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The CHAIRMAN: In The Name of God The liost Compassionate, The Most Merciful,
I declare open the one hundred and fifty-second plenary meeting of the Committee
on Disarmament and now give the floor to the representative of the United States of
America, the Director of the arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Dr. Cugene Rostow,
who has come to Geneva to address the Committee today,

Mr. ROSTOW (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, being in this beautiful
room 1s always a moving and a chastening experience. The memories of many battles
lost and won hover in the air, reminding us that good intentions are not enough. It
is an honour for me to be here today and I thank you for your welcome, liy delegation
locks forward to a constructive and fruitful month in the Committee under your
chairmanship. We wish you success in these undertakings and I pledge the support
and co-operation of the United States delegation over the coming month. I should
also like to add a word of appreciation on behalf of our delegation for the manner
in which your predecessor, imbassador Anwar Sani of Indonesia, carried out his
demanding duties during the month of August,

Many of you present today participated in the meeting of the First Committee of
the General Assembly last fall, at which I presented the position of the United States.
I shall try not to repeat here what I said on that occasion. But a certain degree of
repetition is inevitable in the interest of continuity and desirable in the interest
of emphasis. For that I apologize, Mr, Chairman, and ask you and my other colleagues
to forgive me.

Before the First Committee, I noted the abiding support of the United States for
the work of the Committee on Disarmament. That Committee has taken one practical
step after another to reduce the danger of war, and particularly of nuclear war. We
can all draw resolve as well as pride from this record, which has given a powerful
impetus to the arms control movement in general and to the role vhich the Committee,
and its predecessors, have played in the diplomacy which led the nations to a series
of agreements: the limited test-ban Treaty of 1963; the nuclear non-proliferation
Treaty of 1968; the sea-bed arms control Treaty of 1971; the biological weapons
Convention of 1972; and the environmental modification Convention of 1977.

The Committee on Disarmament is unusual among multilateral organizations both
in its mandate and in its methods of work. Its objective is not only to exhort nations
but to develop consensus looking to realistic action on the matters which come before
it,

In noting the importance of the Committee's work I do not wish to be misunderstood.
The Committee cannot and should not force consensus where none exists. A willingness
to compromise on non-essentials 1s one of the most vital and appealing qualities of
democracy; it is the basis for social and political life in democratic societies.
It is equally important to the possibility of international co-operation. The
United Nations exists, after all, as a centre for harmonizing the actions of the
Member States in secking to mttaln the purposes of the Charter, But compromise on
non-essentials cannot and must not mean submerging fundamental differences, The
Charter is founded on the principle of respect for-the equal rights of nations large
and small., Consensus should never be sought by asking any nation to sacrifice its
fundamental and inherent rights.
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While it may seem paradoxical, the way toward consensus can often be eased by
a frank and thorough airing of differences. And, where consensus is not possible,
a clear understanding of why this is the case can mzke an important contribution to
eventual agreement. For this reason among others, the United States will nct
hesitate to set forth its views on the controversial issues with vhich this
Committee deals., We expect others to be equally frank. I assure you that in
developing our future positions we shall give respectful attention to views'which
differ from our own.

In the spirit of that precept, I should like now to direct attention to the
key relationship between the state of world politics and a number of arms control
projects which are, or should be cn cur agenda. The arms control effort, after
all, is an integral part of world politics. It should be a formative influence in
the process of world politics and a catalyst for peace. ZBut the ccnverse of that
sentence is also true. At any given moment, the state of world politics can all too
easily frustrate and overwhelm the potentialities of arms contrcl. That is the
challenge faced by 21l who are working in the cause of peace todey.

In my remarks last fall before the TFirst Committee, I made the point .hat there
is a certain unreality in the traditicnal discussion of meny rerennial items on the
arms control agenda of the General Assembly and of this Committee, The reason for
this tone of other-worldliness, I =zaid; is that it has become the habit of the
United Nations to ignore the ceniral issue in any objective study of the problem of
peace —- the declining influence of Article 2(4) of the Charter on the behaviour of
States. This momentous sentenze is necessarily the first commandment of the Charter.
It forbids the threat or thc use of force against the territorial integrity or
political independence of any State., Its prohibkition is qualified only by the
"inherent right" of individual or collective salf-defence, protected categorically
by Article 51 and by the powers of the Security Council.

Yet the last two decades and esnecially the last decade have witnessed a rising
tide of threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and aggressions -~ actions which
have involved tiie threat or the uce of fcrce against the territorial integrity or
pclitical independence of 3tates in every part of the world., From south-east Asia
to the Caribbean, State after State 1s under threat or under actual attack. Unprovoked
aggressions occur without even the pretext of the excuse of self-defence. Armed
bands and terrorists cross political boundaries with impunity to assault the
political independence of States.

The habit of shameful silence cr impolent protest in the face of aggression has
many consequences, 211 bad., Perhaps the mest insidious in the long run is its
impact on international lav. Law reflects the pattern of behaviour which a society
deems right. Legal norms can survive if they are not nerfectly or instantly obeyed,
so long as society seeks te enforce them and does sc effectively in the end., But
when the breach of declered legwl norms becomes the rule rather than the excepticn;
when a society gives up any serious efforts to insist that its legal norms be
obeyed, those declarations ceace 10 bhe nerms in any meaningful sense, and become no
more than pious platitudcs. I ask you tc look at u globe and count the number of
places where var is raging in viclaticn of Article 2(4), and then consider whether
our failure to defend that article strictly and impartially is not in fact repealing
it as a constitutional princivle for tne socacty of nationc.
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In the view of the United States, this question should be the first item on the
agenda of the Committee on Disarmament., If Article 2(4) should become a dead letter,
.the quest for disarmament would be a quixotic and Utopian activity. These are not
words I use in a pejorative sense. The spirit of Cervantes and St, Thomas More
are indispensable to civilization. Even so, we want arms control to be more than
a dream, more than an aspiration. With the world in a state of anarchy, the effort
to negotiate arms control agreements would cease to be a practical way for
reinforcing and safeguarding peace, It would be nothing more than a despairing
protest of the human spirit, a cri_du coeur, expressing man's yearning for reason
and decency in a world which was becoming more irrational and more menacing every
day.

Driven as they are by fear or by the lust for pover, large and small naticns
rush to arm, although they continue to recite the litany of disarmament and arms
control, It is no wonder, under such circumstances, that we have achieved no
significant arms control agreements or arms reduction agreements for nearly 10 years.

The basic cause of the declining influence of Article 2(4) in world affairs,
and the corresponding eclipse of arms control, is the expansionist policy of the
Soviet Union and the extraordinary military build-up on which it is based.

Soviet propaganda recognizes that the world lives under threat, but it proclaims
that the threat to the peace is caused by a supposed "arms race', which takes the
form of a Western effort to attain military superiority over the Soviet Union and then
start a nuclear war. There is no arms race, The history of the military balance
between the Soviet Union and the United States is clear for all to see. For many
years after 1945, the Soviet Union had larger conventionally-armed forces than the
United States, and the United States had larger nuclear forces. During the 1970s,
the Soviet Union continued to increase both its conventional and its nuclear forces,
while the United States remained stable in the nuclear sphere and reduced its
conventional forces, The United States did not race. On the contrary, it accepted
vwhat it described as an effort by the Soviet Union to attain parity and equality,

a place in the sun, recognized status as a great power. Once the Soviet Union
reached equality, many people in the West believed it would end its military build-up
and settle down to peaceful co-existence under the rules of the Charter,

No one in the West can accept such views now, The Soviet Union has attained
military parity with the United States by any measure, yet it continues to build its
armed forces and to expand its empire by means of force,

In response, the United States, its allies, and many other nations have
reluctantly undertaken the burden of modernizing their armed forces in a belated effort
to restore the military balance.

The Soviet Union does not initiate all the turbulence in the world, A great deal
occurs without benefit of Soviet intervention. But the Soviet Union doces exploit and
manipulate regional turbulence in the interest of enlarging its sphere of dominance,
And the Soviet example tempts other States to commit aggression also, hoping for the
immunity from effective response Wiich the Soviet Union has thus far enjoyed in its
imperial adventures,
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Soviet expansion is not a marginal nuisance at the periphery of world politics,.
It is, on the contrary, one of the dominant elements determining the course of events.
Soviet expansionism seeks to destroy the world balance of forces on which the survival
of freedom depends. In that quest, the Soviet driveé has gone too far. It has
produced a wave of fear which will become a wave of panic unless we move promptly
and effectively to restore Article 2(4) as part of the living law of international
politics,

It is the conviction of the United States that the time has come for the peoples
of the world and their Governments to demand that the Soviet Union accept the only
possible rule of true détente, that of scrupulous respect for the provisions of the
United Nations Charter regarding the internstional use of force,

When that view is explained to Soviet representatives, they sometimes respond
that we are asking them to give up a foreign policy "rooted in their nature as a
society and a State". To that claim, the United States replies that we recognize
the right of the Soviet Union to preach the creed of Communism at will and in perfect
freedom, No democracy could ever consider a different position, What we cannot
accept -—— what the State system cannot tolerate -~ is the thesis that the Soviet Union
has a special -- and exclusive —- right to spread its faith by the sword. No
United Nations body, no scholar in any country has been able to reconcile this
basic Soviet position with the Charter or with the corpus of international customary
law which is the context of the Charter., No State can accept a doctrine which would
authorize its neighbours to send armies or armed bands across its frontiers or to send
arms to those who would challenge its authority. The Soviet doctrine is an attempt
to square the circle. This doctrine has failed as a theory. And in practice it
standes revealed as incompatible with the necessary conditions for co-operation in the
international society of States,

The leaders of the Soviet Union may imagine that they have made great progress in
recent years towards their goal of dominion, But that belief is an illusion. At
enormous cost, the Soviet Union has made significant gains during the last three
decades in its quest for empire., But the Soviet effort has transformed its strategic
position., It has called into being a vast coalition of nations determined to retain
their freedom, It is clear that the Soviet Union can never achieve its purpose,
even through war,

The moral of this tragic’ chapter in twentieth century history is clear, and we
stress it now while there is time to change course, and return to the way of peace.

The highest national interest of the United States in world politics ie a system
of peace in which all the nations respect the rules of the Charter regarding the
international use of force, All our other ambitions in world politics -- economic
stability and progress; the vindication of human rights; the advance of literacy,
of education and of culture; and the ehcouragement of progressive peaceful change --
depend in the end on the achievement and maintenance of pcace in that sense.

It is our view that the achievement of a system of peace is equally the highest
national interest of every other State. Indeed, through the Charter, every State
has solemnly promised every other State that peace in this sense is its highest
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national interest., It should now be obvious -- to recall a phrase once used by the
Soviet Foreign Minister, Mexim Litvinov -- that peace is indivisible. The dynamics

of war permit no sanctuaries, As President Reagan has said, ithe world cannot justify
or tolerate a double standard with regard to the international use of force. All

must obey the same rules. In the words of Secretary Haig, "the rules of the Charter
governing the international use of force will lose all their influence on the behaviour
of nations if the Sovizt Union continues its aggressive course",

We hope that this session of the Committee on Disarmament will mzke a powerful
contribution to the causc of peace by calling on the members of the United Nations
to rededicate themselves to a policy of strict and unwavering respect for the rule
of Article 2(4). The discussion of the problem here, and the pursuit of that
discussion at the forthcoming second special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament should help to crystallize a nev state of public opinion throughout
the world -- a state of public opinion which could compel all nations to accept
the vision which dominated the Conference at San Francisco where the Charter was
approved in 1945, in the shadow of an appalling war.

The significance of vhat we propose here is brought out by the pattern of
Soviet policy in Poland.

It has been clear for several years that, “except for a thin layer of Party and
State officials in Poland, the Polish people has been seeking a new order of things
in its homeland -- an order characterized by freedom and pluralism in every aspect
of the life of the nation, Above all, the Polish people have made it clear that the
spirit which sustained the Polish nation between 1792 and 1918 is still unconquerable.

Poland and the other countries of lastern Durope were promised a free choice by
the three victorious allies who met a generation ago at Yalta and Potsdam.
President Kennedy said on a famous occasion that "our two peoples, which now live
in danger” would not be able to live in peace until the Soviet promise of free
choice in Eastern Burope was kent,

But the Soviet promises of Yalta and Potsdam for fastern Europe have not been
kept. Those promises of themselves transform the crisis in Poland into a matter of
deep and legitimate international concern, especially since the other terms of the
post-war understanding have also eroded,

There is another and even more basic international dimension to the crisis in
Poland. The military coup d'Ctut in Poland and the imposition of martial law by the
military dictator of Poland were acts done with Soviet complicity and participation,
under the compelling threat that, if the Polish armed forces did not act, the
Soviet Union would do so itself. This is a threat and use of force in violation of
Article 2(4) of the Charter, a flagrant breach of the peace in one of the most
sensitive and important strategic areas of world politics,

Finally, the United States and its NATO allies have stressed that events in
Poland viclate the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,
which was signed at Helsinki in 1975. The assurances and the hopes embodied in that
document give further ground for the conviction that vhat is happening in Poland is
not a purely domestic problem.
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It has been the objective of the United States in the Polish crisis not only to
stress the gravity of what is happening, but to offer the Soviet Union a peaceful
and constructive way to reconcile its security concerns with the legitimate demands
of the Polish peonle. The State system as it developed after 1945 must accommodate
itself to peaceful change., If it fails to bend, it will surely break. Therefore
President Reagan, in his statement of 23 December, offered the co-operation of the
United States in large-scale programmes for effective action that would restore the
vitality of the Polish economy, without in any way threatening the legitimate
security interests of the Soviet Uniocn. He recalled the American offer of the
Marshall Plan in the late 1940s, an offer which Poland first acc.pted, and then
was forced to reject. At the same time, President Reagan warned against steps that
could let loose the dogs of war. No man can foresee or control the consequence of
such developments,

The United States has high hopes for a fair and reasonable outcome of the crisis
in Poland. Such a turn in Soviet policy could make many other agreements possible,
and help prepare the way for a genuine improvement in the climate of world politics
and the fabric of the international community.

One of the principal means on which we rely to achieve that goal is the
negotiation of fair and balanced agreements for the reduction of nuclear arms, and
particularly of offensive nuclear arms. Cur policy in such talks, as President Reagan
made clear in his speech of 18 November 1981, is to propose whatever reductions are
necessary to achieve for eacn sicc an equal capacity to <eter nuclear war, The policy
of equal deterrence would deny to either side the capacity tc use or to brandish
.nuclear weapons as an instrument of aggression or political coercion., Measuring
deterrence, and distinguishing retaliatory weapons from those capable of use as
weapons of aggression, are complex problems, With good will, they can be solved,

The United States policy vith respect to nuclear weapons currently includes
several different elements. VWith respect to intermediate range land-based nuclear
missiles, negotiations have begun in a constructive-atmosphere, and consideration is
being given to President Reagan's proposal to abolish all such weapon systems, wherever
located., American arms control policy is ©y no means limited to this aspect of the
problem. In his speech of 18 November 1981, President Reagan also proposed the early
resumption of Soviet-American negotiations on the reduction of intercontinental
range missiles,; the revitalization of the negotiations on lutual and Balanced Force
Reductions and a vigorous attack cn the problem of measures for reducing the risk
of surprise attack and the chance of war arising out of uncertainty or miscalculation.
A1]1 these propcsals,; the President said, are based "on the same fair minded
principles -- substantial, militarily significant reductions in forces, equal
ceilings for similar types of forces, and adequate provisions for verification".

This, then, is the policy framework within which the United States is working
toward arms control. I can assure you that the United States will play its full
part in devising solutions for these problems if the Soviet Union, by adopting
policies of restraint, makes it possible for the full range cof arms control
negotiations and other co-operative activities in this field to continue,
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.These.basic-pillars'-of United .States arms control policy are fundamental to the
issues on which this Committee has focused much of its attention since its
establishment., Foremost among these has been the question of a comprehensive ban
on the testing of nuclear weapons. In the many discussions of this problem here,
the ultimate desirability of a test ban has not been at issue, but unanimity has
been lacking on questions of approach and timing.

