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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The plenaty meeting of the Conference
on Disarmament is called to order.

The Conference continues today the consideration of item 2 of its agenda,
"Cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament”. However, members
wishing to make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the
Conference may do so, in conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure of the
Conference.

I have on my list of speakers for today Ambassador Dubey of India. Before
giving him the floor, .I should like to make a brief statement of how I view the role
which the President, in this case Romania, should play during this month.

The Romanian delegation assumes as of today the presidency of the Conference
on Disarmament for the month of March; it is fully alive both to the honour thus
falling to Romania, and to the responsibilities deriving from this office. I
should like to stress at the outset that this task has been made easier for us by
the dynamic and tireless activity of my esteemed predecessér, Ambassador Turbanski
of Poland, to whom I should like to convey the cordial congratulations of the
Romanian delegation and at the same time our warm thanks and sincere admiration.

The principle’df rotation and chance have comoined to give Romania the
presidency of the Conference for the month of March, which, in our hemisphere, is
the month of spring, of the thaw, of hope renewed. I should like to see this
as a good omen; and I hope that the work of the Conference may demonstrate that
we are capable of making headway, of achieving positive, concrete results, in the
direction of halting the arms race and of disarmament.

I should like to assure you, dear colleagues, that my sole ambition is to
serve the Conference well, complying strictly with the rules of procedure, and that
I shall do everything within my power to further dialogue and negotiations.
Needless to say, the results of our negotiations depend on the contribution of
every delegation, on the collective will of us all to make progress.

It has often proved in the past -- and the positive experience of my
predecessor confirms it —- that in the performance of the duties entrusted to the
President, especially in the case of a body such as ours which works on”the basis
of consensus, formal and informal consultations are a very useful instrument, one
of the most important means of action. You may rest assured that my delegation
will spare no effort to ensure that the ideas and positions of every delegation are
duly taken into account before any substantive or procedural decision is taken.

We are firmly convinced that the sole viable basis for progress in our work lies
in the patient search for solutions which are unanimously acceptable to all

delegations.

I should also like to take this opportunity to ensure the representatives of
countries not members of the Conference that the President 1s entarely at their
disposal with regard to problems stemming from their participation in the work of
our Conference, as disarmament questions are obviously of concern to all countries.
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(The President)

Without wishing to take stock at any length of the situation within the
Conference, I think that I may say that we are in a better position than we, were
a year ago here, in the month of March 1983. The agenda and programme of work
vere already adopted some time ago, and some progress has been made on the setting
up of subsidiary bodies. -

This is certainly encouraging, but of course we are nevertheless far from
saying that we are satisfied. On the contrary, the alarming lag in negotiations
in comparison with the ever more threatening pace of the arms race cannot be
denied. '

It is the firm intention of the President to continue and, if possible,
accelerata all consultations, both individual and collective, within a constructive
working atmosphere, with a view to resolving all pending problems, of which there
are many, and above all the question of the creation of subsidiary bodies on all
the agenda items and the commencement of their work. .

A common conclusion to be drawn from all the statements made so far in the
Conference is that we are all obliged to make a special effort in order to go on
from the -~ often sterile -- discussions on the terms of reference and titles of
working bodies to genuine negotiations on the problems on the agenda. It has
often been repeated here, quite rightly, that organizational and procedural matters
must be viewed as a means of achieving our essential objective, and not as an end
in themselves.

I hope that we shall put all our energy and all our trust into multilateral
disarmament negotiations and into this unique body, the Conference on Disarmament,
and-demonstrate the political will and the spirit of reciprocal compromise and
goodwill needed to negotiate and adopt disarmament measures in order to abate and
eliminate the threat of a devastating nuclear war.

The responsibility borne by the Conference on Disarmament has never been so
great; the possibility offered to us of reacting together in a rational and
imaginative manner to this life-or-death cnallenge may well never arise again.

It is a challenge which we must acgeﬁt; we nave no choice.
We must act before it is too late.

Distinguished representatives, thank you fer your attentién.

i

Mr. DUBEY (India): Since I am the only speaker in the general debate this
morning, I presume an important responsibility devolves upon me. - shall try
my best to give the distinguished delegates their money's worth, at least
quantitatively if not qualitatively. Mr. President, Allow me, first of all, to
extend to you the warm felicitations of my delegation on your assumption of the
presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the month of March. The Conference
has still to sort out a number of 1nitial problems beforz it can settle down to
serious negotiations this year. We are convinced that under your able guidance,
it will be able to move ahead with speed, purpose and determination. We are very
glad to see in the chair this month the representative of a country with whom we
have the friendliest of relations and a diplomat of your experience and skill.
On behalf of the delegation of India, I offer you our full and sincere co-operation
in the discharge of your onerous responsibilities.
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T would also like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to
Anbassador Stanislaw Turbanski of Poland who was the first President of the
newly+christened Conference on Disarmament. Thanks to his persistent effort,
sincerity of purpose and undoubted abilities, the Cobnference has been able to resolve
some of the procedural problems which had paralysed its predecessor, the
Committee on Disarmament, for a full three months last year.

May I also, on this occaaion, express our deep appreciation to
Ambassador Jorge Morelli Pando of Peru under whose chairmanship, the Committee
on Disarmament concluded its work of the 1983 session. We have all greatly admired
the manner in which he carried out his task of consultations during the intervening
months.

We have in our midst colleagues who have joined the Conference only this year.
Although I have already had the pleasure and privilege of meeting and welcoming then
and even working with some of them, allow me to take advantage of the forum of this
Conference to extend once again our warm welcome to the Ambassadors of Australia,
Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia and Sri Lanka. I would
like to assure them of the full co-operation of the Indian delegation in the pursuit
of our common cause through this Conference during their tenure here.

The Conference on Disarmament has commenced its session in a very turbulent and
uncertain situation. A global crisis of an unprecedented dimension is affecting
both the political and economic aspects of international relations. The world
political situation is characterized by grave tension, a perilous state of East-West
relations and the recrudescence of the cold war. The new cold war has further
fuelled the arms race, particularly the nuclear-arms race; and thé nuclear-arms race
in turn has led to the'deepening of the global crisis and the heighterting of world
tension. Disarmardent negotiations which, of late, had, in any case, lost their
momentum, have now come to a virtual standstill. 1In her inaugural address to the
Meeting of the Commonwealth Heads of Government in New Delhi in November, 1983,
Prime Minister Shrimati’ Indira Gandhi' described the present - situation in the
following words: "....today's deepening crises are far more serious than anything
we had envisaged before. Peace is in peril. The arms race is very nearly out
of hand ....". In a recent speech, Prime Minister Trudeau spoke about the
"prutalization of international relations".

We are also facing today a crisis of international economic co-operation and
of the international economic system. The virtual collapse of disarmament
negotiations has coincided with a stagnation in the North-South dialogue. The
direct relationship between the astronomical sums of military expenditure, now running
at $US 800 billion per annum, and the world economic crises is now being mare clearlv
and widely perceived. Massive diversion of resources for military purposes has
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resulted in the introduction of many distortions in the economic structures of the
countries incurring such expenditures. These are reflected in huge 'budget deficits
of a structural nature, higher rates of interest, intensification of protectionist
measures and the erosion and endangering of the international monetary and trade
systems. The Governments of developed countries, which have been upbraiding
developing countries for interfering with the free play of market forces in their
economy for the purpose of securing social justice and protecting the interest of
the weaker sections of their population, are themselves engaged, in the name of
national sécurity, in massive interventions in their economies. This has
seriously undermined the economic fortunes and prospects of developing countries as
well as other developed countries. The underlying motives behind the suspension
of arms-limitation talks and the new hectic phase of nuclear arms build up on the
other hand and the atrophy of the North-South dialogue on the otheér, are basically
the-same. 1In the former case, it is a quest for military superiority. In the
latter case, it is a desire to impose the will and ideology of the economically
more powerful nations on the weaker ones. B ‘

- As the Conference on Disarmament settles down to its serious business for the
1984 session, it is difficult to resist the temptation of comparing the year of
1984 with its well-known counterpart satirizz=d in the famous novel of George Orwell.
In no other field of international relations is the similarity between what is
happening iIn 1984 and what was prophesied in George Orwell's political fiction
more striking than in the field of the nuclear-arms race and the so-called security
doctrines invoked to justify it. The nuclear-arms race today imperils not -only
freedom, so dear to Orwell's generation, but the very fabric of human civilization -
nay, the very survival of the human specles. Mankind is trembling in terror before
the present-day equivalent of the Orwellian Big Brother, that is, a Doomsday Machine,
supported by all-powerful, autonomous and self-serving military industry and
technology. Tt 1s again in the context of the nuclear-arms race and disarmament that
one is confronted with the most refined and pernicious form of Doublethink, that
is, the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. And finally, in no other area 1is
Doublespeak practised in a more systematic and persistent manner. It is in the
field of the nuclear-arms racé that we hear the talk of countries preparing for
nuclear war in order to avert it; nations amassing nuclear-weapon stockpiles in
order to eliminate them, and the Doomsday machine being credited with the
achlievement of having prevented war. It 1s again in thils realm of make-believe
and Doublespeak that a nuclear-weapons stockpile of eighteen to twenty thousand
warheads is kept in readiness with the avowcd purpose of deterring their use.

Mr. President, 1983 may very well be regarded as the lowest point in the
recent history of disarmament negotiations. A new phase of the nud¢lear-arms race
started during that year with the deployment of Pershing II and Cruise missiles in
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Europe and the countermeasures against it in the form of the deployment of more
missiles of other types. We also saw during that year the breakdown of even
the very limited framework of negotiations on nuclear disarmament. This
situation was naturally reflected in the discussions and the decisions on
disarmament matters at the last session of the United Nations General Assembly.
On the one hand, the great public concern and frustration with what was
happening in the world, and particularly with the growing complexity and
uncertainty of the international security environment, was reflected in the
adoption of a larger number of resolutions, as many as 66, that year than in the
previous years. On the other hand, the General Assembly remained sharply divided
on practically all the critical issues of disarmament. The division was so deep
that it seemed difficult to believe that just about five years ago, the same
body had arrived at the consensus embodied in the Final Document of the tenth
speclal session. The Assembly could reach consensus on only a few peripheral
and non-serious disarmament matters. Due to the totally apathetic attitude of
some of the nuclear-weapon States, the Assembly failed to reach a consensus of
any operational significance on the most immediate and critical questions before
it, that is,.-prevention of nuclear war, halting of the nuclear-arms race and
nuclear disarmament in general.

What we have been witnessing in the Conference on Disarmament during the
last few weeks is a mirror image of what happened in the General Assembly. The
situation here is even .more frustrating and further divorced, from the realities
of the world because of the consensus method of decision taking in this body,
and because of the systematic manner in which some of the nug¢lear-weapon States have
used this method to block progress on the really and 1-ore% iccnues in the:
field of disarmament. Whereas the sirgle largeat. group of resolutions adopted by
the General Assembly relates to the prevention of nuclear war, the halting of the
arms race and nuclear disarmament in general, here in this Conference for the last
five years not even a beginning has been made towards undertaking negotiations on
these .issues. The persistent ei.uruvs of the ncu-ar.gned and neutral countries
to get working groups established on these subjects have been of no avail. The
mandate of the Working Group on the only auglear disarmarment item, i.e. nuclear-test
ban, has deliberately been kept confined to the aspect of verification. The .
greatest irony is ° -. .%e non-aligned and neutral countriac members of the
Conference are castigated in strong terms for even drawing attention to these
critical issues and for merely trying to seek serious negotiations on them.. They
are blamed for saying or doing anything which could have the effect of upsetting
the game-plan of some of these countries to mislead world public-opinion about
the .functioning of the Conference on Disarmament, by exaggerating the importance
of and concentrating on relatively minor and less urgent issues.

No doubt, the Conference on Disarmament has great potentialities which have
never been reali~ed. The doctrine which has mainly been responsible for
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fuelling the arms race in the most insidious manner is also responsible for the
paralysis of the Conference. Each time a particular nuclear-weapon State

has perceived that it has to acquire military superiority over the other nuclear-
weapon States, it has decided to suspend arms limitation talks or to give only an
appearance of engaging in such talks during the period it has been in the process
of acquiring military superiority. And by the time it has felt that it has
acquired military superiority and is, therefore, ready to talk from its position
of strength, the other nuclear-weapon State has come to the conclusion that
arms-limitation talks are not in its intzrest until it has been able to catch up.
The net result has, therefore, been no arms limitation, let alone measures of
genuine disarmament, but only the spiralling of nuclear arsenals.

The doctrine of nuclear deterrence has been invoked as a justification for
acquiring military superiority and thereby perpetuating influence and domination
in the world and preserving the existing world order. In my general statement
to the Committee on Disarmament last year, I stated that this doctrine of
deterrence or balance or parity was the ultimate illusion. The concept of parity
or balance is subjective, arbitrary and self-serving. Parity is what is
subjectively perceived and not what can be objectively determined. Among other
things, the complex nature of contemporary armement, with its broad range of
weapons systen, makes it impossiblz to judge whether any shift has taken place in
the military balance. It also leaves tremendous scope for creating confusion
in terms of numbers, accuracy, etc., and thus justifying new rounds of nuclear
arms build-up. There can be no balance when an equilibrium is inherently
unstable. In fact, nuclear deterrence is not even a doctrine of security, but
a doctrine for maintaining dominance, influence, hegemony and the status quo.
Security 1s only camouflage to be able to mobilize and maintain popular support
for this doctrine.

The doctrine becomes even more deceptive when ideological factors are
introduced into it. For exomple, it is stated that the maintenance of parity
or balance is necessary in order to preserve and protect the free world or
democracy or other forms of government and socio-economic systems. It is
forgotten that the best protection for societies and socio-economic systems comes
from within themselves. Besides, nothing has greater potential for destroying
these systems and tearing apart their social and economic fabrics than the massive
arms expenditure and the piling up of nuclear arsenals.

The present developments in nuclear-arms build-up clearly demonstrate the
hollowness of this doctrine and the thinly disguised nature of its purposc.
Solly Zuckerman, in his book "Nuclear Illusion and Reality", has demonstrated
that the armouries of both the Superpowers have long since passed the level that
would be necassary to assure overvhelming mutual destruction. ile has stated:
"There i3 no sense in the bellef that the enormous increase that has been made
in the size of the nuclear arsenals on both sides, has reinforced the state of
mutual datferrence”. He has very aptly said: 'Adding more would be akin to
doubling the dose of poison for which there is no antidote."
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lir. SHARMA (India): Ambassador Dubey had to leave the Chair because he was not
feeling well and he has asked me to contimue his statement. Solly Zuckerman .has,
therefore, suggested that nothing will be lost if the size of the nuclear, grsenals of
both sides are sigmaficantly reduced. 4According to him, "... with every delay in
reaching an agreement on the control of muclear arms, nuclear weapons change and build
up so fast that the best that could be achieved later is worse than the worst that
might have been concluded a year or two before." \

He also argues that if one is to believe the claim of Britain and France that
the nuclear armaments which they are going to deploy and which are only a fraction
of the size of those 'of the United States and the USSR, -are adequate to constitute an
independent deterrent force, then the entire nuclear arsenals of the United States
and those of the USSR above the level proposed to be built by the United Kingdom or
france, are redundant.

Finally, while the nuclear-weapon States are, on the one hand, swearing their
allegiance to muclear deterrence, some of them, at the same time, are carrying out
research for developing futuristic weapons which would make deterrence obsolete.

It is important to make it clear in this context that the non-aligned movement
has never agreed to confine its objectives in the field of muclear disarmament to
nuclear-arms control. The non-aligned countries are in favour of the elimination
of muclear weapons altogether. We are not for determining the level of nuclear
armament which would ensure deterrence, btut for jettisoning the entire concept of
muclear deterrence, which is based on fear and suspicion, which has been
deliberately vested with a significance entirely different from its real character
and vhich is perhaps the biggest conceptual deception devised by menkind in all its
history. We do not believe that mankind ought to be condemned to co-exist with
-uclear weapons. This legitimization of weapons of mass destruction constitutes a
standing threat to the survival of mankind, and is designed to perpetuate the dominance

nd hegerony of the muclear-weapon Povers.

More and more .vidence is coming which demonstrates the disastrous dimensions of
the holocaust that will follow a nuciear war. Early lest year, a study preparad by a
group of experts appointed by WHO concluded that the entire medical profession and
services in the world would Ve quite helpless in meeting the.challenge of treating
the survivors of such a war, let along reviving the medical serwices and infrastructure
disrupted by it. Subsequently, the results of extensive scientific studies conducted
over the past two years on the climatic and biological consequences of nuclear war were
publicly announced at a conference in Washington in October-November, 1983, and later
on published in an article by Carl Sagan in the Winter 1983-84 issue of the journal
Joreign Affairs. The central point of the nev findings is that the long-term
consequences of a nuclear war could constitute a globel climatic catastrophe.
Carl Sagan in his article concludes that "... the prospect of muclear war now clearly
and visibly threatens every nation and every person on the planet" and that "now it
seems more likely that nations having no part in the conflict—— even nations entirely
neutral in the global confrontation between the United States and .the Soviet Union -~
night be reduced to prehistoric population levels and economies, or worse". Finally,
Carl Sagan has warned that "a first strike is tantamount to a national suicide for
the aggressor, even if the attacked nation does not 1lift a finger to retaliate.
Wi:hin a few days, the prevailing winds will carry the muclear winter to the aggressor
nation ...",
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These of us here who have seen the much~discussed United States film "The Day
After" may perhaps recall, inter alia, the depiction -f low, due to the electromagnetic
pulsé, the entire society affected by nuclear attack is thrown back to an age prior to
the advent of electricity, telephones, radios and autemnbiles.

One of the disquieting developments recently has been that some of the muclear-
weapon States do not even want the horrers of muclear war to be brought home to their
peoples. In fact, they are busy preaching doctrines and disseminating information
which would have the effect of inuring their peoples to the presence of muclear
arsenals. There is even an attempt to silence and give short shrift to the public
opinion which is agitating for nuclear disarmament. Germune, conscientious and eminent
people run the risk of being branded as naive, misguided or anti-nationalist.

The current mental state of the policy-makers in these nuclear-weapon States has
been very aptly described by Carl Sagan as a practice called "denial" by psychiatrists.
According to this behaviour, these penple keep agonizing problems out of their heads
partly because there seems to be nothing that they can do about them and also because
»f the fear of attracting, in the words of Carl Sagan, "retroactive rebuke to those
responsible actively or passively in the past or in the present for the global nuclear-
arms race." A guilt complex of this nature often becomes cumilative. It makes the
persons concerned immume to the dangers of their decisions and actions and it provides
incentive to them to go on doing the same thing, that is, stockpiling more and more
nuclear arms in justification of their past decisions for having joined the nuclear—
arms race.

In an article published in the International Herald Tribune on 27 September 1983,
Barbara Tuchman, the famous United States historian, stated: "Today, the widespread
fear of nuclear war may be a new element that will maeke the difference. It is the
only motive power that could compel us towards the control of war that all the efforts
of the last eighty odd years have not succeeded. It 1s an instrument, moreover, in
the hands of the public." The popular movements against the nuclear-arms race lend
credence to what has been stated by Barbara Tuchman. However, it is a tragic irony
that the governments, instead of taking emnscious, well-planned and preventive
action for halting the muclear-arms race and for nuclear disarmament, are expected to
act only under the pressure of their peoples armed by the fear of a nuclear holocaust.
Fear is hardly the right basis for triggering rational action., TFor it breeds hatred
and resentment which cannot but cloud judgement and rational thinking. However, the
saving grace in this case i1s that i1t is not the fear of one section of human
population directed against the ether, but the fear of mankind as a whole arising out
of a commonly perceived catasirophe.

Recently, reports have beer published insinuating that after the deployment of
Pershing-IT and Cruise missiles in Europe, the peace movements have lost their appeal
and popularity and are on way to declining. Nothing can be further from the truth.
The peace’ movements have grown out of a genuine concern for human survival shared by
people all over the world, across the divides of continents, races, socio-economic
systems and stages of social and economic development. In fact, because of the
horrifying predictions of the recent studies on the consequences of nuclear war,
there has, in fact been a sharp increase in the popular awareness of the dangerous
implications of the contimuing nuclear arms race. A recent survey in one of the
cepitals of the nuclear-weapon States indicated that a majority of the younger people
ir their teens were concermed about their survival in the event of a muclear war.
They had no doubt that the nuclear war would come; the only question for them was as
to when it would come. Given this fundamental nature of the notivations of the peace
movements, it is 1dle to believe that they can be forced underground. As our
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Forcign llinister stated in his recent Conwocation cddress at Bangalore University:
", .. From nov on to the end of this century, the tussle between the forces of human
survival and those who, for vhatever reasons, are pushing the world to the brink of
disaster, seems to be inevitatle".

It is our hope that this upsurge of enlightened popular sentiment against muclear
weapons would ultimately force the governments to halt the nuclear-arms race and take
steps for the elimination of nuclear weapons., In recognition of the role that the
United Nations can play in arousing and strengthening worid—wide -cucern at the
crass-roots level for muclear disarmament, the United Nations General Assembly decided
to launch the World Disarmament Campaign. India fully supports the activities under
the Campaign and sets great store by its success. I would like to take this
opportunity to ammounce that my country has decided to make a further contribution of
cne million Rupees to the United Nations World Disarmament Campaign. There are very
few causes as important today as the cause of what our Foreign lMinister, in the address
I have cited before, called "education for survival", India would do everything
possible to contribute to the advancement of this cause.

We in this Conference on Disarmament still have it within our competence to salvage
thisg critical situation by negotiating concrete and practical measures for the
prevention of nuclear war and for nuclear disarmament. For this purpose, the
Conference on Disarmament wili have to gear itself in the coming weeks to take
purposeful and tangible decisions to commence the negotiating process on these burning
questions. My delegation is convinced that the only way of enhancing the prestige,
status and effectiveness of the Conference on Disarmament and making it relevant to
contemporary realities is to make the nuclear disarmament issues, including the question
cf an arms race in the outer space, the principal theme this year and from now onwards.

In particular, in 1984 we cannot affcrd to view the question of prevention of
nuclear war from the standpoint of the previous years because the developments in 1983
indicate that the situation is well on the way to reaching the .point of no return.
Amoung other developments, the latest round of muclear-missile cdeployments in Europe has
reduced the warning iime between launch and destruction to a mere {ive minutes. One
very clear consequence of these deployments — and here I do not intend to go into the
Jyastification or otherwise thereof — is to precipitate the adoption and operation of
the strategy of launch-on-warning. To live with nuclear weapons is in itself an
enormously precarious global predicament: but to live with launch-on~-warning verily
anounts to cliff-hanging. In a situation where the mere rising of the moon or flocks
of Canadian geese can occasionally lead to misjudgememt regarding an attack by nuclear
missiles in spite of the presence of the most sophisticated warning systems in the
world, where in a period of a mere 18 months, 147 false alarms can be sounded, who can
say with certainty that with developments compelling the adoption of launch-on-warning,
doomsday is not already knocking at our doors?

Among the measures for the prevention of nuclear war, we think that the recent
developments impart.added urgency to our seriocusly taking up the Indian proposal for
negotiating a convention on the non—use of nuclear weapons. The conclusion of such
a convention will dramatically improve the climate of intermational relations., It will
reduce the levzsl of fear and bring immense relief and a ray of hope to this anguished
and frightened world. Iloreover, 1t will give us the confidence to tackle the
formidable task of negotiating agreements for halting the muclear—arms race and for
nuclear disarmament. It will be worthwhile to complete this exercise just for this,
if for no other purpose.
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The first essential step towards dealing seriously with the problem of preventionr
of muclear war is to implement General Assembly resolution 38/183 G which calls upon
us to "negotiate with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical
measures for the prevention of nuclear war" and to establish an ad hoc working group
for this purpose. We sincerely hope that Western countries represented in the
Conference will withdraw their objection tec setting in motion the negotiating process,
It is our earnest hope that, equally concerned as they ought to be by the oommon
destiny of mankind, this year they will adopt a constructive approach.

My delegation attaches equal importance to setting up an ad hoc working group of
the Conference on nuclear disarmament, and conducting negotiaticns on this subject
without losing further time. We have already lost as much as five years without
doing anything in this critical area.

We obviously do not agree with the delegations of the Western countries that all
that is required to be done at present ih the field of nuclear disarmament is for the
two Superpowers to resume their negotiations., I can hardly over-emphasize the fact
that the very basis of these negotiations goes against our fundamental position on
this subject. The assumption behind these negotiations is that we have to get
reconciled to co-~existing with nuclear weapons. Our position is that they must be
eliminated and, therefore, we want immediate commencement of negotiations with a
view to attaining this objective., Without going into the merits of the perplexing
variety of proposals that have been made in these negotiations, we would like to
point out that each of these proposals permits the retention of nuclear
weapons and the contimuation of the nuclear-arms race., Moreover, the course and
outcome of even these limited negotiations are dependent on the vicissgitudes of
bilateral relations between the Superpor-ers and their allies. Depending upon the
climate of their relations, they are discontinued, suspended and resumed again.

This Conference, as a minimum, has the responsibility of ensuring the continuity of
these negotiations.

Finally, this Conference must take up immediately and in all seriousness the
question of an arms race in outer space. Recent developments would indicate that suck
an arms race is no lenger a part of science fiction and is fast becoming a reality.
Besides, these developments are fraught with grave consequences, First and foremost,
they would involve ruinous expenditure involving hundreds of billions of dollars;
some estimates put it at 500 billion dollars. Diversion of this magnitude of
regources is bound to disrupt the economic structures of even the economically mcet
powerful countries and would have disastrous consequences for the global economy,
particularly for the economies of developing countries. This can make the entire
Noxrth~South dialogue devoid of any significance for a long time to come.

Some of the weapon systems taken up for development will alter the basic concept
of international security and strategic doctrines, and transform the very character
and structure of power relations. If the countries concerned indeed succeed in
developing what is being described as the ultimate weapon, or the weapon to destroy
all weapons, there would be no incentive for disarmament. The world would
perpetually live with nuclear arsenals and limited nuclear warfare would become a
distinct possibility. However, the greatest danger of all lies in the very process
of the development of such weapons triggering a nuclear war.

My delegation 1s constrained to point out with a sense of deep dismay that there
is a tendency among some delegations to ignore these developments of catastrophic
implications on the ground that what has been taken up now is only research and
development. I do not want, at this stage, to go into the details of what is actually
happening, how far the govermments concerned are committed to developing such weapons
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systems and to what extent these weapons systems have already been developed. I

would only like to point out that technological developments have a momentum of their
own that creates a forward drive for the deployment of weapons once they become
technically feasible. Besides, it is always casier to stop an arms race before, rather
than after, the deployment of the bulk of the new weapons systems.

In the statements made so far in the Conference, a number of references have been
made to the mammer in which recent developments would affect existing treaties.
While this is relevant, we do not think that the rcal challenge is merely legal or
juridical. It is a more fundamental challenge, having a bearing on the very fate of
manlkind.

What I have stated about the gravity and seriousness of these developments would
warrant our undertaking without delay serious negotiations on the subject with a view
to recaching an agreement or agreements, to borrow the wording of the last year's
General Assembly resolution on this subject. This resolution was adopted by the
overwhelming majority of 147 in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention. The Assembly
could hardly have been more unequivocal on what needs to be done on this subject.

Ve are really intrigued that the Western countries, which voted for this
resolution, are now not prepared to accept the terms of reference for a working group
on this subject as laid down in the resolution. They want to go back to the mandate
discussed at the last session of the Commitiee on Disarmament. In justification of
this position, they are giving the argument that what is required at this stage is to
undertake the preliminary work of identifying the problem and determining the priorities
and to find out what is actually happening. Mr. President, by teking this position,
these countries are not only going back on the position they took at the
General Assembly, but are also underestimating the grave implications of the
developments in this area and the urgentneed of taking action before it is too late.
If indeed, during the next year or two, we find that we have reached a point of no
return, these countries will have to bear the responsibility of the fate that may
befall mankind then. These are strong words, but I am using them advisedly because
of our belief that on a matter of such importance, there is no scope or justification
for equivocation or for a wait-and-see attitude.

Before I conclude, I would like to express my delegation's fullest interest in
the negotiations for the elaboration of a chemicals weapons convention during the 1984
session itself of the Conference, if that is possible.

The PRUSIDINT {+translated from I'rench): I thank the distinguished representative
of India for his statcment and for the kind words he addressed to my country and to
the President of the Conference.

I would request the Indian delegation to convey to Ambassador Dubey our sincere
hope that he is suffering from a purely temporary indisposition.

I have no more speakers on my list for today. Would any delegation like to take
the flooxr? That does not seem to be the case.

At my request, the secretariat today distributed an informal document containing
a programme of meetings of the Conference and of its subsidiary bodies for the coming
week, As usual, according to normal practice, this is purely an indicative schedule
and may be modified if necessary. If I hear no objections, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts this programme.

It was so decided.
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Dear colleagues, as you know we are faced with a large number of organizational
problems which must be settled quite urgently in the interests of the work of our
Conference. In order to make the best possible use of the little time available to
us, I intend to convene an informal meeting of the Conference devoted to
organizational problems on Friday, 2 March, at 10.30 a.m. If there is no objection,
I shall take it that the Conference agrees that we should meet tomorrow in an informal
meeting.

It was so decided.

In order to take advantage of the time remaining to us this morning, I intend
to invite those delegations which wish to do so to participate in an informal exchange
of views in Room (€.108 at 12.15 p.m. I intend to take advantage of the opinions
of those delegations which wish to help me in the subsequent conduct of our work, and
in particular to listen to opinions on the priorities now facing us, especially
organizational problems.

Before concluding, I should like to inform you that the next plenary meeting
will take place on Tuesday, 6 March, at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12 noon
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I declare open the meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

The Conference on Disarmament today begins consideration of item 3 of its
agenda, entitled "Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters". As
usual, however, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the
work of the Conference, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure.

I have on my list of speakers for today the distinguished representatives of
France, Morocco and Mexico, and I now give the floor to the distinguished
representative of France, Ambassador Frangois de la Gorce.

Mr. DE LA GORCE (France) (translated from French): Mr. President, the Frénch
delegation would like first of all to present to you ité COngratulations and best
wishes for success in your duties. My delegation is happy to greet you as’ the
representative of Romania, a country linked with France by long-standing ties of
friendship and precious affinities in thought. Your talent and experience make us
confident that you will accomplish your task in the best manner.

The French delegation also wishes to express its entire gratitude to our
distinguished colleague from Poland for his efforts during the first month of our
session. Those efforts led to substantial results; they have made it possible now
to, resume pur work on a particularly important item of the agenda. I should also
like on this occasion to draw attention to the long-standing ties of friendship that
unite Poland and France and the unceasing admiration of my fellow-countrymen for
the heroism of the Polish nation during its glorious and dramatic history.

I should also like, on behalf of the French delegation, to renew our wishes
of welcome to our new colleagues, the Ambassadors of Australia, Belgium, Canada,
Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia and Sri Lanka. I shall be happy to
continue with them the friendly co-operation that characterized our relations with
their predecessors.

y:Those of my colleagues who have spoken before me have in the main stressed the
deterioration of the international situation and the dangers which that implied.
The French delegation shares to a great extent this concern but would not agree that
the situation is in all respects as bad as some members of the Conference have
claimed. ;. Ve are, of course, aware of the persistence of tension and polemics. We
deplore the continued resort to force: the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, the
war between Iraq and Iran, the crisis that threatens the independence and integrity
of ;Lebanon, .and the use of violence in South-East Asia, Africa and Central America.
We also regret the breaking-pff of the extremely important bilateral negotiatiems
on nuclear issues that had opened in Geneva.

However, there is no visible desire anywhere to make a complete break; each
side affirms its desire to continue the dialogue. The Stockholm Conference, which
opened last month, expresses the resolve of the Europeans to define amongst
themselves the means of restoring confidence and promoting security with the
goal -- which we hope will not be far off -- of reducing armaments. The Vienna
negotiations on balanced force reductions will resume. Here, our annual séssion
has begun better than it did last year; the outlook for the negotiation of &’
convention on chemical weapons seems encouraging, and we hope that, with an
open-minded approach on all sides, the Conference will be able profitably to deal
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with all the items on its agenda, taking best advantage of the’ albeit very diverse
conditions characterizing the various questions before us.

Several of us have stressed the risks associated with the accumulation of
weapons and especially of nuclear arms. We do not deny the existence of security
risks that can in fact be produced by imbalance and destabilization; but it seems
excessively negative to present the current situation as one marked by serious
dangers of a nuclear disaster, and even less so as one marked by an imminent danger
of such a disaster.

Furthermore, nowhere can we detect the nuclear panic that some movements ‘are
still trying to create in the Western countries. Where would the disaster come from?
The countries of the Atlantic Alliance reaffirmed last year that none of their
weapons would ever be used otherwise than in response to aggression. This
commitment is in conformity with the obligation set forth in the United Nations Charter
relating to the non-use:of force. In addition, the member countries of the
Warsaw Pact have affirmed their desire for peace as well and we take note of their
statements.

We should consider, therefore, calmly and objectively, the present facts
relating to the problem of peace and the problem of security, as those facts
determine the very conditions of the disarmament enterprise.

--1-The President of the French Republic, speaking to the General Assembly of the
United-Nations last September, said the following on that subject:

"Peace among nations can last only if it is based on a genuine balance.

This is the lesson of history. It is in respecting this golden rule that
the rights of all to independence and security will be reconciled. The
aproach should be to establish such a balance, or re-establish it if it no
longer exists, and guarantee stabiiity, reduce forces progressively to lower
and lower levels, and verify at all times the information supplied; that is
the only possible approach to the problems before us'.

This statement expresses in the clearest terms the principles underlying French
policy.

The conditions for peace and for security are therefore the very conditions
of disarmament. For this reason we have introduced in the list of the main goals
for the.enterprise of disarmament -~ our Decalogue -~ a heading entitled
"Disarmament and international security". That, in the view of the French
delega#ion, justifies the inclusion in our agenda of an jtem entitled "Prevention
of nuclear war, including all related matters®.

The French:delegation willingly agreed to establishing this as a separate item.
It highlights the fact that the prevention of nuclear war cannot be isolated from
other matters. It is not a specifically nuclear item. It is, of course, linked
to nuclear disarmament to the extent that the achievement of nuclear disarmament
would, by definition, exclude the use of nuclear arms. But in the current
situation, which is sure to last some time, the item deals primarily with the
prevention of war in general, i.e. conventional war which could by escalation
lead to a crossing of the nuclear threshold. The problem to resolve is, therefore,
one of security and the condations underlying security: from a political point of
view, a state of international relations that ensures a sufficient level of
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confidence, in particular through the respect of the principle of the Charter that
prohibits the use or threat of force; from a military point of view, the maintenance
of the necessary balance and the rebuilding of confidence by appropriate measures.
The proposals submitted in Stockholm by the Western Powers provide an example of
that approach.

Other measures have been proposed that seek specifically to prevent a nuclear
war by prohibiting the use of nuclear arms or their first use. The French delegation
has on many occasions, in this body and in the First Committee of the
General Assembly, presented the reasons why such measures, which are declaratory
and unverifiable, would seriously harm the cause that they claim to serve, as they
would destroy in one area the balance needed for security and would thereby provoke
political and strategic destabilization with incalculable consequences that would
affect the entire world.

The discussions that we are to have on new agenda item 3 will serve as an
occasion for the French delegation to deal with this fundamental problem in greater
depth.

I have tried to situate the "Prevention of nuclear war, including all related
matters" in the very broad context given by the wording of our agenda. It proposes
an ambitious, but in our view necessary, task, with which the Conference on Disarmamen
alone is able to deal at the international level. We must, through in-depth
discussions, explore and identify the conditions for security in the nuclear age,
and study the conditions, means and commitments that could preserve that security.

Will this study indicate issues suitable for ﬁégotlations of a concrete and
specific nature? The French delegation does not exclude this a priori; it does not
think that such negotiations can bear on aspects that are within the proper
competence of the nuclear-weapon Powers. But it shares without reservation the
legatimate concerns of the international community with regard to the matters
covered by item 3 of the agenda, which are of major interest to all of humanity.
France recognizes therefore the right of all States to participate in a joint effort
on such matters. The French delegation will therefore make a full contribution
to this effort to the greatest extent possible.

I shall only devote a few brief comments to other items on the agenda.

The French delegation remains ready to participate here in substantive
discussions on agenda item 2, cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. It has on many occasions explained the reasons underlying its approach
to nuclear disarmament and the conditioris in which the French Government could
accept undertakings. It feels that in the present conditions such negotiations are
within the competence of the two main nuclear-weapon Powers. The French Government
therefore hopes that the negotiations interrupted last year by the Soviet Union
will resume as soon as possible.

Chemical disarmament remains the main goal of our negotiations. Recent weeks
have been marked by two very positive elements: the announcement by the
United States Secretary of State of the forthcoming presentation of a draft treaty
and the statement by the representative of. the Soviet Union on continuous
verification of the destruction of stocks. Furthermore, the subsidiary body has
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resumed its work witn a broader mandate that authorizes the drafting of provisions b
of a treaty. The method proposed by its chairman seems to us to be well-suited to
the negotiating conditions. Ue would hope, however, that matters relating to the
prohibition of use and verification would receive more prominence. The recent
allegations relating to the use of chemical weapons -- allegations recently
submitted to the Conference =~ call for further vigilance on the part of the
international community with regard to the observance of that prohibition.

Broadly speaking, the necessary conditions seem presént for the current sessibn
to make significant, and we hope decisive, progress in the negotiations on chemical
disarmament.

Radiological weapons have also been the subject of negotiations for some
years. We hope that these negotiations will focus on their proper goal, which is
the condition for a successful outcome that is within our reach. In that
connection, we do not think that new weapons of mass destruction should be dealt
with within the same subsidiary body. The negotiation of a general agreement aimed
at preventing the development of unidentified weapons does not seem practical to us.
We prefer, therefore, resuming the method already used of informal meetings with
experts, which has made a useful contribution to exploring the subject.

The French delegation has stressed on many occasions the capital importance
of preventing an arms race in outer space. Such an arms race could in fact lead to
dangerous dgstabilization of the necessary strategic balances. Agreement was .
reached last year on the establishment of 'a working zroup, but not on its mandate.
Several of, us, basing our position on the resolutions adopted by the
General Assembly last December seek a general negotiating mandate, which others
cannot accept. The French delegation has an open position on this problem but
believes that the extreme complexity of the subject requirea, at least for the
duration of one session, the exploratory work envisaged in the draft mandate
presented last year. In the view of my delegation it would therefore be wiser
at once to devote to essentlal preparatory work the time we risk losing in a
possibly fruitless discussion in an effort to ~ttain a more ambitious text.

Finally, the French delegation maintains all its interest in the agenda items
relating to negative security assurances and the comprehensive programme of
disarmament; the conditions of which we are all aware, the lack of the necessary
time, will no doubt not permit much progress this year.

) But on the first of these items we continue to believe that the solution of
giving Security Council endorsement to the declarations of the nuclear-weapon
Powers, if possible in a single formulation, could provide substantial protection

to the vast majority of non-nuclear-weapon States and 1s therefore worth considering
in fresh discussions.

The French delegation will deal more substantially with some of the matters
that I have raised in future statements, as well as with the very pressing, but
so imperfectly resolved, problem of our methods and procedures.

The PRESIDENT (translatecd from French): I thank the representative of France
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to my country and myself.

I now give the floor to the representative of Morocco, Ambassador Skalli.
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Mr. SKALLI (Morocco) (translated from French): Mr. President, first of all I
have the great pleasure, on behalf of the Moroccan delegation and myself, of
proffering our warm congratulations on your accession to the presidency of the
Conference on Disarm;ment for the month of March.

We are particularly pleased to have the conduct of our work entrusted to the
distinguished representative of Romania, with which Morocco has the most exemplary
links of friendship and co-operation. We are convinced that your wealth of
experience, and your qualities as a shrewd and sagacious diplomat, will enable you
to carry out your responsibilities with great ability and competence.

The work carried out by your predecessor, Ambassador Turbanski of Poland,
deserves the highest praise. We should like to express our sincere thanks and
appreciation to him for the brilliant and efficient manner in which he directed the
work of the Conference during his presidency.

I should like to take this opportunity cordially to welcome our new colleagues,
the distinguished representatives of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia and Sri Lanka. I should like to assure them of the full
co-operation of the Moroccan delegation.

Since the end of our last sesgsion, international peace and security in the
world have been put to a severe test.. The many conflicts which rock our planet only
increase international tension which has already reached an alarming level. The
breaking off of the bilateral negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces and
the postponement of the strategic arms talks testify to the current impasse in
international relations. These events make our task in this Conference today both
arduous and imperative.

We had agreed, however, that 1983 would be a crucial year for the renewal of
disarmdment negotiations. Although a unanimous desire to take action in the right
direction was clearly expressed, we must rscognize how small were the results we
achieved.

There are few exercises more edifying in this connection than to note, in the
statements at the start of a session, the expressions of hope for progress in our
work and, in the statements at the close of the session, the expressions of regret
and frustration because of the total lack of progress. For more than five years now,
the Committee on Disarmament, now the Conference on Disarmanment, has been entrusted
with the task of negotiating in the sphere of disarmament; and never have so many
wishes been expressed, but never have so many obstacles arisen to prevent any
headway from being made. This backsliding is a source of profound concern for us,
all the greater because a latent and insidious cold war is spreading to all levels
of international relations, while its adverse effects are increasingly felt within
our Conference.



CD/PV.247
12

(Mr. Skalli, Morocco)

Let us hope, admittedly without any great conviction, that the change -in the
title of this single multilateral disarmament negotiating organ will be an opportunity
for an enhanced awareness of the dangers of the present situation ani will induce us
to take measures which could constitute the start of a genuine disarmament process;
for no one is unaware of the risks to the world of the increasingly vast and ever more
devastating arsenal of weapons.

In his message to the Conference, the Secretary-General of the United Nations
asked why, -when there is such broad agreement on the objective of disarmament, it 1is
still so remote. He was right to say that the answer should be sought, and I quote,
"in the apprchension among nations, most importantly among the most powerful, of
possible jeopardy to national security, an apprehension which detracts attention
from the grave threat to global security which a continuing arms race poses'.

The delegation of Morocco has often had occasion to draw attention to the fact
that the arms race in our times has grown out of all propertion to the security needs
of the States responsible for it. :

We think that the accumulation of increasingly sophisticated and destructive
weapons, far from conferring security on one or the other party, only increases
suspicion and aggravates tension. Consequently, unless it is stopped, it can hardly
fail to produce a‘conflictive situation of extreme gravity. The impressive number
of resolutions-adopted on the subject by the last United Nations General Assembly .
is in itself rather revealing. It illustrates the major concern of the interna;ionar
community to see the Powers which practically hold all mankind hostage, envisaging
relations based on something other than mistrust and confrontation, and committing

themselves firmly to a process of genuine disarmament which would benefit all nations
of the world.

The time seems to have come when, on pain of being totally discredited in the
eyes of public opinion throughout the world, we should undertake serious and
constructive action in our Conference. Our agenda comprises issues whose urgancy
and importance need no further illustration.

My delegation wishes'to express its satisfaction on the decision which we have
taken to include the issue of the preVenﬁion of nuclear war as a separate item on

our agenda. We have in this form recognized the priority which this problam merits,
and its acuteness.

For our part, we can only welcome this, since the major problem confronting
mankind to date -- if we need to be reminded -- is that of its own survival. As
General Assembly resolution 38/183 G so rightly says, removal of the threat of
nuclear war is the most acute and urgent task of the present day.
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It is encouraging to note that all the delegations here present agree in
admitting that the genuine threat of the annihilation of all l1life on earth
following a nuclear war is the greatest peril our world must face. We thus find
it difficult to understand the reasons which prevent the Conference from beginning
substantive work on so crucial and fundamental a matter.

The General Assembly resolution which I have just quoted, after noting with
concern that the Committee on Disarmament was not able to start negotiations on
the question during its 1983 session, requests the Confzrence on Disarmament to
undertake, as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations with a view to
achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of
nuclear war.

The Moroccan delegation considers that it is high time to act and to follow
up the General Assembly's recommendation. Specific negotiations on the subject
should begin without delay, preferably within a subsidiary organ, the creation of
which was recommended by the Group of 21 in document CD/341, which we consider to
be the most suitable neans of considering the issuc.

It is clear that the best means of preventing the outbreak of nuclear war is
to stop the nuclear-arms race and promote nuclear disarmament, since it is a fact
that it is nuclear weapons which most seriously threaten the existence of
civilization as a whole. We would like to recall here the particular responsibility
which the nuclear-weapon States bear where disarmament is concerned. We can never
sufficiently stress the political and moral duty of such States to respect the
undertakings into which they have entered and to permit the implementation of the
provisions of paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the first special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Next year the Third Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons will be held at Geneva. This underlines the importance, on
the eve of this event, of the work of the present session of the Conference on
agenda item 1 on the nuclear-test ban.

We have unfailingly asserted the urgent and imperative nature of the
negotiation and conclusion of a treaty completely banning the testing of nuclear
weapons. We have unceasingly stressed the positive effects of concluding such a
treaty on non-proliferation. The efforts undertaken to date, however, do not,
it must be confessed, meet our concerns and expectations, despite the numerous
appeals by the General Assembly and despite the undertakings under the Partial Test
Ban Treaty and the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.

The Working Group which we set up two years ago on agenda item 1 initially
concerned itself with the important question of verification. From now on it would
be advisable to concentrate on preparing a draft treaty, the conciusion of which
will most certainly constitute an important stage in nuclear disarmament.
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The prevention of an arms race in outer space is another issue te which the
General Assembly has given high priority. We ourselves are fully aware of this.
The extension cf the arms race to outer space has become a new mctive and a new
reasén for concern on the part of tne international community.

Instead of being regarded as the common heritage of mankind and a domain for
peaceﬁpl aqtivity benefiting all the nations of the world, outer space has become
an area of competititisn between the Great Powers. Each day that passes brings
its quota of news on the development of or experimgnvatlon in scme weapon whose,
field of action will be outer space. The launching of anti-satellite weapons or.
other missiles is no longer considered a futuristic scenario but a very real and
threatening reality.

Ih view of the need to explore and use outer space for the good and in the.
interests of all, we must take the necessary measures to dispel the danger which,
an a;ms rage in outer space would create for mankind.

Last year, there was unanimity on the subject of the creation of a subsidiary
organ for that purpose. Unfortunately, we were unable to agree on the terms of its
r:adate.

At its latest session, the General Assembly, in resolution 38/70, called upon
all States, in particular those with major space capabilities, to contribute
actively to the objective of the peaceful use of outer space and to take immediate
meacures to prevent an arms race in outer space.

This resolution also requests the Conference to establish an ad hoc working
group with a view to undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agrecment
or agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in
outer space. We hope that this appeal will bz heard and that we can set to work
withcut delay.

The peehibition of chemical weapons is one of the issues to which we ali
attach high priority. It is good to note that work in this sphere :is well zdvanced.
Each secslon vhich passes brings uo cioser to the drafting of a convention which
we hope to be able to ccnclude during this session. That would most certainly be

a major contribution to the objective of gerneral and complete disarmament which we
are pursuing.

We welccme th fact that the mandate adopted for the subsidiary organ
responsible for negotiating on this question adequacely reflects the state of
progress of our work.,

Our optimism is justified and reinforzced by the recent statements of the
United States and the Soviet Unicn +no0se proposals will not fall, we are sure,
to give a rew impetus to our negotiations.
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In the statement he made atv the opening of this session, the distinguished
representative of Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, judiciously drew a parallel
between the main results obtained by the various multinational negotiating bodies
on disarmament.

He also recalled that both the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament and the Conference of the Committce on Disarmament had achileved
tangible results in the sphere of the elimination of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction. As for the record of the Committee on Disarmament
since its inception in 1978, it is, and I quote, "from all standpoints
unjustifiably barren®. It is to be hoped that the Conference on Disarmament will
pull our work out of the present morass, so that this multilateral negotiating
body can in itp turn make progress towards general and complete disarmament.

“ We consider that it is time for us to act and show sufficient political will
to respond to the expectations which the international community has placed in us.

‘Thé PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Morocco
for his statement, and especially for his kind weords addressed to my country and
to the President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, those
of us who have had the opportunity, as I have, not only of appreciating your
efficiency and discretion at work in the Committce on Disarmament, but also of
having witnessed the distinguished and skilful mannsr in which you discharged your
important responsibilities as representative of Romania to the United Nations,
nmust congratulate ourselves on the fact that it has fallen to you to direct the
work of the Conference on Disarmament in the month“of March which, together with
the month of February, is one of the most important months for launching the work
of this multilateral negotiating organ on a 'sound course. The delegation of Mexico
is pleased to offer you its unqualified co-operation. ¢

We would also like to renew the expression of our high appreciation to your
predecessor, the distinguished representative of Poland, Ambassador Turbansky,
whose skill and acumen in guiding the initial stage of our work this year were
truly exemplary.

In accordance with the programme of work which we adopted for this week, this
plenary nmeeting of the Conference on Disarmament is devoted to item 3 of its
agenda, entitled "prevention of nuclear war, irnicluding all rclated matters®.
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To appreciate the importance of this item, suffice it to recall two paragraphs
of the Final Document of 1978. In the first of these, paragraph 8, the
United Nations General Assembly stressed that "while the final objective of the
efforts of all States should continue to be general and complete disarmament under
effective international control, the immediate goal is that of the elimination of
the danger of a nuclear war"; and in paragraph 18 it added that "removing the
threat of a world war -- a nuclear war -- is the most acute and urgent task of the
present day".

Wa therefore venture to hope that this year nothing will happen of the kind
which cccurred in 1983, when two months of painstaking effort -- which I may
illustrate by referring to the statements made by the delegation of Mexico at the
197th, 198th, 202nd, 203rd and 216th plenary meetings of the Committee -~ had to be
deploy=d to overcome the resistance, as stubborn as it was incomprchensible, of
some States to the mere inclusion of the item in the agenda. We would 1like to
.believe that during the coming week the Conforence will be able to reach agreement
on acceding to thu request addresscd to it by the General Assembly on 20 December
last year, in paragraph 2 of its resolution 38/183 G, to establish "an ad hoc
working group on the subject at the beginning of its 1984 session"; and will entrust
to the subsidiary body thus a2stablished a suitable mandate to enable it immediately
to undertake '"negotiations with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and
practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war', as explicitly stated in that
same resolution.

In this connection, I should like to point out that, as I said on an earlier
occasion in this same chamber, that these "appropriate and practical measures" to
the negotiation of which the General Assembly requested that 'the highest priority"
should be attached, should be "measures commensurate with the gravity and imminence
of the dangers which are to be averted". It is essentizl to bear in mind that, as
the United Nations stated by consensus in the Final Document, in order to avert
the danger of nuclear war "it is necessary to halt and reverse the nuclear arms
race in all its aspects", without ever losing sight of the fact that "the ultimate
goal in this context is the complete elimination of nuclear weapons'. Furthermore,
this elimination obviously cannot be achieved all at once, and nuclear disarmament
will only be possible through a gradual programmec providing, among other measures,
"progressive and balanced reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their
means of delivery".

Viewed in this way, which seems to us the correct way, the prevention of
nuclear war obviously embraces a very wide range of measures. HNevertheless, from
this range it is necessiary to select those measures which appear to be the most
"appropriate and practical®, to use the terms employed by the General Assembly,
in order to ensure that the Conference on Disarmament, or the ad hoc subsidiary
body which it scts up to deal specifically with agendn item 3, or any other relevant
subsidiary body, gives priority to such measures in their negotiations.
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Pride of place among these measures should perhaps be given tqo the nuclear-
weapon~test ban, which has been at the top of the agenda of the Committee on
Disarmament since it was established in 1978 with a membership of 40 States,

As an ad hoc Working Group was already working on this item last year, 1t will
suffice, when re-establishing i1t under whatever title is decided upon, to give

it an appropriate mandate such as that proposed in the draft submitted by the
delegation of Mexico and reproduced in document CD/438: in other words,

"to initiate immediately the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for the
prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests and to exert i1ts best endeavours in order
that the Conference may transmit to the General Assembly at 1ts thirty-ninth session
the complete draft of such a treaty". This mandate, furthermore, corresponds
faithfully to the mandate adopted by the General Assembly by an overwhelming
majority in resolutions 37/72 of 9 December 1982 and 38/62 of 15 December 1983.

., With regard to the agenda 1tem that has since 1979 occupied second place
on the agenda of the Committee and now the Conference on Disarmament, and is
perhaps the item most closely linked with the prevention of nuclear war, it would
be most advisable at last to heed the proposals repeatedly put forward by the
Group of 21 and the group of socialist States for the setting up of an ad hoc
subsidiary body with a view to the practical implementation of paragraph 50 of
the Final Document, by undertaking urgent negotiations.

Item 5 on our agenda, entitled "Prevention of an arms race in outer space",
is of similar importance and urgency, since 1t is clear that here we are facing
a problem which does not admit of delay and concerning which it is important
not to repeat the’error which was made in the case of the missiles with multiple
independently targetable warheads, commonly known as MIRVs., As was recently
stated by a large number of scientists who are specialists in this field: "If
space weapons are ever to be banned, this may be close to the last moment in
which it could be donhe™. It 1s therefore imperative for the Conference to set
up without further delay an ad hoc subsidiary body for the purpose — as
recommended by the General Assembly in resolution 38/70 of 15 December 1983 — of
"undertaking negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or agreements, as
appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outexr space".

If, as we hope, these three subsidiary bodies were in a position effectively
to carry out mandatcs such as those which I have just summarized, the ad hoc
subsidiary body to be set up on the third item of the agenda — the prevention
of nuclear war —- could devote 1tself to seeking to reach agreement, in the
course of 1984, on a small number of measures which could be described as
"short-term measures". These measures should include first of all three of
those which I already had occasion to discuss last year at the 234th plenary meeting
of the Committee on Disarmament held on 16 August 1983. They are the following:

Firstly, an immediate freeze of the nuclear weapons of.the United States
and the Soviet Unicn, to be followed, it would be hoped, within five years at
most by a freeze of the nuclear arms of the other three nuclear-weapon States;
this is a gquestion on which the General Assembly has adopted two successive
resoltuions at 1ts thirty-seventh and thirty-eighth sessions, explicitly or
implicitly emphasizing some points of special importance such as .the following:

A nuclear arms freeze is not, of course, an end in itself. It would,
however, constitute the most effective first step that can at present be taken
both to prevent any further increase in the vast nuclear arsenals of the two
Superpowers and to expedite the negotiations aimed at a substantial reduction and
qualitative limitation of existing nuclear weaponry.
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There are no grounds whatsoever for concern about the observance of the
undertakings involved in the freeze, as the General Assembly provided expressly
in its resclution that the freeze would be subject, not only to the relevant
measures and procedures of verification already agreed on by the parties in the
case of the SALT I and SALT II Treaties —— which posed verification problems
far more complicated than those that might arise in the case of the proposed
freeze -~ but also to those agreed on in principle by the same parties during the
preparatory trilateral negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban held at Geneva
between 1977 and 1980, The foregoing, combined with the fact that "the freeze
vould mean halting all activities under any arms programme" has led someone so
well-versed in the matter as Herbert Scoville, former Deputy Director of the
United States CIA, to declare that "verification can no longer legitimately be
invoked as an excuse for not proceeding towards an agreement on a freeze".

Furthermore, at present the condaitions are most propitious for such a
freeze since the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
are now equivalent in nuclear military power and it seems evident that there
exists between them an over-all rough parity.

A second measure which, although apparently modest, could certainly be
described as "appropriate and practical" to contribute to the prevention of
nuclear war would be the undertaking by the nuclear-weapon States not to be the
first to use those terrible instruments of mass destruction.

In my statement last year to which I have already referred I ventured to
suggest that this could be done in two stages: in the first stage, the
United States, France and the United Kingdom could solemmly undertake, through
unilateral declarations -— like those made by China in 1964 and by the Soviet Union
in 1982 — not to take the initiative in the use of nuclear weapons. In the
second stage, the five nuclear-weapon Powers would give a multilateral character
to their unilateral undexrtakings by incorporating them in a negotiated
multilateral instrument, Since so far none of the events which we had proposed
for the first stage has occurred, we believe that it would be best to proceed
without further delay to the second stage.

In this comnection, the subsidiary body which will have on its agenda the
guestion of the prevention of nuclear war would, in our opinion, offer an
excellent forum for the urgent undertaking of the negotiations needed to conclude
a treaty, convention or protocol on the question.

The third "short-term measure" which we consider appropriate and practical
for negotiations in the subsidiary body to which I have been referring is
institutional in nature. It is a measure which my delegation proposed in the same
statement made last August to which I have already referred, and which received
the honour of endorsement by the General Assembly in resolution 38/183 N of
20 December 1983, In that resolution, the General Assembly urged "the Govermment
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Govermnment of the
United States of America to examine immediately, as a way'out from the present
impasse, the possibility of combining into a single forum the two series of
negotiations which they have been carrying out and of broadening their scope so
as to embrace also the 'tactical' or 'battlefield' nuclear weapons".
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This appeal by the General Assembly is all the more pressing today if it is
borne in mind that bilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons have been broken off
or suspended, according to how one prefers to deccribe it. Furthermore, a
multilateral body such as that which would deal with the prevention of nuclear
war would provide the most suitable forum for the combined negotiations envisaged
in the General Assembly's appeal, as in that same resolution the General Assembly
reiterated "its request to the two negotiating parties that they bear constantly
in mind that not only their national interests but also the vital interests of
all the peoples of the worlé are at stake in this question".

The undertaking of the negotiations needed to achieve agreements on the
three measures which I have just reviewed, which I described as "short-—term
measures", namely, @ freeze of the nuclear weapons of the two Superpowers, the
conclusion of an agrecment making legally binding an undertaking by all
nuclear-weapon States not to be the first to use those terrible instruments of
mass destruction, and the combining into a single forum of the various negotiations
which have been carried out on nuclear weapons, I repeat, the undertaking of such
measures would constitute the best baptism by fire of the new subsidiary body
established to contribute to the prevention of nuclear war. For all of them,
bosides their inherent importance, are fully in keeping with the General Assembly's
requirement that they should be "appropriate and practical” measures; they would
all serve to strengthen international peace, which is currently so seriously
threatened, and which, as the Group of 21 stated a year ago, "must be based on
a commitment by all States to joint survival rather than a threat of mutual
annihilation",

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Mexico for his statement and especially for the kind words he addressed to the
President.

I have no more speakers on my list for today, and I should like to ask the
Conference if any other delegation wishes to take the floor this morning? That
does not seem to be the case.

Distinguished representatives, in accordance with the programme of work for
this week I now have the intention of closing the plenary meeting and convening
in five minutes' time an informal meeting of the Conference to continue
consideration of some guestions relating to the organization of work., I will
inform you then of the results of the consultations which have taken place.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will bte held on
Thursday, 8 March 1984 at 10.30 a.m.

The meeting rose at 12.05 p.nm.







CD/PV.248

CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT 8 March 1984

ENGLISH

FINAL RECCRD OF THC TWO HUNDRED AND FORTY-DIGHTH PLENARY IICETING

held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva
on Thursday, 8 llarch 1984, at 10.30 a.m.

President: 1Ir. I. Datcu (Romania)

GE.84~60619



CD/PV.248
2

PRESENT AT THE TABLE

Algeria: MR. A. TAFFAR
Argentina: IR, J.J. CARASAIES

MR. R. GARCIA MORITAN

Australia: MR. R. BUTLER
MR. R. ROWE
MS. J. COURTNEY

Belgium: MR. M. DEPASSE
MR, J.M. NCIRFALISSE
MLLE. M. DE BECKER

Brazil: MR. C.A. DE SOUZA E SILVA
Bulgaria: MR. K. TELLALOV

MR. P, POPTCHEV
MR, C. PRAMQOV

Burma.: U MAUNG MAUNG GYI
U THAN TUN

Canada: IR, G. SKINNER
MR. P.W. BASHAM
'R. R. NCRTH

China: MR, QIAN JIADONG

MR. LIANG DEFENG
IR. LI VOIMIN
MR. LIN CHENG
MR. SOU KAIMING
IR, LU MINGJUN

Cuba: MR. A.V. GONZALEZ



Czechosglovakia:

Ethiopia:

France:

German Democratic Republic:

Germany, Federal Republic of:

Hungary:

India:

Indonesia:

Islamic Republic of Iran:

Italy:

CD/PV.248

MR.
MR.

MR.
MR.

M. VEJVODA
A. CIMA

J. FIEDLER
J. KALAVSKY
L. VRBOVA

S. ALFARARGI
I. HASSAN

A, MAHER ABBAS
W. BASSIM

F. YOHANNES

F. DE LA GORCE
H. RENIE
G. MONTASSTER

H. ROSE

. J. DEMBSKI

F. ELBE
M. GERDTS

D. MEISZIER
I'. GADJA

M. DUBEY
S.K. SHARMA

S. SUTOWARDOYO
ANDRADJATI
HARYCMATARAM
BOED IMAN

N.K. KAMYAB

F.S5. SIRJANI

M. ALCSST
M, PAVESE
G. ADORNI BRACCESI



Mexico:

Mongolias

Morocco:

Netherlands:

Nigeria:

Romanias

Sri Lankas:

CD/PV.248

MR. R.
MR. M.
MR. T.
MR. K.

MR. A.
m‘ P.

m' D.

IMAT
KONISHI
ISHIGURI
TANAKA
KAWAKTTA

GARCIA ROBLES
MACEDO RIBA

ERDEMBILEG

MR. S-0. BOLD

MR. M.
m. O.

MR. J.

CERAIBI
HITALE

RAMAKER

MR. J.O. OBCH
MR. L.O, AKINDELE
MR. C.V. UDEDIBIA

MR. K.

MR. P.
Fm. C.

MR, S.
MR. T.
MR. J.

NIAZ

CANNOCK
CASTILLO RAMIREZ

TURBANSKI
STROJVAS
CIALOWICZ

DATCU
MELESCANU
POPESCU
CRETU

KARTYAWASAM



Sweden:

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

United Kingdom:

United States of America:

Venezuela:

Yugoslavia:

CD/PV.248

5

MR.
MR.

IRS.

MR.
MR.

MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
MR.
IMR.

MR.
IR.
MR,
MR.
IR.
MR.
MR.

IRR.
MS.
MR.
MR.
MR,
MR.
IR.
MR.

MR.

MR.
MR.

R. EKEUS
J. LUNDIN
E. BONNIER
H. BERGLUND
L.E. WINGREN

V.L, ISSRAELYAN
B.P. PROKOFIEV
G.V. BERDENNIKOV
P.Y. SKQOROKHIN
S.V. KOBYSH

G. ANTSIFZROV
V. VASHADZE

R.I.T. CRQIARTIE
L. MIDDLETCN
B.P. NOBLE

I.R. KENYON
F.H. GRAVES
J.F, GORDON
D.A. SLINN

L.G. TFIEIDS

K.C. CRITTENBERGER
R. HORNE

L. MADSEN

R. VWATERS

H. CALHOUN

J. DCESBERG

P. CORDEN

A. LOPEZ OLIVER

K. VIDAS
M. MIHAJLOVIC



CD/PV.248
6

Zaire: MS. E. EKANGA KABEYA

Secretary-General of the Conference
on Disarmament and Personal
Representative of the
Secretary-General: MR. R. JAIPAL

Deputy Secretary-General of the
Conference on Disarmament: MR. V. BERASATEGUL




CD/PV.248
7

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I declare open the plenary meeting of
the Conference on Disarmament. The Conference today continues 1ts consideration of
agenda item 3, entitled, '"Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters".

However, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member who
wishes to do so may raise any matter relevant to the work of the Conference.

As you know, today is International Women's Day, and I should therefore like
on this occasion to express our congratulations to all the women taking part in the
work of the Conference on Disarmament, as well as to all those who have expressed
their interest in our work.

I should also like to mention the presence in the public gallery of the
participants in the Conference on '"Women and the World Disarmament Campaign"
currently taking place in the Palais des Nations. I greatly appreclate their
interest in the work of our Conference, as reflected in the message addressed to us,
copies of which will be circulated to all members for information, At the same time,
I should like to request our distinguished Secretary-General, Ambassador Rikhi Jaipal,
to read out that message.

Mr. JATPAL (Secretary-General of the Conference on Disarmament and Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General): The message is the following:

"On this International Women's Day, we women from different countries who
have met i1n Geneva to examine how we can contribute moat effectively to the
World Disarmament Campaign wish to address a message to you, the members of the
Conference on Disarmament.

We turn to you in our comviction that the Conterence on Disarmament — the
only multilateral disarmament negotiating forum — must urgently take steps to
help free humanity from the threat of nuclear annihilation and from the
dangerous consequences of the continuing arms build-up including the horrific
effects of the nuclear tests and the suffering and deprivation caused by misuse of
resources on armaments. We are angry that the amount which could feed
humankind for one year is now spent on the arms race in one day.

The prevention of nuclear war and progress in the negotiations for arms
control agreements leading to general and complete disarmament have become the
primary concerns of women the world over. Women have marched thousands of
kilometers, have organized mass rallies, peace camps, conferences and mass
carpaigns to manifest their opposition to the arms race and to raise awareness of
people to the danger this has for our globe.

We expect our govermnments to take concrete measures for disarmament that
will reverse the dangerous situation we are in. We expect the Conference on
Disawmament to negotiate vigorously in the coming months to conclude agreements
that will curb the arms build-up and, for the first time, lead to true
disarmament.

Although we consider that all items on the agenda of the Conference are of
great importance, we urge the Members to concentrate their efforts on reaching
agreements in the following areas which we consider to be the most urgent tasks
facing humankind today:
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1. The prevention of nuclear war — to negotiate on the basis of the papers
put forth in the last year's session of the Committee on Disarmament by the
Non-Aligned, Socialist and Western groups.

2¢ A comprehensive test ban — to conclude a treaty on the prohibition of
testing nuclear weapons in all environments by the end of this session given the
fact that negotiations had already reached a very advanced stage in the
tripartite negotiations., This treaty should be signed by all States
possessing nuclear capacity.

2 The prevention of an arms race in outer space — to negotiate a treaty or
treaties preventing an arms race in outer space and to call on the governments
mostly concerned to observe a moratorium on all research, development and
testing untal such a treaty or treaties is/are concluded.

4. The conclusion of a treaty banning the procuction and stockpiling of
chemical weapons, and the destruction of existing stockpiles.

We come from organizations which together represent millions of women the
world over. We demand that you, Members of the Conference on Disarmament,
exercise the needed politinal will to negotiate and reach agreements that will
remove the threat of the destruction of all life now hangaing over us all."

This message has been sent from the participants in the Conference entitled
"Women and the World Disarmament Campaign', which was held in Geneva f.om
6 to 9 March 1984.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank Ambassador Jaipal for having
read out the important message addressed to our Conference. I am sure that all
members will have listened to 1t with particular attention.

I have on my list of speakers for today the distinguished representatives of
Czechoslovakia, the United States, China and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia.

Mr., VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Comrade President, in the first place allow me to
welcome you, the representative of sccialist Romania bound with my country in alliance
and friendship, in the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament. Having known you
for quite some time from various disarmament fora, I realize that we are all i1n good
hands for the month of March. In view of the results of our work in February, we
expect further progress soon in organizing our work. Here our thanks go to the
representative of the Polish People's Republic, Ambassador Tarbarski. who, in spite
of a number of difficulties, repeatedly tried to launch this year's session as soon
as possible and, finally, succeeded.

Allow me also, Comrade President, fto join you in welcoming among us today the
participants in the seminar "Women and the World Disarmament Campaign', which met
in Geneva to exchange views on a possible contrabution of women and their organizations
to the world disarmament campaign, and on co-operation of thelr respective
organizations for the mobilization of women for the struggle for peace against
nuclear war. It also gives me the opportunity to extend greetings to all women in
this room on the occasion of International Women's Day.
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Today I intend to address two priority items of our agenda — 1tem 1, nuclear
test ban, and 1tem 3, prevention of nuclear war.

The prohibition of underground nuclear testing has been focussed upon by this
negotiating body and its predecessors for a long time. But, unfortunately, in spite
of having 1t sharply in focus we were not in a position to take any meaningful action
aimed at negotiating the required treaty. PFirst, the creation of a relevant working
body had been blocked for a number of years. Later, outright opposition gave way to
a more flexible, but nevertheless negative apprcach — imposition of an arbitrarily
limited, unworkable mandate. The activity of the former working group on a
nuclear~test ban, which -had been unsuccessfully trying to overcome its own terms of
reference for almost two years, proved this beyond any doubt.

The representative of the United States, Ambassador Fields, said in his statement
of 23 February, "those who say that the original mandate has been exhausted cannot
produce one major element of agreement on a comprehensive verification regime for a
potential nuclear test ban treaty." Let it be noted, that in this respect we fully
agree with Ambassador Fields. No problem has been solved in last year's working group.
But, after all, 1t could not have been, since no verification provision can be
decided in 1solation from other basic provisions of the treaty, namely the scope,
duration, participation etc. That 1s what we had been saying in April 1982 when
confronted with the limited mandate. And that is what we consider today,
strengthened in our cpinion by that sad experience., It seems clear that the ma jority
of delegations around this table have come to the same conclusion. Let us hope that
the minority, formed in this case by a couple of delegations, will not let this
experience pass by unnoticed.

The year 1983 was, 1f I may say so, exceptionally fertile as far as proposals
far a nuclear-test ban are concerned. The USSR submitted to the Committee on
Disarmament the "Basic provisions of the treaty on complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests," a document which was also submitted to the thirty—-seventh sessior
of the United Nations General Assembly. This proposal is far from a mere restatement
of the position of the Soviet Union on this problem. Taking into account the
positions of other countries, including the VWestern States, it could, in the opinion
of my delegation, create a basig for negotiating the treaty. This proposal was
followed several months later by the draft nuclear—test—ban treaty proposed by
Sweden. We welcomed this draft since its tabling stressed once again the importance
and urgency of the arohibition of nuclear-weapon testing. We could alsoc subscribe to
many of 1ts basic provisions. A% the same time 1t contains some that we perhaps do
not consider necessary. I could, certainly, go into details and put some questions to
the delegation of Sweden and then wait for a couple of weeks for an answer. I could
also gseek clarification through bilateral contacts.

