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The CHAIRMAN (%ranslated from Spanish): Document CD/9O dated 17 April,

submitted by the delegations of Australia and Canada and entitled "The prohibition

of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes', has been circulate

today in the official and working languages of the Committee.

Mr. McPHAIL (Canada): I want to begin by stating that we look forward
shortly to hearing of the results of the consultations ycu have been engaged in on
a number of outstanding matters that have been troubling this Committee for some
time now, for some weeks. We wish you well in these consultations. I say to you
simply that on my delegation's part we shall do our best to co-operate vith you in
reaching a solution to two seemingly procedural matters which, however, in the views
of other delegations, are mattefs of.some gubstance to them, but I repeat that we
will do our best to co-operate with you, and we look forward to hearing shortly
from you the results of your various ¢onsultations.

Meanwhile, the life of the Committee goes on. We are dealing this week with
agenda item 2, cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, and it
is in the spirit of "life goes on", in a substantive way, that I have the pleasure
this morning, with my Australian colleague, of introducing to the Committee the
document to which you referred a few moments ago, CD/90, which is entitled
"The prohibition of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes'.

A brief glance at this document will adequately demonstrate that variations on
this particular theme have been wifh us for a great many years. Nearly a quérter
of a century ago the Disarmament Commission first heard of the hope that all
production of fissionable material would be devoted exclusively to peaceful
purposes, and that continues to be the hope today; butbt it is a sad commentary, I
think, on our progress or lack of progress that the proposal remains but an
aspiration.

It is interesting to note that some 25 years ago this hope was contained or
expressed in the conlext of a comprehensive programme of disarmament —- indeed as
the first part of a first phase of such a programme and it was in the same spirit
that my Prime Minister had specvified the measure, at the special session on
disarmament, as part of a strategy to arrest the dynamic of the nuclear arms race.
The same strategy also includes an end to the testing of warheads and of new
strategic delivery vehicles. Thege measurcs are interrelated, but this does not
mean that they must be pursued together as a package. That would be preferable.
If it is not feasible, let us see how far we can get on the individual elements

just as we have been doing for many years in the comprehensive test ban negotiations.
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From the beginning, as this joint paper demonstrates, those who have
advocated the reservation of fissionable material for peaceful purposes have also
recognized that the idea has an appropriate place in the arms control and
disarmament negotiating agenda. They have also foreseen that adequate verification
of any agreement along these lines is indispensable. In the intervening years the
assessment of what is adequate and appropriate has become more difficult,
but that is not a reason for setting the subject aside.

It is our hope, therefore, that in the presentation of this paper 'in
association with the delegation of Australia we can once again focus attention on a
significant step in the complex process leading to disarmament. We are not
pressing the Committee to engage in the negotiation of such a proposal at this
session or even at the next. As is clearly demonstrated in the working paper now
being tabled, and on which my Australian colleague will comment in detail in a
few moments, this subject is not new. It should be the object, we believe, of
more detailed consideration, particularly regarding verification requirements,
before concrete négotiations could begin. Moreover, we also believe, as we have
stated in the past, that the CD should concentrate first on the achievement of two
top priorities: a comprehensive test ban and a chemical weapons agreement.
However, it appears to us that a measure such as the prohibition of the production
of fissionable material for weapons purposes would constitute the kind of specific
agreement that the CD should negotiate in the field of "The cessation of the nuclear

arms race and nuclear disarmament" -- the subject of our agenda item for this week,

Mr, BEHM (Australia): May I associate my delegation, Mr. Chairman, with

thoge delegations who have preceded me this month in welcoming you to the Chair,
and may I also say to you that you can count on the support of my delegation in your
efforts to resolve the outstanding procedural issues which remain before us.

The subject of our considerations for the last several plenary sessions of
the Committee on Disarmament, '"Cessation of the nuclear armg race and nuclear
disarmament", is one of the key items on our agenda for this yecr. It is such a
broad topic that it must necessarily be the subject of prolonged and detailed
consideration if it is to be realized in concrete arrangements.

In his statement of 5 July last year, the leader of the Australian delegation,
Sir James Plimscll, gave a detailed commentary on this item. He registered the
views of the Australian Government and asked a number of questions about its scope.
In particular, he noted that this agenda item required the efforts of members of the

Committee, not just those States which have nuclear weapons. Indeed, he pointed
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out that all States, whether they were members of the Committee on Disarmament

or not, had a part to play in helping to reach effective agreements, not least of
all because all States had an important part to play in worldwide verification
measures. Sir James Plimsoll also pointed out that members of the Committee on
Disarmament had a role to play in sprcading an understanding of what is involved
in disarmanent.

Australian statements cn this item last year drew attention to its extremely
wide compass, and recomnended that the Committee adopt a step-by-step approach in
reaching the ultimate goal of their work in the nuclcar ficld, the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. In our view, it is important that
the Committee on Disarmament set for itself practical objectives that can be
adequately verified. The most immediate practical objective remaing a nultilateral
comprehensive test ban agreement. Once this has béen completed, it would be
useful for the CD fo begin to address substantively the issucs involved in an
agreement to prohibit the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes,
commonly referred to as the "cut-off", I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the
cut-off as it appeared historically really meant the cessation of the production,
which of course, pertains only to those States which produce fissionable material.
Our proposal is a prohibition which would refer to all States, whether they are
now producing it or whether they intend to produce it.