The United States Government has reviewed the question of nuclear testing in the
context of its impact not only on arms control efforts but also on the need to
maintain the stability of the nuclear balance, bearing in mind in particular the
importance of achieving effective verification measures and ensuring compliance with
any agreed restrictions.

It is clear that any consideration of a complete cessation of nuclear explosions
must be related to the ability of the Western nations to maintain credible deterrent
forces, It is equally clear that a test ban cannot of itself ernd the threat posed
by nuclear weapons, Limitations on testing must necessarily be considered within
the broad range of nuclear issues. Direct means for achieving progress towards the
elimination of the nuclear menace are the restoration of Article 2(4) of the
United Nations Charter as a2 reality in world politics, the negotiation of significant
reductions in nuclear weapons, and the eventual elimination of the weapons themselves.
Thus, while a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing remains an element in the full
range of long-term United States arms control objectives, we do not believe that,
under present circumstances, a comprehensive test ban cculd heln to reduce the
threat of nuclear weapons or to maintain the stability of the nuclear balance,

The United States fully shares the keen concern of members of this Committee to
move forward rapidly in the effort to remove the burden of nuclear weapons from
world politics. The United States will work constructively with the Committee in
its efforts to achieve this end.

In the area of chemical weapons, the Committee on Disarmament has already done
useful work, and the United States commends the Chairmen of previous chemical weapons
working groups and the delegations that have participated so effectively in this
effort. President Reagan has now reaffirmed United States support for efforts to .
achieve a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons and has directed
United States representatives to participate actively in this important quest.

The United States believes that the Committee on Disarmament is the appropnriate
forum for work toward a chemical weapons convention. Therefore, it is the

United States' intention to concentrate its efforts toward the elaboration of a
convention banning chemical weapons in this Committee. We believe the Working Group
has ssuccessfully completed the bulk of its initial task and, in so doing, has
identified important areas of agreement and disagreement. The next step is to see
if it is possible to harmonize views on the major elements of an eventual agreement.
Such a step is a prerequisite to the achievement of our ultimate objective, and the
United States delegation, therefore, will support a2 revised mandate for the Working
Group that will allow it to undertake this essential task.

It is no secret that views diverge widely on the subject of verifying compliance
with arms control agreements. The United States believes that the chemical weapons
Working Group should devote particular attention to verification and compliance
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issues, from both a political and 2 technical standpoint., I urge the members of the
Working Group to apply their expertise and imaginetion to finding ways to overcome the
many complex problems which face us in this area. One such procvlem is that of
undeclared stocks and undeclared chemiczl weapons production, filling and storage
facilities. Further, when the chemical weapons experts meet, I urge that, in
addition to continuing their work on toxicity standards, they be asksd to examine
promising technical methods for monitoring the shutdown of chemical weapons
production and filling facilities. In this manner the Committee can make use of
our collective expertise to try to surmount a major hurdle relating to verification
of an eventual agreement. It is the ccnviction of the United States that in this,
as in other areas, the problem of verifying compliance with arms control agreements
requires active co-operation among the signatories and not reliance on national
technical means alone,

While I am on the subject of expert groups I should dwell for a moment on the
work of the Group of Scientific Lxperts, whose efforts thus far have been pointed
toward the international exchange of seismic data. As you are aware, the United States
has been an active participant in all the activities of this Group. We want this
work to continue for as long as useful results are being produced and we intend fully
to support its ongoing efforts. e are aware of the interest which has been expressed
by other delegations in an enlarged mandate for the Group, one that would enable it
to consider the possibility of exchanging data on nuclear explosions and on certain
other unusual events occurring in the atmosphere. We have also examined this
possibility and want to share our views informally with other delegations. The idea
here is to increase thc ability of the Group of Scientific Experts to make a useful
contribution to improving our verification capabilities.

At the last session of the General assembly, the question of controlling arms
in outer space was the subject of a lively debate which resulted in the adoption of
two resolutions, both of which nut the protlem on the agenda of this Committee. The
United States believes that this was an appropriate step. This is a difficult,
complex issue that cannot be separated from broader arms control issues, Because of
the magnitude of the problems involved, we must not expect immediate progress in this
area, The problem is one that must be approached with extreme care, The ramifications
are legion; so are the pitfalls, Too quick a plunge without adequate prior
reflection could be fatal tc our objective of achieving a stable environment in outer
space. At this stage, the United States is prepared to discuss the issue in an
informal and general way at informal meetings of the Committee vhere various points
of view and proposals could be thoroughly vetted before any further steps are taken,.

I have not yet mentioned three i1tems that lLave been on the Committee's agenda
in the past and which await final action. I refer to the draft radiclogical weapons
treaty, the question of effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
that nuclear weapons will not be used against them and the development of a
comprehensive programme of disarmament. The United States would like to see the
radiological weapons treaty completed soon. As we have said many times before, it
would not be a major step toward putting the nuclear genie back in the bottle, but
it would be a step, and anything we can do in this area should surely be done. More
delay can only mean more difficulty in achieving ultimate agreement on this treaty.
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In connection with another issue which has been under active consideration by
the Committee during its past three sessions, that of the so-called negative security
assurances, I would like to reaffirm the unilateral assurance given by the
United States at the time of the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament in 1978. As we said at that time:

"The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-
. weapon State party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or any comparable
internationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive devices,
except in the case of an attack on the United States, its territories oxr
armed forces, or its allies, by such a State allied to or associated with a
nuclear-weapon State in carrying out or sustaining the attack."

The United States stands by this statement as a reliable and firm assurance,
We have nonetheless participated, and are willing to continue to participate in
the Working Group which deals with this issue, and would join a consensus to
re-establish the group. The United States believes that development of a common
assurance, as has been suggested, would be extremely difficult, although of course
we are not opposed to this concept.

The Committee's task of developing a comprehensive programme of disarmament,
as mandated by the first special session on disarmament, is extremely important, We
strongly support this effort and will continue to work constructively toward
enunciation of a meaningful programme to be presented to the General Assembly at its
second special session. The United States believes that to achieve the necessary
consensus, such a programme must be realistic and must reflect the security needs
of all States. It should provide guidelines for the actions of States, with an
over-all goal of promoting world stability and peace.

Both the increased complexity of modern weapons and the turbulent condition of
world politics have highlighted the special importance of compliance with treaties as
a factor among the responsibilities of this Committee. Trust is an essential
ingredient of the condition of peace. Montesquieu spoke of peace as a state of
tranquillity in which no man need fear his neighbour. Alas, that criterion is not
satisfied today in many parts of the world. None of the neighbours of the Soviet Union
can say’ that it feels comfortable about the inviolability of its borders. And more
generally, the expansionist policy of the Soviet Union radiates anxiety far beyond
the States in its immediate neighbourhood, to States which fear the fate of
Afghanistan, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, the German Democratic Republic,
or Bulgaria. Troubling questions .:ave arisen about Soviet compliance with international
agreements concerning chemical and biological warfare., Those questions affect every
State in the world community., And they cast a shadow over the possibility of
verifying Soviet compliance with treaties on the control of other arms, and
particularly of nuclear arms,

In 1967, the International Red Cross published disturbing evidence ‘about the
use of Soviet chemical weapons in the Yemen. Now, ‘initial circumstantial evidence
that lethal chemical weapons have been used in ‘Laos, Kampuchea, and Afghanistan has
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been confirmed by new evidence from south-east Asia — evidence of the use of

prohibited lethal mycotoxins, which are particularly cruel and inhumane weapons of
war, The production and use of such weapons raises most serious questions about
compliance with existing international constraints on such activities, including the
biological and toxin weapons Convention of 1972 and the 1925 Geneva Protocol, to which
the Soviet Union is a party. This development demonstrates the necessity of further
consideration of the adequacy of applicable verification and compliance provisions.

It is vital that all countries concerned co-operate to the fullest extent with
the work of the United Nations Group of Experts investigating this matter, It will
not suffice simply to call attention to the problems. We deserve answers, The 1979
anthrax outbreak in -Sverdlovsk has never been adequately explained., The Soviet Union
and its friends and allies have vehemently denied that the Soviet Union is engaged
in any way in the use of toxins or other chemical weapons. But it remains altogether
unwilling to discuss these matters in detail or to offer the kind of co-operation
that might alleviate the legitimate concerns of the world commnity. Soviet behaviour
in the face of such inquiries has simply deepened the suspiciong and anxiety of all
persons of goodwill., This is a fact of particular importance to the work of this
Committee.

It is therefore essential that the verification of compliance with arms control
treaties be made a central feature of our work programme here., Until the nations
agree on the principle of far-reaching international co-operation in monitoring and
enforcing compliance with such agreements, arms control and disarmament cannot begin
to achieve their full potential as programmes of peace., The Soviet Union has recently
stated that while it continued to rely primarily on national means of verification
of compliance with arms control treaties, it was willing to accept co~operative means
of verification where circumstances make such procedures necessary and desirable,

The United States welcomes this assurance. And it recalls the fact that in 1947

the Soviet Union made a far more comprehensive statement of its readiness to accept
inspection and other co-operative means of verification in the interest of arms
control during the consideration of the United States' proposal for the international
control of nuclear energy, known as the Baruch Plan., The volatility and fragility
of the international atmosphere make it essential that the Soviet Union go beyond
President Brezhnev's statement of 23 November 1981, to Foreign Minister Gromyko's
earlier and more ample offer,

Thus far, I have alluded only in passing to the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament. That is because in many respects its shape
and the nature of its contribution to our common endeavours cannot yet be clearly
foreseen, In no small part, what happens in New York in June will depend upon what
happens here between now and then. The Committee’s work on the comprehensive
programme of disarmament will be a major input. In that effort, the United States
wishes to play an active and energetic role., But, obviously, all does not rest on
what we do here. Much will depend on whether the behaviour of States conforms to
their professed goals and intentions. The work of the second special session will
be particularly sensitive to this factor. Let us hope that, to the extent that
we can influence events, this Committee will contribute to a special session which
should be marked by a realistic appreciation of the role of arms limitations in the
effort to maintain peace and security for all mankind,
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Mr. TELLALOV (Bulgaria) (transloted from Russian):  iir. Cheirman, please accept
my sincerest congratulations, on behalf of the Bulgarian delegation, on your
assunption of the chairmanship of tihe Committee on Disarmanent at the very bepinning
of this important and erucial session., You mzy count on our co-operation in the
performance of your task.

L

Allow me also to extend my wermest thcnks to you and to 2ll our colleagues for
welconing me as the nev represenlative of the Peonle's ZRenublic of Bulgaric and ot
the same time to state that it is my sincere desire to mointein friendly relations
with you all, based on mtual respect, as befits the noble objectives and tacks
of this important body for multilciercl negolictions on disarmcrent. liost ol you
have enormous worldly, pcliticzl znd diplematic experience, combined with special
experience in the disarmameni field, and ii ig therefore an honour for me to join
your ranks, in the expectation of and couniling on your co-operation.

In this, my first siatement in the Disarmemen:c Commiitee, I propose simply to
moke some comments on behalf of my delegation, vithout going into the details of
the negotiations on particular issues.

e 211 note with regret that the international situation in vhich our Committee
is called upon to vork remains couple:x and tense. Instead of discrmement and the
easing of tension, of late ve have been hearing more ond more frecuently about a
further upward thrusi in the ~rms race, about the nev doctrines of "limived nuclear
war'", "preventive" and other itypes of nuclear strikes, and about thc increase in
military budgets. The United States military budget proposals for 19835 is the
‘latest example of these trecnds. A4ll of vhich, of course, also incresses the
likelihood of the oulbreek of conflicls, including nvelear wer.

In our view, the reagon for this stete of aflfairs in preseni-day international
relations is the policy of increcsing confrontation, of achieving wililory superiority
and exerting political and military pressure on a global scele, and of subduing
forces fighting for their national and social freedom -- the pclicy vhich has been
pursued in recent times by the imperialis*ic circles of a leading Uestern country.

This policy is unacceptable not only to us and to other socialist countries;
it is unacceptable to the billions of inhabitants cf our plenet; it is disastirous
even for its authors themselves. Consegquently, e will not cease to repeat and
to warn that, in the present difficult international situation, frausht vith manifold
dangers for peace, we ought 211 to refrein from folloving the path vhich leads to
deeper confrontation and instead to lake the one vhich leads to practical zclions
for the solution of internationzl problems, the peih of negotiztions tovards the
conclusion of international agrcements and {realies on the limitation, reduction and
elimination of arms.

Guided by this basiCprinciple, the socialisl countrics members of the
Uarsaw Treaty Orgcnization declared ot a meeling of the Commitice of iiinisters
for Foreign Affairs, leld on 1 and 2 December 1CC1 at Bucharcst: "The States
represented at the mceting consider that in present-doy cenditions it is the supreme
duty of every State, every rnsponsible statesman, 1o shov restreint, and to match
their actions to man's vival requirereants, by preserving snd strengthening peace,
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and using material and scientific advcnces not for purposes of exterminating. people
and destroying civilization, but in the iniercsts of solving the social and economic
problems facing the various nations, enhancing their well-being 1nd permitting the
flowering of their culiure".

Today, more than at eny time in the pastv, the most urgent task is to achieve
an immediate cessation of the crms racc ond Lc adopl real and concrete discrmament
mecsures, particularly in the nuclear field.

Convinced of the precsing need for measures to reduce the danger of nuclear
var, including the danger of such a var on a regionzl sccle, the People's Republic
of Bulgaria, as you knou, proposed that the idea of ccnverting the BDalkans into a
nuclear-free zone should be considered at the practical level. In this connection,
Todor Zhivkov, General Secrebary of the Centrol Commitiece of the Bulgarian Comnuiist
Poriy end Chairmen of the Council =f Slzte of e Peowlats Tewblic of Bulioria, in his
speech on the occasion of ithe 1300th anniversary of the founding of the Dulgarian State,
expressed our country's readiness to organize at Sofia o meecing of leaders of
Balkan States on this question. The creation of nuclear-ireapon-free zones in
the Balkans and in other parts of T‘uro;n would be an important measure for the
strengthening of confidence betireen States on the old continent. )

We welcome the resumption of Soviet-American talks on the limitation of nuclear
weapons in Durcpe, and the USSR position as set forth in the statement by
Itre L.I. Brezhnev at his mecetinp with the Ldvisory Council of ihe Socialist International
on Disarmament. Ve associate ourselves vith his urgent demand for an early resumption,
also, of the strategic arms limitation talks, based on strict observance of the
principles of ecqurlity and egual security of the parties.

The emergence at the liadrid mceting of a decision concerning the convening of
a conference on military détente and disarmament in Europe would be of particular
significance for peace and security on our continent. Such a decision, rcther than
altempts to turn the MHadrid meceting into a forum for attacks cnd interference in
the internal affairs of the socialist countries, would help to strengthen security
and co-operation in Eurcpe.

I will not conceal the fact thal, as a nevccmer to the meetings of this Committee,
I vas disagreeably surprised o hear in this hall certain statements about entirely
different aims and approaches al lfadrid and here in Geneva. Hov can the open attacks
and interference in the inlernal affairs of a sovereipn Stale lilte Poland be explained?
Some representatives even went so for as to criticize the ideology and internal
systems of Lhe USSR and otlier socialist countries.

Unfortunately, the came note was struck in todoy's speech by the head of the
United States Lrms Conlrol and Disarmcmen! iLgency, Ilr. Rostov, from vhom ve expected --
not a long pcliticel lecture, full of accusctions agains. the Soviei Union and other
countries, including my oum -- bui more concrete proposals on cuestions relevant to
the Commitiee on Disarmament.