However, the best procedure for this type of activity and especially for
negotiating the treaty itself, remains the establishment of a relevant working body,
as provided for in our rules of procedure. And item 1 of our agenda belongs to those
which have all necessary ingredients for the undertaking of businesslike, streamlined
negotiations directed not at a specific aspect of the treaty, but at drafting the
treaty as a whole. For this reason my delegation wholeheartedly supports the
establishment of a subsidiary bodv with a mandate calling for the negotiation of a
treaty prohibiting all nuclear-weapon tests. Together with other socialist countries
we proposed such a mandatg in document CD/434.
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Much has also been done by the group of seismic experts, which is already now
in the process of adopting by consensus its third report. This report represents a
project for the creation of a reliable international system for the exchange of
seismic data on the global scale. It provides in the first place for the exchange of
level I date, which are sufficient for the identification and localization of the
overwhelming majority of seismic events by national centres having at their disposal
data from a global network. Only in some exceptional cases could level II data be
required from some stations so situated as to be in a position to make a clear record
of a seismic event. This could apply, for example, to parallel recording of several
seismic events by a number of stations of the network. Another case might be an
attempt to make use of a strong earthquake to mask nuclear explosion. It may also
happen that i1n exceptional situations the depth of a seismic event could not be
clearly estimated on the basis of level I data: level II data would then be required
as well.

The proposed system for the exchange of seismic data is designed to ensure the
full participation of technically less developed countries also which do not possess
own seismic means of verification and of countries with small territories not having
a global network of seismic stations. At the same time the system proposed in the
third report is, to some extent, only supplementary for countries having their own,
national global system, consisting of seismic as well as non-seismic means. For
example the United States receives level II data from its own global network of
seismic stations through the transmission by satellite. In view of this fact, it
was not very difficult for the United States to abandon its original requirement
for the exchange of level II data only.

It 1s well known that the United States '"specializes'" now mainly in carrying
out "weak" nuclear explosions. This type of nuclear explosions of about
one kiloton of TNT, is necessary first of all for the development of tactical and
operational nuclear weapons and for nuclear weapons with diminished destruction effect,
e.g. neutron weapons. It is therefore clear, that the United States is actively
developing this type of weapon now, in the improvement and deployment of which 1t :is
eminently interested. That 1s one of the main reasons as we heard here from the
United States delegation previously, why a nuclear-test ban has become only a
"long—-term objective".

Scme 20 years ago, nuclear—weapon tests were usually much stronger than today.
Hence, if a nuclear—test-ban treaty had been adopted then, ensuring compliance with
it would be easier. The postponement of the conclusion of the treaty can only
unnecessarily complicate the problem further.

Last year the activity of the working group on a nuclear—-test ban was greatly
complicated by futile discussions on so-called peaceful nuclear explosions. It is
true that under some circumstances this type of explosion could be misused for
nuclear-weapons purposes. The Soviet '"Basic Provisions', as well as the Swedish
draft treaty, propose in fact, that peaceful nuclear explosions be stopped until a
mtually acceptable regime for their carrying out is agreed upon. Some very useful
provisions to this effect are contained 1n the 1976 Soviet-American Treaty on
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes.

3

We consider it safe to conclude that the group of seismic experts through its
three reports suggests the creation of a reliable system for the exchange of
seismic data which could contribute highly to ensuring compliance with the desired
nuclear-test—-ban treaty.
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Positive steps might be undertaken even before the treaty is negotiated. The
Soviet Union proposes that nuclear—weapon States agree on a moratorium on nuclear-weapo
testing until the treaty is concluded. We consider such a moratorium not only
highly desirable but also quite feasihle. Anyone who 1s at least basically
acquainted with the history of negotiations aimed at limiting and prohibiting tests
of nuclear weapons “will recall that preceding the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty
of 1963 the Soviet Union and the United States found it possible to observe a
bilateral moratorium on nuclear-weapon testing for several years until,
unfortunately, a new nuclear-weapon State of Western Burope gave this bilateral™
moratorium 2 new, trilateral dimension.

Before turning to item 3 of the agenda, I would like to draw the attention of
the distinguished representatives to one more aspect of this problem. On the first
plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament, the Head of the Swedish delegation
distributed a paper counting nuclear explosions between 1945 and 1983, I will not
express the views of my delegation either on methods applied or on numbers arrived
at. But I would like to share with the distinguished representatives the opinion
that simply counting explosions is not enough, and may sometimes be misleading.
Indeed, the arms race, 1f provoked, will continue unabated and that is exactly
why we firmly advocate its cessaticn., However, distinguished colleagues, you cannot
have 1t both ways. You cannot have the Unitved States admimistration unilaterally
breaking trilateral negotiations despite the serious progress achieved, not
ratifying, and undermining, the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions Treaty, doubling resources for nuclear-weapon testing in three years and
blocking any negotiations on a nuclear-test ban in the Conference on Disarmament,
and, at the same time, expect a general or unilateral decline in nuclear-weapon tests.
I am strongly convinced that this reality should not escape our view.

The discussions at United Nations General Assembly sessions in recent years
clearly testify to the fact that the problem of the prevention of nuclear war is
considered by the overwhelming majority of States as a wost important global problem
6f the world today, common to all peoples, irrespective of differences in their
social order, way of life or ideology. It was also widely discussed at the second
gpecial session of the United Natvions General Assembly devoted to disarmament,
where a special working group was established for the consideration of this priority
problem,

The thirty-eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly urgently called
for the adoption of practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war. Let me
mention just the Declaration on the condemnation of nuclear war, the resolutions
on non-first-use of nuclear weapons and on the freeze of nuclear weapons,
resolutions calling for the commencement of negotiations on nuclear disarmament
and on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, and the resolution on the
prevention of nuclear war.

The urgent appeals of the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly were
more than jJustified at the close of last year, when the first Pershing II and
Cruise missiles became operational in the Federal Republic of Germany and the
United Kingdom. Thus the process of the creation of the-material basis in Europe
for a new, agcressive, militarist policy aimed at achieving military superiority over
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries was started. This move, which
disrupted the bilateral Soviet-American negotiations under way, is now interpreted
by some would-be military experts as a necessary response to the sa-called
surface=to~surface SS-20 missiles in *the Soviet Union. This is a dangerous myth,
created by those who decided on deployment regardless of the existing military



CD/PV.248
12

(Mr., Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

balance in Europe. I dealt with this problem at some length in my statement of

21 February of this year. I will now therefore limit myself to recalling opinions
expressed by some well-known analysts. First among them is Raymond Garthoff of the
Brookings Institution, who also served as Deputy Director of the Bureau of
Politico-Mhlitary Affairs in the State Department. He said: "There was a
compelling military technical rationale for the SS-20 deployment, including a desire
to target Umited States aircraft and submarines based in England, Scotland and Spain,
as well as British and French nuclear forces and a variety of short-range nuclear
weapons deployed around the continent. And the Soviet decision was almost certainly
made on those grounds,”

Another myth, according to which the decision to deploy new American missiles
had been brought about by independent European desires for a technological riposte
to the S85-20, has been set straight by authoritative sources in the January issue
of the American magazine Science. According to the article in Science, "a close
review of the decision reveals that it was actually far more routine. Some
military officials desired newer, more capable weapons; military contractors desired
more business; and conservative United States weapons analysts developed the
appropriate strategic rationale," Thus, one may think that everybody in the
United States is satisfied: strategic planners in the Pentagon, blinded by their
obsession for a crusade against socialism, as well as the Martin Marietta
Corporation, the principal contractor for the Pershing ITI, and Boeing, McDonnell
Douglas, General Dynamics and Lockheed, which earned millions of dollars in
government contracts for the development of cruise missiles.

It appears, however, that satisfaction is far from reached. We can still hear
voices which are not quite content even with the prospect of deploying 572 new
United States missiles in Europe. According to information published in
The Sunday Times the United States plans to build further bases for cruise
missiles in Scotland, the Federal Republic of Germany, Denmark, Norway, Turkey,
Greenland, Japan, South Korea and Iceland. They should, allegedly, be armed with
conventional weapons, but launching devices could also be used for muclear weapons.
Serious consideration of these plans has been admitted by officials in Washington.
The mission assigned to the new United State missiles 1s no secret. William Arkin,
the United States military expert, in an article published by the West German
magazine Stern, described the Pentagon's plans to use Pershing II as a first-strike
weapon against the Soviet command centres. General Miles Fulwvyler, former Pentagon
director for nuclear weapons, underlined that "Pershing IT missiles give us a
possibility to hit many decisive targets in the western military region of the
Soviet Union which we couldn't hit until now." For the time being the
United States is to deploy 108 Pershing IIs in Western Furope. But there are
serious grounds to fear that that i1s not the final number, since about a year ago
it was discovered that the Pentagon had ordered more than 380 nuclear missiles --
as supplementary capacity.

It is also urged that Western Europe should substantially strengthen its
conventional forces. These calls are sometimes masked by various strategic theories
about the necessary redeployment of United States forces, the responsibilities of the
Buropeans, and so on. But, all the different theories put aside, the goal remains
always the same — the NATO member States in Europe should substantially increase
their conventional forces and their over-all military expenditures. An appalling
example of such an approach 1is given in ths article by Henry Kissinger in the
latest issue of Time. What is striking in that article is Mr. Kissinger's handling
of the danger of aggression from the.East. Apparently, in his understanding, 1t is
difficult to find a single thing that would not cause such aggression. Should NATO
increase its conventional forces, this might cause aggression since the other side
would conclude that nuclear weapons would not necessarily be used. Should NATO do
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otherwise, and possibly withdraw some American troops from Europe, this could also cause
aggression since doubts about i1ts umity may emerge. Let me recall in this context that
it 1s the Warsaw> Treaty Organization which again proposed on Monday this week to NATO
the holding of preparatory consultations on a mutual non-increase of military
expenditures and on their further reduction.

The massive build-up of the United States strategic potential, total militarizatio
of Burope and the promotion of offensive military doctrines by the present United States
Government -~ all this compels us to look for practical measures to decrease the danger
of nuclear war and to prevent it. These efforts should stand at the centre of the
activity of this, Conference. The establishment of a relevant subsidiary body with the
mandate to negotiate, as stipulated in resoclution 38/183 G, "with a view to achieving
agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war', is
indigpensable for any serious treatment of this problem.

The representativesof several Western countries expressed the view, both at
official and informal meetings, that it was not clear what specific items could be
taken up by the proposed subsidiary body. The answer to this question can easily be
found in a number of documents; allow me to quote some of them — CD/355, submitted
by a group of socialist countries, CD/406, submitted by the German Democratic Republic,
CD/357, subtmitted by the Federal Republic of Germany and CD/380 submitted by Belgium.
Though the papers presented by the Federal Republic of Germany and Belgium are
certainly less specific than those of the socialist countries, even their serious
congideration, if the authors meant them to be considered, would require the
establishment of a working organ.

To be more specific, I should like to indicate what concrete measures could be
negotiated in order to elaborate relevant international agreements: Non-first-use, of
nuclear weapons; convention on the prohibition of use of nuclear weapons with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon States; qualitative and quantitative freeze'on
nuclear yeapons, including relevant verification measures;. moratorium on nuclear-weapor
tests until a nuclear-test-ban treaty i1s concluded; conclusion of a treaty on non~use
of force and on maintaining peaceful relations between member States of the
Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO; measures to prevent an accidental or
unauthor;zéd”useibf nuclear weapons and to avoid the possibility of surprise attacks
and other confidence-building measures as specified in the CD/406. I welcome the
spirit of the statement made by Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico on this problem -
just two days ago. We realize that the position of his delegation is very close to ours
I should alsc! like to stress that, besides the suggestions I just enumerated, we are
ready to consﬁ;'dgr any other constructive proposals that may appear in the course .of the
subsidiary body's work. We would like to hope that other delegations will also display
similar flexibility in their approach to this highest priority agenda item which ig of
vital importance to us all.

Before I conclude allow me, Comrade President, to contribute briefly to the
establishment of the "methodological rules of procedure" for our Conference launched by
the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany. In his statement of 28 February,
he expressed a dislike of the use by some delegations of quotations from literature,
newspapers or politicians., This comes as a surprise to us, since through such
quotations we often become acquainted with very interesting ideas and statements, coming
mainly from highly influential, authoritative and knowledgeable persons. For our part
we would like to suggest that in our deliberations delegations abstain from uttering
assertions which can be substantiated by nothing. These include, among others,
continual assertions by a couple of delegations about the alleged great military
superiority of the Warsaw Treaty Organization in Burope, or descriptions of a danger of
aggression from the East, which is taken for granted by some of our most zealous
colleagues. Such unfounded distortions always remind me of an American policeman I was
confronted with a couple of years ago. Doubting his explanation of a traffic problem
I asked '"Why?" and he answered, '"Because I said so". Let me assure the representative
of the Federal Republic of Germany that this kind of argument did not convince me.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Czechoslovakia for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the
President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the
United States of America, Ambassador Fields.

. FIELDS (United States of America): Thank you Mr. President. I
wish to congratulate you, Sir, on your Presidency of our Conference and pledge to
you the co—operation of my delegation in the discharge of your important
responsibilities. Our pleasure in seeing you in the Chair is enhanced by the
warm and friendly relations which exist between our two countries. We also
wish to pay tribute to the skill of our distinguished colleague from Poland,
Ambassador Turbanski, in inaugurating our Conference and getting our work so
skillfully under way. We join you also, Mr. President, today, in recognizing
ans welcoming the women for the World Disarmament Campaign. My Government shares
their interest and hopes for the World Disarmament Campaign. It is altogether
fitting that women have a special interest in disarmament, for they have borne
the anxiety over the centuries as their husbands and sons have gone off to war,
and indeed they have been the symbol of sorrow for the casualties of conflict,
May we be faithful to their expectations of us in achieving meaningful a.nd
practical measures to ensure intermational peace and security.

Mr. President, during these past two weeks the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events has been meeting here in Geneva. This is the seventeenth session
of the Group of Scientific Experts since its inception, and the ninth session
since it began the work which will be described to us in its third report. We
appreciate the patient and determined efforts by the Group of Scientific Experts
in preparing this report, and I am certain that the work of our Conference on
the miclear—-test ban will benefit from it. The United States has committed
significant resources in support cf the work of the Group of Scientific Experts
since the beginning, because of the importent contribution we believe it can
make to the verification arrangements for an eventual comprehensive muclear-test
ban., I think our belief is well-founded, and that the Group has made considerable
progress. We note that in their recent work the Group of Scientific Experts has
further developed some of the detailed procedures required for international
exchange of seismic data. In addition, they have gained practical experience
in tegting these procedures. These practical tests are essential for determining
if the procedures actually work as they are expected to.



CD/PV.248
15

(Mr. Fields, United States)

Clearly, the solution of the difficult problems relating to verification
and compliance of a muclear-test ban is a crucial task. This has been the
focus of the work of the Group of Scientific Experts and, in my delegation's
view, it has made real and measurable progress in a vital aspect of the
verification problem.

The Group of Scientific Experts has been addressing one of the key
problems — that of specifying an internmational network of seismic stations,
and the associated data exchange system, in support of the detection and
identification of seismic events. It is well known that the task of world-wide
detection and identification of seismic events under a muclear-test-ban treaty
would be a difficult one. National technical means would be important, as would
co-operative arrangements between two or more parties. But multilateral
co~operative arrangements would also be an important part of the overall
arrangements, and this is where the contributions of the Group-of Scientific
Experts are brought to bear.

In my statement before this Conference on 23 February of this year, I
noted that the Group of Scientific Experts has begun preparations for a more
extensive follow-on technical test of certain elements of the proposed global
system. This test is planned for the second half of the year in co-operation
with the World Meteorologicel Organization. The test will take advantage of
the availability of the WMO Global Telecommunication System to exchange Level I
seismic data. At the request of the Committee on Disarmament, WMO last year
granted the Group of Scientific Experts authority to make regular use of its
Global Telecommnication System. My delegation very much appreciates the
co~operation of WMO in helping the Group of Scientific Experts to develop a
global seismic data exchange system,,

The 1984 technical test is planned by the Group of Scientific Experts to
give useful experience in handling and exchanging seismic data, building up on the
results of previous experiments. As planned, 1t will develop and test procedures
for regular transmission of Level I data over the Global Telecommnication
System, passing the data from national facilities to experimental intermational
data centres. It will allow tests of procedures for extracting Level I parameters
at seismic stations and for transmitting them to the national facilities. We
anticipate that it will allow the testing of procedures at the experimental
international data centres for preparation of seismic event bulletins. In
addition, in comparison with the previous technical test of the Global
Telecommunication System, this test offers the opportunity for increased
participation by all States. States that have not yet participated could offer
data for the first time. If they have participated previously, they could make
data available from additional stations. I am happy to note that over 20 States
have thus far indicated their intention to participate in the planned technical
test. This number includes the United States and the Soviet Union, and I am
gratified that we-will both be engaging in this important effort.
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I should like now to say a few words regarding the work that needs to be
done — that by a subsidiary body under our agenda item on the muclear-test ban.
The mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban in 1982 and 1983
called for examination of issues relating to verification and compliance. We
supported, and we continue to support, that mandate for the same reason we have
supported the work of the scientific experts — because resolution of these
igsues is crucial if we are eventually to succeed in attaining a nuclear-test
ban. The position of my Govermment has been completely consistent on this point,
and there remain many issues on which a detailed and thorough discussion was
hardly begun in the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban last year. A4s I
pointed out in my statement on 30 August of last year, "little substantive
work has been accomplished" by the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test Ban
We have all read the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, CD/412, on its efforts
during the 1983 gession of the Committee on Disarmament. We know that, as the
report put it, "the Ad Hoc Working Group conducted an examination of the
substance of all the items contained in the programme." But we also recognize
that no agreements were reached on the items. The report contains, throughout,
phrases like "some delegations noted," "other delegations maintained,” and so on.
How can we, based on such a report, possibly accept the view that the work has
been completed, and that it is now time to move on to other issues? Wo,

Mr. President, I think rather that it is time to realize the importance of
fulfilling the mandate already given to the A4 Hoc Working Group last year, and
to pursue this Working Group'!s unfinished business.

In this connection, I wish to make the position of my Government crystal
clear. My Government is committed to a comprehensive nuclear—test ban. Such
a ban is now — as it has been as long as I have been in this Conference — the
ultimate objective of my Govermment. The point of departure for my delegation
and others is the question of timing, not the principle. My Govermment is
firmly committed to sigmnificant and verifiable arms reductions, expanded
confidence-building measures, and effective verification capabilities. Until
my Govermment is persuaded that these policy objectives are not only being
seriously addregsed, but well along the road to being satisfied, my delegation
is not prepared to agree to a mandate that provides for negotiations in the
subsidiary body on a muclear-test ban. However, this does not mean that we,
along with the Group of Scientific Experts, camnot make a true contribution
toward the eventual achievement of a test ban. The important area of
verification and compliance provides a fertile field in which we may labour.
Let it be well understood that only with effective verification arrangements
can there be a nuclear-test-ban treaty. I believe we should move prompily
to re-establish the miclear-test ban subsidiary body under its former mandate,
and then get down to the serious business of work at hand.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
the United States of America for his statement and for the kind words he
addressed to the President, and I now give the floor to the distinguished
representative of China, Ambassador Qian Jiadong.
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Mr. QIAN JIADONG (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr, President, First of
all, allow me, on behalf of the Chinese delegation as well as in my own name, to
congratulate you warmly on your assumption of the presidency of the Conference on
Disarmament for this month. I need not emphasize here the most friendly relations
between China and Romania, and your rich experienee, wisdom and skill as a diplomat
are also known to all. I am confident that ‘under your guidance, further headway
will be made on the basis laid down by your predeéessor, Ambassador Turbanski of
Poland, ir the work of our Conference. In performing your duties, you can count
on the full co-operation and support of my delegation.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is the item on the agenda under which the
first subsidiary body was set up by the Conference and has already started its work.
That is why I have chosen this subject today to present some of our observations.

Five years have elapsed since the Working Group on Chemical Weapons was first
set up in 1980. 1In this period, hundreds of documents have been filed, and
countless meetings and' discussions held at all the plenary, working group and
contact group levels. Thanks to the joint efforts of the successive chairmen of
the Working Groups, the Co-ordinators as well as the delegations, understanding
has been enhanced on quite a-nuimber of issues; divergences on others have been
narrowed and some measufe of agréement has been found. Among the many items-on the
agenda of the Conference on Disdpmament, the prohibition of chemical weapons is the
one which has registered more progress and has therefore been widely hailed as a
field offering relatively prohising prospects. However, this is no reason for
complacency, as the task facing us is still arduous.. Serious differences remain on
some of the major issues, and we have still a long-way to go before we can finally
reach the goal of concluding a convention on the total prohibition of chemical
weapons. We should speed up our work and enter into rigorous negotiations in order
to live up to people's expectations.

The urgency of concluding a convention on the total prohibition of chemical
weapons lies, first and foremost, in the ever intensifying chemical weapons arms
race and the increasing threat of themical warfare. According to materials released
by eminent international research institutions, a total of more than 400,000 tons of
chemical warfare agents are in the stockpiles of the two Superpowers, and research
has been conducted continuously to improve and renew these chemical weapons. The
destructive power of modern-day chemical weapons is far. beyond comparison with
that of the older generation of such weapons during World War I. It can well be
imagined how infinitely greater the menace of chemical warfare to mankind will be
if such'a chemical-weapons arms race is to follow its course.

The urgency of a convention on the total .prohibition of chemical weapons lies
also in the fact that with the development of science and technology, the longer
such a prohibition is delayed, the more difficult it will be to achieve it. The
advancement of ‘science and technology will not only enhance the military value of
chemical weapons, but also bring with it new peaceful uses for chemical warfare
agents and their precursors which at présent have no peaceful uses, thus making
questions of verification and prohibitiom even more complex and hard to settle.

Furthermrore, the harsh reality of frequent reports on the use of chemical
weapons in areas of conflict decades after the entry into force of the Geneva
Protocol has also made the conclusion of a convention on the total prohibition of
chemical weapons a mattér of great urgency.
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During the previous round of three additional weeks of discussions, Sweden,
Finland, Canada, the United Kingdom and other countries have tabled a number of
working documents in which they have further clarified their respective positions
and put forward a good number of proposals. We are studying these documents
carefully. We are also glad to note the positive statements made by the
United States and the USSR, The United States has announced that it will submit in
March a draft treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons, while the USSR has
expressed its willingness to accept in principle on-site inspection on a continuous
basis during the destruction of chemical-weapon stockpiles. The United States and
the USSR are the two countries with the largest chemical-weapon arsenals and bear
speclal responsibilities towards the prohibition of chemical weapons. We hope that
they will make further efforts to bring their positions closer.

The Chinese delegation has consistently stood for the complete pronibition
and total destruction of chemical weapons., Ever since we joined the work of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1980, we have always taken an earnest and serious
attitude in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and tabled some
working documents. The Chinese delegation has just submitted another working
document (CD/443) in which we have summarized our proposals on the major elements of
a future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. In the preparation of
this document, we have drawn on the reasonable proposais of other delegations and
we hope that consideration will be given to it in future negotiations.

To draw up a chemical weapons convention, the first thing we have to do is to
settle the scope of prohibition. China has all along maintained that the scope of
prohibition should be comprehensive in nature, that is, it should include not only
all types of chemical weapons but also all activities related to research, production
and use of chemical weapons. We note with satisfaction that the idea of including
use in the scope of prohibition has already gained wide support and that it is now
commonly held tnat this will only further strengthen and not weaken' the
1925 Geneva Protocol. We believe that through concerted effort, we will be able
to work out a formulation acceptable to all parties and thus settle this question
in a satisfactory manner. We are also in favour of the proposal for banning the
deployment of chemical weapons on the territories of other countries. We would
also like to give our positive consideration to the proposal put forward by the
Swedish delegation recently regarding the prohibition of making military preparations
for the use of chemical weapons.

Closely related to the scope of prohibition is the question of definition. 1In
the absence of precise and scientific definitions, it is impossible to decide on
the exact scope of prohibition. In our working document, a number of definitions on
chemical weapons, chemical-weapon agents, precursors, key precursors, etc. have
therefore been suggested. We have laid particular stress on the concept of "chemical
warfare agent". This is because we believe that such a concept can most precisely
indlcate the property of the toxic substances we want to ban and reflect in the
best way the combination of general-purpose criteria and toxicity criteria.
Furthermore, with the help of this concept, a clear-cut distinction between toxic
cheical substances which should be prohibited and toxic chemical substances for
permitted purposes which should not be prohibited can be drawn and unnecessary
confusion and ambiguity avoided. We have noted that Yugoslavia, Indonesia,
Eelgium, and France have also used the concept of "chemical warfare agent" and
submitted their own definitions. We are ready to consider all the constructive
proposals of other delegations so as to work out a commonly acceptable definition
in this regard.
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Destruction of the existing stockpiles of chemical weapons cbnstitutes one of:r
the most important provisions.of the convention. ©nce the huge stockpile.of
existing chemical weapons is indeed totally destrayed, the threat of chemiral warfare
will fundamentally be removed. This in turn is closely linked to the dssue of
declaration and verification. Taking into account the time required to draw up plans
for destruction, etc., we favour the idea that initial declarations should be made
within 30 days of adherence to or entry into force of the Convention, whereas
detailed declarations mey be made within a period of three monthsi- As to the question
of how to proceed with the destruction of stockpiles we think that consideration *
should not be given unduly to parity and balance between the countries possessing
chemical weapons, but should centre, first and foremost, on the speedy and early
elimination of the threat of chemical warfare. With this in mind, we propose that
the countries concerned should destroy in the first place those chemical weapona
in their arsenals which are the most toxic and dangerous and not those which. are
out-dated or inoperative.

Verification is one of the key elements of the convention, We have always
held that a chemical weapons convention must contain such provisions for
verification as to ensure strict and effective implementation of verification, on
the one hand, and minimize intrusiveness as much as possible on the other. Emphasis
should be-put on international verification with necessary on-site inspection. Such
on-gite inspection should cover destruction of chemical weapon stockplles,
destruction. and dismantlement of production or filling facilities for chemical
weapons, small-scale preoduction of super-lethal agents used for protective purposes,
and alleged use of chemical weapons, etc. As to the method of verification,
proposals have been made for on-site inspection on a continuous basis, routine or
periodic or random on-site inspection, on-site inspection by challenge and on-site
inspection on the basis of quota. We think all these methods can be considered
and that different methods of verification can be used for different verification
purposes. It is our hope that on this key issue;.a solution agceptable to all
parties will eventually be found.

We are very happy that within a relatively short time we have already
re-established the subsidiary body on chemical weapons, formulated a mandate with
the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons as its main
target, and designated the highly experienced Head of the Swedish delegation,
Ambassador Ekeus, as its Chairman, People throughout the world are watching our work
here with great expectations. Let us respond with tangible results.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): T thank the representative of China
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President and to my
country. I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambaasador Victor Issraelyane

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Comrade President, allow me on behalf of the delegation of the Soviet Union to
congratulate you, the representative of Socialist Romania, on assuming the important
and responsible office of President of the Conference on Disarmament, and to wish you
success. This year has seen the thirty-sixth anniversary of the signature of the
first Soviet-Romanian treaty of friendship, co-operation and mutual aid. Coming
into being in the difficult years after the War, the treaty played an historic role
in the emergence of relations of a new type between our States. Co-operation
between fraternal socialist countries on the international scene is conducted in the
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spirit of the Prague Political Declaration of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty
and the statement issued by Party and State leaders of - the socialist countries in
Moscow in-the summer of 1983. I should also like to express sincere thanks to
Comrade Turbanski, the representative of the Polish People's Republic, for his
excéllent presidency in the month of February.

The Soviet delegation wishes to take the opportunity to express warm
greetings to the women participants in'the work of our Conference and also to the
participants in the international conference on "Women and the World Disarmament
Campaign" present at our meeting today. The women of the'entire planet, mothers
and wives, sisters and‘'daughters, well know the incalculable disasters and
irreparable woes caused by war. My country's soll and that of many other
countries is abundantly watered with their tears. We admire their noble
impulse to save the world from thermonuclear catastrophe, from a war in which all
will perish -- women, men and our great mother, the mother of all living things,
our beautiful planet itself. The Soviet delegation wishes success to all women
throughout the world in~their struggle for peace.

We shall, of course, attentively study the document of the Conference on
"Women and the World Disarmament Campaign™, but' we can already say that we fully
share the views éxpressed by that forum. We regard such tasks as the ‘prevention of
nuclear war and-a comprehensive nuclear test ban 'as the most urgent tasks., We
fully agree with the point concerning a comprehensive test ban, which states *To
conclude a treaty on the prohibition of testing-nuclear weapons in all- environments-
by the end of this session given the fact that negdtiations have already reached a
very advanced state in the tripartite negotiatiéns. “This treaty should be signed
by all States possessing nuclear capacity™. We:are prepared to underwrite this
demand by the conference on "Women and the World Disarmament Campaign", The
Soviet delegation also shares the view that the prevention of an arms race in outer
space and a comprehensive and complete ban on chemical weapons are central tasks
which should not be put off from year to year under a variety of artificial, false
pretexts. Once again, we wish success to all women -~ those present here and
those outside this conference room —- in their struggle to prevent nuclear disaster.

We have also asked for the floor today in order to introduce the official
conference document CD/444, circulated at the request of the Soviet delegation,
dontaining the section on international affairs of a speech made by
Comrade Chernenko, the General Seéretary 6f the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, at a meeting with voters of the Kuibyshev district
of Mpseow on 2 March 1984. 1In this section of his apeech, Comrade Chernenko
outlined the Soviet Union's approach of pririciple td.the centrdl problems of
present-day world politics and puts forward new major proposals by the Soviet Union,
inter alia on disarmament matters. The General Secretary of the Central Committee
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of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union said that it would be difficult to
recall a problem of importance to strengthening peace on which the Soviet Union ‘and
other socialist countries have not put forward concrete and realistic proposals in-
the past few years. The initiatives of our countries are winning -ever broader
support from other States. This has been forcefully confirmed by the latest session
of the United Nations General Assembly. Comrade Chernenko stated that intensive
militarization and the aggravation of the international situation have not brought
nor are going to bring the United States military superiority and political
achievements., Everywhere in the world, they only lead to the escalation of
criticism of Washington's belligerent course. People want peace and tranquillity,
not war hysteria. The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union said that all this inspires the hope that eventually
developments will once more take a direction towards peace, the limitation of the
arms race and the development of international co-operation. Détente has struck
deep roota. This is evidenced, in particular, by the convocation of the

Stockholm Mnference on Confidence-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.
Comrade Chernenko said that the Soviet Union's position on questions relating to
the halting of the nuclear arms race is clear. We are against rivalry in building
up nuclear arms arsenals. We were and remain, said the General Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, proponents of the
prohibition and elimination of all types of those weapons.

Referring to the problem of the limitation of the arms race and disarmament,
Comrade Chernenko devoted particular attention to the norms by which relations
between nuclear Powers should be governed. Among other disarmament issues, the
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union singled out such matters as the drawing up of a treaty on the general
and complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, an agreement on the renunciation
of the militarization of outer space, and a mutual freeze on American and Soviet
nuclear weapons. He emphasized that to deliver mankind from the possible uses of
chemical weapons is a very important task. The Soviet Union is in favour of
effective control over the implementation of an agreement on the complete and general
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, their development and production and
the destruction of all their stockpiles, and believes that such control should cover
the whole process of destruction of chemical weapons from beginning to end. It is
not ruled out, Comrade Chernenko said, that reaching an agreement on the above=-
mentioned issues would signal the start of a real and drastic change in Soviet-
United States relations and in the international situation as a whole.

I should like to express the hope that all delegations will study
Comrade Chernenko's statement with care.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the gistinguished representative
of the Soviet Union for his stacement, and for his kind words addressed to the '
President, to my country and to the close relations between our counﬁg}es.

Does any other delegation wish to take the floor?

Mr. SIRJANI (Islamic Republic of Iran): Mr. President, I congratulate you on
your assumption of the presidency for this month and welcome the women participants-
in the Confererce on "Women and the World Disarmament Campaign". I would like to
make a briefl statement.

Yesterday, che Inte-national Committee of the Red Cross, after an undue delayy-
ascertained the use of chemical weapons on a large scale by the Iraql Government.
We regret that after twc years, the ICRC now comes to this conclusion, and we also
regret the undue deliay by the S2cretary-General of the United Nations regarding our
request on “he relevant General Assambly resolution; 37/98D. ;

T want to put on record what has been said by the Minister of Defence of the
Iraqi Government.- :

{Speaking in French] “However, the Minister of Defence at no time clearly
and mpequivocally denied Teneran’s accusations. Pressed by questians from the
many. imerican jorrnalists asking for a categorical denial, he replied: ‘'Why
soould we wash cur dircy linen in public? To reveal what Iraq has in store
woull be contrary to the interests of our security. You know that, in any
cvent. the conventicnal weapcne in our possession are quite enough to achieve
our successes. Besides; you can go So the battlefields and ask for the
autopsy of & body you think looks suspicious'". (Le Monde, 8 March 1984)

[Resuaing in English] I want to take advantage of the presence of the women .of
the World Disermament Campaign, I want to make an appeal to them for a total ban on.
chemical weapons. I want to make an =ppeal tothe Conference on Disarmament not to
remain 3ilent avout this crime - -when you remain silent, it means that you
disregard every norm of internacional law, you disregard the. Geneva Protocol, you
disregard everything. .
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the distinguished representativ
of the Islamic Republic of Iran for his statement. Does any other delegation wish to
speak? That does not seem to be the case.

48 was agree~d when the programme of work for this wsek was adoptgq, I shall now
sugpend the plenmary nezeting and in five minutes' time convens an informal meeting of
the Conference tdzcontinue our exchange of views on some 6rganizationai questions.
The plenany meseting 18 suspended. ‘ ’

The meetinz wes suspended at 12.15 p.m. and resumed at 12.40 p.m.

The PRESIDENT (translated frem French): the plenary neqt;né’of the Conference
on Disarmament is resumed. i

The Conference has before it an informal document, dated 6 March 1984,
containing a draft decision on tne designation of the subgidiary bodies of the
Conference on Disarmament. If there is no objection, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts;theldraft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): With regard to the decision whioch the
Conference has just taken on the naming of its subsidiary bodies, I should like to
make the following statement which I shall read out in English.

‘{Speaking in English]:

1. This decision has been taken in accordance with the understanding of the
Conference read by the President at the 245th plenary meeting of 28 February 1984
at the time of the re-establishment of the ad hoc subsidiary bodies, to the effect
that the same designation would he given to all the subsidiary bodics emtablished
directly Under respective agenda items unless the Conference, in specific cases,
decidqs otherwise. ‘
2. The adoption of th=s name "Ad Hoc Committee! for subsidiary bodies of the
Conference stems from the chzpge of name from "Committec on Disarmament” to
"Conference on Disarmament®. ’ That desigmation for subsidiary bodies is adopted
under Rule 23 of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. It has no financial or
structural implications; it implies no chang> in the working procedures of the
Conference or in its Rules of Procedure; and it hzs no bearing on the views of
members of the Conference on the substance of matters under consideration.

3. Subsidiary bodies may be set up within the framework of -Ad Hoc Committees,
thedr designation being determined by the respective Ad Hoc Committees in accordance
with established practice.
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May I now turn to another subject. The Secretariat has circulated today, at
my request, an informal paper containing a time-table for meetings to be held by
the Conference and the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons during the coming week.
As usual, the time-table is merely indicative and subject to change if necessary.
Of course, the time-table does not include the informal consultations being carried
out by several groups on items of our agenda. The actual scheduling of the meetings
of those groups will be decided by them, depending on the circumstances. If there

is no objection, I shall take it that the Conference agrees to that time-table.

It_was so decided.

Tho PRESIDENT: Y should now like to turn to the request made by.the )
Permanent Representative of Turkey in Geneva to address the plenary meeting of the
Conference. If there is no objection, I will inform him aceordingly.

It was so decided..

The PRESIDENT: May I now take up the request made by the Hdly See to address
the plenary meeting of the Conference on 15 March. If there is no objection, I
shall inform the Holy See accordingly.

-_— s w r w

Mr. ELBE (Federal Republic of Germany): Thank you, Mr. President. I apologize
for taking the floor at this late stage. My delegation will express its appreciation
of your assumption of the office of the presidency at a later stage. o

Mr. President, the distinguished representative of the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic has referred to a statement of my delegation of 28 February of
this year. I fear that his interpretation of Ambassador Wegener's statement is not
quite correct. It was not my delegation's aim to raisc any objection to the use of
quotations. On the contrary, we acknowledge the necessity of expressing vieuws in
the most diverse manner. We said that they are part of the broad opinion-shaping
process where decisions are taken by responsible citizens in a well-regulzted process
of democratic decision-making. Ambassador Wegener also said (and that was the
nucleus of the statement in this respect) I quote, "Here again, it would be a
necessity of argumentative fairness, but also proof of the ability of the speaker to
discern’ the real relevance of political processes to provide a more balanced
comprehensive picture of opinion."

Mr. President, my delegation's intention was a constructive one. It was a
plea for more argumentative rational discourse among ourselves. I shall abstain
from any further comment on the way that this statement was recently handled.
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I notice that the distinguished Ambassador of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic
had some difficulties in using an abbreviation of the name of my State; allow me to
be helpful in this matter, Mr. President. I should like to remind the Conference on
Disarmament that my Government decided a long time ago not to use any abbreviation of
the name of its State. We prefer to be called by our full name, which is the
Federal Republiz of Germany. We would appreciate it if a sovereign decision of my
country was met with due respect in an international Conference.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany for his statement. May I take it that there are no more
speakers? The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on
Tuesday, 13 March, at 10.30 a.m. The meeting is adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I declare open the plenary meeting of
the Conference on Disarmament. The Conference today begins i1ts conaideration of
agenda 1tem 4, "Chemical weapons". However, any member wishing to do so may raise
any subject relevant to the work of the Conferenc: in accordance with rule 30 of
the rules of procedure.

Tou will recall that according to the programme of work for this week this
afternoon at 3 p.m. the Conference will hold an informal meeting on organizational
matters. On that occasion I intend to bring to your attention several requests
received from non-member States., So far the secretariat has received 12 letters
from non-member States contaimng clarifications with regard to their request to
participate. Furthermore, we have received a request from Switzerland to participate
in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. All these commumications
will be circulated 1nformally by the sccretariat.

I have on my list of speakers for today the distinguished representatives of
Nigeria, the Netherlands, Bulgaria, Turkey and the United States of America.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Nigeria,
Mr. George.

Mr. GEORGE (Nigeria): Mr. President, please allow me to express my delegation's
pleasure at seeing you, the representative of friendly Romania, presiding over the
work of our Conference for the month of Maxrch. Nigeria i1s proud of the excellent
ties, both bilateral and multilateral, existing between our two countries and which
contimie to expand and strengthen. I wish you a fruitful and successful tenure of
the presidency.

I would also like to place on record my delegation's gratitude and appreciation
to Ambassador Turbanski, the distinguished representative of Poland, for the wealth
of experience and diplomatic skill with which he guided the work of the Conference
during the opening and usually difficult month of February. May I also extend a
warm welcome to the new ambassadors of Australia, Belgium, Canada,' Cuba, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Indonesia and Sri Lanka who have recently joined us in the joint pursuit
of the search for a safer world for mankind. I pledge my delegation's readiness to
co~operate fully with their various delegations.

Mr. Presadent, our Conference was able to adopt i1ts agenda and programme of
work for 1984 in a "record" two weeks as against seven weeks in 1983, thanks to the
willingness, and co—operation, of all the delegations to adopt a new spirit of
compromise and flexibility whaich, 1f maintained will, I hope, certainly yield
fruitful results in 1984. It is hearteming to my delegation and indeed a welcome'
development that for the first time prevention of nuclear war, an item of utmost
concern to mankind, has been inscribed as a separate 1tem on our agenda. As is
well known, this Conference, apart from being the single multilateral negotiating
body on disarmament matters, also happens to be the only forum where serious
negotiations between States, both the Superpowers and other nuclear-weapon States,
are going on at present after the break up of the INF and START talks late last
year. My delegation 1s of the opimion that it will not serve any useful purpose
at this stage to apportion blame to any side on the reasons for breaking off these
talks. We can only appeal to both sides, in the interest of humanity, to find an
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acceptable and just way of resuming these negotiationgs. Although all disarmament
1ssues are important, my delegation however attaches great i1mportance to the

question of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. It is-our considered view that a ban
on the testing of new weapons is fundamental for halting the arms race and the
on~going proliferation of muclear weapons. The statistics on nuclear tests carried
out by the nuclear Powers in 1983, recently given by the head of the Swedaish
delegation, are as startling as they are disturbing. According to Ambassador Theorin,
50 muclear tests were carried out in the past year with the two Superpowers competing
for pride of place. This trend i1s dangerous. My delegation believes that the
completion of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty with the minimum of delay will
be a far-reaching objective in the efforts to curtail the arms race and achieve
muclear disarmament. The present mandate which 1s only restricted to the verification
igsue must be broadened or, alternatively, a new mandate should be drawn up., 4

new mandate or a broadened one should allow an in~depth penetration of all arees of

a comprehensive test-ban treaty. Here, I must express my delegation's indignation
regarding the inability or, perhaps, unwillingness of a certain group of delegations
to show the much-needed political will to negotiate. 1In spite of the seeming lull

in this area, my delegation urges the three miclear-weapon Powers, the Soviet Union,
the United Kingdom and the United States, which are depositories of the 1968
Non-Proliferation Treaty, to resume suspended trilateral talks on a nuclear-test

ban. It believes that this fc um can provide a valuable platform for reaching
agreement on this important item which forms the cornerstone of any disarmament
effort. We again urge the remainming muclear-weapon States, China and France, who
have  long abstained from the negotiations, to work out & plan and join the talks this
year. This will generate hope as well as confidence in us all, particularly the
non-muclear-weapon States, as well as demonstrate the gemuineness of the various
statements and oral commitments given by the nuclear-weapon States regarding either
their desire to see a world free of nuclear weapons or their intention not to be the
first to engage in a nuclear war.

As my delegétion made zbundantly clear in the First Committee during the
thirty-eighth session of the Umited Nations General Assembly, it can no longer be
regarded as a figment of imagination to suggest that the most urgent task facing
humam ty today is the preventicn of nuclear war. Dangerous doctrines of limted,
winnable or survivable nuclear war or of flexible response have not only lowered
the muclear threshold, but have made the outbreak of nmuclear war a threatenming
reality. We cannot run away from that stark reality. My delegation is gratified to
know that we are all now convinced that a muclear war cannot be won and must never
be fought. We are however unable to understand why there should be accelerated
preparations for the same muclear war that is not winnable and must not be fought.
How can one rationalize the elaborate preparations being made to attain mlitary
advantage, as well as the trillions of dollars being appropriated to modernize
nuclear arsenals in order to negotiate from a so-called position of strength? If
I may quote the distinguished Ambassador Dubey of India, in his statement before
this Conference on 1 March 1984, "It is in the field of the nuclear-arms race that
we hear the talk of countries preparing for nmuclear war in order to avert it;
nations amassing nmuclear weapons stockpiles in order to eliminate them; and the
Doomsday machine being credited with the achievement of having prevented war."
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My mind goes to the on-going wraungle in this Conference regarding the item
"Prevention of nuclear war including all related matters”. I have already paid
tribute to the Western group in joining :n the consensus on the inscription of that
item on our agenda. It was a great turn around on their part. I would like to
appeal to them to bear in mind that inscribing the i1tem on the agenda 1s only a
first step. We all know that the most effective way to discuss an agendz 1tem 1n
this Conference is to create a subsiaiary body charged with a specific mandate in
dealing with that problem.

My delegation finds 1t difficult to accept the attitude of the Western group
of countries thal this matter be dealt with along the lines of our deliberations in
1983, that 1s, by contimuously trying to define the issues in order to find out
1f there is sufficient consensus. By such insistence, that group of States is only
impairing the setting in motion of the negutiating process. United Nations.
General Assembly resolution 38/183 G prescribes a formula for dealing waith this
important problem when it recommended that the Conference on Disarmament should
negotiate with a view to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures
for the prevention of muclear war. We feel that the Western group should no longer
withhold their agreement to enable the Conference on Disarmament to set up a
subsidiary body on this all-important agenda 1tem whose responsibility, among other
things, would be to dientify and define the areas of consensus which seem to be the
main concern of the Western group. My delegation also urges that group to draw
up a mandate that reflects their views [or submission to the Conference, so that it
can then be properly discussed by us all.

The question of the prevention of nuclear war or nuclear disarmament camnot be
treated with complacency. No one put 1t more eloquently than the distinguished
Foreign Minister of Argentina, His Excellency Mr. Dante Caputo, when he addressed
this body on 28 February 1984. On that occasion he said, "It 1s true that the
complex nuclear question is particularly intricate and difficult to tackle and
naturally to solve, Besides, we have been told this over and over again. What we
cannot accept is that those considerations should justify inaction and negative
positions. The peoples of the world clamour for, more than clamour, they demand the
complete remov.l of the threat of annimlation from their horizon and from their
future. No demand is more just or more legitimate than that.,"

Another axiom which my delegation finds unacceptable i1s the notion among
certain delegations that since the two Superpowers possess between them over
three-fourths of the world's muclear weapons, the rest of us should fold our hands
and wait for them to take the initiative to reduce their arsenals. Inasmuch as
this amounts to stating the obvious, my delegation wents such delegations to realize
that disarmament is an international responsibility and therefore requires
international, collective and multilateral efforts to succeed. The Superpowers
cannot do it alone. and they alone cannot take care of the security interests of
the rest of the world. Indeed, 1t wzll be dangerous if they aspire to do this
alone. The remaining 38 members of this Conference must therefore be able to
justify their raison d!'étre. The whole world looks up to this Conference.

My delegation warmly welcomes the re-establishment of the subsidizry body on
chemical weapons and 1s happy to note that the body has already begun 1ts work under
the efficient and thorough Swedish delegation headed by Ambassador Ekéus. We
also express our sincere appreciation and thanks to Ambassador McPhail of Canada
for the leadership role he played in guiding the group to sincere ard meaningful
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negotizations i1n 1983. We welcome the announcement that the United States delegation
is to submit a draft treaty during the 1984 session of the Conference on Disaymament.
Equally pleasing to my delegation is the announcement by the head of the Soviet
delegation, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 February 1984 that his country is now

ready to allow on—-site inspection of the destruction of chemical weapons in its
territory. We congratulate the Soviet Union on this important 'breakthrough"

which now almost sets the stage for meaningful and perhaps honest and final

concrete negotiations which should lead to @ chemical-weapons treaty in the very
near future. This is the time to seirze the bull by the horms. We should not

allow the momentum to subside. My delegation hopes that the anticipated convention
would, among other things, provide a commitment concerning the non-production of
chemical weapons, chemical agents and their precursors as well as the destruction

of existing stockpiles of such weapons and their agents. With the drawing up of

the convention now in sight, my delegation urges States which already possess these
weapons or who intended to manufacture, deploy or stockpile such weapons on the
basis of the technology and facilities available to them, to exercise the maximum
of self-restraint, including a moratorium on such activities.

With regards to the comprehensive programme of disarmament, my delegation is
grateful to Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico for the work his group did in the
1983 sgesgsion and we hope the digtinguished ambassador will be able to contimie on
the job this year. L new opportunity has arisen with the General Assembly having
glven a revised text which looks less ambitious and less ambiguous than the 1982
text, which also constitutes an acceptable basis.

Another area of serious importance to my delegation is negative security
guarantees. We commend the untiring and magnificent efforts of Ambassador Amhad of
Pakistan for a job well done last year, but regret that he will be unable to lead
the body when it is eventuzlly re-established this year. Whomever the mantle falls
on this year, it is the hope and prayer of my delegation that meaningful negotiations
will be conducted to assure non-nuclear-weapon States, in a legally binding
instrument, that they will not be victims of the use or threat of use of muclear
weapons. The majority of these States who have undertaken to be parties to the
Non~Proliferation Treaty of 1968 have legitimately forfeited their right to produce,
stockpile or acquire nuclear weapons and it is only reasonable that they be assured
of their security. As my delegation has repeatedly said, such declarations and
agsurances should be given without conditions.

¢ Finally, Mr. President, my delegation appeals to you to work strenuously for
the establighment or re-establigshment of subsgidiary bodies on the remaining items
of our agenda. The spring part of the session of our Conference is almost half
over, and it is not pleasant that only the subsidiary body on chemical weapons has
resumed its work. We should bear in mind that the General Assembly has recommended
that the Conference submit its report and recommendations on several agenda items
to the thirty-ninth session of the General Assembly. Since a large part of the
summer part of the session is always preoccupied with preparation of reports, it
is my delegation's humble opimion that it would be beneficial 1f serious work could
be done 1in this spring part of the session so that the Conference can save itself
the agonizing experience of rushing to complete its work in September.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the distinguished representative
of Nigeria for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the Netherlands,
Mr. Ramaker.

Mr. RAMAKER (Netherlands): Mr. President, permit me first of all to extend
to you the warmest congratulations on behalf of my delegation, as well as on my
personal behalf, on your assumption of the Presidency of the Conference on Disarmament
this month. My delegation was most gratified to see the energetic way in which you
took up the pending problems of the Conference. I am convinced that your determined
guidance will yield the desired results and I wish to assure you of my delegation's
full co-operation. My delegation wishes to take this opportunity to pay tribute to
Ambassador Turbanski who, as the first President of the Conference on Disarmament,
set the Conference'!s work in motion in a way vhich could hardly be over—estimated.
We owe it not least to his skill, and the very personal way in which he directed
our work, that it has proved possible to make an early start with part of our
substantive work.

In the first months of existence of the new-born Conference on Disarmament I
have difficulty in resisting the temptation to paraphrase a well-known old adage in
saying: '"Le Comité est mort, vive la Conférence du Désarmement!" —- "The Committee
is dead, long live the Conference on Disarmament!". Such a statement tould lend
itself to many different interpretations. One way of looking at 1t would be to say
that the Committee ceased to exist before its initials came to stand for "Cemetery of
Disarmament’, as one delegation in this hall has occasionally put it. In this view,
upgrading the single multilateral negotiating body in the field of disarmament to
the level of a conference would certainly have beneficial effects and thus give rise
to optimism about the future of disarmament. An opposing view, however, is equally
possible., It could be briefly described in the words: '"All problems remain
unchanged, business as usual'. )

EY

The Netherlands delegation to the Committee on Disarmament, for its part, has
in the past, whenever it brought forward its views on the possibilities and the
limitations of the Committee, attempted to marry reason to optimism, realism as to
what could be done to ambition as to what should be done. - In this vein my delegation
readily admits that the Committee could not take pride in the achievement of any
disarmament agreement.

On the other hand, we feel that the Committee should not enter history being
blamed that it achieved nothing at all. The Committee's agenda, for one thang,
throughout the years of its existence, came to cover wider and wider areas.
Prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters, 1s one example. The
prevention of an arms race in outer space 1s another. My delegation welcomed the
inclusion of these new spheres of action, not only because of their inherent
importance, but also because 1t ¢cnsidered this to be a clear proof of the fact that
the Committee did not exist in isolation from the political reality surrounding it.
The outside world appealed to the Committee on Disarmament and 1t responded as, I
am sure, the Conference will contimue to do. Moreover, contributions by delegations
under these agenda items, both oral and in writing, already greatly helped to
identify the parameters of the problem areas concerned. And to my delegation all
this is indispensable if one wishes to facilitate future substantive negotiations.
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A great deal of progress could be made 1n the Committee as well on some of the
issues contained in the older agenda 1tems. The continuing efforts to bring about
a comprehensive chemical-weapons ban can be cited s an example. I shall revert to
this subject-matter, which will be the main subject of my statement of today, in a
few miputes, Suffice 1t to say for the moment that in my delegation's view, too
negative an opinion on the Committee's achievements during the years of 1ts existence
does not seem to be justified. Before devoting some attention to our work on the
completion of a comprehemsive chemical-weapons ban, Mr. President, allow me to make
a few observations of a more general nature on some organizational aspects of the
tagsk facing us.

As the Committee was rechristened a Conference it was gratifying for my
delegation to unote that the new Conference, in its dealing with procedural matters,
did not repeat its predecessor's very disappointing performance of last year. This
Year it took exactly three weeks to start up, so to speak, its first substantive
work in re-establishing a subsidiary body of the Conference on chemical weapons.

Yeb, three weeks to us is still too long, particularly 1f one takes into account

that the foundations for an early resumption of the substantive work on the subject
were already lard in advance, at the end of the prolonged 1983 session of the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons. My delegation therefore deems it timely to recall
the proposals made last year by the delegations of Kenya, Argentina and Yugoslavia -~
and the distinguished Ambassador of Yugoslavia once again drew our attention to this
the other day -- aimed at smoothing out our working methods and procedures. Careful
consideration of therr ideas could help us considerably to avoid delays in the
resumption of our substantive work by removing procedural hurdles which in essence
are quite unnecessary.

Many of the problems recurring each year at the outset of the session have
to do with different interpretations among delegations of the consequences, for the
practice of our day-to-day work, of the negotiating character of the Conference.
Some delegations feel that this negotiating character calls right away for the
creaton of subsidiary bedies provided with negotiating mandates for all items on
the agenda. Maybe from a merely theoretical and conceptual point of view something
can be said in favour of such an approach. Let us avoid, however, allowing the
best to become the enemy of the good. In some instances, and indeed the most vital
yet most complicated ones, for instance, prevention of muclear war and of an arms
race 1n outer space, a great deal of serious preparatory work can and should be
undertaken before the negotiating phase in the proper sense of the word will come
in sight. My delegation sees no reason why we should not insert a note of realism
in our work. It rejects the contention that what in its view amounts to looking
reality in the face, has the ulterior motive of hiding an unwillingness to come at
some point to terms on substance. There is no reason whatsoever why this should be
the inevitable outcome. Quite the contrary is true.

If I may use a metaphor: a clearer picture of the article to be purchased can
often whet the appetite of the customer and as a result cause a growing desire
on his part to participate in moulding the article's ultimate design.

In other words, Mr. President, let us try to "demythologise" the concept of
negotiations as it is so often used in the Committee on Disarmament.
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Very often the desire to formilate right away the mandates of subsidiary
bodies in terms of negotiations has tempted delegations to apply, in one way or
the other, forms of totally artificial linkage between greatly differing subject-1tems
Llet me state in all clarity that this practice harms the orderly progress of our
substantive work. The victims are often those cases in which all the material
and tools are available for fruitful work. It seems to me that where substantive
progress can be made, we should seize the opportunity and reject artificial
barriers.

Let me stress at the same time that our opposition to any form of linkage should
not be mistaken for a lack of interest for those subjects on which no consensus yet
exists, while their urgency is contested by no delegation. The emphasis we placed,
for imstance, on the earliest possible continuation of our substantive work with
regard to a.chemical-weapons ban is solely to be attributed to the relatively
advanced, stage we feel this subject-matter has reached. This 1s a pragmatic
assessment which in no way diminmishes our full support for an early substantive
consideration of any measure relevant to the prevention of a nuclear war. A
thorough consideration of this should be taken up without delay. We have material
to that end at our disposal, such as, for example, the suggestions contained in a
working document presented by the delegation of Belgium in document CD/380. The
urgency of the matter also prompts my delegation to recall today that 1t sees the
early couclusion of a genuinely comprehensive test ban as being of vital importance,
as an end not only in 1tself but also in the wider context of muclear arms control
and disarmament and non-proliferation. Moreover, and more specifically, progress
towards a CTB would enhance the prospects for a succesful outcome of the forthcoming
Third Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

My delegation furthermore notes that the more narrowly defined subject of
prevention of an arms race in outer space derives a great deal of its vital
importance equally from the fact that many of its elements have a direct bearing on
the issue of the prevention of muclear war. The continued validity of the ABM treaty
concluded between the two major Powers and its underlying philosophy should be
mentioned in this context. ‘

Mr. President, allow me to return now to the subject of a comprehensive
chepical-weapons ban, the agenda item that our programme of work identifies for
plenary discussion this week, to which the remainder of my statement of today will
be devoted,

The efforts of the international commumty to render impossible the use of
chemical weapons and remove these weapons entirely from the face of the earth have
indeed a long history. The employment of poison or poisoned weapons was explicitly
proscribed as long ago as in 1874, the year in which the Brussels Conference adopled
its International Declaration on the matter. This prohibition has since been repeated
in various forms (when, for example, the development of asphyxiating gases had to
be taken into account), in a variety of international instruments of which the 1925
Geneva Protocol stands out as the one most widely adhered to.

Efforts to reach a complete ban on chemical wezpons contimued in the League
of Nations Disarmament Conference. Success at one point seemed imminent. In 1933
the United Kingdom submitted a draft disarmament convention containing elaborate
provisions for an extensive prohibition of chemical and biological weapons. The
draft included a ban on preparations for chemical and biological warfare in times
of peace as well as of war, an appraoch followed in recemt years in the Committee
on Disarmament by the delegation of Sweden.
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As over the years negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and their
use went on, 1ssues of verification received increasing attention. The Disarmament
Conference of the League of Nations intensively examined proposals for investigating
violations of the prohibition on use, for an international information and
documentation service for protection against chemical weapons and even for the
establishment of an international cartel of chemical ipdustries to ensure that the
civilian chemical industry would not be used for concealing production for weapons

purposes.

In the post-World-War-II period renewed attention for a chemical-weapons ban
followed reports on the effects of chemical and biological weapons published by
the United Nations Secretary-General and by the World Hezlth Organization. After
the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Comm ttee was enlarged in 1969
and carried on as the Conference of the Commttee on Disarmament, agreement was
reached in the CCD in 1971 to consider the problem of biological weapons in itself
and to submit a separate convention thereon to the General Assembly.

Ever since the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and its, now two,
successors have been negotiating in order to complete the remainder of the task
left to it with the adoption of the Convention on Biological Weapons. The Netherlands
has been actively participating in the elaboration of a Chemical Weapons Convention
since 1969.

The recent negotiating history on chemical weapons has demonstrated a tendency
to place this subject more and more in the context of East-West relations. It is
true of course that chemical weapons do have their share in the arsenals of East
and West. It should be stressed, however, that notwithstanding the definition of
chem cal weapons as weapons of mass destruction in 1948 the balance of terror between
the two sidec has never been essentially dependent on these weapons. Case-histories
of proven and alleged uses of chemical weapons in the developing world, moreover,
make it abundantly clear that countries in the latter part of the world have
compelling reasons to be as concerned as those 1n the Northern hemisphere and also
to put as much effort as possible in the early conclusion of a truly comprehensive
chemical-weapons ban.

My delegation feels more strongly than ever before that the conclusion of such
a ban has come within reach and the time is now ripe to take up the final stages of
our work with reasonable confidence in a successful outcome in the foreseeable
future.

My delegation was led to this belief by, amongst other things, the recent
announcement of the Secretary of 3tate of the Unmited States, Mr. Shultz, to the
effect that his country intends to subm+t, in the very near future, a complete
draft convention. The Netherlands welcomed this announcement at the time as a
significant step forward, and I wish to repeat this today, though no delegation
should of course underestimate the time and effort that remains to be invested in
the negotiations of a consensus text.

The Netherlands welcomes as well the statement delivered by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 February last,
announcing a significant change in the position of his country on some aspects of
the question of verifying compliance with the future chemical-weapons ban. In the
view of my delegation, Ambagsador Issraelyan's statement on that point constitutes
an important step towards general agreement on a complex set of issues related to
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stockpile destruction, including initial declarations and verification thereof.

My delegation is convinced that it will be possible to reach a comprehensive agreement
on the question of stockpiles during the 1984 session of the Conferemce in a process
of mutual rapprochement and a spirit of understanding for each other's problems.

It is hard to think of a more propitiocus setting for the introduction of
document CD/445, entitled "Size and structure of a chemical disarmament inspectorate",
which my delegation intends to submt to the consideration of this Conference
today. This Working Paper aims at addressing for the first time some of the practical,
mainly admimstrative, implications of the verification schemes in the framework of
the future chemical weapons convention as envisaged by the Netherlands and other
members of the Western Group. It may be interesting to note that these include the
administrative consequences of a2 contimious on—-site inspection by representatives of
the projected international iunspectorate as referred to by the head of the Soviet
delegation on 21 February.

After some general introductory remarks on the verification needs of the future
convention, the document proceeds to a categorization of the different kinds of
verification which the various undertakings foreseen in the convention will make
necessary. The document uses a rnumber of general assumptions basically relating
to the function of an international inspectorate, as well as a number of more specific
assumptions with regard to the various categories of verification the convention
will necegsitate.

On the basis of these assumptions the document seeks to demonstrate that the
administrative consequences of our i1deas on the matter of verification remain
safely within manageable confines.

One of the key assumptions we had to make had to do with the "output" of an
international inspector. The evident example was the Intermational Atomic Energy
Agency in Vienna which proved to be a highly useful frame of reference. As the
nature of activities that need inspection under a chemical weapons convention differ
from those the IAEA hes to deal with; a number of adjustments had to be made.
Amongst the various problem areas with respect to the verification of a chemical
weapons convention, the one on verification of non—-production 1s dealt with in
relative detail. This is admittedly an area fraught with mines and traps. As we
all realize, verification of non-production should not intrude unduly in the
functioning of the civilian industry amnd its commerc:al operations.

Nevertheless, a mumimum of confidence concerning non-production as well will be
esgsential to the survival of the convention. Possibilities for circumvention that
would be all too readily available, let alone loopholes, could well be extremely
harmful to such confidence 1f left without any regulation. The slumbering
capabilities inherent in the very nature of the means of production for permitted
non-chem cal-weapon purposes cannot be left out of consideration. One of the
conclusions of the present document is that the size of the inspectorate is to a
rather large degree determined by this category of verification.

The main conclusion of the document is that our assumptions indicate that the
future international inspectorate will be relatively limited in size. The assumptions
suggest a number of 355 inspectors and supporting staff for the duration of the
period of destruction and elimination, estimated, as we know, to last about 10 years.
After this initial period in the life of the future convention, this total will
decrease to an approximate maximum number of 140 officials, a smaller number than
the comparable part of the IAEA secretariat.
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In concluding my intervention of today, I wish to turn briefly to the specific
subject of non-use. In the view of the Netherlands, the verification-system to be
created by the future chemcal weapons convention must be & comprehensive one and
therefore include a prohibition of use. It is all very well, and indeed essential,
to aim at the full verifiability of the prohibition of development, of production,
of stockpiling, of retention and of transfer of chemical weapons. But I daresay
that through the years we all have gained a greater awareness of the practical
limitations that may well prevent us from achieving perfection. The need to take
into account legitimate security interests as well as the need to avoid undue
intrusiveness of the inspection of the chemical industry can be cited in this context
to illustrate what we have in mind. It is clear that indications of use, in '
violation of internatiomal law, would imply eo ipso that treaty obligations as to
destruction and non-production etc. had possibly been violated. Thus, use can
constitute the verifiable summt of a huge undetected, largely submerged, iceberg of
violations. I therefore wish to stress that the inspectorate, roughly outlined
earlier in my statement, 1s duly tailored to ensure verification of non-use.

The requirement of an adequate provision on non-use in the scope of the
convention is not intended to-- and should in no way -— prejudice the importance of-
assuring continued authority for the 1925 Geneva Protocol. This international
instrument will be of particular relevance in the initial phase after the eniry
into force of the convention, when all stocks and means of production will not yet
have been eliminated.

What I just stated on the verification of use 1s equally relevant for reports
on alleged use, such as that recently heard from the Foreign Minister of Iran,
Mr. Velayati, i1n this very Conference. Reports like his must never be underestimated.
Meanwhile reports, such as those obtained through impartial independent observers,
pornting to recent use of chemical weapons have become increasingly convincing.
This situation prompts the Government of the Netherlands to express 1its gravest
concern, z concern that 1t evidently shares with the world community. Use of
chemical weapons by ' whomever and wherever in the world demands condemnation in
categorical terms.

The Netherlands expresses 1ts satisfaction about the decision of the
Secretary-General of the Umited Nations to conduct an investigation into possible
violations of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 in the conflict in the Gulf area. This
decision is fully in keeping with the role of the United Nations in maintaining
international peace and security in general and can be seen in particular as a
further effort on the part of the Organization to bring that war, so devastaiing in
terms of human life and material resources, to an end. The Netherlands appeals
once again to both parties fully to co—operate with these efforts.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
Netherlands for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the
President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Bulgaria,
Ambassador Tellalov.
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Mr. TELLALOV (Bulgaria) Comrade President, I would like to avail myself
of this opportunity to congratulate you once again most cordially on the
assumption of the presidency for the month of March, and to wish you further
success in the discharge of your responsible duties. For me, it 1s a particular
pleasure to welcome you, Comrade Datcu, the representative of our good neighbour,
socialist Romania, and to reiterate our satisfaction with the excellent

co-operation which exists between our peoples and countries in all spheres of
1afe.

I would like also to express my delegation's acknowledgement of the
excellent work done by the President for the month of February,
Ambassador Turbanski of Poland.

Today, the delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria would like to take
the floor on agenda item 3, "Prevention of nuclear war, including all related
matters."”

I shall not conceal that one of my motives in speaking is my country's
disappointment with the unsatisfactory results of the work of the Conference on
the issue of preventing nuclear war. It would be sufficient to point out that
in the course of the period since the adoption of resolution 36/81 B in the
autumn of 1981 -- which marked the beginning of a series of General Assembly
resolutions calling for practical steps to prevent nuclear war =- until the
present day, the only '"real success" is the inclusion of a separate item on this
issue in the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament. Such a state of affairs
is quite disappointing. At a time when the problem of the prevention of nuclear
war has become a primary concern for millions of people around the world, the
Conference on Disarmament, entrusted with the task of conducting negotiations
for the purpose of achieving a practical solution to this issue, is actually
idle.

Meanwhile, the danger of a thermonuclear conflict is on the increase. New
nuclear-weapon systems have appeared, the characteristics of which make them
more suitable for carrying out a first, so-called "pre-emptive", strike.
Doctrines have been elaborated which adait the idea of waging and winning a
nuclear war.

™ h*s recently published book "Life after nuclear war", Arthur Katz, the
American specialist on the economic and social consequences of a nuclear war,
formulates the following assessment:

"The influence of technology and its ability to enhance the
credibility of nuclear ‘'war fighting' was evident in the change in
United States strategic policy represented by Presidential Directive 59
issued 1n 1980. Although characterized as extending deterrence to blunt
the impacts of sophisticated small-scale nuclear attacks, it nevertheless
reflects a changed technological reallty, that brings us closer to a
model of low-level nuclear war ......

For the peoples of Europe and the whole world the danger of a nuclear
catastrophe has risen, particularly in connection with the deployment of new
United States medium-range missiles in Uestern Europe.
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My delegation, as well as all others which share the concern about a .
"low~level nuclear war®, to borrow the phrase from Dr. Katz, have already spoken
about the various aspects of this menace to international peace and security.

A new dangerous element in the arms race is the Pentagon's endeavour to
place new weapon-systems in outer space. The implementation of these designs
would not remove the threat from existing nuclear arsenals. It would rather -
make their use more probable. The arms race in outer space carries with it a
manifold increase of the risk of a nuclear war.

To draw attention to the growing danger of a nuclear conflict is not enough
from the point of view of the requirements stemming from the specifics of the
Conference on Disarmament. What is needed is a comprehensive practical approach
towards the issue of elaporating measures for preventing nuclear war. That is
the approach of the socialist countries, including the People'’s Republic of Bulgaria,
and it is reflected in a number of documents, 1n particular CD/355, CD/406,
submitted by the German Demo~ratic Republic, and CD/434.

My delegation has often duelled on the merits of such measures as the
non-first-use of auclear weapons and the freeze of nuclear arsenals. The
effectiveness and applicability of these two measures are receiving increasingly
active support from a number of governments, as is evident from relevant a
resolutions of the thirty-eighth session of the United Wations General Assembly.

Out of the spectrum of measures for the prevention of nuclear war proposed
by the socialist countries, some are designed to settle, on a priority basis,
the political task of removing the immediate threat of a nuclear conflict
hanging over mankind; others of these measures seek to shape an international
legal form for international obligations to be assumed in this field. A thard
group of measures 1s aimed at the non-admissibility of creating a material
basis for new weapon-systems, including in outer space -- systems which could
destabilize the strategic situation and thus enhance the risks of a nuclear
war.

In this connection the Bulgarian delegation welcomes the further
development of this approach in the speech delivered by K.U. Chernenko,
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union on 2 March. The Soviet leader mapped out the main norms which
should govern relations among the nuclear-weapon States, and proposed that
these norms be mutually recognized and be made of mandatory character. A ma jor
focal peint of this idea is the singling out, as a primary goal, of the
prevention of nuclear war, as well as the readiness to press step~by-step,
on the basis of the principle of equal security, for the reduction of
nuclear arms up to their complete liquidation in all their varieties.
Furthermore, the proposals envisage the solution of additional issues related
to nuclear weapons, something which will give the measures on the prevention
of nuclear war a comprehensive and lasting character.



CD/PV.249
19

(iir. Tellalov, Bulgaria)

T should like to add that my delegation regards the proposals on the
cbligations of the nuclear-weapon States as being entirely consistent with
paragraph 58 and other relevant paragraphs of the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Naturally, the ideas contained in the speech of the Soviet leader,
Mr. Chernerko, have a much wider scope and importance. They have been welcomed
by rcsponsible circles throughout the world as a reiteration of the peaceful
course of the fcviet Union. It 1s now for the West to respond in a positive
manner to the constructive approach of the USSR.