As a new and significant barrier to both wvertical and horizontal
proliferation, a prohibition on the production of fissionable material for weapons
purposes would have a number of important effects. Once a "cut-off" agreement
was in fox:oe, an immediate limit would be placed on the quantity of fissionable
material available to the nuclear-weapon States for weapons purposes. The
agreement's impact would not, hovever, be restricted to the nuclear-weapon States.
All States parties, both nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States, would
make a legally binding commitment to forego the production of fissionable material
for weapons purposes. The agreement would, in this sense, be non-discriminatory.
As we have noted previougly in this connexion, adequate verification is essential.
A suitable verification system could emcompass both existing international
measures for detecting any diversion of fissionable material for weapons purposes
and additional measures especially dcsigned to ensure that the régime was fully
effective. Hence, nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States could be

placed on a generally comparable basis.
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Paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the special session devoted to
disarmament pointed out that the achievement of nuclear disarmament would require
the negotiétion of three gencral classes of agreement: firstly, the cessation of the
qualitative imbrovement and development of nuclear-weapon systems; secondly, the
cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and their mcans of
delivery, and of the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes; and
thirdly, a comprehensive, phased prograrme with agreed time-frames, whenever
feasible, for progressive and balanced reduction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons
and their mcans of delivery, leading to their uwltimate and completc elimination
at the earliest possible time. As paragraph 50 pointed out, such agreements would
require adequate measures of verification satisfactory to the States concerned.
Althoﬁgh it did not impose any specific requirements or particular time constraints
on the international community, it should be noted that the Final Document described
these measures as '"urgent", and that the ﬁrohibition of the production of
figsionable material was included as an essential step towards realizing the ainms of
nuclear disarmanent. ‘

The thirty-third and thirty-fourth sessions of the General Assembly.of the
United Nations also drew attention to the need for an adequately verified "cut-off",
We would draw the Committee!s attention, in particular, to the third preambular
paragraph of resolution 33/91 H vhich gave special emphasis to the role of a
non-discriminatory verification régime in the following terms:

"es. the acceptance by all States of binding and verifiable controls in the

forn of full scope safeguards, on a non-discriminatory basis, on all

production of fissionable material, so as to ensure that it is not used for

nuclecar weapons or other nuclear explosgive devices; would contribute towards the

efforts to promote non-proliferation, limit further production of nuclear
weapons and facilitate nuclear disarmament".

At its last session, the General Assembly adopted resolution 34/87 D by a large
majority. This resolution requested the Committee on Disarmament, at an
appropriate stage of its work, to pursue its consideration of the question of an
adequately verified cessation and prohibition of the production of fissionable
naterial for nuclear weapons and other nuclear cxplosive devices. As part of this
process of pursuing consideration of a "cut-off", Australia and Canada have today
circulated, as an official docuwient of the Committee, a review of the development of
this proposal in the various nultilateral negotiating bodies since its inception.

The Australian/Canadian paper is designed, in part at least, to remove a number
of misconceptions concerning the proposed "cut-off". Because some States have never
been members of any nultilateral arms control and disarmanent negpt%atiqg body and

other States, like Australia, have only recently becore nembers of such bodies, the
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proposal's genealogy is not universally known. The proposal has been the subject of
serious and often detailed discusgion over a long period. Moreover, the scope and
consequences of a "ocut-off" convention have sometimes been nisunderstood. While such a
convention would, once in force, prevent the further production of fissionable material
for nuclear weapons purposes, it would in no way impede the development of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. Not only could a "cut-off'" convention release
considerable quantitics of nuclear naterial for use in peaceful nuclear industries, but
it would also mean that significant economic resources could be re-allocated from the
nilitary sector to the civil sector. ~

The document we have circulated demonstrates cleafly that the proposal for a
"eut-off" has been before the multilateral negotiation body for many years and that at
no étage has the proposal been rejected as either undesirable or unattainable. The
review also gives added justification to the view that the general field of nuclear
disarmament is both complex and difficult, and that it cannot be carried out in a
single step or through a single all-embracing convention., TFor, while arsenals are being
stabilized, then reduced and finally eliminated, the security of all States has to be
maintained. This has been a key consideration in the handling of this proposal in the
precursors to this Cormitiee.

In negotiating on nuclear disarmament, the Committce on Disarmament has a wealth
of experience on which it can draw. The hisgtory of the negotiation in the various
precurgor disarmament bodies is instructive, and we all have nuch to learn concerning
this present proposal. Two things, however, have renmained constant: a cesgsation and
prohibition of the production of fissionatle material for weapong purposes is a
necessary step in any nuclear disarmament programme; and, for the cessation and
prohibition to be effective, a comprehensive verification régime is essential.