Ve disapprove of and protest against such attempls to represcent the constitutional
measures adopted by one pariicular Government as a hindrance to our vork. For us,
that is another e:smple of the usual propegenda campaign, o smokescreen, behind vhich
certain individuals are desirous of concealing the multitude of concrete and dangerous
decisions adopted in L.iTO on the produciion and deploymeni of never and ncver types
of uecapons.
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Do the authors of such cctions believe that tlhie campaipsn against the socialist
countries can serve as & cover-up for them znd o5 jusiification for their 1lacl:
of political will to achieve real measures for lhe limitation of the arms race and
disarmament?

We associate ourselves vith the viev cupressed here thet it would be highly
undesirable and a great pity if this Lommittece -- the only body for multilaterel
negotiations on disarmament -- werec to be converted into a debating club, 2 plice
for recriminations and attacks, insiead of concentrating on iis responsible tacks.

For these reasons, our delegavion associates ivself viih the appeal of the
Soviet delegation and a number of other delepations for an intensification of
the Committee's vork with o viev lo achieving real resultc in the negotiations
so as to bc able to make a substanti~l contribution to the strengtheningz of
international securiiy and the establislment of o sound basiec for the holding of
the second special scssion of the United llztions Genercl iLssembly devoted to
disarmament.

The People's Republic of Dulgaria sets z hish value on the role the
Committee on Disarmament could play in the elaboration, in a business-like and
responsible manner and on the basis of a sound organization of its work, appropriate
agreements on a number of disarmament gquestions.

The very great importance -vhich States nibach to nepovintions on disarmament
was reflected in the adoption of numerous resolulions at the thirty-sixth session
of the United Nations General lLssembly. Illany of the previous gpeakers have rightly
emphasized that our Commitiee is faced with new tasks and nev respensibility in
the implementation of the 1vill of the overvhelming majority of" countries licmbers
of the Uniled Nations. The vorld commmniiy and the peoples of the world arec
demanding thig of us.

There can be no doubt that, among lhe items ve are to congider, priority must
be given to nuclear disarmameni and the entire range of questions concerned vith
the limitation of the nuclear arms race and the reduction cf the danger of nuclear
war. In this connection, the Declaration on the Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe,
adopted at the last session of the Uniled Ilations General Assembly upon the initiative
of the Soviet Union, is particularly relevent.

The group of socialist countrics in the Comnittee has suggested a number of
concrete measures, including the estoblishment of a working group to initiate
negotiations on nuclear disarmament in accordance with peragraph 50 of the
Final Document of the first specicl session. The proposal for the cessation of
the production of all types of nuclear vecpons and for the gradual reduciion of
stockpiles of such weapons until they are complelely elimincuved, has becen on the
negotiating table for the last threc years.

The complete and general prohibition -of nuclcor-ueapon tests is anoiher extreméiy
important issue. Our delegation gharcs the concern of the overvhelming majority of
delegations in this Committee and associctes itself wvith the demand for ihe setting
up of an ad hoc wvorking group. Ve have alvays cttiached preal imporiance io the
tripartite talks between the Soviet Union, the Uniled States ¢nd the Unitled Kingdou,
but our hopes ithat the Vestern partnecrs vould at last respond positively to the
Soviet Union's constructive steps have alsc not been realized.
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Our delegation ill continue to make itgs contribution to the work of ihe
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Dxperts on problems of the seismic monitering of the
observance of the future treaty.

The question of the general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weepon tesis
is closely linked with that of the development of nev types of nuclear ireapons.
An example of this gloomy prospecl is the decision of tiie present United States
administration to start production of nuclear neu.ron veapons. In endeavouring
to resolve this issue, we ought not to be put off by ariificial excuses, such as
the argument that neutron weapons are not besically a neu type of weapon and that
there is therefore no need to consider them separately.

It is important that we should embark at oncc on nezotiations for the elaboration
of a convention prohibiting this type of weapon, for many specialistis categoriczlly
affirm that it lowvers the "nuclear threshold."

Another question vhich is closely bound up with the nuclear veapons issuc is
that of strengthening the security assurances c~iven to non-nuclear-veapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear wveapons. Our delegation's interest in
this matter is well-lmowm. Together vith the delegations of other socizlict countries
we have been taking an active port in the work of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group concerned.
Our aim continues to be the conclusion of an internr.tional convention, taking into
account, also, other propocals in this direction. In this conneclion, we believe
that it is time to begin negotiations on the non-gtationing of nucleaxr veapons
on the territories of States uliere there are no such weapons at present.

Our delegation is convinced that the Committee should concentrcole ils attention
on and contribute to the elaboration of a treaty for the prohibition of the
stationing of weapons of any kind in outer space. 1e fully supporti the proposal
made by the head (of the So.iei delegztinn, Ambzsgsador iscrrelyan,
concerning the setting up of on ad hoc worliing group to negotiate vith the cim of
reaching agreement and the text of such a treaty.

The progress of negotiations on chemical weapons is an extample of how lhe
Committee's efforts lag behind the development and deployment of new and yet more
dangerous types of such weapons. Tcgether vith olher socialist countries and the
vast majority of members of this Committec, we are in favour of ihe intensificotion
of negotiations vithin the framevork of a mandale which vould open the vay to
the drafting of the actual provisions of the fubture convention.

\le supported the General lLsscmbly's appeal for a speedy resumption of the
bilateral negotiations and wve consider that the Commiitee, for its part, ought to
pay particular attention to binary and other nev types of chemical weaporis, and
also to the matter of non-stationing of chemical veapons in couniries vhere there
are no such veapons at present.

Our delepation attaches great importance to the question of nev types of veapons
of mass destruction and nev systems of such wegpons. Ve uould urge the setting
up of a group of qualifiecd governmental expcrts, bearing in mind the development of
the question at the thirty-sixth session of the United Nations General Lssenbly.
It is our belief that the setting up of such a group would permit an in-deptl study
to be made of the question within the framevork of a permanent and purpose-orienied
organizational structure.
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I will no% dwell on ihe cuestion of o comprehensive prosrarmme of disarmement,
since the Czechosloval: delezoiion has ciplained the common position of the socialist
countries. Ve hope thrt-cll delezciions vill adopt e constructive approach vhich
will allow the Vorking Group to fullil its manéztiz under the guidence of one
of the most brilliant statesmen aciive in muliilateral ‘negotiaiions on disarmament,
the distinguished leader cf the liexican deleration, .usbasszdor Licbles.

As I approach the end of my first suc..ement in the Commiltce, I should lilke
“to quote some remarks made by Todor Zhiviov, General Secretary of the Contral Committee
of the Bulgarian Communisi Pariy and Chairmon of the Council ¢f State of the
People's Republic cf Bulgaria, wvhich adnirably reflect our posicions on arms race
questions and our efforts towards the adepiion of real measures in the sphere of
disarmament. 1In his recent interview wiil Robert liaxwell, the Chairman of
Pergamon Press, Todor Zhiviiev scid the following:

"Bulgaria is o smoll country and it is not a matter of indiffcrence to us
vhether we have to allocate additional funds for our defence in viewv of

the nev upward thrust in the arms race or vhother we mey direct those funds
to peaceful construction, thereby betiering the life of our neople. Ve are
by no means indiffcreni to ihe cuestion vielher the nev .mericen nuclear
'cruise' and 'pershing-2' missiles cre to be staticned in Vesticrn Durope,
especially as Bulgarie too comes vithin the range of their action. Our
attitude is the samc as regcards the decision 1o produce neutron wveapons
vhich, in accordance with sirategzic plens, ore also to be stationed on

our continent.

It is not a guesticn of whether Bulgaria and other socialist countries
are ecuipped vith such types of ueapons or facilitics for producing them.
The poini is theti ‘he piling up of ever nswer types of weapons, each more
dangerous than the last, morve anl mnre expensive, does not malle for a
more stable peace. On the conlrery, the grouving mountoin of zarms is itself
beconing a monstrous threat to mankind".

In conclusion, I chould like to state once again that, during this session,
and in accordance vich Jhe Commitice's prorsramme of vork, the Dulgarian delegation
will present its vievrs in detail on the variovs guestions on our agenda.

The CHAIRIIAI: I thank the represenicovize of Dulgaria for the kind vords he
addressed to the Chair.

Mr. SANI (Indonesia): lr. Chairman, mey I join the cpeazkers vho have preceded
me to extend to you the concratulctions of my delegation on your accescion to the
chairmanship of this Committee. Iliay delegation uishes to pledge to you its fullest
co-operation in the discharze of your functions. I should also like io avail myself
of this opportunily to thank the distinguished colleagues iho, in their statements,
have referred vith kind words to my chairmanship. For my part, I wvish to express
once again my deepes. gratitude for the co-operstion and assistance extended to
me by all delegations and by the Secretary of tlie Committee, Lmbascador Jaipal,
and his collaborators during my term of office.
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During all the years since the adoption of the Charter of the United Nations,
the international community has ceaselessly affirmed the necessity of disarmament.
The need to achie - disarmament, especial’ r nuclear disarmament, has been expressed
again and again. It has not been possible, regrettably, to translate those
expressions into concrete actions. Although everybody clamours for disarmament
in their statements, in fact the arms race, including that in the nuclear field,
has continued unabated. The number of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of nuclear-
weapon Powers has been growing incessantly, in quantity and in their unimaginable
destructive capacity, thus increasing, instead of diminishing -- much less eliminating —-
the danger of nuclear war. The impatience of the international community to see
concrete disarmament measures speedily taken, particularly by those nuclear-weapon
Powers and nations having the largest militery arsenals, has been frequently manifested.
Ispecially during the last few years,non-governmental circles and individuals in various
p2rts of the world have organized meetings, adopted resolutions, made statements and
issued appeals; popular demenstrations have taken place demanding the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and disarmament. The problem today does not seem to be so much
to attract the attention of 21l peoples, to further mobilize world public opinion and
provide a powerful impetus for the cause cf disarmement, as formulated in paragraph 99
of the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, but rather how the States Members of the United Nations, and this
Committee, will concretely react to the demand of international public opinion and
how they will translate the solemn reaffirmation into concrete and pcsitive acts to
work, in the words of paragraph 126 of the Final Document, "for general and complete
disarmament and to make further collective efforts aimed at strengthening peace and
international security; eliminating the threat of war, particularly nuclear war;
implementing practical measures aimed at halting and reversing the arms race;
strengthening the procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes; and reducing
military expenditures and utilizing the resources thus released in a manner which will
help to promote the well-being of all peoples and to improve the economic conditions of
the developing countries". What is necessary today is the translation of those
solemn words into concrete acts, not a continued repetition of the same statements
without following “hem up with the sorely--eeded political d :ision to act.

Being a developing country in the process of accelerating its own endeavours to
raise the well-being of its people, Indonesia has a wital interest in the success of
disarmament efforts. We believe that concrete achievements in the disarmament
process will result in the strengthening of peace and security, at the international
as well as at the regional level, a condition indispensable for the unhamvered process
of successfuvl national development. There is, indeed, a close relationship between
disarmament on the one hand and international peace and security and development on
the other hand. As stated in paragraphs 34 and 35 of the Final Document, progress
in eny of these spheres wculd have a beneficial effect on or help greatly in the
realization of the cther. We have taken note of the two interesting studies relating,
respectively, to the relationship between disarmament and development and that between
disarmament and international security, prenared by the Secretary-General with the
assistance of groups of experts, which were submitted last year to the General Assembly
at its thirty~sixth session. It is the earnest hope of my delegation that the
relaxation of international tension, progress in détente, mutual confidence between
nations and respect for the principles of the United Nations Charter will again
prevail, creating an atmosphere which will enable the Committee on Disarmament to
work more sucsessfully and effentively in the discharge of the responsibility
entrusted to it by the international community, namely, to exert 211 efforts to
achieve general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

It is the task of all nations, the most vowerful in particuler, to nreate an
international political atmosphere which would be conducive to the process of
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disarmament. The holocaust caused by a nuclear war will not be limited to the
nuclear Powers alone; it will not stop at their frontiers. It is, therefore,
with a feeling of great frustration that we have to watch, practically powerless,
the power-game between the nuclear Powers, the stake of which is the _very existence
of the whole of mankind., We observe with the deepest concern the worsening
international political climate marked by continued political confrontation and
rivalry between powerful nations armed to the teeth, the aggravation of internmational
tension and the intensification of the arms race. It is in this context that my
delegation would like to express the hope that -the negotiations on intermediate-
range nuclear weapons in Europe between the United States and the Soviet Union will
bring about positive results which will be helpful to the process of disarmament.

Allow me now to refer briefly to the question of the agenda and programme
of work of the current session of our Committee. This first part of the 1982 session
is of a special nature because we are meeting just before the convening of the
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmzment. Our work
should therefore be geared towards contributing as much as possible to the sucozss
of -that session. It is only logical that the Committee on Disarmament, being the
machinery established at the first special session should submit to the
General Assembly at its second special session an assessment of its contribution to
the implementation of the Programme of Action contained in the Final Document of the
first session. As is called for by resclution 36/92 ¥, the Committee on Disarmament ic
required in particular to submit to the second special session a comprehensive programme
of disarmament, which will be a valuable contribution to the work of that session. The
Committee is also requested, in that resolution, to intensify its negotiations on
priority questions of disarmament, so that it may be in a position to contribute,
through concrete accomplishments, to the success of the second special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and to submit to thet session a special report
on the state of negotiations on the various questions that are under consideration by
it. In organizing our work we have therefore to keep in mind the contribution we are
expected to make to the second special session. The approximately twelve weeks at
our disposal should therefore be utilized in the most efficient manner. In view of
the special nature of the second special session, the report to be drawn up by the
Committee for submission to that session should have a special character, in terms
of its format as well as its contents, which we will have to discuss in detail as
soon as possible. In the view of my delegation, the report should also contain an
assessment of the performance of the Committee since its restructuring by the
General Assembly at its first special session, nearly four years ago.

As to the agenda, my delegation has no problems with the draft as proposed by
the secretariat. We agree with the inclusion of further measures to prevent an
arms race in outer space as a new item on the agenda. We feel, however, that, in
view of the limited time available, the Committee should determine carefully the order
of priority and the time to be allotted %o the discussion of each of the agenda items,
in order that the Committee will indeed be able to make a worthwhile contribution to
the second special session. Accordingly, the programme of work should be drawn up
in such a way that the maximum amount of time is allotted to negctiations on items
which, in the opinion of the Committee, have the best chance of producing concrete
results to be submitted subsequently to the General Assembly at its second special sessi
for consideration and, hopefully, for adoption, such as, for example, the comprehensive
programme of disarmament.
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As regards the establishment of ad hoc working groups on items relating to the
nuclear test ban and the cecsation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
the position of m delegation is well kno" 1. My delegatior continues to believe
that, since an ad noc working group has proved to be the best forum for the conduct
of serious negotiations, ad hoc working groups on those two items, which have been
accorded the highest priority by the Final Document, should be established, as
requested repeatedly by the Group of 21 since the commencement of the work of this
Committee three years age and urged most recently by the General Assembly at its
thirty-sixth session in resolution 36/92 F. The establishment of a working group
on a nuclear test ban has become the more urgent because apparently we cannot
expect the trilateral negotiations on a nuclear test ban to be reopened in the near
future. My delegation also agrees with the reconstitution of the ad hoc working
groups on negative security assurances, chemical weapons and radiclogical weapons,
and their immediate resumption of work. VWe are glad that the Ad Hoc Working Group
on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has been enabled to continue its work
without interruption under the able and competent chairmanship of Ambassador GarciaRobles
of lMexico. .We hope that the Committee will also be able to submit the results of
negotiations on the last three subjects I have mentioned to the second special session,
as called for by resolutions 36/96 A, paragraph 4, 36/97 B, paragraph 1, and 36/92 F,
paragraph 2. My delegation is of the view, however, that, as I stated earlier,
the allotment of time for these working groups should be determined in a realistic
manner in accordance with the degree of priority accorded by the Committee to the
items concerned on the basis of a realistic evaluation of its possible contribution
to the work of the second special session. My delegation hopes that it will be
rossible to give the Ad Hoc Yorking Group on Chemical Weapons a more extended mandate,
entrusting it with the actual elaboration of a draft international instrument on the
prohibition of chemical weapons, as urged by resolution 36/96 4, paragraph 3, and
26/96 .B, paragraph 3. It will be a valuable contribution to the second.special session
if we succeed in doing =o even partially. My delegation attaches great importance
to the comprehensive programme of disarmament that the Committee on Disarmament is
expacted to submit to the second speciazl session. With regard to the CFD, may I make
some brief observe+*ions on two questions, namely, "Prioritie-", and the so-called
"time-~frame" for t.e implementation of the programme. The (PD is, of course, not
an end in itself. What is decisive for disarmament is its concrete implementation.
The implementation of the programme would, as stated in paragrapls 9 and 109 of the
Final Document, lead to general and complete disarmament under effective international
control, the ultimate objective of the disarmament process.