Cne of the areas in which the Cor ference on Disarmament should make its
own contribution ro reversing the negative developments in international affairs
is the soluticn of the prevention of nuclear war. In order for the efforts of
the States which are interested in the elaboration of appropriate practical
measures on the prevention of nuclear war to be conducive to reaching decisions,
the whole process of elaboration and agreement upon such measures ought to be
cnonnalled i- a subsidiary negotiating body. As stated in document CD/434, a
group of socizlist ccuntries hcs proposed a formula for the mandate of such a
tody. The mendate proposed by us is sufficiently flexible and provides a margin
for taking intc consideration all ideas and viewpeints. In practical terms this
means that in a future working body the nscessary attention will be devoted to
all suggestions cubmitted sc far oy the socialist countries, the Group of 21 and
thz Western countries. On the other hand we ought to allow for a certain
graduation of tha measures from the pouint of view of their scope and effectiveness.
Finding precisz 3nd mutually acceptable criteria to determine priorities among
individual meazures can oe feasible, of course, only as a result of harmonizing
che idea= of the various delegations. As [or amy delegation, it is ready to
sharoc some of .ts consider~tions in fhais respect now.

It is interesting to note that resolutions 37/78 and 38/133 G make a
distincrion belween the issue of the prevention of nuclear war as such, and
the issue of the reduction of the risks of nuclear war. Both issues are
tof the highesc priority and of vital interest to all the peoples of the
Wworld". Therefore, measures have to be adopted in these two spheres.

It i=s the counsidered view of the Bulgarian delegation that the successful
solutionh of the issue of reducing the risks of nuclear war, though desairable,
wouid not eliminate the real causes of tae threat of nuclear war. Consequently,
the ador-ion of measures in this area without implementing measures to prevent
nuclear war would not Le sufficient.

Proceeding f.om these premises and having in mind the relevant proposals
put forward by different countries, the Dulgarian delegation would suggest
the following structure of measures:

A. Priority measures to prevent nuclear war;

B. Legal measures for the prevention of nuclear war and tne strengthening
ef the regii.- of non-use of force in international relations;

C. Measiires aimed at reducing the risks of nuclear war.
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An analysis of the positions taken by a number of delegations on the issue
of prevention of nuclear war would indicate a generally-shared conviction that
the immediate danger of an outbreak of nuclear war in present-day circumstances
emanates above all from tne creation by certain countries of a nuclear first-
strike potentizl, based on qual:tatively new nuclear-weapon systems, the
promotion of doctrines permitting the use of nuclear weapons etc., as well as
the concept of minirizing the distinction between nuclear and conventional weapons.

Therefore, measures aimed at the renunciation by all nuclear-weapon States of
the first-use of auclezr weapons, at a freeze on their nuclear arsenals, both
gquantitatively and qualitatively, and at the declaration by all nuclear-weapon
States of a moratorium on all ruclear explosions, pending the conclusion of a
treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, have a
distinet pricrity over all other measures.

Measures aimed at limitirg the scope of the arms race -~ particularly in
those areas in which it is most likely that destabilizing effects would arise --
cculd also be included in this group. Here I have in mind measures almed
inter alia at preverting an arms race in ouler space.

The above-mentioned considerations are without prejudice to proposals such
as the conclusicn of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons,
a treaty on the non-use of force in international relations, as well as a treaty
between the count.ies of the Warsaw Treacy Organization and the countries of
NATO on the mutual renunciation cf the use of wmilitary force and on the
maintenance of peaczful rclations.

Bearing in miad “hat there are further possibilities for perfecting the
systemn for prevenwning the outtreak of an accidental nuclear war, steps such as
preventing ar.cidental or unautho,ized use of nuclear weapons, aveoiding the
possibility of surprise attacks ztc., rhould also be elaborated.

In suggest.ng this structure ol measures, the Bulgarian delegation wishes
to draw the attention of the Conference to an organizational framework which is
consonant vith the urgency of the task of preventing nuclear war, takes into
acccunt the widely acknouledged pricrities in this field and is based on a legal
cencept forr the ulvurate solution of the problem of prevention of nuclear war.

The suggcested approach is not prejudicial to the discussion, provided it is
held 1n a subsidiary body, of "all related matters', on which emphasis is placed
in documents CD/%57, submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany, and CD/41l1,
submitted by a 3roup of Western countries. However, my delegation disagrees with
the obvious tendencv ii those documents to substitute the negotiation of measures
by the idea of "developing a view of the full scope of the subject-matter (of
prevention of nuclear war) by considering an indicative list of sub-items.?

Comrade "resideat, in conclusion my delezation wishes to express its
readiness to participate 1n tne consultations taking place under your presidency
with a view to achieving a common understanding regarding the setting up of a
subsidiory body on the preventiun of nuclear war and on its appropriate mandate.
Vhile my delegaticn ple:ges 1ts cupport for this method, it wishes, at the same
time, to appeal to 31l interested delegetions to intensify efforts so that a
mutually acceptablc solution may be Jound as quickly as possible, in accordance
with the urgency 2nd tae impcrtance of the issue of preventing nuclear war.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Frenchj: I thank the representative
of Bulgaria for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the
President.

In accordance with thé-decision taken by the Conference aq‘iés
248th plenary meeting, I now give the floor to the distinguished representative
of Turkey, Ambassador Tiirkmen.

Mr. TURKMEN (Turkey): r. President, I wish to thank the members of the.
Conference for this opportunity to make a statement. It is extremely gratifying
that I take the floor at a time when the representative of Romania isin
the Chair. 1Indeed, not only do Turkey and Romania enjoy close and fruitful ties
of friendly and neighbourly co-operation, but you happen to be an old colleague
and friend for whom I have the greatest esteem.

My Government has welcomed the renaming of the Commijttee on Disarmament-as
the Conierence on Disarmament. Ye hope that this more appropriate name Jor the
only world-wide multilateral negotiatinz body on disarmament matters will also
signal a reneved effort for prosress on vital issues confronting the Conference.

The Conference is meeting this year at a time when the international situation
is causipg grave concern for all countries of the world. The crucial negotiations
on the pédhction of strategic and intermediate-range nuclear forces between the
United ‘States and the Soviet Union have been suspenaed amidst increased tension
and a distur ing level of mutual recrimination and mistrust. .Fhe international
situation‘nas'been further darkened by the ominous developments in the:

Middle East. We all realize that no progress can be achieved without .determined:
and persistent efforts by both countries to resume the dialogue and to recreate
¢ minimum degree of confidence between them.

Because dﬁ its geographical situation Turkey, a aeveloping.country, has to
devote substanqia;,respurces to 1ts Jefence. Our country is, on, the other hand,
adjoining an area which has become the focal point of tension and instability
and, where a devastating and increasingly cruel war has been going on for more
tiian three years without any immediate prospect of peace, We therefore share
intensely the aspirations for an improvement in the international elimate, an
end to bloddéhgd in regional conflicts, a real detente between.fast and West .and
concrete progress in the field of disarmament, in order to promote peace and .
enhance segurity.

In this present climate of international relations, we have seen a ray of
hope in the convening in Stockhoulm of the Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures-.and Disarmament in Europe. This Conference can greatly
contribute to detente and arms control and disarmament, if it succeeds in
adopting measures which will increase-mutual confidence and security. ‘fhe
Stockholm Conference, following the satisfactory conclusion of the
Madrid Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, has demonstrated the
existence of a firm intention to pursue the dialogue notwitnstanding adverse
international cirgumstances. We intend to take an active part in the
Stockholm Conference, as we did in the other fora which have preceded it and to,
contridute to the aim of working out militarily significant, politically binding
and verifiable confidence-building measures which could be implemented
throughout Europe.
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We equally feel satisfaction over the expected resumption of the
Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) taiks in Vienna. Conscious of the
dangers of the arms race, not only in"the nuclear field but also in the
conventional field, we attach greac importance to the MBFR talks between the
NATO and Warsaw Pact countries. We are convinced that the reduction of
forces in Central Europe will constitute a step forward in the direction of
establishing equilibrium oetween the two military alliances at a lower level
of armamenta than the present one, provided that guarantees for the security
of flank countries like Turkey are included.

At the present stage, where deep anxiety is mingied with uncertain hope,
the work of the Conference on Disarmament acquires great significance. A
breakthrough on even one of the issues coming withain the purview of this
Conference will generate a feeling of trust and exert constructive influence
on other arms control and disarmament negotiations and on East-West relations
in general. In this context, we share the view that priority should be given
to an agreement on chemical weapons. Turkey, which signed the 1925 Geneva Protocol
as long ago as 1929, looks forward to a broader agreement complementing it.

An agreement on the destruction of chemical weapons and the banning of

their development, production and stockpiling requires an effective verification
" system. There have been remarkable developments in the procedures and techniques
for the verification of non-production. 7Turkey, like so many countries, also
welcomes the constructive approach of the representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassador Issraelyan. on 21 February regarding a permanent presence of
representatives of international control agencies at the facilities where
destruction of these weapons will take place.

This approach and the positive reaction it has elicited will, we hope,
give a new impetus Lo the work of the Conference in the field of cnemical
weapons. We anticipate that the draft convention which will soon be
submitted by the United States will be instrumental in channelling the
discussion towards a concrete and positive conclusion.

As far as the proposal for a chemical weapon-free zone in Europe is
concerned, we hold the view that a regional approach to the problem of banning
chemical weapons will not be approp:riate. If there can be an agreement on
the substance of a convention on chemical weapons in Europe, there is no
reason why such a convention should not be global in its scope ahd we are
all deeply aware of the urgent need for an effective global ban.

A comprehensive nuclear test-ban treaty has long been considered as a
fundamental element in restraining the arms race and preventing the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. It would not be a disarmament measure in
itself, but would ccnstitucte an important step forward. Needless to say, to
be effective such a trzaty would have to be binding on all countries possessing
nuclear weapons. Further aelays would in cur view also endanger the cause of
non-proliferation. This Conference has been rightly reminded by many speakers
that the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons has established a
link between the obligations cf the States possessing nuclear weapons and of
the non-nuclear-weapon States.
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lJe hope that the nuclear-weapon States, in their approach to the
nuclear test-ovan treaty, as uell as to other areas of nuclear-arms conctrol and
disarmament, will bear in mind this fundamental relationship.

We are fully aware of the potential horrors of a nuclear conflict and
of the importance and urgency of the 1item concerning the prevention of nuclear war
and all its related aspects. There .s no dount that every effort should be made
to eliminate the possibilities of a nuclear wap, but it would be illusory to
think that this could be achieved Ly focusing our attention exclusively on
nuclear weapons. what 1s necessary is to try to prevent war, vhether it is
nuclear or conventional. It is in this context that we would like to point out
that we find it very difficult to reconcile with existing political and
strategic realities the idea that sosie geographical areas in Europe could
become non-nuclear havens during a nuclear exchange.

A potential arms race in outer space is a cause of deep anxiety since we
know that already some systems are being tested and new weapons develoned.
We hope that an agreement could rapidly evolve in the Conference as to the
best manner this problem could be tackled.

Much work has been done in the Conference on radiological weapons and it
is the hope of my Government that the dilficulties which have emerged in this
area could be surmounted. An agreenment on this issue will surely have a
positive influence on other multilateral disarmament negotiations.

Before concludang, I should like to address myself to the question of the
enlargement of the Conference. As many of the member States are aware, my
country has since 1978 consistently played a leading role in all efforts aiming
at the enlargement of the Committee on Disarmament. We have welcomed the
decision in favour of a limited enlargement as a step in the right direction,
and we have put forward our candidacy for wembership. We believe that a
periodic review of the composition of the Conference on Disarmament, as
envisaged in its rules of procedure, needs to be made in order to enable
'militarily-significant" States to be admitted, as is called for by the
Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament. I can assure you, Mr. President, that if my country should
become a member, it will not fail to bring to the Conference a contribution
commensurate with its long-standing commitment to peace, international security
and disarmament.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative'
of Turkey for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the
President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the
United States of America, Ambassador Fields.
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Mr. FIEIDS (United States of America): Mr. President, tomorrow the single
multilateral disarmament negotiating forum celebrates its twenty-second birthday.
Over those 22 years since the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee first met, the
body has undergone change and growth: we are now 40 members. We have changed our
name several times, most recently this year. We have a few achievements to our
.credit, including our contributions to the first measure designed to prevent nuclear
war — the "hot line" agreement; to the first nuclear test ban — the limited
test-ban treaty; to the first prohibition on the development, production and
stockpiling of an entire class of weapons — the biological weapons conventionj;
and to the:landmark disarmament and arms control agreement — the non~proliferation
treaty.. Mr. Pregident, that is not too bad for only a 22-year old!

I must say, however, that we must not rest on our laurels. There aré many
challenges to be met, many areas of urgent need to be addressed. Our agenda is
far from over.

i

One of the great issues which confronts us today is the unfinished agenda
with respect to chemical weapons.

It is on this item that I take the floor today. In my statement of
23 February, I reiterated the importance whiéh the United States attaches to the
negotiation of a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. Such a ban would
complement existing international agreements and customary international law,
including the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacterioclogical Methods of Warfare, commonly
referred to as the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

As members of the Conference are aware, the United States has expressed
concern over the use of chemical weapons in various regions of the world. The
United States strongly condemms the use of chemical weapons — whenever or wherever
it occurs. Consistent with this position, the United States has supported efforts
by the United Nations to investigate reports of the use of chemical weapons. The
United States has also supported the efforts of the United Nations, pending
eventual formal arrangements, to establish procedures to make possible the prompt
and impartial investigation of information concerning possible violations of the
provisions of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. It has done so because we believe that
the legal and moral authority of this instrument is vital, not only on its own
terms, but because the Geneva Protocol is an important basis' for our own work in
the field of disarmament.

Accordingly, the United States has noted with deep concern reports that
chemical weapons have been used in the tragic ongoing ¢onflict betieén Traq and
Iran. As all members of the Conference are by now no doubt aware, the United States
Department of State issued a statement on this matter on 5 March. The statement
makes clear that the United States has concluded that available evidence indicates
that Iraq has used lethal chemical weapons in this conflict and that such a use of
chemical weapons constitutes a serious breach of the Protecol and of related rules
of customary international law. This situation requires the urgent attention of
the world commmity. In this regard, we note the decision on 8 March by the
United Nations Secretary-General, Mr., Pérez de Cuéllar, to "send experts to Iran
to ascertain the facts with reference to allegations of chemical warfare." We
understand that these experts have, in fact, been dispatched to Teheran, and are as
we meet today at work on their important mission.
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The United States has been working with other nations for many years to
establish a treaty banning production, development and stockpiling of chemical
weapons. Secretary of State George Shultz announced in Stockholm that we will be
presenting a draft treaty for the complete and verifiable elimination of chemical
weapons, on a global basis, The use of chemical weapons in violation of international
agreements and customary international law in recent conflicts, including the
Iran-Iraq war, adds to the urgency of this undertaking. It underscores the
pressing need for a global ban on chemical weapons.

International legal constraints, based upon humanitarian concerns, guide us
in our efforts to stop any use of chemical weapons, hopefully before it starts, as
well as in our desire to ban such weapons from the face of the earth. In the same
vein, we all deplore the tragic and needless loss of both Iranian and Iraqi lives,
especially those suffered through attacks on civilian populations. We urge both
States to respect their obligations under international conventions designed to
mitigate the human suffering resulting from warfare and to accept the good offices
offered by a number of countries and internmational organizations to put an end to
the bloodshed. We note that the Secretary-General of the United Nations has cited
the use of children by Iran as combat soldiers in this brutal conflict in violation
of its obligations under the Geneva conventions. Thus we find that the Gulf war
is marked by flagrant and appalling disregard not only of human life but of
international law and accepted norms of behaviour among nations.

As we blow out the 22 candles on our birthday cake tomorrow, let us collectively
make the wish that all conflict -~ but especially this sordid and bloody war in the
Gulf — will soon be at an end, and let each of us resolve anew that we shall pursue
with vigour and conviction the achievement of an effective and verifiable chemical
weapons ban so that mankind will never again have to fear these abhorrent weapons.,

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
United States of America for his statement.

That was the last speaker on my list for today. Does any other delegation
wish to take the floor? If not, I now intend to suspend this plenary meeting,
which wil} be resumed after this afternoon's informal meeting on organizational
matters. The informal meeting will be held in this room at 3.30 p.m.

The meeting was sugpended at 12.20 p.m., and resumed at 4.p.m.

The PRESIDENT (speaking in English): The plenary meeting of the Conference
on Disarmament is resumed.

I intend now to put before the Conference for decision Working Papers
Nos. 107 to 119, which have been circulated by the secretariat in response to
requedts for participation and further clarifications received from 1% non-members.
As usual, we will take up the draft decisions one by one, in the order in which
the original requests were received from non-members. The first request came from
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Norway, and the relevant decision is contained in Working Paper No. 107. ;/
If there is no objection, I will take it that the Conference adopts the draft
decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Finland, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 108. g/ If there is no objeotion I
will take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It;ﬁgs 80 decided.

. The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Denmark, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 109. j/ If there is'no objection I
will take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of New Zealand, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 110. 4/ If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conferéhce adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

r

1/ "In response to the request of Norway (CD/450 and CD/451) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Norway to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established
under items 4, 6 and 8 of its agenda."

2/ "In response to the request of Finland (CD/452 and CD/453) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Finland to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established
under items 4 and 6 of its agenda."

3/ "In response to the request of Demmark (CD/454 and CD7/455) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Denmark to participate during 1964
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established
under item 4 of its agenda.”

4/ "In response to the request of New Zealand (CD/456 and CD/457) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of New Zealand to participate
during 1984 in the pleanry meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body
established under item 4 of its agenda."
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The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Turkey, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 11ll. 5/ If there is no objection ITwill
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Bangaldesh, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 112. 6/ If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decilsion.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the .request of Austria, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 113. 7/ If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Viet Nam, and the reclevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 114. §j If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

5/ "In response to the request of Turkey (CD/458 and CD/459) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Canference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Turkey to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established
under item 4 of its agenda."

6/ "In response to the request of Bangladesh (CD/460 and CD/461) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Bangladesh to participate
during 1984 in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body
established under item 8 of its agenda."

1/ "Tn response to the reqeust of Austria (CD/462 and CD/463) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Austria to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established
under item 4 of its agenda."

8/ "In response to the request of Viet Nam (CD/464 and CD/465) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Viet Nam to address its plenary
meeting on 27 March on item 6 of its agenda."
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The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Portugal, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 115. 9/ If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Spain, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 116. 10/ 1If there is no objection I
will take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was 8o decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Colombia, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 117. 11/ If there is no objection I
will take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Senegal, and the relevant
decision 18 contained in Working Paper No. 118. 12/ If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so0 decided.

9/ "In response to the request of Portugal (CD/466 and CD/467) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Portugal to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established
under items 4 and 8 of its agenda."

10/ "In response to the request of Spain (CD/468 and CD/469) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Spain to participate during 1984 in
the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established '
under items 4, 6 and 8 of its agenda."

11/ "In response to the request of Colombia (CD/470 and CD/471) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides
for the present to invite the representative of Colombia to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established
under items 4, 6 ard 8 of its agenda."

12/ "In response to the request of Senegal (CD/472 and CD/473) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35.¢f its rules of procedure, the Conference decides for
the present to invite the representative of Senegal to participate during 1984 in
the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies established
under items 4, 6 and 8 of its agenda."
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The PRESIDENT: I shall now take the request of Switzerland, and the relevant
decision is contained in Working Paper No. 119. 13/ 1If there is no objection I will
take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT: I already have two delegations on my list and I now give the
floor tc Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary.

Mr, MEISZTER (Hungary): Comrade President, allow me to begin by congratulating
you on your succession to the Presidency of the Conference on Disarmament. It is
more than a simple pleasure to see you, the representative of a neighbouring
socialist country in the Chair. As I have had the chance to admire your diplomatic
8xill at another multilateral forum, I feel not only pleased but also confident that
you will continue to lead our Conference towards meaningful and businesslike
negotiations, as did your predecessor, Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, during the
usually difficult opening month of our vearly session.

With jour permission, Comrade President, I wish to express the satisfaction
of the Hurigarian delegation over the fact that the Conference has once again
succeeded in overcoming another obstacle of a purely procedural nature. Such simple
problems, however, when left unsolved ror long may tend to grow in weight and
importance, and after a while may acquire the power of creating unwelcome trends
and precedents. We hope that the solution of the problem of- the erderly and
unhindered participation of non-member States in the work of the Conference on
Disarmament will also set a good precedent for the future.

The Hungarian delegation, like the other socialist delegations, or I should
rather say, the great majority of delegations present, has always been eager to
create favourable conditions for every non-member State that feels ready to
contribute to the efforts of this body. We believe sincerely that all peoples
have a vital interest in the success of what this Confgrence is called upon to
do -- that is, to negotiate conecrete and practical measures of disarmament.
Consequently, the representatives of those peoples have the’ duty to contribute to
our common efforts, but they must also have the rignt to participate in our work
whenever they feel that the negotiations here have a direct bearing on their
national security.

13/ "In response to the request from Switzerland (CD/474) and in accordance
with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides for the
present to invaite the representative of Switzerland to participate during 1984 in
the subsidiary body established under item 4 of its agenda."
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This principle has long been embodied in the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, and in a
somewhat more practical manner, in our rules of procedure. In most cases the rules
have been applied properly and usually with great flexibility. Whenever it came
to the participation of non-member States, my delegation was always guided by the
desire to treat the application of the representatives of every soverelign State
on an equal footing, without any discrimination whatsoever.

That has been the practice of the Hungarian delegation in previous years,
and we intend to stick to it also in the future. We know very well that
discrepancies between the rules and certain individual aspirations may appear
from time to time. However, the Confereftice as a whole and all the delegations
should always be guided by one overwhelming interest: the promotion of the cause
of disarmament. And whenever rules and practice are not fully in harmony, it
is always safe to find refuge in theé rules. ’

In conclusion, Comrade President, let mé once again say simply that the
Hungarian delegation welcomes the solution of another procedural problem, and
while complimenting non-member States on their readiness to contribute to our
negotiations, I would like to hope that similar will and readiness will characterize
the delegations of all the member States in our search for solutions to all the
other outstanding problens.

Mr, DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Mr. President, I wouid,like to state for
the record the position of- the Brazilian delegation on the question of
participation by non-member States in the work of the Conference. I wish to do
so because the long-awaited decision that the Conference has jJust taken was made
possihble by imposing a procedure that implies restrictions on the modalities of
the participation by those who applied for it.

Perhaps because of the poor record of achievement of our Conference and
its predecessors, the work carried out here does not seem to raise considerable
interest from all members of the United Nations and its observers. Nevertheless,
the Final Document recognizes the vital interest of all peoples in the success
of disarmament negotiations and the duty of all States to contribute to efforts
in this field. That in itself should constitute reason enough for this
Conference to adopt, as a matter of course, an open and non-discriminatory
attitude with regard to requests for participation, particulariy in the case of
States Members of the United Nations.
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There is more to be said, however. Membership in the United Nations is one
of the ways by which, in modern, international law, a State is recognized asg.a
member of the international community, or by which a Government receives .
recognition by other Governments. To sit alongside the representative of a
government at the General Assembly of the United Nations or in an international
organization or conference, particularly those within the United Nations systen,
amounts to tacit recognition of the legitimacy of such a representation.

There 1s no valid reason why the same rule should not apply here,
irrespective of how one regards the relationship between this Conference and
the United Nations. All 40 governments represented in this Chamber are part of
the United Nations as are all of the current applicants for participation, be
they meabers or observers in the international organization. Denial or
restriction of participation under our rules of procedure to a State member of
the United Nations is therefore illegal, illegitimate and undemocratic.

It is illegal hecause the recognized principles and practices of
international law, including the Charter of the United Nations, uphold the
equality of States and allow no distinctions among those which are members of
the Organization. The rule must apply to all.

It is fllegitimate because such denials orrestrictions are commonly based
on regional rivalry or local bickering, motives that do not seem to fit in
the context of the respohsibilities and duties assigned to all States with
regard to disarmament in a document of no less standing than the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament.

Last, but not least, it is undemocratic because it discriminates among
equals. One of the basic principles of modern democracies, responsible for the
outbreak of liberation movements in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, is
the principle of "ng taxation witnout ‘representation”. This Conference, even
if regarded by some as completely independent from the United Nations, is
serviced and funded by the world organization, out of its regular budget, to
which all States members of the United Nations contribute. One cannot deny or
restrict a contributor from participating in a body to whose maintenance and
functioning it pays its agreed share.

Parochial interests related to tne dislike of individual coun#ries for the
governments or the policies of other States, at least when such States are
members of the United Nations, must not interfere with the highetr interest of
co-operation towards the common goal of disarmament. All 40 membefs of this
Conference should adhere to the principle that all requests for partitipation
be automatically accepteéd whenever the applicant is a fully recognized
Member State of the United Nations or enjoys 'the status of Observer. The 'use
of artificial procedural devices in order to veto individual States'
applications or to restrict their participation is but another instance of how
the rivalry and confrontation between major Powers continue to be an obstacle
to fruitful multilateral co-operation in the field of disarmament.
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Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, in the
past, when the problem of the participation of non-member States in the work of
this Conference was-discussed at informal meetings of the Conference, my
delegation had the epportunity to make its views known. If I do so again now, it
is to place them on record. My delegation's point of view is that over and above
the provisions of our rules of procedure, the Conference must take a specific
decision on this issue: there must be a formula for the automatic acceptance of
any request for participation in our work by any Member State of the
United Nations. The procedures to which non-member States wishing with good
reason to participate in our work have been subjected on this ocecasion, as also
in the past, are not the most desirable in my delegation's opinion, because they
restrict our Conference, ncr do they respect what should be universally valid
principles. Without wishing to go into the srounds for this view in any greater
detail, I shall confine myself to placing cn record my delegation's position,
which is wholly favourable to the automatic acceptance of any request for the
participation in our work; and to expressing the hope that suitable rules will
be adopted so that this wish may become a reality in our procedures. Thank you.

Mr. GARCYA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President, as I
have had the opportunity of recalling on other occasions in our informal meetings,
in July 1980, or more than three years ago. the Mexican delegation submitted a
Working Paper under the symbol CD/123. That Working Paper contained, and still
contains, draft amendments to section IX of the rules of procedure of the
Committee on Disarmament, concerning participation by States not members of the
Committee. What has occurred tnis year can certainly not be compared with what
happened in 1980, when we wasted several months discussing this question.
However, it is now mid-March, and it is only now that it has been possible to
take a decision on requests for participation dated last December or January.

I therefore believe that at the first opportune moment whatever group is
considered best qualified to consider procedural matters, whether the "Group of
Wise Men" or any other, should be asked to study those draft amendments. Their
purpose is very simple, namely, to put down on paper explicitly what in my
opinion is already expressly or explicitly very clear in paragraph 120 of the
Final Document. In other words, the Committee is not doing a favour to those
States which request to participate in its discussions on questions of interest
to them. It is not doing them a favour in replying in the affirmative to their
requests. Those States have the right to participate. I do not wish to dwell
on this matter now. The amendments are crystal clear, and are followed by an
explanatory commentary. My delegation is gratified that we have today been able
to take an affirmative decision without the delay which had to be tolerated in
1930, and in good measure thanks to the dignified manner in which you guided the
informal consultations. I repeat, however, that without waiting until
difficulties arise with regard to a specific request, when everything would become
more difficult, my delegation would suggest that at an opportune time this issue
should be tackled in a general manner and given a general and permanent solution.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Thank you, Comrade President. The Soviet delegation attaches great importance to
the question of broad participation by States in the consideration of disarmament
issues. The Soviet Union is the State which in fact brought to the attention of
the international community the question of the convening of a universal organ
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for disarmament negotigtions: a-Werid Disarmament Conference, with the -
partiqipét;on of all States without exception. In his letter to the
Secretary-Ceneral of the United Nations, dated 6 September 1971, the Minister for -
Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. A.A. Gromyko, stated that "the genuine
universality of such a conference is a major earnest of its success. All States
must be represented at this world disarmament forum on an equal footing".

The Soviet Union continues to hold this view, and it is not thrdugh any
fault of ours that agreement has not so far been reached on the convening of a
world disarmament conference with the participation of all States without
exception. Needless to say, .the Soviet Union also supports the provision of the
Final Document of the first special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament to the effect that "all States have the right to .
participate in disarma@ent negotiations. They have the right to participate on

an equal footing in those multi;ateral disarmament negotiatibns which have a
direct bearing on their national security”.

Proceeding from this position, which is one of principle, the Soviet Union
welcomes the desire of States which are not members of the Conference on '
Disarmament to participate actively in its work, and to make their contribution
to the solution of the urgent proolems before the Conference. We cqnsider that
the wider the circle of States which participates in a serious and effective
manner in_our negotiations, the more solid will be the results of our work, and”™-
the greater the support it will enjoy from the entire world community. ' Thus,
the Soviet delegation supported the réquests of (and I list the States in Russgian
alphabetical order) Austria, Bangladesh, Vief Nam, Denmark, Spain, Colombia,

New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Senegal, Turkey, Finland and Switzerland. It goes
without saying that when the delegations of Greece, Ireland, Cameroon and Ecuador
submit their clarificatory letters, we will be ready to support their reguests'
too. In other words, we advocate that all States which have expressed the wish
to do so should have the possibility of participating in the work of the
Conference and its subsidiary bodies without any exception or any type of
discrimination whatsoever. Discrimination in this sphere is absolutely
inadmissible, and contrary to the rules of procedure of the Conference on
Disarmament and the Final Documéht'pf the first special session of the

Ceneral Assembly devoted to disarmament as well as to the goals and principles

of the Charter of the United Nations. The efforts of States seeking to make
their contribution to a major form of strengthening peace and security through
disarmament must not be hindered. We have condemned, and shall continue to
condemn, such discrimination. Moreover, the Soviet Union will not tolerate
discrimination. ' '

We are in favour of resolving the difficulties which have arisen in ‘the
past, and we are therefore ready to take a positive approach to the proposal of
Mexico submitted in 1980, to which Ambassador Garcia Robles has just referred.

Needless to say, the participation of non-members in the work of the
Conference must be in accordance trith the rules ¢f procedure. Complianc¢e with
these rules 1s an earnest of the fruitfultiess of su¢h partic¢ipation-and it is
in the interests of the member States of the Conference themselves. 1In this °
connection, we are gratified that the States which are not members of the
Conference took into consideration the observations expressed by a group of
socialist countries, and we wish them success in their participation in the
work of the Conference.
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Mr. QIAN JIADONG (China) (translated from Chinese): Mr. President, the
participation of non-member States in the work of the Conference has been settled
at last, due to the efforts undertaken by all sides. Although there was a delay,
fortunately it was not too long.

The Chinese delegation is very pleased that this year so many countries have
expressed their interest in the Conference on Disarmament and have applied for
participation in its work. This shows once again that disarmament is indeed a
question of great importance and concern to all the governments and peoples of
the world. The Chinese delegation agrees to accept the requests of Norway,
Finland, Denmark, New Zealand, Turkey, Bangladesh, Austria, Portugal, Spain,
Colombia, Senegal and Switzerland, and extends its welcome to them. We believe
that their participation as non-members will contribute to the work of the
Conference. In the same way as the Conference accepted, before the question of
participation of non-members was taken up, the requests to address’the Conference
by the distinguished Undersecretary of State of Finland, the distinguished
Secretary of State of Norway, and the distinguished ambassador of Turkey, we also
agree to the request of Viet Nam to make a statement on agenda item 6 on
27 March.

With the bitter experience of last year in mind, many of us here have
expressed the desire that this year we should not again spend too much time on
organizational matters of the Conference. The Chinese delegation shares this
view. In our opinion, the question of participation of non-member States could
be settled very easily if only the rules of procedure of the Conference and the
practice established over the years are followed. It is stipulated very clearly
in the rules of procedure that applications from non-member States are subject to
consideration by the Conference before decisions are taken thereon. It is my
understanding that, generally speaking, or in most cases, such applications should
not only be accepted as a matter of course, but even welcomed. However, this
can in no way be interpreted as ruling out individual exceptions. Since
applications have to be considecred, then it'follows in principle that more than
one conclusion stemming from such consideration should be allowed.

Some delegates are of the view that there should be no reason for the
Conference on Disarmament to reject a request for partiecipation in the work of
the Conference by any United Nations Member State. Such a view as I have just
said is in general tenable, although the Conference is not a body under the
United Nations. My understanding is that, by accepting the participation of a
United Nations Member State in the work of the Conference, we are showing
respect not only for that particular State, but also for the United Nations
Organization. As far as the very great majority of United Nations Memoer States
is concerned, there is indeed no reason ta reject them, if they should submit
applications for participation in the work of the Conference as non-members,
However, if there is a State that acts in violation of the purposes and
principles of the United Nations Charter and refuses to implement the resolutions
of the United Nations General Assembly, or in other words, itself shows no
respect for the United Nations, must we also be obliged to accept its
application? If so, would that not amount to failing ourselves to show
respect for the United Nations? 1In such a case, it is probably only by
rejecting the application of that State that we can show our respect for and
defence of the United Nations, the United Nations Charter and United Nations
resolutions. Instances in the past show that there have been cases in which
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applications from more than one United Nations Member State were not accepted by
the Conference. And it is known to all that some States that advocate non-
discrimination against any application by non-member States have themselves
discriminated against at least one United Nations Member State. One may even
ask hypothetically: if the racist regime of South Africa or a State such as
Israel also comes and requests to participate in the work of the Conference, what
will we do? What kind of decision should we take?

We are very glad that the participation by non-member States in the work of
the Conference on Disarmament has been settled. We think that all parties
concerned will be pleased with the outcome, or should feel pleased. Under these
circumstances, we think there is no further need for statements. However, since
some delegates have decmed it recessary to make statements, I have also made the
above brief remarks in the hope of achieving a better understanding of the
position of the Chinese delegation and benefiting the work of the Conference on
Disarmament in the days to come.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENTY: I thank the representative of China. Does any other
delegation wish to take the floor? That does not seem to be the case.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on
Thuraday, 15 March, at 10.30 a.m. The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I declare open thée plenary meeting of
the Conference on Disarmament. The Conference will continue today its consideration
of item 4 of its agenda, chemical weapons. However, in accordance with rule 30 of
the rules ¢ procedure, any member who so wishes may raise any subject relevant to
the work of the Conference,

Distinguished delegates, it is with great pleasure that I extend a warm welcome
to his Excellency Archbishop Achille Silvestrini, who currently occupies the very
important post of Secrctary of the Council for Public Affairs of the Church. I am
sure that the Conference appreciates the interest shown in its work by the Holy See.

I have on the list of speakers for today the representatives of the .Holy See,
Hungary, Poland, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Japan and Zaire,
as well as the Chairman of -the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events, who will
introduce the report of that Group.

In accordance with the decision taken by the Conference on Disarmament at its
248th plenary meeting, I now have great pleasure in giving the floor to the
representative of the Holy See, His Excellency Archbishop Achille Silvestrini.

Archbishop SILVESTRINI (Holy See) (translated from French): Mr. President, I
am honoured and happy to have the opportunity this morning of addressing such a
highly qualified and competent gathering as that comprising the participants in this
1984 session of the Conference on Disarmament, the only "multilateral negotiating
forum" having as 1ts objective the achievement of consensus on aspects of vital
importance for peace and collaboration among peoples.

I should like to extend special greetings to Mr. Datcu, Ambassador of Romania,
and to wish him every success in the discharge of his duties as President for the
month of March. At the same time, I should like to thank Mr. Turbanski, Ambassador
of Poland, for the compatence and efficiency with which he assumed the same
responsibility as the first President of the Conference.

By its very mandate, the promotion of general and complete disarmament under
effective international control, this meeting is of special importance. - The long
development of the Conference on Disarmament has made possible the elaboration of a
draft internatioral treaty concerning the prohibition of nuclear-weapons tests and a
draft interrational ccnvéntion on the complete and effective prohibition of the
development, manufacture and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their
destruction.

That is a far-reaching task an< one of which the Holy See realizes the
significance and value. Pope John Paul II, the indefatigable apostle of peace, has
expressly entrusted me with bearing witness before this Conference to the interest
he takes in its work and the estecem in which he holds each of its members, who, by
reason of their _ofty responsibilities, are desirous of playing a part in enabling
modern man to develop his marvellous talents far from the haunting spectre of what
might well be irreparable conflicts. ’
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The Pope is, moreover, aware, that in encouraging the efforts of all those who
are striving to build genuine peace and by issuing frequent reminders that peace .is
the duty of all, he is, as it were, the spokesman of millions of men and women, young
and old, from near or far, who refuse to live in a world where war is seemingly
staved off only by a precarious balance of power.

To tell the truth, this year's work has, despite the continuing tension, begun
under what might be considered encouraging omens: on the one hand, the
Stockholm Conference is striving to mark out a course that would promote mutual
confidence in Europe and, on the other, there is hope of the rapid resumption in
Vienna of the negotiations on the reduction of conventional weapons.

Far more remains, however, to be done as regards the determination of measures
to avert the peril of nuclear war to which the Pope referred in the speech he made
on 25 February 1981 in Hiroshima, at the very place where there was revealed in all
its horror the terrifying reality of what a nuclear holocaust could mean. As he
said, "In the face of the man-made disaster that each and every war r.presents, it
must be asserted aad reasserted, time after time, that recourse to war is neither an
ineluctable nor an inevitable necessity ... Clashes of ideologies, aspirations and
real needs can and must be resolved by means other than war or violence™. Thanks to
the good offices of the delegation of Venezuela, that text has been included among
the official documents of this Conference, for which it will, I trust, remain a
point of reference.

In this context, the Holy See, without wishing to pronounce on the technical
aspects of the work and discussions, would, in a spirit of solidarity and service,
ike to share a number of its convictions, the inspiration for which 1s the message
of Christ that so specifically enlightens the human conscience.

It is unquestionably one of the fundamental objectives of this session to deal
with the prevention of ruclear war and with all related matters.

That is, beyond all doubt, a prime necessity. More and more of our fellow
human beings are haunted by a ferrible feeling of being on top of a volcano that
might at any moment become active and unleash its destructive force, spread its
mantie of death over our planet and bring to a definitive and the history of humanity.

Just think how much frustration such a feeling can engender, particularly among
the young. In thas world in danger of death, 1t brings those who wish to live,
understand, love and build to ask themselves what meaning existence and what use
human activity can have if total war must more and more be considered as an
inevitability. Not even paternal and maternal sentiment, which carries within itself
the seed of creative hope for humanicy and the future, is spared by this "crisis of
meaning": young couples even come to the point of wondering about the future of
their offspring, terrified as they are by the thought that their children might,
sooner or later, be destined to be sacrificed.
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Public opinion, tired of rhetoric about peace, 1s heedful of the least
imitiative, however modest, that might be, as 1t were, the seed of a more reassuring
world and give many people the hope of a brighter tomorrow.

Tha% is why the conclusion of a itreaty banning nuclear tests would without
doubt constitute a guarantee of the wallingness of all States to take a new
direction.

It 1s regrettable that the draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons, to which the Holy See adhered in 1971, has not yet been able to deploy all
of the dynamism underlying its provisions, partly because 1% has not gained the
universal support that could justifiably have been expected and partly because we
are far from the realization of the commitments solemnly made by the nuclear Powers
which promoted 1t, namely to stop the arms race and ensure the gradual reduction of
arms, under appropriate control, until complete disarmament was achieved.

Quite the contrary, not only has it not been possible to achieve agreed
"balances" at the lowest possible level, but the door has been left open to an
unbridled and highly dangerous arms race. Pope John Paul II, in his message on the
occasion of the World Day of Peace, 1984, emphasized how the leaders of the nations
ought to be convinced that "war 1s in 1tself irrational and that the ethical
principal of the peaceful settlement of disputes 1s the only way worthy of man". And,
as he weni on to say, "... the dreadful risks of weapons of mass destruction must lead
to the elaboration cf processes of co—operation and disarmament that will in practice
make war unthinkable',

Simultaneous and progressive disarmament, with the acceptance and organization of
real international controls, would create a new climate, a climate of confidence
that would have beneficial effects not only as regards strategies, but also in the
social and economic domain.

As Pope John Paul II said in his homily of 1 January of this year for the
World Day of Peace, "Today's world 1s ever more marked by contrasts, caught in a
web of tensions whose agonizing and interwoven effects manifest themselves both in
the relations between East and West and in those between North and South". It is
precisely in this North-South context, went on the Pope, that "the most worrisome
feature 1s the differences that the situation occasions in the human condition.
In the rich countries, health and nourishment are improving, whereas in the poor
countries the food necessary for survaval is lacking and the mortality rate is soaring,
especially among infants'.

Several concomitant factors lie at the origin of this gap between the poor and
the rich countries. But there is no doubt that that gap 1s being widened by the
waste on expensive weapons of economic resources which should be used to assist the
least advanteged peoples. In this situation, :t is not surprising, as the Holy Father
emphasized, that on the horizon of world peace there should appear, simultaneously
and as terrifying as the horseman of the Apocalypse, the threat of nuclear catastrophe
and the scourge of hunger in many countries.
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In the face of this complex reality, of whose seriousness the Holy See isy
without wishing to minimze the competence with which this Conference is tackling
the matter, fully aware, I should now like to stress a number of priorities capable
of leading to effective disarmament and so to more stable peace,

First of all, never renounce negotiation. In the absence of a supranational
authority, negotiation with a viev to progressive, simultaneous and intermationally
controlled arms reduction remains an imperative necessity that cannot be ignored. Any
agreement on even the modest immediate measures would help to reduce considerably the
rigsk of conflict.

Next, restore trust. In order to promote a sincere and fruitful dialogue, the
communication and evaluation of information must always be characterized by honesty
and mutual esteem.

Finally, strive to place science and technology at the service of life, and not
of war. ¥You have in your hands the "Statement on the consequences of the use of
nuclear weapons" 1ssued by the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, copies of which
Pope John Paul wished to be handed to the Heads of the nuclear-weapon States in person
in 1981. This document sets out vavadly the horrible consequences that the use of
certain weapons would have for civilians and the environment. It 1s now more urgent
than ever to remind ourselves that scientific research is at the service of humanity.
How could anyone not share the wish expressed by the Pope that "a significant
percentage of the funds devoted to arms technology and science should be reserved
for the development of machinery and arrangements to guarantee human life and
welfare" (Message to the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, 11 June 1982, para. 10)7

This aspect of the relationship between "science" and "weapons!" seems to me
particularly important with reference to weapons in outer space, radioclogical weapons
or chemical weapons. Regarding the latter, with whioh this Conference is dealing at
this very moment, 1t 1s highly desirable and urgent that the agreements which already
exist with a view to their total pronmibition should be completed and become a reality.
An adequate and effective system of verification must be carefully worked out. The
Holy See, which is a party to the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the prohibition of
bacteriological and chemical weapons, will continue to lend its moral support to any
imatiative that would help to eliminate for all time the horrors of total war; 1t
will do so 1in accordance with the solemn declaration of the Second Vatican Counecal,
which renewed in this respect the expressions of condemnation already .made by recent
Popes. The Council stated explicitly: "Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the
destruction of entire cities or of extensive areas along wath their population is a
crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal and unhesitating
condemnation" (Constitution "Gaudium et Spes", para. 80).
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Disarmament is a priority objective for the entire international community.
Promoting peace, educating for peace, saving peace, so to speak — that is really
a sphere in which the Church can make a specific coniribution.

The Church unceasingly invites all people, without any distinction whatsoever;
4o commit themselves to ethical choices capable of ensuring lasting peace. The
present situation remains a distressing one. Peace cannot be merely non-war. It is
more than a technique. It is a spirit. It presupposes the putting into practice of
spiritual values such as truth, freedom, justice, solidarity. It is a task for vhich
each individual must feel personally responsible.

Recently, the Episcopates of a number of countries have made statements on the
problem of weapons. It 1s revealing to read the titles of some of these documents
intended for the formation of the Christian conscience: Justice builds peace
(German Episcopate); The challenge of peace (United States Episcopate);

Winning peace (French Episcopate); Disarming in order to build peace
Belgian Episcopate); Peace in justice (Dutch Episcopate); The aspiration to peace
Japanese Eplscopates.

A1l those appeals are expressions of the same desire: to awaken minds and to
assist in the "carthasis" of aggressiveness, in order to learn to show greater
solidarity and love one another better.

Thas 18 to say that the world-wide Catholic Church wishes to be a leaven of peace,
for she is convinced that, as Pope Paul VI said to the United Nations in 1965, if we
proceed "one against the other" we go to our destruction, while if we proceed "one
with the other" we plant peace in the heart of our worldl

During his pilgrimage to Hiroshima, Pope John Paul II expressed the hope that
the international community would succeed in giving itself "a system of laws which
will regulate international relations and maintain peace jus?t as the rule of law
protects national order".

That may be considered a utopia. It may also be considered a first step towards
effective drsarmament. It would 1n any event be proof that one can always believe
in human beings, in their capacity to rise above themselves, %o conquer their
warlike instincts and to put themselves at the service of the "civilization of love'!

In concluding, I should like to emphasize that, even where disarmament is
concerned, reasons must be given for struggling! The people of our time, especially
the younger generation, need great causes 1f they are to feel mobilized. They need
to be confirmed in their reasons for living and hoping. Unity, justice, concord
and the struggle against hunger, poverty and underdevelopment are certainly values
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that exist, but ideological confrontations or artifical divisions threaten to obscure
them. For her part, the Churth cannot but feel responsible for 411 men and women

of goodwill — and they are legion throughout the world — who believe that humanity -
is not merely a juxtaposition of individuals and who aspire with all their being to
form one universal family!

To disarm in order to live together! In this arduous task, which must always
be begun anew, the Holy See is aware of being a voice that reminds people that the
victory of disarmament i1s finally the victory of peace.

Thank you, Sir, for having given me the opportunity to make that voice heard
in this assembly.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the distinguished representative
of the Holy See, His Excellency Archbishop Achille Silvestrini, for the important
statement he has just made. I am sure that all members of the Conference w1ll study
it with the greatest interest. Thank you, Sir.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Hungary,
Ambassador David Meiszter.

Mr. MEISZTER (Hungarian People's Republic): Mr. President, by fortunate coincidence
Just.the other day, aninternational conference of scientists of Marxist and other
persuasions (Catholic, Protestant snd other phiiosophers) took place in Hungary. The
mein conclusion of several days' debate was that even radical differences in their
philosophies should not prevent them, believers and non-believers, from joining in
common actions with a smew to safeguarding the future of human kind, aimed first of
all at preventing a nuclear war. It 1s in this spiri® that my delegation welcomes
the presence of His Excellency Archbishop Silvestrini at our Conference and
appreciates the contribution of the Holy See to the efforts of this body. Another
pleasant coincidence 1s also symbolic, namely that my delegation 15 addressing
today the seme_subject which H.E. Archbishop Silvestrini has put at the top of the
priority preoccupations of the Holy See and so eloquently expounded,

In conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, today I wish to address
item 3 of our agenda, entitled "Prevention of nuclear war, including all related
matters'.

The Hungarian delegation 1s firmly convinced that any evaluation of the
objectives pursued by a nuclear war and 1ts possible outcome proves that the
initiation of a nuclear war or even the threat of 1t can serve no rational objectave
whatsoever, be 1t political, mlitary, economic or otherwise.

Considering that a single thermonuclear bomb can have a destructive capacity
greater than that of all the explosives used i1n all wars since gunpowder vas invented,
and bearing in mind that the use of such weapons would endanger not only presumed
mlitary targets but even the very existence of the human race as a whole, there is
and there can be no task more urgent for mankind than the prevention of nuclear war
by taking approprirate measures and creating the necessary political and legal
environment to that effect. That is an absolute priority in the foreign policy of
the Hungarian People's Republic and the basic aim of the activities of the
political-military alliance to which my country belongs.
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It is an unfortunate fact, indeed, that all the endeavours to eliminate the
threat of a nuclear war have so far failed to bring about the expected results.
Quite the contrary, sizeable efforts are still being made to vindicate the right of
initiating a nuclear conflict, or to legitimize what is called in the jargon of its
protagonists the "nuclear option".

That is why the Hungarian delegation urges Western delegations to recognize
the pressing need for real and substantive negotiations in the Conference on
Disarmament on the question of the prevention of nuclear war,

In our opinion, negotiations on the prevention of nuclear war could touch
upon proposals like the renunciation by all the nuclear-weapon States of the first
use of nuclear weapons, the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, the
gualitative and quantitative freezing by all the nuclear-weapon States of all the
nuclear weapons at their disposal, and a moratorium on all nuclear explosions.--

In e statement on 18 August 1983, the Hungarian delegation — in a spirit of
"rational, argumentative discourse" urged recently by one of the delegations here —
tried to address some of the otjections raised against assuming obligations not
to be the first to use nuclear weapons. That statement contained several arguments
showing that the assuming of no-first-use obiigations is in conformity with normal
practice in intermational law, and with the letter and spirit of existing
international treaties and agreements, including the Charter of the United Natious.
Although, in the absience of reactions, "intellectual honesty"™ would not seem to
obviate any need for a new presentation; I wish to put forward further arguments
to prove from a legal point of view that — even though the use of nuclear weapons
is incompatible with existing rules of international law (with the sole exception
of self-defence against an aggression carried out by the same type of weapon) —
there is a definite necessity to impose an explicit prohibition on the use of
nuclear weapons in the form of no-first-use commitments.

The use of nuclear weapons is incompatible with existing rules of intermational
customary and conventional law as well as with legal principles underlying the
international laws of war, because it amounts, as for some of its effects, to the
use of poison and poisoned weapons, because it inflicts urmecessary suffering,
because it constitiites crime against humanity, and finally because 1t amounts to
genocide.

Formal prescriptiuns of law bear witness to the fact that the use of nuclear
weapons constitutes a breach of several rules and principles of conventional and
customary international law. Those rules and principles are formalized in such
legal instruments as the St. Petersburg Declaration of 1868, the Hague Conventions
of 1899 and 1907, the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the Geneva Red Cross Conventions
of 1929 and 1949, Additional Protocol (I) of 1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 1949,
and the 1948 Genocide Conventicn.
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Any one of the breaches might in itself be sufficient to support the assertion
that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 1s illegal. However, the
cumulative incompatibility of such an act with the rules and principles cited earlier
strengthens that conclusion even more. ’

If one accepts the validity of that conclusion, 1t may then seem logical ‘%o
question the necessity of taking any further contractual legal steps for the
prevention of the use of nuclear weapons, that is, for the prevention of nuclear
war. However, while conventional and customary internmational law has a definite
bearing on the use of nuclear weapons, the relevant rules and principles were
formulated in a pre-nuclear political and legal envircnment. It is a basic
paradox of the twentieth century that there are no conventional rules specifically
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, even though such a prohibition would be of
paramount political, legal and humanitarian value. The existence of that basic
paradox explains why it is not at all contradictory to assert, on the one hand,
that the use of nuclear weapons is illegitimate as being incompatible with several
rules and principles of conventional and customary international law and to affirm,
on the other hand, the necessity of an explicit regulation.

There are, however, some further argumsnts that substantiate such a necessiﬁy.

It is well known that there existc a positive prohibition on the use of weapons
with anslogous destructive effects and capacity. In the case of incendiary,
chemical and biological weapons, conyentional and customary international law
could not allow any compromise for the seke of military necessity at the expense
of the needs of humanity. Because of their extremely cruel and indiscriminate
effects the use of such weapons 1s, partially or generally, prohibited. The
strange legal and moral logic applied by certain States to nuclear weapons when
trying to make them a case of exception should not in anr way prevent legal
regulation. Positive prohibition is to be placed on the first use of nuclear
weapons having analogous destructive effects — analogous, that is, to the effects
of those weapons already prohibited — such as the heat effect and the poisonous
effect caused by the absorption cf radic-active frll-ovi; and having a destructive
capacity which is several orders of magnitude greater than that of those weapons
already prohibited.

Developments related to nuclear—weapons technology and doctrines put an
increasing premium on a disarming first strike. Developments in military technology,
such as the advances in missile accuracy, warhead efficiencies, the appearance of
MIRV-, and later MARV-warheads, cruise missiles and technologies like Stealth, all
initiated by one of the nuclear-weapon Powers during the last 10-15 years, could
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easily be identified as a conscious effort to improve nuclear warfighting
capabilities. Those developments have been coupled with a doctrinal evolution along
the lines of a strategic counterforce posture producing concepts like limited and
protracted nuclear war and pre—emptive first strike. Those developments constantly
challenge the technological, political and normative brakes on the use of nuclear
weapons.

Furthermore, there is a need for explicit regulation because, in spite of the
incompatibility of the use of nuclear weapons with existing rules of international
customary and conventional law, certain States assert that such use is legal.
Article 613 of the United States Law of Naval Warfare states: ™Ihere is at present
no rule of international law expressly prohibiting States from the use of nuclear
weapons in warfare., In.the absence of express prohibition, the use of such weapons
ageinst enemy combatants and other military objectives is permitted.” An analogous
opinion is expressed in paragraph 35 of the United States Army's Rules of Land
Warfare, as well as in other documents concerning nuclear weapons.

The group of States emphasizing that, given the Charter of the United Natioms,
there is no need to prohibit explicitly the use of nuclear weapons, refuses to
renounce the "nucleaxr option", alluding to an alleged conventional superiority of
the Warsaw Treaty Organization., Even if there was not an over-all conventional
balance in Europe, and even if the Warsaw Treaty member States had not made numerous
proposals ‘on a mutual commitment not to be the first to use either nuclear or
conventional weapons, the whole notion of the "nuclear option" would be irreconcilable
with the legal principle of proportionality, acoording to which actions taeken in
self-defence or as reprisals for an alleged breach of international law must be
proportional in scale to the quantum of the threat or of the force used.

The last argument testifying to the urgent necessity of explicitly prohibiting
the use of nuclear weapons 18 the fact that, twice in the history of mankingd,
existing rules and principles of conventional and customary intermational law have
failed to prevent the use of nuclear weapons.

All this makes it urgent and imperative to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons
by the formalization in an explicit legal contractual rule, of remunciation of the
first use of muclear weapons. The substantive contribution such an explicit
regulation might make to lessening the danger of a nuclear war camot be challenged
on the basis that no-first-use commitments are declaratory and not verifiable. As
these assertions are frequently repeated even in such an authoritative disarmament
negotiating body as the Conference on Disarmsment, and are echoed in official
statements and declarations, I would like to make a few short remarks on that
score,
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It is often said that a no-first-use commitment is of a declaratory character.
Probably it is proper to remind the Conference at this point that commitments
formalized in a contractual legal form are of a binding, mandatory character. At the
same time there is nothing wrong about a treaty being declaratory in a legal sense.
There are several treaties from the laws of warfare which are considered to be
declaratory of international customary law, such as the Genocide Convention of 1948
or the Geneva Protocol of 1925, codifying generally accepted rules of customary law.
The Geneva Protocol, for example, has long been considered to be declaratory of two
rules of international customary law prohibiting since the nineteenth century the
use of poison and poisoned weapons. If the term declaratory is used here in that
legal sense, signifying an emerging general recognition that nuclear weapons are not
legitimate means of warfare, we would welcome such a development in the position of
the group of States which has been reluctant to assume a commitment not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons. But if the term is used in a pejorative sense, the
arguments all together contained in the present statement are aimed at refuting such
endeavours,

The no-first-use commitments are not verifiable, it is stated, because they
express intentions, and intentions are by their nature not verifiable.

International treaties express some kind of an intention of the parties to them
to have certain aspects of their relationship regulated. As soon as intentions are
formalized in an international treaty form, those intentions cease to be intentions
in a legal sense as they are transformed into legally binding commitments. These
are the legally binding commitments and not intentions that are subject to
verification. The member States of the Warsaw Treaty Organization have proposed a
treaty, that is, a legally binding instrument, to be conoluded on the global non-use
of military force, be it with nuclear or conventional weapons. It is quite
unfortunate that NATO member States, questioning the validity of intentions, have
failed to agree to transforming the vague declarations made on their non-aggressive
intentions into such a legally binding commitment.

As to the intrinsic impossibility of adequate verification I should like to say
the following: the mo-first-use commitment is, of course, not a disarmament measure,
which can be quantitatively measured and verified. It is a legally binding
commitment prohibiting a certain activity. If we assume that legally binding
commitments of a prohibitive character are intrinsically unverifiable and,
therefore, unwanted, one can easily question the practicability of a whole set
of treaties prohibiting different types of military activities. The raison d'étre
of the Geneva Protocol, the Antarctic Treaty, the Partial Test-Ban Treaty, the
Outer Space Treaty, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the
Sea-Bed Treaty, the ENMOD Convention and the Convention on Certain Conventional
Weapons, that is, nearly all major multilateral disarmament treaties and conventions
in fact could be called into question.
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A no-first-use commitment, once assumed, entails adequate changes in the
military hardware, doctrine and posture. Nuclear weapons with clear first-strike.
capapilities, technological efforts to improve first-strike capabilities, nuclear -
warfighting doctrine., counterforce and first-strike postures, and concepts like ’
vhat of a pre-emptive first strike must be renounced. The practical implementation
of such a renouncement with all the changes it entails cannot go.unnoticed, it is
positively yerifiable. At the same time a contemplated use of nuclear weapons
necessitates adequate preparations and a return to the status ante, which is
1dentifiable and verifiable as well, leaving ample room for the necessary counter-
neasures.

All in all, it is a grim reality of the nuclear age that until more far-
reaching nuclear disarmament proposals, such as, for example, the one that the
Sovizt Unicn put forward in 1981 on the.elimination of all nuclear weapons from i
Europe, until such disarmament proposals are implemented, there is no politiegal or. -
contractual-legal measure whatsoever which could form a 100 per cent guarantee K ..
against the use of nuclear weapons. Pending the implementation of such proposed
measures, however, the world would be a much safer place to live in, with no-first-
use commitments creating confidence, transparency and calculability. Without such
a commitment, fear and suspicion will continue to prevail and to feed the nuclear
arms race.

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Mr. President, allow me first of all to say how pleased I’
am to see you in the chair for the month of March. Now already we are half way
through the month, we have had ample opportunities to benefit from your wisdom, -
experience and skill, and I am confident that your constructive approach to the !
difficult problems still pending will bring the work of the Conference a good deal
forward. May I also take this opportunity to thank your predecessor,

Ambassador Turbansici of Poland, for his never~failing patience, good humour, and
skillfulness which were of crucial importance for the good outcome of the month of
February. Mr. President, may I also associate myself with your words of welcome
directed to His Excellency Archbishop Achille Silvestrini and thank him for his
important address to the Conference. I also wish to express my thanks to the
Conference for ‘entrusting me with the chairmanship of the Ad Hoe¢' Committee on
Chemical Weapons. Honoured by this confidence, I can only pledge to do my utmost to
advance the work on a convention on ¢hemical weapons as far as possible and appeal
to all delegations for their co~operation, on which I depend.

Ambassador Sujka of Poland made substantial improvements in our -method of work
by introducing and establishing so-called contact groups, which now have developed
into working groups under the Committee. Ambassador McPhail of Canada contributed
to our work by managing to get an agreed report on the status for the negotiations
on chemical reapons. The method of working through working groups and the results
presented in document CD/416 will constitute a good basis for our work this year in
the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. CD/416 also shows that to a large extent
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a common view already exists on the comprehensiveness of the convention., This was
reflected already in CD/220, the report of the Working Group in 1981 -under
Ambassador Lidgard, who was then head of the Swedish delegation, and in

Ambassador Okawa of Japan's report in CD/131. The fact that some differepnces still
exist with regard to the scope should not overshadow the broad support for a
comprehensive convention. As Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
I will try to bring the work further forward in the same "spirit that guided my
predecessors.

The method of establlshing working groups under an ad hoc committee of the
conference and under chairmanships distributed between groups of delegations is
intended to be a helpful and practical device in order to smooth negotiations and
further the work. I am therefore plecased that the Ad Hoc Committee has now accepted
the establishment of three working groups and the distribution of chairmansahips as
well as an outline and a time-table for the Ad Hoc Committee's work. ~

However, it took a considerable time before all delegations could accept the
organizational arrangements. In spite of this rather slow process, there have also
been reasons for a certain degree of optimism. In her speech to the Conference
on 7 February, Ambassador Theorin touched upon some recent engouraging developments.
One such development is the statement by the United States Sccretary of State,

Mr. Shultz, to the Stockholm Conference in which he announced that the United States
Government would present a draft treaty on chemical weapons to this Conference. This
reflects the earnest approach of the United States delegation to continued
negotiations on chemical weapons. However, in this context I would like to stress
the importance of continued work in the Conference on Disarmament on chemical
weapons. There is no reason to take a passive position in these negotiations because
of the still pending United States draft.

We appreciate the new initiatives taken by the USSR delegation with respect to
the question of verification of destruction of stockpiles. We have during the last
year witnessed a more or less continuous development on this matter. The Soviet
delegation expressed during informal meetings of the working group in January some
interesting ideas on how to approach the problem. I will revert to this later in my
statement ’ ’

Last week, on 8 March, the delegation of China presented proposals on major
elements of a chemical weapons convention in working paper CD/443. The Swedish
delegation welcomes this comprehensive contribution. I also note with satisfaction
the support that Ambassador Qian gave in his statement to the Swedish proposal to
. prohibit preparations for use of chemical weapons. Other significant contributions
have also been made during this session. I have in mind inter a¥ia the
contributions by the United Kingdom, Finland, the Fedaral Republi¢ of Germany and
the Netherlands. These delegations have all addressed important problems which
remain to be solved. Time does not permit a close analysis of the ideas presénted
in these papers now, but my delegation will rcvert to them during the course of the
negotiations.



CD/PV.250
18

(Mr. Ekéus, Sweden)

All these initiatives help promote the work on a chemical weapons convention.
But, Mr. President, it is necessary that constructive proposals and concessions are
met in kind with accommodations from other parties so that’ there may be created a
dialogue conducive to tangible and substantial progress.

As the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Cehmical Weapons, I have presented an
outline for the work of that body in document CD/CW/WP.70. Following this outline,
it is my intention to provide the working groups with proposed texts to be
negotiated. During the negotiations in the working groups, views and agreements will
be reported to the Chairman of the Committee, who will thereafter present revised
versions of the proposed texts containing also the Chairman's suggestions for
possible compromise language. This should serve as a basis on which delegations may
seek instructions, together with all relevant initial basic material upon which the
proposals rest.

By allowing time for Governments to study these proposals before we revert to
them later during the session, I hope for an effective working process, end that we
need not wait unduly long for new governmental instructions to appear. This year
the Ad Hoc Committee should present a set of texts, agreed concepts, and, of course,
views by the individual delegations in a unanimously agreed report. If we make
headway, we would by then be close to a convention.

One of the areas where progress has been made is that of the elimination of
chemical weapons and verification thereof. Constructive proposals have been put
forward, in particular with regard to the methods of verification under a future
Convention. Thus, there now seems to be a general understanding that the destruction
of the most dangerous chemical weapons should be verified by continuous on—-site )
inspection during the destruction periods. Although even this rather straightforward
approach implies many unsolved problems, I think it constitutes a necessary basis
for the further work.

It might be useful to, in this context analyse some ideas put forward informally
earlier this year concerning different conditions which might influence the levél of
verification. Thus, could the extent of verification be decided by the degree of the
danger of certain types of chemical weapons? Could the military value of the weapons
be decisive? Other factors influencing the extent of verification could perhaps be
the amount of weapons to be destroyed, or such a variable as whether they contain
dual-purpose chemicals. Although no general recognition exists that all of these
aspects should determine the level of verification, a thorough analysis -of these’
problems could be useful in our work. In this connection I would like to refer to
the Swedish working paper CD/425 on the verification of the destruction of stockpiles’
of chemical weapons.

Another problem is the question of a possible prohibition of use in the
convention., After many years of divided opinions, there now appears to be an
understanding that the prohibition of use should in some way be expressed or referred
to in the convention. This would imply the possibility of investigations of
allegations of use under the provisions of the convention.

Regrettably, the question of prohibition of use has become of immediate importance
in the last few weeks., Reports of use of chemical weapons in the Gulf area remind
us of the necessity not only to uphold the prohibition of use in the Geneva Protocol,
but also to get as soon as possible a convention which allows adequate means for
investigation and verification of such allegations. We are gratified that the
Secretary-General of the United Nations has appointed a group of experts to investigate
the matter at hand.
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The German Democratic Republic has suggested, at the Conference on Disarmament
in Europe in Stockholm, that, in or~der to increase confidence between States in
Europe, States should declare the existence or non-existence of chemical weapons
on their territories and alsoc rencunce the stationing of chemical weapons where
there are none at present, i.e. =-- and this is somewhat ambiguous languaze -- on
the territory of those pacrticlipating States which have declared the non-possession
of chemical weapons as well as their intention not to acquire them. We regard
this proposal as a confidence-building measure with relevance for the work on a
comprehensive chemical weapons convention.

The Swedish delegation put forward some similar ideas in Vorking Paper CD/279
of 14 April 1982, aimed at facilitating the work on the convention.

It was in the same confidence-building spirit that Sweden in January this
year introduced Working Paper CD/426 proposing that all preparations for waging
chemical warfare should be prohibited, not only the development and production
of chemital weapons. When that lorking Paper was introduced, we expressed the
hope that delegations would give their reactions and views on the subject. -Some
have already done so. Our ambition is to find a pragmatic and effective way to
increase confidence in the future chemical weapons convention.

Finally, speaking again as the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, I wish to conclude by expressing my hope that confidence, co-operation
and efficiency will mark the work of the Committee so that a comprehensive ban
on chemical weapons may be agreed upon.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Sweden
for his statement and for his kind words for the President and I should also like
to wish him great success in his important functions as Chairman of the Ad Hoe
Committee on Chemical Weapons.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Poland,
Ambassador Stanislaw Turbanski.

Mr. TURBANSKI (Poland): Mr. President, I join with great pleasure all the
distinguished speakers who have taken the floor before me under your presidency to
congratulate you most warmly, on behalf of my delegation, and on my own behalf, on
the assumption of the presidency of the Conference on Disarmament during this month
of March. I do not want to repeat all the good wishes I offered you when concluding
my own presidency but, seeing your admirable performance, I wish you further success
in discharging your responsible duties and pledge to you, the representative of
socialist Romania, full support and co-operation in their fulfilment. Allow me
also, Mr. President, to thank once again all my distinguished colleagues around this
table for their kind words on my presidency in February.

I also join the previous speakers in warmly welcoming among us
His Excellency Archbishop Achille Silvestrini, Secretary of the Council for Public
Affairs of the Church and representative of the Holy See. Poland highly values all
the efforts the Holy Sze and His Holiness Pope John Paul II persistently, strenuously
undertake for the maintenance of peace. The important statement we have heard today
is rezarded by my delegation as another telling example of these efforts by the
Holy See.
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In the course of our debates in recent years, we have constantly and
persistently referred to tne international situation, rightly describing it as
"gerious" and "deteriorating". At the beginning of this year's session,
unfortunately, perhaps even uore rightly than ever before, alarming words on
further deterioration in international reiations have been repeatedly voiced in
this chamber. A policy of rejection of the principle of equality and equal
security is under way; the plans for gaining military superiority here, in the
European theatre, are being implemented. Frequent interference in the internal
affairs both of socialist and of many other States has become all too familiar
news in mass media all over the world. Many mutually beneficial economic links
have been broken. The socialist countries -— my country, Poland, is not the
only example -- are subjected to all sorts of hostile pressure and calumnious
campaigns.

My delegation is in full agreement with the comprehensive, factual analysis
of the developments that have led to the present situation which has been already
presented in the course of this year's session of the Conference on Disarmament
by the representatives of the socialist countries and which has also been reflected
in a number of statements by the representatives of non-aligned States.

The responsibility for the dire state of international relations, for the
aggravation of .world tensions, and for the fuelling of the arms race rests
entirely on one State which wants to lead the other States throughout the world
in a subjectively chosen direction, which wants to use its indisputable
technological achievements for "outpacing™ all other States and which has adopted
as the exclusive tenet of 1ts policy "negotiation from the position of strength".
It is just this drive of the United States of America to reassure itself of its
position of superiority over the Soviet Union, to show to its allies the resolve
to sustain its posivion of leadership, to influence the political developments
in many regions of the world through the use of power, that has put the world on
its present, dangerous path. One cannot read the facts otherwise. It would be
difficult to exhaust the list of them. The unprecedented growth of tae
United States military budget, equalling over a five-year period some 1.5 billion
dollars, may be taken as the predominant factor. Moreover, the launching of
several major military production and development programmes, each of importance
for the strategic balance of forces, such as the new strategic bomber, MX and
Midgetman ballistic missiles, new manoeuvrable nuclear re-entry vehicles, air-
land- and sea~launched cruise missiles, and rapid expansion of the ocean-going
fleet, are the unequivocal, material examples of the plans in being. The
preparation of a rapidly deployable force numbering over 200,000 soldiers and
equipped with modern means of transport cannot but serve as an indication of the
intentions of the State organizing such a force. Yet another avenue of the arms
race, 80 far restricted only to the supportive, though vital, military systems
with no offensive capabilities, will be opened if the plans of the present
United States administration to c¢reate anti-satellite and space-based anti-ballistic
weapon systems materialize. These facts are ample evidence that an intensified
strategic and theatre nuclear arms race, as well as the conventional one, is
under way. This is but one side of the coin. The other 1s the United States'
attitude towards the efforts in favour of arms control and disarmament.. Again, the
list of the indicative facts is long. First, there is the failure to ratify the
bilateral threshnld and peaceful nuclear explosions ireaties. One officially-given
reason for this was the inadequacy of the verification system envisaged in these
legal instruments. In fact, these instruments were the first in which a sort of
in situ verification was agreed between the Soviet Union and the United States.
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The actual reason, as it has been in the case of the trilateral talks on a

complete nuclear-test ban from which the United States has withdrawn, was the
pressure of the nuclear weapons designers and the military, who consider the

tests indispensable for the development of new nuclear warheads and for checking
the reliability of existing stocks of nuclear weapons. Another telling fact is

the withholding from the ratification of the SALT II Treaty. Again, ths official
reasons given for this policy were less than convincing. The first to be put
forward was the inappropriateness of the verification. Later on, the theory of
"linkage" gave the opponents of the Treaty a more convenient excuse. It is
interesting to note, however, that despite the criticism raised during the SALT Il
ratification debate, the basic provisions of this not-yet-legally-binding agreement
are being observed and, moreover, that there are voices inside the United States
arguing that the country would be better off with the treaty in force than without
it. It is the irony of life that the United States broke off the discussions with
the Soviet Union on anti-satellite systems in the final stage of those talks, at

a time when neither side had the technology for an operational anti-satellite
systlem at hand, only to complain that after four years the over-all situation has
changed to such an extent as to require the United States to launch a large programme
for space warfare as a security edge against a strategic surprise. It is already
visible how much more complex, due to the technological developments, the issue has
become from the point of view of future space arms limitation measures. And, last
but not least, the history of INF negotiations shows that the political and
military considerations, among them the wish to gain military advantages over the
opponent and to strengthen the United States position within the NATO alliance,
prevailed. The intransigence of the United States negotiating position, despite
the pressure of European public opinion and against the efforts of the other side
to prevent yet another round of the nuclear arms race in Europe, destroyed the
chances for an agreement.

