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The CHATRMAN (translated from Spanish): Document CD/94 of 18 April 1980,

submitted by the delegation of bulglum and entitled "Proposed definition of a

chemical warfare agent and chenical munitions" is available to the Cormittee today.
I also wish to inform the Comnittee that the following documents have been
received and will be circulated shortlys:

(a) Document CD/95, submitted by the delegation of Australia and entitled
"in illustrative list of subjects which might be examined by the Committee on
Disarmament in considering agén&a item 1 'Nuclear test ban'";

(b) Document CD/96, subnitted by the delegation of Poland and entitled
"Ad Hoc Working Group on CW —— initial work programme: working document';

(¢) Document CD/97, submitted by the delegation of Sweden and entitled

"Working paper on the prohibition of chemical warfare capability".

Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from Frenmch): Mr. Chairman, my

statement today -- and I must apologise somewhat for this -- will relate to the

prohibition of chemical weapons.

The concern currently being voiced by the internmational community regarding
the possible use of chemical weapons justifies the importance which my Government
attaches to the early conclusion of a convention on the complete and effective
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons
and on their destruction.

We welcone the decision of the Committee on Disarmament to sct up a
Working Group whose present terms of reference are to define the duestions to be
dealt with in negotiating this convention.

It is essential, now, that this Working Group should be able to start soon
on the task we have entrusted to-it. .

In order to accomplish ifs ftask, the Working Grodp has at its disposal, in
addition to three draft conventions submitted during the time of the CCD,
several contributions made within the framework of the Committee, which reflect
the desire of a large number of countries to make headway with these difficult
negotiagtions,

I shall quote as the main examples of these contributions:

The joint Soviet-United States statement of 7 August 1979 {(document CD/48)

which, incidentally, we hope to see followed by a new joint initiative by

these two States in the near future;
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The various elements of appreciation with a view to elaboratin-s a convention,
as provided during the 1979 session of our Committee by the Netherlands,
Italy, Poland and Finland; and

The conclusions of the workshops on verification organized by the

Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom, and the Australian

project for an informal meeting of the Committee with the participation

of experts.

My delegation also wishes to make its contribution to this joint effort,
especially with regard to the scope of a future treaty.

Details of these considerations are contained in docunent CD/94 which the
Belgian delegation has just tabled in ‘the Committee and on which it would
welcome comments by members of the Committee.

I wish to point out also that several elements in our document are replies
to specific items in the Netherlands questiommaire (CD/41). My delegation also
reserves the right to refer to other points in this questionnaire in the light
of decisions taken by the Committee and the Working Group on the procedural
proposals presented by the Netherlands in its document CD/84.

Any approach to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons must
logically begin with a generally accepted definition of its essential component,
a chemical agent, since there is no doubt that without a chemical agent a
chemical weapon is inconccivable.

However, a chemical weapon cannot be adequately defined by reference to the
chemical agent alone since it is essential to take into account the case of
chemical weapons which may be obtained in complete form or the case of chemical
weapons whose operation is based on new technological principles, such as binary
weapons.

It is therefore necessary to define also what is meant by chemical munitions,
and even by a complete chemical weapon in cases where means of dissemination
other than conventional nmunitions are used.

Furthermore, it seemg obvious to us that the definition must be conceived
in its most general sense in order to cover all chemical weapons since a
restrictive definition might, by an a contrario implication, legitimize the
development, production and stockpiling of categories of chemical weapons which
fell outside such a definition. . Any convention should therefore, in our opinion,

affirm the principle of a ban on all chemical weapons.
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The document submitted by my delegation defines the notion of a chemical
warfare agent by specifying the method leading to the definition.,

This methol makes use of two complc.ientary criteria wiich are, briefly:

the general purposc of the agent;

its toxicity, which is itself defined in terms of various complementary

approaches,

The draft definition so elaborated readss

"A chemical warfare agent is any chemical substance or any conmbination of

chemical substances which is used by reason of its duly defined toxic

properties, whether they are those of the substance itself or those of one
of the final products of the combination."

As you will see, this definition takes into account inter alia the
existence of binary weapons which, although they are a special case, do not
constitute a separate.category by reason of the general-purpose criterion which
led in particular to the definition of the notion of chemical warfare agent and
which also applies to the precursors.

The distinction between single-purpose agents and dual-purpose agents, which
ig implicit in the draft definition but would have to be spelt out in a
convention, raises —- especially in the case of dual-purposc agents —- the problem
of declaring stocks and placing then under the surveillance of a verification
body which would be qualified to determine whether the sizec of the stocks
detected was justified on grounds of protection and research in the case of
singl e~-purpose agents, and on adequate economic grounds in the case of dual-
purpose agents.

As I said before, the definition of a chemical warfare agent does not
suffice to cover the notion of chemical munitions and weapons. This is
particularly evident from the fact that the problem of stockpiling chemical
substances could be evaded by converting such substanceés into chemical weapons
and stocking them in this form.

This leads us to define chemical munitions as being "any munitions in
which the conventional charge is replaced either by a chemical substance or by
a combination of chemical substances, and which are used by reason of their duly
defined toxic properties, whether they are the properties of the chemical substance

or those of the final product of the combination".. To complete this definition,
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it should be specified further that the prohibition extends also to any method
of disscmination involving a chemical charge whose characteristics foll within
the definition of a chemical warfare agent. /Also, an cxception should be made
for tear gases and srcnades oontaining them, because of their role in the
maintenance of order.
These, Mr. Chairman, are the considerations I wish to bring to the

attention of the Committee on Disarmament in presenting document CD/94. I hope
that they will constitute a positive contribution to the work of our Cormittee

and of the Working Group wnhich has just been set up.

Mr, DE SOUZA E SILVLA (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, may I exprcss, on behalf

of my delegation, best wishes for the successful performance of the Committec

on Disarmament during your Chairmanship in the current month of Ipril. With
your pernission, my delegation would like today to make some comments on item 2
of our agenda, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclcar disarmament".
Since 1 Pebruary last year, this Committee has had before it a working paper
submitted by a group of socialist countries (CD/4). That document elicited a
nixed response from different members of the Committee. I[mong others, we
might recall the considerations expounded by Mrs. Thorsson, on bechalf of the
Swedish delegation, when she urged the sponsors of CD/4 to translate their
proposals into more specific fterms. The Brazilian delegation also believes that
a larger degree of specification is required for a meaningful consideration of
this item. Pertinent suggestions were advanced by the Group of 21 and arec
contained in docunent CD/36. Unlike the treatment given to other items on
its agenda, the Committee has been unable to discuss, let alone agree upon,
the establishment of a working group on this subject.

We deem it worthwhile to stress that we are dealing here with the nost

important of all questions related to disarmament, the real raison d'&ire of

the negotiations in which the international cormunity has been involved for riore
than three decades. This is really what disarmament is all about: first and
foremost, to do away with the most dangerous category of weapons ever invented,
through negotiastions ained at the final objective of general and complecte
disarmament under effective international control. The Cormittec on Disarmament
should not lose sight of this goal, both because it has been singled out by the
United Nations as the highest priority task and because it is incumbent upon the
Cormittee, the single negotiating body as defined in the Final Documcnt, to

undertake negotiations to that end.
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Brazil has repeatedly stated its belief that disarmament negotiations are
of paramount concern to 21l mankind, and hence that the community of nations
has a right to participate in the deliberations related thereto, without
any discrimination whatscever, At the same time, however, we have witnessed a
growing tendency for discussion, in ever dwindling circles of great Powers, of
questions of the utmost importance for the world at large. Those négotiations,
conducted in closed quarters, underscore of course the special responsibility
borne by the nuclear-weapon Powers for nuclear disarmament; but it should not
be forgotten that bilateral or trilateral negotiations on dissrmament issues must
be complementary to, and work to the advantage of, multilateral negotiations
conducted in a broader context, Some sort of compatibility between the two
types of negotiation should be found, lest the fate of disarmament continues to
hinge precariously on the state of relations among the nuclear-weapon Powers and
more particularly betwecn the two super-Powers.

