ‘the
Committee on Disarmament to discuss this item in substance, that the day is not far
off when we shall be told: the arms race in outer space is a reality and there is
no longer the possibility of pursuing the goal of preserving it for purely peaceful
purposes for the benefit of mankind.

The Group of 21 was always forthright as regards the need to set up a working
group to conduct negotiations on item 7 of our agenda, and in September 1982 it
submitted document CD/329 containing a draft mandate for such a group, a proposal
vwhich my delegation of course fully supports. The delegation of the Mongolian
People's Republic had earlier submitted document CD/2?2 containing a similar proposal.

Certainly, the mere establishment of a working group does not of itself
guarantee useful and much less successful work. But at least the possibility exists
and experience has shown that to be so. The Committee has not yet ‘found any better
method for dealing in depth with the questions on its agenda. It has already
become clear that informal meetings lead to nothing concrete. -This is why the
setting up of a working group is interpreted -- rightly, in my view ---as a clear
sign that the Committee has decided to tackle the subject seriously. A working
group may function effectively or not —— time will tell -- but what I ai certain of
is that if we do not set up a working group and contimie to confine ourselves to
casual conversations and informal consultations, the item will simply remain on the
agenda, giving the illusion that the Committee is dealing with it whereas in '
reality little or nothing is being done.

When we talk about setting up a working group it is -- obviously —— on the
understanding that the group will have a meaningful mandate. For no one is against
working groups "in principle"”. Reservations appear with respect to the desirability
of setting up a given group and its function.

I have not the slightest doubt that the negotiation of a mandate for an ad hoc
working group on the prevention of an arms race in outer space will not be easy.
The question of the mandates of working groups is becoming an exercise absorbing a
large part of the best energies of the Committee on Digarmament. ' The position of
some delegations is habitually such that we: may well "ask ourselves what is the. real
meaning of their acceptance of the establishment of a working group when they insist
that the mandate of such a body should be so limited that ite practical consequences
for the achievement of effective measures of disarmament are virtually nil. Its
work may be useful as an illustration for the representatives who take part in its
discussions, but it contributes very little to the negotiation of internmational
agreements on disarmament, which is the essential task of our Committee.

We should ack ourselves if the time has not come to change the practice followed
by the Committee on Disarmament up to now, which is that of deciding in each. case,
with absolute precision, what a working group may do and what it may not de. -This
practice means that the group starts with its hands tied, and it then spends a good
deal of its available time trying to secure the broadening of its mandate.
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g run, be more productive to establish working groups
with simple mandates merely assigning to them a given item, without going into
details?

The group could then devote itself exclusively to the subject assigned to it
and could decide, as its work proceeds — and we should not forget thet the rule of
consensus always applies — what it can hope to achieve and what is not yet posalble.
The process of the work itself will decide the rate of progress that is possible
towards the ultimate objective, which can be nothing other than the negotiation of
one or several international agreements. But before that gozl can be reached,
many intermediary stages must be passed through, and the working group can accomplish
them gradually, according to the progress and the convergencies of views achieved,
without being limited from the outset by & restrictive mandate and without then
having to spend a large part of its time discussing the amendment of that mandate.

Resolution %7/83 of the last session of the General Assembly clearly reflects
the thinking of the international community on the prevention of an arms race in
outer space. Its various paragraphs plainly indicate the urgency of this task
and what is expected of the Committee on Disarmament in this connection. The
number of votes which that resolution won is important, but what is more important,
I believe, is the realism and timeliness of the thinking that inspired it. It
is certain that there are few subjects where time is such a vital factor as it is
in the matter of outer space. Cuter space is a new world that is already being
used, and not always for peaceful purposes, but whose possibilities for military
use, both direct and indirect, are increasing day by day. Every hour of delay in
tackling the regulation.of this sphere will be lost for ever and may prove fatal..

As has already been noted a number of times, the military use of satellites’
is already a reality. . Some 75 per cent of the satellites in orbit in 1980 had &
militaxy purpose, and an extremely high proportion of military communications are
conducted by means of satellites.

Attempts have been made to convince us that military satellites are good and.
positive. We are teld — and I recall a stetement made on 29 March last — that
"these satellites have a stabilizing effect" and that they ought therefore to be
protected. We were also told that "for the foreseeable future the complete
demilitarization of outer space is not at all a good idea. It would, of course,
not be very realistic either".

‘This last statement is perhaps "realistic" — to borrow the term — but I beg
to disagree with the claim that.the complete demiliterization of outer space
would not be a good idea. I think that it would be. The satellites carrying
out tasks connected with the verification of compliance with disarmament
agreements could very well be controlled by an international agency.. But
military satellites can also carry out a vast range of tasks whose ultimate
results would be an increase, 3t times very substantial, in the destructive
capacity of a combat force. My country has had a direct and painful experience
of the conseguences of the military use of satellites.

The cuestions of the peaceful use of outer space and the prevention of an a2rms
race in that sphere should be dealt with in 2 comprehensive manner. The problems
are many and various, and in our view there is no reason for determining preferences
and priorities now, as some want to do in connection with anti-satellite systems,
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Pos vavuiae iy wuss was wegsuwes Which it is intended to protect, military satellites,

can fulfil hostile functions far too important o warrant their immunity and impunity.

From the procédural point of view, many of the comments I have made in
connection with the subject of the prevention of an arms race in outer .8pace could
equally well be applied to that of the prevention of muclear war. -

Both items refer to the future in so far as the goal is to "prevent" something
which has not yet happened but which could very well happen. There is the difference
that, if either of these possibilities were to become a reality, the extent of the
consequences would in the second case be even more catastrophic.

As .the Heads of State or Govermment of the non-aligned countries stated at
their seventh summit meeting held recently in New Delhi, "the greatest peril facing
the world today is the threat to the survival of manklnd from a miclear war". The
New Delhi Message likewise contains a paragraph pointing out that "the non-aligned
countries, speaking for the majority of the world community, want an immediate halt
to the drift towards muclear conflict which threatens the well-being not only of
humanity in our times but also of future generations as well".

At the root of the problem there is an undeniable fact. As the Political
Declaration of New Delhi says, "Nuclear weapons are more than weapons of war. They
are instruments of mass annihilation." Until full recognition is given to this
essential difference between muclear weapons and other types of weapons and between
‘nuclear war and other types of war, and until the logical conclusions are drawn
from this difference, the nature of the questior of the prevention of muclear war
will be distorted and all the efforts based on the unique character of muclear
weapons will be fruitless.

Document CD/341 of the Group of 21 is explicit as regards the nature of the
problem and the way to deal with it, namely, through the setting up of a working
group with an adequate mandate. 5

I shall not, therefore, dwell further on this question, so as not to repeat
ideas already expressed. TFurthermore, I spoke about this matter in my statement of
28 February last. The need to adopt the measures advocated by the Group of 21 is,
in my view, indisputable.