As to the priorities in negotiations to achieve the ultimate objective of the
disarmament process, they should correspond:

Firstly, to the immediate goal of the disarmament efforts, that is, as stated
in paragraph 8 of the Final Document, '"the elimination of the danger of a nuelear
war and the implementation of measures to halt and reverse the arms race and
clear the path towards lasting peace";

Secondly, to the types of weapons and disarmament measures’ which are referred
to by the Final Document as priorities. May I quote- in this connection paragraph 45
of the Final Document, which states: "Priorities in disarmament negotiations shall
be: nuclear weapons; other weapons of mass destruction, including chemical weapons;
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conventional weapcens, including any which may be deemed to be excessively injurious
or to have indiscriminate effects; and reducticn of armed forces".

The proposal made by the Group of 21, to which my delegation belongs, contained
in document CD/230 reflects the relevant provisions contained in the Final Document,
such as paragraphs 8 and 45.

With respect to the implementation of the programme, if a specific period of
time is not set for the CPD as a whole as well as for every stage of the programme,
it will lose its value as a programme. The political ¢ ymuitment made bv Stetes t-
implement the CPD will then not have much practical significance, and the CPD will
constitute merely a2 document containing a list of recommendations without any
indication as to when their implementation should be completed. This is ezrtainly
not what the internaticnal community expects. Declarations, statements, pledges
and other forms of expression of intentions to make serious disarmament efforts
have been made during the last three and a half decades. The international
community is certainly expecting mcre; 1t expects concrete action on the basis of
an agreed programme. 1t certainly wants to see that concrete results in the
disarmament process could be expected to materialize in a specific period. It also
expects that, after a certain period of time, if not ‘the present geéneration at least
the coming pgeneration will be living in a world where lasting peace prevails. The
setting of a specific time-frame for the implementation of the CPD is therefore
essential. The stages would imply the necessity of having a review system, where
the international community can taxe stock of the state of the implementation of
the measures envisaged in every stage of the programme. In the 1light of such a
review, a decision could be taken to proiong the implementation of certain unfinished
measures intc the subsequent stage. In the event thet certain meosures were completed
before the end of the pericd of the stage concerned, decisions would have to be
taken as to which measures relevant to the next stage could begin being implemented
immediately. Of course, a certein flexibility will have to bhe observed in the
actual implementation of the stages of the programme.

It has been our hope thrt it would be possible feor us to look forward to the
next millenium as an age of peace and prosperity for all the veoples of the world,
when the threat of nuclear war to the survival of mankind would have been eliminated
because we would have achieved general and complete disarmament under effective
international control as the ultimate objective of the disarmament process, and
when the immense possibilities of technological progress and the availability of
funds can be put exclusively to the service of increasing the welfare of mankind.
However, in view of present realities, I doubt very much whether it will be possible
tc realize that hope by the year 2000. But in any case we have to dc our utmost to
ensure that it will be achieved as early as possible in the first years of the new
rillenium. Vhether we will be able to do so does not depend so much on countries
like Indonesia, but rather on the nuclear-weapon Powers, and especially the two
superpowers, and the militarily significant nations with their immense arsenals of
nuclear weapons and sophisticated conventional arms. It has become a cliché to
say that for each individuzl man, woman or child, there is the egquivalent of
three tons of TNT available ready to btlow him or her up. According to the
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"Comprehensive study on nuclear weapons", document A/35/392, more than

£500 billion a year are spent for military purposes which, according to the

"Study on the relationship between disarmement and development", document A/36/356,
represents some 19 times the official assistance provided by the OECD countries

in 1980 to meet the needs of the developing countries where two-thirds of

mankind live, amongst whom, 57C millions suffer from malnutrition, 800 millions

are illiterate, one and a half billion have little or no access to medical

services and 250 million children do not go to school. My delegation notes with
deep concern the Secretary-General's remarks in his message to the Committee of

2 February which state, inter alia, that '"the amount required to provide the basic
necessities of the entire human race for one year 1is estimated to be less than

the cost of the arms race for one month". But perhaps we must hammer again and
again upon these facts to make those with the primary responsibility for disarmament
aware that it is indeed already extremely late in the day to reverse the arms race
and to work seriously towards disarmament and peace.

As to the closing date of the current session, in view of the fact that the
Preparatory Committee for the second special session will start its meeting on
26 April, and that the second special session itself will begin on 7 June 1982, my
delegation would prefer that this first part of our 1982 session should be concluded
on Friday, 16 April 1982, with the possibility, however, that it could be extended
by a couple of days, if by adding those few days we shall indeed be able to produce
a more positive and a more worthwhile contribution to the second special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Ve shall be working under pressure of time if we want to submit a meaningful
contribution to the second spccial session as this is the last session of our
Committee before the special session of the General Assembly. The Committee will
have to prove not only its usefulness but nlso its effectiveness as the sole
multilateral negotiating forum in the field of Jdisarmament. It will have to submit
a factual report on its success or lack of it, and to justify its existence to a very
critical and most impatient world forum. That we have not yet been able to produce
concrete results ¢ anot, in all fairness, e blamed on the Coumittee. As we all
know, the Committee has woriked hard, pbut ihe international political climate has
prevented it from achieving the results we all want. It is perhaps necessary %o
look into our working methods to see whether improvements cannot be made. The
distinguished representative of the Netherlands referred at length to this aspect
in his intervention at our first plenary meetinyg.

I shall conclude my statement by expressing the hope of my delegation, under
the circumstances perhaps unrealistically, that the international political
atmosphere will improve in the near future and will thus be conducive to the success
of the efforts exerted by this Committee to achieve general and complete disarmament
under effective international control, as the ultimate objective of the disarmament
process. I am in no way suggesting, however, that we should wait for that
improvement in the intermational political climate to take place. On the contrary,
the deteriorating international political atmosphere should strengthen our determination
t2 attain as meny concrete results as possible in our negotiations. We have to
persist in our efforts to achieve disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament.
There 1s no other choice: the alternative is the destruction of mankind.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. VENKATESWARAN (India): iir. Chairman, it is a matter of deep satisfaction
to my delegation to see the representative of friendly Iran guiding the
deliberations of our Committee during the current month. Iran and India share a
long history of intimate bonds that encompass culture, tradition and language.

It is in the spirit of our common heritaze that my delezation pledges to you its
full co-operation and support in your difficult task.

I would also like to express our appreciation to Ambassador Anwar Sani of
Indonesia, who so skilfully presided over the closing stages of our Committee's
work during its 1901 session.

The untimely passing away of our distinguished colleague from Italy,
Ambassador Montezemolo, has deprived us all of a seasoned diplomat with rich
experience. May I convey to the delegation of Italy our deep and sincere
condolences.

llay I also take this opportunity to bid farewell to Ambassador Fein of the
Netherlands, who has often enlivened this Committee with his incisive statements
and earned the respect of all those who wr:ave worked with him. I wish him every
success and personal happiness in his new assignment and, since he is not present
today, I would request the representative of the Netherlands to convey my
delegation's sentiments to him.

On behalf of the Indian delegation, I would also like to welcome in our midst
our colleagues from Australia, Bulgaria, Burwa, Czechoslovakia, the Federal
Republic of Germany, Italy, Nigeria and the United States of America, who have
Joined us for the first time this session. I am sure that the work of our
Committee will be considerably enriched and enhanced by their contributions.

The first half of the 1932 session of the Committee on Disarmament has
acquired special sipgnificance and importance in view of the convening of the second
special session of the General Assembly on disarmament to be held in June this
year. Uithin a few months' tiie, our Committee and its worlk will be the focus of
intense scrutiny and evaluation by the international community. If the results
of the recently concluded thirty-sixth session of the United Mations General Assembly
are any indication, we may expect some searching questions as to the practical
relevance and usefulness of our body as the sole multilateral negotiating organ in
the field of disarmament.

In his thought-~provoking statement of 2 February, Awbassador Fein referred to
certain disquieting trends in the work of the First Committez in New York as well
as in our Committee here. If the First Committee does at times seem to be
unproductive in terms of concrete results, the responsibility surely lies with
those who have, over the years, not paid any heed whatsocver to the solemn
resolutions of the General Assembly. Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico has
reminded us, for example, of the many resolutions of the General Assembly, adopted
by overwhelming majorities or even by consensus, calling for a complete cessation
of nuclear=-weapon testing. It certainly does not add to the prestige and authority
of the General Assembly if certain nuclear-weapon States continue brazenly and
contemptuously to disregard thosz very resolutions to which they themselves have
been a party.
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The Committee on Disarmament finds itself in a similar quandary. Over the
past two years ve have been treated to the sorry spectacle of a determined wminority
preventing this body from fulfilling its solemn nzarotiating iandate. Despite the
fact that a nuclear test ban and nuclear disarnameat are items of the highast
priority on our agenda, aultilateiral negotiations on specific and concrete issues
under these items have yet co couwmence. If other mempers of this Committee have
resisted the attewnt to turn this bodv into vhat hrs. Thorsson of Sveden has aptly
calied a "mailbox" [or draft treaties of lovr priority, such as the radiolozical weapons
convention, nrenared by tic major Pouers, tinen tieir attitule snould not be taken
aerely as tactical moves to prevent pirozress.

I would like to add a .aote of caution hare. It is’'all too easy to diginiss
the concerns of other States as "foolish" or "ill-intentioaec", vhile reserving
the glory of "sincerity™ an¢ "rezlisa" to one's own initiatives, Let us not fall
prey to that kind of myonia which preaches that the sun in one's own hand is for
peace uhile that in another's hand¢ is fo:» uar.

In the same context, while proposals to improve the efficiency and working
methods of this Committee deserve serious consideratioa, the fundamental question
still remains a political onz -~ are the major Pouers ready to accept, uithout
reservations, the principle of multilzczral negotiations on disarwmanent? As long
as only lip service is paia to this nrincinle, I am alraid that no refoia of
working methods would yizld the concrete results wve all desire,

In the several stateuwents ue have heard so lar, the elazboration of a
comprehensive propramme of disarimament has justifiably been a wmajor thene.
douever, whether in their asproach to che programnas or to the question of
disariament itself, some of our colleagues have oncz azain underlined thz need for
so=-called "realism®. Ambassador 'lercnor of the:radzral Republic of Gerwany in
his statement of 4 TFebruary, said: '

"Realism is also the key 'ord or thie seconu spccial session itszlf.
Lofty objectives must be measured apmainst reality; ceview ane appraisal
of achievements in th~2 past period .wust lead to careful planniaz for the
next faw years. Reasonabie prospecis for concra2tz results within this
period will have to take precedence over thes prowulgation of over-aubitious
ideas."

The Ambassador of Japan, too, spoiie in the same vein in his statemeat of
4 February. He too thought it would be "wiser to avoid too over-ambitious an
approach and to try to draft a prozramme that would be verifiable and workable".

In the past, our delemation has questionesu this seemingly practical and
reasonable emphasis on “prealism'. UVhat this brand of rcalism, in effect, implies
is an indefinite perpetuation of the present status quo; worse, it iwplies an
even further worseninn of the sccurity climate for the developing and non-aligned
nations of the world. 1In the name of this realism we are asked to accept the
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notion of a pernicious balance of nuclear terror and to live indefinitely under
the threat of a thermo-nuclear war. When non-aligned and non-nuclear-weapon States
voice their legitimate security concern- and seek to saferiard the survival of
their peoples, they are dismissed as starry-eyed idealists, who are asking for

the moon. I would like to emphasize that this is not so. \e are not moralists

who are pushing "lofty objectives™ or peddling "over-ambitious ideas"“. \e are
simply seeking our survival in a world which technology has compressed into one
small neighbourhood, a world in which the security of each nation lies in collective
security for all. WNo longer can one's security be defined solely in térms of one's
rezion or neighbourhood. Any neighbhourhood today is global in scope and one's
adversaries, real or potential, may as often lie beyond the oceans as across one's
own borders. As Dr. Eugene Rostow, speaking this morning on behalf of the

United States has conceded, in the present-day context, "the dynamics of war permit
no sanctuaries"™., The realists among us have still not answered a question that

has been posed to them repeatedly: is it permissible for any State or zroup of
States to pursue its security interests in a manner that jeopardizes the security
of all other States and threatens the survival of the human species itself? In

the Final Document of the first special session, it was acknowledged by consensus
that a nuclear war would have devastating consequences for belligerents and
non-belligerents alike. How are we expected to live with the reality of the
groving threat of a nuclear disaster? Is it just a "lofty” objective to sceek

to eliminate this danser? Is it "over-ambitious" to seek even one's survival?

One would have thought that this was a amatter of plain common sense, and that all
acknowledge that the right to live is the first and most fundamental of huinan
rights.

Another aspect of this peculiar brand of "realism" that is being foisted upon
us concerns the relationship among various measures of disarmaument. It has long
been acknowledzed, universally, I might add, that the hishest priority in
disarmament negotiations must be accorded to the elimination of nuclear weapons.
This is clearly and unambiguously endorsed in the Final Document. However, during
negotiations on the comprehensive programme of disarwawment, some delegations have
sought to overtien this order of priori.ies and to argue iiat it is unrealistic
to expect that nuclear disarmawent can take place without an integral linka:e
with conventional disarmament. lle are told that the reality of nuclear deterrence
and the disposition of nuclear and conventional forces in Europe, for example,
makes it impossible to conceive of nuclear disarmament without a concomitant and
so-called balance reduction in conventional forces.

There is another aspect of the "reality" of nuclear deterrence which some of
our colleazues may have missed. I can quote no better authority on this score
than Mr. Iklé, formerly Director of the Arms Control and Disarmanent Agency in the
United States and now United States Under-Secretary f{or Defense. Addressing a
Joint Harvard-i{IT Seminar on 26 February 1974, Director Iklé said:

"The seemingly rinzorous models of nuclear deterrence arc built on the
rule, 'what you can't calculate you leave out'. For example, the ‘missile
duels' usually ignore fallout. And the calculations are unable to cone
with critical details regarding unreliability." “
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Mr. 1K1é added:

"Our entire structure of thinking about deterrence lacks emniricism.,
Like no other field of human endeavour, nuclear deterrence is unique in
demanding =~ absolutely coupellinsly -- that we work out successful
solutions without directly relevant experience, without experimentation.
There can be no trial and error herz, no real learning."

UJe have been told that nuclear deterrence has, in fact, nrevented a nuclear
war, that were it not to exist the very disastzr we all seek to avoid may befall

’,

us. Is this a valid arguaent? Here is uvhat tir. Iklé had to say:

"Our efforts to prevent nuclear war could fail, as all of you know,
not only bhecause of an inadequate retaliatory capability to deter a
deliberate attack, out for other reasons, such a5 an actident, an
unintended process of escalation, or a combination of failures and causes
we could not have anticipated or even imanined. Put in such teras, no one
even disagrees with the pronosition that a situation of nutual deéterrence
does not by itself puarantze the prevention of nucleair war."