As' the on-going debate during this session of the Conference indicates,
there exists a general conviction that the biggest threat to world security is the
existence of nuclear weapons and the threat of their unintentional or unauthorized
use, The most striking feature of the present nuclear arsenals is no longer the
fact of their numerical growth. In fact, despite such processes as the mirving
of nuclear warheads on ballistic missiles and the introduction of numerous cruise
missiles into the .arsenals, the over-all stock of nuclear warheads is growing
slowly, if at all.

What matters now is the development of nuclear weapon systems that are more
capable of an offensive strike and, at the same time, are less vulnerable to
the opponent's retaliation. This is the crux of the on-going modernization of the
United States strategic -forces making them more and more technically prepared to
launch a nuclear first strike, a situation which threatens the stability of
strategic relations in time of a future crisis. A similarly dangerous trend can
be traced in the development of small-calibre nuclear weapons, delivered by ever
more accurate missiles, with warheads tailor-made to specific military requirements.
This technical jargon means that these weapons are more and more useful for the
military commanders, who may be therefore much more prone to use them, according
to the conditions on the battlefield. In parallel with the technological
sophistication of strategic, theatre, and tactical nuclear weapons goes the
military doctrine of their use. This is the foundation of the belief, expressed
in some countries at the highest political levels, that nuclear war can be
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restricted geographically, contained to a low level of nuclear conflict, or =-
worse still -- that it can be won. No one knows how the potential nuclear

conflict might look. it is, however, a certainty that even the lowest and the

most restricted level of nyclear war would be a catastrophe, especially in such
heavily urbanized and populated areas as Europe. There is, therefore, no need

to argue tog long about the need for international action to lessen or, preferably,
to avert the danger of nuclear war. It is in our common interest, irrespective of
ideological or political convictions. Such is the rational premise of the position
of the socialist States. The important characteristic of the approach of soclalist
States is the conviction that efforts directed at the prevention of nuclear' war
should be. paralleled in the political, psychological, moral and material domains.
Purspit of the common goal in one only of these domains is doomed to failure.
Material disarmament cannot succeed without growth of confidence, without

restraint in' the realization of egoiStic States' interests, without the

acceptance of the existence of different political systems and without respect for
the general rules of international law. And the confidence and other general:
pq;itical and psychological circumstances conducive to disarmament-cénnot be created.
in the presence of ever-expanding arsenals.

" . I hope that, in view of these facts, the allegations made ‘here by some
delegations that it is the Soviet Union and other socialist countries that are
requnsible for the increase of a nuclear arms race and for aggravating the
international climate appear in much more clear perspective. For instance, the
distinguished Ambagsador of the Federal Republic of Germany, without considering
it ueeful —— in his own words -~ to go over the INF controversy before this
Conference, devoted several solid pages of his statement on 28 February to putting
the blame on the Soviet Union and other members of the Warsaw Treaty while
depicting the NATO States as the ones which unilaterally — and generously —-
may I add, do nothing but decide Lo withdraw hundreds of nuclear warheads from
European soil ... I can still hear Ambassador Wegener's appeals not to oversiwplify
matters before, as he put it, a "mature audience like the one around this table".

Very often in the interventions of Western delezations at this Conference and
in political writings in the West, allegations are being advanced ‘that the
expendiéures on ‘¢onventional armaments are higher than those on nuclear. arms and
that conventional wars are much more dangérous because they are real. We do not
minimize either the dangers of conventional war or the sufferings it brings. An
undeniable truth, however, is that we are living today in an increasingly turbulent
and insecure world because of escalation in the nuclear arms race, both in its
quantitative and qualitative dimensions,:because of blind rellance on doctrines
of nuclear deterrence which, by their very nature, heighten the risk of ‘the outbreak
of nuclear war -- and nuclear war means today a threat to the survival of mankind.

That is why this Conference should, to start with, decide as early as possible-
on the establistiment of the proper negotiating forum for the achievement of agresment
on appréprlate and ‘practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war, as requeated
in United Nations General Assembly resolutions 38/183 G and 37/78 iI. We do heope that
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this Conference, having earlier decided to inscribe on its agenda, as an independent
item, the question of the prevention of nuclear war, will now make a logical step
and establish an ad hoc committee, where the appropriate and practical measures
should be negotiated. Among such measures could be the following:

The renunciation by all nuclear-weapon States of the first use of nuclear
weapons. We are convinced that if all the nuclear Powers pledged not to

be the first to use nuclear weapons, as the Soviet Union and China have done,
i1t would constitute a significant step towards the prevention of nuclear war;

A freeze by all nuclear-weapon States on the production and deployment of
nuclear weapons. This proposal of the Soviet Union was presented here in
detail last year and hardly needs any further development on my part. Ve
fully. support this proposal, the more so as it enjoys broad support ald
over the world being regardad as one of the most important links in the
chain of efforts leading to the halt of the arms race;

The declaration by all nuclear-weapon States of a moratorium on all nuclear
explosions until a treaty on the comblete and general prohibition.of
nuclear-weapan tests is concluded.

In such a way, Mr. President, this Conference would, indeed, contribute to -
this great cause, in 11ne with the millfons of appeals all over the world.
Exactly one week ago, we witnessed in this very chamber a kind of a moving
manifestation by women who, in their message to this Conference, appealed once

again for serious.negotiations for arms control agreements, for the prevention
of nuclear war.

Some delegations, unfortunately, are not prepared to go along this direction,
disregarding an oyveryhelming opinion. The distinguished Ambassador of the
United States, Mr. Fields called in his intervention on 23 February last:
... tc join our colleagues in serious work on the question of the prevention of
nuclear war .,.". But we fail then to understand why the United States delegation
is opposing serious discussion on the measures just mentioned by me.

Only recently, on 2 March last, in an address by the General Secretary of
the Central Committee of the Communlst Party of the Soviet Union, Comrade Chernenko,
excerpts of which have been circulated here as document CD/444, the essence of the
United States policy in this respect was clearly exposed. Indeed, why should the
United States, in a gesture of goodwill, not ratify the treaties with the
Soviet Union, which were signed almost 10 years ago? Very many high ranking
officials of Western governments, including the distinguished delegates sitting
around this table, pronounce themselves and make appeals for the resumption of the
INF dialogue. We by no means neglect these very important talks. But we do also
remember that the United States has broken off the talks on other issues, including
the very issue of a general and complete ban on nuclear-weapon tests. Why not
demonstrate goodwill and resume serious talks on this first item on the agenda
of this Conference, either in their trilateral 'dimension or in the Ad Hoc Committee
on a Nuclear Test Ban, or in both?

With regard to the nuclear test ban, we are witnessing in this chamber a huge
operation of tendentious interpretations. Certain delegations strongly advise
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continuation of the NTB Ad _Hoc Committee on the basis of the old mandate, as

the resolution of the verification issues is —- - to use again the words of the
distinguished Ambassador of the United States =- "... crucial if we are eventually
to succeed in attaining a nuclear vest ban ...". For our part, -we would like to
reiterate once more that we do not neglect any of these complex issues of
verification. Neither do we diminish their importance. But we have a firm
feeling that it is neither a matter of verification nor a matter of its negotiation.
To put it etraight, it is a question of political will, or a lack of it, to conduct
serious negotiations on this burning problem, which is now more than a quarter of a
century old, and is, indeed, ripe for a final solution. Very many scientific
authorities affirm that there are no iusurmountable obstacles to conclusive
negotiations on a comprehensive nuclear-test ban treaty. Therefore my delegation,
in accordance with the provisions of General Assembly resclutions 38/62 and 33/63
and many other resolutions adppted by the General Assembly in this respect, calls
for urgent substantial gonsultations in the framework of this Conference on the
NTB Ad Hoc Committee's new mandate and subsequently on a serious process of ¢
negotiations concerning the formulation and elaboration of a comprehensive test
ban treaty. Furthermore, one cannot but share the fear voiced here by some at the
beginning of this-session that all the beneficial results of the Non~Proliferation
Treaty may end with further aggravation of the situation, with the application of
all the technological developments in the military sphere or, not the least, with
the aspirations of certain States. It is good to remember and to speak on these
factors today, before the third Review Conference of the NPT, and particularly
before the session of the Preparatory Committee to that Conference, the first of
which iz to be convened soon., My delegation s;rongly supports the view that the
success of the coming Review Conference will depend on the progress in the
implementation of articles VI and VII of the NPT. The success of our discussions
and, possibly, negotiations on the nuclear-test ban would thus greatly contribute
to the success of the NPT Review Conference.

I would like now to turn to the queatiqn of the prohibition of chemical
weapons. As you are aware, and as the distinguished Ambassador of Sweden just
mentioned, after intensive discussions on procedural matters, perhaps unavoidable
ones, although unreasonably prolonged, we have finally agreed on the organizational
structure of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, A new, exténded mandate
makes it possible to conduct full-scale negotiations on the formulation and the
elaboration of a future convention. We consider that as an important result of
our work opening a new stage, a result of which we should take full a&vantage.

Quite a lot of important questions will have to be agreed upon in the course
of our future elaboration and formulation of specific provisions of the draft
convention., Many governments pronounce themselves for an immediate and total ban
on chemical weapons and numerocus delegations participating in this Conference,
have already supported their positions with specific documents in the course of
the present session. This has been recently done by the delegations of the
United Kingdom, Sweden, the Federal Republic of Germany, China and the Netherlands.
In his important statement, to which I have aiready referred, the General Secretahy
of the Communist Party of thq Soviet Union, Comrade Konstantin Chernenko stated
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among other things that certain prerequisites for negotiating a comprehengive
ban on chemical weapons are appearinz. Achievement of an agreement in this and
some other regards could constitute a beginning of a real breakthrough in
Soviet~-American relations and a turn in the international situation.

A strong positive impulse in our debate on the prohibition of chemical
weapons were new proposals of the Soviet Union on the question of verification
presented by the distinguished Ambassador Victor Issraelyan on 21 February last.
In the framework of systematic international on-site inspections considered so
far, the Soviet Union expressed its readiness to accept in certain cases a
permanent presence of the representatives of international control at a special
facility for the destructidén of ch:mical weapons. This new step by the
Soviet Union has to be seen as another measure towards compromise and the
successful resolution of the tasks still ahead of us. My delegation highly
appreciates this Soviet undertaking. It indicates once again that the socialist
States approach the negotiations in a flexible and constructive way. The
proposals put forward by the socialist States with regard to chemical weapons .
during this and the previous session of the Conference have indicated willingness
to accept a wide range of verification procedures, including systematic
international control, and opened the way to the intensification of negotiations
on the chemical weapons convention. The recent proposal of the Soviet Union just
referred to promises a possibility of bringing to fruition the work on the vast
and weighty problem of the verification of stockpile destruction.

Provisions of a future convention on chemical weapons, like all the provisions
of international treaties, must be implemented in goodwill, in accordance with
the objectives and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, and in
application of wisely and adequately formulated mechanisms of international control.
The tern "adequacy™ can be characterized as techniocal feasibility and pnacticality,
together with capability for effective detection. of violation and minimum
interference with the life of individual nations.

N One may suggest many theoretical requirements for disarmament verification
aystems, such as, to name only a few: high detectability of objects and activities
\nelabed to the scope and subject-matter of an agreement, practical feasibility and
technical sufficiency of the verification means, continuity of .the verification
process, timeliness of the fact-findinz and of the assessment. processes, .
flexibility of the methods adopted, economic acceptability of the verification
system, ete.

But our main task is, I would say, to stay with these considerations on solid,
real ground, that is, to confront always theoretical desires with practical.
possibilities.

It is conceivable, for example, that when the highest detectability is
.demanded from the verification system, it may render it too expensive or
progedurally too complicated or, in the extreme case, too intrusive for many
of the parties concerned. Furthermore, certain features of the so-called "adequate"
verification may become contradictory to each other: in maximizing one aspect of
the "adequate" verification, another one, not less important, may suffer. In short,
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every verification system is a compromise between various technical, economic and
political factors. To find the best of compromise solutions is a task to be
tackled in the course of our negotiations. We must remember, however, that the
basic prerequisite for the achievement of such "best compromise" solutions is
political goodwill. We would like to hope that it does exist in this chamber,
among us, but can we really say that it has been sufficiently demonstrated?

I would also wish to express my delegation's conviction that no verificatianm,
however intrusive and elaborate, can provide us with a 100 per cent certainty that
no violation, even the least meaningful, occurs. The ideal verification system
would, in my opinion, be one that would ensure States' security through a high
probability of detecting violation, could provide a convenient channel of
communication between parties, and would help in building confidence between them.
The convention we are negotiating here may become the first authentic disarmament
treaty, but it is for that very reason that it is so politically sensitive.

Entering into such agreements, States are, understandably, eager to gain reassurance
that the agreements are mutually upheld by all.

Speaking on the organization of a most reasonable system of control, it is
worth recalling also that living up to a future convention will be guaranteed
through, inter alia, the moral prestige of future States parties. For their
moral prestige, so to say, will be at stake. We should remember in this connection
that future States parties will be most interested not to stain their reputation '
before the whole international community by possible offences against provisions
agreed and signed by themselves. In other words, we should assume that they will
apply national means of control also in good faith. Unfortunately, this means of
control is rarely valued here and, even worse, its importance is often diminished.
We would like to hope that, in further developing and specifying their positions
in future working documents, the respective delegations will take,these
considerations into accoumt. It is hard to believe that the process of elaborating
a future convention will proceed smoothly if at the root of this process is a lack
of confidence among the majority of the most interested partners.

Many factors indicate, on the other hand, that the elaboration of the chemical
weapons convention now is in the interest of the community of all nations. Political
and technical realities speak for the same. Let us then join this process in a most
effective way and assure a good pace of work on the convention. Let us not stay and
wait in abeyance. As you all so very well know, distinguished delegates, many
important problems regarding the future convention require a negotiated solution.

It 1s high time to undertake, ona working level and in a working spirit, a
substaﬁtial and mutually accommodating negotiation process in order to achieve
mutually acceptable solutions.

Remembering all the historical circumstances of the use of chemical weapons on
a massive scale in Europe, Poland attaches great importance to the question of final
and total prohibition of chemical weapons. We therefore work hard, and we shall
continue to do so, trying to co-ordinate the agenda item on chemical weapons among
the delegations of socialist countries in the framework of this Conference and to
contribute, as far as possible, to this important topic of our negotiations.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Poland
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President. I now give
the floor to the next speaker on my list, who is the distinguished representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Victor Issraelyan.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Comrade President, the USSR delegation would like today to make some comments
in connection with the third report to the Conference on Disarmament of the
Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts which has been distributed here.

The activity of the Group is directly linked with the problem of a complete
and general nuclear-weapon test ban. In his statement of 2 March of this year,
the General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committéé, Comrade K.U. Chernenko,
stressed that the achievement of agreement On-%he~$r6blem of a nuclear-weapon test
ban as well as on a number of other disarmament questions would mark the start
of a real and radical change in the international situation as a whole. The
Soviet delegation will have the opportunity later to state its opinion on the
question of a nuclear test ban. Now we would like to emphasize once again the
extreme importance and urgency of this question, which incidentally has recently
been reaffirmed in the message of the Conference entitled "Women and the World
Disarmament Campaign" to the Conference on Disarmament.

The third report reflects the results of work conducted by the Group of
Scientific Experts since 1979 in accordance with the instructions of the Committee
on Disarmament.

The reports prepared by the Group -- CCD/558 of 1978, CD/43 of 1979 and the
third report submitted to the Conference now =-- represent a good basis for the
furtherance of the elaboration of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests. Naturally, the system for the international exchange
of seismic data could be established only after such a treaty entered into force.

In its first report, CCD/558, the Group of Scientific Experts dealt with the
elaboration of an international system for the exchange of Level I seismic data
with the use for data transmission to international data centres of the
telecommuniications network of the World Meteorological Organization (WMO). The
second report, CD/43, points out that the Group of Scientific Experts initiated
the elaboration of scientific and methodological principles of a possible
comprehensive experimental test of the seismic data exchange system to be conducted
after the conclusion and entry into force of a treaty. Finally, the third report
circulated today notes that the Group of Scientific Experts has elaborated on the
basis of the two previous reports, preliminary technical instructions and operations
manual for a comprehensive experimental testing of all the elements of a globzl
exchange system.

Thus, the experts have performed significant and useful work which shows that
international operational seismic data exchange within the context of implementation
of the future treaty can be organized on a global basis. To this end, the
seismic stations that could be used within the global system have been provisionally
identified. It has become clear that the telecommunications system of the
World Meteorological Organization fully meets the requirements for the prompt
transmission of seismic data. Definitions have been made of equipment and
automated procedures for seismic data processing at stations and the future
international data centres.
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A1l this is evidence that the Group has fulfilled its functions under its
current mandate and prepared the necessary technical basis for the elaboration
of the relevant provisions of a treaty on complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests and of the protocol covering peaceful nuclear explosiéns
that would form an integral part of such a treaty.

There has thus been devised quite a good technical basis involving thé use
of methods of acquiring and exchanging seismic data that are accessible to a wide
range of States. This has been repeatedly confirmed by the overwhelming majority
of States participating in the Conference on Disarmament. The recommendations™
of the Group of Experts laid down in all three reports and based on the actual
state of affairs reprcsent a definite basis for creating a real seismic data
exchange system. The improvement of such a system taking into account the newest
technology could be dealt with, iater alia, by tne consultative committee, the
establishment of which is envisaged within the framework of the future treaty.

Comrade President, I should like to draw particular attention to the fact
that almost five years were needed for the preparation of the third report of the
Group of Scientific Experts. It must be said that the tempo of the Group's
work has been considerably reduced and that some delegations have attempted to
place artificial obstacles in the way’of agreement on a final report.

The Group's activity was at its most successful in the period when negotiations
were being conducted between the USSR, the United States of America and the
United Kingdom on the conclusion of a treaty on complete and gcneral prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests, negotiations that were suspended, as is known, in 1980
through no fault of ours.

Some States' lack of political will to conclude the treaty, which they
regard only as their "long term", "long-standing" goal, has the most direct
influence on progress on any aspect of this problem, including the scientific,
and technical aspects. Hence the dubiousness of some States' desire, at a time
when there are no practical talks under way on the elaboration of all aspects of
the treaty, to engage in endless refinement of the seismic data exchange system.
Such imitation of activity, rejection of the new in order to replace it by the
newest, is used as a cover, as a far-fetched pretext in order to Justify before
world public opinion the impasse created at the Conference through their fault.

For its part, the Soviet Union maintains its principled approach to the question
of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. The "basic
provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuoiear-weapon
tests" put forward by the USSR in 1982 provide a good basis for the solution
of this urgent problem. The draft treaty submitsed ty Sweden last year also
merits careful study. We are strongly in favour of revising the mandate of the
relevant subsidiary body of the Conferencc so as to enable it to start without
delay the elaboration of all the provisions of such a treaty, including provisions
on the control and verification of its implementation. Our aspirations in this
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matter coineide with those of Lhe overwhelming majority of the participants in
the Conference, who are interested in the complete and universal ending of nuclear-
weapon tests.

In conclusion, Comrade President, we should like to state that we are not,
in principie, opposed to the proposal by tae Group of Scientific Experts for the
conduct at the end of 1984 of a technical test of Level I data exchange and
analysis with the first use on a regular basis of the WMO telecommunications
systen. We believe that such a test with the participation ¢f a wide range of
States from various regions of the world wouil be a logical conclusion of the work
of the scientific experts on their third report.

‘"The conclusion of the Group's work on the third repcrt and the preliminary
agreement on the procedure for the conduct of an experiment on the basis of the
recomnendations ccntained in that report naturally raise the question of the
Group's future. In “his conneccion, we should like to state that continuation
of the work of the Group of Scientific Experts would make serse only in case if
the United States of America does not prevent the Conference from conducting
practical negotiations on a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests.

For its part the Soviet delegation will makc every effort to ensure that
the Conferencz on Disarmameni it anle to £17fil the extremely important task of
achieving the earlies. possible solution »f the problem of the complete
prohibition of nuclear-weapor tests.

Mr. IMAI (Japan): Mr. President, siace this is the first time I take the
floor this mon‘h, I would first of al. lie :0 express the pleasure of my delegation
in welcoming you to tne chair of this Corfer:nce for the month of Mzrch and
assure you the full co-operation of ry delegotion during your tenure as our
President. At the sam¢ time, I wish to scate our appreciation of the energetic
and skillful manner in which your predecesso., Ambassador Turbanski of Poland,
presiaed over our Conference and set our work in motion at the always difficult
initial stage of our session.

We are receiving today, as is apparent from the list of speakers and the
documents already distributed, the third report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Cxperts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Se.cmic Evonts as vell co the progress report on the seventeenth session of that
CGroud. wh'le ve shall have to wait some moments more for formal introduction
¢f t~- parir, we should like to say that we very much welcome the submission of
“heiz reports, in particular, the long awaxted third report to this session of
che Conference c¢n Disarmament. My delegation would like to thank the Chairman
of the Group 1. advance for introducing them, and wishes to express our warm
appreciation to Dr. Dahlman himself zs well as to tne previous Chairman, the
iate Dr. Ericsson, both of whom so ably guided the Group's work to its success.
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It would be appropriace, under the circumstarces, to reserve our detailed
views on the third report until some proper occasion at a later date when we have
made a thorough examinatior of its contents as well as of the wealth of
information contained in the Appendices. Thus T would like tc limit myself
today to some brief remarks. My delcgation has taken note with great
appreciation of the comprehensive nature of the report, which includes
descriptions of the globai cystem fer irn“~rnational seismic data exchange already
proposed in the previous reports of the Group, as well as of the international
data centres on the basis of further in-depth examination and some newly-gained
experiences, both indiwvidual and collectlive. it is indeed gratifying to see
that the Ad Hoc Group 15 nov irn a positicn to make more concrete proposals for
the comprehensive experimcntal exercise proposed already by the Group in its
first report in documeat CCD/558. Such an exercise indeed constitutes an
indispensable step towards the realization or' a global system of data exchange
which would not oniy assist national verification efforts but is, with others, a
necessary instrument for effectave multilateral verification of a nuclear test
ban.

In this regard, we welcome with particnlar satisfaction the fact that the
Group has agreed to conduct Ior owo months toward the end of this vear a technical
test conceraing the exchange and analysis of Level I data using the WMO/GTS
under new formal arcangements between the Conference on Disarmament and WMO for
regular use of the GTS. This will be the {irst such test, and certainly a very
impcrtant cne for further cefinemznt of the proposed global system. I would
like te poini out al this junctvre some of the smportant factors to be borne in
mind in undertaking this test tnis fall.

Firscly, this exercise must be well prepared and organired so that not only
data exchange will lead to a useful result in itself, but also various possible
practical problems. cuch as reducc.on of data and as their communication and
assessment, will be clarifiec for future imprcvement. The Ad Hoc Group, in its
progress repurt, indicates cnat a oreiiminary plan for this technical test has
already been vr-rked ou! and suggests that ils next session be held in July-August
to finalize the plan. My desegacion certainty welcomes and endorses such a i
suggestion.

Secondly, my delegaticn expresses oance again, as 1t has done on previous
os~casions in conneciion with the *raal data excnanges conducted by the Group, our
strong hope and “elisf tha*t the participation of as many countries as possible
would be essential for the purpose ot obtaining the maximum meaningful outcome
from the test, so that as many scientifically meaningful data points as practical
will eventually form parts cf the system. It would also promote a sense of
participation by many in this important exercise In this respect, I note that
23 countries have aleeady indicated their inteation to participate, including
Japan, and we expect that more countries will follow that exampie-
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Thirdly, it goes without saying that a proper assessment of the results should
be made as a joint effort, 3o thap full advantage is taken of the advancéement
in seismic science, and a proper incorporation of Level II data may be worked
out for the future. Here again I notice that the Progress Report mentions
that "It is expected that the resulis of the test will bs discussed in the Group
and reported to the Conference on Disarmament in 1985". My delegation expects
that the Group's report on the resulta of the test and on the Group's assessmént
will be prescnted to this Conference as quickly as possible after the test, so
that full use will be made of it by the Confercnce, as well as, of course, by all
the interested States.

My delegation, which took the initiative for formalizing the arrangements
with WMO for regular use of the GTS, and which took an active part in the
Group's work as a co=-convener of the third sub-group of GSE'on the format and
procedures for the exchange of Level I data through: the GTS system, will continue
to do its best for the success of the forthcoming test, as well as future ohes.

As we recognize the importance of this yvear's experimeat as another important
step. forward in realizing the comprehensive #nd global system of international
seismie¢ data exchange, we also. kmow only too well that further questions '
relating to verification of a nuclear-test ban still remain to be addressed.
Here, I would like to m:rely remind the distinguished delegates of Working
Papar €D/389 which I prescnted to th. Committee on Disarmament during its session
last year. It is the view of my d=legation that many of the points enumerated
in that document need further =zlaboration by the Ad Hoc Group of Seientific
Experts; while some other important fcatures thereof need clarifieation by the
Conference itself. In this regard we hope that the Group of Scientific Experts
will be able to continue its activities in the future, in order to clarify
pointg, as already proposed in the final Chapter of the Third Report, entitled
"Conclusions and recommendations'.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Japan for his stztement and for his kind words concerning the President. In view
of the hour and of the fact that we have three more sp-ak=rs for today, I am now
going tu suspend this plenary measting to resume it this afternoon, in this room
at“3.30'p.m, The meeting is suspended.

The meetingz was suspeded at 1 p.m. and reconvened at 3.50 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I declare the mecting open. We
shall resume the work of the plcnary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.
I give the floor to the distinguished representative of Zaire, Ambassador Mukamba.

Mr. MUKAMBA (Zaire) (translated from French): Mr. President, in this, my
first statement on behalf of the Zairian delegation, it gives me very great
pleasure to extend to you the warmest congratulations on your accession to the
Presideney of our Conference for the month of March.

I am firmly convinced that, under your enlightened guidance, the Conference
will achieve positive and concrete results in the spheres of disarmament with
which we are all so deeply concerned, namely, the elaboration of treaties or
agreements on a nuclear-test ban, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, radiological weapons, negative security guarantees and: outer
spaceé, with a view to attaining our ultimate goal, which is none other than
general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

I should also like to take this opportunity to expreéss our deep gratitude
to the outgoihg President, Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, for the dynamism and
skill with which he directed our work during the month of February.

Qur warmest appreciation also goes to the Secretary-General of the Conference,
Ambassador Jaipal, and to the Deputy Secretary-General of the Conferenoe,
Mr. Berasategui, for the outstandirg tact, wisdom and encergy with which they
discharge thelr weighty responsibilities and for the judicious advice that they
so unsparingly give us in our delicate ~nterprise.

Since I am participating for the first time in the work of this Confererice,
I should like to express my deepest gratitude to the distinguished representatives
of member countries here pregent for their kind words of welcome. It is with
deep and sincere pleasure that I, in my turn, weélcome among us my colleagues the
representatives of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopiam, -Hungary,
Indonesia and Sri Lanka.

With the spring part of our session, we are beginning a new period, that
in which our forum for disarmament negotiations has become the Conference on
Disarmament.

My delegation welcomes this important change and hopes that, under its
new title, this forum, which has been unable for almost five years to achieve
any major progruss on substantive questions relating to disarmament, will make
vigorous efforts to attain the disarmament objectives to which the international
community and all peace-loving peoples so0 ardently aspire.
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I shall use the opportunity offered to me to address the Conference today to
speak on agenda items 1, 2, 3 and 4, concerning respectively a nuclear-test ban,
cessation of the muclear—arms race and nuclear disarmament, prevention of nuclear war
and chemical weapons.

The work of this session begins at a crucial moment, when the climate of tension
and armed conflict in the world and the acceleration of the nuclear-arms race are
growing steadily more marked, creating an unstable situation and total insecurity for
the international community.

These tensions and, above all, this acceleration in the accumulation of ever
more sophisticated weapons constitute a grave danger to international peace and
security and will unquestionably lead us towards a nuclear disaster of unforeseeable
and incalculable consequences.

In the light of what I have just said, of the alarming proportions being assumed
by the nuclear arms race and, in particular, of the intensive manufacture of
nuclear weapons, the role of the Conference on Disarmament, the single multilateral
disarmament negotiating forum, takes on 1ts full significance: this unique forum
must turn 1ts attention as a matter of urgency to all the priority questions of
disarmament and make good use of the abundance of working papers and the valuable
time placed at its disposal to institute genuine consultations and negotiations on
real disarmament measures without wasting any time in long and sterile discussions
on procedural matters,

In this respect, I wish to express my delegation's gratitude to the outgoing
President, Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, for the skill and diplomacy with which
he conducted our discussions, so enabling us to adopt the agenda of the Conference
without delay. :

My delegation 1s entirely satisfied with the Conference's consensus- decision
to examine as a separate agenda i1tem the question of the prevention of nuclear war,
which was previously combined with the question of the cessation of the nuclear—erms
race.

The danger of a nuclear conflagration has never been so great, thanks to the
develomment of new and increasingly sophisticated weapons systems.

Furthermore, the military build-up at the world level has the effect of
destabilizing the international situation and causing crises in various parts of
the world, thus creating very difficult social and economic conditions for all
peoples.

Furthermore, the destructive power of nuclear weaponry is such that it can
eliminate any possibility of highly-developed life on earth. Consequently, if the
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accumulation of nuclear weapons continues at the present pace, a nuclear war

would signify the end of mankind, despite the assurances given by some nuclear-weapon
Powers who claim that, as a result of the great progress made in this sphere,
targeting accuracy has allegedly become so great that only the military or economic
installations aimed at would be destrcyed, withoutv any human victims.

What is more, it is well known to all that at a time when the under—developed
Third World contains over a billion people living in the most complete penury,
some nations annually spend hundreds of billions of dollars on their military
defence, thus pursuing the dangerous game of the nuclear-arms race with as yet
unknown conseguences.

My delegation 1s firmly convinced that these colossal sums devoted to the
production and stockpiling of nuclear wezpons would suffice to reactivate the
international economy, the results of which would tend to alleviate
many of the evils afflicting some parts of the world.

In the face of this uncertainty as to the consequences of the nuclear—-arms
race, my delegation believes that the current monstrously high level of nuclear weapons
deployment must be reduced as rapidly as possible, and that a freeze on nuclear
arsenals seems.an effective way of beginning the essential process of nuclear
disarmament.

While disarmament is the concern of all the countries of the world, the
nuclear-weapon Powers primarily bear a special responsibility in this sphere.

My delegation considers that a nuclear—test ban and the cessation of the
nuclear-arms race can only take place effectively with the particaipation of all
nuclear-weapon States.

My delegation therefore fervently appeals to them to demonstrate a genuine
political will to achieve the conclusion of concrete agreements on agenda items 1 and
2, which must be considered 1n appropriate subsidiary bodies having negotiating
mandates.,

My delegation 1s happy to note in this connection that several relevant
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly bear witness to the importance
which the international community attaches to agenda items 1 and 2. These include
resolution 38/183 D, in which the General Assembly calls upon the Canference on
Disarmament to proceed without delay to negotiations on the cessation of the
nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament in accordance with paragraph 50 of the
Final Document of the tenth special session of the General Assembly, the first
special session devoted to disarmament, and especially to elaborate a
nuclear-disarmament programme, and to establish for this purpose an ad hoc working
group on the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and on nuclear disarmament; and
resolution 38/72, which urges the Conference on Disarmament to proceed promptly
to negotiations with a view to elaborating a multilateral treaty on the prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests by all States as a matter of the highest priority, taking
into account all existing drafts and proposals and future initiatives, and for
that purpose to assign to its subsidiary body a negotiating mandate under an
appropriate item of its agenda.
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It is clear from United Nations General Assembly resolutions 38/183 D and
38/72 that one of the pressing tasks entrusted to the Conference is the cessation
of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament.

The Conference on Disarmament now has better tools at its dispcsal, in the form
of a wealth of basic documentation, and can undertake without further delay
substantive negotiations on a treaty for the complete prohibition of nuclear tests.

My delegation entirely agrees with the members of this Conference who consider
the terms of reference of the ad hoc working group on a nuclear—~test ban too
restrictive and advocate the widening of its mandate in order to enable us to
advance in our work on this major issue.

The dangers for the survival of mankind arising from the spiralling arms race
and the perilous confrontation between 1ts main antagonists have become more

alarming in recent years.

The world continues to head at an ever-faster pace towards the final crisis,
from which 1t will not rise up again.

It is therefore wath great bitterness that we note that the nuclear-weapon
Powers do not display the political will to engage in a disarmament process and
remain deaf to the most pressing appeals to avert the nmuclear holocaust for all time.

When expressing his concern on this subject in his statement in the
First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on 27 October 1983, the
Minister for Foreign Affairs and International Co-operation of Zaire, citizen
Umba Di Iutete said: "Even a cursory analysis of the general debate in the
General Assembly shows that our Organization, and through 1t mankind as a whole,
has never advanced so far in science or technology; and alas, it must also be
recognized that never has mankind also been sc far removed from the gsearch for
peace and solidarity, and from the triumph of the ideals of law.

"My delegation therefore considers that it is high time that we became alive
to this danger and shouldered our real responsibilities in order to find the
appropriate measures to safeguard peace and the future of mankind for, by continually
playing with fire, one day we will surely burn ourselves.

" eo In my delegation's opinion, the only solution lies in complete disarmament,
in the condemmation of aggression, which must be proscribed, and in the establishment

of an effective monitoring system. For as long as there are wars of aggression,
there will always be legitimate self-defence. And to avoid self-defence, aggressors
will always tend to use their major means of destruction ...". ’
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It follows from the foregoing that to avert the possibility of nuclear war,
complete nuclear disarmament must remain our principal goal, and in the meantime we
should seek to establish an effective barrier, universally accepted and adopted,
against any actual use of nuclear weapons.

All nations of the world, and particularly the nuclear-weapon Powers, must
recognize and admit that the use of nuclear weapons in a conflict is suicidal folly
which may perfectly well signify the extermination of the antagonists as well as
of a large part of the world.

Hence the search for a comprehensive international agreement for the elimination
of the risk of nuclear war is, in my delegation's opinion, a matter of extreme
urgency and priority.

Mr, President, you will therefore understand our satisfaction at seeing the
question of the prevention of nuclear war, in view of its importance, becoming an
agenda itemr separate from the previous agenda item 2 on the cessation of the
nuclear-arms race,

Together with the members of the Group of 21, we believe that a constructive
_ dialogue, taking concrete form in the creation of a subsidiary body in accordance
with General Assembly resolution 38/183 G, is utterly essential.

According to that resclution, the Conference on Disarmament should undertake,
as a matter of the highest priority, negotiations with a view to achieving
agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of muclear war;
and establish for that purpose an ad hoc working group on the subject at the
beginning of its 1984 session.

My delegation's position 1is clear. In complete accord with General Assembly
resolution 38/75, we condemn nuclear war as '"contrary to human conscience and
reason, as the most monstrous crime against peoples and as a viclation of the
foremost human right — the right to life".

All States should unite and redouble their efforts aimed at removing the
threat of nuclear war.

My delegation therefore urges the countries which have difficulties wath
regard to the setting up of a subsidiary body on the preventicn of nuclear war
to review their positions so as to enable the Conference immediately to begin
multilatdral negctiations on this matter of the highest priority, especially as
several negotiating proposals, contained in documents CD/355, CD/406 and
CD/431, can provide an important basis for such work.

Another disarmament prcblem which is i1n my delegation's view, of special
urgency and priority, and therefore deserves to be resolved without delay, is that
of chemical weapons.

Everyone is aware of the devastating effects of this type of weapon of mass
destruction both during earlier wers and during the struggles currently raging in
some parts of the world and pitilessly causing countless victims among the

population,

A1l our efforts should therefore be directed towards the elimination and
prohibition of chemical weapons and, in order to attain this objective, my



CD/PV.250
37

(Mr. Mukamba, Zaire)

delegation considers that the preparation of a treaty completely prohibiting
chemical weapons, i1n accordance.with paragraph 75 of the Final Documerit of the
tenth special session of the General Assembly and with General Assembly
resolution 38/187 A and B, 1s one of the most pressing disarmament measures to be
undertaken.

My delegation wishes to express its satisfaction at the positive results
achieved so far in this sphere, and on the decision taken by the Conference to
re-establish a subsidiary body which has already begun its work under the
chairmanship of Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden. .

We hope that this subsidiary organ will pursue and intensify the negotiations
on this priority issue in order to elaborate a chemical weapons convention.

It 1s also with great pleasure that, like other delegations, we welcome the
announcement by the United States that it firmly intends to submit during this
session a draft treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons, as well as the
statement by the head of the Soviet delegation, Ambassador Issraelyan, on
21 February 1984, to the effect that: '"The Soviet Union would be prepared, during
the elaboration of the procedures for verification of the destruction of chemical
weapons at a special facility, to agree to such a solution when the efficiency of
the verification, from the beginning of the destruction process up to its completion,
would be ensured by the permanent presence at the special facility of the
representatives of international control, as well as by a combination of systematic
international verifications at the facility, including also the storage of the
stocks of weapons at it, with the use of instruments”.

My delegation wishes to congratulate these two nuclear-weapon Powers on the
positive contribution which they have thus just made to the crucial problem of the
chemical weapons threat,

In view of these efforts, which represent a major milestone in our work, we are
sure that the Conference on Disarmament will this year succeed in elaborating an
international convention for the general and complete prohibition of chemical
weapons. Thank you.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Zaire for
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President. I now wash to
draw the attention of the Conference to the fact that the secretariat today
circulated documents CD/448 and CD/449 concerning the work of the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and
Identify Seismic Events. Document CD/448 contains the Third Report of the
Ad Foc Group, prepared pursuant to the decision adopted by the Committee on
Disarmament on 7 August 1979. Document GD/449 contains a Progress Report on the
gseventeenth session of the Ad Hoc Group. In thas connection, I should like to draw
the attention of members of the Conference to paragraph 10 of the progress report
which contains the Ad Hoc Group's recommendations concerning its future work. I
now give the floor to Dr. Ola Dahlman of Sweden %o introduce the report of the
Ad Hoc Group. '

1
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Mr. DAHLMAN (Lnairman of tne Ad Hoe Group of Scientilic Experts to Consider
International Co-operdtlvc Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events):
Mr. President, I appreciate this opportunity to address this distinguished
Conference and to report to ynu cn the recent work of the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and
Identify Seismic Events.

The Ad Hoc Group met from 27 February to 9 March 1984, and experts from
21 countries and a representative from the World Meteorological Organization took
part in the session. The Group enjoyed throughout its session a most co-operative
and constructive spirit, and was able to finalize its Third Report and to work out
& preliminary plan for a technical test concerning the exchange and analysis of
Level I data using the VMO/GTS.

I anm thus pleased to introduce to you today the Third Report of the Ad Hoc
Group, contzined in document CD/448, which was adopted unanimously. Consensus
was reached on the main part of the report and on those appendices, annexed to
the reports, containing recommendations and preliminary technical instructions.
Other apperdices contain factual information on technical matters and summaries
of national investigations; they rellect the viewpoint of individual countries
on various technical problems. I will also introduce a Progress Report on the
recent meeting, ccntained in document CD/449.

The Third Report is prepared pursuant to the decision of the Committee on
Disarmament of 7 August 1979, in which the Ad Hoc Group was given the task of
pursuing its werk "on such measures, which might be established in the future
for the international exchange of seismological data under a treaty prohibiting
nuclear-weapon tests covering nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes in a
protocol which wouid be an integral part of the treaty".

The Ad Hoc Group has been working on its third report since February 1280
and has held nine meetings. This 18 a long period and much work has been
carried ouc. Tne report 1s based on more than 200 national contributions
submitted to the Ad Hoc Group as iniormal working papers, some of them of
considerable impact and volume.

These contributions are the results of national research programmes, which
in several countnries are of considerable scope.

Experts from 30 States have participated in the work on the Third Report.
The Ad Hoc Group has also enjoyed excellent co-operation with the WMO and its
representatives to the Group.

Five cpen-ended study groups, headed by a convener and a co-convener, have '
assisted in the compilation and the assessment of the presented material. The
contributicns by the conveners and the co-conveners are most significant for
the compilation of the Ad Hoc Group's Third Report.

The Group has throughout its existence enjoyed the services of .
Dr. Frode Ringdal of Norway as its Scientific Secretary. I would like to draw
the attention qf the Conference on Disarmament to the highly important work
carricd cut by Dr. Ringdal in drafting the Ad Hoc Group's Thard Report and to
the skill and dedica:ion he has offered to the Group throughout the preparation
of this Rep-rt.
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Dr. Ulf Ericsson of Sweden served as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group from.1976
until his death in November 1982. The significant results that the Ad Hoc Group
has achieved must to a large extent be attributed to the chairmanship of
Dr. Ericsson.

I would dlso like to express my appreciation to the Secretariat of the _
United Nations for the assistance provided to the Ad Hoc Group and for the most
able way it has handled our technical material.

The proposed gl&bal system, as specified in the Ad Hoc Group's earlier
reports CCD/55C and CD/43, has three main elenents:

- a network of more than 50 existing or planned seismological stations
. around the globe, with improved equipment and upgraded procedures
for the extraction of data;

- an international exchange of these data over the é;obal‘
Telecommunication System of the World Meteorological .
Organization;

- processing of the data at special International Data Cengres
for the use of participating States.

The data to be reported and exchanged would be of two kinds: so-called
Level I da%a, which are to be routinely and promptly reported for all detected
events and which contain basic parameters extracted at each station from the
recorded signals; ~and so-called Level II data, which are copies of the
originally recorded waveform data and which are to be exchanged in response to
request for additional information.

The Third Réport considers in great detail these various components of a
Global System,'aqd I will now try to summarize some of these considerations.,

Significant'gééhnical developments have taken place in the past few years
with regard to world-wide seismcgraph facilities. The many advantages of
digitally recording seismograph systems are now widely recognized, and many such
systems have been installed. A significant number of stations of interest for
the global network are, however, still of the analog recording(type, and the .
Ad Hoc Group therefore recommends that conversion of such analog stations to the
digital system be given high priority.

Already in the first report of the Ad Hoc Group it was noted that the large
majority of high-quality seismic stations were located in the northern hemisphere.
The situation is essentially unchanged today. The Ad Hoc Group considers it
essential that more high-quality stations be established in the southern
hemisphere, especially in Africa and South America.

With regard to Leval I data extraction at tae seismograph stations of the .
global network, national investigations have shown that existing methods for
obtaining such parameters can impose a heavy work load on participants in an
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international data exchange. The Ad Hoc Group notes that promising results,
which might lead to{a reduction in the work load, have been achieved using
automatic procedures. The Ad Hoc Group recognizes, however, that this is a
difficult problem and that further research in this area is needed.

Two trial exchanges of abbreviated Level I data using the WMO/GTS have been
conducted with broad participation of countries represented in the Ad Hoc Group
and in co-operation with the WMO. Although some techrnical problems have been
encountered, the results from the experiments have shown that the WMO/GTS has
the potential of fully satisfying the aims of rapid and undistorted transmission
of Level I data for the proposed global systen. At many remote places, the
WMO/GTS offers the only practical communication mechanism for rapid transmission
of Level I data.

The Ad Hoc Group noted with appreciation the recent decision by the WMO
Ninth Congress that the WMO/GTS may be used for regular transmission of Level I
data from 1 December 1983. The Group sees the need to conduct further
technical tests, in co-operation with WO, to establish the operational
performance of the WMO/GTS for seismic data exchange on a global basis. As no
significant experience has so far been obtained regarding transmission from
Africa, Antarctica and South America, the Ad Hoc Group considers 1t important
that additional experiments should include participation from these continents.

The Ad Hoc Group has noted the advice of WMO that significant improvements
in transmission can be expected only if the GIS is used on a more regular basis.
The Ad Hoc Group therefore considers it essential that up-to-date information on
improvements and changes to the GTS be readily available; therefore, it is
recommended that the secretariat of the Conference on Disarmament should make
arrangements with the WMO Secretariat to receive regular advice on these matters.

In the proposed global system, Level II data will be exchanged, upon
request, between government-authorized national facilities through International
Data Centres. Some national investigations have shown that rapid exchange of
Level II data in digital form can be achieved using modern telecommunications
facilities without any particular restriction on the amount of such data that
might be requested.

The Ad Hoc Group agrees that a precise estimate of the amount of Level II
data that might be requested can be given only after sufficient experience has
been acquired from a comprehensive experimental exercise as proposed in CCD/558.

A number of national investigations have been conducted regarding the
organization of International Data Centres and the data processing that would be
performed. Experimental data centres have been established by some countries
and some large-scale experiments have been conducted to test and develop
procedures for data handling and analysis. A "Preliminary Operations Manual
for International Data Centres" has been developed, giving a detailed outline of
the operational procedures to be followed at such centres. The manual is
annexed as an integral part of the report. Certain aspects of these procedures,
especially the automatic processing, should be further developed and tested.
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National investizations carried out by some countries have shown the effectiveness
of the use of Level II data at national centres in obtaining more accurate focal
parameters of interesting events.

Further research efforts are needea to improve the accuracy of epicentre
location and, most urgently, of event-depth estimation. An increased use of
depth phases seems to be the most important step here. h

Certain national investigations have also shown that the more détailed
analysis of information at stations of the global network (Level II data),
grovides greater effectiveness in the identification of such depth phases:

The Ad 'Hoc Group has also worked out detailed preliminary instructions for
d°cdomprehensive experimental exercise of the proposed global system. These
instructions are annexed to the report as an appendix.

In conclusion, the Ad Hoc Group notes that significant and rapid developments
have taken place in recent years regarding seismology and data processing
techniques, and that these developments are continuing. The Ad Hoc Group notes
that these results can turn out to be useful and thus could be considered for the
further development of the scientific and technical aspects of the co-operative
global system as well as for the further e¢laboration of a comprehensive
experimental exercise of that system.

This concludes my introduction of the Ad Hoc Group's Third Report, and I
am now going to touch briefly upon the Ad Hoc Group's Progress Report, contained
in document CD/449. This report deals mainly with the envisaged technical test
concerning the exchange and analysis of Level I data using the WMO/GTS. This
technical test would be the first one conducted by the Ad Hoc Group under new
formal arrangements provided by WMO for regular use of the WMO/GTS, and should
result in the further elaboration of operational procedures for Level I seismic
data exchange and of operational procedures at the envisaged International Data
Centres. The test is scheduled for the period 15 October to 14 December 1984,
including preparatory operations for about one week. It is expected that the
results of the test will be discussed in the Ad Hoc Group and reported to the
Conference on Disarmament in 1985. Preliminary detailed instructions for the
test were worked out in consultation waith the UMO representative.
Dr. P. MeGregor (Australia), Convener for the Study Group on Level I data
exchange, is serving as the Co-ordinator for this technical test. ’

The Ad Hoc Group expressed the hope that the technical test will enjoy the
widest possible participation and noted that, thus far, 23 countries from various
regions of the world have indicated their intention to participate. More
extended participation is, however, highly desirable from a technical point of
view.

The Ad Hoc Group also discussed the schedule for its further work and
suggests that its next session, subject to approval by the Conference on
Disarmament, should be convened from 30 July to6 10 August 1984, in Geneva, to
finalize the instructions for the technical test and to review additional
national investigations into relevant matters.
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Mr. President, I thank you for this opportunity to introduce the Third Report
of the Ad Hoc Group and the Progress Report of its recent meeting, and I am
prepared to try to answer questions that the distinguished members of this
Conference might have. Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT (translated from Frencn): I tharnk Dr. Dahlman, Chairman of
the Ad Hoc Group, for introducing the Report. I should also like to extend to
him my congratulations on his work and above all for his 'suecess in his major
responsibilities. I should like to note that, bearing in mind .that the
Third Report contained in document CD/448 calls for careful study before a
decision can be taken by the Conference, the President intends to propose that the
two reports be considered at the plenary meeting on 10 April. I "therefore
suggest that members who wish to deal with this subject in a more detailed mdnner
should do so on that occasion. However, as was also the case this morning, if
any delegation wishes to speak on this subject today, it may do so. I already
have on my list the distinguished representative of Australia, to whom I give
the floor. -

Mr. BUTLER (Australia): Thank you Mr. President. This is the first
occasion on which I have sought the floor at the Conference since you assumed the
Presidency, and it gives me great pleasure therefore to express my delegation's
confidence that you will guide us well in this work, and a special pleasure to
recall and to note the very clear and very fruitful relationship you have had in
the past with my country.

Mr. President, I heard you say a moment ago that there would be an
opportunity shortly to consider this report in detail and I take note of that,
but on this occasion I would like to make a few general remarks, and I will
be brief.

My delegation welcomes the Third Report to the Conference of the Ad Hoc
Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to
Detect and Identify Seismic Events, and the Progress Rep&rt on the
seventeenth session of the Ad Hoc Group which have been presented today by the
Chairman, Dr. Dahlman.

We are very pleased to note that, as the Progress Report indicates, the
recently-concluded session was a very productive one. The Ad Hoc Group's
Third Report on the work carried out by the Group since 1979 was adopted
unanimously. It reflects the spirit of purposefulness and co-operation which
has been a feature of the Ad Hoc Group's work. Consensus was reached on the
entire main part and on the important appendices containing recommendations and
preliminary technical instructions.

The Third Report is an important document.
We note, in particular, the conclusion that significant and rapid

developments have taken place in recent years regarding seismology and data
processing techniques and these developments are continuing.
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There is a need for additional scignt;flc-and technical progress in a number
of areass. We endcrse the recommendations in Chapter 8 of the Report which are
intended to achieve just this.

In cur view, 1mportant work remains to be done, particularly in the area of
exchange of Level II data.

The Third Report clearly demonstrates the valuable contribution the
Ad Hoc Group has made and can continue to make to facilitating the verification
w‘ .
of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty.

The specification of an international network of seismic stations, and the
associated data exchange syst-.:, in support of the detection and identification
of seismic events., is an integral part of a verification system for a
comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty, and for that reason is an important
activity and set of technical developments._  The success of such a system will
depend not only on national technical means but also on multilateral co-operative
arrangements.

In this regord we are particularly pleased to note in the Progress Report
presented. by Dr. Dahlman that the Ad Hoc Group, at its recent session, worked out
a preliminary plan for a technical test to be conducted later:this years concerning
the exchange and analysis of Level I data using the World Meteorological
Organization/Global lelecommunications System on a regular basis.

This will bz the first such technical test conducted by the Group under the
new formal arrangements provided by WMO. We share the hope mentioned in the
Report that this test will enjoy the widest possible participation from countries
of all regions of the world.

We have been pleased that Australia has been able to make a constructive
contributicn te the work of the Ad Hoe Group, in particular the planning for
this nsw experimantal exercise, and Dr. Peter McGregor of Australia who is
convener oi the Study Group on Level I data exchange, will be the co-ordinator
for the technical test.

My delega-ion warmly commends Dr. Dahlman for the work he has guided.
We would in fact have 2xpected no less from a Swede; Sweden's commitment to
this task and to a test-ban treaty is well known. We commend the work of those
who worked under Dr. Dahlman. We assure them and the other members of the
AG Hoc Group that Australia will continue to make an active and constructive
contribution towards ensuring that the success which the Ad Hoc Group has
attained in its work to aate is followed up.

We consider that the Ad Hoc Group will continue to have important
responeibilities in the future in relation voth to finalising the arrangements
for the technical test to be conducted later this year and in assessing the
results of that test, as well as to giving effect to the recommendations
containad in the final chapter of its Third Report.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Australia for his statement. I also thank him for his kind words for the
President, and I should like to tell him that I am touched by the fact that he
recalled my modest contribution in the past to relations between Romania and
Australia. Does any other member wish to take the floor on this or any other
matter? That does not appear to be the case.

Distinguished delegates, as you know, the secretariat has circulated a
programme of work for the meetings of the Conference and its subsidiary body on
chemical weapons for the coming week. As usual, the programme is provisional and
may be changed if necessary. If I see no objection, I shall take it that the
Conference wishes to adopt the programme.

It was so decided.

i

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): At the request of the distinguished
representative of Sri Lanka, I should now like to inform the members of the
Group of 21 that a meeting of the Group will be held on Friday, 16 March 1984,
at 3.30 p.m. in this room with interpretation services.

Before adjourning the meeting, I should like to announce the programme of
neetings of the informal consultation groups on agenda items 1, 2, 3, 5 and 7 for
this week and for next week. These meetings will take place in room C.108. The
programme is as follows: tomorrow, Friday 16 March, at 9.30 a.m., on the cessation
of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament; the meeting planned for Friday
at 10.30 a.m. on outer space is postponed to next week at the request of several
delegations; on Monday, 19 March 1984 at 10.30 a.m. the group on new weapons of
mass ‘destruction and radiological weapons; on Tuesday 20 March at 9.30 a.m. on
outer space; on the same day, Tuesday 20 March, at 3.30 p.m. on the prevention of
nuclear war, including all related matters; on Thursday 22 March at 9.30 a.m. on
a nuclear-test ban.

In this connection, I wish to thank warmly all delegations which have
expressed’ their interest and have participated in these informal consultations,
and I hope that they will be useful. Thank you. The next plenary meeting of
the Conference on Disarmament will take place on Tuesday 20 March at 10.30 a.nm.
The plenary meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 4.50 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The plenary meeting of the Conference
on Disarmament is called to order.

The Conference today begins the consideration of agenda item 5 entitled
"Prevention of an arms race in outer space". However, in accordance with rule 30 of
the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any matter relevant to
the work of the Conference.

Distinguished representatives, you will recall that at its last plenary meeting
the Conference decided- to hold an informal meeting this morning to consider the
organizational matters which are ripe for decision. After having heard the speakers
on my list for today, I intend to suspend the plenary meeting and to convene an
informal meeting to consider the requests for participation by non-member States in
the work of the Conference. We shall then resume the plenary meeting to take the
appropriate decisions.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of Mongolia and
the German Democratic Republic, and I give the floor to the distinguished
representative of Mongolia, Ambassador Erdembileg.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongolia) (translated from Russian): Comrade President, the
Mongolian delegation would like to devote its statement today to agenda item 5,
prevention of an arms race in outer space, a topic which the Conference on Disarmament
began considering early this week. ’

Before doing so, I should like to extend to you, Comrade President, our sincere
congratulations and wish you, the representative of fraternal socialist Romania, all
success in carrying out your responsibilities as President of, the Conference for this
month.

The Mongolian delegation would like to express its gratitude—to-the Ambassador
of Poland, Stanislaw Turbanski, for his great contribution to the work of the
Conference at the beginning stage of its work.

The subject of the prevention of an arms race in outer space occupies a special
place in the gamut of disarmament problems. It is an extremely urgent and timely
matter. What is involved is primarily the prevention of a new and still more
dangerous turn in the arms race and the elimination of potential opportunities for
using space technology for military purposes.

It is well known that the most powerful and destructive modern weapon, the
strategic nuclear missile, makes use of near space. There has been, furthermore,
an increasing number of disturbing reports in the world press about other forms and
means of using space technology for military purposes. In particular, such reports
have referred to the development in the United States of space devices intended for
carrying out military operations, including the development and testing of space
components for anti-ballistic misaile or anti-aircraft defence systems, orbiting
attack systems and so forth. Such unprecedented plans and projects for extending the
arms race to outer space and for the use of military force from space against the
Earth are aimed at achieving military and strategic superiority, at obtaining a
unilateral advantage and, ultimately, at gaining a firste-strike potential.
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The idea of establishing an anti-ballistic system in space, put forward by the
President of the United States on 23 March 1983, was aimed precisely at achieving
those goals. Under the pretext of "defence" the United States is attempting to
undermine’thé Eﬁ?ategig balance, which is an important factor in averting the threat
of nuclear war. Washihgton is seeking to protect its territory from the threat of
a nuclear-missile response, thus maintaining for itself the freedom to use nuclear
weapons in other areas. It is clear that the United States expects that: no one will
be able to match it in this field and that it will be able to have complete dominion
in space.

The steps taken by the Pentagon to establish a unified space command covering
all branches of the armed forces 'of the United States are aimed-at this same goal.
These steps are clearly aimed at gaining mastery in space for the United States. In
the President's State-of-the-Union Message the establishment of a manned military
space station is described literally as increasing American superiority and the
building of new frontiers. United States National Security Dipective No. 119,
signed by the President on 6 January 1984, sets the same goals, calling for a multi-
billion dollar programme of development of new space weapons and other sophisticated
typeg of weapons.

The danger of the arms race spreading to outer spaceé is quite obvious. The -
agreed completion-time targets in the Pentagon's plans relating to building up the
strategic strike forces and deploying anti-ballistic defence systems on Earth and in
space show that the aim is to complete the establishment of & so-called first-strike
potential in the 19806. The United Statesmagazine "BusinessWeek" describeswith extreme
clarity the future plans and activities of the United States in space: whoever
manages to gain control of space, the main theatre for future wars, will be able to
change the balance of forces decisively and this will amount to the establishment
of warld dominion.

The transformation of outer space into a theatre for the arms race is a matter
of great concern to the world, which firmly and decisively calls for the peaceful
use of outer space for the benefit of all States and in tHe interests of the
development of friendly relations and mutual understanding among States.

This is the main reason for the urgent need to direct the space activities of
States to peaceful purposes and to conclude effective international agreements that
would place reliable barriers in the way of any attempts to turn space into a theatre
for the arms race. This position on the prevention of an arms race in outer space
is that of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, including the Mongolian
People's Republiec. : -

In his speech of 2 March 1984, K.U. Chernenko, General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, referred inter alia to the
importance of not transferring the nuclear-arms race to new areas, including space.

In that context, we should like to dwell in greater detail on the important new
proposal of the Soviet Union to conclude a treaty on the prohibition of the use of
force in outer space and from space against the Earth, a.draft that was introduced
at the previous, thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly and received broad
support and high praise from many States, including those represented at the
Conference on Disarmament.
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As is known, the Soviet Union presented a proposal in 1981 for the conclusion
of an agreement on banning the deployment of weapons of any kind in outer space.
This propesal was endorsed by the General Assembly and a draft treaty on the subject
was ‘submitted later .to the Committee on Disarmament. However, as yg known to members,
of this body, it was not possible to begin negotiations aimed at preparing the

appropriate treaty, owing to the negative position of some delegations, in particular
the NATO countries.

It is our view that the new Soviet proposal effectively combines the political
and legal obligations of States not to use force against esach other in space and
from spaece with measures of a substantive nature aimed at preventing the
militarization of space. In specific terms, the Soviet Union proposes the following:

' f

Firstly, to prohibit the use or threat of- force in outer space, in the atmosphere.
and on Earth through the utilization, as instruments of destruction, of space objects
in orbit around the Earth, on celestial bodies or stationed in space in any other
manner, and to prohibit the use or threat of force against space objects in orbit
around the Earth.

Secondly, to undertake not to test or deploy in space any space-based weapons
for the destruction of targets on the Earth, in the atmosphere or in outer space.

Thirdly, to undertake not to test or develep new anti-satellite systems and to
destroy existing anti-satellite systems.

Fourthly, not to destroy, damage or disturb the normal functioning or change
the flight trajectory of space objects of other countries.

Fifthly, not to use space objects in orbit around the Earth or on celestial
bodies as means to destroy any targests on the Earth, in the atmosphere or in outer
space.

And finally, to prohibit the testing and use of manned spacecraft for military,
including anti-satellite, purposes.

The proposal provides also for the appropriate control measures and a system
of consultations and co~operation aimed at the implementation of the provisions of
the- future treaty.

Looking at the above-mentioned prohibitions as a whole, it is not difficult,
in our view, to see that they constitute specific proposals aimed at a radical
solution of a broad range of complex matters linked to the prevention of an arms race
in outer space.

In addition to its new proposals the Sovict Union took an extremely important
decision in committing itself not to be the first to launch anti-satellite weapons
of any type into space and, in so doing, it established a unilateral moratorium on
such launchings for as long as other States, including the United States, refrain
from launching anti-satellite weapons of any type into space. That decision is yet
another clear demonstration of thc Soviet Union's determination to conduct
negotiations aimed at arriving at the appropriate agreements and its willingness
to take effective measures in order to prevent the arms race from spreading to outer
space.
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There have been on several occasions broad exchanges of views on this subjeet in
sessions of the General Assembly and the Committee on Disarmament, and it is now
necessary to begin active negotiations without further delay. We feel that the time
has come to establish a subsidiary working body of the Conference that would
immediately begin negotiations on the coneclusion of an agreement or agreements,
appropriate to prevent an arms race in all its aspects in outer space, taking into
account all existing proposals, including of course the Soviet proposal on a treaty
on the prohibition on the use of force in outer space and from space against the
Earth. This is the very task envisaged in the General Assembly's recommendation in
resolution 38/70, which was adopted by 147 Member States of the United Nations. ‘

Owing to the negative position taken by the representatives of the United States
and the United Kingdom and some other delegations of Waestern States, the establishment
of a subsidiary body on agenda item 5 continues, unfortunately, to be delayed, as does
agreement on its mandate. Those countries bear the entire responsibility, therefore,
for the fact that the Conference has up to now been unable to begin negotiations on
this important and priority topic.

In this connection we simply cannot understand the position of those Governments
that were in favour of the adoption by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session
of the single resolution on the prevention of an arms race in outer space but do not,
at the session of the Conference on Disarmament, seem willing to undertake negotiations
aimed at the preparation of an agreement on the subject.

The negative experience of the work in this forum, when its subsidiary body was
set up with a deliberately restricted and narrow mandate, must not be repeated. If
some delegations of the Western countries again insist on their obstructionist
position, such an approach can only be seen as a pretext to avoid a businesslike
solution of tha problems facing the Conference.

The Mongolian delegation, like many others, calls for the speedy establishment
of an ad hoc committee on the prevention of an arms race in outer space with a mandate
that would include the undertaking of negotiations aimed at the conclusion of an
important agreement on one of the priority items on the agenda of the Conference on
Diéérmament, and not general discussions and studies.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Mongolia
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President. I now give
the floor to the distinguished representative of the German Democratic Republic,
Ambasgador Rosec.

Mr, ROSE (German Democratic Republic): Comrade President: At the outset of my
statement I would like to congratulate you, the representative of socialist Romania,
on your assumption of the Presidency for the month of March. As the first weeks have
already shown, your long experience in the disarmament field is indced of great valus
for the work of our Conference. We appreciate your efforts to continue our work in a
dedicated manner with the aim of achieving tangible results, and it is indeed a great
pleasure to see you presiding over our Conference, all the more so at a time when from
your country's capital, Bucharest, a new important common initiative has been submitted
by the member States of the Warsaw Treaty to the NATO countries concerning negotiations
on the non-increase and the reduction of military budgets. Permit ms, Comrade President
to express once again our appreciation to Ambassador Turbanski for the effective manner
in which he guided our Conference through the first month of this session.
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I would like to deal with agenda item 3 concerning the prevention of nuclear
war. The debate in this Conference has reflected the deep concern about the
aggravation of the international situation and the growing danger of nuclear war.
Acutally, all delegations demand that a nuclear war must be avoided, However, at
the same time it has become obvious that there are different views on the concrete
approach to the substantial and procedural matters involved.

Obviously, there already exist different assessments as to the danger of

nuclear war. Most countries share our view that this danger has grown con51derab1y
during the past years.

In the 1960s and 1970s, the first positive results in curbing the nuclear-arms
race were achieved. I would like to recall the SALT agreements and the 1973
Soviet-United States agreement on the prevention of muclear war. These and other
bilateral and multilateral steps raised hopes for further more comprehensive
measures.

However, this development was brought to a standstill as a result of the course
of superarmament and confrontation adopted by the United States.

As a result of this:

First, the number of nuclear weapons has further increased and the nuclear-arms
race 1s characteriged by higher efficiency of nuclear weapons; qualitative
improvement has become the main trend.

Second, the so-called doctrine of nuclear deterrence and other concepts for
the use of nuclear weapons to a growing extent turn out to be guidelines for the
preparation of a nuclear war. To materialize them, precedence is given in military
planning to the creation of a muclear firsi-stirike potential.

Third, the deployment areas for nmuclear weapons are being expanded. llore and
more vessels, aircraft and military bases are being equipped with such weapons.
Muclear first-strike weapons are being moved closer to the borders of other States.
The deployment of Pershing 2 and Cruise missiles in Western Europe demonstrate the
extraordinarily dangerous nature of this development.

The extension of the arms race to outer space is being pressed by certain
circles which are devoting enormous efforts and funds to that purpose.

This proliferation of mnuclear weapons at the same time drastically increases
the risk of an accidental outbreak of nuclear war,

Fourth, during the past few years important negotiations have been broken off
by the United States, while the basis for other negotiations has been removed by
a policy of strength. Here, at this Conference, we daily witness efforts to
complicate or even block serious steps on urgent measures for preventing nuclear
. ar.
e Fifth, attempts are being made to belittle the devastating consequences of a
miclear catastrophe, in spite of the fact that scientific findings prove the
. gontrary and give clear evidence that the destiny of mankind is at stake.



CD/FV.251
11

(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

All these facts are incontestable and lead to the cogent conclusion that the
danger of nuclear war has grown considerably. - These facts directly concern the
sphere of competence of our Conference.

Furthermore, we have to take into consideration the growing tendency of certain
forces to solve political issues by replacing the search for the accommodation bf
1nterests by the dlctate of weapons.

To avert the danger of nuclear war has become a matter that deeply concerns ail
peoples in our times, Indeed, it is the most important international task.

With your permission, Comrade President, I would like to refer to the statément
made by His Excellency Archbishop Achille SllVeSurlnl on 15 March, who stressed ‘that
more and more numerous are our brothers and sisters who are ‘haunted ‘by the terrible
sensation of living on top of a volcano that at any moment could become active ‘and
unleash devastating forces and spread its mantle of death over our planet and put a
final end to the story of our history. This is, indeed, a very unambiguous
description of the reality.

Nevertheless, certain governments deny that there is a growing danger of nuclear
war. They try to avoid the discussion of its consequences and seek to continue
unhindered the arms race to obtain military superiority. They maintain that their
own security has to be guaranteed by increasing stocks of evermore sophisticated
nuclear weapons.

Obsessed by their armaments hysteria, ruling imperialist circles of NATO
are blind ‘and deaf to the threat to international security as a whole. They ignore
the fact that movements for peace and disarmament and sober-minded politicians all
over the world have emphatically stressed this acute threat to mankind. To recall
their demands is not only fully legitimate but also serves that cause.

The different assessment of the danger of nuclear war finds its expression
accordingly in a different approach to the elaboration of measures to avert that
danger. This applies to both the urgency and the concrete substance.

Thus, at this Conference too the majority of States is in favour of making the
solution of this problem the central task which should be tackled 1mmedlate1y.
Others, however, try to push this question into the background.

Whereas the majority of delegations demands the elaboration of effective
measures, the suggestions made by other delegations rather look like cosmetic
surgery. One cannot but gain the impression that they are intended to be tactical
instruments rather than considerations on how mankind's survival can be guaranteed
by effective measures to prevent nuclear war. However that may be, if their authors
are convinced of their proposals they should put them to the test in businesslike
negotiations.

The differences in substance are necessarily reflected in the discussions on
procedural matters. It is logical that those who stand for swift and effective
steps agalnst the danger of nuclear war also urge specific negotiations and the
establishment of an appropriate subsidiary body. Those, however, who would like to
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ward off arnything that might impede their armaments programmes, would prefer to evade
the consideration of these questions, and at most are ready to keep.repeating their
negative attitude in non-commital debates. This leads away from Lhe-factual
consideration of the matters and delays or prevents any progress as far as their
solution is concerned.

It cannot be denied that the procedural debates have their roots in the general
approach to item 3 of our agenda. To offer mdre methodological advice to diplomats
who have long years of conference experience and who have substantially contributed
to working out important international agreements cannot replace the lack of
political will on the part of certain delegations.

There is hardly another subject at this Conference that would be more apt to
prove the unity between words about peage and deeds to maintain it than the
elaboration of practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war. As long as
such deeds are missing, we shall be compelled to tell the world why the Conference
fails to make any progress.

What some delegations sometimes call reality in fact turns out to be the
subjective negative position of some nuclear-weapon Powers, which is in contradiction
with world-wide public demands.

We, therefore, urge the States concerned to reconsider their position and help
lead the activities of this Conference onto the path of businesslike and fruitful
negotiations. The security intercsts of all States and the existence of mankind can
only be guaranteed by taking swift and concrete steps. It is inadmissible for a
State, no matter how powerful it may be or may feel to be, to use its own
arbitrarily defined security interests as a tool to act counter to the security
interests of other States.

Our delegation is ready to study all proposals very carefully, point by point.
Nobody underestimates the hard work necessary to reach agreement., However, it is
indispensable to begin to look for and agree upon common ground through businasslike
negotiations. Ve are convinced that, given readiness in principle to take part in
elaborating measures against nuclear war, all arguments put forward in favour of the
establishment of a Committee with an appropriate working mandate will be accepted.