I feel obliged, however, to state that what has happened so far with respect to
items 2 and 7 of our agenda, which concern two issues of the utmost importance for
the future of mankind, does not, in my view, constitute a model of what the action
of the sole multilateral negotiating body in this sphere ought to be. When the
attention of the international community, justifiably and deeply concerned at the
possibility of an arme race in outer space and even more at that of the outbreak of
a muclear war, is directed with well-founded expectations towards the Committee on
Disarmament in the hope of seeing a serious and thorough consideration of these
problems and the gradual emergence of concrete and realistic measures for dealing
with them, it is deplorable that all the Committee can offer is protracted and
meaningless discussions on procedural questions: the inclusion of the item in the
agenda, whether or not a working group should be established, the formulation of
mandates with or without substance. The international community has the right to
expect something different from the body to which it has given specific and unique
competence in order precisely that it should not repeat once more another round of
gterile debates but should find practical solutions to the problems of the world talgy

The Committee on Disarmament has a tremendous responsibility. If it does not
manage to fulfil that responsibility fully and effectively, that will be no victory
for anyone but the defeat of all.
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saee wa wosw \visuay \viaslated from Chinese): Mr, Chairman, at today's
meeting, the Chinese delegation would like to submit some of our views on the
question of the prevention of nuclear war and nuclear disarmament.,

At the beginning of this session, many delegations requested that the issue
of the prevention of nuclear war be included in our agenda. This is a reflection
of the ardent desire of the people of the world to oppose the nuclear arms race
and. to prevent nuclear war. The recent non-aligned summit meeting also appealed
for urgent and practical measures to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war. We
hope that the discussions in the Commititee on Disarmament on the question of
nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war will give this priority
item a new sense of urgency and vitality, so as to contribute to promoting the
process of nuclear disarmament and the lessening of the danger of nuclear war,

China has always attached great importance to the prevention of nuclear war
and nuclear disarmament. In our view, to assure the effectiveness of the measures
against nuclear war, one must first be clear about the source of the threat of
nuclear war, In its reply to the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
dated 28 April 1982, on the prevention of nuclear war, the Chinese Government
pointed out that "the threat of nuclear war comes from the two Superpowers
which are intensifying their nuclear arms race.and stepping up their deployment
and preparations for a nuclear war", This fundamental view of the
Chinese:Government is by no means based on our subjective presumption but rather
on-an objective evaluation of the present state of the world's nuclear armaments
and the 1nternat10nal situation,

One of the main features of the current international situation and world
armaments is that the two Superpowers possess far greater military strength than
the rest of the world. They are relying on this enormous military strength to
engage in rivalry all over the world. They not only possess the most advanced
massive conventional armaments but al2o have the largest nuclear arsenals., Their
military build-up has far exceeded the military forces needed for their national
defence and security. Yet even under such circumstances, a full-scale arms race
and particularly a new round of the nuclear arms race between them has once again
been gathering momentum. The present round of the arms race is centred on
qualitative competition., As a result, while the number of delivery vehicles of
nuclear weapons may be somewhat reduced and some weapon systems may even become
obsolete, the number of nuclear warheads will increase substantially; the
accuracy and the ability to survive and ability to attack military targets will
improve to an unprecedented level; and new breakthroughs in the means and
capabilities of command, communication and ccntrol in a nuclear war will be achieved
through their respective new weapons updating programmes, All these important
qualitative improvements will again multiply their nuclear strike capabilities.
These facts have shown clearly to the world that the two Superpowers are
preparing themselves for a nuclear war, and only they have the capability to
launch such a war.
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luswiival Lavus auw prcSent rea.lity demonstrate that the g'owing threat
of war comes not only from the acceleration of the arms race and the increase in
armaments, but what is more important, it comes from the policy pursued by the
States that possess such weapons and are engeging in the arms race, For many
years, the two major Powers have used their massive armaments, and especially
their nuclear arms, as an important means for external expansion and rivalry for
spheres of influence. This is the main reason why the two Superpowers are trying
desperately to achieve military superiority, especially nuclear superiority,
which is causing an increased danger of nuclear war. In our opinion, the
identification of this fundamental reason will be of key importance to the
formulation of measures to prevent a nuclear war,

At present, the two major nuclear-weapon Powers are both stepping up their
deployment of nuclear weapons and preparations for a nuclear war, Under the
pretext that it does not have sufficient nuclear armaments, one has openly declared
that it is readjusting its nuclear strategy to build up its nuclear strength on
the basis of attempting to win a nuclear war. Although the other appears to be
quite active on the question of preventing a nuclear war, yet it has quickened its
tempo of nuclear arms expansion instead of slowing it down., In addition, it has
already deployed large numbers of nevw types of medium-range missiles which are
targeted on European and Asian countries, The two Superpowers have based their
foreign policies on nuclear blackmail. They are talking about preventing a
nuclear war, yet what they have been doing is just the opposite. Such discrepancy
between words and deeds constitutes the greatest obstacle to nuclear disarmament
and the formulation of measures to prevent a nuclear war,

While opposing the threat of nuclear war, people must also be aware of the
real threat posed by conventional war to various countries. Since the
Second World War, many wars and armed conflicts in different parts of the world
have been fought with conventional weapons., Besides, with the rapid development
of military technclogy, modern conventional wespons are highly injurious and
destructive. The two nuclear-weapon Powers, while intensifying their nuclear
arms race, have also been updating and expanding their conventional armaments and
preparing for a conventional war., They are both reinforcing their war command
mechanisms and increasing their capacities for projecting troops to other regions,
At present, certain sovereign States are still victims of aggression and military
occupation by conventional forces., This is a harsh fact that cannot be overlooked,
Therefore, it is also important to reduce the threat of conventional warfare,
There exists no unbridgeable gasp between a conventional war and a nuclear war,
but a possibility for the former to escalate into the latter. We therefore hold
that during our discussion on the prevention of nuclear war, we have to pay due
attention to the question of reducing the threat of conventional war. This is in
no way to understate the importance of preventing nuclear war, but more
effectively to prevent the outbrezk of a nuclear war.
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cevent war, either nuclear or conventional, the
Superpowers that possess the largest arsenals and have the capability to launch a
world war should be asked tc undertake their special responsibility earmestly.
They should immediately stop the arms race, especially the nuclear arms race,
and teke the lead in reducing their colossal arsenals. They should and can do
this to prevent nuclear war, However, what has been done in this respect is far
from encouraging. It has been noted that during the bilateral negotiations
between the Soviet Union and the United States on nuclear weapons, neither is
willing to make any concession and both find their excuses in maintaining
"equilibrium" and "equal security". Consequently, the negotiations are deadlocked,
And in this multilateral forum, one Superpower advocates that "a freeze on
nuclear weapons by all the nuclear-weapon States will help prevent the threat of
nuclear war", Apparently, in their eyes, the concepts of "equilibrium" and
"equal security" are not applicable in their relations with other nuclear~weapon
States, still less with other States of the world, While emphasizing
"equilibrium", they are in fact trying to maintain their nuclear superiority
over the other countries, Their "security" is based on the insecurity of other
countries, Therefore, it is not conducive to reducing the threat of nuclear war
if we do not identify the source of the threat of such a war, but generally call
for all the nuclear-weapon States to undertake nuclear disarmament without
distinguishing between the nature and size of the nuclear forces. On the contrary,
it will become a shield or an excuse for the Superpowers to refuse to shoulder
their special responsibility.

Of course, the other nuclear-weapon States also have a share in the
responsibility for nuclear disarmament and the prevention of nuclear war. But
we cannot ignore the fact that in the world today, those countries with few
ruclear arms are facing the came military threats as all the non-nuclear-weapon
countries, As far as China is concerned, it is faced with the threat of massive
conventional armed forces deployed along ite borders as well as the threat of
nuclear weapons, Therefore, we have to maintain our necessary defence
capabilities while stepping up our economic construction. This is entirely
different in nature from the nuclear arms build-up by the Superpowers.

What is more, from the first day we possessed nuclear weapons we sclemnly
declared that we would not be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and
under any circumstances, and undertock unconditionally not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-weapon-free
zones., This amply shows the defensive character of our limited nuclear force,
Therefore, we are prepared to assume an obligation to reduce our nuclear weapons
according to agreed ratios following substantial reductions in the nuclear
arsenals of the two Superpowers.

Up to now, various countries have advanced specific ideas and proposals
for preventing nuclear war. In our view, pending the realization of nuclear
disarmament, a prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons can serve to reduce the
danger of a nuclear war., The pressing demand of the non-aligned countries for
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the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of use and threat to use
nuclear weapons is justified and reasomable, If the nuclear-weapon Powers are
sincere about reducing the danger of a nuclear war, it will not be difficult for
them to assume the obligation of non-use. On the other hand; in view of the
large quantity and high quality of today's nuclear arsenals, a prohibition of
use by itself cannot completely remove the danger of a nuclear war., During the
second special session on disarmament of the General Assembly, the Chinese
delegation proposed that the itwo States possessing the largest nuclear arsenals
stop the development and production of nuclear weapons, and reduce by one half
the number of all types of nuclear weapons and their means of delivery, thereby
creating the conditions for all the other nuclear-wezpon States *to halt the
development and production of their nuclear weapons and hence to proceed to the
proportional reduction and eventual destruction of all such weapons. This is an
important measure for reducing the threat of nuclear war.