We thus welcome the opportunity to discuss the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament under the aegis of the CD. The fact that
representatives of all five nuclear Powers are seated around this table enhances
the prospects for success. But in order to engage in serious, substantive
discussions on this matter, it is imperative that rhetorical politics be replaced
by a genuine will to negotiage.

It should be taken for granted that the first task of the Committee on
Disarmament is to find an acceptable basis for those negotiations. The very
general terms in which existing proposals have so far been formulated musf thus
be refined so that the areas of negotiation are clearly spelled out., It should
then be possible to arrive at a definition of the stages according to which cach
specific subitem could be agreed upon. In that exercise, it would be useful to
keep in mind that the main goals to be sought are measures of real disarmament,
as opposed o mere cocllateral measures of arms control, or non-armament. Certain
arms control agrecnients have, instead, tended to ensure that the possibility of
further technological improvement remains open, resulting inevitébly in the
continuous spiralling of the arms race at the highest level of nuclear
sophistication. So far, the SALT agreements have not produced actual reductions
of armaments, although there is promise that the next round would be meant to
achieve progress in that direction. Brazil, like the overwhelming majority of
United Nations Members, would hope that this promise be fulfilled without further
delay.
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We would wish, for instance, to see concrete proposals on the actusl freezing
of the technological improvement of systems such as the carriers of nuclear
weapons (ballistic missiles, cruise nissiles, mobile systens and the like) or
curbs on the increased accuracy of rultiple-~headed missiles, or checks on
nuclear warfare budgets, and last, but not least, the reversion to exclusively
peaceful purposes of the research and development of space technology. Similarly,
concrete proposals on the freezing, reduction and ultimate destruction of specific
types of nuclear weapons could be advanced in the context of nuclear disarmament.
We would envisage an explicit characterization of weapons such as land-bascd, sea-
launched ¢r air-borne missiles and thelr respective warheads. Serious and
responsible attention directed to such matters would certainly bring us closer to,
and have a more direct bearing on, the achievement of the ultimate goal of general |
and complete disarmament which has lately shown a tendency to be shrouded by the -
clouds of oblivion,’

It is not by nere chance, or because of some oversight when pressing the
voting button at the General Assenbly, that the scores of resolutions passed over
the years assign to general and complete disarmament the distinction of being the
final objective of all disarmament endeavours. The Final Docunent of the
first special session devoted to disarmament likewise corroborates the resolve of
the international community, and is supposed to have provided additional impetus
towards that direction. In all those documents, nuclear disarmament has been
accorded the highest priority Ly the community of nations. '

Other important international instruments also contain express nmention of
general and compleite disarmanent as the ultiﬁate objective to be sought. It has
never been possible, however, to obtain a firm, binding unequivboal commitnent to
nuclear disarmament. Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, for instance, does not embody anything nore explioit than an
undertaking by all Partics to '"continue to pursue in good faith" nogétiations on
both counts. The major policy decision asked from a2ll non-nuclear-weapon countries -
to forego their sovercign right to the nuclear option -- cannot be balanced azainst
the absence of a steadfast commitment to nuclear disarmanent on the part of the
nuclear-weapon Powers. Brazil, among other sipgnificant veices, has expressed its

concerns even before 1968. We could recall, in this context, document ENDC/178
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of August 1966, which states the principles that should be embodied in a fair,
balanced and equitable instrunent to govern an effective and lasting non-
proliferation ré..me. We consider that position to be as timely now as it was
in the 1960s.

Brazil, for its part, has given ample international expression of its
support for the utilization to the fullest extent of nuclear technolosy for
peaceful purposes while at the same tinme unequivocally renouncing the acquisition
of muclear weapons. We have signed and ratified the Mntarctic Treaty of 1959,
the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, and
especially the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin fmerica
of 1967, widely known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

I have dwelt on questions relating to the proliferation of nuclear weapons
for two maln reasons which are, in our opinion, very relevant to our debate on
the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. The first is
that the international community is now increasingly concerned and disturbed by ..
the continuocus addition of newer and even more sophisticated systems to the
arsenals of the nuclear-weapon Powers, and especially of the super-Powers.
Agreements on arms control arrived at between them seem to have had an effect
diametrically opposite to the objectivés avowedly sought. The second reason is
that negotiations on nuclcar disarmament aimed at stopping and reversing the
current escalation must be brought back to the very centre of our preoccupations
in this Committec. Serious discussion and negotiation on nuclear disarmament have
long been discarded and neglected becausc of thelr alleged complexity. The
cessation of the arms race and nuclear disarmament is the synonym to vertical
non-proliferafion, a theme that has been remarkably absent from disarmament
talks, both bilateral and multilateral. The continuance of unchecked vertical
proliferation of nuclear weapons and the enforcement of an international régime
of horizontal non-proliferation do not seem, in the long run, to be compatible
with each other.

To achieve progress in nuclear disarmament, which we regard as the most
pressing and important issue at hand, it is indispensable that the nuclear-weapon
Powers display the political will to negotiate multilaterally on effective measures
of nuclear disarmament. Differences of outlook among the f%ve nuclear-weapon Powers
should be Auickly resclved, General formﬁlations should be scrutinized, specified
and detailed, so that the Committee on Disarmament may start dealing with specific,
realistic and negotiable proposals from nuclear-weapon Powers and from the non-
nuclear-weapon nations alike., Rhetoric is not, and can never be, a substitute

for disarmament.
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Mr, GARCIA ROBLES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): In paragraph 124

of the Final Docuwent on its first special seéssion devoieu to disarmament, the

United Nations General Assem.ly requested the Secretary-General to set up
"an advisory board of eminent persons, selected on the basis of their personal
expertise and taking into account the principle of equitable geographical
distribution," to advise him on various aspects of studies to be made under the
auspices of the United Nations in the field of disarmament and arms limitation,
including a programme of such studies.
The Advisory Board to which tne General Assembly referred was established by
the Secretary-General shortly thereafter and held its first session in
November 1978, at which it discussed, inter alia, the purposes to be served by
mited Nations studies in the area of disarmament and arms limitation and agreed
that these include: '
"(I) Assisting in ongoing negotiations on disarmament and arms limitation;
(II) Assisting in the identification of specific topics with a view to
initiating new negotiations;
(III) Providing the general background to current deliberations and
negotiations; '
(IV) Assessing and promoting public awareness of, the threat to the
very survival of mankind posed by the existence of nuclear weapons
and the continuing arms race and its impact both on international
security and development."
In 1979, the Board held its second and third sessions and, in discussing
the functions entrusted to it, came to the conclusion that the task of elaborating
the comprehensive programme of disarmament studies must be a continuing process,
conducted in the light of the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of
disarmament., The Board nevertheless expressed the opinion that, while it should
adopt an integrated approach to this task pending the elaboration of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament, its recommendations could cover only some specific topics,
which would have to be selected on the basis of priorities.
The Board also confirmed the conclusion it had reached at its first session,
namely, that it could itself generate proposals to the Secretary-General for study,
although it was mindful of the constraints on the number of studies that could
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usefully be undertaken at the present time. Accordingly, the Board considered the
various proposals for study submitted by its members and, after an extensive

analysis of the arguments put forward by the sponsors of the proposalé, agreed

to recommend that only one study should be made —— a study on the subject of a
nuclear test ban. That recommendation, which the Secretary-General endorsed, led

to decision 34/422, which was adopted by the General Assembly on 11 December 1979
and in accordance with which the Committee on Disarmament received, last week, the
study on a "comprehensive nuclear test ban" (CD/86), which was prepared by the

four consultant experts referred to therein with the assistance of the United Nations
Centre for Disarmament.