The non-aligned non-nuclear-ucanon States hzave taken tie lead in recoustiendincn
several measures for the prevantion of nuclear war, taking into account precisely
the reality uvhich many of our colleasues refusc to acknoulzdze. Ye have suzgested a
total prohibition on the use of nuclear v2apons nending nuclear disarmaudent. ‘e
have called for nemotiations on urgent mezsures of nuclear disecmamenti. Thase
unfortunately have been met vith stone-walline tactics. In resolution 35/01 B the
General Assembly has asked nuclear-weapon States to come forvard with their ovn
ideas on this vital issue at tha sacond special session devoted to disarmauwent.
This resolution, of which India was a co-sponsor, was acopted by consensus. le
hope that the second special session will aot have to listen to the saue old theory
that nuclear deterrence uill prevent nuclear var. Znoush has been said on the
subject to underline tnc nced for other aore zenuinely realistic measures and we
trust that the nuclear-ueapon Pouers will coine forvard with their constructive
proposals on this vital issue.

Qur delegation looks upon the comprehensive programme of disarmament as
embodyinz an international stratepy f{or disairmament. If this stratesy is to ve
meaningful, then it must map out not only the starting point and .the destination,
but tha route to be folloued as weli. To map out the route as we 3o along, as some
of our colleapguec sugiest, would hardly amount to a strategy. It is true that the
route ve now chart for ourselves uay requirs some detours and deviations in the lisht
of the actual terrain we nust traverse. However, to embark on a journey with no
idea of the route, except merely to follow our noses, is vhat should be called
ovar-ambitious and adventurous. And this latter course is exactly what CD/205,
presented on bzhalf of a group of llestern countries, has asked us to do.

The Ambassador of thic Fedzral Republic of Germany has objected to the fact
that the Group of 21 has, in document CD/223, hich contains a list of measures
for a araft CPD, gone beyond indicating the main thrust of negotiations, and
anticipated detailed results. The essence of stratesy lies in anticipation.


file:///fill

Cd/PV.152
52

2

(iir. Venkateswaran, India)

If the measures included in a CPD wvere broad and general in character, there
would be no strategic plan, no chart to guide our progress. And I am sure
that members will recall that during th 19381 session of “his Committee, the
Group of 21 recommended certain broad, .houszh concrete anu substantive, issues
for nesgotiations on nuclear disarmament in an ad hoc working group of the
Committee, The reaction of several of our colleagues vas that these issues
were too broad in character, that negotiations could not take place until we
identified specific measures. %"ell, this point has been taken into account,
gentleaen, and the Group of 21 has identified specific items for nesotiations.
If States themselves have to decide what they are going to negotiate, and uhen
they are going to negotiace, vhy have a CPD?

Referepnce has been made to tne fact tnat progress in disarwament requires
painstaking, step-by-sten nezotiations, that negotiators must not operate under
any time-pressure. This 'ould have peen valid if decisions concerning the
development and deployment of armaments uere also being taken in a similar
nainstaking, step-by-~step manner, vith small increments over long periods of time.
But to fight a flood, which is what the aris race is, by nlantins a slou procession
of famgots is what vespeaks of an idealisw and ambition, uhich meabers of ths
Group of 21 ares certainly not guilty of!

The Group of 21 envisanes a CPD divided into four phases, whose iuplementation
must take place within an agreed and nezotiated time-frame. Houever, this
time-frame will be fle:iible in cnaracter. The sponsors of document CD/223% do
not believe in a mechanical time~frame nor in the "magic and automatism of a
calendar which future events could render useless and futile" as has been
claimed oy the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany. It ic a
ieasure of the commnunication gap which seems to separate us that despite
repeated clarifications and explanations from members of the Group of 21, the
representative of the Federal Republic of Gerwany can still continue to uake
such observations. Ue in the Group of 21 do not conceive of a rigid or automatic
calendar for the completion of the CPD. Houever, we do believe that if the
programme is to .aave any meanine, if it is to be a politically operational
docunent, it must have at the very miniwum at least an indicative time-frame
for the completion of the various measures. The priorities set forth in the
proZramige can only be conceived of and given practical meaning in terms of
tine~saquences for the implemencation of categories of measures. The
interrelationship awmong the various measures also can only be elaborated in
terms of time-frames for their implementation. This ought to be self-evident.

Above all, we must bear in mind the purpose of adopting a CPD. If the
adoption of the CPD will have no imnact whatsoever on the decisions of States
concerning armaments; if States cannot anticipate with any degree of confidence
that the global security environment would improve as a result of the gradual
but planned implementation of the CPD, then would it not be like one of those
unproductive resolutions of the Gzneral Assembly that Aambassador Fein spoke of?
All States plan their armaments and defence posture years in advance. This is
realism. UWould it be realistic to expect that an open-ended CPD with not even
an indicative time-frame for iuplementation would have any impact on the
armament plans of States?
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The representative of thiz Federal lepuwnlic of Gernany seeus to nave

azain misunderstood another asnect of tha aporoacn adonted oy tine Groun of 21
towards the CPD, e alleged that docuneat C1/2z2) provides Tor a tirntly nlanned
negcociation cal=ndar with datailad proccriptions as Lo vnat io to de nezotiated
and achieved in loter stases, quite indenendently from tine outcoue of nirecedinsg
stages. Tnis is simply not correct. ilnat is contained in eaceh state of the
prosramme, as coanceivaed of oy tin2 Tproup of 21, is on the assusaption that
neasurcs containzd in tihe previous stare have bzen iupleaeated. #11 nlans
nccessarily follou suca a nractica. Houwevz2ir, the sponsors of CD/Z227 have

never susgested thac hat should D2 azzotiated and ifaploavented in later

stapes would he quite indenandene of tna outcone of nreceding staras., I anm
surprised cthat tais chacse has beza nade in spite of the face that in the Ad Hoc
Jorkinz Groun on a Comnrenensive Prosframiz ol Dicarmanent, mv dzlezation and

a nuaber of others ian tine Groun of 21 have repeatedly explainec¢ that the

review mechanis 1 vould provids for rea:justment and modifications in the
prosgramme in the licht of the prozress made in the imnlementation of the
previous stages. The details of the reviecu wechanisn reaaain to be snelt out,
but the principle is quite clear and unambisuous.

I trust thai my statement today vill have cleared up once for all taz
various misconceptions which s2ea to csist resarding the approach of tha
Group of 21 to the elavoration of tihe CPVU. The disarmament philosoohy of the
non-alicned, non-nuclear-tizapon States rests on fira and reazlistic foundations.
It is oriented touards practical results and 1s irooted in a sober appraisal
of the dangers uvhich confront us. Thosz vho so readily charge us vith lack
of realisi1 and lofty ambition vould do well to carry out a scarciing exawination
of the assumptions on which thney theisclvos have based their approacn.

Before concludin~, I would like to say that ve have taken note of tae
detailed statement nade by the renraseucative of Czechoslovakia on 2 February
in which tn2 vieus of a group of socialist countries on a Aralt CPD wvere set
forth. e are in the process of exauinin:; the s»ecific proposals made in
that stateuwent, and will offer our considerad¢ comments at a later date. At the
same timc, we hope that the sponsors of docwacnt CD/20) will reconsider their

positions in the light of tha clarifications jiven by us today.

The CHAIR/iAH: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to me and
for the 4ind reference you made to my country.

1
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Mr. IJEWERE (Nigeria): Mr. Chairman, allow me to join other dclegations which
have congratulated you on your assumption of the Chairmanship of the Committee for
the first month in the 1982 scssion. My delegation pledges its full co-cperation
with you, a representative of a fellew non-aligned country, in the accomplishment of
your onerous task. Your distinguished predecessor, fmbassader Lnwar Sani of
Indonesia, also deserves our apprecciation feor the very able manner in which he
concluded the work of the Committee in the last part of the 1931 session. Llso,
I wish to associate mysclf with the deep condolences already conveyed to the delegaticn
cf Italy on the death of our friend and colleague, Lmbassador Montezemclo. May his
soul rest in peace.

Lt this juncture, I would like to express ry warnm gratitude to you and to all
those who have welccmed me to the Committee, and I look forward to working closely
with menbers.

It is now a2 truism to statec that we are living in times of grave internmational
tension. Man's vision of right and wrong is blurred; his concept of the noble idea
of human rights has been prostituted in a cold war atmosphere. INowadays, whether or
not one is guilty of the violation of human rights depends upon one's ideological
label. There is very little honesty zbout human rights., If there was sufficient
objectivity about it, the racists in South Lfrica would have been the first to qualify
for econonic sanction.

Fron the standpoint of a2 developing country like Nigeria, the economic and social
conscquences of the armes race are so detrimental that we believe that its continuation
runs counter to the attainment of rmeaningful ccononic co-cperaticn among the different
nations of the world. Indecd, if the arms race ccntinucs at the preosont pace it will
reach a point 2t which it generates so much suspicicn and tension among naticns that
all reasonable forms cf interaction will cease. My delegetion agrees with the
conclusions voiced by [fmbassador de la Gorce cof France in his statecment last Tuesdeay,
that "disarmament could alsc serve the itwo important objectives of international
co-operaticn, n2mely, sccurity, and cconomic and social progress, particulerly for the
benefit of the less favoured ccuntrics.”

We arc living in a world where there is a real danger of a nuclear war, and wy
delegation shares the concern of those whe have ocxpressed +the view that such a nuclear
war will produce "no wimners but only loscrs'. The threat of mankind's self-extinction
owing to the cclossal accumnuleticn of nuclear weapens by a fow States has never becen
80 pronounced.,

During the thirty-fifth session cf the General Lssermbly, ny delegation took the
initiative on the declaration of the 1980¢ as the sccond disarmament decade. Our
concern then, as it is today, was to sec by tre ond of the 1980s 2 world moxre. secure
through cffective disarmament measures and much vere ccencnically equitoble., Present
trends clearly indicate thot this objective is in danger of net being realized. Thie
would be a disaster for mankind, ~nd as oy Presildent, His Excellency Jlhaji Shehu Shagea
stated at the thirty-fifth scssion of the Tnited Nations General Lsseonbly in
Octcber 1980:

d a new nnd dangorous weneniun, at a2 tine when

the Sccond Review Confercnce of the Partics to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifeoration
of Nucleor Weapons has failed. The North-South dialogue on the cconomic protlens
of the werld is stalemated, as o ccnsequence 2f a tnest rerrettable inability to
agrce cver on proccdures to begin rnegetiations. The present stelemate in the
clivate of negetiations between the develeping and the developed countrics hclds
terrifying prospects for ell. Perhaps, rore than is rcelized, the world is peiscd

o

delicalely on the brink, that critical rarrin, betweon survival and disaster.”

"The armanents race has assuno
o
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My delegation has always argued against nations basing their sccurity on doctrines
of nuclear detorrence because we, the nuclear-hove-nots, 2lso desire to survive. We
will continue to hold the view that doctrines of deterrence, strategic balance and
perity are all based on the marrow security interests of the nuclear-wecapon States
which stubbornly refusc to teke intc considerstion the vital security.intercsts of
third States. 4is uy delegetion has stoted on several occasicns, it is a faect that
the greater the quality and quantity of nuclear wecpons, the greater is the risk of
nuclcar war.

In Africa, the denmers of the proliferation cf nuclear weapons are increasing
because of South Jfrica's nuclear capability, and in spite of the fact that the
Organization of Lfrican Unity as far back as 1964 tock a decisicn on the
denuclearization of Lfrica, these developments can only place a serious obstacle in
the path of peace on the continent. Peragrapn 12 of the Final Document of. the first
special session of thc United Netions Generel Asscubly deveted to disarmement statess

"Indced, the nassive accunulation of armements and the acquisition of arnanents
technology by racist régires, as well as their possible acquisition of nuclear
weapons, present o challenging and increcsingly dangerous obstacle to a world
courunity faced with the urgent need to discrm."

My country is only too aware of the dangers posed to the .ifrican continent by
South ifrica's acquisition of nuclear weapons. [Ilsc, throush the report of the
Secretary-General on the Implemcntation of the Declaration cn the Denuclearization
of ifrica, docuncent A/35/402, the world corrmnity has o clear picture cf the dangers
posed by the racist régimc in Pretoria. Indced, as is stated in paragraph 89 of the
repcrt:

"The diplomatic and pelitical costs of Scuth Africen acquisition and deployment
of nuclear weapons would be high, ard quite pcssibly disestrous, if those
weapons were cver usced. DNevertheless, desverate to preserve the apartheid
systen, South Lfrica's lcaders may eschew a rational weighing of costs and

geins."

My -country has always taken the opportunity in different forums to deplore the
collusion bectween South Africa and her Western allies, and we seize the opportunity
to do so in this Coumittec.

Lllow me now to dwell briefly upon some cf the substantive items that oy
delegetion fecels should precccupy the Cormittec's attention this session, particularly
as we approach the second special session of the General Asserbly devoted to
disarmanent.

L nuclear test ben and the cessation ¢f the nuclcar arms race and nuclear
disarnmarent constitute the two most central and priority items which the Cormittee
should urgently address itself to. It is almost a cliché to state that everything
thet can be said in favour of a test ban treaty hes =2lready been stated. The numerous
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resclutions of the United Notions Genoral Lssenbly teostify to the continuing interest
of the internationel community in the matter. The latest United Nations resolution,
36/85, entitled, "Ioplementation of General Lsscmbly resclution 35/145 B", in its
operative paragrephs, not only reiteratcs the indispensable role of this Coumittee

in the negotiation of 2 nuclecar test ban, but also in its paragraph 6, requests

"the Cormittee on Disarnanent tc toke the necessary steps, including the
estoblishuent of o working group, to initiate substantive negotietions on a
coriprehensive test-ban treoty as a metter of the highest pricrity at the
beginning of its session to be held in 1982."

My delegation supported this resclution and we hope that the establishment of a
working group on a comprehensive test ban treety will be possible this session.

We are in agrcement with those who state that all technical barriers to the
conclusion of the treaty have becen fully explored and that what remains lacking is
the political will of the nuclear-weapon States to negotiate.s The nuclear test ban
has o central inportance in the urgent task of ending the qualitative inprovenent
of muclear weapons and the develophment of such weopons, and of preventing the
horizontel preliferation.of nuclear weeopons. This fact is clearly cmbodicd in
peregraph 51 of the Final Docunient of the first special session devoted to disarmenent.

Bearing in nind that the second special session is only a.fow wvonths fronm us,
it would be very useful if the Committee on Disarmament could, without further delay,
agree on the csteblishrment of a working group on o CTBT. This achievement would be
an indication of a positive contribution that this Cormittee could make tcwards the
inplementation of the negeticting responsibility conferred upon it by the international
community. In this context, 1y delegation calls upen those nuclear-weopon States that
have so far withheld their consent, to join in the conscnsus otherwise existing in
the Cormittec on the subject.

Ls one of the sponsors of working paper GD/204, uy delegation also fecls that
the rule of consensus in the Conmittee should not be interproted in such a way as to
impede the prosress of the work cf the Committee, especially in such a crucial and
vital area as that cof a nuclear test-ban treaty.

For those of us who were trustiny encugh to sipn the nuclear non-proliferation
Treaty, the fact that the previsions «f its article VI hove becorue o dead letter is
2 natter of great concern.

I have alrcady highlishted the dangers of a nuclear war., My delegation cannot
support the view that nuclear wecapons sheuld be used 2s a necans tc cffsct perceived
asymmetries in conventional armanents. This view is untenable, since fer one thing
nuclear weapons arc weapons of nass destruction and cannot be coupared with
conventional crmarents.
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1y delegation welcomed the structured informal uectings held last session on
the cessation »f the nuclecar crms race and nucleor disarmenent, and belicves that
at this scssion further meetings should be held te keep zlive the ncnentun generated
y these meetings. In this context, the working paper of the Group of 21,
documient CD/180, should provide o firm basis for structured discussions that should
leed tc the cstablishment cf o working group.