In view of the above-mentioned root cause of the threat of nuclear war, we
are of the opinion that the prevention of such a war not only regquires us to
take disarmament measures but also requires each country to adhere strictly <To
the fundamental principles of the United Nations Charter and the norms of
international relations. A point of particular importance is that no country
should use military force to comrit aggression or engage in expansion against
another country. In this connection, some delegations have emphasized that all
States must comply with Article 2 cof the United Nations Charter which prohibits
the threat or use of force against the territoriazl integrity or political
independence of any State in international relations, This is zbsolutely
justified, We express the hope that during its summer session the Committee on
Disarmament will further discuss the ways and means to prevent nuclear war.

Mr, SKALLI (Morocco) (translated from French): !Mr. Chairman, as this is the
first time that I have the pleasure of taking the floor under your chairmanship
at a plenary meeting of the Committec, allow me to offer you my warm congratulations
on your accession to that chairmanship and to tell you how pleased my delegation
is to see you directing our work with such talent and efficiency. The perception,
wisdom and courteous authority you have shown have undoubtedly been to good effect
and have resulted in the progress the Committee has made this month.

With your naturel goodheartedness, Mr, Chairman, you have not missed a single
occasion to praise the part I was able to play during the period of Morocco's
chairmanship of our Committec, I believe that that is in large part due to the
great friendliness you have always shown me and for which I am extremely grateful.

Allow me also to take this opportunity in my turn to thank all those
delegations which have been so generous in their words of praise for mny :
chairmanship. While expressing my great gratitude I should like to say how much
their words have touched me.
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With your permission, Mr, Cheairman, I should like to deal in nmy statement
today with the questien of the prevention of nuclear war and also that of
"effective international arrangements tc assure non-nuclear-weapon States against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons".

In accordance with its programme of work, the Committee on Disarmament is
today beginning its consideration of the question of the prevention of nuclear war.,

The Moroccan delegation has already welcomed the agreement reached in this
Committee on the inclusion of that item in our agenda. We can well be nleased
with this happy initiative, which should enable us without further declay to
undertake serious negotiations on 2 subject of whose gravity we are all aware,.

It is obvious that the primary prcblem confronting mankind today is that of
its own survival. Indeed, the threat of the annihilation of 2ll 1life from the
earth as the result of a nuclear war seems to us an absolutely real one, and the
greatest peril threatening our world,

The source of this unprecedented threat lies in part in ths frenzied arms race
we are witnessing, which is out of all proportion to the security needs of the
States engaging in it. When we know that the destructive power of the States
possessing nuclear weapons has reachecd a capacity to annihilste the entire-
population of the planet dozens of times over, we cannct but wonder what is the-
true significance of this flouting of logic and cormmon sense on the part of those
who are continuing feverishly to develop their nuclear arsenals, bolh quantitatively
and qualitatively,

Furthermore, some nuclear-weapon powers are trying tc gain credence for ideas
that are, to say the least, dangerous, like the doctrine of deterrence or the
possibility of a2 limited nuclear war, : A ot

Is not all this, in the last analysis, designed to prepare for and justify
the use of nuclear weapons? My delegation has already stated before this
Committee that it cannot share these ideas which, it is obvious, seriously
threaten international peace and security,

In its working paper on the prevention of nuclear war, document CD/341 of
4 February 1983, the Group of 21 declared in this connection:

"Doctrines of nuclear deterrence, far from being the cause of the
maintenance of international peace and security, lie at the root of the
continuing escalation in the guantitative and gualitative development of
nuclear weapons and lead to greater insecurity and instability in
international relations ... Concern for common security and global survival
should be the basis of international peace rather than the concept of
deterrence", '

The Final Document of the first special session of the Generzl Assembly
devoted to disarmament, which was adopted by consensus and vhose validity is still
recognized by all countries, statecs in its paragraph 47 that nuclear weapons are
those which pose the greatest danger to mankind and to the survival of civilization.
That paragraph also declares that it is essential to halt and reversze the nucleax
arms race in order to avert the danger of war involving nucleaxr weapons,

The Final Document also states, in paragraph 18: "Hemoving the threat of a
world war — a nuclear war —- is the most acute and urgent tasiz of the present day".
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Should we remain indifferent to the warnings and the marny appeals made to
us or should we, on the contrary, react and take the measures necessary to remove
the threat of extermination hanging over us?

It seems to my delegation that we must take such action in order to spare
the world a catastrophe which would certainly affect, if not annihilate, belligerents
and non-belligerents alike,

Just recently the General Assembly, in its resolution 37/78 I, requested
the Committee on Disarmament to undertake, as a matter of the highest priority,
negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical
measures for the prevention of nuclear war.

In its working paper CD/341, the Group of 21 recommended the setting up of
an ad hoc working group to undertake negotiations to that end. The Moroccan
delegation considers that that is the best way for our Committee to accomplish
its task.

The Moroccan delegation earnestly hopes that the consultations under way on
this subject will be crowned with success so as to enable us to begin the work of
substance on this crucial matter,

The question of the security assurances which should be given by the
nuclear-weapon Powers to the States not possessing nuclear weapons is one of
fundamental importance for the latter countries, It is only fair that the
countries which have voluntarily renounced the acquisition of nuclear weapons
should be concerned about their own security, They are therefore entitled to
expect that that security should be reliably ensured,

The efforts that were made towards this end for many years produced the
results which you all know, namely, resolution 255 of the Security Council and the
unilateral declarations by the five nuclear-weapon Powers, DBut these results are
rightly considered inadequate and in many ways unsatisfactory because neither
resolution 255 nor the unilateral declarations offer real and credible assurances.

It was for that reason that the General Assembly, at its first special session
devoted to disarmament, after noting the declarations made by the nuclear-weapon
States, urged them "to pursue efforts to conclude, as appropriate, effective
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons",

Since 1979, the question of so-called negative security assurances has been
on the agenda of this Committee, which set up an ad hoc working group to conduct
negotiations with a view to reaching agreement on effective international
arrengements for that purpose, on the basis of paragraph 59 of the Final Document,
which I have just quoted.

During a preliminary phase, the Ad hoc Working Group sought to identify the
various elements of the undertakings not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear-weapon States. At its more recent sessions the
Ad hoc Working Group has concentrated its attention on and devoted its efforts
to the gquestion of elaborating a common formula which could be included in an
international instrument of a legally binding character.
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In that connection the Moroccan delegation would like to recall that it has
constantly supported the idea of the adoption of a legally binding internationsl
instrument, which might take the form of an international convention. Such a
convention would, in our opinion, provide the non-nuclear-wezpon States with tangible
protection from the nuclear threat. :

We are, moreover, pleased to note that in the Ad Hoc Working Group there is no
objection in principle to the idea of an international convention, although ve are
perfectly well aware of “the difficulties still standing in the wey of the formulation
of such a convention.

Since it has still not been possible to find a common formuls acceptable to all,
the Ad Hoc Working Group has very wisely given thought to the possibility of interim
arrangements. In that comnection, my delegation has already had occasion to speak
in favour of the adoption of a resolution of *the Security Council which could, in
our view, constitute a valuable interim arrangement, pending, of course, the
conclusion of effective internationsl arrangements, which remains cur primery
objective in the matter.

We believe, indeed, that it is extremely desirable for the Ad Hoc Working Group
to continue to try to find a formula acceptable to all and for the various solutions
envisaged in this connection to be explored further, with a will Po succeed in
resolving the issue.

Bveryone is agreed on the importance of this guesticn. Unfortunately,
four years of negotiations have not led to any positive results, The progress made
during this period has been purely marginal znd in no way commensurate with the
entirely justified concerns of the non-nuclear-wespon States.