A thorough examination of the study proves beyond any doubt how sensible it
was of the Board to recommend its preparation. Indeed, having made a careful
selection of the very abundant material available, its authors have produced a
30-page report containing a clear and methodical synthesis of the main eleménts
that have to be taken into account in order to attain what is rightly described in
the introduction as "a prime objective of the United Nations in the field of
disarmament". In our opinion, the study will be extremely valuable both for the
negotiations which, we hope, will soon be starting again at the multilateral level
and as a means of providing internmational public opinion with accurate information.

It is in no way my intention to comment on the contents of the document to
which I have been referring. Its relative brevity should in itself be an invitation
to read it in full, not once, but severa® times, since, even if the foreword and
the annexes are added to the 30 pages constituted by the study as such, the total
amounts to only 53 pages. I will merely mention some of the many facts and
opinions that are stated in the study and that warrant attention because of their
particular significance:

1. DNoting that no other question in the field of disarmament has been
the subject of so much international concern, discussion, study and negotiation
as that of stopping nuclear-weapon tests, that it has been a separate item on the
agenda of the General Assembly every year since 1957 and that the General<Aésembly
has adopted 36 resolutions on it, i.e. far more than on any other disarmaﬁent

topic, the authors of the study conclude, in paragraph 60, that:
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"In spite of all these actions by the General Assembly, including the adoption
of seven resolutions condemning nuclear-weapon tests and just as many requesting
that the highest priority be given to a comprehensive test ban, the international
community is still waiting for the comprehensive test-ban treaty. Testing is
continuing notwithstanding 24 resolutions urging that all nuclear-weapon tests be
suspended in all environments,"

Further on, in paragraph 115, they refer in -the following terms to three
concessions made by one of the parties:

"The obstacles to effective neogitations among the USSR, the United Kingdom
and the United States on a comprehensive test ban seemed to have been removed in
1977, when those States agreed that on-site inspection to verify compliance with
the treaty might be carried out under certain circumstances, that explosions for
peaceful purposes would be covered by a protocol which would be an integral part
of the treaty, and that participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers would not be
required for the treaty to enter into force."

And, in the following paragraph, they conclude that:

"In considering those issues, it should be noted first that various reasons
have been adduced to justify the continuation of nuclear-weapon testing. Among
those most often propounded is that test explosions are necessary to maintain .
confidence in the reliability of the stockpiled weapons. In reply to this
contention, highly qualified views have been advanced to the effect that the state
of stockpiled nuclear weapons can be checked without nuclear testing. Even
assuming that the nuclear weapons were subject to deterioration, any such
deterioration would affect the arsenals of all nuclear-weapon Powers., Moreover,
experts who have studied the problem consider that the less confidence there is
in nuclear weapons, the less would be the temptation to rely on them."

2. The trilateral negotiations between the United States, the United Kingdom
and the Soviet Union, which culminated in the instrument commonly known as the ~
partial test-ban Treaty, lasted only ten days, from 15 to 25 July 1963. The
explanation for the rapidity of those negotiations which is all the more
extraordinary if one compares it to the more than 20 years spent unsuccessfully
trying to achieve a general prohibition, is given unambiguously in paragraphs 48

to 51 of the experts' study, which read as follows:
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"By 1963, the USSR and the United States had already carried out extensive
series of tests in the atmosphere and knew that testing underground, which would
be continued, could provide most of the information required for further nuclear-
weapon development. That facilitated, to a large extent, the conclusion of the
partial test-ban Treaty.

"In practice, the partial test-ban Treaty did not slow down the nuclear arms
race among the major nuclear Powers, except to the extent that it placed technical
constraints on the underground testing of large thermonuclear weapons.

"After the signing of the Treaty, the rate of testing, in fact, increased.
0f 1,221 nuclear explosions reported to have been conducted between 1945 and 1979,
488 were carried out in the 18 years preceding the conclusion of the Treaty, and
733 in the 16 years after the signing of the Treaty. Thus, the rate of testing
was, on average, 45 per year after the Treaty as compared to 27 per year before
it. The three nuclear Powers party to the partial test-ban Treaty, namely, the
USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States, account for more than 90 per cent
of all nuclear explosions.

"Despite the commitment to pursue a comprehensive test ban, no actual
negotiations took place for a decade."

3. The paragraphs concerning a comprehensive test ban in the statement made
by the Secretary-General to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on
29 Pebruary 1972 -~ paragraphs which, I note in passing, the delegation of Mexico
took the libert:.of quoting in full in its statement on 21 June 1979 (CD/PV.34) -~
are, with good reason, reproduced in the appendix to the study. Of these paragraphs,
there is no doubt that those which are the most relevant to any negotiations on this
topic are the following:

"When one takes into account the existing means of verification by seismic and
other methods, and the possibilities provided by international procedures of
verification such as consultation, inquiry and what has come to be known as
'‘verification by challenge' or 'inspection by invitation', it is difficult to
understand further delay in achieving agreement on an underground test ban.

"In the light of all these considerations, I share the inescapable
conclusion that the potential risks of continuing underground nuclear weapon
tests would far outweigh any possible risks from ending such tests."

In addition, the Secretary-General's foreword to the study contains the

following emphatic and unequivocal statement:
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"In my first statement to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, in
1972, I stated the belief that all the technical and scientific aspects of the
problem had been so fully explored that only a political decision was necessary
in order to achieve agreement., I still hold that belief. The problem can and
should be solved now."

In 1972 the same high international official had stated that:

"The widespread impatience and dissatisfaction of the non-nuclear-weapon
States with the failure of the nuclear Powers to-stop nuclear-~weapon tests has
been clearly demonstrated ...".

The following statement in paragraph 15 of the study which we have just
received quite amply bears out that well-founded opinion:

. "As a result of the failure to stop nuclear weapon testing, many States
became disillusioned and increasingly discontented. Non-nuclear-weapon States
in general came to regard the achievement of a comprehensive test ban as a
litmus test of the determination of the nuclear-weapon States to halt the arms
race,"

My delegation considers that, in a year like this, when the second
Review Conference of the Parties to - the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons is to be held, assessments such as the two which I have just
quoted should not be disregarded by. the three nuclear-weapon States, which act
as the depositaries of the Treaty. We believe that they should do not only the
possible but even the impossible to ensure that, during the summer -session, a
working group of the Committee on Disarmament can be established to negotiate a
draft treaty on a comprehensive nuclear test ban taking into account the elements
transmitted to it as the outcome of the trilateral negetiations.