The paper which we have circulated today does not make any concrete proposals with
respect to elaborating a "cut-off" this year. We continue to believe, however, that a
"out—off" is an essential and priority iten in any negotiating programne on nuclear
disarmament.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my colleagues of Canada and ry own
delegation, I would like to make two remarks expressing our gratitude, firstly to the
gsecretariat, and in particular to Mrs. Ertan, who gave us a lot of assistance in
producing the naterial for our review. Of course, the Canadian and Australian
delegations did a lot of work; but without her help the paper really could not have
been produced. Secondly, Mr. Chairman, we would also like to express our gratitude to
thé secretariat for its ability in circulating this paper in all the working languages

so quickly. It was subnitted at rather short notice.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): I thank the reprcsentative of
Australia for his kind wordes and I take the liberty of thanking him on behalf of

the secretariat also.
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Mr. MARKER (Pakistan): The Pakistan delegation had an opportunity last
year to express its views in the Committee on the question of the cessation of the
-nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. I will not, therefore, rcpeat the
importance which my country attaches t¢o the goal of nuclear disarmamjent. Recent
developments which portend a new spiral in the nuclear arms race do not create any
optimism in this regard. The SALT II Treaty remains to be ratified by the
signatories, and a comprehensive test ban treaty has yet to emerge from the
trilateral negotiatiens. The present international circumstances have increased the
responsibility of the Committee on Disarmament to make a contribution to reversing
the current trends and averting a disastrous nuclear conflict.

During the formal and informal mecetings of the CD on this subject last year
many interesting ideas and issues were raised. My delegation believes that it would
be useful, as recommended in the paper circulated by the Group of 21 (CD/BG/Rev.l),
to make an effort to identify the "prerecquisites!" and "elements" for negotiations
on nuclear disarmament, taking into account our previous discussions, and to chart
the course of action for the fubure work of the CD on the subject.

The discussions held on this item last year, I think, could be categorized
into five broad areas.

First, the basic premise on which nuclear disarmament is to be pursued., We
are all aware that the final goal is the total destruction of nuclear weapons., We
have also agreed, in paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the United Nations
General Agssembly's special scssion, on the broad areas to be covered in achieving
this goal. But there is still a distinct lack of clarity about some fundamental
concepts. Specifically, many members have referred to the need to ensure "equal"
or "undiminished" sccurity for all States, and for a 'balanced process of nuclear
disarmament”.

These concepts are quite comprehensible in the context of the bilateral
negotiations between the two super Powers which have, for example, agreed to conduct
the SAIT negotiations on the basis of '"strategic cquivalence' betwecen cach other.
But how is this concept of strategic cquivalence or parity to be applied in broader
negotiations between the five nuclear Powers whose individual capabilities are quite
assymetrical? It would be intercsting to hear from the representatives of the two
major nuclear Powers whether in promoting the process of global nuclear disarmament

in this Committee or clsewhere, they would be prepared to accept the concept of
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approximate strategic equivalence or parity with the other nuclear-weapon States. In
this connexion we note that document CD/4, gponsored by one ¢f vhe super Pcvers, says

that "the existing balance in the field of nuclear strength -shovld renasin undisturbed

in all stages ...". Another relevant question is hew the concept of "egrual' or
"undiminished" security is to be applied as between the nuclear and non-nuclear—
weapon States?

Second, the stages in the process of nuclear disarmament. Everyone is agreed
that nuclear disarmament will have to be pursucd in a step~by-step process.
Paragraph 50 of the Final Document contains a broad and general indication of the
different steps to be taken, i.e. a freeze in qualitative development, a halt in
the production of nuclcar wecapons, and then a steady reduction in nuclear arsenals.
However, as the rcpresentative of France pointed out, the situation is quite
.complex and may not be susceptible to a precise application of the framework outlined
in the Final Document. There are differcnces among the nuclear Powers with regard
to the quantitative levels of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, and also in the
kinds and qualities of nuclecar weaponry deployced and in the sirategies adopted by
each of them for defensive or offonsive use of nuclear weapons. We have noted
that in document CD/4 it is stated that "the degrec of participation of individual
nuclear States in mcasures at each stage should be determined taking into account the
quantitative and qualitative importance of the existing arsenals of nuclear-weapon
States and of other States concerncd". It is self-ecvident that the first and most
drastic steps in the process of nuclear d.sarmament will ha'e to be taken by the two
major nuclear Powcrs. The SALT negotiations are, we feel, a recognition by these
two Powers of their special responsibilities. But it is also clear that
considerably greater progress will have to be made by these Powers in halting the
qualitative development of their nuclear weapons and delivery systems and in
bringing about real and significant rcductions in their nuclear arscnals in order to
lend credibility to their commitment to the concept of "equal security" between
themsclves and the other nuclear Powers and to the objective of complete nuclear
disarmament. We sec among these first steps a decision to halt nuclecar testing by
the super Powers and the conclusion of a third SALT agreement which could deal with
reductions in both strategic and medium~range nuclear weapons and delivery systems.
The phase of general nuclear disarmament would then become a realistic and genuine

possibility.
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Third, the relationship betweon nuclear and conventional disarmament measurcs.
My delcgation docs not endorsc any defence strategy or doctrine that is based on the
possibility of the usc of nuclecar weapons. Nevertheless, it is a fact that the
defence posturc of the two major alliance systems includes reliance on both
conventional and nuclear wcapons. Whether or not it is conmsidered that therc is an
imbalance in conventional forces, in Burope or clscwherc, it scems reasonable to
state that while sceking to reduce reliance on onc of the components of the security
equation, it will be nccessary to give attention to the other component. The
questions which remain to be. answered are: how is the relationship between nuclear
and conventional disarmament efforts to be established in the course of
negotiations? Would it be advisable to deal with specific regional situations, such
as in Europec, in onc ncgotiating forum which could cover both nuclcar and
conventional disarmament? Whatever the answers derived to thesc questions, the point
which nccds to be stressed in this context is that in such ncgotiations priority
must be given to reducing nuclear weapons.