I have especilally in mind the following:

First, the Unitad Nations General Assecmbly adopted at its thirty-eighth session
several resolutions reflecting the concern of the peoples about the growing danger
of nuclear war and requesting this Conference to undertaks as a matter of the
highest priority -- I underline: highest priority -- negotiations with a view to
achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of
nuclear war.

Second, we now have a correspond'ng separate item on our agenda. Those who
accepted this should not refuse the consequences. We cannot agree with arguments
to the effect that the establishment of a Committee would be "premature". As
everyone knows, in the past working groups were set up on questions where
differences of opinion existed concerning detailed issues. -‘No one can say that the
issues connected with the prevention of nuclear war are unknown, Extensive
deliberations have already taken place in the United Nations and the Committee
on Disarmament.
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Third, important as it is, the establishment of a Committee can cbly be one

step. What 1§,eqhéily required is a2 mandédte-that-makes 1t possiblé to negotiate..
and agree upgn concrete measyres. A mere stating of positions will not do’ to ‘make

hgadw;y,

;- Fourth, there are gongrete propesals on the table constituting a good basis
for ‘negotiations.  Working papers.haye been submitted by different sides, and during
the ‘debate valuable siggegtions -were made, Every delegation is requested .to.render
its contribution to achieving further progress. ' '

The negotiating process makes possible what is urgently réguired Tiow:  the
careful consideration of the proposals with a view to agreeing on practical measures.

The establishment of a Committee with a’ negotiating mandate would put an
immediate stop to the procedural debates and create the preconditions-making it ™
possible to turn to substantive issues.

My delegation reserves the right to give the details of its position on the
substantive questions at a later stage of our deliberations in plenary. At, this
moment, I would like .to.reaffirm our stance~in Tavgur “of Such medsufe’s which would
create real obstacles to the-outbreak of nuclear war.

The socialist countries have undertaken many concrete initiatives in this,
respect. Earlier this month, Comrade Chernenko, General Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, put forward proposals
of both political and military character, Thgy range from the ratification of the
treaties on the limitatioh of -:undergrodnd nuclear-weapon tests and nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes by the Uniced States to the prohibition of
propaganda for nuclear war, to the obligation to be undertaken by all nuclear-
weapon States not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, to a freeze of nuclear
weapons and their reduction and final complete elimination through negotiations on
the basis of e¢quality and equal security. The Conference has these proposals before
it in document CD/444 of 6 March 1984.

This is, in the view of the German Democratic Republic, the road that must and
can be followed.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
German Democratic Republic for his statement and for the kind words addressed to
the Presidant. The list of speakers for today is exhausted: does any other ’
representative wish to take the floor? If not, I now intand to suspend the
Eplgdary meeting and to convenc an informal meeting of the Conference, immediately
after which we Shall resume the plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.
The .plenary meeting is suspendad. i

The meeting was suspended at 11.35 a.m. and resumed at 11.45 a.m.
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The PRESIDENT (trangdated from French): The plenary meeting of the
Conference.on Disarmament is called to order. The Conference has before it two
draft decisions which have beeh circulated by the secretariat following the requests
for participation and subsequent clarifications received from Greece and Ireland.

We shall consider the draft decisions in the order in which the initial requests
were received from the non-members. The first draft decision refers to the request
by Greece and is contained in Working Paper No. 120. 1/ If there is no objection,
I shal}, take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was g0 decided.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The second draft decision is contained
in Working Paper No. 121. 2/ 1If I hear no objection, I shall.take it that the
Conferen¢e adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): We have now concluded our work for
today, and if no other member wishes to take the floor at this stage I now intend
to adjourn the plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 22 March, at 10.30 a.m. The meeting stands
ad journed.

The meeting rosec a2t 11.55 a.m.

1/ "In response to the request of Greece (CD/477 and CD/478) and in accordance
with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides for the present
to invite the representative of Greece to participate during 1984 in the plenary )
meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established under item 4 of
its agenda."

2/ "In response-te-the request--of Ireland- (CP/479 and €b7480) and -inr accordance
with rules 33 to 35 of 1its rules of procedure, the Conference decides for the present
to invite the representative of Ireland to participate during 1984 in the plenary
meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established under item 4 of
its agenda."
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament is called to order.

The Conference will today continue the consideration of agenda item 5, entitled
"Prevention of an arms race in outer space". However, in accordance with rule 30 of
the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any matter relevant to
the work of the Conference.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of the Unior-of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Pakistan and Sweden, and I now give the floor to the distinguished
representative of the USSR, Ambassador Victor Issraelyan.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Comrade President, today the delegation of the Soviet Union would like to dwell upon
a question of extreme importance --the great and real danger of spreading the arms
race to outer space. The importance of this problem is determined by the fact that if
urgent and effective measures are not developed to prevent the arms race in outer
space, mankind will face a new threat on a scale which it is difficult even to imagine
now.

During the current session of the Conference on Disarmament many delegations have
already expressed their serious concern at the extremely dangerous consequences of the
saturation of outer space with lethal weapons. The Soviet delegation fully shares
this concern. We are convinced that the prevention of the militarization of outer
space is one of the priority problems facing mankind, and here on Earth much depends
on whether it is solved.

The Soviet Union has consistently advocated, and continues to advocate that the
peaceful future of space should be ensured. We would like to stress this today too.

The beginning of the space age in the history of mankind is inseparably linked
with the name of a citizen of the Soviet Union -- Yuri Gagarin. On 9 March, the
50th birthday of the first man to fly in space was celebrated. There are people in
world history whose names embody an entire epoch, the beginning of a new direction,
the outstanding achievements of their time, Yuri Gagarin is one of these in our
century. His name symbolizes the space age, which started with the launching of the
first man-made satellite of the Earth.

The Message of 12 April 1961 of the CPSU Central Committee, Presidium of the
USSR Supreme Soviet and the Government of the Soviet Union in connection with the
first flight of man to outer space pointed out: "We believe that the victories in
the exploration of outer space represent the achievements not of our people alone, but
of all mankind as well. We are glad to put them at serviee of all peoples, in the
name of the progress, happiness and wellbeing of all peoples on the Earth. We place
our achievements and discoveries not at the service of war, but at the service of the
peace and security of peoples".

Guided by precisely those goals, from the first days of the space age the USSR
advocated the development of concrete international co-operation in space and on
15 March 1958 put forward a detailed programme for the prohibition of the use of outer
space for military purposes.
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The experience of international negotiations confirms that in those cases when
realism and responsibility to mankind have prevailed over other considerations in the
policies of States it has been possible to achieve mutually acceptable agreements
aimed'at preventing the militarization of .outer space. The important list of such
agreements is a valuable achievement by mankind, which should be preserved and
multiplied.

However, the continuation of such co-operation at present and, what is most
important; of the entire policy of using space in the interests of peace and
preventing its transformation into a testing ground of military preparations, has
been jeopardized.

That is why the task preventing the arms race in outer space has become
particularly urgent. Moreover, a crucial moment has now been reached, and as matters
now stand either the States concerned will sit down without delay at the negotiating
table to work out an agreement or agreements prohibiting the stationing in outer space
of weapons of any kind, or else the arms race will spread on outer space. The
overwhelming majority of States 1s seriously concerned at the real increase in the
“danger of the arms race spreading to outer space. )

The principled approach of the USSR to the solution of this problem was reaffirmed
in the statement of the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU,
K.U. Chernenko, of 2 March 1984, the foreign policy chapter of which has been
distributed as Conference document CD/444. He firmly spoke in favour of "not epreading
the nuclear arms race to new spheres, including outer space'. The Soviet leader
‘stressed that the United States can also make a major contribution to strengthening
pedee by coming to an agreement on the renunciation of the militarization of outer.
space,

It is not by chance that the United States is mentioned in this context, 1f we
take dinto account that, as recent events show, United States strategic planning, as
proclaimed, inter alia, at the highest level, ascribes a growing role to the use of
military space technology. It is in the United States that official plans and
programmes have been announced for developing and using weapon systems in outer space
and from it against the Earth. This is a question nat of some abstract "star wars",
but of a lethal danger absolutely relevant to the.Earth, the creation of systems
designed to destroy not only space-based, but also ground, sea and air targets.

The dangerous character of such a policy has been convincingly proved by
scientists and experts of various countries. The Soviet scientists E. Velikhov,
G. Arbatov, M. Sagdeev and others discuss it in their works. Many scientists and
public figures in the United States also emphasize that the testing and stationing of
any weapons in outer space considerably increase the possibility of unleashing war on
Earth. The statements on this score made by former United States Secretaries of
Defence Brown and McNamara, as well as by the eminent scientists Ch, Towns, I. Raby,
R. Garwin, H. York, G, Bete, are well known. In connection with the development in
the United States of one of the most sophisticated anti-satellite systems, a group of
eminent United States scientists and public figures has warned that once such systems
have appeared in the arsenals of countries it will be very difficult to remove them.
One cannot but agree with the conclusion of the Stockholm International Peace, Research
Institute that space technology promotes not only a qualitative nuclear arms race,
but also the formulation of doctrines for conducting wars with the use of such weapons.

The United States is making tremendous efforts in order to achieve the goals of
military superiority in outer space. According to the data of the United States
National Science Foundation, United States aerospace companies employ more scientigts
for research and development work than the chemical, health, petroleum, automobile,
rubber and engineering industries taken together.
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The United States is completing the design and has already started the testing
of an ASAT system based on F-15 fighters equiped with intercepting missiles with self-
guided warheads. At the same time the United Statess continues to develop weapons on
the basis of new physical principles, including the laser. An important role in
United States military plans is assigned to the reusable "Space Shuttle”. It is
envisaged to use it to launch military satellites, orbital command posts, and new
types of space weapons.

The plan for the development of a "large-scale and highly efficient anti~ballistic
missile defence" proclaimed by the United States Administration in March 1985 is
particularly dangerous.

Implementation of the United Statcs programme for the creation of space~based
ABMs could disrupt the linkage between strategic offensive and defensive armaments
fixed in the Soviet-United States agreements of 1972. In fact, it would result in
opening the lock-gates for a new round in the strategic arms race. The attempts to
create the impression that the space-based ABM system conceived in the United States
will be defensive are beneath criticism. This programme is designed to destroy early-
warning space systems and the command and communication centres of the other aide, and
thus to render the latter as vulnerable as possible to the United States nuclear
"disarming"” strike. Hope is placed in impunity, in being able to make a nuclear first
strike while being secure against a retaliatory one. The new United States military
space conception can only bring the world closer to the nuclear abyss.

As far as the economic side of the space arms race imposed by the United States
is concerned, it involves tremendous resources. It should be noted that in accordance
with Directive 119 concerning the beginning of a vast research programme to create
new space weapon systems signed by the President of the United States on
6 January 1984, the allocations for development of laser space systems will grow by
12 times by 1988. Washington plans to spend $27 billion during the next five years
and $95 billion by the year 2000 for the creation of the space-based ABM systems.

The programmes for the creation of space armaments determine in many respects the
political actions of the United States and other NATO countries in the international
scene. It was at the end of the 1970s that the United States suspended bilateral
talks with the USSR on anti-satellite weapons. We have repeatedly, including from
the rostrum of the United Nations, referred to the need to resume those negotiations,
but the United States continues to avoid them.

In connection with this position taken by the United States, I should like to
draw the attention of delegations to an item in today's issue of the International
Herald Tribune which cannot fail to be of interest. I shall quote some axtracts from
" the newspaper in the original: "Senior Pentagon officials, led by Assistant Defence
Secretary, Richard N. Perle, are fighting to delay or prevent Administration
initiatives in several secondary areas of arms control". I quote from further in the
report: "™r. Perle ... has managed to block any United States initiative on anti-
satellite weapons and ratification of the threshhold treaty, citing difficulties in
" verifying Soviet compliance. He has slowed movement on the chemical treaty and .in
. development of a new United States position at the Vienna talks on conventional troop
reductions in Europe'.
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With regard to the delays in the submission by the United States of its widely
publicised draft comprehensive treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons and the
possible consequences of those delays for the negotiations at the Conference, the
Soviet delegation reserves the right to return to this question at the opportune time.
Today we should like to point out that as a result of thas activity by the Pentagon,
and I quote once agaia from the newspaper item, "the Administration is not expected
to propose negotiations to ban these [anti-satellite] weapons at this time".

The Western countries are also thwarting the beginning of practical negotiations
on preventing the arms race in outer space on a multilateral basis. This is being
done, however, somewhat more subtly. The United States and its allies do not
explicitly say "no" to the negotiations, but try to shelve the matter by making
different proposals about the ne=d "to study the existing norms of international law
concerning the use of outer ‘space for peaceful purposes", as it was stated, in
particular, at the Brussels session of the NATO Council. It is difficult to say which
is greater in this position: the expectation that the negotiating partners are naive,
or a lack of respect for them. It should be clear to anyone that there is no need to
cqnduct international negotiations merely to study the existing norms of international
‘law., It would be enough for that purpose to assign one of the experts of the legal
department of any foreign ministry, delegation or secretariat of an international
organization and one could count on obtaining sound information on this problem. If
that is not enough, an appropriate research institute could be requested to deal with
it and perhaps a scientific symposium could be held on the subject. To involve in
this study such an important disarmament negotiating body as the Conference on
Disarmament is unreasonable, to say the least. The Soviet Union, for example, knows
full well its obligations under existing agreements concerning the use of outer space
for peaceful purposes,

We are convinced that it is necessary reliably to bar the ways in which the arms
race and military confrontation can spread to outer space, wnich has been peaceful up
to now. This is precisely why the Soviet Union put forward in 1983, at the thirty-
eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly, a draft treaty on the
prohibition of the use of force in outer space and from outer space against the Earth,
which on our request has been distributed as a document of the Conference on
Disarmament (CD/476).

In accordance with General Assembly resolution 38/70, this draft was transmitted
to our Conference for consideration.

The Soviet initiative -- I have in mind our draft treaty -- has been favourably
received in the United Nations and has given rise to a wide political response all
over the world.

The Soviet delegation would like briefly to describe the baaic provisions of the
draft treaty on the prohibition of use of force in outer space and from outer space
against the Earth, having in mind that within the subsidiary body of the Conference on
the prevention of arms race in outer space and with the assistance of appropriate
experts we shall be able to give more detailed explanations.
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In our draft we propose to prohibit the testing and deployment in outer space of
any space-based weapons, to solve completely and radically the problem of anti-satellite
weapons and to ban the testing and use of manned spacecraft for military, including
anti-satellite, purposes. Taking into account these new provisions, our initiative
goes eonsiderably further than our proposal of 1981 on the non-stationing of weapons
of any kind in outer space. Its salient feature consists in the fact that it takes
into account in many respects the positions of other, including Western, countries,
and the considerations they have put forward in the United Nations and in the
Committee on Disarmament.

The important feature of the documeht submitted by us consists in the combination
of political and legal obligations of States not to allow the use of force against
each other in and from outer space with measures of a material nature aimed at
preventing the militarization of outer space. It prohibits resorting to the use or
‘threat of force in outer space and the atmosphere as well as on the Earth through the
utilization, as instruments of destruction, of space objects in ‘orbit around the
Earth, on celestial bodies or stationed in cuter space in any othér manner. At the-
same time it prohibits resorting to the use or threat of force against space objeets-.

The Treaty envisages the complete prohibition of the testing and deployment in '
outer space of any space-based weapons for the destruction of targets on the Earth,
in the atmosphere or in outer space.

We propose also a radical solution to the question of anti-satellite weapons:
the complete renunciation by States of the creation of new anti-satellite systems and
the destruction of any such systems which they already possess. The parties to the
Treaty would also undertake not to destroy, damage, disturb the normal functioning or
change the flight trajectory of space objects of other States in any other manner.

In addition, it is proposed to ban the testing and use of manned spacecraft for
military, including anti-satellite, purposes; they should be entirely dedicated to
the solution of various scientific. technological and economic tasks.

The draft envisages the obligations of each party to take internal measures to
prohibit activity contrary to the provisions of the Treaty.

The provisions on verification of compliance with the future Treaty deserve
particular attention. The verification system envisagad in the USSR draft is quite
extensive and far-reaching.

In our view, the control provisions provide for reliable implementation of the
obligations by the parties to the Treaty. They are based on an effective combination
of national and international varification measures. At the same time, the USSR is
prepared!tb elaborate and agree upon some additional measures concerning mutual
assurance of States parties in its implementation.
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Along with the presentation of the draft comprehensive international treaty, the
Soviet Union has made important steps aimed at creating a more favourable: situation
for the prevention of the militarization of outer space.

The Soviet leadership has adopted an extremely important decision: the USSR
undertakes not to be the first to launch into outer space any kind of anti-satellite
weapons, in other words, declares a unilateral moratorium on such launchings for the
entire period of time when other States, including the United States, refrain from
launching anti-satellite weapons of any kind into outer space. Such a decision is
another concrete demonstraction of the good will of the Soviet Union, of its readiness
genuinely to strengthen the peace and security of peoples. We would like to hope that
the United States will follow this example.

Moreover, the Soviet Union displayed a readiness also to achieve an agreement on
implementing the measures proposed by it on a bilateral basis with the United States,
as we declared at the thirty-eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly.

In particular, we are ready to conduct separate negotiations on anti-satellite
systems and to resume bilateral negotiations with the United States as a step towards
a solution of the common task of prohibiting the use of force in and from outer space.

We are convinced that the Conference on Disarmament can do much to prevent the
arms race in outer space on the basis of the draft treaty proposed by the Soviet Union.
The USSR, together with other socialist States, has already spoken (in document CD/434)
in favour of the establishment of an ad hoc committee of the Conference on the item
"Prevention of the arms race in outer space". In advocating the creation of such a
body, we believe that it should have a mandate which would provide the possibility
of conducting negotiations aimed at concluding an agreement on this important and
urgent question.

What is most important now 1s immediately to find ways to ensure in practice the
earliest adoption of the range of political, legal and material measures which would
reliably secure outer space from a military threat. If space weapons are ever to be
prohibited we have apparently reached the time limit when it is still possible to do
so.

We express our firm conviction that the elaboration of measures to prevent the
arms race in outer space can already be initiated during the current session of the
Conference on Disarmament. To this ¢nd it is necessary for all the States
represented at the Conference to display political good will.

The task facing the Conference is absolutely clear, and our duty is to move ‘from
words to deeds, to the elaboration of concrate measures to prevent the arms race in
outer space.

We should always remember that military preparations involving outer space are
fraught with the appearence of weapon systems which will make arms limitation and the
implementation of control measures in the field of disarmament, particularly nuclear
disarmament, more difficult.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, our country shall continue to deploy
every effort so that the ominous plans to spread the arms race to outer space do not
become a reality.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for his statement and I now give the floor
to the distinguished representative of Pakistan, Ambassador Mansour Ahmad.

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): Mr. President, may I begin by extending to you the
warm and cordial felicitations of my delegation on your assumption of the
Presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for the month of March and at the
adept manner with which you have been condugting the business of this forum.
Our.pleasure at seeing a diplomat of your ability at the helm of the Conference
on Disarmament is heightened by the fact that you, Mr. President, represent a
country which by virtue of its principled policies has earned a position of
respect in the community of nations. My Government deeply values the close
and mutually beneficial ties of friendship and co-operation that exist between
- our two countries. May I assure you of the full co-operation and support of ‘my
.delegation in the discharge of your responsibilities.

I would also like to avail myself of this opportunity to place on record
the Pakistan delegation's admiration for the skill and sincerity with which
Ambassador Turbanaki of Poland presided over this body in its crucial first
month. It was in no small measure due to his unflagging efforts that we can now
look back to the previous month with some satisfaction.

I have taken the floor for the first time during our present session; may I
extend a warm welcome to the Ambassadors of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia and Sri Lanka who have jJoined us since the
conclusion of our 1983 session. My delegation looks forward to working with
them in close concert and I am confident that they will contribute richly to our
deliberations.

We have convened this year under the more impressive title of "Conference
on Disarmament". My delegation sincerely hopes that this change in nomenclature
will prove to be more than a mere exercise in superficial image-building and
impart to our deliberations a more urgent sense of purpose.

Recent years have seen the emergence of two distinct trends: at the level
of governments, a sharp escalation of the arms race, which threatens to erode
the restraints, albeit limited, of the past, and the ensuing deterioration in
East-West relations; and at the popular level, a heightened world-wide awareness
of the urgent and compelling need for effective nuclear disarmament measures.
Both these factors were responsible for the record number of disarmament-related
resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly at its sessions last
year and the year before, reflecting acutely the despair and concern of the world
community. The many dimensions and repercussions of the new spiral in the arms
race and the ever-increasing global expenditures on armaments have already been
pointed out here with great clarity and precision during the past few weeks. I
would, therefore, desist from repeating what my distinguished colleagues have
already said eloquently and convincingly. But the fact that the two Superpowers
and their alliance systems are primarily responsible for the state of affairs
bears repetition. The two between them have accumulated the most awesome inventory
of weapons that human history has ever known. It is said that something like
five per cent of their nuclear arsenals is enough to wipe out human civilization _
from the face of this earth. It was, therefore, only natural that the whole world
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watched with keen interest and with hope and expectation while these two,
Superpowers conducted two sets of nuclear arms limitation talks. The suspension
of these negotiations has not only come as a serious blow to these hopes but has
also placed the future of mankind in greater jeopardy.

My delegation joins all those who have urged an early resumption of the
dialogue between the Superpowers, because what is at stake is the very survival
of the human race. We are. convinced that the negotiations on "intermediate"
and "strategic" nuclear weapons should be combined and conducted in a single
forum. The distinction between them is an artificial ore. The two are
organically related. We believe that dealing with them separately can only
enhance difficulties, not help resolve them, whereas a unified approach could
offer greater possibilities to all negotiators,

It has been argued, and not entirely without reason, that the issue of
nuclear disarmament can best be left to bilateral negotiations between the
United States and the Soviet Union. However, the existing indefinite hiatus in
their dialogue is too dangerous to be accepted with complacency. Thus, taking
into account the over-riding importance of the subject.of nuclear disarmament and
given the fact that the Stockholm Conference is unlikely to offer an opportunity
for a resumed nuclear dialogue, as well as the fact that Prime Minister Trudeau's
initiative for talks among the five nuclear-weapon Powers will take time and
considerable effort to mature, my delegation is of the view that the Conference
must accord due priority Lo the agenda item "Cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmament". It is not beyond the ingenuity of the Conference, with
its flexible rules of procedure, to improvise or to innovate a format in which
the nuclear-weapon Powers would be enabled to set aside their present inhibitions
and to resume their nuclear dialogue in this multilateral negotiating forum. We
believe that such an approach can bring forth many advantages and possibly even
concrete results.

I need hardly emphasize that the issue of nuclear disarmament and that of
prevention of nuclear war are closely linked. Those who have the greatest
authority to speak on the subject agree that a nuclear war is not winnable and
therefore must never be fought. The dreadful consequences of even a limited
nuclear war, if such an eventuality is at all possible, are not lost upon anyone,
much less upon the governments of the States represented here. Why then this
continued insensitivity on the part of a handful of States to the pleas of an
overwhelming majority of the nations of the world, as embodied in
tUnited Nations General Assembly resolution 38/183 G? How long must we continue
to live under the ominous and ever-lengthening shadow of strategic doctrines
which''attempt to redress conventicnal imbalances with nuclear suicide?

It is our fervent hope that the Conference will find it possible to establish
a working group to negotiate concrete measures on the prevention of nuclear war.
This would not, indeed it cannot, preclude a discussion of the security perceptions
of the two alliances. We are donvinced that.an airing of their security concerns
and the doctrines that these have spawned can only do good.

Central to the cessation of the nuclear-arms raée and nuclear disarmament is
a nuclear-weapon-test ban. In fact, agreement to negotiate "a' test ban'is for us
the litmus test of the good intentions of the nuclear-weapon States. The
insistence of some nuclear-weapon Powers on a continued discussion of the issue
of verification to the exclusion of a discussion on what is to be verified and
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their opposition to an expanded mandate for the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear

Test Ban is difficult to comprehend. In our view a more" meaningful mandate for

the Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban would in no way rule out or suppress

an exhaustive exploration of the verification issue. In fact, as a large

majority of delegations would agree, the verification provisions of any disarmament
agreement have to relate to its purposes and scope. A negotiating mandate -for the
Ad Hoc Committee for the NTB would facilitate rather than obstruct an examihation
of the verification issue. We 'hope, therefore, that the present difficulties over
the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee for the NTB would be resolved in a
manner which is forward-looking rather than static.

May I now turn briefly to the question of radiological weapons. I would like
to state first of all that my delegation is not opposed to the conclusion of a
legally binding international instrument prohibiting the so-called radiological
weapons. Having said that, I must express my delegation's perplexity at the
pre-eminence being accorded to this subject at the expense of such questions as
the NIB, cessation of the nuclear-arms race and prevention of nuclear war. A
distinguished colleague, while informing us of the significance attached by his
delegation -to the prohibition of radiolcgical weapons, stated inter alia, "if we
can but save one future life by taking what to some may appear to be an
unimportant step now, are we not thereby being faithful to our duty"? I fully
share this sentiment. For me it encompasses first and foremost the abolition
of nuclear weapons and the prevention of mass death and destruction from
radiation. My delegation's position on the question'of radiological weapons rests
on the premise, uncontested so far, that for the present, attacks on nuclear
facilities constitute the only concrete form that radiological warfare can take
and that the issue of eliminating the possibility of such attacks must, therefore,
be settled within or along with a future radiological weapons convention.

Before I conclude, may I comment very briefly on chemical weapons. We agree
with the assessment that at present the subject of chemical weapons holds the
greatest promise. In this context my delegation wishes to place on record its
appreciation for the painstaking and imaginative work done by Ambassador McPhail
of Canada in his capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons last year, and the astute manner in which Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of
Sweden is now conducting the business of the subsidiary body on this subject.

My delegation eagerly awaits the promised United States draft of a chemical
weapons convention which would provide an added impetus to the work of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. We value very highly the spirit of compromise
demonstrated by the delegation of the Soviet Union in indicating its acceptance of
the concept of permanent on-site inspection and technical monitoring for the
destruction process of chemical weapons stockpiles. My delegation fully supports
the earliest possible conclusion of a balanced add adequately verifiable
comprehensive chemical weapons convention.

) The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Pakistan
for his statement and for his kind words for my country and for the President.

I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Sweden,
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus.
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Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Mr. President, the General Assembly of the United Nations
in 1ts Resolution on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space last year directed
a strong appeal to the Conference to intensify its consideration of the question of
the prevention of an arms race i1n outer space. My delegation welcomes this
resolution. The overwhelming support for it should be understood as an expression
of concern of the international community that the Conference on Disarmament, as
the multilateral negotiating body, has so far not been able to start negotiations
on the question of the arms race in outer space.

An arms race in outer space could have far-reaching implications for
international peace and security and the over—all stability in the world. It could
also have negative effects on civilian activities in outer space. The application
of space technology has already brought considerable benefits for various civilian
uses such as telecommunicatione, weather forecasting and earth resources surveys.

An arms race in outer space would pose a serious risk and obstacle for States which
are, or contemplate being, engaged i1n peaceful space activities.

Outer space has up to now been an area free from arms. As time goes by
efforts to keep 1t so waill become more difficult and more complicated. We have
all learned from our experience of the arms race on Earth how very difficult 1t is
to reverse a process which has already received large financial and political
investments. Therefore, action must be prompt.

Preventing an arms race in outer space 1s already a complex task. Problems
have to be addressed concerning the distinction between civilian and military
applications. Another distinction between categories 1s, for instance, the one
between stabilizing or destabilizing systems, like, for instance, satellites for
arms control verification on the one hand, or so-called killer satellites on the _
other hand.

Mrlitary use of space technology goes back to the early days of the Space Age.
However, what we are facing at this juncture i1s a new turn in developments.

Space systems used for military purposes have in general been of a passive
nature. By "passive" I mean in this case that they are not meant as weapons or
as weapons platforms. Passive systems are mainly for intelligence gathering
purposes such as early warning, reconnalssance, etc. Some of these systems are
important to disarmament and arms control, as means of verification of disarmament
agreements and confidence-building measures and for the control of weapons testing.
Other passive space systems could, however, be of direct relevance for the
execution of war or warlike actions. This includes navigation and communication
satellites. Some of them could be considered to be dual-purpose systems, although
normally used for peaceful purposes.

Now, however, we are facing the threat of the emergence of active space
systems, inter alia, weapons with direct destructive effects, mainly for
anti-ballistic and anti-satellite warfare.

The Soviet Union has for several years tested an anti-satellite (ASAT)
system which attacks 1ts target, after hunting 1t during a couple of orbits, by
exploding close to 1t. The United States has recently carried out a . test of a
new ASAT system, a direct ascent system which destroys the target by colliding
with it wathout using explosives.
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The ASAT systems in existence or under development today have a limited capacyrty.
We understand that they can hit targets only in relatively low earth orbits:. Even
8o they threaten important military satellites, such as surveillance satellites
used for“the verification cof arms-control agreements. With the development of new
gpace techriology the situation might become even more serious. ASAT weapons. could
then reach targets in higher orbits, eventually even the geostationary orbat, where
we find communication and early-warning satellites. The destruction of such
satellites could have serious repercussions. Such a development would be locked
upon with the greatest concern by the potential opponent and would trigger off
some similar and even more destabilizing measures. Furthermore, the blinding
of an early-warning satellite could be understood by the other side as nothing less
than as a preparation for, or part of, a nuclear strike.

The ASAT systems have even further implications. An important part of an
ASAT weapon 1s the so—called homing device. Once such a device is fully developed
and tested for ASAT purposes, it could with some modifications be used for the
purpose of targeting the opponent's ballistic misgsiles, thus constituting an
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) system. An advanced ASAT system could imply a dual
capacity of both anti-satellite and anti-ballistic missile capabrlity. A
disturbing consequence could be that testing of ASAT weapons could in fact be used
as a cover for ABM weapons testing.

Consequently there 1s a potential risk that the development of ASAT weapons
could already erode one of the most important treaties i1n the area of arms control,
namely, the Anti-Ballistic-Missile Treaty of 1972.

With this development we might 1n fact be facing a quantum leap in the arms
race. But the possible developments do not stop here.

Increased resources are spent for research on and development of beam weapons.
If developed, such weapons could be used for ASAT purposes. However, what has
attracted more attention 1s their possible use for ABM purposes.

The leading mlitary Powers build their national security on a policy of
deterrence and their mutual security relations on a functional balance of
deterrence. The balance of nuclear deterrence i1s based upon the threat that if
one Superpower attacked the other Superpower with nuclear weapons, the attacking
party would bring a nuclear attack upon itself. The consegquence of the policy
of nuclear deterrence is that if 1t fails, catastrophe 1s inevitable. Sweden
questions nuclear deterrence policies and philosophies as such. I will come
back in more detail to this problem later during the session. This berng said,
we still have to recognize that deterrence 1s the guiding doctrine against which
the present development must be analysed. Thus, the balance of nuclear
deterrence would be disturbed if one side acquired a first-strike capacity. If
one of the major Powers succeeded 1n developing an effective anti-ballistic
system, this would give 1t a possibility of striking at the opponent and at the
same time avoiding destruction of its own territory. The mutual deterrence
would be undermined and likewise the international security situation. There
is therefore reason for serious concern if any of the major Powers devotes
further resources to research and development on systems which, 1f transformed
into deployment, would not be in conformity with the ABM Treaty. Such a new
phase in weapons develcpment would be detrimental to stability in international
security relations.
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Although much less than 1s necessary has been achieved in the field of
d1sarmament and to prevent an arms race i1n outer space, some significant measures
have been taken. I will mention some of them.

The provisicns relevant to the use of weapons i1n space are both of a general
and a specific nature. We have the United Nations Charter, and we have provisions
which apply to space activities. specific rules can be found in multilateral
instruments and in bilateral treaties between the Soviet Union and the United States.

To start with, Article 2:4 of the Charter of the United Nations prohibits the
use of force or the threat of use of force. A first attack on a space object
belonging to znother country s thus clearly outlawed according to the United Nations
Charter. In certain cases some might argue that an attack on a space object is
a measure of self-defence, in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter. It is,
however, inconceivable that this Article could be interpreted as permitting an
attack on non-military space objects.

As far as the military systems are concerned, some of them, e.g. surveillance
satellites used for verification, are protected as ndtional technical means of
verification under the bilateral SALT Agreements. Early-warning satellites are
likewise protected under the United States-Soviet Accident Measures Agreement?

Thus an important sanctuary is provided for certain satellites. For other milatary
space systems the situation might not be so clear.

Among specific multilateral treaties the 1963 Partial Test-Ban Treaty was the
first treaty to contain provisions relating to the use of weapons in outer space.
This treaty bans the testing of nuclear weapons inter alia, in outer space.

In 1967 the United Nations adopted the Cuter Space Treaty containing the
fundamental principles for space activities. It marked an important step in that
1t bans certain arms from outer space. However, others are not covered by this
treaty. It 1s generally stated in the Outer Space Treaty that space activities
shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries,
1rrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development and in accordance
with international law, including the Umited Nations Charter. Article 4 prohibits
the placing of nuclear weapons and other kinds of weapons of mass destruction in
earth orbits and on celestial bodies. This provision does not, however, impose
restrictions on conventional weapons or on military space systems. The moon and
other celestial bodies are to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and all
kinds of military activities are prohibited on those bodies. The Outer Space
Treaty also contains provisions against potentially harmful interference with
peaceful space activities and provisions of interest for verification, but they
do not contain any clear obligations to provide information or about inspection.

Since radio communicztions are vital for space activities the International
Telecommmnication Convention deserves special mention. Its Article 35 prohibits
harmful i1nterference with radio services which are operated in accordance with
the Radio Regulations of the ITU.

The 1975 Registration Convention deals with notification of space activities.
However, the information supplied 1s so general that it can only be guessed what
purpose a space mission has, and sometimes considerable time passes between
launch and notification.
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The latest of the international space agreements which have been elabdrated by
the United Nations is the 1979 Moon Agreement.

From 1ts provisions 1t can be concluded that the Moon Agreement would
demilitarize all of outer space except the proximity of the Earth, or more
precisely orbits arcund the Earth. But this Agreement has not yet entered into
force. '

As mentioned earlier, some provisions in the bilateral arms control agreements
between the United States and the Soviet Union relate to space activities.

The tuo SALT Agreements, of 1972 and of 1979, to the last of which the
Soviet Union and the United States abide unilaterally, while awaiting ratification
or new negotiations, contain similar provisions about verification (Articles V
and XV, respectively). According to these provisions the Contracting Parties
shall use '"national technical means of verification" to monitor the adherence to
the provisions of the Agreements. These national "means of verification" must
not be disturbed or "interfered with". It is assumed that surveillance satellites
are among those "means". The SALT II Agreement (Article IX) includes a relatively
unnoticed expansion of the Outer uUpace Treaty in that it forbids development,
testing and deployment of systems for placing in orbit nuclear weapons, etc. It
also prohibits testing, development and deployment of Fractional Orbital
Bombardment Systems (FOBS).

According to the ABM Treaty of 1972 the two Superpowers undertake not to
develop, test or deploy ABM systems or components which are '‘sea~based, air-based,
space-based or mobile land-based". It is clear as earlier touched upon, that
the placing of ABM systems in outer space would be a breach of this bilateral
treaty, as would also be the development and testing of such systems.

The "Accident Measures!" Agreement (1971) and the Prevention of Nuclear War
Agreement (1974) together oblige the Soviet Umion and the United States to refrain
from interfering with or attacking early-warning systems of either side, including
gatellites which are components of such warning systems.

The fact that most of the financial and technical investments in space
development takes place in two countries may imply that bilateral agreements are
sufficient to regulate international relations in this field. However, according
to my delegation, this 1s to seriously underestimate the technological qévelopments
outside the two Superpowers. As a matter of principle, as well as with long-term
practical and technical considerations in view, it 1s important that the aspects
mentioned with regard to the mlitarization of outer space be subject to mmltilateral
negotiations and agreements. The principle aspect is, of course, founded on the
general acceptance of the fundamental 1dea that the exploration and use of outer
space shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interest of all countries.

It is clear that some significant measures relating to the risks of an arms
race 1n outer space have been taken. However, the existing body of international
law contains too many loopholes to effectively prevent an arms race in outer space.
What we have learned about the testing and development of anti-satellite weapons
confirms that additional measures urgently need to be taken.
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The main tagk zhead of us should be to negotiate an internmational treaty
banning all space weapons, including weapons directed against targets 1n space.
Such 2 ban should cover the development, testing and deployment of ASAT weapons on
earth, in the atmosphere and in outer space and must include the destruction of all
exasting ASAT systems.

Furthermore, damage, disturbance and harmful interference in the normal
functioming of permitted space objects should be forbidden in international
agreements in order to strengthen the Outer Space Treaty and confirm the International
Telecommunication Convention.

The banning of the development, testing and deployment of space-based ABM
systems, as agreed upon in the 1972 ABM Treaty between the Soviet Union and the
United States, should also be reiterated in a multilateral treaty.

A promibition of Fractional Orbital Bombardment Systems (FOBS) should likewise
be included, in line with SALY IT.

In addition, efficient measures should be adopted regarding the verification
of the compliance with such a treaty or treaties. At the present stage of
technical development 1t appears inescapable that some sort of international
direct inspection Ye applied, including on-site inspection whenever feasible.

In the process of creating an international legal system prohibiting an arms
race in outer space, military space systems which could have particularly
destabilizing characteristics must be i1dentified. It would alsc be essential
to recognize that certain military space systems can have a stabilizing effect
and that they can be a valuable contribution to disarmament measures.

The i1nternational use of satellites for the monitoring of disarmament
agreements should be considered in the context of the proposal of France to
establish an International Satellite Monitoring Agency (ISMA).

The notification procedures in the 1975 Registration Convention could be
further developed to serve as a collateral measure to strengthen disarmament
agreements related to space. Such a measure, and other simlar confidence-~
building measures, would bhe helpful in the efforts to create a system of
international agreements to curb an arms race in outer space.

Three proposals have been presented in intergovernmental fora containing
draft agreements relating to the prevention of an arms race 1in outer space. The
first was presented by Italy in 1979 in the Comm ttee on Disarmament. The two
latest were presented to the United Nations by the Soviet Union in 1981 and
in 1983, the latest of which has been distributed today as document CD/476.

The two first proposals demonstrated constructive attempts to come to
grips wath the provlems in this area. They did, however, contain important
ghortcomngs, inter alia, in that they did not cover the ASAT systems as they
are conceived today.
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The latest proposal of the Soviet Union introduced today also by

Ambagsador Issraelyan contains a draft treaty on the prohibition of the use of
force in outer space and from space against the Earth. When the Conference has
been able to establish an ad hoc committee on the arms race in outer space, my
delegation will come back with detailed comments on this draft treaty. However,
already now I note a welcome improvement compared to the 1981 proposal in that it
covers ASAT weapons as known today and contains a ban on some specific activities
directed against space objects.

The Soviet proposal addressed a number of important issues that need to be
solved. Some proposed clauses, however, are ambiguous and would have to be
clarified. Such sclutions and clarifications could only be made through a
substantive examination by the Conference on Disarmament.

Let me conclude by reiterating that the Conference on Disarmament must now
actively engage 1tself in dealing with the growing threat of an arms race in outer
space. An ad hoc commttee should be established wathout further delay for this
purpose. As a negotiating forum the Conference should of course aim at
negotiating an agreement or agreements to prevent the extension of the arms race
into outer space.

The Swedish delegation i1s prepared to consider all constructive proposals
which mean that a substantive examination can be promptly initiated. An
analysis of lacunae in international agreements against the background of
existing and potential military applications of space technology seems to be a
natural first task for an ad hoc committee. I have in this statement tried to
contribute to this.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Sweden
for his statement. The list of gspeakers for today 1s now exhausted. Does any
other representative wish to take the floor? That does not seem to be the case.

As you will have noted, the secretariat today distributed the programme of
meetings of the Conference and its subsidiary bodies for next week. The programme
is purely indicative, and may be changed 1f necessary, in accordance with our
practice. If I hear no objection, I will take it that the Conference wishes to
adopt the programme.

It was s0 decided.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): Distinguished representatives, in
our programme of meetings for this week we had allowed for an 1nformal neeting
this afternoon, if necessary, to consider organizational matters. I think that
since informal consultations are taking place at present, there 1s no need to
hold that informal meeting today. We have concluded our work for today. The
next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will take place on Tuesday,
27 March, at 10.30 a.m. The meeting 1s adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): The plenary meeting of the Conference
on Disarmament is called to order.

I begin by giving the floor to the distinguished representative of Egypt,
Ambassador Alfarargi.

Mr, ALFARARGI (Egypt) (translated from Aprabic): Thank you, Mr. President.
This morning we have learnt with deep sorrow and grief of the death of one of Africa's
great leaders and statvesmer., President Ahmed Sekou Touré. Now, as I mourn the death
of the late Guinean leader, on behalf of the Group of African countries, including
both members of the Conference on Disarmament and participating non-members, I wish to
pay a.glowing tribute to the tenacious freedom fighter he represented in his struggle
on behalf of liberation causes throughcut the world, and particularly in Africa. I
hail-in- him a hero who struggled for the observance of the principles of the
non-aligned movement, a leader who truly upheld the principles and the provisions of
the United: Nations Charter and struggled to establish the rights of the peoples of the
Third World to development and rrogress. On this occasion, we wish to extend to the
fraternal people of Guinea, in the name of the African Group at the Conference on
Disarmament, including both members and parcticipating non-members, our heartfelt
condolences and sincere 3ympathy on this great loss.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the distinguished representative
of Egypt for his statement, and I am sure that all the members of the Conference will
concur in expressing their deep regret at the death of Ahmed Sekou Touré, a great
leader of his country and at the same time an outstanding figure in Africa and in
the non-aligned movement; and also in conveying our sorrow and condolences to
the people and Government of the Revolutionary People's Republic of Guinea.

The Conference on Disarmament today begins consideration of agenda item 6,
entitled "Effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons". However, in accordance with
rule 30 of the rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any matter
relevant to the work of the Conference,

You will recall that we had agreed to hold an informal meeting this morning to
consider organizational problems, if necessary. I have received further clarification
fron non-membéﬁ States wishing to participate in our work, as well as an additional
request from another non-member State. I suggest that after having heard the speakers
on my list, 'we should suspend the plenary meeting and hold an informal meeting to
consider the communications received from non-members. I have on my list of speakers
for today ‘the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Viet Nam, Italy and Argentina, and
I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia,

Ambassador Milos Vejvoda.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Thank you Comrade President. Allow me first to
express on behalf of my delegation, and also on behalf of the Socialist Group, deep
sorrow on the passing away of the great African politician, Sekou Touré, so well known
in the world for his fight against colonialism, and for -the freedom and independence
of African and all other nations under the colonial yoke, and so well known for his
great merits in the non-aligned movement.
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In this statement I would like to explain why my delegation’ asEéd for the inclusion
of the item on the preventicn of an arms race in outer space in our agenda and what
it expects from it. I will also deal with reasons behind our proposal to establish
a relevant subsidiary body with a mandate, suggesied in che document (CD/434)
submitied by a group of socialist countries.

The importancer and urgency of the problem of the 'prevention of an arms race in
outer space are determined by the fact that in recent years the real danger of the
creation and deployment of various systems of space weapons, leading to the saturation
of outer apace with weapons capable of destroying objects both in outer space and on
the Earth, has sharply increased. For this reason we do not feel any need simply to
discuss this problem or to deal with it in any general way whatsoever. We believe
that this has already been successfully done in other fora. In fact, the problem of
securing outer space from military threat and its various aspects have for a number
of years been generally discussed in the First Committee of the General Assembly,
in the Unjited Nations Disarmament Commission, intthe Unitec Nations Committee on the
Peaceful lises of QOuter Space and-at UNISPACE 2.

Unfbrtunately, we should also add that even this body, which aspires to be a
single multilzateral negotiating forum on disarmament, dedicated several years to
activities of this kind in dealing with the problem of outer space. Indeed, going
through the records of our meetings of recent years one finds a great number of
3tatements addressing the problem of outer space. In these statements we have all
exhaustively evaluated the existing treaties, which put up some barriers to the
spreading of arms into outér space. We have generally come to a concordance of views.
on what the positive aspects of these treaties are, as well as on the remaining
loopholes. In''virtually all statements the conclusion is reached that further measures
are necessary. At least as' far as our delegation is concerned, we have not found a
single statement that explicitlx or impllcztly denies the urgent need far such
additional measures.

A considerable part of the statements on outer space dealt with the technical
aspects of the development of new weapons and systems of weapons to be used in outer
space or from space against the Earth. The "leading role" of the United States in
this field has been impressively demonstrated, especially with regard to the March 1983
"initiatfve" of President Reagan to create a space-based defence system., It was
convinc1ngly arguéﬂ that one attempt to misuse one of the above mentioned loopholes
in the eiisting military regime for outer space is under way, namely, the accelerated
efforts to deéelop and put into practiee Iaser and other directed-energy weapons.
Though some delegations tried to raise doubts about the feasibility of these weapons,
it did not escape the attention of others that in May and June of last year the
United States Air Force undertook a test Qf a laser weapon. At a testing ground in
California, this weapon, placed on board a C-135 aircraft, succeeded in destroying
the navigational systems of five Sidewinder anti-aircraft missilecs.

Due- attention was paid z1s0 to the economic side of -the problem. No type of
weapons and no field of their application would consume as many resources as the
development and emplacement of weapons in outer space. With the adoption, last
January, of Directive 119 in the United States, for the remaining years of this
century alone almost a hundred billion United States dollars are involved, without
counting vast, indirect human and material resources taken from various civilian
sectors.
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Much of wha. nas been said around ‘this table could ‘undoubtedly also be
qualified as an i1dentification of problems which @obld be addresseéd in negotiations
on pracﬁlcal measures to prevent an arms racé in outep space. Drawing a conclusion
frow the vieus offered to the Conference on Disarmamerit,” sy delegation considers
that a whole range of political, legal and material measures should be negotiated
in'the relevant subsidiery bpody. Anti-sateliite:systems are one of these, although
not the only one. W™y country, a relatively small one, with no adequate defence
against an attack "from above", is concerned mainly with possible danger couing from
weapons eilplaced bn objects capable of overflying cur territory at an altitude of
some tens of kilometres.

Thus, it would seem to us that the time has come to close this "general® and
"exploratory" dhapter in our dealing with the prevention of an arms race in outer
space and to open a new one which should bring us to the elaboration and adoption of
the relevant practical and effective measures. The best way to enter this new chapter
would be the creation of an ad hoc committee of the Conference on Disarmament on
‘the item "Prevention of an arms race in outer space", with terms of reference calling
for the undértaking of negotiations aimed at concluding an agreement on this urgeni.
question.

We maintain that ‘certain recent developments fully justify this demand. Firstly,
we have “the Soviet draft treaty on the prohibition of the use of force in outer space
and from space against the Earth, submitted to the Unlted Nations at its
thirty-eighth session and tabled last week in the Conference on Disarmament. Since
this draft was distributed last fall in New York, we presume that all delegations
had 2 chance to study it in detail. As far as my delegation is concerned, it
considers ‘that the main virtue of the draft 13 that it deals with the problem of .
securang outer space from the arms race in a comprehensive way, encompassing measures
of a political, legal and material nature. At the same time, it is yet another
example of the Soviet Union's constructive approach and readiness to compromise in
orden 'to make it possible to move ahead, since the draft treaty takes into account in
a ntmBer -of 1ts provisions the positions and views of other countries, including
WestdPn edugtries. This important move also reminds us that expressions of good
w1ll, in-order to bring positive results, must be reciprocated. In this respect I
would like to note that it 1s exzctly in this field that the United States lags
behind, and by a large margir. This was most obviously demonstrated by the fact that
the Uniged States leadership failed to respond pogsitively to the commitment assumed
by the USSR last Augusti not to be the first to put into outer space any type of
anti-satellite weapon, thus imposing a unilateral moratoriym on such launchings for
the entire pericd during which the othepr States, including the United States,
refrain from stationing anti-satellite/weapons of any &type in outer space. This
initiative creates a significant potential for the solution of the problem of ASAT
systems and convincingly dermonstrates the readiness of the Soviet Umion to do away
with this type of weapon. But in its approach to this problem the present
United States leadershir is-acting not only contrary to the interests and requirements
of the international community, but also against the vital interest of its own
people. This was again confirmed last summer, when more than 100 American
Congressmen and screntists addressed an. appealto President Reagan to declare,
simultanecously with the Soviet Union, a woratorium on anti-satellite-weapon
testing.
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Since I have touched upon the problem of ASAT systems let me add,
Comrade President, that arguments about the need for the United States to catéh up
in this kind of weapon can’t be taken seriously. It is well-known that already
20 years ago the United States developed the manoceuvrable SAINT (Satellite Inspector
Technique) spacecraft. In the course of the 1960s two ground-based anti-satellite
systems were developed —in 1963 on the basis of Nike Zeus anti-missile missiles on
Kwajalein Island and in 1964 on Johnston Island using various modifications of the
Thor missile. And recently, a sophisticated ASAT system based on F-15 aircrafts
equipped with intercepting missiles with self-guided warheads has already been
tested. Thus, after breaking bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union on
anti-satellite weapons in 1978 it indeed requires a peculiar kind of logic for the
United States seriously to play the role of an inferior in this field. Echoing this,
distortion, to put it-mildly, a limited number of llestern delegations is rendering
invaluable service to the United States but acting clearly against thevital interest
of the peoples of their own countries.

Another positive development testifying to the growing comprehension of the urgent
need to adopt specific measures for the prevention of an arms race in outer space
was the adoption last fall of the United Nations General Assembly resolution 38/70.
Mere comparison of this resolution with, for instance, resolutions 36/97 C and
36/99 of 1981 clearly shows that the majority of States speaking in favour of specific
action has further grown, while the minority has reached its limit— that of a single
country.

The ad hoc committee on outer space, if established, would certainly not suffer
from a lack of specific proposals or material to work on. Besides the Soviet draft
treaty I have already mentioned, which the committee could consider in detail, some
delegations have advanced ideas which could be dealt with as well. I may mention
just the statement of Ambassador Ekéus of last Thursday, in which he put forward
a whole set of measures which could be looked at in the ad hoc committee. It is
therefore particularly regrettable that there are still delegations which keep on
blocking the adoption of a meaningful mandate for the subsidiary body on outer space.
It is our strong feeling that the Mexican amendment to the draft mandate considered
last week by no means deserved the treatment it received, the more so since it only
reflected the provision of the United Nations General Assembly resolution adopted
by a vote extremely close to a consensus.

The problem of securing outer space from the arms race is not a2 new one. The
relevant peaceful initiatives of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries go
back to the 1950s. But some recent developments in the space policy of the
United States and the ensuing accelerated development of space weaponry render the
problem of the prevention of an arms race in outer space extremely urgent. Let
me, before concluding my statement, point out just some of these dangerous developments.

In President Reagan's statement of 4 July 1932, priority in United States
space activity is, for the first time, given openly to its military aspects. The
relevant presidential decree on policy in the exploration and use of outer space
clearly assigns priority to military purposes. Previously United States leaders
used peaceful rhetoric to cover the military aspects of their space policy.

Now this has become not only unnecessary but practically impossible, since the
military nature of the recent programmes for outer space is only too obvious.

This applies, in the first place, to the United States plan to build a
space-based defence system. Since this plan was heralded in March last year, much
thought has been given to its possible implications, especially with regard to the
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Soviet-United States ABM Treaty of 1972. It was virtuyally unapimously concluded
that the development of such a system would constifute a.ﬁlggpan; b;each of the
,Treaty. Some dissenting voices were heard, naturally, from the QRﬁted States.
Thus, referring to the plan, the White House spokesman, Larry Speakes said'

"you can go a considerable distance in research and dovelopment without conflicting
with the ABM Treaty”. We would appreciate if the United States delegaﬁion could
enlighten us on what is meant by thes"considerable distance'.and how it can be
reconciled with Article V of the"ABM Treaty. Let it also be noted that, as far as
we know this treaty is of unlimited duration.

Another disquieting phenomenon -is' the-application of the so-called "bargaining
ghips" policy. Last year a United States interagengy report resulting from months
©f gtudy by scientiets and policy anzlysts stated that. the demonstration of
Hnited States technology would strengthen military, a: jnegotiating stances". We
have a very sad experience of such an approach which\shqys tnat all kinds of bargaini
ohipa have always served only as catalysts and accelerators, of the arms race. They
have always led to qualitatively new spirals of the agms race despite the clear
fact that neither sice can achieve permanent superiority in arms technology. A
panpllel could be drawn here with the problem of MIRV's. Looking back,

Henry Kissinger said last year: "I wish I had thought through the 1mp11cati°ns of a
MIRVed world".

Just a few days ago, from 8 through 11 March, the Disarmament Committee of the
World Federation of Scientific Workers met in Prague. Prominent scientists from five
socialist countries as well as from the United States, Great Britain, France,
Dgnmark and the Federal Republic of Germany came to the conclusion in theéir joint
st&tqunt that "the United States decision to embark on a massive research and
dey oqyent programme for the wmilitarization of space has introduced a new
qualitative factor to the arms race” and called for the establishment of "a
moratorium on the testing and deploying of ASATs and other Space weapons, and the
establishment of a policy of the non-use of force in and. ﬁrom outer space". Let us
listen more carefully to the impartial and informed opinion of scientists from variou:
countries, lest our beautiful blue planet, which has ‘too many problems of its own,
face a new threat as immense and limitless as space 'itself. )

The PRESIDENT (iranslated from French): I thank the representative of
Czechoslovakia for his statemeént.

In accordance with the decision taken by the Conference at its. 249th plenary
meeting,-I nov give the floor to the distinguished repreSentative of Viet Nam,
Ambassador Nguyen Thuong.

Mr. NGUYEN THUONC /Socialist Republic of Viet Nam) (transiaééd from French):
Thank you Mr. Presidcat. Mr. President, allow me first of all to convey the very
profound condolences of my country, the Socialist Republic, of Viet Nam, and’ of my
delegation to our sister Republic of Guinea and the fragprna Af:ican countries on
the death of President Ahmed Sekou Touré, a great figure, in. e non—alignéd movement
and in the struggle of peoples for peace, national indepenQQqce, freedom and social
progress.
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Mr. President, I should like to begin by extending to you my warm congratulations
on seeing the Presidency of the Conference on Disarmament occupied by the
representative of a country with vhich Viet Nam has long enjoyed very good
relatiens of friendship and co~operation, whose experience and diplqmatic expertise
will without any doubt help to ensure that this session proceeds efficiently.

I.should also like to thank the President, the Secretary-General and all the
members of the Conference on Disarmament for having given me this opportunity to
address the Conference in plenary in order to impart our thoughts on matters of
special interest to my country. .In asking to participate as a non-member in the
work of the Conference on Disarmament, Viet Nam has not been inspired by narrow
political, opportunistic or egoistic. considerations, but has been guided both by
the interests of its own security and by the wider interests of the great cause to

«which this august institution is. devoted, namely, world peace through disarmament, a
matter of life or death for all mankind and human civilization, a noble enterprise
and a weighty undertaking in which no people can fail to take an interest. Viet Nam
participates with an acute sense of responsibility, seriousness and constructive
goodwill, and always has in view the smooth functioning and the success of the
Conference itself. It is in this spirit that my delegation will endeavour to make
its very modest contribution, and assures you, Mr. President, and all the members of
the Conference on Disarmament, of its co-operation on a basis of reciprocal equality
and singerity.

If I have chosen to address the Conference on agenda item 6, it is because, as
the representative of Viet Nam.stated at the twelfth special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament in 1982, "the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam
is a country which does not possess nuclear weapons and which has been and remains
the victim of serious threat on the part of certain nuclear weapon Powers"; and it
is also because Viet Nam congtantly feels an active and responsible solidarity with
the great movement of peoples struggling for peace, national independence. and
. lnternational security.

Imperialist policy, particularly in recent years, has appreciably increased the
danger of a nuclear holocaust, and more than ever raises what is now the major task
facing mankind as a whole, namely, the prevention of a nuclear world war.
Furthermore, imperialism is stepping up and multiplying  its armed intervéntion in
m2ny regions of the world. The four decades since the Second World War demonstrate
the greater possibilities of preserving world peace, but they have also witnessed
mary' SO-called<loba1 wars which ‘have been no less death~dealing. In this context,
the threat of tHe use of nuclear weapons in so-called local wars is not a purely
theoretical matter. It may be recalled that in the two wars in Indo-China, some
strategists, who were fortunately not heeded, put forward plans for the use of the
atomic. bomb or of tactical nuclear weapons, in 1954 to free Dien:Bien Phu and, in
the 19603 and "1970s, to escalate the war and achieve victory. The fact that currently
some imperialistic circles are advocating theories of the so-called admissibility of
nuclear war, of limited or creeping nuclear war, and the fact that in some
countries "tallor-made" nuclear weapons are being developed, which are perfectly
adapted to the requirements of so-called limited wars, and also the fact that more
or leas deliberately nuclear weapons have been placed within the reach of certain
so-called strategic allies, such as Israel, the Republic of South Africa and other
aspirants, all these facts indicate that the question of international arrangements
to ensure the security of non-nuclear-weapon States is more pressing than ever. The
deployment of intermediate-range missiles in Europe is a matter of increasing concern,
2s these missiles, stationed on a certain island off a NATO member country in the
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Mediterranean, for example, are allegedly targeted on the southern flank of the
Soviet Union, but who can guarantee that they cannot easily be turned against one or
another nationally-independent country of the Balkans, the Middle East or

North Africa?

It should be added that, through the inhierent logic of the escalation carried
out by irresponsible statesmen, the danger that!‘the use of nuclear weapons in such
local wars will bring about a more widespréad war remains very great and certainly
unforeseeable. Thus, at their seventh summit meeting at New Delhi’ the Heads of
State or Government®of the Non-Aligned Countries reiterated theipf'demand that
nuclear-weapon States have theobligation 'to guarantee that non-nuclear-weapon
States are not threidtened or attacked with nuclear weapons. Resolutions of the
thirty-eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly explicitly recognize
the need to allay the legitimate concern of States with regard to ensuring lasting
security for their peopies and also that the independence, territorial integrity
and sovereignty of non-fluclear-weapon States need to be safeguarded against the threat
of use of force, including the use or threaf of useé of nuclear weapons. The -
resolutions 38/67 atid 38/68 both stress in virtually identical terms that ‘there is
an urgent need to reach agreement on effective international arrangements for that
purpose.

My delegation has studied the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group (CD/SA/CRP.12)
and read with interest the statements of many delegations on this subject, as well
as the working papers of various groups, in particular documents CDISA/CRP'} and
CD/53 of Pakistan and Bulgaria, respectively. After this review, my delegation does
not underestimate the difficulties which remain to be surmounted. In the face of
the increasing, pressing need to guarantee the security of "non-nuclear-weapon States,
it urges all members of the Conference on Disarmament, and in particular the '
nuclear-weapon States, to deploy more urgent efforts, inter dlia to make good the
lack of’ political will on the part of some of them which, in the view of the
Group of 21, is the major element in the éurrent difficulties.

Such efforts remain to be made in two directfons, as suggested by the’
resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session.

The first and principal direction would be, as recommended in operative
paragraph 4 of resolution 38/67, that “the Conference on Disarmament "should continue
to explore ways an qmeans to overoomé ‘the difficulties ess tO reach an appropriate
agreement ... in the form of an interpational ‘instrument of a legally binding
character such as an international cOnvention on this subject...". Some grounds for
cautious optimism would appear to continue to exist, since, as stated in both the
resolution and the report of the Ad hoc Working Group, "there is no objection in
principle to the idea of an international convention on this subject” and there is
"yidespread international support for the conclusion of such a_convention". It is'
also encouraging that at the latest session of the Geheral Assembly, a singIe
draft resolution (38/67) was submitted and adopted rather than two parallel drafts
as in the previous session. The last preambular paragraph of resolution 38/67 seems
to suggest an idea: if the security of all non-nuclear-weapon States is to be
guaranteed in some way or another, "in the search for a solution to the problem of
security assurances, priority should be given to the legitimate security zones of
the non-nuclear-weapon States which, by virtue of their forgoing the nuclear option and
of not allowing nuclear weapons to be stationed on their territories, have every
right to expect to be most effectively guaranteed against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons". These countries include virtually all the non-aligned countries,
including Viet Nam,
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"One’’ bossibility’ﬁlght therefore be to have a full aecurity aasurance regime
for the above-mentidhned countries, with a somewhat reduced regime for the other
countries, including some elements whose entry into force would be suspended as
long as nuclear weapons of their allies or of other countries remained on their
territory.” Suth arrangements would not be contrary tp the desire to guarantee
the security of'‘all non-nuclear-weapon countrigs, for those coup;;ies which '1erd
their territory‘to the" stockpiling of nuclear weapans are no longer entirelf B
non-nuclear-wéapon cdountries. In so doing they constitute elements in the
strategies which oppose the nuclear-weapon Powers, and also a real, if potential,
danger for their neighbours which are genuinely non~nuclear-weapon State3.~ Finally,
for the Convention to be able to enter into force, we consider that it 'ls essential
that all nuclear-weapon countries which are permanent members of the
Security Council should be signatories.

While the efforts to achieve this Convention or more exactly, an "gpproach
acceptable to all", are being pursued, the second direction is that all other
naraI}el or interim measures which could further these efforts to conclude a
convention should be ‘considered. Many highly valuable 1deas have been put forward!
during the discussions of the Working Group, and some have been mentioneéd-‘in. the
various relevant resolutions of the General Assembly.

“In the first place, resolution 38/67 welcomed once in the solemn -
declarations made by some nuclear<weapon States concerning the non-first-use of -
nuéiear Heapon3° in part¥céular,‘we welcome the undertakin made at the hisheat :
political level by the Sdviet-Unmion not to be the first to use such weapons. The
resolution rightly points outcthat \1f all nuclear-weapon States were to assume
obligations. not to be the’ first to use nuclear weapons, that would be tantamount,
in practice, “to'banning the:use of nuclear weapons against all States, including’
all non-nucléar-weapon States. Along the same lines, Operativb paragraph 5 of
resolution 37/80 called upon all nuclear-weapon States to méke solemn unilateral
declarations, identical in substance, concerning the non-use of nuclear weapons
against non-nucldar-weapon States having no such weapons on their territories; it
recommends that the Security Council should adopt an appropriate resolution
approviqg suc@ declarations.

”AEotheﬁ‘Iaea, ¢orinected with the previous one, could stem-from the 'initiative
of the Soviet Union which declared ‘that it was ready to make a 'binding undertaking
to provide aecurity assurances to the Northern Eurqpean Stdtes parties to a
nuclear weapon free-zomre in that region (reply given by President Brezhnev to a
Finnisﬁ magazine on‘ 26 June 1981). Such a guarantee on the part of the
Sovieﬁ Union could be extended to other non-nuclear-weapon countries in the form
eithér of a multilateral agreement to which the USSR would be one of the parties,
or of a bilateral agreement between the USSR and each of the countries belonging
to such a zone, In his electoral speech.of 2 March 1984, the Setretary-General
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mr. K.U. Chernenko, again proposed
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among the norms governing the conduct of nuclear-weapon Powers: ‘'not to use
nuclear weapons under any circumstances against non-nuclear countries in whose
territory there are no such weapons. To respect the status of nuclear-free zones
already created and to encourage the creation of new nuclear free zones in various
areas of the world" (document CD/444 of 6 March 1984). It is hoped that other
nuclear-weapon Powers will follow a similar course of a¢tion and subscribe to -
these norms. As a country neighbouring on Southern Asia and the Indian Ocean,
Viet Nam supports the efforts of India and other non-aligned countries of the
region to make the Indian Ocean and the coastal States a zone of peace from which
nuclear weapons inter alig, would be eliminated. It is.to be hoped that all
nutlear-weapon Powers which have been called upon will respond positively to this
praiseworthy effort by India, which will greatly benefit the seciérity of*the States
of the region and its surroundings.

Obviously, the absolute, as it were, positive assurance for non-nuclear-weapon
countries against the use or threat of use of such weapons would stem from radical
and comprehensive nuclear disarmament: all the so—calied negative assurance
measures cannot replace this. Viet Nam therefore Joins with all the fdrees for
beace: throughout the world in the struggle and efforts 'of many kinds to preveat
nuclear war, and for nuclear disarmament under effective control. For the present,
Viet Nam, for its own security as a non-nuclear-weapon country and in the interests
of world peace, supports the proposals of the non-aligned countries and the
socialist countries, inter alia, for the freeze of nuclear weapons, for the complete
prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing, for the prevention of the arms race in
outer spaee, and for the strengthening of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 1In
particular, we hope that all the nuclear-weapon Powers will accept without delay
and without conditions the freeze urged by world public opinion; and that the
two -Powers wirich remain reticent Wwill join in the work aimed at the complete
prohiibition of all forms of nuclear-weapon testing.

Mr. President, my delegation thanks you and thanks the Conference for your
attention~in-listening to my modest statement. Viet Nam may perhaps lack
experience but it does not lack goodwill and a sense of responsibility. Last year,
my delegation was able to inform the Committee on Disarmament of the results of
the Symposium of Ho Chi Minh Ville on the consequences' of the use of defoliants
in the second war in Indo-China.

In the near future my delegation would like to address the Conference at a
suitable date on another problem in which we are most interested, namely, the
comprehensdive- programme of disarmament, including amohg_other things the
establishment through the joint efforts of all the countries of the region, ofl.
a zone of peace in South-East Asia.

My delegation will spare no effort to continue to seek to improve and extend
its participation in the work of our negotiating organ of such great importance
for “the entire future of mankind. Viet Nam has put forward its candidacy should
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the Conference decide to increase 1ts membership. My delegation renews its
expression of gratitude to the Cofference and to all its members which give it
understénding, support and encouragement.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Viet Nam for his statement and his kind words for the President. I now give the.
floor to the distinguished representative of Italy, Ambassador Alessi.

Mr. ALESSI ,(Italy) (translated from French): Thank you, Mr. President.
First of all, shoul& like to associate my delegation, and..in sb.doing I am sure
that T interpret the 'feelings of the other members of thé Western Gréup, with’ the
words of condolénce which have been spoken in connection with the death of
President Sekou Touré. Because of his personality and the role he played on the
1nternational scene, the mourning in which Guinea and the continent of Africa are
‘now plﬁnged also extends to the entire community of nations. Mr. Pre31dent the
millenial bonds of history, culture and friendship linking the country you s¢
worthily represent with my own prompﬁ me to address you in particularly warm terms.
I wish to express ny delegation's great appreciation at the courteous and efficient
manner in which’ you have guided our work and for the untiring efforts you have made
to ernsure progresa. At the same time I should like to pay tribute once again to
your predécessor, Ambassador Turbanski, ‘who has the merit of having ensured that
our present session made a constructive ‘and promising start.

I intend to devote my statement today to a problem to which my Government
attaches particular importance. I refer to the prevention of an arms race in
outer space.

I’ deeply regret that, in spite of all your personal efforts, item 5 of our
agenda still lacks a framework to make structured substantive discussions possible.

Meanwhile, we have no choice other than to use-the plenary meetings to
continue our exchanges of views. I do not wish today to dwell on matters relating
to the establishment of a subsidiary body; the unofficial meetings and
consultations which you havé héld have provided my delegation with an opportunity
to express at some length its views on the subject. I would rather wish to put
forward a few ideas on the basic questions which we are called upon to consider
under item 5.

I believe there' is agreement on the fact that the discussions to be held,
once the subsidiary body is created, should be of a comprehensive character. The
question of the prevention of an arms race in space should therefore be thoroughly
considered in all its aspects, with neither preconditions nor limitations.

It is’'clear that such an exercise should be carried out-in a rational manner
and, in the opinicn of my delegation, an analysis of relevant international”
agreéments' both multilateral and bilateral, could constitute a useful starting
point.
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In his statement of 22 March 1984, the distinguished representative of the
Soviet Union held that such suggestions would merely be an astute means of
avoiding true negotiation.

I would see in them, much more modesﬁly common sense suggestions aimed at
beginning our basic work without further delay. The analysis of existing ,
agreements provides a starting point; I do not claim that it would be the orily
one but it seems to me to be logical to start by looking at what already exists
if we wish to discuss what is to be added. This first step would be an aid to
identifying the different questions related to the prevention of an arms race in
space and would, moreover, allow us to spot loopholes in the existing legal system:
we would then be able to decide on remedial measures.

Progress in this area, which is so important for international security and
stability, calls for difficult and complex substantive decisions on the part of
our governments. My delegation, which is of the opinion that it is still bound
by paragraph 80 of the Final Document (the wording of which was submitted by my
country for the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament), remains convinced of the considerable urgency of the problem. It
is also aware that such decisions can only be taken on the basis of thorough
preliminary work, which brings to light all possible data and solutions.

A collection of extracts from relevant agreements, both multilateral and
bilateral, might constitute the documentary basis for the work to which I referred.
I also note that the documents presented by Canada (CD/320) and France (CD/375)
contain a list of such agreements as well as comments of a preliminary nature.
Similarly, the statement by the distinguished representative of Sweden,

Ambassador Ekéus, on 22 March 1984, broadly covers the same problems and places
emphasis on a series of major questions concerning the interpretation and
application of existing agreements.

An analysis of these agreements would also be useful in connection with the
draft treaty presented by the delegation of the Soviet Union in document CD/476,
to which the distinguished representative of Czechoslovakia referred today. The
title of the treaty, its preamble and article 1, relate to the prohibition of the
use of force in outer space and from space against Earth. A preliminary study
of Article 2, paragraph 4, of the United Nations Charter and its implications for
activities in outer space seems to me to be called for. Moreover, other clauses
of this draft treaty -- in particular certain subparagraphs of article 2 -- deal
with questions which have already been covered, at least partly, by existing
treaties. Here again, a preliminary study of those instruments would be useful.