It should not be forgotten that, in the preamble to this Treaty, emphasis was
placed on the need to "achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of
nuclear weapons for all time" and that, in article VI, commitments were made
relating to the "cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament",

It is essential also to bear constantly in mind the fact that, when
negotiations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty began, the General Assembly dinsisted
that an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the
nuclear and non-nuclear Powers was an indispensable element for ensuring that

the non-proliferation régime would be acceptable to all.
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Mr, SUMMERHAYES (United Kingdom): I should like to associate my delegation

with those wheo have extendsd a warn welcome to you in your capacity as Chairman of the
Ccommittee for the month., It must be gratifying to you, as it is to ny delegation,
that your term of office has finally seen agreement on the outstanding points enabling
the four Working Groups of this Committec to get under way.

I should like today to take the opportunity, before this spring session of the
Committee closes, to make a few remarks on the subject of new weapons of mass
destruction and radiological weapons. We have listened with interest to a number
of interventions on both topics during recent plenary meetings.

My delegation, in a statement made in July last year, welcomed the joint
initiative of the United States and Soviet Union in tabling the major elements of a
treaty prohibiting the development, production, stockpiling and use of radiological
weapons., On that occasion we asked a number of questions about the draft, and we look
forward to a full discussion in the Radiological Weapons Working Group of these points
together with those raised by other delegations.

In further considering the joint draft, and in listening tc the remarks made by
other delegations, one or two -other thoughts have occurred to us, which it seems
appropriate to feed into our discussion at this stoge.

Firstly, with regard to article II, paragraph 2, of the proposed draft treaty, we
have heard concern expressed that the use as a weapon of radioactive material produced
by an underground explosion would continue to be permitted. In our view, this is only
a marginal problem. It would in practice be extremely difficult to collect such
naterial, and, in any event, once any naterial thus collected was attached to a
delivery systen, it would immediately come under the prohibition in paragraph 1 of
the same article of the treaty.

Similarly, while we fully understand and share the view expressed by a nunber
of our colleagues that this treaty should not proscribe or limit the peaceful uses
of radicactive material, we do mnot think that this need be a serious concern. It
is clear from articles II and III of the United States/USSR draft that the treaty
applics only to those uscs of radiocactivity.which cause =~I quote ——"destruction,
damage or injury", and article V specifically cxcludes pcaceful uses from the scope
of the treaty. Article V might, however, be strengthened by the addition of a
sentence to provide explicitly for the'exchange of information between States, on
the lincs of article III, paragraph 2, of the ENMOD Treaty.

On article VII, of the draft, we should be interested in due course to hear

the reasons for the listing of certain trcatics in the arms control field, In
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particular, we are not entirely sure why the Geneva Protocol of 1925 has been singled
out here for specific mention. )

Finally, with regard to article XI, we should be content to accept the period of
ten years which it is suggestced should clapse before a review conference of the
trcaty is held. Bearing in mind the increasing nuaber of arms control meetings which
are now being held, we consider that such a period is not unreasonable for a treaty
which, we judge, will be likely to causc very few problems in its operation.

I should like to turn now to the much broader subject of a.prohibkition of new
weapons of mass destruction. The Committee will be awarc from interventions by ny
delegation, both here and at the United Nations, that the British Govermment like
others holds strongly to the view that it would be a nost scrious and regrettable
natter if any new kinds of* weapons of nass destruction were invented and deployed
for use. For this reason, we have twice co-sponsored resclutions in the United
Nations General Assenbly urging States to refrain from the development of such weapons,
and asking this Committee to maintain a watch on this matter.

The Committee has heard a proposal, nost recently in a slightly revised form by
the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union on 1 April, that this Committee
should cstablish an expert group on this subject. My delegation believes that members
of this Cormitfee should ask themselves very carefully what would be the purpose of
such a body. As regards the need to momitor the possible emcrgence of new weapons
of mass destruction, we note that although time has been allotted for the discussion
of the subject in the past three sessions of the CD and the CCD, contributions -have
been few and no substantial evidence of any kind has been put forward to indicate
that there are or even could be new weapons of mass destruction in prospect.

Another task proposed for the expert group would be to prepare the draft of a
comprehensive agreement on the subject. Here ry delegation would like to know how
one could negotiate a comprehensive agrecment on what would still be a hypothetical
subject-matter, since by definttion the intention would be to legislate for weapons
which had not yet been invented. My delegation have always adhered to the view —-
which we have not heard contested —— that if disarmament treaties are to be a basis
of real intermational confidence; they neced to be specific in scope, and susceptible
of carefully worked’ out procedurcs for their verification. It seems to us therefore
that a treaty dealing with hypothetical weapons could not fulfil these requirements.
A further role envisaged for the expert group would be to prepare specific agreements
on individual types of weapons of méss destruction wihich might be -identified. This

activity certainly makes good sense in principle as o contribution to arms control
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in general, but in practice it would depend upon the identification of particular

weapons. As I have already said, no such weapons have so far been identified. If in
the course of our periodical reviews of the subject this Coumittee were to identify a
potential new weapon of mass destruction, then, and only then, in our view would this
task become possible and appropriate. My delegation is accordingly inclined to think

that the proposal to establish an expert group is still premature.

Mr. PFEIFFER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Cheirman, may I extend to

yYou my congratulations on your assumption of the Chairmanship of the Committee on
Digsarmament for the current month. At the same time, my thanks go to the Chairman

for the last month, Ambassador Yu Pei-Wen., He and his predecessor, Ambassador McPhail,
nade the necessary preparations in order to enable you, Mr, Chairman, to annoumce the
Chairmen for the four Working Groups which the Committee decided to set up at an
earlier stage of its work.

My delegation appreciates the fact that consensus has been reached on the
norination of the thairmen for the Working Groups for 1980. We will, in the remaining
days, join the common efforts to make up for the time we have lost by the somewhat
protracted consultations on that question. We hope that it will be possible during
these days to mark out the lines along which we can proceed with the actual work in
the Working Groups during the surmer session.

My delegation has refrained from taking up in the plenary issues on our agenda
which, we felt, could be dealt with better in the Working Groups. I may refer to my
statement on 25 March in the Plenary that we will makc more detailed comments in the
course of the discussions in the Working Groups.

Having expressed my apprecisation of the final establishment of the Working Groups,
I will not hide ny delegation's disappointment that it has so far not been possible to
decide on the question of the invitation of non-members wanting to address the
Committee. It is to be deplcred that countries which have already given proof of
their interest and their dedication, and which have shown that they can give
substantial contributiona to the cause of disarmament, comld not be given the chance
so far to take an active part in the work of the Committee on Disaqpament. It is,
in our view, most unfortunate that linkings have been created which, taking into

account the mandate of the Committee on Disarmament, camnot in our opinion be justified.

The CHAIRMAN (translated fron Spanish): I thank the representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany for his statement and take note of the request on which

the Committee will subsequently decide. As the Chair has already pointed ocut, I am
in your hands to take this matter further.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAH (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from

Russian): The Soviet delegation would like today to comment on some statements made

at the Committee's last -meeting.