The responsibility for this lies primarily and particularly with certzin
nuclear-weapon Powers, which are gquite obviously concerned above all with their own
security interests and deliberately ignore those of others.

Many delegations, including my own, have frequently expressed their anxiety and
apprehensions in this connection, In 2 statement I made before the Commititee in
June 1981, I said thet at the conclusion of the discussions which had taken place in
the Working Group my delegation had had the impression thet certain nuclear-weapon
Powers were more concerned abcut their own security than about that of the
non-nuclear-weapon Powsrs. And yet it was for the benefit of the latter that the
Ad Hoc Working Group was set up, with a mandete to negotiate internaticnal security
arrangements. We are still hoping that our apprehensicons and doubts will soon be
dissipated; for the States which have voluntarily rencunced the acguisition of
nuclear weapons rightly expect-+the Powers which possess such weapons to provide them
with quite clear tangible assurances against the use or threat of use of nuclear
wWeapons.

Since the impasee now resched is in large part due to the fact that there are
fundamental divergencies in the security perceptions of the nuclear—weapon Stetes
and in the content of their unilateral undertakings, it is up tc those States to
make further efforts and tc improve the substance of the present assurences, so
that the Committee can reach agreement on this essential metter.

It should be recognized that it is unreascnable to ask the non-nuclear—weapon
States to make further concessions and further sacrifices, In any event my country,

]
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1 the non~proliferation Treaty has committed itself to
a non-nuclear-weapon status, finds it inconceivable that additional commitments
should be expected from ite . .-

But however important it is, the question of the granting of so-called negative
security assurances to non-nuclesr-weapon States cannot make us forget the need for
and the urgency of nuclear disarmament, In fact, as we see it, there can be no
complete and absolute assurances so long as nuclear weapons continue to exist., As
the Group of 21 rightly stated in document CD/2BO, which it submitted to the
Committee last year, "The most effective assurances of security against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and prohibition of the use
of nuclear weapons",

Nuclear disarmament, the task to which the internmational community attaches the
very highest priority, is in our view the only thing that will restore a climate of
confidence and guarantee peace and security in the world.,

My delegetion appeals to the nuclear—weapon Powers to show the political will
necessary to reach a satisfactory agreement on the guestion of negative security
assurances for the non-nuclear—weapon countries., This would undoubtedly be in the
interests of all,

In an important statement he made to the committee last year, the distinguished
representative of Sweden, Ambassador Lidgard, very properly drew our attention to
the fact that a large number of non-nuclear-weapon States had referred to the
relationship that exists between the attitudes of the nuclear-weapon Powers and the
risk of horizontal proliferation.

It must indeed be recognized that the credibility of the non-proliferation regime
is being placed in doubt by the behaviour of the nuclear-weapon States themselves.
Those who have adhered to the regime have lost their faith in it., Those who have
not adhered to it, seeing the experience of the others, are hardly tempted to follow
their example.

For in fact this international legal instrument has in practice proved to be
ineffective and discriminatory.

It is ineffective because it has no real meaning for the States to which it was
supposed to give assurances and advantages so as to prove to them that it was
pointless for them to plunge into the nuclear arms race and to show them the benefits
they would derive from adhsring to the non-proliferation regime. Unfortunately,
neither of these two objectives has been attained.

" The non-proliferation Treaty is discriminatory because what it does in effect
is to establish a club of countries arrogating exclusively to themselves the
possesgion and production of nuclear weapons.

In order to coax and entice the other States into resigming themselves to such a
situation, the nuclear-weapon Powers have dangled before their eyes the rewards of
the security they would obtain, together with access to nuclear technology for
peaceful uses,

But what has happened in reality?
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Lilg TUWeELS allvauy puoseSSiNg nuclear weapons have continued with .unpunlty to
possess, test, produce and stockpile nuclear weapons without the slightest
limitation or constraint, The States parties to the non=proliferation Treaty find
themselves with their hands tied because they have renounced the acquisition of
nuclear weapons without 2t the same time securing access to the advantages of the.
peaceful use of nuclear energy.

Are nct these States justified in thinking that in adhering to the Treaty they
have simply been swindled?

This being so, has not the time come to reconsider the Treaty with a view to
making it more credikble 2nd better able to ensure the security of a2ll States?

We would then have & treaty which, instead of creating an exclusive club of
courtries which retain entire freedom of action in the matier of nuclesr weapons
after persuading other States to renounce the possession of such weapons for all
vime, would provide sure and relisble assurances to the non-nuclear-weapon States,
surengthen the non-proliferation regime and open the way %o nuclear disarmament.,

To conclude, the Moroccan delegation would like to meie one observation on the
subject of the adjective 'megative™ which we sometimes attach to the woxd
"assurances'.,

In fact, as you all know, =ffective internationzl =rrangements are commonly
called '"negative security assurances" in the jargon used by our Commititee. True,
that is merely e guestion of style, bub my delegation hes always wondered why such
assurances have been called "negetive. I caonnot hide from you the fact that my
delegation has alweys felt uncomfortavle at the use of the word "negative" in
company with the word "sssurences', since it seems to us there is a veritable
contradiction between these two terms.

Farthermore, the word '"negetive! in our view has 5 pejorative sense, wheress
assurances ought and must essentially be something positive, and not only for the
Statee which benefit from tihem but zlso for those which provide them.

Al though the word '"negative" was employed by contrzst with the expression
"nositive assurances" which we use elsewhere, it would certainly in this case have
been better to speak of passive assurances or, simply, security assurcnces.

As I have just said, this is a matter of form and not of substance, but it is
neverthelese of some inportaence if we want the words we use to exprecs
appropriately anéd correctly the idezs we wish te convey. Perhaps some of our
eninent colleagues, members of this Committee, who are very distinguished linguists,
might be good enough to give some thought to this guestion and to provide us with
a more azdequate formulation, iy delegation will certainly be grateful to them
for the attention they may kindly give to this observation.
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_____from French): The Chairman thanks the distinguished
representatlve of Morocco, Ambassador Ali Skalll, for his statement and for the very
kind and, indeed, far too generous words addressed to himself -- words valued all
the more in that they were based on feelings of friendship which the Chairman
greatly appreciates. _ '

[Speaking in English] The next speaker on the list for today's ﬁlenary meeflng
is the distinguished representative of Japan, Ambassador Imai, whom I now invite .to
take the floor.

Mr, IMAI (Japan): Mr. Chairman, I have asked for.the floor today primarily to
introduce.a working paper entitled '"Verification of compliance in arms control and
disarmament agreements' which unfortunately is not available as yet, but I am told
that it will be available today as document CD/379. I believe that this subject
has relevance to all the items taken up by this Committee.

But‘firat of all, since this is my first interveniion in the plenary this
month, I would like to start by congratulating you, Mr. Chairman, on your assumption
of the important office for the month of April. My delegation is very much pleased
that under your experienced guidance the Committee on Disarmament is making steady
progrees. I would also like to take this opportumity to express our sincere E
appreciation to the Chairman for last month, Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, who
exerted such great efforts to lead the Commlttee out of a very difficult procedural
impasse.

I do not need to re-emphasize here the imporiance of verification procedures
in any disarmament agreement. Without proper arrangements in this respect, it is
very difficult to work out effective and credible disarmament accords. In this
sense, verification is an integral part of any such agreement. At the same time,
verification is a complex matter, as many of us who have had experiences in either
its formulation or its implementation have been made painfully aware.