Fourth, the question of verification. Many members have made the point, with
which I think there can bec no disagrcement, that progress in the nuclear disarmament
process will require that there is confidence that the implementation of each
disarmament measurc which is agreed upon is capable of being impartially verificd.
In the disarmament agrecments concluded so far in the multilateral context, such as
the BW and ENMOD Conventions, the major Powers have demonstrated a rcluctance to
accept ocxtra-national and intrusive mcans of verification. We are given to
understand that the problem of verification is also a central issue in the on-going
restricted ncgotiations on chemical weapons and the CTB. At the same time, we arc
somewhat encouraged to note that, at lcast in the bilateral context of SALT II, the
two super Powers have been able to accept some exceptional measures for the
verification of the agreement. It is csscntial that a similar openness be
demonstrated in the case of international agreements such as the CTB. The specific
verification measures will differ in cach casc, bui they must give cqual access to all
parties to thc means of ensuring that the obligations involved arc being fulfilled
by all concerned,

Fifth, the question of ncgotiating forums and the role of the CD in the context
of nuclear disarmamcnt, In principle, the Pakistan delegation considers that the
Committce on Disarmament, the single rmultilateral negotiating body in the ficld of
disarmament, is the most suitable forum for all ncgotiations on nuclecar disarmament.

However, it is possible that certain measures of nuclear disarmament can be best
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promoted in bilateral, regional or othor negotiations outside the CD. If.this is so,
the Committoc should be- prepared to encourage thesc negotiations, provided it is
kept fully and regularly informed of their. progress and is able o prowvide guidance
and direction to such ncgotiations. Wc believe that, for the present, this is the
practical approach to the SALT ncgotiations betwecn. the United States and the USSR.
Once the bilateral process between thesc Powers and their alliance systems has
reached a stage where it beconces possible to open negotiations between all the
nuclear Powcrs and intercsted non-nuclear-weapon States, the Coumittece would be the
most natural forum under which these could be conducted,

There arc, of coursec, several mecasures in the ficld of nuclear disarmament
which the CD can and must assumc responsibility for as soon as possible. Thesc
include the comprchensive nuclecar test ban and prohibition of the production of
fissionable material for wcapons purposes. At the same time, I think the Committce
muist guard against the temptation to take up measurcs in the nuclear field which
would have the effect of further increasing the obligations assumed by the
non-nuckear-weapon States merely because it is unable, at present, to come to grips
with the more pressing task of arrcsting the nuclear arms racc betwcen the major
Powers. We awalt with intcrest the outcome of the forthcoming sccond NPT Review
Conference cspecially as regards the steps to be taken to introduce greater
cquality between the obligations and responsibilities of the nuclear and non-nuclecar—
weapon Statoes.

I think it vould also be useful for the CD to build wn the gencral agrecments
recached- under paragraph 50 of the Final Document and inter alia to define the basic
premises for nuclear disarmament negotiations, to outline with greater clarity the
stages. in the process of nuclear disarmament, to deal with the relationship between
nuclear and conventional disarmament and to examinc the kinds of international
mechanisms which could assurc cffcctive and non-discrininatory verification of
nuclear disarmamecnt mecasurcs.

Apart from promoting measures for the limitation and reduction of nuclear
weapons, an equally important responsibility of the CD is to erode the rationale
for the posscssion of nuclear weapons. A4 fairly sound legal casc could be made in
support of the proposition, adopted on two occasions by the United Nations
General Assembly, that the use of nuclear weapons would constitute a violation of the
Charter of the United Nations and a crime against humanity. The CD has decided to
consider the question under the present item. I hope fthat it will receive adequate’

consideration at the appropriate stagce.
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Llthough my delegation fully accepts the validity of the proposition approved
by the General Asscembly, we consider that, as a practical matter, the total
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons can be achicved in three stages. Lt the
first stage, we should seck to exclude the non-nuclear-weapon States from the cver
present threat of nuclear attack or blackmail. The Committee is seized of this
matter under a separate item. Sccondly, cach of the nuclear-weapon Statcs must be
urged to undertake that it will not be the first to use or threaten the use of
nuclear weapons. China has madc such a declaration. The members of the Warsaw Treaty
have proposcd such an undertaking in the context of Europe. These positions could be
enlarged and applied at the intermational level once the current perceptions of an
imbalance in conventional forces of the major military alliances arc rectificd. 4t a
later stage, perhaps when general negotiations for nuclear disarmament are opened
with the participation of all the nuclcar Powers, the complete prohibition of the use
of nuclear weapons would come to be aéco@tcd by all States,

Before concluding, I would like to refer to another item and to statc that my
delegation has taken note of document CD/B9 which was circulated yesterday. This is a
telegram from a régime which my Govermment does not recognize. The Pakistan delegation
reserves its position regarding the contents of the telegram contained iﬁ

document CD/89 and also reserves the right to comment upon it at a later date.

Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): In my present statement I would like shortly to
dwell on agende item 2, cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
which is now under discussion in the Cormittec according to our programme of work.