My delegation belicves that the second special scssion ¢f the General lLsseubly
devoted to disarmoment should be the bezinning of o new concept of special sessions,
ond this is why ny delegetien continues to attach great inportance to the
ccriprehensive programme of disarmament. The special sessions should not be a mere
pericdic get-~together tut should have an organic link to the review of the
inplenentetion of the comprehensive progremme of disarmezment. We ere confident thet
under the suidance of Libassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, the Working Group cn this
subject will neke the nccessary progress. However, 1y delegation is all to well
awarc that it is the political will to negotiate that will determine the outcome of
the ongoing neprotintions. In this connecticn, ny delesation associates itself with
the vicws oxpressed by the frepresentative of Mexice in his opening statement, that
ony deviaticn frowu the letter -nd spirit of the Final Document of the first special
session in the elaboration of the C¥D will be a step backwards in the cause of
disarnmouent.

The intensive negctiations corried out in Jenuary produced some useful results.
My delcgation noted with interest o growinz convergence of views between the different
grcups 2nd we belicve that this trend, if continued, will augur well for the
successful elaboraticen of the CPD.

L crucial aspect that ny delegation feels that the CFD should take account of
is the relationship between disermoment and develcpnent. The recently concluded
United Nations study on the subject stated, inter zlia, in paragraph 391 of the
conclusionss

"This investiiaticn suggests very stronzly that the world can cither continue
tc pursuec the aras race with cheracteristic vigour or wmove consciously and
with deliberate speed towards o more stoble and balonced social and cconouic
developnent within o norz sustainctle internotional ccononic and politicel
crder. It cannot do both,!

During the last three ycars it has beconie ovident that the nuclear-weapon States
are mere concerned with their narrew sceurity interests than in giving credible
assurznces to non-nuclear-weapon States that they will not be threatened with ox
have nuclear weapons used against them. The present cttitude of the nuclecar-weapon
Stotes cen only lead to 2 perilous increzsc in the horizontal proliferation of
nuclear weapens and all the irhcrent dengers that such an cscelation would contain.

I will refrain frou going intc great detail in uy interventicn today as to why
the present dcclaratory staterents nede by the nuclear-weapen States do not suffice
&3 credible guerontees. My delegotion holds the view that Jrticle 51 of the
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United Nations Charter is cof limited epplication, not only in the context of
conventional warfare but also as to those it covers, since it appears to cover only
allies of the respective nuclear-weapon States. Security Council resolution 255 is
also not neaningful, sincc problens again arise if the threat to use nuclear weapens
is made by or directed arainst cne of the allies of the nuclear-weapcn States.

My delegation believes that the L& hoc Werking Group on Security sssurances
should contimue to try to find 2 "commoen forrmla" of universcl application. Tha
alternative approaches ccnsidercd in the Werkine Group at the lest session should
in our view be further explored. Llliance relationships, troop deployments and
dissenination cof nuclear weapens give very linited acssurances to non~nuclear-weapon
States. However, o concrete internationsl convention on negotive sccurity essurances
will ensure that the non-nuclcar-wzopon Statcs will not be the victims of nuclear
blacknail, In resolution 36/95 of the General fssenmbly entitled, "Conclusion of
effective intermctional arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the
use or threcat of use of nuclear weapons", an appcel is nade

"to ell States, especially the nuclear-weopon States, to denmonstrate the
political will necessary to reach agrcemont on & cormlon approach and, in
particular, on a cormen forrmle which could be included in an international
instrunent of a legally binding character.”

My delegation hopes that the rmech required pelitical will will be cvident during the
work of the Working Group.

With respect to the other existing werking groups, ny delegation believes that
during this sessicon it will clearly be necessary to advance the mandate of the
Ld hoc Working Group on Chenical Weapons to cover souethinz nore thon nere
"consideration®. in apprcpriately revised mandatc in our view will steer the
Working Group on the right course towards claboratinz the text of a cconvention. In
this conncction, we welcome the United States offer nade this merning by Mr. Rostow
to support a revised mandatc on chemicel weapons. PFurther elaboration is still
required, however, on the role of the consultative cormittec, the compleints
procedures, the scope of the conventicn, end verificotion. This is also true of the
Ld hoc Working Group cn Radiclogical Weopons. The present state of the negotiztions
calls for greater efferts on the part of various delesations te narrow down their
differences on the question of scope and definition, and move progressively forward
to the conclusion cf a convention prohibiting the devel:puent, pxduction,
stockpiling and use of radioclogicel weeapons.

Pernit ve now to offer scue few comments on the inclusion of new itenms on our
anmual agenda. My country is one of those thet has expressed deep concern about the
increased niliterizetion of cuter space. The incrcasce in the usc of anti-satellite
weapons, high-cnergy lasers and particle-beam weapons rmeke cuter space a battlefield
of the future. In view of the fact that this develcpment runs counter to the spirit
and the letter of the outer spice Treaty ¢f 1967, which. sceks to proucte its peaceful



CD/PV.152

w0

3
l'r. Ijcvers, Niceria)
uses for the benefit of umenkind, ry deleqsotion believes that the subject nceds to be

given the stotus of congideration within the context ~f the priority items listed
for examination in the Ceomuittee.

My deleration also attaches ccnsidercble impertence to the special report thet
weuld cmenate from the Committee to the General ..ssembly ot its sccond specicl session.
In the view of uy deleratinon, the report should be an ovaluaticn of the contributicn
of the Committec on Disaruanent, the sole tultilateral nesstiating body, to disarmenment
necotiations. Jn corly consideraticn of this subject in the Committec would be
necessary to enable o decision to be taker on the format ~1 the special report.

There is very little tinze loft betweon now and the sec~né specicl session. The
task before this Comnittec is monumentel, and the expectations cre highe Therefeore
we connot afferd to westc -ny ¢f this precicus time on proccdural discussions. My
delegation hopes that the Cemmittee will this week adont the draft provisicnal agenda
end the work programme, ond proceed immediately to substantive negotiztions on the
itens on the erendo,

Finally, permit we to conclude by quoting once more from the address of the
President of the Federsl Republic of Nigeriz te the General Lssenbly in 1980. On
that occasicn, he said:

"The present uncertain internaticnol situaticn chollenges 2ll these entrusted
with the respensibility of sofepuarding thic destiny of nankind tc pousce and
think. Tiixcs hove chenred. Conditions have chenged., The concepts and
structurc which precipiteted scue of the current intsrnationsl crises cannct
renain unchanged. Lny crgenic institution without the uecons to adjust to
chenge is without the reans of survival. The sum ¢f sver 500 billion dollars,
vhich the develeoped cocuntries hove spert on militery rescarch and developrment
since 1960, far cxcceds whot two-thirds of nankind require to banish poverty
and deorradation. Therc st be disarmorient, porticularly nuclear disarmanent,
to save nankind from unteld anxiety and indeed a holcczust. There must be
disarnanent tc releasec resources for developnent.™

This is & vicw that oy delerntion intends to pursuc. I wonder if those countrics
that have built their cconomic policies ~rcund the bottle agrainst inflaticon have ever
given thought to the view thaot such o boattle cannot be won os long as the arms race
continucs at the present level.

The CHAIRMLN: We have practically cxhausted the time available to us for the
norning. If the Committec agrees, I would suggest that we suspend the plenary nmeeting
now and resure it this afterncon 2t 3.15 p.rie If there are ne objections, we will
proceed cccordingly.

The ueetiner was suspended 2t 1.15 pem. and resumed ot 3.15 p.m.
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The CHATRMAN: The 152nd plecnary meceting of the Committee on Disarmament is
"resumed. The Committee will now listen to the remaining speakers inscribed to take
the. floor today. '

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, in its statement of 2 February the Soviet delegation presented its
position on the.basi¢ questions on the agenda of the Committec on Disarmament. We
deemed it nccessary to do so on the opening day of the current secsion as we seek,
from the very beginning, to participate in the work of the Committee in a constructive
spirit., If the Committee on Disarmament manages to make progress on specific aspects
of the curbing of the arms race and disarmament, it will make a not insignificant
contribution to the solution of the basic global problem now facing mankind: the
removal of the danger of war. This danger has, unfortunately, not diminished in’
recent times but increased, which imposcs an even greater responsibility on the
Cormittee. '

In view of the present international situation, the task facing the Committee
is already rather complex. We therefore vigorously condemn the actions of those
delegations vwhich seek to render the negotiations in the Committee cven more difficult
by introducing into them problems totally unrelated to the content of the
negotiations and mixing up questions of completely divergent character into a single
tangleéd skein, We arc deeply convinced that the Committee's task is to concentrate
all its attention on questions relating to the limitation of the arms race,
objectively analysing the real difficulties arising in disarmament negotiations, and
together to work .towards overcoming them.

Who will deny that the fundamental danger to the cause of peace at the present
time is the reckless acceleration of the arms race and thé deveclopment of ever ncwer
systens of weapons. designed primarily for first strike capability, which is
accompanied by the promotion of doctrines based on the waging and winning of nuclear
war?

It is truc that — improbably —- the American delegation in its statenment
today claimed that there is no arms race. This claim would imply that the
Tnited States is not engaging in an arms build-up, is not expanding its arscnals,
is not inflating its military budget to gigantic proportions. All this, apparecently,
is simply an illusion. Let us now turn to thce facts as they stand today.

In recent days we have heard about the submission to the legislative bodies
of the United Statcs of its draft budget for fiscal ycar 1983, which clearly
reflects a policy of escalating the arms race. It has alrcady become rather a
tradition in the United States, as well as in the NATO countries, to grect special
sessions of the United Nations General Asscmbly devoted to disarmament with sudden
increases in military budgets. This was the case in 1978 when, during the first
apecial gession of the General Assembly on disarmament, tThe NATO countrics adopted
a decision systcmatically to increcasc the military budgets of the member countries
of that military-political alliance in the succecding ycars. This time, too, there
is a decision to increcasc military cxpenditures —— cven more. On the eve of the
second special session the United States is preparing tc adopt a nilitary budget
that sets a record for all of the post-war ycars. According to the budgetary
nessage of the President of the United States, in fiscal year 1903 expcnditures on
United States strategic nuclear forces alone arc to increase from $16 to $23 billion
and expenditurcs for so-called gencral purposc forces from $88 to $106 billion.
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The naval and rapid deployment forces will alse receive rmlti-million-dollar
increases. Some $6.8 billion arc to be spent mercly on the construction of aircraft
carriers. & total of $258 billion has “:een recquested for nilitary appropriations
for the coming year. Clearly, President Rcagen's dcocisicon to begin producing now
types of chemical weapons on a large scalc, with an allocation for that purpose

of $700 million, can only be secn as some kind of "surprisc present" for the sccond
special session of the General Assermbly devoted to disarmament. IMr. Rostow's
statement that the United States agrees to negotiations in the Committcc on
Disarmament on thc banning of chenmical weapons can hardly swceten this bitter pill.
The result of all this is that the United States' totsl uilitary expenditurcs for

a period of five years will amount to the truly unbelievablc sum  of nore than

$1.6 trillion.

On what, preccisely, will thcse hillions be spent?

In carly October 1981, President Reagan of the United States announced his
"strategic programme" for the 1980s, which not only strongithens and cxpands
previously confirmed plans but alsoc envisages the developuent and deployment of new
weapon systemns. The American strategic programiiec has assigned a special place to
the deployment of MX inter-continental ballistic missiles, cach of which will be
armed with 10 warhcads of extremely high accuracy, which will make it possible to
destroy heavily-defended targets, i.c. to use these rockets for a "disarming" sirike.

The ballistic missiles aboard Trident-2 submarines, the construction and
cmplacenent of which has been approved by the Lnerican lcadership, will have
practically the sanmc military capabilities as the MX missiles. It is 21so planned
to produce, in the 1930s, a gualitatively new strategic bonber, the "B-1B", and to
equip thec B-52 bomber flect with strateszic cruise nissiles of various types., 4t the
same tinc, intensive activity is under way towards the developrient of effective
anti-nissile defence equipnent, the crcation of the means fer weging war in space,
the significant expansion and rencwnl of the chenmical warfare potential of the
United States and the re-ecquipment of its land forces at -~ qualitatively higher
level.

An inportant part in thc United States' plans to achieve military supcriority
is undoubtedly playcd by the dccision to depley nearly 600 Amcrican ncdium-range
nissiles in western Europe, which will give the NATO bloc a 3-2 superiority in
delivery vehicles of this category and a 2-1 supericrity in the corresponding nuclear
payload.

All in all, it would scemn that the Anerican lcaders have great hepes of
achicving "victory" in the arms racc through qualitative superiority. Ne less than
two-thirds of all federal governnent cxpenditurcs in the Unitcd States on scicntific
rosearch and experinental design werk in the coning years will be devoeted to the
laying of the scicntific and technical foundations for the development of new and
ever morc destructive types of weapons. The production of new weapons systens is
also being actively pursucd. A clear cxample of this arc the plans relating to
cruise missiles. The possible results of such calculations based on technological
leadership in armancnts was quite corrcetly pointed cut in the statenent rnade here
by Mrs. I. Thorsson, the head of the Swedish delegation, on 2 February. It is
difficult not to agrecc with her warnings.
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We may legitimatcly ask, why does thc United States nced such a rigantic
nilitary budget? Why has it adoptcd numerous programnes for the develovnent of new
generations of weapons, including weapons of mass destruction? This questicon is
often answered by a clain that the United Strtes, and in fact the cntire HATO bloc,
has fallen behind the Soviet Union and the Versaw Treaty countrics. This clain is
entirely false and it can easily be rcfuted by consulting the focts.

Despite the fact that after the Sceond World War the world had already witnesscd

a number of very dangerous upsurges of thc arns race, initiated in cach case by the
United States and its allies —- wc have scveral times zlrcady provided cx:mpics
confirning this — in rocent years an approxinnte military balance has neverthelcss
been reached and it s¥ill exists, beth beiween the USSR and the Unitced States and
between the Warsaw Treaty countrics and threc of FATO. This cquilibriwm oxists

both in the ficld of strategic nuclcar forces and in the spherc of conventional
armanents and arned forces, on 2 global scale as well as at the regional lcveld

When the SALT-II Trcaty was signed, the USSR and the United States cxchanged
detailed data on the quantities of their strategic arms. These figures arce faniliar
to the members of the Cormittece. The Soviet Union had appreximately 2,500 strategic
delivery vehicles and the Uniteé States 2,300. However, in torms of nuubers of
strategic warhcads, the United States had considerable superiority over the USSR —-
by nmore than onc third. Over-all, howcver, there was an approximate balance in this
ficld, which was to be further strengthencd through the inplenentation of the Treaty.
The situation of approximate cquality in this field was, norcover, recognized beth
in 1979 and later by the mcst authoritative American leaders.

Vhat has happened since ths signing of the SALT-II Treaty? Is it possible to
imagine that within the spacc of one or twc ycars the Sovict Union has been able
to achicve superiority, and cver more, substantizl superiority, in strategic
weapons, the development of which requires meny nany years? Thoe United States
Sccretary of State, Mr. Haig, was forced to adnit, at a mceting with american
newspaper editors in Washington on 5 Junc 1981, that the alleged superiority of
the Soviet Union in this field was a dcliberatc invention. "In strategic nuclear
forces", he said, “approximate parity continucs to prevail between cur two
countries".

Approxinate cquality also coxists as remards nediun-range nuclear weapons in
Europe, i.e. the basic rocket-bornc and airborne nuclear weapons cf the NATO countries
that can reach targets in the Sovict Union from the territories of western Buropcan
countrics and the waters adjoining Burcpe, that is, weapons with a range of 1,000
kilonetres and more, and the corresponding Soviet weapons of similar range deployed
in the European portion of the USSR. The NATO countries have 986 such delivery
vchicles for usc on the European continent. This includes 723 Lmerican plancs,

64 ballistic missiles and 55 British bombers, as well as 98 rockets and 46 bombers
belonging to France. The Soviet Union has 975 sinilar military units, including
461 plancs and 514 rockets.