There are a mumber of reasons for this situation, and one might enumerate
some of them in the following manner. For one thing verification is most closely
connected with the specific prohibition and/or other commitments undertaken in an
agreement, which, needless to say, are the main theme of any such agreement.
Secondly, verification measures, which are often heavily technical, are the actual
interface between the letters of the agreement and the functioning real world. As
such, verification measures have to encounter various restraints and limitations, of
a technical, legal and other nmature. In other words, and in most of the cases,
there have to be strong feedbacks from viable and effective verification
possibilities to the main body of the text, especially with regard to scope. Here,
I .would like to recall a very fine working paper on the subject presented to the
Committee on Disarmament by the Canadian delegation in 1981, namely,
document CD/167 and its gppendix. Although the paper was presented in connection
with chemical weapons, it also represented one of the most comprehensive descriptiomns
of the various methodologies involved. "That paper with its appendix stated that
absolute verification, or 100 per cent effectiveness of verification, although
desirable, is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. The problem then
is: '"how many per cent uncertainty may be acceptable in what case?", and here, in
addition to the consideration of political judgement, one has to exercise a certain
amount of cost/effectiveness judgements as well. What complicates the matter further
is that different techniques of verification have different curves of so-called
diminishing returns vis-a-vis the input of increasing costs and efforts. One has to
work out a delicate balance between priorities and the relative importance of
particular provisions of treaty cowmitments against the cost/effectiveness of the
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ABDULLGLEUL VELLLIUALLIULL wedBul'es, a.na here, obviously, I am neot. ‘halk.mg only of
monetary cost, but 1ncluﬂe in this corcept social and polltlcal costs.

The third reason for the complexity arises from the somewhat philosophical
approaches tc the verification exercise themselves. Within the community of
verification experts, there has been a long-standing debate as to whether or not the
exercise in question is a game played in a hostile atmosphere between the two
adversaries. This is the so-called zero-sum approach, in wnich the verification
side's loss is a gain on the side of those who carry out viclation strategies. Of
course, this game theory approach has problems of its own, in that loss and gain may
not be assigned the same value, Another approach is to focus ocur attention on that
aspect of verification which is related tc the confidence-building measures., This
idea has a number of merits; for example, in reality, the effectiveness of
verification will greatly increase with good co-—operation from those whose activities
are being verified. This is the basis on which national activities, including
record-keeping and report-making and, if and when appropriate, some measures of
national self-inspection, can be very useful. Although it is obvious that these
national measures cannot take the place of internationel on-site inspection, they can
nevertheless greatly facilitate international inspection, if carried out in good
faith, Itwill allow us to plan random-based international on-site inspection more
effectively, and may contribute to reducing the number of such inspections required,
In some cases, such international co-operation is a prerequisite for fact-finding.
The minimum stipulation along the line of such co—operation is an undertaking not
to wilfully obstruct the employment of national technical means, One can realize
also that the effective discharge of verification measures would greatly increase
the co-operative atmosphere and would be conducive to the furtherance of the
cause of disarmament in general.

This leads us to another and possibly more basic reason for the confidence-
building medsures type approach, namely, that any disarmament agreements have to be
based on a measure of mutual confidence among the contracting parties, and that
verification is a means to maintain such confidence, and to restore it whenever
there arises a case of suspicion of violation of the agreement by amny one of the
parties. Unless there is this basic element of confidence, in other words, if an .
agreement is to be based on deep suspicion among the parties, it is difficult to see
that any disarmament agreement could be workable. In this sense, verification is
of ten conceived of as a means to deter violation by providing credible technical .
means to detect possible violations. This means that verification measures should
be able to deal with various scenarios of possible violatione and, I should add,
with an adequate level of confidence of detection, capabilities.'. It also means that
the text of an agreement should be very clear as to what activities.are prohibited
and, as the case mey be, what specific actions are promised with regard to, say,
the disposal or destruction of the existing stock of prohibited material or weapons.
This is because the scenarios for possible violations are different from one
prohiovited item to another, and thus different concepts cof verification approaches
should be already in the minds of those who write the text of an agreement. When
one takes this confidence-building measures approach to verification, then there
are two things that stand out very clearly. They are: (a) a trend of suspicious
events, including continued attempts to avoid verification application, may be :.
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a more serious symptom of violation of confidence than an isolated case of
suspicious evidence, and (b) the parties should co-operate toward quick restoration
of confidence by accepting ad hoc on-site inspections whenever sufficiently well-
established challenges are presented.

Angther: pertinent question is what happens when and if violation has been
definitely proven to have taken place. This is urdoubtedly a very deélicate issue,
for one thing because it means that the basic confidence upon which the disarmament
agreement has been built may no longer hold. One may talk about retaliation ox
abrogation, but that means that the agreement itself was a failure, although such
measures- will obviously have to be retained as the last resort of deterrence. One
may be able to talk about the application of sanctions, but historically, sanctions
under such circumstances are a very complicated matter, including the institutional
problems of their implementation. What complicates the situation further is the
question whether one can talk about conclusive evidence of violation or not. Some
problems regarding the use of prohibited weapons, or their deployment, may be
easier to handle, because these are often cases of counting a mumber of discrete
events. I would, however, not overly discount the difficulties involved in these
cases either. More troublesome are the cases in which measurement of material plays
the major role.

Here, allow me, Mr. Chairman, to indulge in a bit of technical discussion. In
any scientific exercise of measurement of bulk material, one has to first take a
representative sample from the bulk. Whether or not this sample represents the
chemical or other composition of the entire bulk is an issue in which a certain
degree of uncertainty is inevitable. The sample is then put to measurement or
analysis in which various instruments are employed. There is no such thing as
absolutely ‘accurate measurement or analysis, and they are always associated with a
certain error band or range of uncertainties. The compound effects of instrumental
and human uncertainties can become of considerable order, especially with those
instruments actually employed in the field. Then, again, verification procedures
carried out on random sampling bases can provide confidence only on a
probability basis. One makes such statements as "the material produced (or
destroyed) was so many tons plus or mimus so many kilograms, and I wake this
statement with 90 per cent certainty". Similar problems of the representativeness
of samples have been raised a mumber of times regarding the use or after-effects of
certain chemicals in the actual areas of hostilities.

I have no intention of over-emphasizing the technical problems of this nature,
and indeed in many cases, or, I should say, most cases, arrangements have been
devised adequately to circumvent these particular problems. But all solutions
worked out have accepted this uncertainty range and probability statement, and
therefore the need for international co—operation to keep the uncertainties to the
minimum as the starting point. It might be important to be always aware of this
point when we talk about various modes of verification.

The above discussion about inherent uncertainties associated with random-
on-site inspection does not necessarily lead us to the need for contimous and
resident on-site inspections all the time, which is undoubtedly very costly and
very cumbersome. The "black box" approach is one of the devices to circumvent
this difficulty, and can be very effective in certain cases. I will merely mention
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sera employed as part of TAEA safeguards, which takes
a piviulre ul pruoniusvonvawning fuel movements (b‘llf nothing else) as an effective
black box actually in use.

In fact, there are many cases in which direct access to the material, equipment
or facilities in question is genuinely not recommended. 1 would mention only four
examples. The object in question may contain militarily sensitive information, the
revelation of which might endanger national security or invite an undesirable
proliferation of such technology. The arrangement adopted in the SALT negotiations
regarding MIRVed ICBMs is an example of how to solve this type of problem.
Secondly, the material or facility may involve grave safely hazards. Highly
radioactive nuclear material can be an example. In this case, the measurement of
radiation energy and calculation back to the composition of various isotopes in the
nuclear fuel takes the place of direct measurement, The third example is when the
material or facility is located in the middle of an industrial complex, in
association with other activities which are not included in the disarmament
agreement, and often full of proprietary information. The problem can be solved,
for example, by designating a limited area of permitted access and designing the
plant in such a way that all the necessary measurements may be taken in these
access-permitted areas. The fourth and last example is the well-known one of
underground nuclear testing, where seismic signal analysis is adopted as the major
instrument of detection,

I do not want to plunge the Committee into amy further technical issues. The
whole purpose of exposing distinguished delegates to the above brief discussion is
to emphasize certain types of complications which the verification procedures may
involve, so that when the job is given to the technical experts to work out the
details, the original agreement should have sufficient clarity in defining the scope
of the prohibition and its interaction with verification procedures to allow the
technical community to proceed with the given assignment with as clear and
objective an approach as possible., For one thing, the most important
characteristic of effective verification is that it is objective and can keep the
extent of reliance on subjective human judgements to the miniuum possible.