The head of the United States delegation made a statement on the use of
chemical weapons. As we know, this question is not a new one, but was frequently
raised by the world public during the years of the war by the United States against
Viet Nam, when United States forces made extensive use of chemical weapons against
the peoples of Indochina, with grievous consequences which are to this day being
experienced not only by the Vietnamese but also by many United States Servicemen
who took part in the war. And now this question has arisen again. Facts regarding
the use of chemical weapons by counter-revolutionary forces in Afghanistan have
recently been cited also in a declaration of the Government of the Democratic
Republic of Afghanistan issued on 11 April- 1930 (CD/B9).

How did the United States delegation respond to %this? In the first place it
repeated the slanderous fabrications regarding the use of chemical weapons by éoviet
forces in Afghanistan, but did not at the same time provide any -- I repeat, any =--
evidence,

In its statement, references were made once again to various press reports.
What kind of reports these were, and what value they have, will be clear from some
examples which we take the liberty of gquoting. The following is one example. A man
named Miller, a Hong Kong correspondent of the United States agency, United Press A
International, who for some unknown reason had turned up in Afghanistan, quoted a
so-called "eye-witness" of the use of c¢hemical weapons by Soviet aircraft in the
province of Kunar as saying that gas had come into the house where he was and he had
fallen down and gone to sleep and did not wake up for two hours and that, when he
woke up, he had no idea where he was.

Obviously realizing how shaky the evidence of this "eye-witness" was, Miller
added in his report that the actual occurrence of the raid, which was alleged to have
taken place on 22 February, could not be confirmed from independent sources.

Another example. The New York Post recently reported that it was in possession

of fragmentary reports of what it described as the use of toxic chemicals by Soviet

forces. Some days later The New York Times reproduced the same’ information, citing

certain unnamed Russian acquaintances. -



CD/PV.81
22

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

What can one say of all these reports, which are disseminated by United States
mass media and then find their way into other organs of the press which are thirsty -
for any anti-Soviet sensation or rumour? In the East, there is a saying that:

"You can't hide a camel under a cloak". In the same way, lies cannot be
represented as the truth, even if they are disseminated by newspapers with a claim
to‘seriousness.

The head of the United States delegation in the Committee on Disarmament was
unable to think of anything better, in support of his imaginary theory about the use
of chemical weapons by Soviet forces in Afghanistan, than to refer to a statement by
his colleague in the United Nations Commission on Human Rights., Such a reference is
unlikély to convince anyone, since it would be difficult to imagine that a statement
by a representative of the United States Government in a neighbouring room would
differ from a statement made in this room. But we would like to draw attention to
another matter. In the above-mentioned statement in the Commission on Human Rights,
no facts were cited either, but mention was made of reports to the effect that
"Soviet or co-operating Afghan forces may have" -- I stress -— "may have used lethal
chemical agents ...". Detailed evidence on this matter, to which the United - States
representative in the Commission on Human Rights vaguely referred, was not of course
provided in his statement either.

Lastly, even the United States representative in our Committee stated openly
himself that "the world does not yet possess final conclusive physical evidence of
the use of lethal chemical agents" by Soviet forces in Afghanistan. In that case,
one wonders why the United States side considers it possible to indulge in
speculation on this issue, poisoning the atmosphere in the Committee on Disarmament
and elsevwhere.

Another important conclusion which arises from the statement by the United States
delegation is that in essence the statement contains an admission of the possibility
of the use, by bands of mercenaries in Afghanistan, of chemical weapons manufactured
in the United States of America. The United States representative stated outright
that in thé past the United States had supplied and sold certain chemical agents to
Governments with which it had security relationships. He did, it is true, say that
the United States side had no knowledge that cuch Tnited Steates monufactured agents had
been transferred to bands of mercenaries. But the answer to this question is given
by the Government of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan whose armed forces, after
defeating a group of counter-revolutionaries in the Herat Province area, seized from

it chemical hand grenades manufactured in the United States.
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To avoid making baseless statements, such as those made by persons who concoct
reports of various kin@s about the use of chemical weaponc by Soviet forces, the
Government of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan held a press conference at which
it &isplayéd hand grenades marked: "Manufactured in the Federal Laboratory,
Salisbury, Pennsylvania, USA, 1973.". The effect of these chemical agents on
animals was also demonstrated. Frankly, we do not altogether understand the irony
that was evident in the statement of the United States Ambassador when he referred to
the demonstration of the harmful effect of the chemical agents on animals. Was he
expecting, perhaps, that the effect of chemical weapons manﬁfactured in the
United States of America would be demonstrated on human beings?

The United States representative ventured to describe this press conference as
"a sﬁectacle”, and sought to throw doubt on the incontrovertible reliability of the
facts referred to above.

In case anyone has doubts in this regard, let me quote document CD/B9 which states
that

"The Government of Afghanistan expresses readiness to investigate and examine,

dlong with competent internétional authorities, the use and the functioning of

these American-made grenades and show how these exported mercenaries use them
against peaceful populations.”

Lastly, some words about the tone of the statement by the United States
-delegation., It was delivered in a rude manner; it was full of attacks of various
kinds against my country and the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, and its tone was
angry and irritated. But we know the head of the United States delegation in:the
Committee to be a calm and even-tempefed man. All one can say, then, is: "Jupiter,.
you are angry; that means you are in the wrong".

Comrade Chairman, a few words now on the statement by the representative of
Chinal We have the impression thét he did not understand the essence of the critical
comments made by the representative of\Poland, Ambassador Sujka, about the Chairman
of the Committee for March. i

The Soviet delegation wholeheartedly supports the comments by the Polish
delegation. The Chairman of the Committee in March did serious,harm to the work of
the Committee by distributihg document CD/76 without consulting the Qommittee,
although he was fully aware that on this document there can be no consensus in the
Committee, if only because the group of criminal individuals who claim to represent
the non-existent "Democratic Kampuchea" are not recognized by a considerable majority
of States members of the Committee -- the socialist countries, many of the non-aligned

countries, and many ﬁestern States. Knowing as we do that the head of the Chinese
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delegation is an experienced diplomat, we cannot believe he was so naive as to fail
to realize that an impasse would thereby be created in the Committee -- partieularly
since, as has later become known, he was warned in advance of such a likelihood.

None of the previous eight Chairmen of the Committee has ever once permitted
himself to give instructions for the distribution of a document on which divisions of
opinion might arise in the Committee. As is known, it was precisely in March 1980
that a situation of this kind arose for the first time in the Committee. Thus, by
distributing a deliberately controversial document, the Chairman for March set a
dangerous precedent which, as was to be expected, has forclong diverted the Committee's
attention from the consideration of substantive questions of disarmament.

What is more, for the first time ever in all the practice of the Committee's work
on disarmament, the Chinese delegation blocked the participation, in the Committee's
work, of a State that is not a member of this body. In this respect, too, the
Chinese delegation created a dangerous precedent which has already done great damage
to the authority of the Committee. Moreover, this was done in respect of a State whose
participation in the work of the Committee in 1979 was not contested by anyone. Last
year all 39 members of the Committee on Disarmament supported the request of the
Socialist Republic of Viet Nam; and it took part in the work of the Committee. The
injustice and the discriminatory nature of China's position are all the more evident
in view of the fact that the State concerned is a State which has been the victim of
extensive use of chemical weapons and which understandably has something to say on the
question of the actual consequences and the enormous danger of the use of such weapons.