My delegation remains willing to make detailed comments on the Soviet draft
treaty at the appropriate place and time. Its introduction by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union in a plenary meeting provides us with other
elements which are worthy of reflection: I will merely mention here the readiness
to envisage additional measures of verification.
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The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration
and Use of Quter Space, which entered into force im 1967, is certainly the most
important of these zgreements: in addition to the fact that it has been ratified by
a conaiderable number of States, the general opinion is that it contains the basic
principles of international law in relation to space. This Treaty is important
because it establishes certain specific prohibitions (particularly article IV,
paragraph 1) and for the principles which it sets forth and which it recalls
{particularly in the preamble)}. However, also evident in this Treaty are its
"silenc¢es" and "loopholes™, which allow States a large amount of freedom.

This freedom is at tne basis of a number of subsequent agreements which, as in
the case of the bilateral Soviet-United States agreements concluded within the frame-
work of the SALT negotiations, also cover the use cf space.

The idea of developing space law in-the direction of a kind of demilitarization
or "sanctuarization" has beea advanced severdl times in the past. We ourselves
raised the question of a review of the Outer Space Tréaty in 1968 (document A/7221
of 9 September 1968). The Treaty, it should be recalled, does not contain a clause
providing for periodic review. Subsequently, we presented a draft additional protoéol
aimed at éxtending the scope of the 1967 Treaty (documents A/AC.187/97 of 1 February
and CD/9 of 26 March 1979).

It must be admitted that this direction was hardly promising. Gone are the times
when ‘the President of a GSuperpcuer could propose, at the fifteenth session 6f-the
United Nations General Assembly, that the principles established for the Aﬂtarﬁie
should be¢ adpplied to outer space.

Thercharacteristica of the space environment, rapid technological progress in
this field, the Multi-faceted nature of spacecraft and the established and now
irreversible link between civil and military uses of space hardly make it practicabdble
to have recourse to formulae or concepts which have been applied in other contexts.
The meye transposition to outer space of concepts such as "hostile act", "measure of
a military nature¥, "offensive or defensive deployment”, "exclusively peaceful aims”,
etc., comes up against a reality which does not lend itself to elear classification.
The varying interpretations which the space Powers thenselves give these ‘concepts-and
the ambiguity which 'hangs over the lawfulness of certain activities in space coifirms
thig.state of affairs. It would seem to me {0 be extremely useful to be able td
record the positions of the different delegations on these fundamental matters-and,
to the extent possible, clarify them. The working document presented by France
(CD/375) contains, in secticn III, a series of relevant and delicate questions which
deserve further consideration,

To take account of this evolution it seems toc us to be preferable to adopt
another approach: in 1981, in the'General Assembly, Italy co-sponsored
resolution 36/97 C. This resclution, like the ore: co-sponsored the following year.
proposed a graduak- approach focused on the need, first of all, to ensure the
immunity of satellites and prohibit ASAT ‘systems.

Even from this point of view, a study of existing legal instruments remains
an essential exercise in our opinion. By way of example, reference can be made to
the question of the links between a possible agreement on ASAT systems — whatever
its contents —and the 1967 Outer Space Treaty; in addition to the basic obligation
by which activities in the exploraticn and use of space should be carried out



CD/PV.253
19

(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

"in accordance with international law", the most significant clause in this respect
is article 9 of the Treaty. This article, which provides for appropriate
international consultation in the event of activities in space likely to cause a
potentially harmful disturbance to others, seems to me to offer the basis for the
efforts which we must make.

Other agreements, to a certain extent, cover acts of interference against
satellites,

Article I1I of the bilateral Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Nuclear
War (1971) envisages inter alia, cases of interference in rapid warning systems when
liable to create a danger of nuclear war. Satellites are naturally a part of rapid
warning systems. It might also be considered that reference could likewise be made
to the bilateral Agreement on the Prevention of Nuclear War of 1973. The SALT
agreements also provide for subsequent limitations on acts of interference with
satellites: in relation to verification, parties to these agreements rely on
"national technical means", a concept of a general nature which includes a whole
range of methods for data collection and which, in the context of the SALT agreements,
includes reconnaissance satellites. Moreover, the parties undertake to refrain from
recourse to methods of dissimilation which might hamper verification of the applicatio
of agreements, including, naturally, verification from space.

As a result of bilateral agreements, satellites thus benefit from the beginnings
of legal protection. Our main task in this respect is to study the content and
limits of such protection in order subsequently to study the way to extend it beyond
non-interference with national means of verification and to make it general.

There are 16 years between now and the year 2000; the answers which we can give
to the challenge of arms control in space may have serious consequences on the way in
which mankind will enter the next century. It has been said that the control of
space weapons must inevitably become the number one problem of disarmament in the
twenty-first century. It may be wondered if it is not already that.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Italy for
his statement and his kind words for the President. I was particularly touched by
his warm references to the millenial common history of Romania and Italy. I now give
the floor to the distinguished representative of Argentina, Ambassador Carasales.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Thank you, Mr. President.
I should like first to associate my delegation with the words spoken this morning in
tribute to the memory of President Sekou Touré. A little over 10 years ago I had the
opportunity of personally meeting this distinguished African leader when I travelled
to the Republic of Guinea and spent several days there while on a mission entrusted
to me by the United Nations Security Council. On that occasion, in the course of
various working meetings, I was able to appreciate directly the personality of
President Sekou Touré and his deep concern for his people's welfare and development.
I was therefore particularly saddened to learn today of his untimely death.

On behalf of the Argentine delegation I join my voice to the expressions of
condolence addressed to the Government and people of the Republic of Guinea and to
the family of the distinguished leader who has passed away,
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Mr. President, it is customary it our meetings to begin statements with a few
words of tribute to the incumbent President, Ambassadsr Datcu. Rarely are such words
more justified than in the present case. ‘We are alY without exception witnesses of
his daily and tireless efforts to expedité the work of this Conference. It is
certainly to be hoped that his efforts will be crowned with success, and I sincerely
congratulate him onrtheldqdication and efficiency with which he is discharging his
important responsibilities.

It would be an injustice not to mention in this introduction the skill and.
efficiency deployed by his distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Turbanski, to whom
I convey my appreciation, as well as to forget the long and fruitful efforts of
Ambassador Morelli Pando, whom we recall with affection and with the hope of seeing
him return in the future. '

Last week, in accordance with thHe programme of work for the spring part of its
session, the Conference on Disarmament devoted two plenary meetings to the
consideration of agenda item 5, entitléd "Prevention of an arms race in cuter space".

_ The outcome of these two plenary meetings consists pf some statements, certainly‘
valuable and interesting, but also very few in number. ,This morning they have been
followed by the statements of the distinguished Ambassadors of Czechoslovakia and
Italy. This does not alter the fact, however, that this exercise has been repeated
along similar lines since early 1982 when the then Committee on Disarmament decided
ta, include in\its agenda the question of 'the militagy use of outer space.

It may legitimately be asked if the single multilateral negotiating body in the
field of disarmament, the Conference on Disarmament, is even remotely performing its
duties when it devotes to the consideration of a problem whose scale and urgency are
universally recognized barely two weeks a year, or four meetings a year—1 repeat,
four meetings a year. There can be no doubt as $o the answer to this question.

It may theréfore also legitimately be asserted that the Conference ¢n Disarmament
cannot continue this abnormal state of affairs much longer without undermining its
prestige and its mission, I might even say its raison d'étre.

We must not forget that in 1982 the Committee—on-Disarmament agreed to:include
in its agenda ~-not without difficulties,. it should be added -+ the present agermda
item 5 in response to a clear concern on the part of the international community
which was expressed in General Assembly resolutions 36/97 C and 36/99 of
9 December 1981. A few years earlier the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to Disarmament had recognized, in paragraph 80 of the
Final Document, the implicit need to take "further measures” and hotd-"approgriate
international negotiations® --and I stress the word "negotiations" --"in order to
preyent an arms race in outer space”. '

It is not my intention to begin listing all the steps taken by the international
community with a view to regulating the ‘use of outer space since the launching of
the first Sputnik in 1957 marked the dawning of the Space Age. .Furthermore, the
excellent statement made by Ambassador Ekéus on 22 March provides a:very useful
summary of the instruments negotiated on the question.

We mist agree, however, that those instruments are insufgiéienq, Otherwise,
there would be no sense in the various resolutions adopted evéPy year by the
United Nations General Assembly, with widespread support from all sectorz.



CD/PV.253
21

(Mr. Carasales, Argentina)

For some years there has been growing concern at the discovery of the existence
of loopholes in the legal regime governing outer space, a concérn which has
heightened in line with the discovery of the intensification of space operations
which the Superpowers are studying, planning, preparing and even carrying out:

It is not easy for those who still consider that space activities belong to
the realm of science fiction to understand fully all the aspects and consequences
of what is at stake. Whatever-judgement may be made on the statements and prospects
opened up by the much-quoted speech of President Reagan on 23 March 1983, there can
be no doubt that it aroused interest, and I would add, concern, among large sectors
of world public opinion with regard to issues having tremendous implications for
their future, which until then had been confined to specialized magazines and
institutions.

Since then there has been extensive spoken and written comment on the possible
military use of outer space, and the least that can be said in this connection is
that the situation that is described is alarming. The wars of the future appear to
be drawing closer at a dizzy pace.

The development of a military space race is today a reality. No one can
reasonably dispute this statement, and no one can e6laim to be unaware of it, because
there is a wealth of literature on the subject. An overview of the articles and
publications appearing increasingly frequently shows general agreement on the frantic
activity on which the Sugerpowers have embarked, far beyond what is indicated by the
newspaper headlines. The sums invested in research and development are on an
overwhelming scale, and a source of concern in view of their ultimate military
destination, as well as a source of dismay when compared with the econcmic and social
needs which are daily left unmet.

For some time now the Pentagon's budget for space activities has been greater
than that of NASA, and the gap between the two is tending to increase. Furthermore,
it is considered that at least a quarter of the NASA budget itself really has
military applications. The information on the expenditures of the other Superpower
is, as always, scanty, but it may justifiably be presumed that they too are enormous.

The description of the various activities planned and underway generally
includes the same projects: anti-satellite systems of, various types (launched from
Barth or from F-15 aircraft), killer satellites with various characteristics, use
of the space shuttle for military purposes, development of-.laser beams and particle
veams, anti-missile defence systems, and so forth.. Attempts have been made to
classify the different types of space weapans: conventional and non-traditional
direct weapons, indirect weapons of an informational or military kind, each of which
may be in turn broken into a number of sub-categories.

I shall not embark on eyen a summary account of everything that is currently,
right now, being done, and everything that is shortly to come. I repeat, the
information on this subject is no longer confined to specialized magazimes and may
be found in publications on international politics and even in the daily press.
There have even been cases of the use outer space for military purposes, directly
experienced by my own country itself.
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There are two possibilities as regards this state of affairs: either all
these activities are being carried out in violation of the multilateral or
bilateral agreements existing in this field, or else these international instruments
are utterly inadequate to prevent an arms race in outer space.

We would like to believe that the former alternative is wrong, and we are
therefore left with the second: the international agreements governing activities
in space are incomplete and present many gaps and loopholes which must necessarily
be filled if we sincerely wish to preserve outer space for exclusively peaceful
uses for the benafit of mankind.

Any analysis of the instruments in force, and even of those which have not yet
come into force, clearly reveals that indeed they are not comprehensive and leava
out many activities of a dangerous nature, perhaps beciuse when they were drafted
the technological advances which today cpen up vast prpspécbs did not exist.

“What is even more alarming is that some basic concépts inclided in some of the
existing treaties have been interpreted in differing minners. This has not so far
been very obvious because the treaties have not yet been in force for long,
relatively speaking, and because the number of States with’ & space presence is
extremely limited. HoWwever, the intensification of-the space race suggests that
this lack of legal clarity will not last much longer.

I shall give some examples. The very idea of "the peaceful use of outer space"
has a different meaning for the main protagonists. On the one hand, it 'is argued
that it is synonymous with-tHe non-military use of outer space, as provided in the
Antapctic Treaty, which makes an a2xpress exception solely to enable the usz of
military personnel in scientific research (article 1, paragraph 2). It should be
pointed out that the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 contained a similar provision in
articl~ IV, as does the Tredty relating to the activities of States on the Moon of
1979, article 3, paragraph 4.

On the other hand, according to the other interpretation, "peaceful"™ use should
be‘understood as "non-aggressive"-use; in othar words, space may be usad for
defensive purposes or, what is much more szrious, also for deterrent purposes, on
the ground that the maintenance of peace is thus ensured. If we péecall a famous
statement made on 23 June 1982 at the second special session of thHd: General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, in which it was asserted that nuclear weapéns were the best
guaranteée of the preservation of peace, we may easily imagine that “the logical
corollary would be that to extend the doctrine of nuclear deterrence to outer space
would guarantee i1ts use for exclusively peaceful purposes.

Wichout reaching these extremes, however, meraly to open the posaibility of the
existence of "defengive" but not "aggressive" weapons in space is to reproduce in
outer dpace a dichotomy which has alreddy proved 1nsurmountab1e.

Anoﬁher example of the differences in interpretation to whtbh I referrced a
moment ago fhiay be found in the expression "weapon of mass destruction", words which
lie at the corz of the 1967 Treaty. Not only do some ongoing space activities
clearly escape the rules contained in that Treaty, but also it does not appear
clear, in th: thinking of some governments, exactly what is prohibited, as the meaning
of the term "weapon of mass destruction" does not appear to be the same for all.
Whether or not laser beams or anti-satellite weapons are weapons of mass destruction,
for example, appears a moot point, and one that has been argued.
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It may even be wondered if the very concept of "weapons" does not present
particular problems in the context of outer spacé, in view of the ambivalent, both
peaceful and miljitary, characteristics which devices capable of operating in space
have or may have.

Everything I have sald so far -- and I could certainly say much more -~ reveals
in my opinion a self-evident truth: there is much that needs to be done in this.
field, and it must be done as soon as possible. My delegation cannot accept the
argument that it is first necessary.to determine whether or not it is. necessary to
do something. THTs standpoint-is now indefensible. The—question of where to
begin may be discussed, but not the need to resume without further delay
internatiohal activity in this field.

While we remain unjustifiably immobile, the world continues to advance and
reality continues to change. The world of science and technology is increasingly
far removed from that of negotiations, and political decisions appear to keep step
more with the former than with the latter.

At present the possibility of a nuclear catastrophe appears threatening, and
the prevention of nuclear war is anxiously called for. However, if the world is -
today in a state of precarious balance which may at any moment be broken, we can-
imagine what the situation would be once space has been invaded by weapon systems
of all kinds, regardless of whether they are considered defensive or aggreagive,
weapons of mass destruction or not. The factors of destabilization will have
multiplied and it would be béth a childish ard a fatal delusion to believe that a
- space war would:'leave our planet untduched. The protdgonists will act from the
Earth and it is precisely to gain mastery over the Earth that attempts are made to
control space, as in the past the aim was to control the seas in order to have
dominion over the continents.

A comprehensive legal regime governing th~ space race in order to keep it
entirely free from military implications is now a pressing necessity. At the
request of the General Assembly, the Conference on Disarmament has taken up this
task by including it, by consensus, in its agenda. This Conference is an organ
which, through its competence, the status of its members, and the wealth of
experience acquired over long years of negotiation of international disarmament
instruments, has all the necessary conditions to undertake effective and fruitful
work. The flexibility provided by its rules of procedure has not yet been fully—
exploited, and in .my opinion there are possible formulas which would make it
possibly, to hold within it, for example, bjilateral informal meetings, if necessary,
to enable the work of the Conference .to advance. There is already an abundant |
basis for work,: including draft: treaties which deserve most- careful consideration

All this is open to our Conference. All that is lacking is the decision
finally to begin substantive consideration of theé iteém included in its agenda for
two years. It is no secret that the great majority of delegations have long besn
prepared to undertake this task. This was called for once again a few months ago:
in resolution 38/70, adopted by the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session
by a truly outstanding number of votes.

We cannot, we must not postpone this decision any further. Let us establish
once and for all a body, an ad hoc committee, for this purpose and give it a
meaningful mandate with a concrete content; and let us set to work, as too much
time has already been lost,
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Argentina
for his statement and: for the kind words addresbad to the President. ' My list of "
speakers for, today is concluded. Does any other representative wish to take the
floor at this stage in our work? That does not seem to be the case, and I
therefore now intend to suspend the plenary meeting and convene an informal meeting
of the Conference-in five minutes to consider some organizational matters. ' The
plenary- meeting is suspended. )

The meeting was susgended at 12.20 and recénvened at 12.}0 p.m.

The PRESIDENT (sﬁeak;gg'in'English): The plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament is resumed.

I now put before the Conferance for consideration three draft decisions,
contained in Working Papers 122 to 124, concerning participation by non-members in
our 'dfscussions. We will take them up one by one, in the order in which the original
requests from non-members were received. The first draft decision deals with
the request received from Ecuador and is contained in Working Paper No. 123. 1/

If there is no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the draft
decision.

It was So decided.

The second request was received from Cameroon and the relevant draft decision
is contained in Working Paper No. 124. 2/ If there is no objection, I shall consider
that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

1/ "In response to the request of Ecuador (CD/485, CD/486 and CD/f487) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides foi
the present to invite the representative of Ecuador to participate during 1984 in
the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary ‘body established under
item 4 of the agenda."

2/ "In response to the request of Cameroon (CD/488 and {D/489) and in
accordance with rules 33 to 35 of its rules of procedure, the Conference decides for
the present to invite the representative of Cameroon to participate during 1984 in
the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary body established
under 1tem 4 of the agenda."
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The third request was-received from Democratic Yemen and the relevant
draft decision appears in Working Paper No. 122, 3/ If there is no objection,
I shall take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.,

It was so decided.

That concludes our business for today. If there is no other member wishing
to take the floor at this stage, I shall now proceed to adjourn the plenary meeting,
but before doing that, I will announce that the next plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 29 March, at 10.30 a.m.
The meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.45 Dol

"In response to the request of Democratic Yemen (CD,490) and in accordance
with rules 33 to 35 of 1ts rules of procedure, the Conference decides for the
present to invite the representative of Democratic Yemen to participate during 1984
in the plenary meetings of the Conference and in the subsidiary bodies .
established under items 4, 6 and 8 of 1ts agenda.”
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The PRESIDENT (translated.from French): .The plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament is called to order. The Conference today continues the
consideration of agenda item 6, entitled "Effective international arrangements to
assure non=nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons". However,. in accordance with rule 30 of the rules.:of, procedure, any
member wishing-to do_ so may raise any subject relevant to the work of the
Conference.

I have on my list of speakers .for today the representatives of Sri Lapka,
Burma;:Egypt, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the Islamic Republic of Iran and Yugoslavia. Before giving the floor
to the distinguished representative of Sri Lanka, Ambassador Dhanapala, to
introduce document CD/492 which has just been circulated, I should like cordially
to welcome the presence here among us of Mrs. Inga Thorsson, Ambassador and
Secretary of State, who was for several years the distinguished leader of the
Swedish delegation.- Mrs. Thorsson's tireless and impressive work for disarmament
and peace-is well knoun too, and is appreciated by us all. I should like to thank
her warmly for the interest she takes in-the work of. our Conference.

I now give the floor to the distinguished représentative of Sri Lanka.

M. DHANAPALA (Sri Lanka): Thank you, Mr. President. Before I commence, I
would like to associate my delegation with your sentiments in welcoming the presence
of Hrs Inga Thorsson with'us this morning.

Mr. President, with your permission I would like to make a brief statement on
behalf of the Group of 21 in order to introduce document CD/492, entitled "Draft
Mandate for the Ad Hoc Subsidiary Bbdy on a Nuclear Test Ban", which the secretariat
has kindly distributed today.

The substance of document CD/492 is identical to that of CD/438, which the
delegation of Mexico presented to the Conference on 24 February 1984. The draft
mandate contained in document CD/492 has been endorsed unanimously by the Group of 21.
I have been mandated by the Group to request you, Mr. President, to place
docuﬁent 'CD/492 before the ‘Conference for consideration and decision at its plenary
meeting 'scheduled’ for Tuesday, 3 April 1984.

You will recall, Mr. President, that ‘at the commencement of our work this month
you initiated open-ended and informal consultations on the creation of subsidiary
bodies under various items of the agenda, including item 1. Approximately four
weeks have elapsed since then with no progress achieved despite the hard work
you have put in. Without going into details I would Iike to emphasize that the
action of the Group of 21 in submitting CD/492 for a decision reflects its coneern
over the inability of the Conference to make dny progress on this highest priority”
item, despite your efforts and the efforts of a large number of delegations.

It also reflects the great imporfance the Group attaches to the continuation of the
efforts to find ways and means to discharge the ‘Pesponsibilities of the Conference
relating to this highést priority item on its ag%nda.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank you very much for introducing
this working paper, and I now ask the head of the delegation of Sri Lanka to deliver
his statement.
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Mr. DHANAPALA (Sri Lanka): Mr. President, the Sri Lanka delegation takes the
floor for the first time during your Presidency of the Confera@ncé on DisSarmament.
We would ﬁbgrefore.like to expresa our sincere admiration of your experienced and
skilful diplomacy, leavened as it is by your inherent and infectious charm which
has been so much in evidence as you conducted the affairs of the Conferemce this
month. The successful resolution of some of the organizational problems that
confronted us when you took over the Presidency 1s ample proof of the service you-
have rendered this Conference.

May I .also ,take this opportunity of thanking Ambassador Turbanski, our President
for the month of February, for his successful steering of the Conference during the -
initial month of our current session.

Mr. President, in my statement of 14 February 1984, I indicated that my
delegation would.be addressing itself later in the session more specifically to the
various items of our agenda. I propose to ‘deal today with item 5, the prevention
of an arms .race in,outer space, a subject in which my delegation has had a sustained
interest, dedicated as we-apre to preventing an extension of our terrestrial arms race
into another part of our universe -- ocuter space. Sri Lanka's lack of a space
capability does not diminish our profound concern over recent trends in this field
which enhance the risk of armed conflict. Since the dawn of the space age in 1957
with the launching by the USSR of the Sputnik, we have witnessed the incorporation of
satellites in modern weapon systems. The increasing allocations for gpace-related
actiV¥ities in the military budgets of nations having a space capability have
underlined the military significance of space. History has taught us that the
prevention of militarization is self-evidently easier to achieve than demilitarization.
While we do believe that world security is indivisible, we would like to preserve
and seal off outer space as a zone of peace for the use of mankind's progress rather
than its destruction. Sri Lanka's role in the still unfulfilled task of making
the Indian Ocean a zone of peace again stemmed from a basic desire to prevent the
militarization of an area of the world's surface where Great Power competition was
in 1971 only incipient.

The undeniable technical compléxity of this aspect of our work in ‘the Conference
should not be an argument to postpone or avoid its urgent consideration. Complexity
can be unravelled through collective study and analysis. But we must embark on suéh”
an endeavour. The complexities of this issue, as my delegation sees it, lie more
in the political sphere than in the technical. WUhere no international law covers
the myriad possibilities posed by space “technology we must create law through
international agreements. It is not enough to say that the existing agreements are
inadequate. C

Taking cognizance of the need to continue to take preventive action in this
regard, “the Final Document of 'the first spec¢ial session of the United Nations
devoted to disarmament declared by consensus that -- and I quote:

"In order to prevent an arms race in outer space, further!measures should
be taken and apprépriate interrnitichal negotiations held in- addérdafiee with the
spirit of the Treaty on the Exploratién and Use of Outer Space, including the
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies."
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My &elegation considers that the inscription, in 1982, of this item in the
agenda of this sole multilateral negotiating body was symbolic of the importahce and
urgency attaching te this-‘'question and the manner. in which the international community
wanted it treated by this forum.- Even while we in.the Committé&e, and €onference,
on Disarmament have-been - seized: 6f  the probZem, ‘we have Beer witnessing 'disturbing
and acoelerated-trends. retating \to.space~weapon developments. 'East year ‘and 'the
year beforey .the interndtiorial cemmunity quite rightly urged this bed¥,‘' wHichrRas:
primary responisibilitysfor dealing with.this issue, tomake hasté” in- ‘Gverting-thé
imminent.dangen-.ofolaunching.an arms pace into outer space. And yet while wé appear’
to be paralysed.inva.state of~inaction over the modalities of dealing with the!
question, the ‘dynamics-of the arms race seems to proceed on its own momentum.

ASAT competition has begun. One ASAT system has probably reached operational
capability and its rival system has recently made its test appearance. The major
nations with a-space capability:seem to be poised to embark upon the development of
space-based defensive weapons. High energy laser, particle-beam-weapons and
outer-space ballistic missile defences are being 'developed.. The investment of-.
resources thus involved is enormous. My delegation makes no apoldégy for quoting-
the following- from. the Stockholm International Pedte Research Instifute publicatioh-
"Outer Space -~ a:New Dimension of the Arms Race" because of its s®biking Péelévance.-
I quote -~

"During the time 1t takes to read this sentence, the United States vill
spend some $2,000 on its military space programme. Assuming that the Soviet
- budget .is .the same, then the amount. spent every 10 seconds amounts to over
. $4,000. . The military space effortnincludes the launch of one 'military.
satellite every third day, the prime aim of these being to increase thé: fighting-
efficiency of the military forces on Earth."
The figures quoted are two years old. They would be much higher today. An arms race
in outer space.is as unwinnable as on earth. And yet the spiral hastentered outér. -
spa¢e, threatening cosmic chaos.

What we see as disturbing is the gradual but inexorable process of integrating
space: capabilities to the strategies and doctrines associated with nuclear weapons.
Here on earth we are told that nuclearibrinkmanship.'rather than common security could
preserve pedce:; Even if one werd®to agreé ‘that there is a correlation between the -
doctrines practised by the nu¢leaﬁ~wéép8n ‘Powers and-the preservation of peace-since'
World War II, which assertion has Jbeen questioned by -the international comMunifyy1igow
is an 1rrefutableufact that this method of peace-keeping has correspondingly :
increased instability in terms of ever-increasing levels of.armaments. If the
consequences of the arms race on earth are any indication, further refinement and
sophisticatian~of these doctrines through space capabilities- would only lead:'to
greater instability. ..If: the research and development effort on military-related
space-activitles currentiy under way in the major countries with a'space capability
are brought to:their dogical conclusion, which is the testing’ and deploying:of space=-
based defensive weapons, it would gravely undermine, if not totally negate,
whatever credibility there is in the current doctrines which have ostensibly kept.
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peace since World War II. The past experience with regard to the technological
momentum of the arms race does not make us believe that the results will be
otherwise. This is perhaps theé point, as the United Nations Study on Nuclear
Weapons puts it, at which history might disprove the theory of keeping peace through
nuclear terror. Moreover, if these developments culminate in actual testing and
deployment they will have serious repercussions on the viability, let alone: the
spirit, of such existing treaties as the ABM treaty and the Outer Space Treaty of
1967. These are perhaps the paradoxes of the nuclear age. But we cannot afford

to be awed into silence or inaction by the complexities of these developments,

because the consequences of the dangers inherent in these developﬁénts will be far
reaching.

The importance and the urgency of dealing with this question is therefore clear.
However, as I mentioned earlier, this Conference continues fo. debate the modalities
of dealing with the question. We have a very practical and important basis for work
on this question in the recommendation contained in General Assembly resolution 38/70
which has been hailed by many delegations here as a substantial achievement. This
resolution i8 very important, not only because it is the only resolution on this
question' that emerged from the last session of the United Nations General Assembly,
but more importantly because it reflects the widest agreement achieved so far amongst
the Member States of the United Nations as to how the international community should
handle this question. Other bodies, in addition to concerned citizens, look to this
Conference to deal with this subject on a priority basis in acknowledgement of our
primary role. My delegation would like to address itself as to how these expectations
can realistically be fulfilied.

My delegation does not harbour the illusion that the exhortations for the
peaceful use of outer space and the prevention of an arms race in outer space
contained in resolution 38/70 -~ worthy as they are -- can be translated into
instantaneous reality. We are aware that this Conference -- unlike the United Nations
General ‘Assembly -- has to work by consensus. I would therefore like to dwell upon:.
the common elements of various approaches adopted by the delegations in this
Conference rather than dealing with the differences that seem to exist. Last year
my delegation had occasion to identify and examine in detail the various approaches
adopted By-delegations on this question. We did so with a view to delineating the
common elements of these approaches which could provide a basis for our work in -
accordance with the mandate of this body. We pursued this at the last session of the
United Nativns General Assembly and the resolution which I referred to earlier
refleots the results of this work. There is a broad general agreement in this
Conference on the principle that a subsidiary body should be set up to deal with
this question, in accordance with the mandate of the Conference. The mandate of--
this Conference is that it Should undertake negotiations on,disarmament issues.

It is also clear from the ‘documents submitted by all three groups in this Conference
(namely CD/329/Rev.l, CD/413 and CD/434) that they explicitly or implicitly
acknowledge the negotiating responsibilities of this body in relation to this agenda
item, prevehtion of an arms race in outer space.
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Quite apart from this technical and legalistic approach it seems to my
delegation that the only way of preventing an arms race in outer space would be to
negotiate on and conclude an agreement or agreements on this question which could
be agceptable to all. What is at issue, however, seems to be how we should frame
the stages of our work leading to negotiations. It is clear- that -if‘we are to
negotiate, any work preparatory to negotiations should be oriented towards that end.

The position of the Group of 21, with which my delezation is fully associated,
indicates a great degree of flexibility about this aspect, whilst setting forth
clearly the objective, which is negotiations on this question. It is also clear
that to give the subsidiary body a mandate which accepts the objective of conducting
negotiations does not prejudge the substantive position of any delegation. o
My delegation for one does acknowledge that identification and study of the issues
are an integral part of any meaningful negotiations. But this is only a part of the
negotiating process. Without a proper linkage to negotiations, this exercise’ could
not have an intrinsic value of its own as far as the mahdate of this forum is
concerned. The exercise, therefore, should be given a time-frame and conducted
within a framework of an all-inclusive and comprehensive approach leading to
negotiations and should take account of the complexitieg and interrelationships
involved.- It does not, however, mean that the examination of issues per se should .
be an end in itself, since it would not be in line with the final objective to which
I referred earlier. If however, in the process of this examination, there is agreement
that any particular issue or an aspect of the issue should be dealt with and
negotiated on a priority basis, then the Conference could deal with that issue or
issues accordingly. My delegation, for example, would be willing to discuss and
negotiate separately on anti-satellite systems or on other military-related space
applications if there is agreement in the Conference to do so. What my delegation
cannot understand is how the recognition of the logical and explicitly stated link
between preparatory work and negotiations could prejudice the substantive positions
of any delegation.

Having said this, I must add that we should not lose time in obtaining a clear
comprehension of the fundamental issue. Are we here to come to grips with the
problem of an emerging arms race in outer space or to keep on ‘examining issues until
the problems become unmanageable or insurmountable, with the attendant complexities
getting compounded? As I have explained earlier this has occurred in other areas
of disarmament effort in the past, for reasons known to all of us.

There have been many contributions towards negotiating agreements on this issue,
the earliest in the Committee on Disarmament being the additional protodél to the
1967 Outer Space Treaty submitted by the delegation of-Italy' (CD/9) in 1979. The,
most recent contribution of the USSR in submittingadraft treaty on the prohibition
of the use of force in outzr space and from outer space against Earth, as reflected
in document CD/476, is another constructive effort in this regard. In the same
spirit my own delegation outlined possible areas of work on this subject in its
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statement of 14 April.1983. Our concept of the scope and objectives of an Ad Hoc
Committee is a eomprehensive one which .would even include a formulatiop .of confidence-
building measures through greater international co-operation. Just as the absence
of war is not-peace, my.delegation does noi .believe that the absence of an arms.
race in space will ipso.faetq result in a stable peace among the-stars. Consideration,
must be given to incorgpgrating some of the worthwhile features of existing X
agreements. For example, Article 5 of the Moon Agreement and Article 11 of the
Outer Space .Ireaty of 1967 prescribe procedures.conggrning“;nformqtion to,be.provided
on activities concerned with the exploration and use of the moon and outer.space,
This is a practical recognition-of the concept that outer space is auppqyiqﬁe,gf \
a2ll mankind,- requiripg a free flow of information op the subject. The.introduection
of secrecy into the development of science and technoliogy in space denies.-the people.
of the world the right to know, and creates suspicion and distrust.

My delegation acknowledges the valuable statement made by the Swedish delegation
on 22 March, particularly as regards the useful survey of existing agreenments for
the preventionnef ap- arms race in outer space highlighting some of their
inadequacies. This contribution only served to underlipe the vital necessity. of
embarking: on-a serious and structured study of the problem within the framework of
an ad hoc .eommittee as a means of negoiiating an.agreement or agreements banning an
arma.race in outer space which would effectively plug the loopholes. The vital
necessity of, creating an ad hoc committee on Item 5 of our agenda was also stressed
in the valuable statements made by.the ambassadors of Mongolia, the USSR,
Czechoslovakia, Italy and Argentina in our current session.

It is therefore the hope of my delegation that the position put forward by the
Group of 21, which does not prejudice the substantive pasition of any delegation,
would be understood in that light. Bearing these considerations in mind, mygzhp’
delegation hopes that the Conference, through the consultations which are curre q;y
being held on this subject, would be able to come to an agreement on a formulation
for the mandate of the subsidiary body to be set up on this question without further
delay.

May I conclude by adapting the dictum made famous in mankind's exploration
of space to state that one inch forward by creating an ad hoc committeqmin consonance
with the mandate of this Conference would be a giant step in the prevention of an
arms race in outer space.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Sri Lanka
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed tc the President. I now -give
the floor to the distinguished representative of Burma, Ambassador 'U Maung Maung Gyi.
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U MAUNG MAUNG GYI (Burma) Mr. President, From the time I first had the
pleasure of knowing: you on your-arrival here, I have a growing esteem of your -human
qualities -and,.your. diplomatic skills. It therefore gives me particgular pleasure
and confidence, to- participate in the work of the Conference under your Presidenoy.
May I also say how very appreciative we are of the work that has been accomplished
during the first month of the session under the able guidance of
Ambassador Turbanski of Poland.

It has been repeatedly emphasizéﬁ in the United Nations and in this
multilateral body that the gravest problem that confronts mankind today is to
avert the threat of a nuclear catastrophe'%hibh contirues to grow relentlessly
despite all. the efforts that are bsing made and the main objective of this
Conference should therefore be .directed towards nuclear disarmament and the
preventjon of a nuclear war. - _When we spéak of nuclear-war prevention in a .
broader sense than some of the~mﬁasures that are bexng envisaged under item 3 of
our agenda, the consideration of measures under 1tgmsl and 2 relating to the
cessation of the nuclear-arms race, nuclear disékmament and a comprehensive test-
ban treaty embraces the whole spectrum of concrete measures that have a bearing on
nuclear-war prevention. Then again, it does not appear concedvable that
effective steps towards nuclear disarmament can be taken until a, comprehensive
banning of nuclear test explosdions in all environments is achieved.

The present situation, under which negotiations on a comprehensive banning of
nuclear tests are being kept,in abeyance, is contrary to all efforts that have been
made in the past, for no other disarmament issue has been,so much discussed
debated and negotiated as the banning of nuclear-weapon tests. Since the early
1950s it has been the subject of multilateral,. _bilateral and trilateral
negotiations. The priority concern given to the test-ban issue by the
international community is reflected in the number of resolutions that has been
adopted .by the General Assembly from the time of its treatment, since 1951, as a
separate item; the total now exceeds 40 resolutions, which 1a:a greater. numher
than on any other disarmament item.

In spite of the fact that so much effort is being devoted ko this priority
issue, -the result so far achieved is a Partial Teat Ban Treaty of over two decades
ago, whigh continues to remain partial in the full sense of the word and will
remain so .until the loophole is closed by the banning of nuclear-weapon tests in
all environments.

The Partial Test Ban Treaty has been considered a doubtful measure of
disarmament for it has not inhibited the testing and development of nuclear
warheads, thus making it possible for the contitiued competition in the nuclear.-
arms race between the Superpowers. However, there are also positive aspects of
the partial test ban, for it was the first international agreement of world-wide
scope, and is proof of the fact that disarmament agreements can contribute towards
the relaxation of international tension and stimulate further agreements. _
However, the Treaty has scarcely placed any inhibitions on the further testing of
nuclear weapons by the two Great Powers, for they have carried out more tests
after the entry into force of the Treaty than in the period preceding it.

The principle of an effective verification system in a comprehensive tédt=ban
treaty has been accepted by all States and it does not appear that we need, to re-
emphasize this over and over again. In view of this universal commitment, and
confirmation by qualified authorities that all technical aspects have been defined
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regarding ‘the vérification of a test ban, as has been said many. times.in the past,
what is now required for the elaboration of a comprehensive test-ban treaty is the
political will of States. This has been re-emphasized by the United Nations
Secretary-General in the foreword to his Report in'1980, whith stated that: "In"
My first statement to the Conference of ‘the Committee on Disarmament in 1972, I
stated the belief that a1l the technital and scientific aspects of the problem had
been so fully explored that only a political decision was necessary in order to
achieve agreement. I stiil hold that belief.

A comprehensive test-ban is considered as an essential first step towards the
halting of the 'nuclear-aprms pace, for the Bompetition on the qualitative aspects
of nuclear warleads is considered to be the most destabilizing factor of such a
race. ~ Continued research and develophment of nuclear weapons, like research in
other fields of' weapons development, is a self-generating process which should be
curbed by the banning of all nuclear test explosions. The objective of agreements
under effective control on disarmament measures is to enhance the security of
States at the international ‘level. The principle’ that is valid for disarmament
measures in general ‘shotild also be valid for a cdmprehensive test-ban. No doubt
a comprehensive test-bhn treaty éannot in the technical sense be considered a
disarmament measure, as it involves no reduction of- armaments, but in a more
generic sense applied to arms limitation measures it is an effective first step
. in the process of nuclear disarmament. For a test ban under effective control
would impose equal and non-discriminatory obligations that would enhance the
securlty of all States. This principle has been accepted over the years, for the
traditional stance of ‘the major nuclear-weapon 'Powers had been to conduct
negotiations on their own merits. A recommitment to negotiate a test ban on this
principle could avoid the possibillty of postponing negotiations to an indefinite
future.

The third report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider®
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events was
submitted to this Conference on 15 March. (It is not the intention of my
delegation to make observations on the report itself. However, we consider it
appropriate to comment on the work in this Conference in relation to the progress
that is being made by the Ad Hoc Group of Experts. The Ad Hoc Group was first
established by this Conference's predecessor, the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament in 1976 and 1ts existence is older than this Conference itself.

The terms of reference of the Ad Hoc Group was to consider and report on
international co-operative measures for the identification of seismic events so as
to assist in the verification of a comprehensive test ban. Accordingly, in the
pPeViOUS phase of its work the Ad Hoc Group has drawn up the elements,of an
international exchange of giobal data in order to facilitate intérnational
co-operation and verification of a comprehensive test-ban treaty. The work of

the Ad Hoc Group in its third report has reached a stage where detailed preliminary
plans for a comprehensive experimental testing of the global system are being drawn
up. Considerable progress has now been made by the Ad Hoc Group to assist, as the
terms of reference explicitly state, in the verification of a comprehensive

test ban. However, no substantive work has yet begun in this Conference on the
elaboration of an internatlonal co-operative system. The mandate was given to the
Ad Hoc Group on the basis of a broad agreement on the capabilities of a world-wide
'system for the detection of seismic events and bearing this in mind, the opinion
of my delegatlon is that it is now propltlous for this Conference to define and
elaborate ‘the elements 6f international co-operative measures on verification in
’parallel with the work that is being conducted by the Ad Hoe Group. For this
purpose, Protocol I annexed to the Swedish draft treaty on the banning of nuclear
test explosions in any environment could serve as a basis for our work.
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In this connedtion, we might reccall the situation that developed after the
signing of the Partial Test Ban Treaty if we do not wish to repeat what happened
at that time. As was envisaged in the Partial Test Ban Treaty, talks on a
comprehensive test ban resumed after the former's entry into force. But
considerations focusing saqlely on technical issues, instead of contributing to
negotiations, served to replace them.

This multilateral body has now been in existence for five years, and since
its inception threé years were spent on trying to reach a consensus on the
establishment of an ad hoc working group on a nuclear tést ban. .“It was only
during the 1982 session that it was possible to establish a working group. An
overwhelming majority of members who favoured a broad negotiating mandate had in
the spirit of compromise accepted a limited mandate with the expectations that it
would seprve as an initiating process for the holding of negotiations. _Prastical
experience in conducting the work on a nuclear test ban under such a mandate has’
shown that there are little prospects for achieving further progress.

During the course of last year, the Committee devoted the whole of the
209th plenary meeting in April, and also parts of some other meetings as well, to
the question of the mandate of the working group', during which my deélegation
Jjoined other delegations in expressing the need to revise the mandate t¢ enable -
negotiations to take place. In spite of the fact that an overwhelming majority.
of the delegations were in favour oI broadening the scope of the mandate, the
Ad Hot Working Group continued to function under the same mandate on the basis of
the Chairman's statement, which wan not in accordance with the usual practice of
the cadoption of an agreed text by. the Committee.

In the consideration of further work for this year, my delegation's views are
that an assessment of the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban
for last year should serve as the point. of departure. As is mentioned in the
report, proposals were made and working papers presented to the Committee, but a
structured discussion to arrive at a consensus approéch on issues has not been
possible, which could be attributed to the fact that delegations would not be
forthcoming to commit themselves to reaching a compromise which would require a
certain process of negotiation but which does not appear to be possible under a
non-negotiating mandate.

The situation,is reflected in paragraph 13 of the report, in which it was
stated that the .Working Group could only recognize generally the principal
elements of a verification system. And it should be noted that the elements of -
such a system have already been the basic ppemisé'on which negotiationsa were
conducted in the Eighteen-Nation Commiitee on Disarmament and which were also the:
Agreed Conclusions of the Tripartits Report. ' With regard to detailed
discussions on the elements of a verification system, an agreed approach was not
possible on any of the issues for work if the Group went no further than
expressing views of individual delegations or groups of delegations. My
delegation can share the views of other delegations who have stated that the
mandate of the subsidiary body on a nuclear test ban has not been exhausted in so
far as the scope of; the discussions is concernad. However, the views of
individual delegatiqns and groups of delegations can only be structured to arriwve
at agreed conclusions under a mandate that would make it possible for the
initiation of a negotiating prodess.
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This morning thée distinguished Ambassador of Sri Lanka has introduced, on
behalf of the Group of 21, a paper on the draft mandate for the Ad Hoc Subsidiary
Body on a Nuclear Test Ban. My delegation has joined ‘in the unanimous support ef:
this paper by the Group, and my statement today reflects our support for this !
paper. We therefore wish to welcome its presentation today to the Conference.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the Ambassador of Burma for
his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President. I now. give the
floor to the distinguished representative of Egypt, Ambassador Alfarargi4

Mr. ALFARARGI (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. President, allow
today, as "1 an am taking the floor for the first time in the Conferente ‘on Dis§:ﬁament,
to express my pleasure at’ seeing the work of the Conference thfbughout this month'
guided by you, the representative of a friendly people to whitch 'the Egyptian people
is attached by the bonds of warmth and affection. The relations between our two
countries are currently blossoming, and your experience and ability have been
confirmed by your constructive handling of the work during the previous week; which
has given it fresh impetus and led to the solution of many problems which have
arisen.

I should also like to take this opportunity to convey to your predecessor,
Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, who presided over the work of the Conference last
month, my thanks and appreciation for all thdt he achieved during that period,
which is a confirmation of his profound sensitivity to issues and his inestimable
knowledge.

I should also like to address my thanks to all those who welcomed me to this
circle; my immediate reaction is a real desire to pursue the co-operation between
my delegation and all others in order to achieve our objectiveg. I should also
like to take this opportunity in turn to welcome our new colleagues, the
Ambassadors of Australia, Belgium, Canada, Cuba, Ethiopia, Hungary, Indonesia and
Sri Lanka, and wish them every success.

Mr. President, allow me to begin my statement by inviting you to share with
me some personal feelings: the feelings of a newcomer who believes in the cause
of disarmament and its necessity, and who has worked to that end for several
years. In returning today among you to resume our efforts to achieve disarmament
objectives, I entertain many feelings of concern and incomprehension: concern-at
the faltering efforts made by this first-rank negotiating forum; and
incomprehension, even questioning, concerning the real reasons for this failure.

A quarter of 'a century has now passed since the adoption of resolution 1378 (XIV)
by the General Assembly on 20 November 1959, which affirmed that "general and
complete disarmament" was the most important issue facing the world. Nevertheless,
despite the international community's insistence and its continual urginbs ﬁo
achleve that objective, and despite the large number of resolutions adopﬁed by the
General Assembly on Disarmament, over sixty at the latest sessioh alone, which
reflects both a negative and a positiVe trend, despite all this, the fact is that
what has been achieved is very slight and 11mited in most casés never going
beyond the level of modest, partial activities.
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Given this state of affairs, do we not have the right to wonder what has led
us to this situation and try together to face up to it, in a common effort to: .
overcome the obstacles and fulfil mankind's aspirations for peace, security and
stability? Reference has often been made in this connection to the "lack of ..
political will", particularly on the part of the major Powers who bear the chief
responsibility in connection with disarmament, in that they have vast military.
arsenals. However, if we accept this fact, we are nevertheless convinced that the
lack of such will"is only the natural result of the "lack of trust®” existing in .
international relations in general, and particularly in the relations between the
two major Powers, with the result that doubt has ended by replacing trust, the... .
cold war has replaced understanding, and the world has witnessed stubborn policies
based on force in international relations and a lack of respect for the principles
set forth in the Urnited Nations Charter which represent the faundation-stone;of
this Organization; and it has also witnessed an unbridled arms race and the -.
stockpiling of weapons in arsenals. . .

' If: we recognize that there is a link:and a reciprocal influence between the
international climate on the one hand and disarmament negotiations on the other,
in that stability ih international life would necessarily create a more propitious
climate for negotiations and allow progress in disarmament. matters,.ard that
success in that field would subsequently be reflected in the international context
whose stability would increase, it seems clear that it is of . paramount. importance
to restore the trust that has been lost in international relations and to seek to
obtain all guarant@es for mutual understanding and co-operation; this can only be
done by respecting: the principles of the ‘United Nations Charter and the rules-of.
international law, by explicitly refraining from violating the amavereignty of
othitr States and- the integrity of their territories, by respecting the right of
peoples to freedom, independence and self-determination, and by rejecting the -arms
race and the intensive production of destructive and devastating weapons likely to
constitute a real threat to international peace and security.

"'Theé first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, .held
in 1978, was for us a guiding light; its Final Document contained a comprehensive
framework of principles and objectives for general and complete disarmanent, in
particular by establishing in paragraph 45 the high priority which must be attached
to nuéledr disarmamerit. That session set up the Committee, now the Conference, on
Disarmament, and entrusted to it some vital ‘responsibilities as the sole.
international multilateral body for disarmament negotiations:; Today, although six:
years have passed since we began our work, wé aré still unable to reach our goals.
Nor has anything been done to achieve the objectives and aspirations of the
international community formulated by the second special session. One may even
wonder if these goals and aspirations have become more difficult.to achieve now
than six years ago. :Thus, while it 'is really regrettable that the Committee on
Disarmament passed away without '‘achieving anything concrete, I hope at least that
the Conference will have more success in this field.

The responsibility of the nuclear-weaporn States -~ especially the two major
Powers who have the largest nuclear weapons arsenal — is a paramount one:for
achieving nuclear disarmament. Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty those States
havé undertakeri to pursue negotiations on effective measures for the cesaation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. ‘The non-nuclear-weapon States,.for their
part, have undértaken not to seek to join the nuclear club nor to seek -to-acquire
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nuclear weapons; and whereas the latter have respected their undertakings, the
nuclear-weapon States have continued to build up a multitude, of nuclear weapons
in their arsenals, while devclaninz: —a; types of weapons, and their armaments
expenditures have reached astronomic heights.

Today, on the eve of the preparatery aeetings for the Third Review Conference
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, we have the right to ask wnat has become of.add
these undertakihgs. and when do the nuclear—weapon States intend to respegt their
undertakings with regard to the cessation of the nuclear arms pace and nuclear
disarmament.

A ray of hope glimmered when, more than two years ago, the bilateral
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on intermediate-range
nuclear missiles in Europe and on the reduction of strategic arms began in Gengva.
On that occasion, Egyp: stated in an official communiqué that it welcomed these
negotiations, stressing their importance for a country like Egypt which is a
Mediterranean country whose security is firmly linked with that of Europe. It also
stated that "any success obtained for security and stability in Europe would have a
posiflve effect on the efforts of the countries of the Middle East to create a
nuélear-weapon-free zone®.

From this standpoint, we have closely followed the progress of these
nego,.igtionsJ we felt considerable concern when noting their stalemate, and
indeed regret when their suspension was announced, All that we can say in this
conneb%lo is that we hope that the two countries will very soon resume their
places at the negotiating table and strive to create the neceasary climate to
establ;sp”grgonstrugtive dialogue and agree upon the necegsary guarantees for their
success,

We believe also that the Stockholm Conference on Confidence and Security-,
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, as well as the resumption of the
np otiations on mutual and balanced force reductions a few days agg in Vienna will
pire us to take hope, and wii: prove tnac tnere 18 a will to continue and
deepen the dialogue.

If, on the one hand, we regrct the present state of the Geneva negotiations,
perhaps this will encourage those delegations which still entertain doubts as to
the importance of the consideration of nuclear disarmament by our Conference to
review their position, as experience has unquestionably proved that there is no
connection between the obstacles in bilateral negotiations and the consideration,
or non-consideration, of the issuc of nuclear disarmament by the Conference. On
the contrary, the efforts made by the Conference on Disarmament in this connection
may represent a constructive contribution to bilateral efforts, in that they
reflect the Qp_nion of large sectors of the population of countries other than |
those of 'thé negotiators, which have the right to participate in the drafting of
resolutions and conventions which affect nuclear-weapon countries and non-nuclear-
weapon States alike. Indeed, this point is made in the Final Document of the

latedt Summit Coafcrence of lNon-Aligned Countries, held at New Delhi, in which it
was stated that: "Nuclear weapons are more than weapons of war. They are '
instruments of mass annihilation. The Heads of State or Government therefore find,
ié dhacceptable that the security of all States and the very survival of manind
sh3u1d bé held hostage to the security interests of a handful of nuclear-wegpqn .
States. ™"
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T hope, thérefore, as we prepare to hold the Third Review Conference of_the
NoneProliferation Treaty in a year and a half, that we will not then be in the
same position as we are today; to that end, I invite you all to redouble your
efforts, in good faith, to achieve tangible progress in this sphere.

Every day that passes without anything being achieved in this area increases
the difficulty of carrying out nuclear disarmament, and if the nudlear-arms race
continues at its present rate without any genuine measures being undertaken to
halt. it, we.will not..have long to wait before this objective becomes unreachable.

; We ar¢ all agreed on the urgent need for 'the cessation of the nuclearqarms
race and nuclear disarmament, and that the attainment of this objective lies_
through a number of important stages, beginning with a treaty for the complete
prohibition of nuclear tests.

The Final Document of the first special session of the General Assempfy
devoted to disarmament and the subsequent resolutions 'of the General Assembly
have always stressed the priority of this issue which, while it is not an
objective in itself, is.nevertheless a necessity and a major step towards bringing
about the cessation of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament.

_ .. When the Committee on Disarmament began studying the first item ‘on its agenda,
qpa@\nuclear-test ban, in an Ad Hoc Working Group with a restricted mandate, we
were sure that the Ad Hoc Group's task, relating to the study of 1nspection and
control measures, was a temporary one, and that the issue would be brought to the
nggotiating stage in order to draft a comprehensive convention on a comprehengive
nuglear~test ban.

However, while recognizing the importance of providing for inspection and
control measures in a comprehensive nuclear-weapon-test-ban convention, we believe
that such measures can.be studied side by side with other questions relating to
the draft treaty. We still hope to find in the Conference that "political will®
to which the Secretary-General referred in his statement of 1972, when he said.
that "all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem have been so fully
explored that.only a political decision is now necesﬂary in order to achieve.
final agreement". -

Undoubtedly, the results of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts on
Seismic Events, to the thirteenth session of which Egypt sent one of its
-aclentists, are-of great usefulness in this field. Wé take this opportunity to
express our satisfaction with regard to the Third Report which the Ad Hoc Group
adopted and submitted to the Conference, and we hope that the Ad Hoc Group will
pursue its work with success.

The question of the prevention of nuclear war, as an immediate measure, ig
>f qapital importance pending the achievement of nuclear disarmament.4
Preaident Hosni Mubarak stressed its importance in his address to the
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United Nations- General Assembly on 28 September 1983’ when  h@“said that "at the
top “of our agenda. stands _the question of the elimination of thie threat of nuclear
wdr, on which we ahodlg‘cgncentrate our attention. Such a ®ar might well
atinihilate human civilization and all-its -achievements since the dawn of time.
There would be neither winner nor loser. The human race would be deprived
siqultaneouely of ity past, its present and its future."

When the United Nations, General Assembly at its recent sessions aﬂopted
'esoiutions on‘the.prevention-of nuclear war, its intention was to demonstrate
hat the elimination of the danger of nuclear war is its highest priority and
ost immediate task, and that to safeguard mankind from a catastrophe ori such a
cale is a joint responsibility for all of ‘us..

These resolutions, and particularly the recent resolution'387/18%, stressed
hat the Conference on Disarmament should take "appropriate and practical
leasyres for, the, prevention of nuclear war", and requested the Conference to
ndertake, as.a matter of the highest priority; negotiations with a view to
chieving agreement on.such measures, with the assistance of an ad hoc working
roup on the item.

Obviously, the Conference's approval of the inclusion of the prevention of
uclear war as a sepgrate agenda item reflects the impertance ahd the priority
Lttached to the question. It therefore remains for us only to accept this -
hallenge agd rise to .the 1eggl of our responsibilities by undertaking at once
erious neggtiations “to estabLish the necessary measures for the prevention -of-
mclear war. We, for our part, reafifirm-the position which we adopted in the
rroup ‘of 21 as set forth in document CD/PV.341l, which centres on the need to
)et up a subsidiary body to undertake that work, in accordance with the many
ocuments, initiatives and studies and the various proposals which have been
ut forward, or which may be formulated in future, on this issue.

Mr. President, .allow me now to change the subject and go on to a matter
concerniﬁg the immepiate and temporary measures to be taken pending the
achievement of" nuclear disarmament~ I have in .mind the question of effective ’
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against -the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

My equntry'e delegation attaches particular interest to this: question, and
it is corivinced that as long as the nuclear-weapon States maintain- their nuclear
arsenals the non-nuclear-weapon States have the right-to‘obtain effective
assurances against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

* It'is true that the real and definitive guarantee,against the use of
nuclear weapons lies only in the achievement of nuclear disarmament.
Nevertheless, the above-mentioned assurances, which must be legally binding,
would for the time being. constitute a legitimate countierpart for the non-nuclear-
weapon States which have voluntarily renounced the acquisition of nuclear
weapons.
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We have repeatedly had occasion to state our belief that Security Council
resolution 255 is inadequate as far as guarantees are concerned,  Jjust as we
have shown that the conditions included in the unilateral declarations of the
nuclear-weapon States, with the exception of China, have emptied those
declarations of their content. . We hope that the efforts vainly deployed so far
within the Ad Hoc Working-Group will finally lead to a compromise on a draft
"standard formula" setting forth the legal obligation to provide the neecessary
assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States; in this connection, we have no doubt
that the undertaking not to use nuclear weapons is a constructive.step in this
field. - - '

Although Egypt recognizes that primary responsibility for the cessation
of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament rests essentially with the
nuclear-weapon States in general and the two major Powers in particular, it
has made every possible 'effort to participate effectively in the adoption of
measures undertaken by the international community to prevent the proliferation
of nuclear weapons. 7In this .spirit, it was one of the first countries to sign
the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty, which it ratified in 1981, and its nuclear
facilities are subject to International Atomic Energy Agency control.,

Egypt has not stopped there. In 1974 it also took the initiative of
advocating the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in an important and
explosive region of the world, the Middle East, and since then it has taken part
in all the draft resolutions subsequently adopted by the General Assembly, the
latest being resolution 38/64. That resolution invited the countries of the
region, inter alia, pending the establishment of such a zone, not to develop,
produce, test or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or permit the stationing on
their territories of such weapons, and also to place all their nuclear activities
under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards.

We believe that respect by all countries of the region for the contents
of that resolution and their declarations to that effect, with the depasit of
those declarations with the Security Council as indicated in that resolution,
would represent z major step towards the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone in the Middle East. Furthermore, if the nuclear-weapon States and all
other States refrained from any action that ran counter to both the letter and
the spirit of that resolution and undertook to render their assistance in the
establishment of the zone, that would be of great help for the establishment
of peace and security in the Middle East.

If all men have an equal right to the exploration of outer space and its
ugse for peaceful purposes, as well as a common interest in exploiting the
benefits of that exploration to promote well=being, they also have the right,
as they expect benefits from man's expansion into space, to be profoundly
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concerned at the increasing competition, particularly among the countries
possessing sophisticated technological means, in the field of the deployment
of weapons in outer space. ' ’

It has been argued that this competition has not yet begun; whether this
statement is true or fazlse, that has not.prevented the most optimistic to-
scientists from saying that they have no doubt that today the world is on' the
brink of a perilous age. That opinion is stpongly confirmed by the constant '
increase in military budgets for space programmes and research and by the
statistics which show that eight out of ten spacecraft are part of nuclear or:
conventional forces.

Td@ay, the militarization of outer space is no longer confined to the
qualitative devielopment of the arms race; it also contributes to the
elaboration o new military theories which take account of the possibility of
using ‘outer space in future wars. The, policy of the mdlitarization of outer
space now goes beyond the deployment of missileg intended to attack enemy
sateliites and -extends as far as the use of satéllites to support land forces.
It is as if maznkind. not content with the destructive and devastating
armaments accumulated on earth, which would suffice to destroy the world
several times over. also reeded outer space to set up new systems of
destruzticn. -

Th§f§écdnd United Nations Conference on.the Exploration and Peaceful
Uses of Onter Spzce“held ih-Vienna in 1982 stressed the gravity of this
situation and noted that the extension-of the arms race ;nto outer space
would be a source of profound concern to the international\gommun;ty.~-1t
appealed to all countries, particularly those having ma jor space capabiiities,
to ccatribute actively to preventing an extensicn of the arms race into outer
space and to refrain from any act contrary to that objective. It also strongly
recommznd&d the Ccmmittece, now the Conference, on Disarmament to give priority
to this question. ‘

Subsequently, General Assembly resolution 38/70 reaffirmed that the
utilization of outer space should serve exclusively peaceful purposes. It
sctressed that "fuarther effective meesures to prevent an arms race in outer
space should be adopted by the international community" and called on all
States, particularly those with najor space capabilitiesn,"td,contribute
actively to the objective of the peaceful use of outer spacg:and to take f'
immediate measures to prevent an arms race in outer space". It also called
on the Conference on Disarmament to set up an ad hoc working group on the
quesat.ion. ’

Aware of the disastrous consequences if.the world embarked on an arms’
race in outer space, Egypt has from the start urged and invited the’
international community to shoulder its responsibilities and halt all attempts
at the militarization of outer space and to ensure the use of outer space
exclusively for peaceful purposes.
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Attempts to study this matter within the Committee on the Peaceful Uses
of OQuter Space met with fierce opposition from some countries which claimed that-
the Committee was not competent to deal with that subject, and that the
Conference on Disarmament was the sole body empowered to do so.

What is obvious to everyone is that the Conference has never undertaken—any
serious work on the item although it is included in its agenda, and that even
the efforts made to set up a working group have been vain, despite agreement in
principle on the creation of such a group, because of disagreement on an
appropriate formula for its terms of reference.

We are all agreed that it is unthinkable to speak two languages at the
same time, and it is also unthinkable for our Conference to wait any longer
before responding to the aspirations of the entire international community as
reflected by the General Assembly at its latest session.

The Group of 21, in which Egypt participated, stressed in
document CD/329/Rev.l the importance of the creation of a subsidiary body for
the negotiationof an agreement or agreements aimed at preventing an arms race
JAn outer space; in fact, this is the wish of 147 Member States of the
'Pnited Nations Organization which have willingly accepted the latest
General Assembly resolution.

We are deeply concerned at the lack of results of our efforts in this
field, and fear that one day mankind may regret its exploration of outer space,
a magnificent exploit in which it initially rejoiced, on which it based dreams
of prosperity, and which it never considered as a new dimension for the forces
of evil.

Mr. President, before concluding my statement, allow me to express my
satisfaction at the resumption of work by the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons under the chairmanship of my colleague and friend, Rolf Ekéus, the
Ambassador of Sweden; I have no doubt that the work of that Committee is of
particular importance at this stage, and that the Committee will succeed in
overcoming whatever obstacles arise and finally draft appropriate formulas for
the agreed points in the draft convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

.In expressing my satisfaction at the encouraging statement by the
United States to the effect that it will shortly submit a draft treaty in this
field, as well as at the positive step taken by the Soviet delegation which
would accept a permanent presence of international observers at destruction
facilities for chemical-weapon stockpiles, I hope that these constructive
initiatives will have the effect of furthering the work of the Ad Hoc Committee,
S0 as to enable it to arrive at the goal for which we have waited so long, the
preparation of a draft treaty on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Egypt
for his kind words for my country and for the President of the Conference. I now

give the floor to the distinguished representative of the Federal Republic of Germany,
Ambassador Wegener.

Mr, WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. President, this is the first
time 'I'take the floor under your Presidency, and a welcome opportunity for wme to
express the pleasure of my delegation to see you in that eminent position. In your .
present role you have demoristrated the same qualities of ynderstanding and fairmess,
and the same faculty of dialogue, that have allowed our two Governments — and .,
specifically, our two present Ministers of Foreign Affairs — to maintain an excellent
working relationship even in periods of difficulty and strain.

Our pienaxy meetings this week are devoted to agenda item 6, "Effective .,
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-wespon States against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons'; we have come to shortem this complicated caption
to "Negative security assurances". Agenda item 6 is a separate element of our °
comprehensive work assignment; but its relevance to agenda item 3, the'prevention of
war, and in particular nuclear war, is evident., . In that vein, my delegation, in:
Working Paper GD/357, had listed negative security arrangements as one of those areas
in which States are called upon to make a meaningful contribution to war preventitn.
As one of the delegations that has concurred in General Assembly resolution 38/68 of
last year, I would like to take this opportunity to stress our continued interest in
the subject. My delegation hopes for a vigorous new effort at negotiations devoted
to the gearch foéga common approach or common formula, later to be embodied in a
consolidated ins%ryment of an appropriately binding character. Resolution 38/68, in
our view, should provide an excellent starting point for this new round of
negotiation. One should feel entitled to predict that our new attempts at fashioning
a common formula or common approach will be facilitated by recent political events,
regrettable as.these events by themselves may be. In General Assembly
resolution 38/67 of which the principal author was one of the members of the
Versaw Treaty Organization, the view was still propagated that negative security
guarantees should, as a priority matter, attach to those non-nuclear-weapon States
vhich had foregone the nuclear option and not allowed nuclear weapons to be stationed
on their territories, reiterating the view of the Warsaw Pact States that
non-deployment should be the principal eriterion for the availability of negatave
security assurances. In the meantime, other member States of the Varsaw Treaty have
publicly announced that they were in the process of stationing nuclear weapons on
their territory and have already, for all we know, proceeded to a very substantial
deployment of new ruclear-weapon systems., We may thus assume that the Warsaw Pa._t
countries, bxugffective action, have removed the non-stationing criterion.from t{hédx:
catalogue of gqgrequisites for negative security assurances. I am certain that this
will facilitate our search for a common formula when the newly re-established
Ad Hoc .Committee on Negative Security Assurances embarks on its work.

While the Conference 1s still groping for an appropriate work format in which
to deal with agenda 1tem 3 on the prevention of nuclear war, and it is the hope of
my delegation that this search will be crowned by success in the next few days,
another event of immediate relevance to the prevention of war, .nd nuclear war in
particalar, will take place in Geneva as of Monday next week: The Preparatory
Committee of the Third Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty will be
convened for 1ts first session. The distinguished representative of Egypt h.s just
made reference to it. It will undoubtedly be incumbent upon many of us in this room
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to represent their countries at that meeting. The first session of the Preparatory
Cofmittee may, by itself, be of limited newsworthiness. And yet, the parties to the
Nps~—Proliferation Treaty and the international community at large find themselves

at an important Juncture when the preparatory process for the third NPT Review
Conference gets under way. I would therefore like to dwell briefly upon the
significance of the NPT and of an effective non~-proliferation regime, recalling -
that my delegation, (again in working paper CD/357), had brought to bear its view
that an effective policy of nuclear non-proliferation has a key role to play,
together with other strategires, in the prevention of nuclear war. Right at the
beginning of the preparatory process for the impending NPT Review Conference the
unfortunate fact will be brought into sharp focus that some particularly prominent
and well-intentioned members of the international community have not yet seen fif to
put their signature to the Treaty. In some cases 1t is exactly those countries which
are most elequent in denouncing nuclear weapons which have thus failed to avail
themselves of the potential of the NPT to limit the further spread of these weapons.
It is tHe hope of my delegation that the NPT Review Conference and its preparatory'
process will impress upon an even larger number of States that no member of the '
international commmty would be served by the acquisition of nuclear weapons outside
of the present group of nuclear-weapon States, and that, in fact, every attempt at
such acquisition, let alone the actual realization of a nuclear arsenal, will have a
grave, destabilizing influence from which all of us will suffer. Our own participation
in the NPT review process will provide us with a constant opportunity to appeal to all
States which have not yet become parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty to do so in‘
order to give the Treaty universal application. In thus stressing the high value of
horizental non-proliferation of nuclear arms, my Government is keenly aware of the
relationship between horizontal and vertical non-proliferation. It is in a
perspective of checking both manmifestations of non-proliferation that my Government
attaches priority significance to a positive, successful outcome of the Review
Conference in 1985, an outcome which would add momentum to the Treaty for the
remainder of 1ts present period of validity, as well as for a further temporal
extension.

Two problems are likely to be in the very centre of debates at the NPT Review,
and both of them are of direct relevance to this Conference: nuclear disarmament,
and the perspectives for a comprehensive test-ban treaty. Obviously, the obligations
under article VI of the Treaty concerning nuclear disarmament are of fundamental
importance., The NPT 1s the only existing intermational document under which the
major nuclear-weapon Powers are legally commtted to nuclear disarmament, in the
sense that they have undertaken to pursue negotiations to that end in good faith.

The present situation in which one major nuclear~weapon State has one-sidedly left
the negotiating table of two crucial negotiating fora devoted to nuclear disarmament,
indicating 1ts unwillingness to return to these negotiations wathout preconditions,
is therefore clearly at variance with the stipulations of the NPT, and this
unfortunate situation, should 1t still prevail at the time of the IPT reviev or
during substantive consideration of the articles of the NPT during the preparatory
process, will have to be, brought up by the Parties to the Treaty. They, the Parties}
are of course, the ones who have legal status to invoke the treaty commtment by
muclear-weapon States under article VI; others, non-Parties, lack that qualification.
This simple fact should certainly not be overlooked by those States outside of the
NPT commumity when they weigh the appeals addressed to them to join.
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The other major disarmament issue, the comprehensive test~ban treaty, as referred
to in the preamble of the NPT, is of no lesser significance. My Government attaches .
great importance te the early establishment of a comprehensive test-ban treaty and
leaders of my country have not failed to avail themselves of every major
opportunity to go on record in that sense. In our view, a comprehensive test ban
is a Tasic element in the balance between the responsibilities and obligations of
the Paxrties to the NPT.

At the same time, we feel strongly —— and we are aware that this is a shared
view of this Conference — that the crucial part of a nuclear test-ban treaty is
the elaboration of a verification and compliance system which allows parties
concerned to rest confident that possible attempts at circumvention would not remain
undetected. This 1s the rationale behind the existing mandate of our subsidiary
organ on nuclear testing. From the perspective of my delegation, the progress from
an adegquate solution of verification problems — both in their technical and their
political-ingtitutional aspects — to full treaty negotiation appears logical.
Having contributed to the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban last
Year we regret that a comprehensive conSIderatlon of the inherent problems has not
yet taken place. This task, however, still looms, and 1t is the hope of my
delegation that the pace of our work in this field can be accelerated and that the
discussions be made more substantial and complete. The work format to be chosen for
tiat assignment should certainly be similar to last year's, but some flexibility on
the part of all participants in arriving at a reworded mandate would be helpful to
instill a forward-looking perspective into the exercise. It would indeed befit the
Conference to show an ongoing work process on nuclear testing at the time when the
preparatory phase for the NPT review gets under way.

Our shared conviction that verification of a nuclear test ban 1s as essential
as it is technically complicated has also been the guiding consideration in the
establishment and operation of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. The
Ad Hoc Group has just submitted its Third Report. I am aware that it i1s your plan,
Mr. President, to put the report up for discussion at a later stage, but may I be
allowed, -even though prematurely, to dwell upon it. My purpose is to introduce a
VWorking Paper entitled "Aspects of modern developments in seismic event recording
techniques" (CD/491), and thereby to enrich our forthcoming debates on the
Third Report of the experts, and on the future perspectives of their work.

Let me first express the appreciation of my delegation for the very
comprehensive and well-crafted Third Report of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismc Experts,
as equally for their progress on substantive issues under the highly qualified and
efficient guidance of i1ts Chairman, Dr. Dahlman. My delegation also notes with
satisfaction the plans for a limted test run designed to confirm the functionability
of some of the components of the envisaged global system. Although the test will
only utilize Level I data for transmssion by the global telecommunication system of
the /MO, the enlarged participation in the experiment of States from all groups, and
the comprehen51veness of the test, will allow real and significant progress towards
a verification system of a comprehensive test ban.