In our working paper, we have also tzken up the problem of undeclared or
clandestine activities, as follows:

"On the first instance, only those activities that are meaningfully
verifiable may be included in the scope. In this context, in most of the
cases only those materials and facilities declared by a State party may
effectively be taken up for the purpose of verification activities.
Undeclared or clandestine activities, materials or equipment do not usually
come into the picture except when they happen to affect visibly the portion
under verification activities, or happen to be detected through national

. technical means.

"At the same time, verification should be so designed that effects from
clandestine activities, if any, are bound to become as visible as possible
so that by-challenze verifications may be triggered. It is the basic
assumption of the arms control and disarmament agreements that any undeclared
or clandestine activities are also pronibited".
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in summarizing tne considerations regarding clandestine actlviﬁ*és, there are
all the more reasons why (i) routine, random on-site inspections have to be carried
out, preferably based on records and reports to be prepared by the national control
system, (ii) national technical means have to be encouraged, and (iii) whenever a
plausible challenge has been made, the parties in question should arrange for an
ad hoc on-site inspection so that the particular issue may be dealt with
imediately and, as I said at the outset, so that the basic confidence embodied in
the or1glna1 disarmament agreemcnt may be qucklf restored.

In our working paper we have also touched upon the question of an
international body which would be given the task of co-ordinating the various
verification activities, To what extent such a body showuld be authorized to
conduct various verification-related activities, including checking naticnal
reports, dispatching intermational inspectors, receiving information obtained by
national technical means, carrying out an analysis of collected data, and making a
preliminary evaluation of the results of such analysis, may depend upon the nature
and scope of individual disarmament agreements.

There is one thing that needs to be emphasized, however, and it is that the
existence of such an international body is very much desirable and may indeed be
necessary in order to maintain any particular verification scheme as a viable,
effective and ongoing component of the disarmament regime.

It was based upon this firm conviction that Japan proposed, during the
second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
the formation of an international verification unit within the framework of the
United Nations, which should, as a first step, begin to accumulate all available
information and knowledge on verification techniques and applications. And I
would like to remind the distinguished delegates that Japan at that time submitted
a working paper entitled “Strengthening of the role of the United Nations in the
field of verification®,

In an attempt to introduce our working paper on the subject of verification,
I have taken the liberty of emphasizing some of its salient points. This is
because we believe that verification is a very important subject, and that it
probably forms the central issue in our negotiations both on chemical weapons and
on a nuclear test ban, and on whatever other disarmament measures the Committee
on Disarmament may take up in future. One cannot talk about verification in the
abstract because, as I said earlier, the subject is so closely interlinked with
the specific commitments., At -the same time, it is very :difficult to talk about
disarmament measures which are not linked with specific measures of verification.
None of us are naive enough to claim that by solving the issues of verification
and compliance we have almost finished the work on a disarmament agreement. At:
the same time, it seems to me that by looking very closely at these issues and
achieving agreement on a substantial portion of them, we shall indeed make very
major progress towards the achievement of the goal.
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thanks the distinguished representative of Japan,
AusvaSSAUUL Lual, rour nuscvnribution and for the kind words addressed- to the
Chairman for-the-month of'Narch,'ﬂmbassador Ali Skalli, and to himself.

The next Speaker on the Chair's list is the distinguished representative
of Czechoslovakla, Ambassador Vejvoda, whom I now.invite to take the floor.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): lr. Chairman, my delegation spoke extensively
on the prevention of nuclear war on 12 April. Today I would like to touch briefly
upon one more aspect of this problem, namely, ensuring the safe development of
nuclear energy. This item has recently been placed high on the agenda of
international relations although, unfortunately, not yet on the agenda of this
Committee.

Czechoqlovakia belongs to these countries which are, already now, vitally
interested in the peaceful development of nuclear energy. Geological oil and
natural gas reserves in my country are extremely limited and offer no hope of a
substantial increase in output. IMost of the hydroelectric energy resources which
can be exploited economically are already being utilized. In the case of coal-~
mining, which has been our major source of energy, the prospects for further growth
are also very limited., Current forecasts drawn up in Czechoslovakia for the period
to the year 2000 show that the future development of our fuel and energy structure
should be based primarily on the exmansion of nuclear power. And this is by no means
a forecast for the distant future., Already this year we are about to reach a limit
beyond which any increase in energy consumption will have to be covered by nuclear
power.

There are at present two nuclear reactors functioning in Czechoslovakia., An
additional six reactors are to be put into service between 1983 and 1985.

Special attention is being paid to the smooth and safe functioning of nuclear
power plants both in our domestic legislation and in our relations with our
neighbours. At the end of last year we signed an agreement with Austria which
envisages a considerable and regular exchange of information and the carrying out
of consultations aimed at maintaining the safe operation of nuclear power plants in
the proximity of our common borders. Let it be noted that this is the first agreement
of the kind between two States with different social systems,

But it is certainly not only my country which has problems with the shortage
of energy resources, Rather, this has become a universal phenomenon.. The world's
needs in energy have gone up more than 10 times since the beginning of the
twentieth century and they continue to rise by 4~5 per cent each year. At the same
time, it is clear that the constant depletion of the limited reserves of organic
fuel will soon bring about a significant gap between the required and available
quantities. This gap will not be bridged by the so-called alternative energy
resources such as the energy of wind or of the tide, solar energy, etc., since their
efficiency is low. Hence, before a new source of energy is found there is only one
s<lution-— the development of nuclear energy.

From the historical point of view the nuclear power industry is a very young
braneh. The first nuclear power plant in the USSR produced electricity just three
decades ago. Since then that industry has witnessed a dynamic development and
today it preduces electricity in many countries., By January 1981 there were more
than 250 nuclear power plants all over the world, with an aggregate power of about
140 million kilowatts which is expected to rise to 300 million kilowatts by 1985.
The Tenth Congress of the Intermational Conference on Energy which took place in
Istunbul in September 1977 estimated that the aggregate power of all nuclear power
plants in the world in the year 2000 would amount to 1,300-1,650 million kilowatts.
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wuciear power pianvs are, if I may say so, distributed throughout the world
irregularly. Most of them are situated in western Europe, principally in France,
the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland.
The nuclear power plants in these countries represent about 25 per cent of all
nuclear power plants in the world. The USSR, the United States, Canada and Japan
also have an efficient nuclear power industry. It is also being actively developed
in a number of socialist countries.

The dynamic development of the nuclear power industry entails the danger of the
possible release of radiocactive substances and the radioactive contamination of wide
areas through the deliberate destruction of nuclear power plants.

According to specialists, the destruction of one such plant with a power
of 1 million kilowatts would be comparable to the radiocactive contamination
resulting from the explosion of a 1 megaton bomb as far as the short-~term effect
is concerned and would be tens of times higher for the period of a year or more.
A different set of radioactive isotopes would make the congequences of nuclear
contamination through the destruction of nuclear facilities more lasting as
compared ‘with the consequences of the explosion of a nuclear weapon.

According to B. Ramberg, an American specialist who deals with the problem
in his book entitled Destruction of nuclear energy facilities in war, the
radiocactivity remaining from a nuclear weapon of 100 kilotons is lower than
that resulting from the destruction of a reactor of 100 megawatts. Upon the
destruction of a reactor of 580 megawatts doses exceeding the highest’ ‘admissible
level would be formed within an area of 10,000 ¥m?, Some 60 days after the
destruction of a reactor, there would be 100 per cent mortality within 7O km
from it.

Mr. Ramberg also says that had nuclear-pbwer plants existed during the
Second World War in Burope, the major part of its territory would not be suitable
for human beings.

For these reasons, the Czechoslcvak delegation considers that the question
of ensuring the safe development of nuclear energy is organically linked to the
problem of the prevention of nuclear war. It has in faet been discussed in the
Committee on Disarmament and other international forums for several years. It

goes hand in hand with the proposals of many countries advanced in the Committee.