With regard to the nature and role of the temporary presence of Soviet forces in
Afghanistan, a topic which in truth has no relationship to the work of the Committee
on Disarmament but is nevertheless a favourite topic in statements by the Chinese
delegation, we would like to make the following comments.

Soviet forces in Afghanistan are performing the same internationalist duty in
providing assistance to the Afghan people in its struggle against external and internal
forces of counter-revolution as they did in 1945 when they assisted the Chinese people
in its struggle against external and internal forces of reaction. As is known, the
part played by the Soviet Army in the liberation of North-East China, and its
temporary presence on Chinese territory for that purpose, were greatly appreciated by
the People's Republic of China and by the Chinese people.

It would seem that the Chinese delegation -~ yes, and not only they -- might do
well to remember this page of history, and also the history of the struggle for
recognition of the legitimate rights of the People's Republic of China in the

United Nations, to which we have already referred.
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In his statement on 5 February the head of the Chinese delegation. said that:
"China has now decided to take part in the work of the Committee és from this
year, and we are ready to join all of you in the deliberations actively and do
our share for progress in genuine disarmament and for the cause of peace."

Three months have passed since that statement was made., Frankly speaking, we
have not noticed any constructive steps or proposals by the Chinese delegation.
Instead, on every convenient, or inconvenient occasion, during the general debate or
in the discussion on questions of chemical weapons, or during the consideration of
organizational matters, we constantly hear anti-Soviet outbursts. I would ask the
Chinese representatives: have there not been enough of these attacks, is it not
time to stop® Or is this what the Chinese delegation regards as its contribution
to the work of the Committee?

We hope that the Chinese delegation will at last understand that the Committee
on Disarmament is a serious body which exists for the purpose of conducting
constructive negotiations on the most urgent problem of our times, the problem of
disarmement, and not for systematically and tediously rending the air with anti-Soviet
outbursts.

Comrade Chairman, in the letter from A.A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of the USSR, addressed to Mr. K. Waldheim, Secretary-General of the United Nations
concerning the tasks of the Second Disarmament Decade, it is emphasized that the
Soviet Union considers that in the present complicated international situation it is
extremely important not to weaken but, on the contrary, to siimulate the efforis of all
peace-loving States to strengthen peace, to eliminate the threat of war, and to
achieve concrete measures in curbing the arms race and achieving disarmament.

The Soviet Uniorl has on a number of occasions declared that i¥ is willing to
limit and prohibit any types of weapons on a mutual basis, by agreement with other
States, and of course without impairment of anyone's security and on terms of complete
reciprocity between States bossessing the armaments concerned.

In the light of this position, the Soviet delegation gives full support to the
proposal made at the last meeting by Ambassador Gharekhan, the representative of India,
for the establishment within the Committee, of a working group on questions of nuclear
disarmament. We would also like to confirm that the Soviet delegation does not
object either to the establishment of a working group on a nuclear tests ban, in which
all nuclear Powers would take part and which would have the task of discussing

quesﬂions relating to e complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.
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Mr. ALLISON (Nigeria): Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my delegation I wish
to state how very pleased we are to see you in the Chair for the month of April
and to pledge our continued support for the remainder of ycur tenure. We also wish
to congratulate you on the strenuous personal efforts you have made to resolve some
of the more thorny problems of this Committee. As we know, it takes the barking of
the strong and the pleadings of the weak to create a balance in the world. My
delegation believgs that the answer to the accusations and counter-accusations by
the pinnacle of power in the world is complete disarmament.

I am taking the floor this morning in my capacity as the current
Co-ordinator of the Group of 21 to reiterate the Group's position on the question
of a comprehensive test ban treaty which is on our agenda for this week.

I would like to draw the attention of the Committee to a statement made on
behalf of the Group on 4 March 1930 by Mr. Shitemi of Kenya, and also contained in
document CD/72, in which the Group of 21 referred to its statement of
27 February 1980 (GD/64) on the establishment of working groups which, it declared,
provided the best available machinery for the conduct of concrete negotiations
within the Committee., The Group then went on to urge "that a working group be
established on the item on the Committee'!s agenda entitled 'Nuclear test ban' during
the first part of its 1980 session"”, that is, during this spring session if possible.

The Group would like to stress here that it is still of this conviction that
an ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban should be established without any
further delay. We have seized every opportunity to emphasize the urgency and
importance of coacluding a comprehensive test ban treaty. This sense of urgency
is shared by the internatienal community as expressed in General Assembly
resolution 34/73 $hat urges negotiations on a CTBT as a matter ~f the highest
priority.

The three nuclear-weapon States participating in the preparatory talks on a
CTBT have a special responsibility to bring their negotiations to a positive and early
conclusion in conformity with the will of the General Assembly. The Group of 21
requests the three negotiators to submit to the Committee a detailed report on the
state of their endeavour. However, we are of the view that negotiations within the
Committee do not necessarily have to await the report of the trilateral talks.

The Group notes the proposal by eme of the delegations for the Committee on
Disarmament to commence work on the institutional and administrative aspects of an
international seismic monitoring network. However, the Group of 21 is of the view
that the basic mandate of all working groups should be to undertake concrete

negotiations for the implementation of agreed measures called for in the
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Final Document. Thefefore, an ad hoc working group on a CTB should focus
concretely on the central issues of a CTB rather than on secondary issues that could
éppropriately be dealt with by a technical committee oxr sub-groups created by the
working group, ’ T

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like to quote from the foreword by the
Secretary-General, Df. Kurt Waldheim, to the report on a comprehensive nuclear test
ban (CD/86):

"In my first statement to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,
in 1972, I stated the belief that all technical and scientific aspects of the
problem had been so fully explored that only a political decision was necessary
in order to achieve agreement., I still hold to that belief. The problem can
and should be solved now." .

'This ié a view vwhich the report itself bears out; and it is our conviction

in the Group of 21 that this Committee has the political will to carry it out.

The CHATRMAN (translated from Spanish): I thank the representative of

Nigeria for the statement made on his own behalf and on behalf of the Group of 21.

I am sure that the Committee will take note of that statement for all appropriate
purposes.

Mr. TERREFE (Ethiopia): Comrade Chairman, I would like to state very
briefly the views of my delegation with regard to the topic on our agenda, "Nuclear
test ban". Since the capability to produce nuclear weapons has continued %o
proliferate with the spread of nuclear technology, the issue of a nuclear test ban
indeed goes to the heart of the disarmament question.

The report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations (GD/B6) on a
comprehensive nuclear test ban which was submitted to the Committee last week traces
the history of the subject and reveals inter alia that the partial test-ban 4reaty,
which took some five years of negotiations, did not slow down the nuclear arms race
among the major nuclear Powers. As has already been stated by the representative
of Mexico, Ambassador Garcfa Robles, the rate of testing has in fact increased. Of
the 1,221 nuclear explosions reported to have been conducted between 1945 and 1979,
488 were carried out in the 18 years preceding the conclusion of the Treaty and
733 in the 16 years after the signing of the Treaty.

Similarly, strategic nuclear arsenals continue to grow to the point that at
present there are reported to be over 17,000 nuclear-warheads possessed by the five
nuclear-weapon States., Added to these facts, the growing confrontation between the

major nuclear Powers and the increasingly dangerous situatiens arising, particularly
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in the areas of the Persian Gulf, the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean, as well as
the adoption of plans for the deployment of new types of medium-~range nuclear
missiles in Western Europe and the delay of the SALT II ratification, are eroding
détente and increasing nutual suspicions.