Ls regards the negotiations on nuclear weapons ir Europc now under way in
Geneva, to which Mr. Rostow referred in his statement, an cexhaustive evaluation of
the situation with regard to thosc negotiations was given by Mr. L.I. Brezhnev,
Gencral Sceretary of the Central Comnittee of the Cormmunist Party of the
Socviet Union and President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet cf the USSR, in
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his talk with represcentatives of the Ldvisory Council of the Sccizlist Internatisnal
on Disarmamcnt, which took place rccontly in Miscow. In view of tho irportarce of
what Mr. Brezhnev said on that occasicn, the Sovizt dclege. ion intends tc cirvulote
the toxt of his romarks as an official documerni of the Cormmittee on Disarmament.

Ne less revealing, teo, nre thr facts about the nurbers of the armed forces
and conventional weapens of the NATO ané Warsav Trecty countrics. It 1s, of coursc,
rore difficult to make a ceomparisor in this srherz bocausc of its varied and divorse
nature, and the 3ifferences in the siructure oré crranization of these forces. Dut

a look at the basic compenents sheows o micture of approxirate ccunlity. For oxarvle,
there are 4.9 million men serving in the armed forccs of the North Atlantic bloc
countries, whilc thc runber scrving in the couniries of she Warsew, Trcaty Organization
is rathor less than 4.8 pillicn. As far as the rurber of tenks goes, NATO hos

24,000 units while the Warsaw Treaty countrics have scarcely nore ~- 25,000 units.

As regards air forces, despite the semewhat larger number of nilitary aireraft in

the forces of the Warsaw Treaty countries (by 2 1.2 t9 1 ratic), NATO has supcriority
in air support capacity (by a 3 to 1 ratic) and in the nurber of holicoptors by a

1.8 to 1 ratio). The oxchange of numcrical data 2t the Vienna talks, the last of
which reclated to the situation as of 1 January 1980, confirms that there is
approximate equality in the rumbers of land ané air forces of the two sidcs in

Central Eurcpe, where the NATO countrics have 991,000 men and the Warsaw Treaty
countries 979,000,

Wo could continuc this couperiscn of nunerical data confirming that there is
an equilibrium. Detailed comparctive data on the various types of weapons of the
Soviet Union and the United States and the countrics ¢f the Warsaw Treaty and NATO
can bec found in a book preparcd by the Soviet Ministry of Defence entitled, "Where
does the threcat to peace come from?". This book was published in Moscow in
January 1982 and we can acquaint intcrested delegotions with ite The information
given in the book convincingly denonstrates that the balance exists not only on paper
but also in fact. Thus, there is no nced for the United States to catch up in
weaponry as it has not fallen behind the Soviet Union.

Do Western strategic planncers know all this? Of coursc thecy do. Nevertheless
their plans for the building up of armaments of all kinds that arc being preparcd
and adopted today are without parallel in the entire post-war period. 4And why is all
of this necessary? For the very purposc of destroying the balance that has been
created and sccuring nilitary superiority for the United States and the NATO ccuntrics
over the Soviet Union and its allies. President Reagan stated this goal of the
United States rather clearly during his nceting with editors of provincial Anerican
noewspapers on 17 October 1981, in which he said quite frankly that "the Russians
will not be able to keep up with us". Many corments in the same vein have been nade
by the United States Sccrctary of Dcfense, Mr. Weinberger, nost recently during his
current trip tco the Middlc East region.

The United States' plans to achieve nilitary superiority are matched by actual
Lnerican policy with regard to the ncgotiations on the limitation of the arms race
and disarmament. The United States broke off ncgotiations with the Soviet Union on
such important problems as the limitation of strategic weapons, the prohibition of
chenical weapons, the complete and general prohibiticn of nuclear weapons tests,
the linitation of military activity in the Indian Ocecan, and so forth. In the
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Committec cn Disarmancnt the initiation of scrious negotiations on many kcy aspects
of arms linitation and disarmament has bcen tlecked fer as ruch as o ycar now.

Any initiative, any step in the sphere of the linitation of armaments that
night in scme way affcct the American programmes relating to the arms race arc
declared inappropriate. Today we heard that the sanc apnlies to the prohibition of
nuclear weapons tests —— o neasure which the cvervhelnming najority of States have
long sought to bring -btout but which, apparcntly, "nust bc relatced to the ability
of the Western naticns to maintoin credible deterrent forccs." This, it should be
noted, was to apply only to Western Statcs. 4s scon, it scems, as it is decided
in Washington that thc cstablishment of a working group on the prohibition of tests
would destrcy the ontire theory and practice of dcterrence, the group cannot be
established. ' .

arthur Cox, writing in today's issuc of the International Herald Tribunc,
says the following about the rcasons for the United States' negotive attitudce
vis-a-vis disarmament negotiaticns: "But the more fundamental rcason for net moving
towards scrious ncgetiations is an urresolved peiicy debate in the Reagan
adninistration. The najority position is still helé by the hawks, whe arc opposcd
to genuine arms control and reductions. They prefer to scek the chinmera of nuclear
supcriority. Imstead Af reducing nuclear weapons, they want 12 build and deploy
the X, the Trident~2 and the Porshing-2, which some of them clain would cnable the
United States to fight and win o nuclcar war. They arce struggling to nake the usc
of nuclcar weapons o rational means of wnrfarc. The effort is not only
extraordinarily dangerous, it is insane,”

The NATO countries crc trying tec cover up their unconstructive apnroach to
disarnanent negotiations by making refercnces to cvents in various regicns of the
world. In conncction with the rcferences t2 Poland wmade oy Ifr. Restow in his
statenent toddy, I should likc to statc the following,.

Attempting in sone nmoarner to justify thoeir intorferonce in Polish offairs,
the NATO countrics vary their ctory in varicus ways, claining that nartial law was
inposced in Poland under pressurc from the Soviet Unicr and cother socinlist countrics
and that the Sovict Union is generelly invelved in the cvrrent development cf the
situatior in Poland. Tuis 1s o fabrication froom beginring to oné.

The ncasurcs introduced by the highcest authoritics in Poland are the result of
a national Polish decision; it is thoe business of the Poles, and only theirs.
What could be more authoritative on this subjcct than the statements rnade by the

Polish lecadership?

It should, at the same tine, be claar that the fate of ncighbeuring cocinlist
Poland is not o matter of indifforcnce to the Soviet Tnicn. Hundrcds of thousands
of Sovict pcople gave their lives to liborate Poland from fascist slavery and this
carnot be crascd fronm the rermery cf cither the Souviet o»r the Polish peoples.

Of coursc, if onc's purposc is tu disrunt necctintions oné to usc overy ncans
of dragging out the soluticn of urgent preblems in the spherc of the linitation of
the arns race, thon of coursc, any device vill deo, including refcrcences to the
situatiovn in ore country sr another.

The svatenent we heard ioday from the representative of the United Statee,
Mr. Rostow, is typical in thic respect. Like nany of his predeccsscrs in the dnys
of the "cold war", hc sces the root of the covil cniy in "the hend of Moscow',
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llow many such statements have we heard in our timc! Eis statoment would also lead
one to belicve that there are cnly twoe States in the world, the United States of
ancrica and the Soviet Union, »nd that :11 other States o-d peoples hove ne

particular influonce on the worlé situaticrn.

In csscnce, Mr. Rostow's statement assembled all the basic thencs of current
Ancrican propaganda by ncans of which that country attompts to justify the
United States policy of 2 gigantic build-up of arne f-r the purposc of achicving
nilitary superiority.

We do not intend tc enter intc oolomics with Mr. Rostow, for that would only
distract thc attention cf the Cormittoe fronm the vital issues it should be dcaling
with, I woulcd like, however, to draw attention te the follewing facts.

Under the smckescreen cf completcely felsc statcuents about an alleged Sovict
rilitary threat, the United States is atteupting te achicve a nilitary supceriority
which would be a threat not to the Soviet Unicn alene. Any country night be or could
become the vietim cf Aucrican rilitary might, if the system in that country did net
plcasc Lnerican ruling circles. We do not wish to follow Mr. Rostow's cxanple by
going intc a discussion of the situation in vearinus countrics whore American
interference in their intcernal affairs is row taking placce Thesc countrics and
regions that arc now the sites of crisis situations brought on by the actions of
the United States arc well knowm. Wo weuld alse draw attention to the fact that the
proponcnts of linkagcs in studying the international situation did net fecl it
nccessary to mention the annexetion by Isracl of the Golan Heights — an act of
agzression that was decisively condermed by the United Nations General idssenbly a
few days ago, or thce contirued occupation of FNauibia by the Scuth ifrican ~ggressors,
or the bloody crimes of the rilitary jurta in E1 Salvaéer, sr the bloodshed in Ulster
that has beoen going on for yecors now, arnd nany naeny cther Gordian knots in
international life thot truly demand immcdiatce sclution. We do not, howcver, think
that the Commiticc on Disarmanent is the sppropriatc place for discussing thesc
problens, burning issucs though they nay te, because they are not directly rclated
to the question of the linitation of the arms race. It w.ould net be a realistic
approach.

A genuinely rcalistic apprcach would be o solve the nost acute intcernational
problens at the necotiating table, »n the basis of cquality and equal sccurity,
with regard for thc legitinatc intercsts of cach side. This is the nethod the
Soviet Union advcocates, and it was once morce ~uthoritatively stated by
L.I. Brezhnev, thc Generzl Secrctary of the Central Committec of the Comrmnist Party
of the Soviet Union and President of the Presidiun of the Suprerc Soviet of the
USSR, on thc occasion of nis reeting with rcprescntatives of the JAdvisory Council
of thc Socialist Internaticral on Disarmament last weck. 4s L.I. Brezhnev stated,
the Soviet leadership is firmly convinced that "for any Statc tc base its pelicy
on an assuipticn of 2 nuclcar war and of victory in such a war is madness,
irresponsibility and adventurist gambling with the fate of mankind. Diplonmacy
denands not cntanglements but disentanglermernts, The Gordian knot of conflict
situations and controversial issucs in tcday's world cannot be cut by any sword.
The only coursc is once of paticnt, construﬂtlvb negotiations, negotiations ensuring
a real linitation and destruction ~f arms.”

This is the approach callcé for hy the Soviet Unicn.
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Mr. DE GUEIROZ DUARTE (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, allow me first of all to
congratulat:c you on your acccasion to the Chair of our Committee and to pledge to:-
you on behalf of my delegation, and also on bchalf of Ambassador Souza ¢ Silva,
the full co-operation of my delegation during your chairmanship.

My dalegation's statement today will be devoted to some of the procedural
aspects of the 1982 session of our Committee, in particular those rclated to the
agenda and programme of work and to the organization of the activities of the
Committee itseclf.

My delegation belicves it is very important for the Committec to arrive at
an early decision on these procedural aspects. This does not mean, howcver, that
such decisions should be-taken lightly or that their implications and the
rcasoning behind the several proposals should not be thoroughly examined.
Procedural discussions should not be viewed as somchow belonging to a lesser
category of questions, which could be treated in a hasty and superficial manner.
All of us know that the structured organization of work, particularly. in
multilateral bodies such as the Committec on Disarmament, is a fundamental step
toward the complction of the substantive task involved. :Therefore, procedural
discussions should not be regarded as a merc waste of time, Not without reason,
incidentally, are we dngaged in the excrcise of trying te put, together a
comprehensiva programme of disarmament, which will funetion as the necassary
framework for the substantive work of disarmament itself.’

Accordingly, my delegation considers the discussion of the agenda and
programme of work as a serious and important issue, because it affects the very
subatance of our work. My delegation docs not, for that reason, agree with those
who have urged \ . Committec to do away gquickly with the ¢.scussion on procedure,
on the grounds that the Committee should concentrate on claborating its rcport to
the second special session of the General Asscmbly devoted to disarmament, .as if
the prasentation of such a report would constitute an ond in itself. In our view,
the moat important business here is to ensurc suvbstantive progrcss in tha |
priority fssues under consideration in this Committzo, 80 that the resulbs
achieved in this forum on such priority issues themselves constitute a positive
contribution to the sucond special session, to be then incorporzted in our
report to that scssion.

My dclegation thus regards the discussjons that took placo laat week at
informal maetings of the Committes as very relevant to the awift completion of
our task. We would hope that the insight on the different positions, as
provided by those discussions, will soon producs satisfactory results that will
enable the Committee to attend more efficiently, and in an ordorly fashion, to
its substantive business.

With these thoughts in mind, let me procccd by discussing bricfly some of
the points that were made in thosc meetings. Many delegations, particularly
those belonging to the western group, have supported the sceraetariat's suggestion
for the inclusich of a new item, dealing with the provention of an arwms race in
outur space. Incidentally, may I suggest that for the future the secretariat
confines itaelf to drawing up a propoacd agenda consisting ¢f those itoms
carriced over from the preceding scasion of the Committee on Disarmament, together
with a comprehensive list of General Assembly resolutiona that call for specific
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action by the Committee, unless expressly instructed otherwise by the Committee
itself. This would help to avoid misunderstandings and would allow the Committee
to give precise directions as to what the draft agenda should look like. I do not
intend to dwell here on sugzestions to improve the effectiveness of the Committee
but maybe a few simple measures might help a lot in the achievement of that
objective, such as, for instance, taking the necessary administrative steps

to provide a faster processing and circulation of documents and verbatim records,
particularly when statements are not previously prepared.

In the present stage of the debate on the agenda, the supporters of the
secretariat's draft have stated, as the basis for proposing the inclusion of the
item on outer space, the fact that two resolutions of the thirty-sixth session of
the General Assembly have requested that the Committee on Disarmament be seized
of this question. Although the two resolutions differ slightly in their treatment
of the subject, thus originating divergent views last Friday, it seems possible to
arrive at a compromise on the formulation of the proposed new item. The stand of
the Brazilian delegation, however, is based on other, and to our mind very
fundamental, considerations. We have no quarrel with the request made by the
General Assembly to this Committee, and indeed we did not object to the substance
of either resolution at the time of their discussion and vote at the Assembly.
Brazil has always considered that the decisions of the General Assembly must be
complied with by this Committee, and that delegations represented here have an
obligation to abide by such decisions. T would only like to recall that during
the last session of the General Assembly, the representative of Brazil in the
First Committee, Ambassador Souza e Silva, had the following to say with regard
to the two draft resolutions on outer space, tabled respectively by some
socialist and by some western delegations: "Brazil, together with other
Member States, has advocated for many years now the need for prompt action in
assuring the demilitarization of outer space. It is high time for responsible
multilateral efforts to ensure that outer space is preserved for peaceful uses
alone". In the same statement, Ambassador Souza e Silva discussed the request
to the Committee on Disarmament to take up the question with the following words:
e would only argue that the Committee on Disarmament is currently seized with
six substantive questions on its annual agenda, including two subjects to which
the General Assembly has repeatedly assigned the highest priority: the nuclear
test ban and the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament®.

The Brazilian delegation to the First Committec even considered proposing
amendments to the two draft resolutions suggesting that the question of outer

space be entrusted to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, rather
than to the Committee on Disarmament. In our cxploratory contacts on the idea of
such an amendment we met with sympathy from the group of sponsors of one resolution,
but with resolute objection from the group of sponsors of the other. We finally
decided not to move any amenduent, and voted in favour of both resolutions with an
explanation of vote that set forth our thoughts about the best available forum to
ensure cffective and speedy negotiation on the substance of this issue.