Thus, the statement of the Group of 21 (document CD/187) issued in connection with
the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear reactor on 7 June 1981, says that the
Group of 21 "considers that this unprecedented attack, and the untenable reasoning
used to justify it, are matters of special concern to the Committee on Disarmament”,

It has also been discussed within the United Nations and is dealt with in
gseveral resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly at its
thirty-seventh session.

We consider that the Committee on Disarmament is the best place for multilateral
negotiations on this problem. My delegation has also taken an active part in the
Committee's discussion on the protection of peaceful nuclear facilities. The only
thing we objected to and continue to object to is the linkage between this problem
and that of the prohibition of radiological weapons. We consider that these are
two different questions which are at different stages of negotiation. The
prohibition of radiological weapons is a thoroughly studied subject which is now
at the stage of the preparation of a treaty, while the problem of ensuring the safe
development of nuclear energy is, as far as specific considerations are concerned,
in its initial stage.
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A11 attempts to combine these two questions into one international
agreement cause many difficulties and have represented, for four years already,
an-obstacle to the elaboration and adoption of a treaty on the prohibition of .
radiological weapons. ‘

We would like to express our satisfaction at the fact that the-Ad Hoc-
Working Group on Radiological Weapons has started its deliberations and is
dealing, at least for the time being, with these two problems separately. We
welcome the creation of the two respective subgroups.

It is our considered view that during the summer part of the Committee's
session we should put aside all disagreements of a procedural or legal nature-
and focus on the substantial consideration both of the problem of the safe
development of nucleer energy and of the prohibition of radiological weapons.

Mr., IJEWERE (Nigeria): Mr. Chaiyrman, if I may, I would like to join those
who have taken the floor before me to congratulate you on the occasion of your
assumption of offige as the Chairman of our Committee for the month of April.
You have left no one in doubt about your qualities as an experienced diplomat
and a great leader. We have seen, under your Chairmenship, and as demonstrated
this morning, that it is possible for this Committee.to start its work at 10.30 a.m.
sharp. lMay I also seize this opportunity to place on record our appreciation '
of the very valuable contribution made to our work by your predecessor,
Ambassador Skalli of Morocco, who took sufficient pains to ensure that we
adopted our agenda during his tenure of office in March after almost two months
of procedural problems.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my short remarks on
this occasion to two main subjects on our agenda, namely, chemical weapons and
the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

On the first topic, chemical weapons, I would like first of all to express
our thanks to the Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador McPhail of Canada. Like his predecessor, Ambassador Sujka of Poland,
he has approached his task with remarkable seriousness of purpose and sense of
direction. His method has made it possible to minimize drift and interminable
arguments. It is our fervent hope that the expectations expressed by various
delegetions regarding the elaboration of a convention aimed at a comprehensive
ban on chemical weapons will not be misplaced.

My delegation is of the view that the extensive work carried out in the
month of January this year within the chemical weapons Working Group and in
which technical experts participated, the many proposals of various delegations,
including those of the Superpowers and the ongoing deliberations of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons constitute a sound basis for concrete
rnegotiations that could produce a comprehensive ban on the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The distinguished representative of the
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USSR, Ambassador Issraelyan, in his intervention on 12 April said, "The .
Committee is on the eve of the decisive stage of the negotiations aimed at the
elaboration qr a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons". I hope
that the two Superpowers will demonstrate with concrete results that the adage
"to whom much is given much is expected'" holds true for them too.

Let me reiterate my delegation's firm conviction that the technical issues
of verification and compliance are not insurmountable, and that the time has
now come for the two Superpowers to demonstrate with a sense of urgency the

much-needed political will with & view to reaching agreements on a comprahensiva
chemical weapons treaty under effective international control.

In the process of working out the details of a convention, my delegation
favours a general purpose criterion rather than selecting certain substances
only for prohibition. In the view of my delegation, the latter could provide
a fertile loophole. Though most of the chemicals or substances in this regard
may not be weapons in themselves, one can liken them to nuclear facilities
vhich may be military or peaceful, depending on who is meking the declaration.
Most delegations seated arcund this table have expressed willingness to proceed
seriously with progress on a convention banning chemical weapons. In particular
it is reassuring to note that the Soviet Union has indicated flexibility on its
once-hardened position and also the United States delegation's detailed
proposals made at the beginning of this session have come a long way to
providing a live picture of a future chemical weapons convention. So the ball
is now in the Committee's court; we have the ingredients for what looks like a
chemical weapons convention., My delegation therefore urges the Committee to
gseize the bull by the horns now.

It is the belief of my delegation that the pressnt momentum in favour of
the elaboration of a chemical weapons ban should be maintained. In order to
advance the cause of our work on this question, may I suggest that a chemical
weapons convention drafting group be set up within the Committee. Such a body,
made up of representatives of various groups within the Committee, should be
charged with the responsibility of elaborating a comprehensive chemical weapons
treaty. OSuch a drafting group should concern itself with identifying those
areas where agreement has been reached, while the remaining provisions can be
inserted in the draft as soon as final agreement on them is reached. We should
not let this momentum slip away. The merits of this proposal, we believe, are
psychological and procedural in nature; by collating those areas where there
is a consensus, it will help to focus attention on those topics needing further
treatment.

I would now like to address another agenda item of the utmost priority to
all mankind, namely, the prevention of an arms race in outer space. Although
the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-seventh session, in
resolution 37/83, requested the Committee on Disarmament to "establish an
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ad hoc working group on the subject at the beginning of its session in 1983,
with a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or
agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in
outer space", it is = iatter for regret that this Committee has not even
started setting forth on the hard and difficult road of result-oriented
negotistions.

Events in recent years have shown that the extension of the arms race to
outer space poses a real threat to international peace and security. For
instance, the growing rivalry between the two Superpowers over the development
of space-based anti-satellite defence systems such as destroyer systems or
ASAT has introduced a new dimension into space warfare prospects. The
destabilizing .consequences of such space weapons with regard to international
security and the na;ntenance of our fragile peace are only too obvious.

In the oplnlon of my delegation, the increase in the use of antlﬁsatelllte
weapons, high energy lasers and particle-beam weapons runs counter to the
spirit and letter of the outer space Treaty of 1967 and other relevant legal
instruments whose objective is to promote the exploration and use of outer
space for peaceful purposes.

At this point, my delegation feels concerned about the announcement coming
from Washington earlier this month urging American scientists to forsake the
three-decade-o0ld doctrine of deterring nuclear war through the threat of
retaliation and instead pursue a defensive strategy based on space-age weaponry
designed to "intercept and destroy" incoming enemy missiles. According to the
opinion of some experts, this proposal "raises the spectre of an arms race in
space which ultimately could be more expensive and dangerous than the one
taking place on earth". In a reaction the Soviet leadership was quoted as
saying, 'Should this conception be converted into reality this would actually
open the floodgates of a runaway race of all types of strategic arms, both
offensive and defensive'.

The arms race is 2 live issue and one should approach the problem of
disarmament with o sense of realism and honesty. Nobody doubts that the
United States is the richest country on earth but my delegation believes that
a proposal for a £2 trillion military expendifure for a five-year period is,
to say the least, disturbing, especially in a world where most people can
hardly afford three square meals a day, and where ignoraonce and disease ravage
gocieties that we consider members of the same humen family.

Let us think of the funds to be involved in such a monumental and ambitious
project; let us think of the tests that will be carried out -- and here we
chide ourselves thinking of a nuclear test-ben treaty! Unfortunately,
figures are not available to know how much the other Superpower spends on
its owm "defence", if the word defence can be appropriate in this context.
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lor C.A. de Souza e Silva of Brazil eloquently spoke
of vertical proliferation among the Superpowers in his statement to this
Committee. Inventing a weapon to destroy another weapon only draws back the
hands of the clock of disarmament. A defensive arms race would only escalate
the offensive one already under way. EIach side would feel compelled to increase
the number and destructiveness of weapons with which to penetrate the defences
of the other.