It is generally recognized that the most urgent task of our days remains the
halting and reversal of the nuclear arms racc, with a view to the attainment of
effective advances in nuclear disarmament. Any tangible result —— however modest —
assumes special significance in the light of the forthcoming Second Review
Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifcration of Nuclear Weapons. Questions
related to nuclear disarmament figure as the highest priority items in any document
dealing with disarmament. The Final Document of the special session of the
United Nations Gencral Assembly, whilc giving the highest priority to this issue,
calls for "urgent and vigorous pursuit to a successful conclusion of ongoing
negotiafions and urgent initiation of further negotiations among the nuclcar-weapon
States". '

However, one cannot but admit that developments of the recent past in the
Western alliance ~- on which earlier I had the opportunity to dwell in detail —-
greatlylinh;bit moving closer to that end. Ratification of SALT II has been
regrettably déferred, blocking the way for further, more substantive bilateral
negotiations between the USSR and the United States of America on SALT IIT.
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A1l thesc constitute further reasons why the Committec should pay incrcased
attention to this vital question.

Last ycar the Committce had useful discussions and consultations on this issue
when considering the proposal submitted by the socialist delegations on ncgotiations
on ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually recducing their
stockpiles until their comnlete destruction (document CD/4). In the course of our
debate 1t was a widely held view that the Committee is the most suitable forum for
the preparation and conduct of multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. The
Cormittee, in the view of my delegation, has made an important first step towards
identifying the preconditions, major elements and main line of action for
multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament, rcalizing the nced for further
exchanges of views. My delegation is firmly convinced that the submission of
working paper CD/4 proved useful, because inter alia it provoked thinking and
exchanges of views on a vital issue cven if the views expressed were greatly
divergent.

This question was commented on also during the present session by a number of
delegations. My delegation does hope that our present session will make further
advances in this field,

The idcas expressed so far prompt me to cxplain my delegation's views on
certain aspeccts of this complex issuc. In our opinion the working paper in question
cmbraces all major aspccts of nuclear disarmament as far as it is possible within
the framework of a working paper of this kind. This naturally docs not mean that
the document offers ready-made formulas for solving all the outstanding questions
arising in comnexion with nuclear disarmament. This is not contemplated and not
possible either. One or two, or a group, of deiogations cannot undertake that work
since it is the task and duty of the Committec itself.

If we list the questions raised and rescrvations made concerning that document,
we got an almost complete schedule of concrete tasks to be accomplished during the
preparatory work for starting the substantive ncgotiations. My delegation
definitely agrees that ncgotiations cannot and should not be'started without
adequate preparation. The document proposcs that "the sct of gquestions to be
considered should be detcrmined in the course of thesc preparatory consultations,
during which matters comnected with the organizational side of the conduct of the
negotiations should also be settlcd”,., What my delegation strongly disagrees with is
the demand that all the substantive issucs should be clarified before the preparatory
work can be started, and the attcmpt to assign this task to the authors alones This
is the duty of the Committce which perhaps could entrust it to a properly-

constituted subsidiary body.
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In the course of our deliberations ideas wvere put forward to the effect that,
first, the two Powers with the largest nuclear arsenals should considerably decrease
their capabilities and other nuclear Powers would join the negotiations after that,
At first glance this idea looks attractive or even logical. However, if we look
into it further, it is easy to discover thé substantial deficiency of -this-proposal,
The principle of undiminished security is a generally recognized principle in all
acts of disarmament, which finds its clear reflection among others in paragraph 49
of the Final Document. The idea I referred to would hardly meet this basic
requirement. One should not forget that three of the five nuclear-weapon States
belong to the same political or military group. Singling out one of them only as a
possible participant in acts of nuclear disarmament would be bound to upset basically”
the established balance.

The Committee now has the advantages of the presence of all the five nuclear-
weapon States. Document CD/4 takes care of the qualitative and quantitative
differences among the arsenals of different States, nuclear and others. The
participation in the negotiations of all the five nuclear-weapon States is
indispensable for the reasons mentioned above. That is vhy CD/4 proposes that '"the
degree of participation" of the nﬁclear—weapon States and not the fact of
participation is subject to discussion. The present composition of the Committee
makes it possible fo proceed this way.

The Hunparian delegation strongly proposes that the Committee should proceed in
an organized mamner —-- preferably in the framework of a subsidiary body — with the
consideration of the complex issue of nuclear disarmament and should make tangible
advances in it as soon as possible.

I would like to comment very briefly on another item, which is the next one in
our programme of work, namely that of a nuclear test ban. Though it is a specific
aspect of the whole issue of nuclear disarmament, its importance hardly can be
overestimated.

My delegation has repeatedly expressed its hope and desire that the obstacles
standing in the way of reaching a treaty on the general and complete cessation of all
nuclear-weapon tests will be abolished soon and that the Commitfee will be in a
position to start elaborating that treaty. The presence in the Committee of all the
five nuclear-weapon States, however, creates a qualitatively new situation from the
point of view of the possibilities of achieving a comprehensiv; fest ban in the real
meaning of that expression. Earlier at this session we heard a useful proposal to set
up a subsidiary body for that end, which has received wide support. My delegation
hopes that the Committee has ceased considering that proposal only temporarily and will

find it possible to set up that working group during its session this year in order to
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expedite discussions with the participation of all the nuclear—weapon States on the
prohibition of all nuclear test explosions by all States for all time, as called for

by resolution 34/?3 of the last session of the General Asserbly.