It 18 against this background, and with the intention of further enhancing our
progress on the way to the elaboration of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty,
that T would like to make available to colleagues today the aforementioned
Working Paper. The Paper has already been circulated during the recent session of
the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts, but was not fully discussed and in fact
transcends the present, more technical terms of reference of the Ad Hoc Group of
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Seismic Experts in opening wider perspectives for a future global seismic-network.
Let me recgll that the most advanced model of such a global system was presented in
the First Report of ‘the Ad Hoc Group — in document CCD/558-—-under the then somewhat
futuristic. .name Network III, futuristic because at that time the model -only presented
the outlines of a hypothetical system. Due to developments in instrumentatién -
electronics, computer technology and in telecommunications, Network’ III has now
become a distinct and .concrete possibility. The Working Paper of my delegation
goes beyond a Network III model in adding new components, providing an even moré
sophisticated outline for a global seismic network. It might thetefore not be too
Ppretentious to label this advanced model "Network IV", In presenting this Paper to
you, and asking that it be distributed as an official -document (CD/491}~of the
Conference on Disarmament, I would in particular like to draw your attentfon'to
efforts made in the Federal Republic of Germany to improve the detection capability
of seismic stations in regions with unfavourable noise conditions by installing
seismometers in boreholes. The concept of borehole stations in miniarrays as
elements of a global network harbours great promise for the efficient monitoring
of regional and local events in areas of interest. The model would allow. for the
setting up of a comprehensive, self-tontained black box system with a high degree of _
automated recording and analysis of seismic data. Let me, however, emphasize that
the inclusion of a number of very modern features in the model, far from placing an
undue technological burden upon the parties to a future CTBT, would in fact render
the monitoring network more managedble and simpler to operate. I would be pleased
if, for our forthcoming debate on the Third Report of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic
Experts, delegations would see fit to include this new working paper in their
examination and analysis.
3oamoros

" ' Both subjects on which I have touched today belong under the wider heading of
prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters. Let me touch upon yet
another and ever more fundamental aspect of the same problem area, and allow me to
single out one particular statement which we have recently heard in plenary. I
refer to the statement of my distinguished neighbour, Ambassador Meiszter of Hungary, of
15 March, which he devoted to a number of legal aspects of the use, first use and
second use of nuclear weaponsv While I-must disagree with -him on a great number of the
points he broached I should -like to commend him for the argumentative and detailed
mariiér in which he laid out his views. His is one of those statements that can help.
us t'd elevateé the level of our debate, and to do justice to the pivatal significance
of the subject matter of war prevention, differences of view notwithstanding.
Obviously, Ambassador Meiszter's statement raises more questions than it answers.
Among these are issues of logical compatibility between the concepts of non-use,
non-first-use and (supposedly accepted) second use of nuclear weapons. There are
issues relating to the credibility of non-first-use commitments undertaken and
propagated by those whode declaratory policies are inconsistent with their military
doctzine, armed forces structure, chain of command, over-all capability and
on-going arms procurement. There are issues relating to the scope of Articles 2
and 51 of the United Nations Charter, issues relating to the distinction and
‘a priori distingui'shability of conventional 'and nuclear conflict, issues, in short,
vwhere legal condiderations and fundamental questions of political philosophy -are
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intertwined. In other words Ambassador Meiszter, by raising a number of legal
points, has put before us the whole range of complex issues that characterize the
task of war prevention. _I would assure him that my delegation will not fail to -
engage him in an in-depth discugsion of 211 trese 1ssues, 86 highly relevant to .the
central query of our work. I am looking forward to taking up, successively, many
of his propositions, be it in plenary, be it — and preferably so — in the special
work format which we expect to have available shortly for the consideration of
agenda item 3.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany for his statement, for his kind words concerning relations
between our countries and his kind words addressed to the President of the
Conference. I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Ambassador Victor Issraelyan.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian)s Today, the Soviet delegation would like, in a brief statement, to touch
upon the question of the state of negotiations on one of the priority items on the
agenda of the Conference — the prohibition of chemical weapons. First of all, I
should like to recall that in his recent speech to the voters in the city of Moscow
on 2 March 1984, K.U. Chernenko, tﬁqugeneral Secretary of the Central Committee of
the Commnist Party of the Soviet Union, stressed that freeing mankind from the
possibility of the use of themical weapons is a very important task. In accordance
with its consistent policy in favour of the full and resolute destruction of chemical
weapons, the Soviet Union has also submtted a number of proposals during the current
year. One of them related to the monitoring of the destructiop of chemical weapons
stockpiles at a special facility, and another — submitted recently by the Soviet
delegation in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons — to the question of .
challenge on-site international verification. Our proposals have received a positive
evaluation ,at the Conference.

s During the current seeeion, several other delegations have glso submitted

proposals on various questions relating to a future convention on the .o
prohibition of chemcal weapons which, in our opinion, might help to enmsuxre furthexr
progress in the elaboration of the convention. We have in mind, in particular, the
proposals of Yugoslavia, China, Sweden, the Federal Republic of Germany, the

United Kingdom and others.

Thus, on the whole, the foundations exist for advancing rapidly towards a
solution of the important task with which the Conference has been entrusted by the
international commumity. It is no coincidence that in the speech already referred
to, K.U. Chexnenko said that the pre-conditions for the solution of the problem of
a general and comprehensive ban on chemical weapons are now beginning to exist.

Hopes that the negotiations on the question will be businesslike and constructive
have been expressed everywhere, and in this room, by, representatives of nearly all-

States members of the Conference. Nevertheless, the situation developing today in
the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons gives cause for serious concern.
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With less than a month remaining before the conclusion of the spring part of
our session, we have in fact nel proceeded to carry out the task contained in the
A@ Hoc Committee's new mandate — '"to start the full and complete process of
negotiations, developing and working oul the convention, except for its final
drafting'. There 1s apparently no reed to point out that week after week has been
spent on efforts to overcome various types of artificially created organizatiomal
difficulties. We are not inclired to attribute the delay 1in beginning effective work
to the organizational act1v1ty of Ambassador Ekéus, the current Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Nuclear Weapons. Ve would only wish that he made a little more
use of his prerogatives as Chairman. What 1s ithe problem? Apparently, the root of
the evil mmst be sopght in the fact that someone has undertaken to stop the work of
the body and not te aliuy the machinery of negotiations to get fully under way.

_VWe have already bad an opportunity of referring to the very enlightening
statement of Mr. Perle, the Assistart Secrvetary of Defence of the Umited States' who,
as stated in the United States press. 1aposed a verythard-line position on the
representatives of the United States admimistration at the Geneva negotiations.

There are numerous;pther reports from which 1t is clear that responsible’
administration officials in Washington are sowing seeds of pessimism concerming the
prospects of the negotiations, are crudely distorting the position of the USSR with
respect to monitoring gquestions, as can be seen in particular by the materials
published in daily bulletin issued by the United States Mission here at Geneva, and
are handling the matter in such a way as tg create an atmosphere for the allocation
of vast sums with a view to replemishing the United States chemlcal‘weapons arsépal.

Therefore, no one can be surprised that the United States Gelegation becomes
allergic when it see¥'a text beginmng with the words "The States parties to the
convention ,..". It 13 in zeneral against any claboration of the text, although
this is provided for directly by our mandate. It views its task only as one of~
causing delay.

Much has been sard in this room and outside 1t about a Unmited States draft. Many
delegations have constantly expressed enthusiasm over the intention of the United States
to submit a draft. In the United States press there have been increasingly frequent
reports on the content of such a draft. These reports,, frankly spPeaking, cause us
concern. Describing the various provisions of the United States draft with regaxrd to
monitoring,the authors of an article published in the 1ssue of 2 April of the
magazine "Newsweek'", write, referring to authoritative sources: 'Taken together,
the provisions would force Moscow to let foreign inspectors take a hard look at the
entire Soviet chemical industry and to poke around inside military bases. No one
thinks Moscow will buy that idea —— so a comprehensive ban cn chemwaxy 1s a long way
off"™,”

There, distinguished delegates, is the reply to the queslion concerning the
reasons for the standstill in the work of the Commttee on the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons, on the prospects of the negotiations on this problem at the Conference, and
at the same time on what awaits us in comnection with the widely advertised
United States draft. Thus, the United States draft copvention, which has not yet
seeén the light of day, is being converted objectively into o brake on the negotiations.
VWe have considered it neécessary to express our views on this matter.

_The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of the
Soviet Union, apnd I now give the floor to the distinguished representative of the
Islamic Republic of Irgn, Ambassador Kazem Kamyab.
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Mr. KAZEMI KAMYAB (Islamic Republic of Iran): Mr. President, I would like to
begin by extending to you my sincere congratulations on your election and the
assurance of the support and co-operation of the delegation of the Islamic Republic
of Iran in the carrying out of your responsibilities. Indeed, my Government
attaches the greatest importance to the ties by which it is bound to your
Government in the field of disarmament and your skill and diplomacy in handling the
affairs of this forum make of you a worthy representative in this field.

Further, my delegation would like to express its deep appreciation of the work
of Ambassador Turbanski during the first month of this Conference. His
presidency, thanks to his untiring endeavours and undoubted integrity, contributed
to the results which were achieved during his period of office.

Finally, I feel optimistic as to the future deliberations of the "Conference
on Disarmament" as it is now called, and we welcome to our ranks the Ambassadors of
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Ethiopia, Indonesia and Sri Lanka.

In my statement today, I would like to reflect on the very important item on
the agenda of this Conference which is duly given high priority because of its
undoubted significance in relation to the preservation and promotion of world peace
and security, that is, the item on chemical weapons.

The era of chemical arms as a means of mass deatruction really started during
the First World War, with the use of chlorine released from simple barrels and
phosgene, an asphyxiating gas toxic only to the respiratory tract. Mustard Gas,
also used at that time, appears today a dramatic reality. This gas uses the
chemical agent BIS-42 CHLORETHYL SULPHIDE and causes untold damage to the human
gystem and often results in a painful death.

According to WHO investigations, some of the long-term effects include
chronic illness caused by exposure to chemical agents, delayed effects in persons
directly exposed to chemical agents, the creation of new foci of infectious
disease and the effect mediated by ecological changes. The delayed effects
include carcinogenesis, as mustard gas and some other agents are alkylating agents
which have been known to cause cancer. There was a significant increase in the
incidence of cancer among those gassed during the First World War, especially
cancer of the respiratory tract. Certain chemical agents can cause damage to the
developing foetus and can also cause mutations due to chromosome breakage in man.

Although no long-term effects on the environment were noted after the
First World War, there is a danger that anti-plant agents may cause damage to the
flora leading to a significant change in the type of animal life which may flourish
and may cause predominance of a disease-carrying animal dangerous to man.
Equally, the quantity and quality of food produced may be affected. The
psychologlical effects are difficult to assess.

The use of all these chemical warfare agents, deadly or merely incapacitating,
was strictly forbidden by the 1925 Geneva Protocol. This Protocol was the
result of the horror felt at the use of chemical weapons during the First World War.
It expresses the fundamental sentiments of the law of armed conflict: short of
panning war altogether, there have to be some limits to its barbarity. This
agreement, signed by around one hundred States, among them Iraq in 1931, was the
first agreement prohibiting the use of weapons of mass destruction. This Protocol
was confirmed by the United Nations General Assembly in the 1972 Convention and

resolution No. 37/98 of December 1982 adopted by the General Assembly at its
thirty-seventh session.
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From the very beginning of the imposed war, we tried to bring to the
attention -of-the international community the fact that the politics of appeasenent
will not pay« ' In-the 1980 session of the Committee on Disarmament; we brought
to the attention of the Committee‘ the question of the use of chemical weapons by
Iraq. Nobody was ready to listen; in all cases of use of chemical weapons we
informed €the responsible bodies but all our efforts were in vain; ~ of course, it
is ot the first time that Iraq has used chemical weapons against a people. For
instance, 'according to investigations made by the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute (SIPRI), page 165, Vol.I, Iraq used chemical weapons in 1965
against the Kurds of the region.

On'16 February 1984, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Islamié’Republie
of Iran, in a statement accompanied by irrefutable evidence, brought once again
the systematic use of chemical weapons to the attention of the Conference on
Disarmament. Very shortly after we asked the United Nations Secretary-General to
conduct an investigation into the use of chemical weapons by Iraq and after the
statement-in- the ' Conference on Disarmament Iraq used chemical weapons-on an
unprecedently large scale, the resulting victims numbering more than 2,000 persons,
gome:'of whom ‘are under treatment both in the Islamic Republic of Iran as well as in
several c¢duntries abroad, and some of whom have died. Again on 9 and 17 March 1984,
Irag used chemical weapons on a massive scale in the regions of Majnoon Island and
Jofeir, which resulted in the wounding of many combatants. Those wounded suffered
from nausea, running eyes, respirdtory ailments and vertigo. The victims have been
hoépitalized.

Very recently a reputable laboratory in Belgium issued its findings on' Iranian
war victims and reported that the wounds were due to the use of gases containing
Ypeﬁite“(mﬁstard'gas) and mycotoxins (composite parts of yellow rain).

Medical authorities in ‘several countries where Iranian combatants'are being
treated reported that the wounds have been caused by chemical weapons, and’
independent press reports abroad have time and again confirmed this tact.

The ICRC Press Release No. 1481 dated 7 March 1984 has also confirmed the use
of chemical weapons by Iraq.

"The common symptoms observed by the ICRC with regard to all' the wounded are
'extensive but superficial burns (first and second degree), serious
' resplratory problems, Kerato conjunctivitis', seeming to’ progress favourably.
Nevertheless the clinical ‘progress of certain patients showed, on the ‘eighth
day "after exposure, Severe problems of blood composition, accompanied by a
considerable decrease in the number of white corpuscles. These problems,
,linked to respiratory and kidney deficiencies, have caused the death of
several patiente, two of whom died during the visits of the Delegates. -

Aparb from the steps that it is taking with the parties concerned, the

ICRC would insist on the fact that the use of toxic substances on the

battlefield 1s incompatible with the respect of humanitarian principles‘and

constitutes a violation of the law of armed conflict and recognized customary
law."

Upon the request of the Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran, “the
Secﬁetary—General of the United Nations Organization, Mr. Perez de Cuellar,
‘@fidertook ' to investigate the use of chemical weapons by Iraq in a spirft of
humanitarian concern, and accordingly sent a team of four eminent specialists to
undertake a fact-finding visit to Iran.
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The specialists, picked for their expertise in chemical warfare, visited the
fighting front near Ahwaz in western Iran and also examined soil samples soaked with
the chemical substance. They also examined patients in hospitals in Ahwaz and
Tehran and also in the coroners' mortuary in Tehran.

On their return from the Islamic Republic of Iran the specialists submitted
a joint report to the Secretar; General on 21 March 1984, in which they unanimously
agreed that Mustard Gas and the nerve agent Tabun were used by Iraq in the war
against Iran.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations deplored and condemned the act of
using chemical weapons by the Iragi regime when transmitting the report of the
specialists to the Security Council for its information. (Document No. 6/16433 of
26 March 1984). .

The report was signed by Dr. Gustav Andersson of Sweden, Dr. Manuel Dominguez
of Spain, Dr. Peter Dunn of Australia and Col. Dr. Ulrich Imobersteg of Switzerland.
“’( §

: The concern of our delegation is due to the generally passive reactions of -the
Conference on Disarmament in the wake of the outright disregard of the Geneva

Protocol of 1925 with regard to the ban on the use of chemical weapons.

This does not concern merely several innocent Iranians nor even uniquely the
Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran, but rather it concerns the damage done
to the common human conscience. The contemporary civilized human community cannot
and "should not tolerate such crimes.

Apart from the very limited number of delegations who share our view --_and-to
them we are thankful and appreciative for their concern and their condemnation of
the recent inhumane act of _using chemical weapons ~- no positive reaction bas.yet
been manifested in the Conference.

Of course, from the point of view of the Islamic Republic of Iran, such
reaction was most discouraging; <Irom the very beginning of the imposed war we have
faced such a situation.

Unfortunately, the international community did not take a firm position with
regard to the Iraqi blatant aggression against the Islamic Republic of Iran on
22, September 1380. This lack of political.will on the part of the international
community was-reflected in fecurity Councid resolution 279 (1980) of
28 September..1980. trary to the well-established precedent -in that body, in
this. resolntion there is no reference to the.yithdrawal of the forces to the
international frontiers r This siwuation led t.e then Forcign- Minister of the .
Iraqi regime, Hammadi, bo state that there is no international border between Iran
and Iraq after the abrogation of the Algeria Treaty of 1375 and therefore the
actual deployment of forces constitutes the international border between the two
States; and there.is no justification on the part of Iran to speak about
aggression (Letter of Hammadi to the Secretary-General of the United Nations --
Document No. 3/14236-24 October 1980).

During the forty~two months' period of the war imposed upon the Islamic
Republic of Iran, everyone has become well aware of the devastation of the Iranian
cities and the indisarimir-’~ and systematic bombardment of civilian populations
in the civilian zone, scmetimes as much as 400 kilometres outside the combat zones.
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More than 130 missile attacks, hundreds of air strikes and several thousand
artillery ‘Shots systematically directed against the undefended Iranian cities have
caused the martyrdom of 5'600 civilians and the disablement of 30,000. The report
of the United Nations fact-finding mission Ho0.5/15834 of 20 June 1983 is evidence
of a part’ of the war crimes committed by the Iraqi ruler.

It was but recently that within a period of 40 days the number of wounded and
martyred who were viotims of the use of chemical weapons exceeded 2,000. However,
as you have witnessed; in spite of the ptroof of ‘the use of chemical weapons, the
Conference did not in general show a responsible reaction, as would be expected, in
connection with the violation of the 1925 Protocol. This same attitude was
manifested by governments to the findings of the First Report of the
Secretary-General's Mission to investigate damage to civilian areas subjected to
military attacks, and it permitted Iraq to go as far as to use chemical weapons on
an unprecedented level. The step taken by an international organization to
investigate the use of cheumical weapons is unique in this century and upon the
reaction of governments to the findings of the United Nations on this occasion will
depend 'to a large extent whether or not this report will act as a detérrent or-as
a green light to further violations.

History is clear, and the future will witness how those who strongly urged
and advocated disarmament kept silence in the wake of the use of even a banned
weapon by a feeble State.

We expeet that all responsible countries of the world, regardless of their
political'leanings and affiliation, whether aligried &r non--alignedh neutral -or
Superpowér, will strip themselves of the shackles of their leanings and’ come into
the open-to denounce and condemn, in the strongest possible terms’"Shy violdtidh:
of international law and protocols which endangers the very existence of mankind;
gefiufnevalue should be attached to humané principles and ideals. Othépise
there will be no difference in weapons for a violator, Qhether the weapon bé ‘huclear
o?lcheﬂical.

I would like to express my sincere wish that the Convention’ on the’ﬁrohibition
of cherical ‘weapons, which is now under preparation'by this forim, will B@. reaay
at the earlidést possible time and that it will be fully effective and ba&?*fruit.
I believe 'that the position adopted by this Coriference and other relaté&*&rsﬁﬁs
towards the use of chemical weapons against the Islamic Republic of lrai‘will
show in reality the aegree of sincerity and the sense of responsibility regarding
the newly prepared Convention, and will form an excellent criterion to ‘determine
its status and capability in the future.

In the light of my understanding that the review of the Secretary=Be&neral'sS
Mission to investigate the use 'cf chemical weapons against the Islamic Repiblic of
Iran can be of great benefit to the work of the Conference, I would like to request
you, Mr. President, to allocate one meeting of the Conference on Disarmament to
review the report.

I would like to take this opportunity to present a working papér, CD/484,
on general provisions, which in our opinion are fundamental, for consideration
in the Ad Hoc Comuittee on Chemical Weapons.

These provisions deal with the two-fold responsibilities under the
Convention and the question of reservations and exceptions and the rules of the
protocol governing the duration to be fixed for cthe elimination of stocks and
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facilities. Another proviasion deals with the question of international
co-operation in the field of protection, and the agreement of States parties to
consider the use of chemical weapons as a war crime.

We hope for a construciive outcone from the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, and we expect all delegations to give full consideration to our proposal.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of Iran
for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the President.

It is now 10 minutes past one, we still have two speakers and, if you
agree, we intend to finish at about half past one so as not to have to convene
another meeting this afternoon. I now give the floor to the distinguished
representative of Yugoslavia, Ambassador Vidas.

Mr. VIDAS (Yugoslavia): - Mr. President, today.I shall deal with agenda item 5,
..entitled “Prevention of ah drms race in outer space”, but before doing so I

would like to associate myself with your warm welcome to Mrs. Inga Thorsson,

former head of the Swedish delezation to the Committee on Disarmament, with

whom the Yugoslav delegation has enjoyed very fruitful co-operation in the past.
This question deserves our attention, because ever since the first man-made
satellite was launched into outer space, heralding the "Space Age", and in view

of the rapid development of space technology since then, the inherent dangers of

a potential arms race in outer space have become a matter of incredsing cbticern.

As time has gone by, this concern has increased along with the transformation of
the potential into a real arms race in outer space and its far-reaching implications
‘for international peace and security and over-all .stability in the world.

Although outer space is a relatively new field of human activity, considerable
results hHave been achieved so far in opening up the undreamed-of possibilities:for
its peaceful uses. The practical and very useful applications of the achievements
of space technology for peaceful purposes are, for instance, in telecommunications,
navigation, weather foreéecasting and earth resources surveys. Unfortunately,
there are also many achievements, some of which are still in the process of
development, which, apart from their peaceful uses, can even have a destabilizing
effect, just as there ara those which are designed exclusively for-military
offéensive use. '

The peaceful uses of outer space have become the constant concern of the -
United Nations General Assembly, which in 1959 set up the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Peaceful Uses of Quter Space as its permanent body. Over the years, as a result
of its work and in other negotiating forums, a number of instruments were
concluded concerning the military and peaceful aspects of the use of outer space,
such as the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space
and under water, 1963, which prevented, among other things, the teating. of nuclear
weapons in outer space. In 1967 a further success was achieved with the
elaboration of the principles governing the activities of States in the exploration
and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, contained
in the ‘Treaty having the same title. ' The Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts,
the Return of Astronauts and the Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space (1968);
the Convention on International Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects (1972),
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and the Convention on Registration of Objects Launched into Outer Space (1976)
are also agreements regulating some of the important questions relative to human
activities in outer space. The last of such agreements, which was endorsed in
1979 by the United Nations General Assembly and opened for signature and
ratification, was the Agreement Governing Activities of- States on the Moon and
Other Celestial Bodies, which elaborates, in greater ‘detail than the 1967 Treaty,
the obligation of States to ensure that the Moon and othér celestial bodies within
the solar system, other than the Earth, are used exelusively for peaceful purposes.

The United Nations has this far sponscred two conferences on the exploration
and peaceful uses of outer space. The second United Nations Conference ’
. (UNISPACE 82), held in Vienna in 1982, primarily dealt with future developments ——
including such things as space transportation systems, spage .panufacturing and
solar power stations in space -- and their.potential benefits to international
co-aperation and the hazards  that might arisé frém these activities.' The
military aspects .of- the question, however, also received considerable atténti&n._
Although the question of the competence of that Confererice with respect’ to the
issues relating to the arms race in outer space did not meet wifh the app?ofél of
all participants,,the Conferznce, nevertheless, examined and appioved in its™
report three paragraphs which, in general, recognized the grave dangers presénted
by the extension of the arms race into outer space and urged "all nations, in
particular those with major space capabilities" to contribute actively to the’
prevention of such an eventuality. It also called on:all States to adhere o
the Outer Space Treaty and strictly to observe its letter and -spirit; and strongly
recommended that the competent organs of the United Nations -~ the General Assembly
and the Committee on Disarmament in particular -- give appropriate attention and
high priority to the grave concern expressed about the question.

- In continuing its activities, the Legal Sub-Committee-of the Committee on the
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, which is now holding its twenty-third session here
in Geneva, is considering three very important items: ‘

. Formulation of the draft principles on the legal implisation of remote
sensing of the earth from space. This concerns the detection and analysis of
the earth's resources by sensors carried in aireraft and gpdcecraft;

Definition and/or delimitation of Outer Space and Gegatationary Orbit; and

Consideration of the poasibility of supplementing the ‘norms of international
lawy relevant to the use of nuclear-povwer sources in outer space, that is, to the
procedure for notification in case of malfunctioning of a spacecraft carrying a”
nuclear-pover source on board.

I have mentioned all these United Nations related activities and the existing
body, of international agreements only to point out that even thé¢ very complex
problems of relations in outer space can be solved. What I particularly had in
mind was to-draw attention to the urgency of the problem and the'’existing gap in
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the resolution of the problems related to the arms race in-outer space, and to
the danger of turning outer space into an arena of armed conflict.

It is estimated that 75 per cent of all space. activities are:rmilitary~-
related. There can hardly be.a day that the press doea not disclose:something-
new on- the testing. of weapons for use in outer space, or concerning immediate .
-plans for their development. Although the information published in the press
cannot always be considered reliable, in particular when military research or
programmes are involved, we, as a negotiating forum which does not have access
to such information from other sources, should be grateful to the press for
giving us frem time to time information, which may provide sufficient background
as a;warning, thus confirming the old saying: where there is smoke there is fire.

; The- eqnsideration of the 1ssues connected with the extension-of the arms
race intp,outer space is within the competence of the Conference on Disarmament.:
It has net, unfortundtely, managed to make even the first step towards resolving
these;preblems, that i3, to establish a worklng body "with a view to undertaking
negotiations for the cdnclusion of an-agreement or agreements, as appropriate, te
prevent,an-arms race id all its aspects in outer space", as called for in-

Geperal Assembly resolution 38/70. The Conference has wasted much of its

energy on_the-harmonization of views with respect to the mandate of.the subsidiary
working body, proceeding from different viewpoints on the scope of the mandate of
such a subsidiary body, although many members of the General-Assembly Commi
and.here-at the Conference have made enormous efforts to have this problemJggt pff
the: ground.

At the meeting on 22 March we had an opportunity to hear two important
statements on outer space. In one of them, the distinguished representative of
- ¢he USSR, - Ambassador V., Issraelyan, presented the views of his Government on the
problem and. submitted, at the same time, the text of a draft treaty on the
prohibition of the use of force in outer space and fram space against the Earth.
This text, in our view, deserves attention because, inter alia, it suggests the
ways to, resolve the question. of the use of force in outer space, including the
prohibition of anti-satellite systems. What should not be-overlooked, however, in
assessing the proposal made by Ambassador Issraelyan is the willingness of,the
USSR to negotiate the draft text and the readiness displayed to conduct separate
negotiations on anti-satellite systems and to resume bilateral negotiations with
the United States in this field. We consider this sign of goodwill to hold
negotiations on outer space as very important at this moment when other channels
of negotiation on some major issues of reduction of armaments and disarmament have
been closed.

The statement made by the distinguished Ambassador of Sweden, Mr. R. Ekéus,
offered, in a way that ocan hardly be improved, a very solid analysis of, the
existing space systems.used for military purposes.- _ He -has also drawn. attention
to the solutions contained in the existing agreements on outer space and made a;
1list of suggestions on what to do to amend them and make then comprehensivs.
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This is; in our opinion, thé manner in which.we should approach our work, instead
of wasting time on tﬁe>drtif§c1al problem of the mandate of the working body. .

Apart from these, several other usefyl documents Were also submitted to the
Committee on Disarmament ‘in the past; among whieh}; would like to mention I3
document CD/320, submitted by ‘the Canadian deleé@pion;,ehtitled "Arms control and
outer space"; and document CD/375, submitted by the French delegation, entitled -
"Prevention of an arms race iﬁ outer space". It is also worth recalling in this
connection the earlier Frefich propdsal for the establishment of an irnternational
satellite monitoring agency and theé report of the Secretary-Gereral entjtled
"Study ari the implication of estab}ishing~an international satellite morniitoring
agency". The distinguished Ambassadors of Czechoslovakia, Italy ard Argentina
on 27 March; and today thé distinguished Ambassador of .Sri Lanka, in their
Speeches to the Coriferente, also made sohe Udeful suggestions.

All these and many other proposals which I have not mentioned represent
a solid basis for the start of negotiations which would deal with a wide range of
issues. 1In our view, a number of necessary steps should be made in that
direction. Not desiring to give any priorities, we think that there is a need
to identify thg areas and 5c§1vities which so far have not been covered by the
existing interhational legal instruments, along the lines suggested by the
distinguished Ambassador of Sweden. There is also a need to draw up, on the
basis of the existing proposals, a programme of work within the competence of the
Conference on Disarmament, that is to say, of the subsidiary working body, which
should be established as soon as possible. The programme of work of the
subsidiary working body for outer space should be the mandate of that working
body: it is only in this way that we can concretely fulfil the negotiating
mandate entrusted to the Conference. It would be pertinent to recall, however,
that the Conference has completed the second month of its work: this year, and
that during that period only one of the ad  hoc committees which were created is
working actively -- the Ad. Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. - Could anyone
convince the proverbial man-in-the-street that the Conference on Disarmament is
unable to negotiate only because the delegations cannot agree on the mandates of
individual working bodies? We have our doubts about that.

Mr. President, before concluding my statement, I would like to express to
you the sincere appreciation of my delegation for your skilful guidance of the
work of our Conference during this month. Your diplomatic skill and ‘experience
greatly contributed to the successful resolution of some of the organizational
problems which are facing our Conference.. Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT (translated from French): I thank the representative of
Yugoslavia for his statement.and for the kind words:addressed to the President.
That concludes the list of speakers for today. Does any other delegation wish
to take the floor? I give the floor to the distinguished representative of the
United States.
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Mr. CLYNE (United States of America): Thank you, Mr. President. I would
only like to respond briefly to th¥' statement made by Ambassador Isstaelyan
this morning. First, I woulld like to note’ that the Soviet Ambassador and the
Editors of Newsweek are obviously more informed as +o the content of the proposed
draft chemical weapons treaty ‘than is my delegation. ' 'I would also like to note,
that periodicals do not set the policy bf my Governument, and that any attempt on
the part of editors and writers of those periddicals at’ the interpretation of
policy, once 1t 1s set, is only a manifestation of their'freedom to do so. I.
reject and resent the personal attacks on senior offidialh bY my Government. T
note this is only the most recent in a series of perséhal ‘dttacks by Soviet
authorities on Mr. Perle, and it follows closely upon two others, that appeared iﬁ
Izvestiya, yesterday I believe. 7T also reject the’assertﬁon”thaﬁfmv delegation’’
has deliberately held up work in the newly-formed Ad Hoc Committee on Chémical =
Weapons. Such an assertion'stands the facts on their head. In this regard 1 WAll
not comment on the pristine nature of the conduct of some other deibgatiahs in %hh
Ad Hoc Committee, Such comment would not be helpful.

Mr. Presideht, I believe that the kind of statement that we wlﬁpesgpa %his
morning by Ambassador Issrdelyan is particularly unuseful éhd unhelpiulﬁin‘ougnkq;gg
What ig Feguire in our'wdrk is the willingness to_%aqk;erﬁﬁe difficult_issnes of.
substance, ahd narrow the’tange of ourburrent dishgréements. I agsyre. this
Conference that my delegation is wlliing;;aﬁg,jx’séiieyb; dctively attempting to
participate in that work, " As to Ambassador Issraelyan's statement I wowld take a._
page from the book of a formét Soviet colleague of mine, when in such ¢ases,_he nged,
to say, "I will study your statement and give it the attention it deserves™. I will
do that to the Soviet statement of this morning.

The PRESIDENT (4zanslated from French): Thank.you. I take it that no other:
delegation wishes to take the floor. The secretariat today<circulated an informal "
document containing-the prrgramme of meetings of the Conference and its subsidiatryJ
bodies for the coming weekarscole usual, the ‘programme.is:a tehtative one and may’'he’
changed if necessary. If-I-hear no objection, I shaill- takeritithat the Conferefiée!
wishes to adopt the programmes

It was so decided.

y

The PRESIDENT (tkanslated from French): At this last plenary meeting for the,
month 8f March, the month in’which the Romanian’delegation had the hongur to assume
the Presidéncy, I shoiild like first of all 'to convey to the distinguished | "
representatives gathered here for the work of the Conference on Disarmament our most
sincere thanks for the open~-mindedness and friendly co-operation they showed us,
which facilitated. a constructive approach to_the problems connected with: the work of
our Conference, thus enabling the President; through their support, to dischar¥eé!’

the functions entrusted-to -himiin the month of March.

- d

I should like to take this opportunity to thank all the delegations which have-
referred to the excellent relations of co-operation and friendship between their
countries and Romanmia, and who have expressed their appreciation with regard to my
country's policy of peace and international understanding.

In discharging the functions of the Presidency of the Conference on Disarmament,
the Romanian delegation has been motivated by a sincere desire to place its abilities
at the service of the Conference, in oxder to bring about the dialogue and
negotiations which would allow us to advance in our work, and also to pass on as
rapidly as possible to substantive negotiations on the problems included in our
agenda.
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This year's session of the Conference 1s of exceptional significance under
present conditions, in which the restoration and development of mutual trust, as
well as the strengthening of the security of all nations, have become fundamental
requirements for ensuring peace, détente and co-operation in the world.

As I had the honour to state in this forum, my country attaches particular
significance to the work of the Conference on Disarmament, In our opinion,
genuine security can be-amchieved -dfilsh by initiating and constantly promoting
effective disarmament measures and, if the first place, by the elimination of the
danger of a fresh escalation of nuclear weapoms on the.continent of Europe and
the prevention of a thermonuclear war which would be disastrous for mankind.

In order to achieve that end, we must umdertake new, serious efforts, and set
up’ all the appropriate organizational structiies for the holding of negotiations
on the matters entrusted to our Conference. At the end of March, it may be said
that progress has been made in many spheres, and a good number of positions have
been defined, thus enabling us %o pursue the search for compromise solutions in
order to embark as rapidly as ‘possible on the beginning of negotiations on
substantive problems in several Bodies.

I am convinced that the establishment and start of work of subsidiary bodies
on all the agenda items and, above all, on the prevention of nuyclear war, must not
be delayed any further.

For my part, I have considered it my duty, and I have applied myself
accordingly, to use every day..of .this month in order to accelerate contacts with a
view to improving communication among delegations, through both formal and informal
consultations; I believe and hope that this will enable concrete decisions to be
taken in the Conference.

As for negotiations proper within the Conference on Disarmament, the least
that can be said is that we cannot consider ourselves satisfied at their pace and
their results in comparison with our agenda and the tasks entrusted to our forum
by the international commnity.

It is not our intention in this short statement to take stock of the activities
of the Conference during the month of March. Such a balance-sheet would be both
presumptuous and incomplete, as the work of this period is merely the continuation
of that of the preceding month as well as the premise for the work to be done in the
months to come., In this connection, I should like to thank once again
Ambassador Stanislaw Turbanski of Poland for his excellent work and the results
obtained in the month of February.

Our delegation has been guided in its approach to the responsibilities of the
presidency by the same principle which underlies medicine, known as the Hippocratic
Oath: primum non nocere.

Our sole desire has been to facilitate negotiation, using to that end all the
tools available to our Conference, in order to ensure that we pass on as rapidly as
possible to the substantive negotiations which are essential in present intermational
circumstances.

Whaile renewing our warm thanks to the delegations to the Conference, its
Secretary-General, Mr. Rikhi Jaipal, the members of the secretariat and the
interpreters, for their understanding and for the support they have given, the
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Romanian delegation firmly undertakes to work in future with the same energy and
the same sense of responsibility in order to arrive at genuine negotiations which
may lead us to solutions acceptable to all and, finally, to concrete disarmament
measures.,

I am sure that you will lend the same support to my eminent successor in the
Presidency for the month of April, Ambassador Jayantha Dhanapala of Sri Lanka,
We have worked together closely during this month, and I have benefited greatly
from his experience, his wise understanding of the problems facing us and his
friendliness towards me,

I should like to assure the future President of all possible assistance and
support from the Romanian delegation in the dischaxge of his major responsibilities.

Today, as my term of Presiéency of the Conference for the month of March reaches
an end, I should like to express the hope that the month of April will be a good
month for the Conference on Disarmament; even if we have lost all taste for
prophecy, we should not forsake hope, which it is our duty to harbour. Thank you
all.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on
Tuesday, 3 April at 10,30 a.m. The meeting is adjourned.

The meeting rose at 1.35 p.m,
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The PRESIDENT: The Conference on Disarmament 1s called to order,”

The delegation of Sri Lanka, through purely fortuitous circumstance and the
normal operation of the principle of rotation, finds 1tself in the chair of this
important Conference for the month of April. We accept this responsibility
towards the Conference on Disarmament and towards the international communmty
with all humility and with the firm resolve to discharge our duties diligently
and in keeping with the highest traditions of this office.

I am confident that I speak on behalf of my colleagues in expressing our
deep appreciation to Ambassador Datcu of the delegation of Romania for the service
he rendered this Conference as its President for the month of March. I had
occasion at the plenary meeting on 29 March to express the gratitude of my
delegation for his patient and skilful diplomacy laced with his effervescent
good humour.

4s a representative of a non-aligned country which neither ig_az nuclear-
weapon State nor has any ambitions of becoming one I recall that it was the
first special seassion of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament that spawned
the new, democratized and interrelated group of bodies charged with the subject
of disarmement in international affairs. The new machinery created by the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament rectified
the lack of universality in the participation and decision-making in the
disarmament deliberations and negotiations that had gone on prior to it.
I wish to quote from the first statement made in this august body by my delegation.
Speaking at the opening session of the Committee on Disarmament on 24 January 1979,
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Sri Lanka, Mr. A.C. Shahul Hameed, said:

"We are aware that among the criteria adopted for membership of the
Committee on Disarmament is that of being a militarily significant State ==
a qualification which Sri Lanka can hardly claim to satisfy. That we were
included among the eight new members of the Committee is we believe a tacit
aclnowledgement of the contribution which the militarily less sigmificant
can make to disarmament — a contribution which 1in my country'!s case derives
from the policies and positions which the Govermment of Sri Lanka under the
leadership of my President His Excellency J.R. Jayewardene has chosen to
follow.

This Committee 1s meeting today as a consequence of the United Nations

special session on disarmament- held in May and June last year. Mr. Chairman,
as a fellow-member of the Non-Aligned Movement you would know that the

special session was the result of the sustained efforts of the Non-Aligned
Group who as far back as 1961 first called:for the comvening of a special
session devoted to disarmament. That objective was realized in-1978 following
the resolution which my country's delegation, in our capacity as Chairman of
the Non-Aligned Movement, was privileged to propose at the thirty-first session
of the General Assembly on behalf of the non-aligned commumity."

It is five years since that time when my delegation made its advent into this
negotiating body. We di1d so with great expectations of it but with the modest
desire of listening and learning as we made our contribution. The inevitable
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question to be asked is whether those expectations have been fulfilled. Havelwe,,
obtained the form or illusion of universal partic¢ipation without its substance?
Are we nearer to the .goal of general and complete disarmament than before?

The month of April is associated in the temperate zones of the world as the
month of spring. For my country, where 80 per cent of the population are rural
farmers, this month 1s the end of the cycle when we harvest the rice we have grown
in our village paddy-fields and when we celebrate the traditional New Year. To
extend the metaphor, I ask myself, where are we in the Conference placed in the
cycle? Five years ago we began our efforts in this single multilateral negotiating
forum 1n quest of general and complete disarmament under effective international
control. By now we, should be harvesting the results of our endeavours. Instead
we have to admit that we have no agreements to our credit and that we engage
perennially in an extended debate through the spring and summer parts of our
sessions. In this session, having adopted our agenda two weeks after we began,
we established the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with the distinguished
Ambassador of Sweden as Chairman in the third week of our session together with
Ad Hoc Committees on items 6 and 8. Of these, only the Ad Hoc Committee on item 4
is a functioning one, although progress remains slow. We are at various stages in
the negotiation for the establishment of Ad Hoc Committees on items 1, 2, 3, 5
and 7. This, then, is the record of our achievement in the current session for
eight weeks. We have to make greater progress this month so that when we
reassemble for the summer part of our session we would have a clear vision of
the progress we are likely to make this year. That does not leave us much time.
However, as you all know the constraint hampering the work of this Conference
has seldom been one of time. We have had time to deliberate when we should be
'negofi tlng We have had time to debate when we should be drafting agreements.

We have had time for polemical rhetoric when we should be engaging in the
harmonmization of diverse views into a constructive consensus.

It is, I fear, regarded as unfashionable and politically naive to speak today
of the etMical basis of disarmament. I cannot agree with this view. It is only
by a clear perception of the ethical dimension involved in disarmament — whatever
systems of religious, social and cultural values we subscribe to — that we can
instill a sense of urgency to our work which will produce practical results.
We face a critical choice. That choice was aptly described by the Secretary-General
of the United Nations in his message to this session of the Conference on
Disarmament. He said:

"There can be limitation and reduction of arms and with 1t a better prospect
of peace and global development; or there can be a continuing spiral of arms
expenditures and'arms technology which will entail distrust, a tragic d¥ain
on resources and the-ever present threat of nuclear annihilation resulting
from nuclear weaponry."

I have no doubt about the choice we i1n the Conference will unanimously agree
on. The task before us is to demonstrate this choice in our collective actions
as well as in our individual words. I seek your co-operation, distinguished
delegates, in this task which we undertake for our common security and to assure
a future for mankind.
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The Conference starts today 1ts comsideration of item 7 on its agenda,
entitled "New types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons;
radiological weapons'". However, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of
Procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant to the work
of the Conference.

' I wish to note the presence among us at this plenary meebting of the
Under Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs of the United Nations,
Mr. Jan Martenson. I wish to welcome him again in the Conference and I hope
that he will have a fruitful stay in Geneva.

I should like to inform the Conference that, in accordance with our
time-table for the present week, I intend to suspend the plenary meeting once
we have listened to the speakers inscribed to speak today and to convene an
informal meeting to consider some pending organizational questions, including
a request from a non-member to participate in plenary meetings. At the resumed
plenary meeting we will take up those questions on which decisions should be
taken today.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of the
German Democratic Republic, Poland, "Argentina, Yugoslavia and Algeria. I now
give the floor to the representative of the German Democratic Republic,
Ambassador Rose.

Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): Mr. President, let me first of all
extend to you the tongratulations of my delegation on your assumption of the
presidency in the month of April. We are pleased to see you, Ambassador Dhanapala,
in this office, the representative of a country which is.well-respected within
the non-aligned movement and plays an active role in the. United Nations as well
as in the Conference on Disarmament.

We are comwvinced that your diplomatic skill' and.experience will help ensure
effective work'at this Conference. You may count on our delegation for its full
co-operation. ' -

May I also take this opportunity to express, through you, our gratitude to
your predecessor, Comrade Datcu of the Socialist Republic of Romania, for the
dynamic¢ and dedicated manner in which he discharged his duties. It is to his
credit that the possible progress, particularly in organlzatlonal matters, has
been achieved.

We also wish to welcome the Under Sectetary-General, Mr. Jan Martenson, in
our midst and to him too we pledge our fullvco-operatlon‘

My delegation, in its statement of 20 March, dealt with the situation in
this Conference regarding 1tem:3'ef our agenda, Prevention of nuclear war, as we11
as with the conclusiens.to be drawn for our future work.

It was our hope that some delegations blocking consénsus on the establishment
of an appropriate ad hoc committee would change their position. Deplorably, these
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expectations have not yet materialized. We again urgemtly appeal totthose
delegations to show the necessary political will and flexibility to elaborate and
agree upon practical measures to prevent a nuclear war.

In my intervention today, I would like to concentrate on matters of substance.
Last year as well as at this session, the socialist countries submitted concrete
proposals to advance our work. I would like to point to Working Papers CD/355,
CD/406 and CD/444.

Today, I have the honour to introduce on behalf of a group of socialist
countries document CD/484, which has already been circulated. The proposals
contained in this document are based on the Prague and Moscow Declarabtions of
January and June 1983 respectively, and are aimed at stimulating intérnational
actions against the danger of nuclear war. They should be considered as elaborating
on the above-mentioned Working Papers. Naturally, relevant proposals made by other
States have been taken into account.

. In submitting this paper the socialist countries are aware that the
overwhelming majority of States of the world regard the elimination of the
threat of nuclear war as an indispensable condition not only for solving the
global problems of mankind but also for preserving the existence of life on our
planet. Therefore, all efforts must be concentrated on negotiation# with a view
to achieving agreement on appropriate and practical measures to prevent a nuclear
war, as demanded once again at the recent session of the United Nations
General Assembly.

It stands to reason that such measures should have specific characteristics
which are determined first and foremost by their urgency, by their immediate effect
on the amelioration of the international situation as a whole, and by their
relatively easy adoption and implementation, provided that reason and goodwill on
the part of all sides prevail, Life itself dactates that we must act rapidly and
not lose time in non~committal academic discussions.

Document CD/484 draws attention to the growing danger of a nuclear war in
the wake of the militarist poligies of the United States, the core of which is the
attempt to destroy the existing military balance. In order to provide a material
basis for these policies, large-scale programmes to develop strategic and other
nuclear armaments have been adopted. The deployment of more and more new
United States medium-range missiles in western Europe designed for a nuclear first
strike is alarming. At the same time, the extension of the arms race to outer
space is envisaged. The latest information from Washington shows a total
disregard for the wish of peoples to avoid the dangerous militarization of outer
space. In line with those strategies, the United States has broken off important
negotiations or depraved them of their basis by pursuing a provocative policy of
nuclear war preparations. In particular, the dispute with regard to a comprehensive
test-ban treaty makes clear that one side 1s blocking any multilateral negotiation
on reducing the danger of nuclear war and halting the nuc¢lear-arms race. Such an
attitude is incompatible with international agreements, including the Treaty on the'
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
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No doubt the best way to stop this dangercus -course of affairs would be the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons. 3A11 member cowitries of this Conference
have subscribed to this goal in 1978 in adopting the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament. In one of
the first working papers of the Committee on Disarmament — document CID/4 — the
socialist countries submitted a proposal to-achieve that goal step by step.
Working Paper CD/484 points to that proposal which is s8till valid.

Insisting on the demand that this Conference turn, without any further delay,
to negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear—arms race and on nuclear
disarmament, we advocate other ways and means comducive to lesseming and finally
eliminating the danger of nuclear war. We' are convinced that the proposed steps,
beyond their immediate positive effect, would deciSively encourage the process of
nuclear disarmaments-. i :

Document CD/484 provides for effective measures in a comprehensive manner.
It draws attention to the fact that the vital interests of the whole of mankind
require that relations between nuclear-weapon States should be governmed by certain
norme which they could agree among themselves to recognize and which should be
given a mandatory nature.

Specifically, the Working Paper com%ains two categories of proposals. The
first consists of measures favouring the creation of a'moral and political
atmosphere in which any attempt to unleash a nuclear war would be abortive.
The following enumeration is for practical purposes, keeping in mind that all
measures, by their nature, are closely connected one with another.

We propose, first, that all countries, in partichlar the nuclear-weapon
States, should regard the prevention of nuclear war-as the main objective of their
policy, should prevent situations fraught with nuclear conflict and hold urgent
consultations in the-event that such a danger emerges in order to avert the
outbreak of a nuclear conflagration.

Second, the document recommends that States include in appropriate unilateral
or joint statements or declarations provisions condemning nuclear war and, at the
same time, refrain from propagating nuclear war, including political and military
doctrines tantamount to justifying it. '

Thirdy; the socialist countries reaffirm their proposal that all nuclear—
weapon States should renounce the first use of nuclear weapoms. This obligation
could be undertaken in a unilateral declaration or also be embodied in a umified
instrument of international law. We support the proposal to conclude a convention
on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons with the participation of all
nuclear-weapon States, .

- Fourth, dogument CD/484 advocates further measures to strengthen the prineiple
of the non-use of farce in international relations and to guarantee its applicstion,
The eonolusidn of awomld treaty to that end as well as of a treaty on the mubtual
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renunciation of the use of military force and on the maintenance of peaceful
relations between the member States of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATQ
put forward by a number of socialist countries in January 1983, ought to be
considered as important steps.

Fifth, all nuclear-weapon States are requested not to use nuclear weapons
under any circumstances against non-nuclear countries in whose territory there
are no such weapons, to respect the status of nuclear-weapon-free zones already
created and to encourage the creation of new such zones.

Sixth, the socialist countries are ready to consider also measures aimed at
preventing an accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons and the possibility
of surprise attacks. It stands to reason that specafic measures of a rather
technical character can contribute to confidence-building only in conjunction
with far-reaching political obligations.

It cannot contribute to confidence if one side attempts to restrict the
deliberations on technical aspects and to divert attention from its unabated
nuclear arms bBuild-up.

Another category of proposals relates to measures of a material nature.
We focused attention on the following:

First, one of the most effective and relatively easily applicable measures
would be a freeze on nuclear weapons. Document CD/484 outlines all the components
of such a step and the way to 1ts implementation.

Furthermore, the socialist countries consider a treaty on the complete and
general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests conducive to the cessation of the
qualitative refinement of nuclear weapons and, until the conclusion of such a
treaty, a moratorium on all nuclear explosions should be proclaimed by all
nuclear-weapon States.

Third, another important obligatién of nuclear-weapon States would be to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form.

Finally, the prevention of nuclear war would be greatly assisted by the
prevention of an arms race in other dangerous areas, in particular in outer space.
The Working Paper ((D/484) points to the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition
of the use of force in outer space and from space against the Earth, as well as
to the unilateral undertaking by the Soviet Union not to be the first to place any
type of anti-satellite weapons in outer space.

The socialist countries are also rrepared to consider other measures
directed at the prevention of nuclear war. The time is overdue to turn to concrete
deeds, namely, to constructive negotiations on the above-mentioned proposals with
a view to concluding appropriate international agreements,

The socialist countries reaffirm their determination te¢ embark upon the
elaboration of urgent and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear war
and for the establishment, to this end, of an ad hoc committee. We would hope
that the document presented will receive due consideration and strengthen the
conviction that the conditions for an immediate start of negotiations do exist.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the German Democratic Republic
for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of Poland, Ambassador Turbanski.

Mr. TURBANSKI (Poland): Mr. President, allow me, first of all, to express the
sincere satisfaction of my delegation and of myself in seeing you presiding over the
Conference on Disarmament in the month of April. Wishing you all success in the
difficult duties before you, I offer you, Mr. President, full support and
co~-operation on the part of my delegation in their discharge.

I should also like to take this opportunity to express once more,our_admlratlon
of, and our thanks to, your predecessor Ambassador Datcu for his strenuous efforts
and energy, during his Presidency in the month of March, in his countless efforts
to solve various organizational matters of this Conference. matters, to be frank,
which are called "organizational' but have high political importance. May I also
express our pleasure at seeing the Under Secretary-General, Mr. Jan ﬂﬂrtenson,
again with us.

Following a rumber of speakers in the previous plepary meetings, I propose to
discuss once more the question of the prevention of an arms race in outer space, a
question of extreme importance for all of us living on the good o0ld planet Earth.

The militarization of outer space, or the danger of deployment of wegpons of
mass destruction there, became at the beginning of the present decade more than an
ominous reality. Outer space is being transformed into the arena of a large-scale
arms race. Like many delegations which have spoken here on this subject, we are
also of the view that the militarization of outer space is, unfortunately, only a
part of a larger process which started earlier. The doctrine of military
superiority in outer space gained popularity in the United States in the late 1950s.
What was most important was not the exploration of outer space, but the fact that it
was, indeed, the space where strategic warfare could be conducted more effectively.
According to United States politicians of the late 1950s, the nation that flrst
gained access to this new theatre of operatlons would inevitably become a leadlng
Power in the world. The United States Administration's efforts in this direction
bad, and continue to have, an extremely negative effect on the international situation
as a whole, contributing to a heightened threat of war. According to current plans
and declarations of the present Admimistration in the United States, outer space 1is
to be a show-place for more and more sophisticated weapons.

Directive No. 119 of 6 Jamuary 1984, which has frequently been mentioned
during our debates this year, on the start of the implementation of a large-scale
research programme on new systems of weapons to be deployed in outer space, capable
of a retaliatory nuclear strike, is only one of the recent proofs of these plans.
The "Shuttle! and "Challenger" programmes conducted by the Umited States space
agency NASA include, among other tasks, the testing cf military and intelligence
systems, and the "inspection", if one may say so, of orviting satellites or their
capture. The United States mass media make no secret that the Pentagon 1s the
main beneficiary of these programmes.
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When more than a quarter of a century ago, thanks to human genius and
imagingtion, the first man, Yuri Gagarin, entered outer space, the world community
certainly did not expect such ominous developments. This disarmament forum has
therefore to do everything possible to ensure that the further exploration and
use of outer space is carried out in the interest of all countries and all natlons,
for their benefit and not for their destruction.

The experience gained so far in disarmament negotiations shows that it is
easier to stop an arms race before, rather than after, the deployment of new
weapons systems. Accordingly, a serious attempt to reverse the present trends still
has a reasonable chance of being successful, It is evident that military
developments in outer space have a global impact on i1nternational security by the
very nature of the circumplanetary coverage of satellites. The outer-space arms
race is thus a direct prolongation of the traditional one on Earth and, as such,
offers extremely disquieting threats of nuclear confrontation.

While discussing military activities in outer space, one must realize that
they cannot be separated from the issue of peaceful uses of outer space. We do
admit that many of the peaceful applications of outer space in fields such as
telecommunications, navigation, photographic reconnaissance, have also, sometimes
with only minor modifications, important mlitary uses. Meteorological,
navigations, communications and other types of satellites can be used to perform
command and control functions, to conduct ground surveillance, to collect
intelligence or to target intercontinental ballistic missiles, etc. The possible
overlap with civilian applications — as can be seen — is quite large. But many
activities are of almost exclusively military interest. It is disquieting that
these are receiving more and more emphasis. On the other hand, it has often been
remarked, also in this chamber, that satellites have an important verification
function and, if further emphasized and accepted by all interested parties, could
become effective instruments in this respect. The trend in these developments,
according to specialists, is towards a higher degree of perfection in sensor
technology, photographic recomnaissance, nuclear-explosion detection, etc.

The possible military use of outer space against an adversary on the Earth
also signifies the development and deployment in that environment of efficient and
specific direct weapons. After the so-called "Star Wars" speech by
President Reagan in March 1983, a possible exploitation of outer space for specific
mLlitary purposes appears to focus attention on a domain of new technology and
weapon development which may have profound implications for intermational security.
If one adds the so-called laser and directed-energy weapons, the essential
components of which already exist and which offer the possibility of an almost
instantaneous k111" mechanism. the militarization of outer space and its
exploitation for military purposes appear as a complex issue which is, therefore,
ripe for concrete negotiations. Otherwise the 1980s may become a decade of
advances in mlitary technology for deployment in that environment. Current and
future developments in this regard may bring profound changes in strategic
thinking and international security issues.
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Quite a number of treaties concerning outer space activities already exist.
They have been listed and discussed in this chamber by many speakers during this
current session and in recent sessions, from the time when the problem of the arms
race in the outer space was put on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament.
They were also discussed, permit me to recall, Mr. President, in my statement here
on 18 August 1983, I think we all agree that if the spirit of the existing treaties
and their underlying principle of making outer space a peaceful environment were
followed in practice, the s1tuation in that environment, and in different fora
debating on its future, would be far better. Unfortunately, this is not so.
The General Assembly, in resolution 38/70, very rightly recalls past intermational
treaties, the Final Document of its tenth spec¢ial session and its past resolutions
on outer space, and motes with concern that despite the existing instruments, the
extension of an arms race into outer space is teking place. Indeed, the spirit of
the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, whereby outer spacde was to be a domain of peaceful
exploitation, is not respected. The effectiveness of a more specific treaty, such .
as the 1972 ABM Treaty, is now threatened because of new developments in direct
weapons based on laser and particle beams. These two instruments are mentioned
only as a minimum 1llustration. The only specific negotiations so far aiming to
control the militarization of outer space, the bilateral talks of the late 1970s
between the USSR and United States on ASAT weapons, have ‘been broken off by
the United States. .

Thus, the analyses, the statements of politicidns and also our statements on
the subject reveal a gloomy picture of this complex problem. The only soluti¢n is
to start acting now. I share the view expressed here by the distinguished
representative of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda, in his statement of
27 March, that the time has come to bring to a close — as he put it — "genaral"
and "exploratory" discussions regarding the prevention of an arms race in ouber
spacé. We are convinced that the time has come to start elaborating relevant.
practical and effective measures which by mutual agreement could prohibit deployment
of any weapons in outer space. In this connection it should be recalled that in
August 1981 the Soviet Union submitted to the thirty-sixth session of the
United Nations General Assembly a draft treaty on the prohibition of the stationming
of weapons'of any kind in outer space, showing thus its readiness to take partial
steps, but excluding any upsetting of the approximate parity of forces between the
main politico-military blocs. The United Nations General Assembly overwhelmingly
adopted, as we remember, a resolution in which 1t recognized the need to take
action to prevent the spreading of the arms race to outer space and requested the
then Committee on Disarmament to start negotiations with a view to producing and
agreeing on the text of a corresponding international treaty. That initiative,
however, was opposed by the United States which tried to reduce the essence of the
problem to the banning of anti-satellite systems, leaving open the question of the
stationing of other types of military installations in outer space. Last year,
during the thirty-eighth session of the United Nationms General Assembly the
Soviet Umon proposed the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the use of
force in outer space and from outer space agaxnst the Earth, which was circulated
as a document of this Conference (CD/476) and introduced by the distinguished
representgtive of the USSR, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 22 March 1984.
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We would like to emphasize the great political importance of both these
proposals. Their main political objective 1s to prevent an arms race in outer
space, and this is their most important, human feature. In addition, with regard
to the draft treaty prohibiting the use of force in outer space, due attention
should be paid to the fact that it combines political and legal obligations of
States not to use force against each other in or from outer space with the
implementation of far-reaching substantive measures intended to prevent the .
militarization of outer space. We hope that this new Soviet initiative will-be
favourably received by this Conference and will make a major contribution to full-
scale, concrete, multilateral negotiations on the prevention of an arms race in
outer space.

The gravity of the problem 1s evident and great. It is even greater today
than it was a few days ago. According to informed sources in the United States
Administration, as yesterday's International Herald Tribune puts it,

President Reagan signed last Saturday, 31 March, before submission to the Congress,
a report according to which, "... the Reagan Admimstration plans to develop and
test an anti-satellite weapon and does not plan to seek a comprehensive ban on
such weapons with the Soviet Union...". Thus, the gravity of the problem cannot

be underestimated. I therefore join all those who spoke here in favour of the
early establishment of an ad hoc committee in the framework of this Conference to
initiate such negotiations as soon as possible. Various proposals concerning its
mandate have already been considered extensively last year and during the current
session. My delegation fully shares the analyses and conclusions expressed in this
respect by you, Mr. President, on 29 March last. Indeed, the problem should be
approached in a comprehensive way waithin the framework of a future ad hoc
committee. While recognizing that identification of different aspects and of
mltiple questions of this complex problem should be undertaken in the first instance
this cannot be conducted for the sake of such identification itself and without the
basic link which leads to negotiations. In other words, the future mandate of the
seid body camnot be limited only to the identification of i1ssues. In the light of
the latest news on the subject, what is urgently needed is concrete negotiations.
There is no lack of examples from the recent past or from parallel exercises, and
we are therefore in fact suspicious that the insistence by some Western delegations
on the identification of 1ssues 1s aimed rather to block than to advance substantive
work, i.e., the undertaking of negotiations for the conclusion of an agreement or
agreements, as appropriate, to prevent an arms race in all i1ts aspects in outer
space, as proposed in the course of the recent informal consultations.

We are entering the third month of this session without even having solved its
basic organizational problems. Outer space free of arms and of the arme race is no
longer a problem for petty tactical games. This is the problem of huge political
dimensions, deserving the most serious attention on our part.

Mr. President, there is still time to prevent an arms race in outer space,
but we have to act now. I hope that under your leadership this Conference will
embark on successful negotiations in this direction.
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Poland for his statement and for the
kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of Argentina, Ambassador Carasales.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Thank you, Mr. President.
It is gratifying for me to take the floor at today's meeting because it enables me
to be among the first to extend to you my very sincere congratulations on your
assuming the Presidency of our Conference. Ue wish you every saccess in the discharge
of your functions, success on which we may rely after witnessing your brilliant record
as co=-ordinator of the Group of 21 in the month of May 1983%. You may always rely.on
the fullest co-operation of the Argentine delegation. Following his intense and
tireless work as President of the Conference during last month, it gives me great
pleasure to see Ambassador Dateu om your right. He had every right to go to rest for
a while at Berne. He has not.done_so,_ and this shows once again the personal
commitment of Ambassador Datcu to the work of this Conference and the items under
discussion at it. I wish to express to the Ambassador of Romania my delegation's
appreciation and gratitude for the highly efficient and vigorous work he performed.

It also gives me pleasure to see among us the Under Secretary-General of the
United Nations for Disarmament, Mr. Jan Martenson, whose continuing interest in the
items covered by our discussions is well known, and I welcome him most cordially
among us., -

According to. the programme of work for the first part of the 1984 session of the
Conference on. Disarmament, this negotiating body was to have considered last week
agenda item 6, entitled "Effective international arrangements to ensure non-nuclear-
weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons". I say "was to
have considered" because, with the exception of the delegation of a non-member State
and general references in speeches focusing on other issues, this item was not the
subject of any specific statement by member delegations at the Conference.

I must confess that this refusal to deal with this issue does not surprise us,
and is the clearest sign of the present state of affairs regarding an issue which the
Final Document considered important, inasmuch as in paragraph 59 it urged the
nuclear-weapon States to "pursue efforts to conclude" the effective arrangements
referred to in the title of agenda item 6.

This item has indeed been included in our agenda, and at the beginning of our
session the corresponding Ad Hoc Committee was set up, but this was virtually a
mechanical dct: no meetings of the subsidiary body have been planned for the present
part of the session, and there is rood reason to doubt that there will be any in the
second part of the session.

This organizational situation indicates something of which we are all aware.
The non-nuclear-weapon States, or the vast majority of the international community,
the countries which have the right to receive clear and effective guarantees against
the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against them, have before thcm,supposedly
as a source of such assucrance, five unilateral declarations made by the nuclear-weapon
Powers. These declarations are dissimilar, subject to different interpretations,
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almost all of them are full of conditions and escape clauses of different kinds, and
the appreciation of their implementation will be carried out exclusively by the
States making them. As the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Argentina said in his
statement on 28 February last, some of them rather appear to be "permissible
scenarios for the use or threat of use of weapons that may end the civilization as.
we know it",

It is therefore not surprising that these declarations have been considered
absolutely inadequate by those for whom they are intended. No State can allow its
security -- gomething to which all States are entitled -~ to be founded upon the
basis of declarations such as those which have been made, or at least four out of the
five of them. They certainly do not deserve to be described as "assurances”. ”

The States which should provide such guarantees are, naturally, the nuclear-
weapon States, and it is up to them to take the necessary steps to clarify and
strengthen their undertakings and arrive at the conclusion of the "effective
international arrangements" referred to in the Final Document and the title of
agenda item 6 itself,

. These necessary steps have not been taken, nor does there seem to. be the
slightest will to do so. What is evident, as the Group of 21 pointed out in its
statement of 9 August 1983, is "the inflexibility of the nuclear-weapon States to
remove the limitations, conditions and exceptions contained in their unilateral
declarations" (CD/407).

Here lies the explanation of the dead end which has been reached in the
consideration of item 6. And there appears to be no sign that the situation will
change or that any positive developments will occur in the near future.

No State, or virtually no State, wishes to renounce the possibility of using
nuclear weapons, even in this limited context. The architects of deterrence and
their allies obviously wish, in the last resort, to preserve their freedom of action
and it seems that all efforts made in this sphere basically hinge on this fact.

It is therefore not surprising that those efforts are fruitless.

Hence the particular importance of the opinion expreassed in the statement of
the Group of 21 (CD/407) from whieh I quoted a moment ago: "The Group of 21
reiterates its belief that the most effective assurance of security against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons is nuclear disarmament and prohibition of the-use
of nuclear weapons",

However much we consider this state of affairs from different angles, we always
arrive at the same conclusion: so long as nuclear weapons exist and can be used,
there will be no security for anyone.

The developments which have taken place in recent years in this field could not
be more alarming. A new stage has begun in the nuclear-arms race. More sophisticated
nuclear weapons are being installed on both sides, and the nuclear danger is visible
in all seas and in all latitudes, in a kind of horizontal proliferation which is
increasingly alarming. It may be asked, what decision-making process will govern the
use of such weapons? Will the countries on whose territory such arms are stationed -
have any say in the matter? Will there be any increase in the number of countries
with power of decision in this field, even though the number of States possessing
nuclear weapons remains the same?


http://to.be

CD/PY.255
18

(Mr. Carasales, Argentina}.

Do.we not have to -co-exist wich-tens . .of. thousands of nuclear.weapons depleoyed-
throughout the -worid?- ‘The exact figures may vary according t¢ the, seurces,cbut - -
have we not reached. the paint that to give or take a thousana :nuclear warheads is
no longer of any importance? Aire we oo facec a1t xnc.scasingly ominous prospects
of the extension of the nuclear-arms race in outer space?

In the facg .of this state of affairs, wh_ch is no Jless.-alarming for_being often
pointed aout, we heard a few cGays ago, to be precise on 29 March, a curious attempt
to associate §he:prevention of nuclear war witn the ratification of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty, and at the same time, to shift-in a sense the responsibility
for the alarming international situation on to the States which have not adhered
to that international instrument.

Assertions of this kind call for comment oy ny delégation.

In iLhe first place, the Non-Proliiferation Treaty is a very unsatisfactory treaty,
because 1t is discriminatory, because it imposes obligations which are absolutely
unequal end in some cases are not even cbligations, because it arbitrarily restricts
the possibilitiaes of the peaceful use of atomic energy, because it seeks to preserve
without competitiaon s2dvanced technology in the hands of an exclusive circle of
countries, and because basically it legitimates the possession of nuclear weapons.

Furthermore, besides the defects and shortcomings of the Treaty, the elements
among its provisions vhich its authors considered to be positive have not been
fulfilled. Broad irternational ¢co-operation in the peaceful use of nuclear energy
has not taken place, and there has been no determined attempt to carry out the
negotiations for the cessation at an early date of the nuclear-arms race and nuclear
disarmament. On the contirary, scientific and technological exchanges have been
hindered and rastricted-tc an increasing extent, and the prospects of major progress
in nuclear disarmagert and 79y khaltiaz znd reversing the ruclear-arms race appear
increasingly remote. Item 2 of our agenda, which deals with this issue, is still
awaiting, not thae beginning of negotiations, but even the beginning of any serious
and meaningful) consideration 21z tc %he opposi*ion of some countries which are
among the most fervent advocates of the FPT. This is not the occasion, nor is it
my intention. to carry out a detailed analysis of the-NPT and its implications.

The Foreign Minister of my country, Mr. Dante Caputo, had. the opportunity of
explaining our views of this matter on 28 Februarv last. In any event, there is no
denying that it has essential aspects which may be the subject of justified crificism,
nor the right of every sovereign State tc assess those aspects and their conseguences
and accordingly establish its position in that connection.

Some States may rave decided to cverlcok those shortcomings and sign and ratify
the NPT. That is their right and we respect i1t. Perhaps when they did so those
shortcomings had not yet been made clear, and who knows 1f today they would adopt the
same attitude. Other, States, on the contrary. alsc undeniably have the right,.if the
outcome of their assessment of the provisions and functioning of the Treaty is negative,
to refrain from becoming parties te a regime which, {rom their viewpoint,.is unjustly
prejudicial to their interests and their development without providing any
counterpart to justify the sacrifices i1t imposes. and without the risks of nuclear
war being reduced.
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On the other hand, what must be rejected is the right -- which certainly is no
right -~ to insinuate, even implicitly, that if a country decides not to become a
pabpy to the NPT it is because it intends, now or later, to produce or possess nuclear
weapons and,-at the same time, that such a country is therefore hindering the
prevention.of nuclear war.

- This 1is quite gratuitously to attribute blameworthy intentions to States which
do not take the same view of the worth and effectiveness of an international legal
agreement to which, at least so far, it has never been considered obligatory to
accede.

What matters are the facts, realities, not baseless speculation. States which
are not parties to the NPT have categorically repeated ad infinitum, perhaps
ad nauseam, their total and utter rejection of nuclear weapons and their intention to
use- the infinite possibilities offered by nuclear energy for the benefit and progress
. .of. their peoples in an exclusively peaceful manner. They intend to do so in all
freedom, without mentors or guides, without having to ask permission and without being
subject to the arbitrary decisions or political vicissitudes of the club of the
all-powerful States.

So far not the slightest evidence, not the least objective element, has been
brought forward to prove that such States are not telling the truth. Nevertheless,
they are not believed, any technological advance is received with utmost distrust,
and each and every one of their acts is minutely examined for hidden intentions and
must be susceptible to most severeg, permanent and wide-ranging control,, “a

The champions of this distrust, the advocates of the strictest control, are
precisely those who arrogate themselves every right and seek to remain outside all

,eontrpl, as in the NPT; those who do not accept the slightest restrigtion which
might infringe upon their complete freedom of action to¢ develop increasingly more
sophisticated weapons of mass destruction or to receive them on their territory;
those who at the same time demand that their declaratipons should, be taken as "gospel
truth" without being subject to the slightest verification, as in the case of the
Tlatelolco Protocols.

1t - These champions of paradox usually include, in their condemnation of so-called
horizontal proliferation, pious statements concerning the need to curb vertical
proliferation too. However, all the effort and concern they deploy concerning the
former (horizontal proliferation) seem to vanish in the case.©f the latter (vertical
proliferation), when the security perceptions of their military -alliances and their
underlying doctrines might be jeopardized. They do not even seem to extend to the
kind of geographical proliferation which is increasing every day.

The quickest and best means of avoiding the proliferation of nuclear weapons is
the rapid conclusion of a treaty for the complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests,
but the fact is that it is not even possible to begin negotiating such a treaty. It
no longer has priority; on the other hand, the NPT does. .