The trilateral negotiating parties for a comprehensive test ban have not as yet
submitted their report to the Committee. Considering the highest priority allocated
to the subject by the Final Document of the first special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as well as the relevant
General Assembly resolutions, the Group of 21 has called for the setting up of a
working group on a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty, which my delegation had
supported.

I also wish to reiterate the support of my delegation for the initiative
advanced in this direction by the socialist countries in document CD/4, which remains
a valuable contribution to the discussion on this subject.

‘In February last year the Ethiopian delegation expressed its strong desire that
the Committee on Disarmament should consider the proposals contained in CD/4 which
proposed that consultations and negotiations should be underiaken on ending the
production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their stockpiles
until they are completely destroyed. Developing countries which constitute the
overwvhelming majority of the world population aspire to end the arms race and to
reduce the confrontation among the nuclear Powers. It is disconcerting for us that
the threat of the use of force as a means of settling international disputes is
on the increase. These are sufficient reasons to initiate serious and immediate
negotiations in the CD on a priority basis with a view to an early conclusion of a
treaty on the complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

Comrade Chairman, with your permission, I would like to say a word about the
work of the Committee. My delegation views with regret the obstructionist
tendenicies that are becoming too apparent in the work »f the Committee. It is
unfortunate that we have allowed extraneous issues to divert our energies and delay
the work of the Committee, particularly as regards the participation of non-member
States in the work of the Committee. In the guise of discussing the procedural
aspect of our work, some members are bent on airing thorny problems which do not
fall within the Committee's purview.

Since a number of delegations have stated their positions on the question of
Kampuchea's representation, I would like to place on record that my Government
recognizes the Government of the People's Republic of Kampuchea as the legitimate
representative of the people of Kampuchea.
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In conclusion, Comrade Chairman, I would like to take cognizance of the
constant and untiring efforts that you have devoted to reaching consensus in the
selection of the Chairmen of the four Ad Hoc Working Groups, one of which has

already started its work.

Mr. FEIN (Netherlands): My statement today will consist of two parts,
the first part on behalf of my delegation and the second part on behalf of a group
of countries for which I act as co-~ordinator during this period.

It will come as a surprise to nobody that in my opening remarks I should
Te-state once again that the Netherlands Govermment attaches great importance to the
early conclusion of a comprehensive test ban treaty. - But if we keep repeating
this, as so many others here in this Committee and elsewhere do, it is because
we hold that a CTB would constitute not only a major achievement in the field of
arms control and disarmament, but also it should be achievable at short notice.

The eminent importance of a CTB treaty to the slowing down of the arms race,
especially the nuclear arms race, iS'self—ev;dent.

We have stated on several previous occasions, here in this Committee and also
in the United Nations General Assembly, that the conclusion of a CTB should not be
made dependent on ratification of SALT ITI. On 5 February this year my delegation
remarked:

"As we have pointed out on previous occasions, both here in the Committee on

Disarmament and in the United Nations General Assembly, the possibility" that

SALT IT might not be ratified in the near future makes it all the more

necessary that a comprechensive test ban be concluded as soon as possible."

The United Nations General Assembly too has passed numerous resolutions calliﬁg
for a speedy conclusion of a CTB. Apart from slowing down the nuclear arms race by
reducing the possibilities for the development of new nuclear weapons by the
nuclear-weapon States, an adequate CIB treaty would also constitute an inducement
to non-nuclear-weapon States, which are so inclined, to refrain from the development
of nuclear weapons. This additional advantage of a CTB has not been denied by the
three nuclear Powers involved in the trilateral ncgotiations.

So, it would seem that, if unfortunately a CTB should fail to materialize, then
we must fear that not only disarmament will suffer, but also other measures of arms
control, including our efforts to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons.

It is in this perspective that the CD must consider its responsibilities and
its possible rfle as a serious, multilateral negotiating forum. We are of the
opinion, and I am sure this opinion is shared by most if not all in this Committee,
that the (D cannot afford to remain passive with regard to such an important issue.

We have to develop a suitable r8le for the CD with regard to CTB.
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It would seem to us that the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts peoints
in the right direction and we should explore whether further activities in that
direction would be useful and desirable. The very interesting and constructive
proposal put forward by the Australian delegation and supported by Canada should
also be considered since, in our view too, those activities might constitute a sound
bagis on which to proceed.

We have listened with particular attention to the very interesting statement
made by Mr. Behn of the Australian delegation on Tuesday; we would encourage
Australia to pursue this line and my delegation will certainly study the matter and
revert to it at a later stage.

In order to allow the CD to fulfil the constructive rdle required from it, but
also in view of the Second NPT Review Conference, it is essential that the three
negotiating parties submit a substantial report to the CD within the near future.
This report should contain adequate information not only on progress achieved, but
also on the nature of the outsténding problens,

As to the verification problems, we appreciate that the United Kingdom, the
United States and the Soviet Union will require certain additional, trilateral
arrangements regarding certain aspects of verification, but this should not prevent
the CTBT from being basically a nultilateral treaty; this is essential if the CTB
is to be sufficiently significant to other States for them to adhere to the Treaty.
If not, the CTB will losc part of ifts value as an arms control measure.

Therefore, only if the CTB is developed as a truly multilateral instrument,
will it have an impact on the non-proliferation régime. A CTBT that has an
insufficiently multilateral character runs the risk of receiving little support and
adherence from other States, both nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States.

This is the reason why the Netherlands has repeatedly stressed the importance
of ensuring that verification must be a matier that concerns all parties to the
Treaty, and not only the three nuclear-weapon States that are presently negotiating,
although we do recognize -- as I already said -~ that those threec States might

require some additional, trilateral arrangements.
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In so far as such additional, trilateral verification arrangements are
concluded, the technical data obtained under those arrangements should also be fed
into the nultilateral verification system, available to the international
cemmunity of all parties to the treaty.

To sum up, the point I am trying to make is the following.

Firstly, if the CTB is to have its full, beneficial effect, it should not
be presented to the international community on a take-itw~or-leave-it basis, but it
should be presented in a manner which makes it clear that it is a truly international
conmitment, engaging not only the three initial negotiating parties, but the whole
international community.

Secondly, the most important, practical link through which a CTB can thus engage
the international comunity in its totality is through the verification of the treaty
obligations, If the verification were to have a predominantly trilateral character
and consequently remained beyond the grasp of the international community, it seems
doubtful whether such.a highly desirable link would come into existence, sinbé nany
States might see no reason to join the treaty.

Thirdly, the proper instrument to forge that link and therefore to turn the CTB
into a truly international instrument, engaging the whole international community,
is this multilateral negotiating body, the Committee of Disarmament.