Mr., GARCiA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): In my last statement

on substantive questions, which I made at the Committee's T74th meeting on 1 April 1980,

I took the opportunity to clarify my delegation's position with regard to the joint
proposal which was submitted to us last year by the United States and the Soviet Union
and which contains what are described as '"major elements of a treaty prohibiting the
development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons". '

Further to that statement, I would like today to add a few words on the more
general topic of '"new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons"., In that comnexion, I would like to state that, in principle, my delegation
regards as constructive the proposal made here for the establishment of a group of
experts to keep the Committee on Disarmament informed of developments in the
international situation with regard to the weapons and.systems referred to in the
agenda..item I have just menticned,

I said "in principle™ because we .consider that, in order to attain the desired

objective, the greatest care will have to be taken in defining the terms of reference
or mandate of the new group of experts to be set up, so that the said mandate has

the unreserved support of all States which are in a position to produce new weapons

of mass destruction. If this is the case, we believe that the new group of experts

to be established -— a group which, as we understand it, wou.d work independently, as
the Group of Seismic Experts has been doing, and would submit reports to the Committee
when appropriate —— could prove to be of positive value in dispelling the fears which
are undoubtedly felt by most peoples and Governments in the world because of their
poverlessness and inability to obtain a clear and up-to-date picture —— not based on
"science fiction" —— of a topic such as this which can have a decisive influence on

the destiny of mankind.

Mr, FLOWERREE (United States of America): On behalf of my delegation, I

would like to note receipt of document CD/89, incorporating the text of a telegram

from a government which the United States Government does not recognize. The text

of this telegram, inter alia, includes allegations concerning the use of lethal
chemical weapons of American origin in Afghanistan, I have referred this
commnication to my authorities, and my delegation reserves the right to make further

comment in the future.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): Representatives, you will recall
that at the T7th plenary meceting, held on 10 April, I informed the Committee that I

would begin consultations for. thc purpose of exploring possible solutions to the
gsituation which has emerged with regard to the requests of non-member States to
participate in our discussions. I have made contact with a number of delegations
on this point and I regret to inform the Committee that there seem to be no
possibilitics of solving the.present deadlock at the moment.

Accordingly, I have no option but to inform you that there is no consensus
with rcgard to resolving the question of the remaining requests by States which
are .not members of the Committee. In the present situation I do not think it
would be desirable to reopen this question for consideration by the Committee until
circumstances favour a consensus.

Naturally, I shall follow the gquestion closely in the remaining days of my
Chairmanship in the hope of receiving encouraging signs that new circumstances
may emerge, bul so far the situation remains unchanged. In discharging my duty
to keep the Committee informed, I must also point out that nothing prevents those
delegations wishing to do so from continuing their consultations with a view to y
finding a solution to the present situation. I am prepared to involve myself
personally in any effort which might offer any prospect of success. However,
this does not seem to be the case at the moment.

I should like too to decal with another matter which, in a way, has
repercussions on the discussionsg we have had in connexion with the requests made
by non-member States. You will also remember that at our 77th plenary meeting,
in response to statements made in the Committee, the Personal Representative of
the Secretary-General and Secretary of the Committee suggested that we should
discuss the question of documcntation and related matters at informal meetings,
with a view to evolving agreed guidelines for the circulation of official
documents of this Committee. I thought that was & useful suggestion, and,
accordingly, I announced at that meeting that the Chairman would make ‘arrangements
for the Committee to consider the questions raised in the ‘statement made by
Ambassador Jaipal.

1 therefore propose that we hold an informal meeting to discuss these
questions next Tuesday, immediately after our regular plenary mceting.

If there are no objections, it is so decided.
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Representatives, in this connexion we have already- had lengthy- disecussions
about the documents which have o2 have not been officially circulated by the
Committee. This happened in 1979 and again this year. Not surprisingly,
anyone looking at the records would find that opinions expressed on one occasion
might change on another occasion. I say "not surprisingly", becausc it is
understandable that some difficult political problems arc bound to influence the
positions of delegations according to the circumstances. Since these problems
canmot be solved here, we are faced with lengthy debates which in the best of
cases do not produce results, and on occasions lecad us into controversial
discussions which arc not directly connected with our work but arec harmful to it.
Thus valuable time is wasted, disarmament does not progress and the underlying
problems rcmain as they arc.

I have always thought that the circulation of official documents was
undertaken principally with the aim of giving thc Cormittec the information which
they contain, so that the Committee might make use of it. This opinion is not
shared by everybody on the Committec. I do not say I am right, I-might be
mistaken. But one conclusion is clear to me: in a body which operates by
consensus, the ultimate responsibility for laying down guidelines for the handling
of communications addressed to the Chairmen, the Committee or the secretariat
rests with the Committee itself. Conscequently, I wish to point out that until
the Committee lays down the guidelines, the Chairman will not authorize the
circulation of these communications as official documents of the Committee. I
rcpeat, because I wish to make myself quite clear on this point, that I shall not
authorize the circulation of communications addressed to the Chairman, the Committee
or the secretariat until the Committee lays down guidelines for dealing with them.
However, such communications will be made available to members unofficially for
their information. I hope that delegations will understand the position of the
Chairman. It is obvious that we need these guidelines and the sooner we have
them the beticr. I am sure that I may count on the co-operation of all members
in achieving this objective.