We are all in favour of non-proliferation, in one sense or another. Many of us
are against the devices themselves which must not proliferate, nuclear weapons. If
nuclear weapons did not exist, there would not be the slightest risk of proliferation.
But even with the more limited objective of non-proliferation, is it right to argue
as if it were a self-evident truth that the NPT is the only suitable means?
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Various States do not share this opinion. To ascribe irresponsible implications
and alarming consequences to the exercise of this undeniable right is to believe in
the naiveté or gullibility of the people. Can anyone even imagine that the risks
of a nuclear conflict would disappear, or even diminish, if the NPT were Fatified in
its present form by all States without exception, while the thousands of nuclear
warheads with which the world is crammed, and the delivery vehicles designed to
transport them to their objectives, remain intact? Where does the risk of a nuclear
war lie? In the States which are not parties to the NPT? It would be advisable to
keep ‘some sense of proportion.

On 29 March it was also asserted that the NPT was "the only existing
international document under which the major nuclear-weapon Powet's are legally
committed to nuclear disarmament, in the sense that they have undertaken to pursue
" hegotiations to that end in gooa faith". This last piece of information was -
opportune, because in fact the sole undertaking made under the NPT by the nuclear-
weapon Powers was to negotiate, not to disarm, not even to halt the nuclear-arms race.
This simple undertaking, furthermore, is not subject to any control regarding the
degree to which it is fulfilled, nor of course any sanction in case of violation.
However, we all know how article VI of the NPT has been respected.

It is now argued that the question of the failure to fulfil the obligation, if
charitably one can speak of an obligation, contained in article VI cannot be brought
up by countries which are not parties to the NPT. It is denied that they have any
right to do So. This is surprising, to say the least. It is thus argued, in favour
of the acceptarice of the NPT, that there are obligations both for the non-nuclear-
weapon countries and for the nuclear-weapon States, and article VI is given as an
example of the latter. But when a country which must take a sovereign decision in
this sphere makes its analysis of the Treaty and reaches the conclusion that the
obligations are not equal and that in any case some are fulfilled and others are hot,
it seems, according to the viewpoint to which I am referring, that "this cannot 'bé
Ainvoked as a reason for rejecting the Treaty. The country should in any event accede
t6 the NPT, whatever its opinion of the Treaty, in order then to be able to bring:ito
bear the criticism and the shortcomings which are procisely its reason for not wishing
to accede to it. N RN

I do not wish to dwell on this matter any longer, but some considerations could
not be left aside. All positions deserve respect, and no international instrument
is above judgement and evaluation. The intentions on which it is based, however
praisevorthy they may be, are not enough. The manner in which those intentions are
carried into practice is what matters.

Few documents are capable of giving rise to a kind of manicheism concerning them.
In any event, the NPT is not such a document. It is simply a means, but not the only
means, to an end.

Furthermore, the present and future of mankind are not bound to the future of an
instrument which is increasingly called into question. The danger of the extinction
of mankind today lies elsewhere, in areas which it is not worth mentioning once
again. The efforts of major and active members of the international community should
be channelled towards achieving progress in those areas, rather than to new variations
on the eternal theme of "disarming the disarmed”. Rather than chasing ghosts, it is
necessary to face reality, and the reality in which we must live today is terrifying.

Virtually all the items on the agenda of this Conference call for vigorous,
resolute and immediate action. Some, such as items 1, 2, 3 and 5, are of immediate
importance and urgency. The great majority of the members of this forum are prepared
to begin at once. The will of only a very few States remains lacking. Why do they
not join up with the others, so that we may at last embark on the work expected of us?
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The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Argentina for his statement and
for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Mihajlovié.

Mr, MIHAJLOVIC (Yugoslavia): Mr. President, the Head of the Yugoslav
delegation will have the opportunity at a later date to congratulate you on the
assumption of your duties as President for this month. If he was here I am sure
that he would have equally greeted the distinguished Under-Secretary-General,

Mr. Jan tenson. In the meantime, allow me, Mr. President to wish you on my own
behalf much success in your work.

Today I would like to introduce the Working Paper prepared by the Yugoslav
delegation, document CD/482 of 26 March 1984, entitled "National verification
measures", which has already becen distributed to delegations. The purpose of this
paper is to present some of our views which, we hope, will be useful in fupther ‘
negotiations on the elaboration of the Convention. They do not represent, however,
the final position of the Yugoslav delegation, and can be revised in the course of
negotiations,

From the outsel of the consideration of banning the research, development,
production and destruction of chemical weapons, it was widely acknowledged that
verification should be based on a combination of appropriate national and
international measures which would complement and supplement each other, thereby
providing an acceptable system which would, in turn, ensure effective implementation
of the prohibition.

Basically, the Working Paper proceeds from the generally accepted view that
the effective implementation of the prohibition of the production, destruction or
diversion of stocks and production facilities can only be assured if there is an
effective system of international verification of compliance ‘with a convantion
banning chemical weapons.

We consider, however, that national verification measures could also play a
role in the implementation of the provisions of the convention in all its phases.
It is important to emphasize, nevertheless, that from the very outset of the
implementation of the convention there should be close co-operation between the
international and national authorities in all activities related to the convention.
It is understood of course that such mutual co-operation can only be achieved in
an atmosphere of general confidence. Negotiations conducted so far have
unambigiously shown that ecach State party is obliged to establish a national
authority which should assist and support the work of the international authority
in the implementation of verification measures. Also, the States parties to the
convention shall be obliged to prevent, within the bounds of their administrative
and legal regulations, any activity violating the convention. The existing
classification of toxic chemicals into three categories: super-toxic lethal
chemicals, other lethal chemicals, and other harmful chemicals, can serve as a
basis for implementation of verification measures by the national authority, as
waell as for determining the level of verification. In this process, closes
co-operation with the national authority is advisable. We are of the opinion,
however, that the verification of less toxic chemicals, other lethal and harmful
chemicals, as well as chemical-weapon precursors can be carried out in almost all
stages under control of the national authority. This form of verification of
less toxic chemicals is suggested because the majority of these chemicals today
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are referred to as dual-purpose chemicals and are widely used for peaceful purposes.
It goes without saying that the State party producing these chemicals must present -
evidence concerning the purpose of their diversion, production facilities and end-users.

However, it should be pointed out even in this case that the measures of national
verification should be agreed upon in advance among all States parties, and should at
all times be an unequivocal and viable basis for the maintenance of confidence among
the parties. Of course, such confidence can only be achieved on the basis of the
objective and reliable data furnished by every national authority through the provision
of regular information to the consultative committee about the verification measures
implemented.

In other words, the control of production of other lethal and harmful chemicals,
dual-purpose chemicals and precursors, and their diversion for permitted purposes
should be organized in such a way as to provide authentic information at all times.
In order to attain an effective system of verification and to maintain confidence
among the States parties, it will be necessary to agree on co-operation among future
States parties already during the elaboration of the Convention, on the basis of the
exchange of expert information, standardization of methods and introduction of the
known and proven monitoring systems, as well as on the basis of introducing a
compatible computer system.

Such co-operation will make it possible also to exercise, if necessary, control
by way of the international authority. This may be the case if there is, with the
passage of time, a change in the process of production of any of the dual-purpose
chemicals, or if a new technological procedure is introduced, or if production capacity
increases. In addition, if on the basis of information received in the form of reports
which the national authority submits to the consultative committee, the conclusion is
drawn that there has been a change in production, the consultative committee may
suggest that the State party concerned should also organize international control for
that production facility.

On the other hand, we are of the view that confidence among States parties is
also achieved by the composition and structure of the national authority. Apart from
being composed of representatives of different institutions of the States parties, we
think that it should also, on a voluntary basis, include one representative of the

State party proposed by the consultative committee in agreement with the receiving
country.

The role and tasks of the national authority for verification are essentially
determined by the law of that particular country. Regardless of the fact that the
administrative and economic systems of many States parties to the convention are ve
disparate, we believe that the structure, composition and functioning of the national
authority should be such as to ensure efficiency, competence, objectiveness and the
necessary confidence in close co-operation with all international institutions in the

implementation of the convention.

The basic ideas presented in the Yugoslav Working Paper aré meant to point both
to the need for and to the usefulness of, combined national and intermational
verification for a chemical weapons ban. When there is doubt, however, that national
measures are insufficient, it goes without saying that priority should be given to
an agreed international verification system. We hope that this paper will contribute

to the drawing up of satisfactory provisions on the verification system of a
convention.



CD/PV.255
23

“ The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Yugoslavia for his statement and
for the kind words addressed to the President.

"I now give the floor to the represcntative of Algeria, Ambassador Ould-Rouis.

Mr. BACHIR OULD-ROUIS (Algeria) (translated from French): Mr. President, allow
me, first of all, to congratulate you on your accession to the Presidency of the
Conference on Disarmament for April 1984 and to assure you of the Algerian
delegations' full co-operation in the fulfilment of your task.

Our_congratulations also go to Mr. Datcu for the manner in which he directed
our work during March.

The Algerian delegation also assgoclates itself with the words of welcome which
you addressed to the Under-Secretary-General, Jan Martenson.

I wish today to refer bricfly to a question which we consider to be of the
greatest importance, and which has been given full priority in our agenda -- that of
nuclear disarmament.

Because of their enormous destructive power, nuclear weapons have given rise
to widespread censure, which has grown as arsenals have expanded and the nuclear
danger has become increasingly threatening. What a long way people have come in
their awareness of the nuclear danger, from the condemnation of nuclear weapons in
a few knowledgeable circles in the immediate post-war period, to the vast protest
movements we know today!

Ever since its inception, the movement of non-aligned countries has upheld the
international community 's demands for nuclear disarmament. Its efforts led to the
convening of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, which can unquestionably be considered as a high point in the common
search for solutions to the problems connected with the arms race.

The desire to eliminate the nuclear threat was given expression in the adoption
by consensus of a Programme of Action in which nuclear disarmament received
absolute priority.

The acceleration of the arms race has focused attention on the urgent need to
eliminate the risks of nuclear war, such elimination being identified as the
immediate objective, and the complete <limination of nuclear weapons as the final,
objective.

The first special s=ssion was also the occasion for formulating a coherent
disarmament strategy around the core element of nuclear disarmament, whose stages
were defined in paragraph 50 of the Final Document.

Together with the negotiations on nuclear disarmament, the Final Document
envisages the implementation of two highly important measures: the cessation of
nuclear-weapon tests, and so-called negative security guarantees. The partners to
the trilateral negotiations on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests were thus
invited to conclude their negotiations urgently and submit the result for full
consideration by the single multilateral disarmament negotiating body. The
nuclear-weapon Powers were further called upon to take steps to assure the non-
nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
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Such a reiteration of the well-known provisions of the_ Final Document might seem
somewhat superfluous. This exercise, however, appears to us essential to-any
evaluation of the multilateral disarmament negotiation process. It concerns a
document that was adopted by consensus and the validity of which was confirmed, also
by consensus, at the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament.

Six years after the adoption of the Programme of Action, the consensus héé,
unfortunately, not yet been reflected in the adoption of specific measures to halt .
the arms race and reverse the trend.

The trilateral negotiations have been broken off. The single multilateral
disarmament negotiating body is still prevented from entering into negotiations on
the priority issues, namely, the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, the cessation
of the arms race and nuclear disarmament, and the prevention of nuclear war. The
negotiations on negative security assurances are in an impasse. They constantly -
come up against a refusal on the part of certain nuclear-weapon Powers to give
unconditional guarantees to the non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat
of use of nuclear weapons.

Without minimizing the magnitude of the task and the complexity of nuclear
issues, we must recognize that the primary reasons for this stalemate is the lack
of poblitical accommodation on the part of certain nuclear-weapon Powers.

This regrettable attitude on the part of certain Powers which have a special
responsibility in the nuclear disarmament process is reflected in a desire to
reverse the order of priority of items on the agenda and to transform the
Conference into a debating forum with no influence on the nuclear disarmament
negotiations. ‘

Among the arguments advanced to prevent the Conference on Disarmament from
entering into negotiations on nuclear disarmament, there is one that we must reject
categorically: the argument that nuclear issues are the exclusive domain of the
nuclear-weapon Powers.

Instead of the negotiations envisaged in the Final Document, what are being
proposed to us are informal meetings which would provide non-nuclear-weapon States
with an opportunity to air their anxieties.

Thus, from being full partners in the search for a common solution to a
question which concerns the security of all States, the non-nuclear-weapon States
are relegated to the rank of mere "petitioners", whose right to express their views
on the question is deigned to be recognized.

This attitude is in direct contradiction with the provisions of the Final
Document of 1978, which recognizes the right of all States to participate on an
equal footing in multilateral disarmament negotiations which have a direct
influeqb%_pﬁ their national security. -7

Can it seriously be claimed that nuclear issues have no influence on the
national security of non-nuclear States? To make such a claim would be to scorn
the security interests of the non-nuclear-weapon States which have chosen to remain
outside the two ﬁilitary alliances. Is it necessary to recall that the Yital
security intgpééts of all States are threatened by the very existence of:nuclear

weapons? ‘Many nuclear-weapon studies confirm the commom fate to which w3 are
doomed by weapons that have the peculiarity of making no distinction between

belligerents and non-belligerents in nuclear war. While the possession of nuclear
weapons invests the nuclear-weapon States with special responsibility in the
disarmament process, that responsibility cannot be exclusive.
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To establish a link between the possession of a particular category of weapon
and the right to participate in negotiations on the prohibition of that category of
weapon would be tantamount to excluding the vast majority of States members from the
current negotiations in the Conference. That would apply to the convention on
chemical weapons and the convention on radiological weapons.

There is a2 further argument which we cannot accept. It is that of introducing
a distinction betwecen:

On the one hand, non-nuclear-weapon States partics to the Non-Proliferation Treat:
which, as such would have the right to call the nuclear-weapon States to account,

And, on the other, non-nuclear weapon States which, for well-known reasons, have
not acceded to the Treaty and would be "badly placed" to criticize the vertical B
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Such an approach spring from the desire to keep the
non-nuclear-weapon States on the sidelines in the nuclear disarmament negotiations.

As for the link that it is desired to establish between non-accession to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the position towards the objective of the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons, this seecms to us to be devoid of any foundation.

Such a link is based on a conccption of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
which we do not share, since it takes no aecount of one particular aspect of such
proliferation, namely, horizontal proliferation. To be credibls, the notion of
non-proliferation should be understood globally, in its two dimensions, vertical
and horizontal. To confine the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons to a
hypothetical horizontal proliferation is to sidestep the real threat -- that of the
existence of formidabl« nuclear arsenals.

This same discrimination between non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the
Non=Proliferation Treaty and those not party to that instrument is also found in
certain unilateral declarations on so-called negative security assurances. This
discrimination, which is reflected in an implicit threat of the use of nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States not covered by unilateral declarations 1is
also entirely unacceptable. ’

The negative sccurity assurances must not be subject to any exception or
limitation. They must, in our opinion, b2 unconditional and universal.

Regardless of their position towards the NPT or any other international legal
instrument, the non-nuclear-weapon States outside the military blocs unanimously
condemn the very existence of nuclear weapona. They have initiated many proposals
aiming towards the objective of genuine non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Suffice it to refer to documents of. the movement of non-aligned countries and those
of the Group of 21 in order to verify this common desire to break the vicious circle
of the arms-race spiral.

_ The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Algeria for his statement and
for the kind words addresszd to the President. That concludes my list of speakers
for today. Does any other member wish to take the floor? I intend now to suspend
the plenary meeting and convene in five minutes' time an informal meeting to
consider some organizational questions. The plenary meeting is suspended.

The meeting was suspended at 12.25 p.m. and resumed at 1.05 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT: The plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament is resumed.

As you know, we have received a/ request from Switzerland to participate in the
plenary meetings of the Conference. The secretariat has circulated the relevant
draft decision, which is contained in Working Paper No. 125. If there is no
objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided.

You will recall that, at our last plenary meeting, the Group of 21 requested
that document CD/492, submitted by that Group and entitled "Draft mandate for the
ad_hoc subsidiary body on a miclear test ban", be put before the Conference for
decision at this plenary meeting. Accordingly, I intend now to put that document
for decision. Before doing so, however, may I ask 1f any member wishes to take the
floor at this stage? .

I give the floor to the representative of Argentina as Co~ordinator for the
Group of 21.

Mr., CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): At the plenary meeting on
Thursday 29 March, you, Mr. President, in your capacity as co-ordinator of the
Group '0f/21l, introduced document CD/492 which containg a draft mandate for the
ad ho¢ d¢dmmittee to be established on item 1 of our agenda, entitled ‘npuclear test
ban". On that occasion, when setting forth the position of the Group'of2l’ and
stressing the urgent need to begin negotiations on the issue, you requested that the
Conference should adopt a decision on the text contained in document CD/492 at today's

plenary meeting.

It is not my intention to embark on an analysis of the substantive reasons for
our position. All the delegations of our Group have done so repeatedly. Furthermore,
our attitide, and the -limited work carried out in 1983 by the negotiating body, are
reflected in the report of the Committee on Disarmament to the General Assembly.at,
its thirty-eighth session. But I should like to stress that, taking into account
the insistence of many delegations, and primarily of the Group of 21, the President
of the Conference on Disarmament began a series of informal meetings in order to
reach a consensus to facilitate the beginning of effective negotiations to achieve an
agreement on a complete nuclear test ban, through the setting up of the corresponding
stbsidiary body with an appropriate mandate.

Throughout those consultations the Group of 21, through its spokesmen, displayed
a broad spirit of co—operation. It recalled the existence of a drafi mandate put
forward by the Group in 1981 and contained in document CD/181, which provided a
suitable degree of flexibility. The draft mandate (CD/438) submitted on 24 February
by a member of the Group of 21, the delegation of Mexico, was also on the negotiating
table. There were also other possibilities which the Group of 21 was prepared to
copsider.

The 16ng period which has transpired since the talks began ofi this-issue, and
the deadlogk which this effort indicates, is precisely what brings the Group of 21
to request this forum to take a decision on this matter of high priority.
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The Conference on Disarmament 1s already in its third and final month of the
first part of 1ts 1984 session, and despite this 1t remains unable to set up an
ad hoc commttee on one of the fundamental agenda items. The treatment of the item
by the Conference has been confined to two plenary meetings, at which we heard once
again reiterations of interest and goodwill, attitudes and statements which are not
always consistent with the attitudes reflected in the informal consultations.

There is an enormous gap between what the vast majority of the international
commnity has been calling for for more than 30 years and the response which the
single multilateral disarmament negotiating body has given to this fully justified
concern. The Umited Nations General Assembly has adopted over the years more than
40 resolutions on the subject. The last, partial, agreement on the subject was
concluded more than 20 years ago.

The members of the Group of 21 have always been at the forefront of international
efforts in this field, and were the driving force behind the consideration of this
issue by the Committee on Disarmament.

The time which has lapsed since then and the self-evident inability so far to
begin substantive negotiation on 1tem 1 of our agenda is a source of profound concern
to the Group of 21. We firmly believe that the Conference neither can nor should
continue postponing a decision. On the contrary, it should vigorously embark on work
which has been put off too long.

For this purpose, the Group of 21 has submitted document CD/492 containing a
draft mandate which, in our opimion, 1s switable for the urgent and appropriate
treatment the issue requires. I must repeat that this draft mandate i1s, with a few
formal changes, the same as the draft mandate rresented by the delegation of Mexico
on 24 February, in other words, that it was submitted for the consideration of all
delegations more than a month ago.

The Group of 21 hopes that this draft mandate, which provides the ad hoc committee
on the item with the responsibility of initiating immediately the mmultilateral
negotiation of a treaty for the prohibition of all nmuclear-weapon tests, and of
endeavourlng to ensure that a draft of such a treaty may be transmitted to the
General Absembly at its thirty-ninth session, deserves the approval of this Conference,
as we formally requested last week. In this manner we shall be beginning to respond .
to a profound concern on the part of the international community which has repeatedly
been expressed and never satisfied,

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Argentina. I give the floor to the
representative of Hungary.

Mr. GAJDA (Hungary): Thank you, Mr. President. The head of my delegation will
soon pay his tribute to you at one of our forthcoming meetings. In the meantime
permit me now to say how much the Hungarian delegation is delighted to see you preside
"over the Conference on Disarmament and also to assure you, already at this moment ,
of our full co-operation in all your efforts aimed at achieving measurable progress
in our common endeavours.
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The delegations of the socialist countries on whose behalf my delegation has the
honour now to speak, wish to express their confidence that you, Mr. President, will
do your best in order to bring about the establishment of an ad hoc committee on a
miclear test ban, with a mandate that can facilitate real negotiations on the relevant
draft treaty. I am convinced that there can hardly be a single delegation in this
chamber that can have any doubts in its mnd about the aims and aspirations of the
socialist countries in the context we are talking about.

Our record is clear, and thoroughly known. It need not be elaborated any further
at this juncture. It may suffice only to point out that the Working Paper (CD/484)
tabled this morning by the distinguished ambassador of the German Demqcratic Republic
on behalf of the socialist countries, including therefore the Hungarian People’s
Republic, concerning measures necessary to prevent nuclear war, contains a clear
reference to the urgent need of achieving complete and general prohibition of muclear
weapon tests as a fundamental step towards the cessation of the qualitative improvement
and refinement of nuclear weapons. The Working Paper (CD/492) of the Group of 21
concerning a draft mendate for an ad hoc subsidiary body on a miclear test ban, clearly
reflects the same aspirations, the same urgent need, which makes it possible for the
socialist countries to agree fully with that view and proposal. The draft mandate
of:the Group.of 21 is, in a sense, identical with the one presented by our delegation
in the middle of February in document CD/434. The socialist countries therefore v
welcome this new position statement by the Group of 21 and give their full support
to it. Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Hungary. I give the floor to the
representative of the USSR.

Mr, PROKQFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated ‘from Russian):
the Soviet Unron has in the past attached, and contimues to attach, paramount
importance to the issue of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

" The position of the Soviet Union on a nuclear test ban has been set forth
repeatedly and quite clearly at very different levels. The Conference on Disarmament
has before it for consideration the Soviet draft '"Basic provisions of a treaty on the
.complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests', which, we believe, provides
a practical basis for multilateral negotiations on this guestion, as it takes into
account the comments of a wide range of States. The Soviet Union has consistently -
advocated the earliest conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition
of nmuclear-weapon tests. '

'On the basis of this position of pranciple, we, together with other socialist
countries, fully support the mandate for the ad hoc committee on item 1 of the agenda
of the Conference on Disarmament proposed by the Group of 21 and contained in
document CD/492.

. We ansider that this mandate makes it possible for the ad hoc committee to wotk
out a draft agreement on the issue on a mutually acceptable basis, if, needless to say,
there is goodwill and interest in the conclusion of such an agreement. This mandate
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makes it possible to conduct negotiations on all the basic 2lements of the issue of
a muclear test ban, including the problems of control and verification of compliance
with a future convention. We are resolutely in favour of making a nuclear test ban
a practical reality. In order to be successful, all that is required is that the
United States and 1ts closest allies should at last heed the request of the
overwhelming majority of States and show the political will and readiness for a
positive solution of this major and pressing contemporary problem.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the USSR. I now give the floor to
the representative of the United Kingdom.

Mr, MIDDLETON (United Kingdom): Thank you, lir. President. On behalf of my
delegation, I would first join those who have welcomed you to the Presidency of the
Conference for the month of April.

Mr. President, the position of my delegation with respect to the substance of
the question before us was set out by Mr. Luce, the Minister of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs on 14 February, and in view of the short time available to
us I will not repeat what he then said. I would only say with respect to the-draft
mandate that is set before us today for decision that 1t is only one of a rumber
that have been the subject of informal consultations under your distinguished
predecessor, Ambassador Datcu.

My delegation fully supports the proposal that these consultations should contimu
in order that we reach a genuine compromise proposal, a gemuine consensus. Because
of that we consider it premature to take a decision on one particular draft today.
We are therefore unable to agree to adopt this draft decision as set before us.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the United Kingdom. Is there any
other delegation wishing to take the floor? I give the floor to the representative of
Australia,

Mr. BUTLER (Australia): Thank you, Mr. President. 4s this is the first occasior
on which I, as Head of the Australian delegation, have taken the floor at a plenary
meeting following your taking the Chair at our Conference, may I congratulate you on
doing so. We are delighted to see a representative of Sri lLanka in the Chair, a
country which 1s close to Australia and with which we have a long and deep associatior
You khow well, too, Mr. Chairman, that it is a little over 17 years ago that you and
I met for the first time, and to see you in this Chair gives me particular personal
pleasure. We are certain that you will guide the work of this Conference with the
skill, wisdom and, I think, ethical perspective that you mentioned this morning, and
which 1s typical of Sri Lankans as I know them.

My delegation 1s concerned at the device that has been used here today. It is
true that a draft mandate in almost identical terms to the one embodied in
document CD/492 has been before the Conference for some little while., It is also truc
that other suggested approaches to this question have been before the Conference
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‘ormelly and informally, for some little while. It is my delegation's clear impression
shat with further consultation the substantive problems that are at issue could have
>een and, I believe, will be solved. Theic are substantive problems at issue, and I
vould like to refer to one of them, namely, the question that normally comes under

the heading "Scope'. This draft mandate restricts the consideration of the ad hoc
subgidiary body to ruclear-weapon tests. It is the earnest hope of my Government

that the treaty that we so earnestly desire and to which we are utterly committed

#ill be wider in scope than such a treaty, and will embrace all nuclear tests without
exception.

My delegation would therefore like to see a mandate adopted which reflected that
objective, an objective to which I believe most delegations that have addressed this
subject in this Conference aad in its predecessor Committee have repeatedly committed
themselves. TYet, when that commitment is translated into a possible mandate, it is
restricted in 1ts scope. My delegation would like to see these consultations continue.
As I mentioned in our informal session, there are other ideas, some of which have
originated with the Australian Government.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Australia for the kind remarks
addressed to my country and to me personally.

Unless there are any other representatives who wish to take “the floor, I would
like to conclude our discussion on this subject.

In view ol the statements just made, it is obvious that there is no consensus at
present on the draft mandate contained in document CD/492.

Does any merber wish ito take the floor at this stage? I give the floor to the
representative of A-gentina,

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (trewalated from Spenish): I wish to make a short
statement on behalf of the uroup of 21, which I hope will be the last for today. It
is the following.

In the light of what has just transpired, once again the Group of 21, and indeed
the Conference on Disarmament itself and the international commnity in general, have
been rrustrated or rema.n frustrated in their efforts to establish -a suitable
- instrument i1n order to bogin meaningful negotiations on a muiclear-weapon test ban
treaty. Despirte all the efforts and flexibility shown by the Group of 21 in order
to reach agreement upon a suitable mandate for the ad hoc committee to be set up on
the agenda item, the refusal or the difficulties of some delegations have demonstrated
the 1mpossibility of reaching consensus, at least for the time being, on this priority
issue.

The Group of 21, nevertheless, in its constant spirit of co—operation, is prepared
to consider any proposal presented by any delegation on this gquestion, and particularly
by those delegatiors which so far, as I stated earlier, have not made it possible for
the Conference on Disarmament to begln serlous negotiations on this treaty, which is
the first item on our agenda. -

The PRESIDENT: I +thank the representative of Argentina. As there is no other
business for today, T intend tc adjcurn the plenary meeting. The next plenary meeting
of the Conference on Disarmament will be held on Thursday, 5 April at 10.30 a.m. The
plenary meeiing stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m
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The PRESIDENT: The Conference on Disarmament 1s called to order.

The Conference continues today 1ts consideration of 1tem 7 on 1ts agenda,
entitled "New types of weapons ol mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons; radiological weapons'. However, in accordance with rule 30 of the
rules of procedure, any member wishing to do so may raise any subject relevant
to the work of the Conference.

Immediately after this plenary meeting, I intend to comvene a brief
informal meeting to continue our consideration of organizational matters.

I have on my list of speakers for today the representatives of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, the Federal Repuhlic of
Germany, Romania and France.

I now give the floor to the representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, Ambassador Issraelyan.

- Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): Mr. President, first of all allow me to congratulate you on your
accession to the responsible position of President of the Conference on
Disarmement for the month of April. The Soviet Union deeply respects the
policy of non-alignment followed by your country. The participation of Sri Lanka
in the work of the Conference on Disarmament 1s a confirmation of 1ts sincere
interest in the achievement of progress in the field of disarmament. We hope
that the relations of mutual understanding and co—operation between the
delegations of the Soviet Union and of Sri Lanka will continue to develop.

The Conference faces complex problems in the month of April, and we are
confident that under your wise leadership everything will be done to resolve
them successfully.

We would also like to express our appreciation to the distinguished
President of the Conference in March, Ambassador watcu, who guided the work of
the Conference with his characteristic ability and made 1t possible to resolve
some major organizational issues.

Today the Soviet delegation would like to refer to the question of the
prevention of nuclear war. Without exaggeration one may say that this question
18 not only the most important i1tem on the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament,
but also the focus of attention of the entire international community and world
public opinicn as a whole. And this is not incidental.

If one looks the facts in the face, without attempting to deceive or
reassure either oneself or others, it 1s necessary to recognize that the threat
of nuclear war 1s a real danger. Moreover, this danger i1s increasing. It has
arisen not from any misunderstanding, 11l-oonsidered step or loeal crisis, but
from the long-term military policy of one of the biggest States of the world —— the
United States of America, from the very dynamics of the arms race imposed on the
world by the United States military-industrial eomplex. Do the supporters of the
arms race realize in fact that nuclear war means death for everyone when, with an
astonishing obstinacy, they impose these programmes for the build—up of nuclear
forces, and the development and deployment of new types and systems of weapons,
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which so upset the existing strategic balance that the outtreak of nuclear war
becomes not only "thinkable'", but quite possible if no ernd is put to this
United States course.

The deployment of the new United States first—strike nuclear missiles in
Wostern European countries cannot but cause particular concern. This action has
created an additional threat to peace and security, making i1t impossible to pursue
the Geneva talks on nuclear arms limitation in Europe. This action, on the part
of the United States and NATO, has considerably increased the danger of nuclear war.

We note that the majority of the member States of the Conference on Disarmament
share this point of view. I would like tc recall an important statement made on
1 March by the representative of India on this issue, which points out: "... in
1984 we cammot afford to view the question of prevention of nuclear war from the
standpoint of the previous years because the developments in 1983 indicate that
the sitvation is well on the way to reaching the point of no return. Among other
developments, the latest round of nuclear missile deployments in Europe has reduced
the warning time between launch and destruction to a mere five minutes". The
distinguished renresentative of India stressed: "To live with nuclear weapons is
in 1tself an enormously precarious global predicament: but to live with launch-
on--waraning verily amounts to cliff-hanging". Those who created a new threat to
peace by accepting the deployment of first-strike weapons in Europe would do well
to think over those words.

Along with such just remarks, 1t has also been alleged at the Conference that
th2 USSR becrs the responsibility for the suspension of the Geneva bilateral talks
arnd for the fact that the efforts simed at nuclear arms limitation and reduction
nade on a bilateral basis for almost one and a half decades have been stalemated.
To our regret, the references to the equal responsibility of "two Superpowers",
to the need to conduct an "equidistant" policy, have not ceased, in spite of the
Tfact that the USSR consistently comes out in favour of adopting effective and
radical measures for the prevention of nuclear war, while the United States is
against them. Is 1t right tc put the question in such a way? 1In order to
answer this question correctly the following should be borne in mind.

History teaches that there are negotiations and negotiations. True
negotiations are pursued by the participating sides in good faith (as is required,
incidentally, “y a whole rarge of international legal instruments, such as the
Treaty cn the non proliferation of nuclear weapons, an Article VI), all efforts
are made to achieve mutually acccptable agreements and treaties leading to the
goal officially established prior to the negotiations.

However, negotiations are sometimes transformed into their opposite — into
"anti-negoliations"., This happens when one or several participants in the
negotiations begins to -~>nduct them insincerely, not with a view to achieving
a matually acceptatle agreement but in order to stall for time in order to attain
some other.goal; to mislead world public opinion, to transform the negotiations
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inte-a& eover for their true intentions, and so on. These 'anti-negotiations™ are
not at all conducted in good faith. Their participants, who seek to achieve
such improper goals, usually lose the capability to understand the legitimate
interests of the other side, deliberately put forward unacceptable proposals and
continue to insist on them, whatever arguments are produced, and in generai'
merely 'go through the motions" in some way or another. .

. It is exactly such anti-negotiations that we are faced with here in Geneve
It ia clear therefore that the entire responsibility for the lack of negotiations
now rests with those who have undertaken them not as negotiétlons but as anti-
negotiations. '

One could give examples of the use of anti-negotiation tactics by some States
during the deliberations at the Conference on Disarmament. In this comnection,
one could refer to the attempts %o replaoelthe negotiations aiming at wofking out
agreements with various unofficial dlécuséiﬁhs and debates, to impose limited
pandates on the subsidiary bodies of the Conference which do mnot make 1t possible
to start negotiations, or to the open obstruction of the work of subsidiary bodies
where those countries have already agreed to conduct negotiations (we exposed in
detail an example of such obstruction in our previous statement). However, the
practical implementation of these anti-negotiation tactics 1s becoming increasingly
difficult.

The record of pmany years of work in the Conference on Disarmament providgs
grophic evidence of the Soviet Union's dedication to constructive and business—like
negotiations. We shall consistently reject any attempts, including at the
Conference on Disarmament, to turn international disarmament forums into a tool
of propaganda %to camouflage the arms race and cold-war policles, One cannot
adopt long-term expanded programmes of nuclear-weapon tests in order to develop. A
new types of weapons, including space weapons, and reject at the highest political
level the idea of negotiations on the prohibition of, let us say, anti-satellite
weapons, and at the same time declaré at the Conference on Disarmament a readiness
to continue consultations on the establishment of 1ts subsidiary bodies on a,
nuclear-test ban or on the prevention of the arms racé 1n space. As the
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committeec, K.U. Chernenko, stated: 'We have
not participated and will not participate in this game",

The greater the threat of nuclear war looping over human civilization, the
more active become the forces of self-preservation of mankind. Resistance is
growing to the actions of those who sacrifice the security of pegples to their
imperial ambitions. People want peace and order, not nilita¥y hysteria, More
and more people are coming to the conclusion fhat intensive militarization and
the aggravation of the international situation have never brought and will not
tring any divadends in world politics. The results of the thirty-eighth session

B
'

of the United Nations General Assembly are the best confirmation of this.
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The aspiration of peoples for peace and disarmament raises the hdpe that the
course of events will eventually be turned towards the strengthening of peace, the
limitation of -the arms race, and the devélopment of international co-operation and
dialogue between States. Detente has struck dec; roots. There is no reasonable
alternative to it. o one can deny this.

Having in mind this noble goal, and desiring to make a concrete contribution
to the efforts of many States towards the prevention of nuclear war, the soc¢ialist
countries members of the Conference on Disarmament have submitted a new
Working Paper (CD/484), which was introduced by the distinguished representative
of the German Democratic Republic.

‘First of all I would like to point out that, in the solution of the task of
preventing nuclear war, the policy of States possessing nuclear weapons is of
significance. The vital interests of all mankind require that relations between
those States should be regulated by certain norms, which they could agree among
themselves to recognize and which should be given a binding international legal
nature.

Our idea of these norms is as follows:

To regard the prevention of nuclear war as the main objective of one's
foreign policy. To prevent situations fraught with nuclear conflict. In the
event such a danger emerges, urgent consultations should be held to prevent a
nuclear conflagration from breaking out.

To renounce propaganda for nuclear war in any of its variations, either
global or limited,

To undertake ndt to be the first to use nuclear weapons.

Not to use nuclear weapons under any circumstances against non-nuclear-weapon
countries, in whose territory there are no such weapons. To respect the status
of nuclear-free zones already created and to encourage the creation of new
nuclear-free zones in various areas of the world.

To prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form: not to hand
over these weapons or tontrol over them to anyone; not to deploy them on the
territory:of the countries, where there are fno such weapons; not to spread the
nuclear-arms’ race to new spheres, including outer space.

To press, step by step, on the basisiof the principle of equal security,
for the reduction of nuclear arms, up to their complete elimination in all
their varieties.
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.The adoption of such norms would help to create a moral and political
atmosphere in which any attempt to unleash nuclear war would be doomed to failure.
In addition, it is the shared opinion of the socialist countries, as a development
from the’provisions of the Declaration on the Condemnation of Nuclear War adopted,
at the thirty-eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly, that it would
be necessary that all States should be recommended to consider the question of
including provisions condemning nuclear war in the appropriate unilateral and joint
statements or declarations of a political nature. ’

It would be also useful for all States, and particularly nuclear-weapon
States, to refrain from the elaboration, advancement, dissemination and propagation
of political and military doctrines and concepts designed to support the
nrightness" of the first use of nuclear weapons and, more generally, the
"permissibility"” of unleashing nuclear wdr. . We are -deeply convinced that no aim
whatsoever can justify the first use of "nuclear weapons.

As the discussions at the Conference show, the question of renunciation by all
nuclear-weapon States of the first use of such weapons becomes all the more topical.
Obligations to that effect could be assumed unilaterally by each nuclear-weapon
State which has not yet done so. This method, which does not involve holding
special talks or reaching agreement, would help to strengthen confidence and reduce
the level of nuclear danger. At the same time, the undertakings by nuclear-weapon,
Powers to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons could also be incorporated in
a unified instrument of international law, which, in practice, would be equivalent
to the complete legal prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

In this connection we would like to refer to the important and interesting
proposals on this issue contained in the statement of Ambassador Garcia Robles of
Mexico on 6 March. We support the idea expressed in his statement "to undertake
immediately" the elaboration of a multilateral agreement on the non-first use of
nuclear weapons, and that "the subsidiary body which will have on its agenda the
question on the prevention of nuclear war would ... offer an excellent forum for
the urgent undertaking of the negotiations needed to conclude a treaty, convention
or protocol on the question”.

In addition, we again declare our support for the proposal for the conclusion
of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers.

Such measures as the renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons and
ultimately the complete prohibition of their use would be an active means of
preventing nuclear war and would enshrine in concrete form, in a manner applicable .,
to present-day conditions, the norms of international law and principles set forth
in the Charter of the United Nations. Proposals by socialist countries for the
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general exclusion of the use of force, both nuclear and non-nuclear, from
international relations, pursue the same purpose. . At the global level, that
could be done by concluding a world treaty on the non-use of force in
international relations. Andother important step in the same direction is the
proposal put forward by a number of socialist countries in January 1983 to
conclude a treaty on the mutual non-use of military force and the maintenance of
peaceful relations between Warsaw Treaty and NATO member States, whose core would
be the commitment of the States members of the two alliances not to be the first
to use nuclear or conventional arms against one another.

At the same time the Soviet delegation reaffirms its readiness also to
consider other appropriate measures such as the prevention of an accidental -or
unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, the avoidance of the poasibility of surprise
attacks, etc., as was proposed inter alia in document CD/406. At the same tinme.
it is necessary to streas that various confidence-building measures can contribute
towards the removal of the nuclear threat only in conjunction with far-reaching
political undertakings in that field. They should be on a genuinely large scale
‘and aimed first and foremost at the prevention of nuclear war.

. Of no less importance would be measures of a material nature designed to.
‘ehsure that various kinds of doctrines and concepts justifying-the unleashing of
nuclear war should not be supplied with a material basis in the form of: new
armaments systems.

One of the most effective and relatively easily applicable measures towards
that end could be the freezing, under appropriate verification, of nuclear
weapons in quantitative and qualitative terms. This step should be taken by all
nuclear-weapon Powers or, in the first instance, only by the USSR and the..
United States of America on the understanding that the other nuclear-weapon
States would follow their example.

To agree-to a freeze would mean:

1

- to cease the build up of all components of nuclear arsenals, including
all kinds of nuclear-weapon delivery systems and all kinds of nuclear weapons;

- not to deploy nuclear weapons of new kinds and types;

- to establish a moratorium on all tests of nuclear weapons and'on tests
of new kinds and types of their delivery systems;

- to stop the production of fissionable materials for the purpose of
creating nuclear sfeapons.

A nuclear-weapon freeze would significantly improve the general political
atmosphere and facilitate agreement on the reduction of nuclear arsenals.
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The cessation of the qualitative refinement of nuclear weapons and the
development of new models and types of such weapons would be assisted by the
" earliest completion of the preparation of a treaty on the complete and general
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests and, until the conclusion of such a treaty,
by the proclamation by all nuclear-weapon States of a moratorium on all nuclear
explosions.

Not claiming a monopoly in putting forward peace initiatives, we are prepared
also to consider other measures designed to prevent nuclear war. The time has come
to proceed from general words about the threat of nuclear catastrophe to concrete
deeds, namely, to constructive negotiations.on the above proposals with a view to
achieving appropriate internmational agreements.

The Soviet Union reiterates its determination to start the elaboration of
urgent and practical measures on the prevention of nuclear war and to set up for
this purpose an appropriate subsidiary body of the Conference on Disarmament.

As the General Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, Comrade X.U. Chernenko,
stressed in his reply to the message of the leaders of the Socialist Intermational
on 4 April, "the Soviet Union will in future too steadfastly follow a course
aimed at curbing the arms race, at a return to detente, and at the strengthening
of European and intermational security".

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of Venezuela,
Ambassador Lopez Oliver.

Mr, IOPEZ OLIVER (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): Mr. President,
we would like first of all to convey to you the congratulations and greetings of
the delegation of Venezuela on your nomination as President of the Conference on
Disarmament. We would also like to express our thanks both to you and to your
predecessors for the effort put into the difficult task which has devolved on you.
I should like to reiterate our co—operation and support in the execution of your
very sensitive duties.

On this occasion my delegation wishes to take advantage of the great flexibility
offered by rule 30 of the rules of procedure of this body to set out briefly some
considerations on aspects. of our work which we consider important and on some items
of the agenda of the Conference.

Firstly, the United Nations General Assembly and many distinguished delegates
in this forum have expressed concern at the circumstances surrounding the present
discussiens of the Conference on Disarmament. To their well—-grounded concern we
wish to add ours, which is that of a constitutional country with an established
record of dedication to peace.
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The general deterioration in the intermational situation cannot but cause
apprehension. The economies of many countries are experiencing z serious crisis.
Hotbeds of political and military conflict persist, worsen and multiply in nearly
all continents. Military expenditure in the world has reached the incredible
figure of 800 billion dollars. Between East and West a state of milatary and
political tension seldom before seen has been reached. The breaking—off or
suspension of the negotiations on Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) and
on strategic arms (START) is accompanied by an arms race which it is apparently
impossible to stop, and the gap between the industrialized countries and the
developing nations is today, more than ever, the culture broth and indeed the
trigger of new conflicts of a social, political and, conceivably, military
nature, which in 1ts turn could foment the ideological confrontation which seems
to be the sign of our times.

This sombre picture generates a collective insecurity which serves as a pretext
for the arms’ race to become the mainspring of security and defence, which have
acquired a higher priority than the comprehensive development of the peoples of
the world.

In the circumstances, and in the face of the prospects they conjure up in our
minds, we believe it is right to pause and ask ourselves whether the enormous
economic effort mainly devoted by the great Powers to increasing their military
power should not rather be aimed at improving their own economic and social
structures and those of the developing countries. Would the result of that,
for any political and social system, not be greater intrinsic protection, of a
more s80lid and lasting nature, than can stem from the continuous and costly
effort to achieve a position of military supremacy?

In any case,; the present ominous situation has particular repercussions on
the Conference on Disarmament, enhancing its importance as the only forum, not
only in multilateral terms but quite simply as the only negotiating body on
disarmament, and similarly enhancing its responsibility, in so far as it lays
on it obligations which are in proportion to the seriousness of the present
circumstances of world tension.

We believe, as André Fontaine so rightly said, that world tension is the cause
of the arms race and the arms race is its effect. As a result, if this Conference
really wishes to achieve disarmament, it is by promoting, if not the disappearance,
at least more modestly and realistically a reduction, of the root cause, that it
will achieve that end. And this reduction will be encouraged in so far as
concrete results, however modest, are obtained in the Conference on Disarmament,
corresponding to its negotiating function and thus making it possible to say, in
Bertrand Russell's words, that conciliation and the gradual reduction of mutual
hatred and fear must replace the present mistrust and tension among nations which
prevent disarmament efforts from bearing their fruit.

' -9

For this reason we cannot but concur with the statement made by the
distinguished Ambassador Imai of Japan, who stated with oriental wisdom in this
forum on 9 February, "We think we have no other approach but to adopt step-by-step
efforts to bring about improvements in the circumstances around us. In other words,
we need to take measures which are feasible and effective under the present
international circumstances. By this process we should be able to bring down,
if only little by little, the level of armament without introducing destabilizing
elements into the over—all picture of the balance of power. Such, it seems to us,
is the most realistic approach and indeed our only altermative."
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In order to put this proposal into practice, we believe, as the Group of 21
noted in document D/64, dated 27 February 1980, that "working groups (or however
they are now called) are the best available machinery for the conduct of concrete
negotiations within the (then) Cormittee on Disarmament'", and that it is necessary
to intensify the efforts of the Conference in that respect in areas which, after
sensible and realistic consideration, will enable these concrete negotiations to be
conducted and equally concrete results to be obtained. VWherever it is least difficult
to obtain the expression of political will in favour of détente, we will achieve
results which will in turn nourish this political will, and enable it to be displayed
in more complex and difficult areas.

Approaching our work from this standpoint therefore, we think that the best
sphere for attaining such concrete results in a fairly immediate future is to conclude
a treaty on prohibition of manufacture, storage and use of chemical weapons and the .
destruction of existing stockpiles.

Some important work has been done here, as can be seen from the report submitted
by Ambassador McPhail. Very important expressions of political will have been’
forthcoming from the Great Powers, either in the form of the announced submission,
we hope in the near future, of draft texts of a convention, or by taking a favourable
position regarding basic issues such as the systematic international verification of
the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons.

These circumstances, in addition to the uninterrupted work of the Ad Hoc
Cammittee which is negotiating this topic, lead us to think that the Conference is
faced with an opportunity which it should not allow to pass and consequently should
as soon as possible go on to the phase of drawing up a draft convention, bearing
in mind all the initiatives sutmitted in that respect.

Another area where we consider that positive results could be obtained is the
prevention of an arms race in outer space. Bearing in mind that although the
danger which that arms race represents has already technically materialized, it has
not reached the level at which it cannot be stopped, and considering the serious
strategic destabilizing effects of the development of anti-satellite systems (ASAT)
or intercontinental anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems, there can be no doubt
that this subject must be tackled without delay, in accordance with the spirit and
the letter of General Assembly resolution 38/70, adopted on 17 Jamuary 1984. The
current instruments governing the use of outer space are certainly inadequate and
full of gaps, but in optimistic terms, these gaps should permit the Conference,
in filling them, to complete and perfect those instruments. As a member of the
Group of 21, Venezuela has expressed its support for the proposals which that Group
submitted last year in the respective contact group in document CD/329; in
addition, in so far as it is bound by the Treaty on Principles Governing the
Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon
and Other Celestial Bodies, of 1967 it has a particular interest that the threat of
war should not be taken into that sphere.

Also of particular importance is the topic of the nuclear test ban. We admit
that in this respect we cannot be as optimistic as in others since, as is well knowm,
since 1945 at least 1,469 nuclear explosions have taken place, and what 1s more
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jerious, nearly 1,000 of them after the signing in 1963 of the Partial Test Ban Treaty.
Ye consider, however, that the holding in 1985 of the Third Review Cornference of

the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the
Linking of that Treaty to the Test Ban Treaty should give a renewed impetus to
legotiation in that regard, on pain of discrediting the validity and efficiency of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty to which Venezuela is a signatory, and is therefore
sommitted to seeking to preserve and improve it. We therefore support the draft
landate for the ad hoc subsidiary body on a nuclear test ban sutmitted by the

roup of 21 in document GD/492, dated 28 March, and hope that substantive progress
1ill be made in that area, particularly bearing in mind the very important technical
\Wdvances made in planning measures to identify and detect seismic events.

We also propose that a convention banning radiological weapons should be drafted
\8 soon as possible. In this regard we would reiterate that although the definition
f such weapons is unclear, and the linking of the issue of those weapons to that of
she prohibition of attacks on nuclear reactors does not facilitate treatment of the
juestion, the lack of definition would precisely make it possible for modest but
roncrete progress to be made; and that if in the course of negotiations the temporary
ostponement, which we do not wish, of the consideration of the link between the topics
fere justified in order to allow progress in the negotiations, we would be prepared
0 consent to that sacrifice.

We naturally allocate the highest importance to the items on the prevention
)f nuclear war, .including all related matters, nuclear disarmament, the comprehensive
rogremme of disarmament and the so-called negative security assurances. Please
relieve me, however, when I Bay regretfully that in the present circumstances my
lelegation regards the present situation with the utmost pessimism. On other
ccasions we have devoted our efforts to expressing our opinion on the theory of
leterrance and we have stressed what the honourable representatives to this Conference
lave said and reiterated on the terrible danger of the annihilation of mankind. Today
re think it is better to address ourselves to the conscience of the Great Powers,
nd with the utmost serenity and firmness appeal for reflection on so grave a matter.
lhen the President of Venezuela, Dr. Jaime Lusinchi, recently took office
m 2 February as head of my country's Government, he said, and I quote his words
‘eferring to the nuclear threat: '"The time for adjustments- cannot be postponed, and
r. this process of correcting our course, of providing the possib:lity of a better
uture for all nations, the responsibility is clear and rests in only a few hands.
'his is a dramatic fact."

But however dramatic the facts may be, they should not tie our hands. I would
onclude my statement with a quotation from a blind visionary, that venerable old
ian, Jorge Luis Borges, who, quoting fragments from a gospel which he says is
ppocryphal, although it is his own, warns us that "Nothing is built upon rock and
werything upon sand, but our duty is to build as if the sand were rock".

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Venezuela for his statement
nd for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany,
mbassador Wegener.
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Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. President, let me first congratulate
you on the assumption of your elevated office, and allow me to contribute an anecdotic
reference in order to illustrate the pleasure of my delegation to see you in that
position. Your predecessor went to Bonn as Ambassador of Sri Lanka to my Government,
and my own predecessor went to Colombo to represent the Faderal Republic of Germany
there. Both did so not only of their own free will, but because they had singled out
theilr new positions as'a matter of personal predilection and had actively sought their
nomination. Both of them, as I reliably know, [eel very much at ease in their new
habitat. What better proof of the excelient quality of the relations between
Sril Lanka and the Federal Republic of Germany?

Once again I would like to turn to the subject of chemical weapons. Our session
has been rich in new constructive proposals and working papers, submitted with a view
to accelerating our negotiating work, and we all know that another important
comprehensive proposal is pending. My delegation wishes to add to this useful and
increasingly concrete collection of specific working papers. I have the honour to
introduce a Vorking Paper (CD/496) that contains considerations on the form in which
a ban on the use of chemical weapons should be included in the convention. The
Working Paper also contains a new approach to the right of withdrawal from the future
convention,

Our work so far on th: question of non-use, as an important part of the scope
of the future treaty, has been fruitful, especially in the past year. My delegation
has followed the negotiations in that field with a great interest and has
particularly welcomed the fact that there is now a consensus on the necessity to
complete the scope of the treaty by a non-use provision. There is hope that the
remaining difficulties relating to the precise formulation of that iInterdiction can be
sorted out quickly. My delegation wishes to further that process by placing the
non-use concept in context, facilitating the choice of delegations among the various
alternative formulations that have been introduced and discussed since last year.

The German Government ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on the non-use of
chamical weapons as early as 1929. It was among those Governments that attached no
condition to their act of ratification. As is well known, the Federal Republic of
Germany in 1954 completed these self-imposed restraints by a unilateral undertaking
never to produce chemical as well as bacteriological and nuclear weapons. The
Federal Republic of Germany is one of the most densely-populated countries on earth,
situated in an equally densely-populated, critical region. The application of this
barbarian weapon in such an environment would have disastrous, inconceivable effects,
in particular among the unprotected civilian population. The primary interest of
my Government in seeing the existing non-~use regime concerning chemical weapons
strengthened and effectively enforced is, under these circumstances sclf-evident.

I stress this at an unfortunate juncture. Recent events in another region of
the world have proved that the use of chemical weapons still finds its victims on
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the battle fieldas and among innocent civilian populations. Now that the terrifying
facts surrounding that recent new application of chemical weapons become clearer,
this Conference should be even more strongly motivated in attempting to solve the
remaining technical difficulties on the question of how to include a non-use provision
in a future chemical weapons convention.

As readers of the Working Paper will recognize, the Paper contains a reasoned
preference for the first formulation from among the several texts proposed by the
&d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons of the Commitice on Disarmament last year
{document CD/416, Annex I A/2 b).

The second part of the Working Paper contains proposals relating to a rarely
discusscd yet important chapter of the future convention, the possibility of suspension
or withdrawal in the event of violation of treaty stipulations by other States parties.
The underlying consideration of thia part of the Paper is that withdrawal from a
convention of this nature is a particularly grave and undesirable event and that
States parties should be allowed to disassociate themselves from their contractual
commitments only in very exceptional circumstances. The new clement in the
suggestions offered is a graduated withdrawal prgcess, under which States parties
would be allowed, with regard both to the degree of withdrawal and to the point in
time when it could be effected, to respond only in proportion to a breach of the
treaty by another State party.

I would wish that declegations in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons would
closely study this Working Paper and find it useful for their work in the forthcoming
weeks and months.

Before concluding, Mr. President, let me make a brief specific comment on those
statements and working papers which have recently dealt with the question and
modalities of national means of verification as one important element in the
comprehensive verification scheme which the future convention will have to provide.

I would like to make reference both to the statement of Ambassador Turbanski of

Poland of 15 March, and to the equally interesting statement by Minister Mihajlovié
from Yugoslavia, presented to us on 3 April, vhen he introduczd a Working Paper by

his delegation on the subject (CD/483). In a comprchensive verification framework,
where the necessary place is assigned to effective international controls of requisite
detail and intensity, national means of verification also have a legitimate role to
play, and we should be grateful to the two aforenamed spcakers for having brought out
this essential fact, and for having provided guidelines for national verification
measures, showing what they can accomplish within their particular domain.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Federal Republic of Germany
for his statement and for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of Romania, Ambassador Datcu.
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Mr. DATCU (Romania) (translated from French,: Mr. President, one of the
few privileges of which I deliberately made use at the end of March was to be the
first to convey my congratulations to you on your accession to the Presidency
of this Conference.

I should nevertneless like to take this opportunity to assure you of the
wholehearted support of the Romanian delegation in the discharge of your important
responsibilities. Your country, the Republic of Sri Lanka -- with which Romania
enjoys excellent relations -- provides ample illustration of the importance of the
active participation of the non-aligned countries, of the small and medium sized
countries, to the solution of major international issues, of which disarmament is
the most pressing.

The Romanian delegation wishes today to make a few preliminary remarks on
our negotiations on the question of chemical weapons. But before broaching that
subject, I should like to draw the attention of the Conference to document CD/493,
circulated at the request of the Romanian delegation, which contains the text of
the Appeal of our Parliament, the Grand National Assembly of the Socialist Republic
of Romania, to the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the
Congress of the United States of America, the parliaments of European countries on
whose territories intermediate-range missiles are installed, and the parliaments
of other European countries and Canada.

The Grand National Assembly proposes the holding of a meeting of
representatives of the parliaments of the European countries, as well as of the
United States and Canada, to examine the extremely serious situation created on
the continent and to formulate and propose ways and means and solutions for the
adoption of measures opening the way to the freeing of the continent of all
nuclear weapons.

The circulation of the text of the Appeal at this time, when the
Inter-Parliamentary Conference is holding its seventy-first session, with the
problems of security and disarmament included in its agenda, clearly demonstrates
the importance which my country attaches to the negotiations, carried out in a
spirit of trust and lofty responsibility, which could lead to agreements designed
to avert the danger of a devastating nuclear war. The Appeal of my country’s
Grand National Assembly aims at concerting the efforts of the members of
parliament of the countries concerned in order to work together to reduce
international tension and halt the nuclear-arms race, thus opening the way for
agreements for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons in Eu:rope.

Of all the items included in the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament,
the question of ¢hemical weapons is this year in a special situation. We believe
that the time has come to conclude a comprehensive agreement outlawing chemical
weapons.

First of all, for a reason of principle. In the international situation of
unprecedented gravity in which the world finds itself today, the adoption of
genuine practical disarmament measures 1s more than ever necessary both for the
very credibility of this Conference and to help to overcome the present deadlock
in disarmament negotiations. In no other field is the military risk smaller
and the political yield greater than in the elimination of the machinery of
chemical warfare. That is why the Romanian delegation believes that, without
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in any way affecting the absolute priority which must be attached to the nuclear
issues included in 1ts agenda, the Conference should make a special effort in
order to make it possiole to present a positive balance-sheet to the

General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session. This balance-sheet expected of
us should respond to the spirit of resclutions 38/187 A and B adopted last year
on the question of chemical weapons.

In this connection, we would like to express our support for the dynamic
and able activities of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Wegpons,
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden. It may be said that it is largely due to his
effarts that the Ad Hoc Committee has a suitable negotiating structure. As.fer
the substance of the negotiations, we have the major initiatives and contributions
made by the delegations of the USSR, China, Yugoslavia, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, France and other delegations.
We are also awaiting with interest the proposals of the United States .of America
on a"draft convention concerning chemical weapons.

Rompania has always firmly advocated the complete prohibition and total
destruction of chemical weapons. On 17 July 1981 our delegation introduced
Working Paper CD/197 containing proposals on definitions and criteria for the
classification of chemical weapons. We note that these suggestions correspond
to those put forward by other delegations. The existence of many common points
suggests that the Working Group chaired by the distinguished representative of
Brazil, Mr. Sergio de Queiroz-Duarte, has good chances of presenting agreed
provisionsa for the future convention.

With regard to the object of the convention, the Romanian delegation
believes that it should contain a general prohibition of all types of agents
of chemical warfare, both super-toxic lethal chemicals and "incapacitants", in
view of the fact that even the latter may be used in war with harmful
consequences, above all for smaller countries which do not possess suitable and
effective means of protection. The prohibition of the use of chemical weapons
in any armed conflict must also be included in the convention. We also favour
the idea of finding a suitable formula for prohibiting in future all military
preparations aimed at the use of chemical weapons, and above all research,
modernization and improvement activities concerning the means intended for the
transport of chemical warfare agents, as well as manoeuvres, military applications
and other military experiments involving the possible use of chemical weapons.

The elimination of existing chemical-weapon stocks and means of production
is closely linked with the question of their declaration and of verification.
In the opinion of the Romanian delegation, the initial declarations of
chemical-weapon stocks should be made within 30 days fellowing the entry
into force of the convention for a State party. With regard to the rate of
destruction of chemical warfare agents and of their means of utilization, we
believe that a progressive, stage-by-stage programme with a precise time-table
should be drawn up. The basis for the calculation of the time-table should be
the time required for the destruction of the stocks of chemical weapons held by
the countries with the largest quantities and the greatest potential for carrying
out .chemical war. The programme should begin with lethal super-toxic chemical
warfare agents and conclude with incapacitants and expired and inoperative stocks.

We believe that the Working Group chaired by our colleague,
Mr. Robert Jan Akkerman of the Netherlands, has all the necessary information to
present a universally acceptable approach to all these problems.
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The verification of the substantive provisions of the convention on the

prohibition of chemical weapons 1s a fundamental element of this international
instrument.

In the opinion of the Romanian delegation, verification should consist in a
combination of national and international means, including an obligatory system of
systematic inspection, including on-site inspection, as an important instrument for
creating and maintaining a climate of trust between the States parties, We
appreciate the important proposals made on this subject by the delegations of the
USSR, China, United States, Sweden and the Netherlands.

We believe that every State should have the right, set forth in the
convention, to adopt the necessary measures in accordance with its constitutional
procedures to implement the undertakings entered into and in particular to prevent
and prohibit any activity constituting a violation of the convention. -

With regard to national technical means, our delegation believes that their
inclusion in the convention will create no difficulty if it is stipulated that all
parties have the right to free access to the information gathered.

The Working Group ably chaired by the representative of the
German Democratic Republic, Dr. Hubert Thielicke, may do very important preparatory
work in the field of verification.

We believe that an important part of the future Convention should consist of
the transitional provisions, in particular to establish the necessary juridical
links between the future Convention and the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and
of Bacteriological Warfare. In this part of the Convention it would be possible
to envisage, for example, the adoption of an undertaking by parties to refrain,
even before the entiry into force of the Convention, from any use of chemical
weapons outside the reservations already expressed in the Protocol, as well as a
special transitional regime during the period required for the total destruction
and complete elimination of stockpiles of chemical weapons and of the facilities
producing chemical warfare agents.

The preamble of the future Convention will also play an important role both.
in placing the instrument in i1ts real setting of efforts aimed at the prohibition,
of all weapons of mass destruction, and above all nuclear weapons, as well as in
resolving some gquestions which the parties, for one reason or another, have not
been able to include in the body of the Convention itself.

I should like to conclude these observations concerning chemidal weapons by
referring to what the Romanian delegation expects from our negotiations during
this session of the Conference on Disarmament. In our opinion, the premises
exist for us to be able to submit for consideration by the General Assembly a
first draft of the text of the future Convention in the areas cove;ed by
Working Groups A and B, and a first series of agreed conclusions concerning
verification (Working Group C).

I should like to assure the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee.on Chemical
Weapons of the full support of the Romanian delegation in achieving. these
objectaives.



CD/PV.256
22

(Mr. Datcu, Romania)

Before concluding this statement today, I would like.to make a few remarks
concerning the organization of our work. The Romanian delegation wishes to
stress the results achieved by the Conference this year in the adoption of the
agenda and programme of work, the creation of some ad hoc committees and the
solution of some organizational problems, which, as you know, it was not easy to
do. We are quite familiar with the stage reached by informal consultations on
the creation of subsidiary bodies for the other agenda items. In some areas
progress has been made and a number of positions have become defined, thus
enabling us to pursue the search for compromise solutions.

We believe that during the month of April a special effort should be made by
all delegations so that we may proceed to set up subsidiary bodies on the other
agenda items. We think that the creation of an ad hoc committee on radiological
weapons, an ad hoc committee on the prevention of nuclear war, an ad hoc committee
on the prevention of the arms race in outer space, and an ad hoc committee on a
nuclear test ban is not merely desirable but also possible.

We need to set up these subsidiary bodies, and to have them begin work rapidly,
as essential instruments for negotiation. As has already been universally
recognized in this chamber, negotiations carried out in a spirit of mutual respect,
in order to agree on disarmament measures accepted by all 40 members, remains the
fundamental and essential purpose of this Conference, its raison d'étre.

It may therefore be said that any subject is negotiable here except for the
very reason for our presence around this table.

For our part, we remain firmly convinced that the resources and value of the
many means at our disposal to carry out and promote dialogue, contacts,
consultations and negotiations are far from having been exhausted.

I would like to assure the President of the Conference that our delegation is
prepared to accept any procedural solution which he may propose at this stage in
our work for the continuation of negotiations on these major issues. It must be
stressed that a clear display of political will by every delegation is absolutely
necessary for our negotiations to have any chance of success.

This month of April is a key month for the Conference. If the subsidiary
bodies on high~priority issues are not set up, the very credibility of our
Conference will be seriously jeopardized; we cannot allow ourselves such a
failure.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Romania for his statement and
for the kind words addressed to the President.

I now give the floor to the representative of France, Ambassador de la Gorce.

Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translated from French): Mr. President, the
French delegation wishes first of all to extend to you its congratulations and
very warm wishes for success in your activities in guiding the work of the
Conference during the month of April. It is happy to see the Presidency
occupied by the representative of Sri Lanka, a country with which France enjoys
very friendly relations and which makes a particularly active and valuable
contribution to international co-operation.
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You mve not been with us for long, but we have already appreciated your
talents as a diplomat, your wisdom, your authority and your courtesy. We are
sure that during your period of office you will pursue the brilliant tradition
represented by your rredecessors, Ambassadors Fonseka and Jayakoddy.

I should also like to express our heartfelt gratitude to your predecessor,
Ambassador Datcu, for his tireless work last month. We admired the talent and
patience with which he tackled the solution of rarticularly complex issues
concerning the organization of our work., His efforts have made a very useful
contribution to the progress of our consultations.

The French Govermment has repeatedly stressed the capital importance which
it attaches to the elimination of chemical weapons. Their use is, of course,
prohibited by international law, and.in particular by the Protocol signed in
Geneva in 1925, of which France is a depositary. The international comnunity's
concern with regard to respect for the provisions of the Protocol led the
United Nations General Assembly to adopt the resolution setting out a procedure
to examine allegations of the use of chemical weapons. That concern and the
measures proposed to respond to it were, alas, only too Justified.

The information which the delegation of Iran provided us with here led the
Secretary~General to carry out an investigation. The conclusions of that
investigation are known to us all, Thus, the chemical threat continues to weigh
upon the world. Chemical weapons exist, and despite treaties they have been used
and may be used again. Their manufacture requires a technology which is widely
available. ,

Chemical disarmament is therefore a major task for the international
commumty, because it alone can completely eliminate any possibility of use by
the destruction of the products and of the weapons. We must pursue this task
here with the utmost determination, The number and the quality of the contributions
presented so far, and the contribution we are awaiting from the United States, are
an earnest of that determination. The conditions therefore seem this year to exist
for what we hope will be decisive progress.,

The French delegation wishes to introduce today a contribution, contained in
document CD/494, on the elimination of stock and of production facilities for
chemical weapons. It hopes that a methodical presentation of 1ts positions on
this capital aspect of the negotiations will be useful at the present stage in
our work. I shall consider the following three points successively: declaration,
destruction and verification.

With regerd £¥»f to declarations, States must declare, on their own ‘
responsibility, S¥EBistocks and production facilities. These declarations must
be deﬁaila@wmuch precision will gemerate trust and simplify control.
The doc ‘which my delegation has just submitted therefore includes a large
number m&.@ provisions. .

We stress the importance of the information provided unilaterally. It is our
concern to keep interference to a minimum. This rule also leads us not to demand
that the sites or arsenals at which the declared stocks are kept should be -
inspected. Finally, in the implementation of the suggested control procedures,
with regard to precursors, or production facilities, we are concerned not to
Jeopardize the protection of industrial secrecy.
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Furthermore, every State party to the Convention should propose its own
destruction plans and time-table, and naturally divulge any unexpectedly
discovered stock. On the other hand, we consider it an unne cessary complication
to seek to establish dates of maaufacture or of stockpiling.

With regard to destrucvion, this should of course cover all chemical weapons.

Of course, we may, as a temporary derogation during the transitional period,
admit that some quantities of toxic chemicals mentioned in the Convention should
be used for protective purposes, or that pilot production facilities, which are
therefore limited and controlled, should be maintained for that purpose. But
within 10 years the stocks, production facilities and single-purpose precursors
should be totally destroyed. We do not believe that conversion operations may be
envisaged: this would involve the construction of facilities which might work
both ways, in & reversible manner, thus maintaining a potential prohibited production
capacity. Furthermore, the control of such conversion facilities would be both
complicated and ‘unsure., We simply accept that a chemical-weapon production plant
should ‘be converted into a destruction plant; but at the end of the cycle it
should be destroyed. Finally, we wish to provide every possible guarantee that
after 10 years there may be no possible return to the manufacture or use of
chemical warfare agents.

With regard to verification, I do not wish here to go into the details of the
various procedures, but shall merely recall that for each operation they will take
place in three stages: prior to the operation, during the operation and, finally,
after it. International on-site inspection will verify the sites for the
regrouping and destruction of stocks. The destruction process will also be
continuously monitored; finally, destruction should be duly verified. The same
applies to production facilities: their closure will be verified, and then their
destruction, both during the process and on its completion.

Finally, an effective and permanent human presence will not be necessary
-everywhere and in all cases. However, the technology which produces sensors and
recorders, which will certainly have to be used, is not yet sufficiently advanced
to make it possible to forego all human intervention, whether occasional or
continuous, as the case may be.

If correctly carried out, the operations described above - declaration,
destruction and verification — will lead to the desired goal of the final
elimination of chemical weapons.

Some implementation modalities are of special importance during the
transitional period. They should of course take into account both the rights and
the obligations of States. The first of these rights is, of cdurse, the right
to security. ) :

This implies that destruction should be carried out in a marmer consonant
with the size of the stocks and the facilities.

The time-table for destruction should be drawn up in such a way that a security
balance may be maintained throughout the process, and that the latter will lead to
the simultaneous elimination of all chemical warfare capabilities.
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Among the provisions aimed at ensuring the securaity of the parties, I should
like to stress the order to be established for the elimination of the stocks and
of the facilities. Details are given in the document itself.

In this connection, the French delegation suggests that production facilities
should be destroyed in the following order: first the filling shops, then the
toxic substance production units, and finally the precursor production units.
This melhod, in our opinion, provides an additional guarantee. The first stop
in the production line would thus be made at a point such that, from the very
beginning of the process, the conservation of stocks of toxic chemicals would
become useless, because those stocks could no longer be prepared for military
purposes,

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of France for his statement and
for the kind words addressed to the President.

That concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any other delegation
wish to take the floor?

The Secretariat has circulated today an informal paper giving a time-table
for meetings to be held by the Conference and its subsidiary body on
Chemical Weapons during the coming week. As usual, the time-table 1s merely
indicative and subject to change if necessary. If there is no objection, I shall
take it that the Conference adopts the time-table.

It was_so decided.

As indicated in the time-table, and as announced by my predecessor at the
plenary meeting on 15 March, I shall put before the Conference for consideration
and action at our next plenary meeting the reports of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Bxperts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify
Seismic Events, contained in documents CD/448 and CD/449. After listening to
statements of delegations in connection with those reports, on that oécasion I
shall invite the Conference to take note of the Third Report of the Ad Hoc Group
a8 contained in document CD/448 and afterwards to adopt the recommendation
contained in paragraph 10 of the Progress Report appearing in document CD/449.

I now intend to adjourn the plenary meeting and convene in five minutes time
a brief informal meeting to consider some pending organizational matters.

The next plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament will be held
on Tuesday, 10 April, at 10.30 a.m. The plenary meeting stands adjourned.

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m.
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