I felt compelled to recount those cvents because unfortunately the
apprehensions and misgivings we expressed last fall in New York seem to have now
become a reality. Here we are confronted with a suggestion, agvocated by delegations
of both East and West, to include a new item on our agenda on the grounds that a
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specific decision of the General Assembly has requested the Committee on
Disarmament to do so; but what has happened to those items already included in
our agenda to which so many decisions of the General Assemhly have assigned the
highest priority and urgency and on which they have repeatedly and poignantly
requested both this Committee and three of its members individually to take
speedy and concrete multilateral action?

With regard to such priority items, which as we all know refer to the ban
on nuclear~weapon testing and to the nuclear arns race and nuclear disarmament,
we have seen the efforts deployed mainly by the Group of 21 to initiate concrete
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament systematically thwarted by the
staunch objection of two of its members. Neither of those two members has so
far made any specific proposals on how to deal effectively with such questions
in this multilateral body, despite the repeated requests by the General Assembly
I have mentioned above, among which, of course, we must also count the Final Document
itself. What we heard this morning from the distinguished representative of the
United States, Mr. Rostow, does not point to any change in this posture.

During Friday's discussion on the agenda and programme of work, a suggestion
was put forward by the distinguished delegate of the United States,
Ambassador Fields, to the effect that items 1 and 2 be combined in a single
formulation. If I recall his words correctly, Ambassador Fields said that this
could elicit "creative proposals"™ on both iissues. I do not intend to elaborate
here on the reasons why his suggestion is unacceptable to my delegation, and I
believe to a large majority of other delegations as well. I would only recall
that we have been repeatedly told, in this and in many other forums, that
nuclear matters are highly complex. The merging of items 1 and 2 would only
add to the complexity of the issues. Thus, a "composite" item made up of the
present items 1 and 2 hardly scems the most adequate way to deal with the
cessation of nuclear-weapon tests, an issue to which the world community has
devoted many years of attention and study and which awaits only the political
will of two nuclear-weapon States to be the subject of multilateral negotiation
in this forum. Eut I am indeced looking forward to hearing .jhat creative and
concrete proposals the delegation of the United States has to present on this
item.

I will close these remarks by stating again my delegation's belief that
the procedural discussions in which we are engaged are of the utmost importance
to the success of our endeavours. On our part, we intend to continue to
participate in them in the same constructive spirit that has been shown so many
times in this Committee by our delegation and by many other delegations. But at
the same time we will exert our best efforts to see to it that the agenda and the
programme of work we finally approve are in keeping with the responsibilities and
the duties that the General Assembly has entrusted to this Committce and with the
priorities defined by its resolutions. In so doing, we are confident that the
Committee on Disarmament will be able to offer the best possible contribution
to the success of the second special session of the Gencral Assemoly devoted to
disarmament, namely, the initiation of substantive negotiations on the priority
issues that are before it.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank you for the kind words you addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. TIAN JIV (China) (translated from Chinese): Iir. Chairman, on behalf of
the Chinese delegation, I wish to begin my statement by congratulating you on
your assumption of the chairmenship of the Committee on Disarmament for the first
month of its 1932 session. It is my sincere hope that under your able guidance
the Committee will make a good beginning in its work. I wish also to express my
thanks to your predecessor, Ilis Excellency Ambassador Sani, for his contribution
to the work of the Committee. I would also like to avail myself of this opportunity
to extend our welcome to the new representatives vho have come to participate in -
this year's work of the Committee. The Chinese delegation expresses its deep

condolences on the passing away of Ambassador Vittorio Cordero de Montezemolo
of Italy.

During this spring session of the Committee, which comprises the last round
of meetings before the second special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament, the Chinese delegation is ready to co-operate with other delegations
in a common endeavour to fulfil the important tasks entrusted to the Committee.

Three years have elapsed since the first special session on disarmament,
held in 1978, During this period, a number of grave events have taken place in
the world, and the international situation is becoming more tense and turbulent.
Particularly over the past couple of years, the situation has been extremely
volatile. The danger of var is growing, and international peace and security are
under greater threats. All these have caused concern and anxiety among the
peoples of the world. It is disappointing that in spite of the great efforts
made by many of the delegations, no substantive progress has been made at the past
three sessions of the Committee. The two superpowvers, far from slowing down
their arms race, have now entered into a new round of the arms race. One
superpover, while making a fanfare about its "peace programme for the 1980s", has
been drastically increasing its military strength, striving to achieve complete
military supremacy. After achieving a rough nuclear parity, it has spared no
effort to develop and improve MIRVs, to continue to deploy mobile medium-range
missiles and to build new types of missile-carrying submarines, with the intention
of outstripping its rival in military technology. In the field of conventional
armaments, while maintaining its quantitative supremacy, it is vigorously improving
their quality. The other superpower, in fear of being outdone, has been increasing
its military expenditures, developing nev types of strategic missiles and
missile~carryinsg submarines and strengthening the combat capabilities of its
conventional forces. 4ll this clearly indicates that the root sause for the lack
of real progress in disarmament lies in the failure of the superpovers to
substantiate their avowed intention for disarmament with concrete actions, in
total disrepard of the world people's ardent desire and reasonable demand for
disarmament. " :

Turthermore, parallel to the intensifying arms expansion of the two
superpowers is their increasing rivalry all over the world. In Asia, one
superpower is forcefully pushing its strategy of a southward drive. It continues
its military occupation of Afrhanistan and reinforces its troops there to suppress
and massacre the Afghan people. leanwhile, it supports regional hegemonism in its
continued occupation of Kampuchea. It has obstinately refused to implement the
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several solemn resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly demanding
its unconditional withdrawal from Afghanistan and Hampuchea. Thus it has ccme
under strong condemnation from justice-upholding countriec and peoples. In Lurope,
both superpowers are updating their armaments, strengthening their military
deployments and frequently staging large-scale military manoeuvres. Recent
developments show that the situation in central Europe has become more tense and
camplicated than before. IEven North Europe, a relatively peaceful region in the
past, saw the grave incident in which the territorial water of a neutral State

was encroached upon by a foreign submarine. It should also be noted that in

the Middle East, Israel, following the bombing of Iraq's nuclear reactor, has
recently flagrantly amnexed the Syrian Golan Heights, causing new tensions in this
region, in total disregard of the strong opposition of world public opinion. The
deterioration of the world situation has inevitably damaged the international
atmosphere needed for disarmament negotiations.

Numerous small and medium-sized countries are deeply concerned about and
dissatisfied with the worsening world situation, the intensifying arms race and
the growing danger of war. They staunchly opnose the hegemonist aggression and
expansion which are menacing world peace, demand a halt to the arms race and work
actively for disarmament. Ve believe that to achieve progress in disarmament it
is imperative to establish suitable principles and effective approaches to
disarmament in the light of the international situation, including the actual state
of the arms race. The present situation of world armaments is that the two
superpowers possess the highest levels of armaments in the world. According to the
United Nations Secretary General's report in 1980 to the General Assembly entitled,
"Comprehensive study on ruclear weapons", and the statistics of internationally
reputed research institutions, the two superpowers possess 43,000 nuclear warheads
of all types, comprising 97 per cent of the total number of nuclear warheads in
the world today. Their military expenditures account for four-fifths of the
annual total of about 5500 billion spent in the world for military purposes, far
exceeding the total of the military expenses of over one hundred other countries.
And the destructive and lethal power of their nuclear and conventional weapons is
even more stupesnidous, not to be matched by that of all the other countries combined.
The seriousness of all this lies not merely in their military strength, but in
particular in the grave threat they pose to world peace and to the security of
various nations. In this connection, that superpover which is noisily advocating
détente and disarmament has in fact committed acts of aggression, expansion
and hegemonism which are particularly glaring. Therefore, in order to safeguard
world peace and diminish the danger of war, it is imperative to oppose hegemonism
and demand that the two superpowers take the lead in carrying out disarmament.

During our discussion on the question of disarmament, reference has also been
made to the imbalance existing between the nuclear-veapon States and the
non-nuclear-weapon States. In the world today, there are only a few countries
which possess nuclear weapons, while the great majority of nations have no such
weapons. It is only reasonable, therefowc, that the non-nuclear-weapon States
should demand that the nuclear-weapon States carry out disarmament so as to cut
down and eliminate such an imbalance. Ve agree to the idea that 21l nuclear-weapon
States should assume their respective responsibilities for nuclear disarmament.
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We have all along favoured and supported the efforts made by the people of the
world towards the complete prohibition and total destruction of nuclear weapons.

As to the specific steps to be taken, bearing in mind the real and grave threat to
international peace and security posed by the two . superpowers, we believe that
only efter they have actually and substantially reduced and destroyed their armaments
will favourable conditions be created for the other nuclear-weapon States and
rilitarily significant States to reduce their armaments. _Vhen the huge armaments
gap between the two superpowers and other States has been narrowed, other
nmuclear-weapon States should join them in reducing their armaments according to
rational ratios until the total destruction of nuclear weapons is realized. During
this process, as the vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons is halted, and the
nuclear.threat faced by the numerous small and medium-sized countries reduced,
favourable conditions will be created for the prevention of the horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

It should be pointed out that any indiscriminate demand for simultaneous
disammament by all the nuclear-weapon States and militarily significant States,
regardless of the huge imbalance in armaments between States and regardless of
the source of the threat to international peace and security, would only help
serve the purpose of the superpowers to perpetuate their military .superiority
and maintain their capability for aggression, expansion, threat and blackmail.

The superpowers are precisely playing this trick of clamouring for simultaneous
disarmament with other countries and using it as an excuse for their refusal to
reduce armaments.. That is why the representatives of many countries emphasized
.at various relevant conferences of the United Hations that the superpovers should
undertake primary responsibility for disarmament. The proposals on disarmament
measures submitted by the Group of 21 also reflect the idea that' the superpowers
should take the lead in disarmament. The Chinese delegation endorses these
reasonable demands, We hold that the two superpowers with the largest arsenals
taking the lead in disarmament should constitute a basic principle for disarmament
and is an important criterion of judging whether disarmament is genuinely carried
out. .

I now wish to turn to some other items on the agenda of the current session
of the Committee on Disarmament. The comprehensive programme of disarmament will
be an important item at the second special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament. At its current session the Committee is to elaborate a draft CFD
and to submit it to the special session for consideration aad adoption, The
experience of the last two years shous that great efforts are still needed for the
elaboration of a satisfactory programme. The Group of 21, with the aim of
accelerating the process of disayrmament, has actively initiated the elaboration
of a programme and advanced reasonable suggestions and proposals, of which we express
our appreciation.

It is our view that in order to accelerate the process of disarmament, the
elaboration of the programme should proceed in the light of the international
situation and actual state of the arms race, and it should fully reflect the
fundamental principle that the two superpowers should be the first to reduce
armaments. The programme should be carried out in stages so as to ensure its
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effective implementation. For each stage, an indicative time-frame should be
provided, And the verification machinery and procedurcs necessary for reviewing
its implementation should be established. Since the progjramme is to be worked
out through cerious negotiations, States should undertake obligations and
responsibilities arising therefrom and implement the programme in earnest.

The prohibition of chemical weapons has always been an important issue at the
sessions of the Committee on Disarmament. The continued use of such weapons
of mass destruction in massacring people has aroused grave concern on the vart of
the world public opinion. Over the past year, there have again been many reports
on the use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan, Kampuchea and other places. It
ig disturbing to note that the superpowers which possess large arsenals of chemical
weapons are stepping up the production, development and deployment of these weapons.
All this commands greater urgency in the task of formulating an international
convention on the complete prohibition and total destruction of ehemical weapons.
Ve agree with the proposal of many countries that the mandate of the Vorking Group
be extended.

Ve maintain that the scope of the prohivition in the future convention should
cover the use of chemical veapcns. To emvhasize anev the prohibition of the use
of chemical weapons would supplement and strengthen the 1925 Ceneva Protocol.

In order to ensure implementation of the future convention, we maintain that
stringent and effective measures for international verification be provided for,
including on-sight inspections on the use of chemical veapons, the destruction of
stockpiles of such wveapons and the dismantling of facilities for their production.

Let me turn novw to the question -of security assurances for the
non-nuclear-weapon States. In the face of ihe grave nuclear threat, the numerous
non-nuclear-weapon States demand that, pending nuclear disarmament, nuclear-ireapon
States unconditionally undertalte the obligation not to use or threaten to use
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States and that on this basis,
negotiations be started as soon as possible to conclude an international convention
in this regard. The Chinese delegation supports this demand. Ve are ready to
give positive consideration to proposals made or to be made on this item, provided
they are truly conducive to the strengthening of the security of the
non-nuclear-weapon States. In our viev, the nuclear-weapon States should oosnsider
the reasonable demand of the non-nuclear-weapon States for the guaranteeing of
their security. Basing themselves on their owm narrow interests, the major
nuclear-weapon powers are nutting various conditions to non-nuclear-weapon States,
and demanding that non-nuclear-veapon States ensure the security of the major
miclear Powers first. Such a practice of putting the cart before the horse is
bound to'prevent the Committee on Disarmament from making progress on this item.

The resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session
call upon the Committee to consider at its current session the question of
preventing an arms race in outer space, In recent years, the two superpovers have
been energetically developing military technology used in outer spac=. They have
in their hands some outer space weapons which are near the operational stage. The
fact that the arms race between them has already extended into outer space is
another salient feature in the new round of thelr arms race.
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The development of outer space weapons poses an additional threat to world
peace and security and has aroused anxiety and vigilence in the intermational
community. It is appropriate for the Committee on Disarmeament to consider the
issue of preventing the militarization of outer space. We hold that outer space,
the common' heritage of mankind, should be used for peaceful purposes in the interest
of humanity. Ve are opposed to any military activities in outer space vhich
jeopardize peace and security. At the same time, we arecpposed to the practice
of paying lip service to the prevention of the militarization of outer space vhile
actually working hard to develop various types of outer space veapons.

Before concluding my statement, I wish to point out that there is not much
time left before the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. It is the hope of the Chinese delegation that the
second special session will achieve practical results, thus giving a new impetus
to the cause of disarmament. At its currert session the Cammittee should expedite
its work so as to male its due contribution to the second special session. The
Chinese deleration is ready to make its efforts for the success of the current
session of the Committee as well as the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

The CHAIRMALl: I thank you for the kind vords you addressed to the Chair.

That completes my list of speakers for today. Does any other delegation
wish to speak?

Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translated from Prench): I have asked for the floor
only in order to make one brief comment, llr., Chairman. In the statement hc made
a little vhile ago, our distinguished colleague from the Soviet Union gave some
figures designed to prove that in the nuclear sphere there is an approximate
equality betveen the number of devices in the possession of the Soviet Union and
the Vlarsav Treaty countries, and the number possessed by the United States and the
HATO countries. My delegation heard Amvassador Issraelyan include I'rance's
nuclear forces in this evaluation, In this connection, my delegation wishes to
repeat that France's nuclear forces cannot be counted together with those of other
States. - The French nuclear forces are not under the control of any outside
authority but are responsible solely to the Government of France. That is 211 I
have to say on this point.

The CHAIRMAN: I have been asked by the Co~ordinator of the Group of 21 to
inform members that a meeting of the Group will be held tomorrow at 10.30 a.m.
in this room. )

I wish to inform the Committee that we have a long list of speakers for our
plenary meeting on Thursday. I do not think that all members listed for that day
could camplete their statements during the morning meeting, At the same time,
we should bear in mind that the Committee has already agreed that the Ad Hoc
Jorking Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament will meet :
on Thursday afternoon. Therefore, I believe that we should hold a third plenary
meeting this week, on Friday morning. On Friday morning we can conclude the
statements pending from Thursday, and if there is time we could still hold our
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informal meeting immediately after adjournment of the plenary meeting. If
necessary, on friday afternoon we could continue the informal meeting. If

there are no objections, we will proceed accordingly.

It was so decided.

The CHAIRMAH: The next plenary meeting of the Committee will be held
on Thursday, 11 February, at 10.30 a.m. As agreed by the Committee, an informal
meeting will be held tomorrow afternoon at 3 »n.m. )

The meeting rose at 4.45 v.m.