With regard to the other question beforc the Committce, concerning the
chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Groups, I have plecasure in informing members that

the situation has taken an encouraging turn. I hope this metter will be resolved
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as soon as possible and to this end I shall continuc my contacts with various
delegations 'so that the groups can be sct up and begin their work quickly. In
the conversations which the Chairman is to have this afternoon with various
delcgations, we hope that a conscnsus will be rcachcd on the appointment of the '

chairmen of the Woxrking Groups.

Mr. MARKER (Pakistan): My delegation has taken very careful note of
your decision, with which we arc in agrecmont,'that documents not be circulated
until we have devised guidelines for this purposc. We sincercly hope that these
guidelines can be very quickly agrced on so that the work of this Committec can
proceced as we all desirc it to. However, Sir, you would recollect that earlier
today my delegation expressed certain reservations on a document which was
_circulated yesterday, and-we had also cxprcssed the view that we reserve our
right to refer to it again in any marmer that we think desirable. If you were
to establish a cut-off at this point, it would amount, I submit with the greatest
respect; to an clement of discrimination which would prevent us from referring.to
thig document hy a method of communication similar to that which brought CD/89
before the Committee.. May I suggest, thercfore, that you either decide to
withdraw documents which have already been issued in this way, or permit the
submission of futurc documents which have a bearing on cormunications which have

already been received by the Committee.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from

Russian): Thank you, Comrade Chairman. I agree with your commcnts and would

Jjust like to suggest one change. If you succeed today, in the course of the
consultations which you arc planning for this afternoon, in rcaching an
understanding with the represcntatives of the groups on the question of
nominations for the chairmenships of the four Working Groups, I would like to

know whether it would not be possible to hold an informal meeting tomorrow if,

of céurse, consensus is rcached. We could then hold an informal mceting tomorrow
morning and immediately aftcrwards, and once agein I maintain a certain optimism,
we could formalize this decision at a short formal plenary mecting tomorrow. This
would make it possible.for the Working Groups to begin work as carly asnext weekand to
deal with a few organizational questions, so that substantive negotiations on the

four topics could begin at once at the beginning of the summer part of this session.

Mr, FEINW (Netherlands): I should like to support the proposal madc by

the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union.
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Mr, ALLISON (Nigeria): I merely wish to bring to the attention of the
Committee that a mseting of the Group of 21 is scheduled for tomorrow morning and
that, if the suggestion of the representative of the Soviet Union is to be adopted,
arrangements could be made between our Group and the Committee for starting times
of meetings tomorrow. Perhaps the Group of 21 could meet earlier in the day. At
present the meeting is scheduled for 11 o'clock in the morning., Perhaps the

Committee could meet in the afternoon?

Mr., ONKELINX (Belgiam) (translated from French): Mr. Chairmen, my

statement was to be on another topic. Perhaps you would first like to settle this

question of the programme for tomorrow.

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): Wy delegation agrees
with the delegations of the Soviet Union and the Netherlands that it is urgently
necessary for us to settle the question of the chairmanship of the Working Groups.

Consequently, I should like, through you, Mr. Chairman, to ask the distinguished

representative of Nigeria, who is the Co-ordinator of our group, the Group of 21,
whether we could not hold the meeting scheduled for the Group of 21 at 9.30 a.m.

This, I am sure, would make 1t possible for the Committee to meet at 11 a.m. As my
delegation understands it, the meeting we had scheduled for the Group of 21 tomorrow
was intended primarily to enable our Co~ordinator to report to the Group on the

outcome of the consultations he was to have with the Co-ordinators of the other groups.
In the light of w.at you have said. Mr. Cuairman, the situation seems to have taken

a favourable turn and, consequently, the purpose of tomorrow's meeting of the

Group of 21 would simply be Yo hear, with particular pleasure, the report from our

Co-ordinator.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): We have the following idea to

suggest to the Commjtteé: that the Group of 21 should meet tomorrow at 9.3%0 a.m.
and that our informal meetiﬁg of the Committee should be held at 11 a.m. We think
that it would be possible in this way, to comply with the request of the Group of 21
and, at the same time, to hold our informal meeting of the Committee at 11 a.m.

We consider that an hour and a half is enough time for the Group of 21 to be
able o meet and consider this matter.

Would this be acceptable?

In that case, the Group of 21 will meet tomorrow at 9.30 a.m. and we shall hold

an informal meeting at 11 a.m.
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With regard to the statement by Mr. Marker, the distinguished Ambassador of
Pakistan, the Chair will take all steps to ensure that there is no discrimination in
this respect —— not only in this case, but also in the case of the United States

delegation which has expressed its reservations regarding the document in question.

Mr., FEIN (Netherlands): I understood that the proposal of the representative
of the Soviet Union was to have an informal meeting tomorrow morning, possibly
followed by a formal meeting immediately to ﬁormalize the agreement. That 'is the

proposal I supported, and I wonder if you could take that into consideration.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): The proposal as a whole is that

the Group of 21 will meet tomorrow and, this afternoon, we shall make the necessary

contacts. The informal meeting will be held at 11 a.m. If the question of the
chairmanship of the Groups is solved at the informal meeting, we could straightaway
hold.a formal meeting and establish the working groups and appoint the Chairmen of .
the Groups; in other words, everything depends on how the negotiations will proceed
this afternoon and tomorrow. We approach them optimistically, in the hope that a

spirit of understanding will further our work.