My delegation feels that instead of the star war epitome, the two
Superpowers should engage in serious, objective and honest negotiations to
achieve a meaningful disarmament and peace.

Since virtually no "scientific wizardry" on the part of either one of
the two Superpowers can assure any long-term superiority in absolute terms,
let the Superpowers hearken to the voice of reason by undertaking meaningful
negotiations within the Committee on Disarmament and other forums with a view
to concluding an effective and comprehensive treaty aimed at preventing the
‘further militarization of outer space. It is therefore in this context that
my delegation fully endorses the views of the Group of 21 as contained in
document CD/329 to the effect that negotiations on the prevention of an arms
race "in outer space should aim at concluding "an agreement or agreements, as
appropriate, to prevent an arms race in outer space in all its aspects". We
would also like to associate ourselves with those delegations that have called
for the establishment of an ad hoc working group on the issue under an
appropriate mandate.

In the opinion of the Nigerian delegation, the voice of reason suggests
that the Committee take immediate measures aimed at engaging in practical
negotiations in order to elaborate a comprehensive agreement to prevent an
arms race in all its aspects in outer space, in consonance with the provisions
of United Nations General Assembly resolutions 3?/83 and 3?/99 D, if outer
space, the common heritage of all mankind, is not to be turned into a
cataclysmic battlefield.

Now is the time to establish, firmly and legally, outer space as a common
heritage of menkind. May I conclude by calling to mind the words of Harry Truman:
"A11 through history it's the nations that have given the most to the generals
and the least to the peovle that have been the first to fall".

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair thenks the distinguished representative of
Nigeria, Ambassador Ijewere, for his contribution and for the kind and
well-deserved words addressed to the Chairman for the month of March and the
good wishes to the Chairman for the month of April.

The last speaker on the Chair's list is the distinguished representative
of the United States of America, Ambassador Fields, to whom I now give the
floor.
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i3 of America): Mr. Chairman, as we come to the
close oL our sSpring session, permit me a brief survey of the state of the
Committee from the perspective of the United States delegation.

This session began on a high note with the visits to the Committee by many
distinguished government officials, including the Vice=-President of the
United States, the Minister for External Affairs and Deputy Prime’ Minister of
Canada, and the Foreign Minister and Deputy Chancellor of the Federal Republic
of Germany. These important visitors were followed later by the Foreign Minister
of the Netherlands, the Minister of State of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
of the United Kingdom, the Director of Political Affairs of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of France, and the State Secretary of Foreign Affairs of Norway.
The Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Poland and the Deputy Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Bulgaria joined this distinguished host of-vlaitors and also
addressed the Committee. -Aside from the prestige of their respective high
offices, each brought to the Committee their expressions of respect and
encouragement for the_Committee. For our part, Vice-President Bush brought a
major new initiative on chemical weapons to the Committee. However, despite the
auspicious beginning and the attention devoted to our work, the Committee wasted
almost two months of precious time -- virtually two-thirds of its spring session --
on futile debate. Consideration of agenda items and procedural arrangements
were linked to important substantive measures awaiting ibe consideration. This
was a deplorable situation which prevented any real brogreas for this half of
our 1983 session. Our performance this spring can only serve the interest of
our critics and depreciate thelr opinion of our role as a negotiating body.

Let us learn a lesson from these mistakes, lest we, as Santayana cogently warned,
"are damned to repcat them".

We have, however, taken some small steps in this session. Our agenda
finally settled, we re-established our working groups, elected their chairmen,
and finally beg@n to settle down to the substantive work of the Committee.

The achievement of a ban on chemical weapons, a priority item for the
Committee -- and certaintly of my delegation -- got off to a promising start.
The Working Group, under the capable leadership of Ambassador McPhail of Canada,
moved quickly to organize itself and set about the important task of resolving
differences. Continuing the extremely useful method of work begun under '
Ambassador Sujka last year, contact groups were established to focus on key
issues. The Working Group is considering the wealth of material developed on
this subject -- and, in particular, the "basic provisions" tabled by the
Soviet Union last summer (CD/294) and the United States "detailed views"
tabled this year on 10 February (CD/343). The Chairman, aided by his consultations
and the energetie work of his contact group leaders, has placed us in a good
position to make significant progress in the coming summer session. Let us all
dedicate ourselves to this vital task.

Similarly, the radiological weapons Working .Group, under the skilled
chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden, has been organized into two
sectiona -~ one to continue work on the traditional convention under negotiation
in the Committee, and one to deal with the collateral question of attacks against
peaceful nuclear facilities. This approach will hopefully move the Committee
toward creative solutions to the problems which face it. Again, the prospect of
progress is at hand, so let us grasp it firmly.
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| negative security assurances and a comprehensive
<continuing under the experienced chairmanships of
Ambassadors:-Ahmad -of Pakistan and Garcia Robles of Mexlco, .respectivély, have £
tended to rely more on informal congultations in pursuing these goals but seem
to be now in an operational mode. The same can be said for the Working Group: 3
on a Nuclear Test Ban under the chairmanship of our departing colleague,
Ambassaddr ‘Herder. I would be misleading you, Mr. Chairman, however, if I
expressed any -satisfaction regarding the work of this particular Group. Today,
it still has not reached agreement on .a programme of work and, thus, has not
yet begun.-consideration of the important issues under its mandate.. My delegation
‘hopes that the Working Group will settle this procedural.problem once and for
all at its next meeting so that this important Group can begin useful work at
our summer session.

We have also had useful and informative discussions on the subjects of the
prevention of nuclear war and outer space. Informal meetings on these subjects
have reflected the keen interest of some delegations in the immediate creation
of working groups with full negotiating mandates and a more cautious approach
to these subjects by other delegations. The Committee has through this process
made some progress in reconciling these opposing approaches. My delegation has
tried to keep an open mind on these questions, but has not, as yet, heard
compelling arguments that we have definitvely established the existence of a
dangerous void in international law which demands the urgent attention of the
Committee or a precise focus on concrete issues on which negotiations can take
place. It seems to my delegation that there is a perception by some delegations
that the creation of a working group somehow in and of itself solves these
complex and often obscure problems. If we were to accept this approach, we
would have a proliferation of working groups -- well beyond the resources of
most delegations in the Committee to cover adequately. We believe it would be
better to concentrate on the completion of the work before us, while at the
same time exploring the substantive issues relating to these complex subjects
on which we can develop a common approach. As the sole multilateral negotiating
forum for disarmament, we must always be vigilant to those areas where
disarmament negotiations are necessary and appropriate.

I began my statement on a somewhat pessimistic note. Our performance has
not been something of which we could be proud. But let me end on a note of
optimism. We are now facing a six-week recess. I believe that there is at
this time a common view as to our tasks during the summer session. Unlike last
year, when we faced a shortened session, we will havea full 11 weeks of
concentrated effort to move forward on the issues confronting us. The procedural
questions are, hopefully, behind us, and I detect in the Committee a strong
desire to approach the coming session in a workmanlike fashion and get down to
serious business. I pledge my delegation to this effort.

As this will be the final intervention of my delegation in plenary for this
spring session, I should like, through you, Sir, to extend the congratulations
and best wishes of my delegation .0 Ambassador Gerhardt Herder on his new
posting as the Ambassador of the CGerman Democratic Republic to the United States.
He leaves the Committee after over eight years of distinguished service here, and
he will be well remembered for his efforts. We are happy that he is going to
Washington and know that he will be an effective member of Washington's
diplomatic corps. We wish him the very best.
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r thanks the distinguished representative of the
univea States ‘o1’ America, Ambassador Fields, for his contribution. That
concludes the Chair's list of speakers for today. Does any other representative
wish to take the floor?

If such is not the case, it remains for the Chair to announce that the
next plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament will be held on Thursday,
27 April, at 10.30 a.m. Once again we shall be faced with a situation where,
for technical reasons, it will be impossible to interrupt the meeting for lunch
and to go on in the afternoon. I would therefore once again appeal to delegations
to enable the Chair to start the meeting on time.

The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.