It is so agreed.

Mr, ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, you have

kept us informed of the situation and I am grateful to you for your consultations
concerning the participation of non-member States; and you have expressed the wish
that there should be no disoussion.atwthe’present gtage. But I should none the less
like the record to reflect the Belgian delegation's regret that it has not been
possible to bring these consultations to a successful conclusion. Above all, we are
sorry that the Committee has not been able to take favourable decisions concerning
the non-controversial cases. It had seemed to us that we could have teken decisions
on these non-controversial cases; we have a number of countries which have expressed
a great deal of interest and which would like to contribute to our work and have
been waiting for a very long time. We thought that the Committee could have taken
favourable decisions on these cases and such an attitude would not, I believe,.have
prejudiced in any way the positions of delegations concerning the controversial

cases., 1 should like this statement to be inserted in the record.
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Mr. McPHAIL (Canada): I want to endorse what has just been said by my

Belgian colleague. and to make it clear that my delegation associates itself vith the
points he has madé. On 26 March T made the,position of the Government of Canada
verj clear on the question of the need to move quickly in arrangihg the invi€étions
of non-members who had expressed their desire to present their views to the Committee.

In addition, I would like to raise two related points. A question of principle
arises here, quite apart from the mamner of handling these individual requestss I will
not, however, attempt to reopen the matter at this point, taking into account the
statement from the Chair. I will refer simply to the fact that I did say at an
earlier date that, if this is a procedural.-problem, we .should.employ.the .procedural
techniques which are available to us in our rules of procedure. That is a point I
would like to come back to, perhaps at our informal meeting, since this is a problem
which is going to be with us in the future and we should see how it can be handled.
I therefore, certainly reserve the right {to come back to this question after reporting
to my Government. Thirdly, the statement of the Chair this morning, about the
suspension of further communications until procedural guidelines are worked out, is
acceptable to me, but I would like some clarification. I take it that it is not
your intention to withhold the distribution of a document submitted by a member of
the Committee which relates to the substance of our work? On that basis I can accept

your suggestion, but I would like to be abSolutely clear on that.

Mr., BL-SHAFEI (Bgypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. Chairman, I would like
to thank you on behalf of my delegation for your statement following the consultations

you have held recently on important issues that concern this Committee. Here, I would
like to touch on the first subject you mentioned, namely the requests by non-member
States of the Committee to participate in its work. I heard you say that there was

no consensus of opinion concerning the requests submitted which have not so far been
studied. My delegation finds it difficult to accept this, since we have not really
studied all the requests submitted.

My delegatioﬁ would have liked the Committee to 'be in a position to consider all
the requests.submitted. Ve have not given up hope. I should like to call on you to
complete your consultations on this subject with the members concerned for two main
reasons. The first is that my delegation hopes that all the obstacles created by

certain delegations with regard to a careful and objective study of this subject will
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disappear. The second reason concerns the attitude and role of the' Committee regarding
the welcome and hearing to be accorded to delegations of non-member Governments., Ve
are bound in the decisions we. take by the decisions of the General Assembly which
determine the mandate of this Committee, particularly those set forth in the Final
Document of the session devoted to ‘disarmament and the rules of procedure governing

the work of this Committee.

We should also comply in the conduct of our work with the rules of procedure
which we approved last year, Ior this reason, my delegation does not wish the subject
to be closed, when only one request has been accepted and the remaining ones have not
even been examined. In conclusion, I should like to express the hope that you will
pursue your consultations with all those concerned so that we may achieve a positive

result in this connexion.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): With regard to the question raised
by Mr. McPhail, the distinguished Ambasgador of Canada, it is not our idea or our

intention to hold back any substantive document which might be submitted by any of
the member countries of the Committee, and we shall act as quickly as possible. As
we also pointed out in our statement on Tuesday, once we finish the formal meeting
we shall hold an informal meeting in order to find a solution to this problem of
documentation.

What has been the idea and the feeling of the Chair in this matter? That
there is a risk that we might, as the situation develops, convert the Committee into
a mass of documents and confrontations which have nothing to do with the matters for
which it was established., We therefore want the Committee itself to determine the
necessary guidelines which will enable future chairmen -- and not us, since we are
handing over the chairmanship at the end of the month -~ to direct the work of the
Committee.

With regard to the requests from non-member States, we can assure the Committee
that, while members may experience regret at what has happened, we are sure that
nobody can experience more regret than the Chair does. The intention of the Chair,
from the time it brought up the question of these requests, was to endeavour to

solve them forthwith, and we did so when we considered the first case of Finland,
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which was in fact settled. Ve deeply regret that no solution has been reached and
we assure you that we shall continue all our efforts in this connexion to find a
solution that is catisfactory to all the rembers of our Committee. I am deeply
grateful for the co-operation extended to me in this woik of finding a solution.
We do not view the Committee as a place for making accusations; we do not seek to
accuse anybody, and we simply thank those who have co-operated with us. As to those
who have been an obstacle to arriving at a solution, we leave it to their conscience.
For our part, we would not feel able to accuse them.

Does any other delegation wish to make a statement?

The meeting is adjourned, on the understanding that we shall meet tomorrow at

1] a.m. in the Committee.

The meeting rose at 12.05 p.m.