Here lies our duty. We trust that the three negotiating nuclear-weapon States
-will allow us to do our duty. We trust that the members of the Cormittee are
willing to do their duty. Our duty lies in helping to develop a truly international
verification system for the CTB. How to go about this? As I have already indicated
before, it seems to us that the international seismic network now being prepared
by the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts would offer a sound base for multilateral
verification. So as to waste no time, the (D should see to it that this international
seismic network, as well as the required data centres, are developed as far as
possible at the time of the completion of a CTB treaty. The usefulness of such a
system would be enhanced by experimental exercises of the international seismic
network or parts thereof. Another way of asserting the rble and responsibilities of
the CD would be along the lines of the Australian proposals, as I already mentioned.
The Netherlands delegation supports the appeals made in this context by the
distinguished Ambassador of Japan on 28 February and 6 March 1980,
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As to the other aspects of a CTB treaty I have the following brief observations:

The duration of the CTB treaty should ideally be unlimited. However, as long
as participation by other nuclear-weapon States is uncertai:, acceptance of an
unlimited duration seems unlikely. On the other hand, a (TB {reaty of too short a
duration would not be very attractive to non-nuclear-weapon States since a treaty
of which the duration would be limited. to only a few years could noct, from the arms
control point of view, be considered as a very important neasure.

It is obvious that, if by any chance a short-term CTB treaty were not to be
renewed and the nuclear-weapon States were to resume testing, a quite unstable
gituation would ensue with perhaps even more participants in the nuclear arms race
than before,

For this reason a CTB treaty of, in principle, unlimited duration is certainly
preferable; its implementation could be reviewed aflter, say, five years; also
renunciation could be provided for under certain specific circumstances,

Finallf, I take pleasure in paying tribute to the authors of the recently
published CTB study, circulated as document CD/B6. In our opinion this report merits
our gratitude, It is well conceived and well presented in a balanced way. We can
go along, in principle, with the conclusions., It will be a useful source of
reference and consultation. }

I now wish to make a statement on behalf of the group of member States for which
I act as spokesman during the present period. My delegation, and a number of others,
believe that the Committee should comsider as an urgent matter, at its next meeting,
under the agenda item relating to requests for association with the work of the
Committee at this session, the three requests of Austria, Demmark and Spadin.

In previous discussions of this iten, no negative views were expressed on these
three requests.

It is therefore the view of the countries within the group in which I participate,
and on whose behalf I make this joint statement, that the Comittee should quickly
reach a positive consensus on this matter. We consider it important that this
step be taken before the conclusion of the first part of the session. Accordingly,
we request that you include this item on the agenda of the Committee's next plenary
meeting, so that these three requests will be disposed of as the urgent matter we
believe this to be.

That is the end of the statement I was to make on behalf of the group which I
represent, It is my personal hope that this matter will be dealt with in a
constructive and forthcoming manner, befitting a negoiiating body that is supposed

to solve serious matters and difficult problems with mutual understanding.
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The CHATRIAN (translated from Spanish): The whole Committee has heard the

statement made on behalf of the Group of Vestern countries, and the Chairman also-

has talken note oi it.

There are still a number of delegations on the list of speakers for today's
meeting. It is now 12.55 p.m., 2nd ve do not think that there vould be time %o
continue with the statements. Also, in accordance with the programme of worl
adopted by the Conmittee and its subsidiary bodies at our COth plenary meeting,
it was my intention to convene an informal meeting, immediately after the close
of the present meeting, to discuss a nuclear ltest ban; this would be followed by
an exchange of opinions on the question of the Committee!s documentation and
related matters on the basis of the document wvhich has been prepared by the
secretariat in the light of Ambassador Jaipal's statement, and has been distributed
informally.

In addition, the Vorliting Group on Radiological Weapons will begin its work
at 3 otclock this afternoon.

In view of the importance of the subjects and the short time remaining for
the work ol our spring session, I would like to suggest that we should resume
our meeting at 4 p.m. and continue until 7 p.m.

If there is no objection, wve will suspend the meeting until 4 p.m. today.

It is so agreed,

The meeting was suspended.at 1 p.m. and resumed at 4,30 n.mn.

Mr. SHITENI (Kenya): Ifr. Chairman, allow me on behalf of my delegation to
congratulate you on your agsumption of the Chairmanship of our Committee for the
nmonth of April.  You have discharged your responsibility toour satisfaction. It
is under your Chairmanship that we have been able to move quickly to the appointment
of Chairmen for the four Ad Hoc Vorlkiing Groups we created. Ve note with pleasure
and satisfaction that one of those grouns hags already started working; and we take
this opportunity to congratulate all the four Chairmen and assure them of our
support.

Mr. Chairman, for over three decades now, the attention of the international
community has been focused on the real danger posed not only by the presence of

miclear weapons in certain countries in the world but by the apparent escalation
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of the arms race, vhich has in turn increased- tension in the vorld. This has
encouraged many more nations than the five nuclear States to seek to own these
horrible weapons. This is a situation that must not be allowed to get out of hand.
As things stand nou, the world is already on the precipice of the final abyss.

We are living in an age of exireme peril. Human lives are endangeved by the
mismanagement of the natural resources and misuse of the knouledge we have inherited
from human history. Since the Second Vorld Var, the world has witnessed war

after war, and the victimes of such wars are counted in millions; yet, in spite of
the obvious danger humanity faces, we continue to be impervious to good counsel
whereby we are urged to disarm or perish. These are situations created by our own
short-sightedness and by our own greed.

Mr. Chairman, we need to talke full stock of our assignment contained in
General Assembly resolution 35/60 in which the CD is called upon to negotiate a
comprehensive test ban treaty. This assigmment, vhich was regarded by the
General Assembly as of the highest priority, remains unfulfilled, This is because
certain nations still believe that, the more the over-kill levels of nuclear weapons
are exceeded and the effectiveness and accuracy of delivery systems of such nuolear
weapons improved, the greater the deterrent. Ve believe this to be false. The
late Admiral Earl llountbatten stated in a speech given at Strasbourg on 11 May 1979,
that -- and I quotes: ' 4

"The Western pouvers and the USSR started by producing and stockpiling nuclear

weapons as a deterrent to general war. The idea seemed simple enough.

Because of the enormous amount of destruction that could be wreaked by a

single nuclear explosion, the idea was that both sides in vhat we still see

as an DLast-Vest conflict would be deterred from taking any aggressive action

which might endanger the vital interesté of the other ... . As a military

man I can see no use for any nuclear weapons which would not end in
egscalation, with consequences that no one can concsive —— the nuclear arms
race has no military purpose vhatsoever, Wars cannot be fought with nuclear
weapons. Their existence only adds to our perils because of the illusion
they have generated ...".

As we sit here today, var vespons of unimaginable destructive capacity are

being manufactured relentlessly and huge financial profits are earned out of this
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enterprise. The most '"buoyant sector of the world's economy is the arms business.
Annual sales of militery equipment for both nuclear and conventional war, now
amount to $120 billion a year. ‘lorld-vide, the technology of destruction gets
more political attention and more public funds than most other social amenities.
In pounds per person, the world has more explosive power than food" (from‘ﬂgglg

military and social expenditures, 1979).

Iir, Chairman, something is terribly wrong with our priorities if wre
can spend more on the manufacture of explosive power than on food vhile nearly
650 million go hungry. Ve need to re-examine not only our priorities in terms of
world security but our very moral {ibre.

Paragraph 50 of the Tinal Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament states inter alia that "the achievement of
nuclear disarmament vill require urgent negotiation of agreements at appropriate
stages and vith adequate measures of verification satisfactory to the States
concerned.”" last year this Committee received two proposals on nuclear
disarmament —-’document CD/4 from the socialist States and documént CD/}G/Rev.l
from the Groﬁp of 21. In our viev, these two papers prepared the ground for
further negotiations on nuolear dlgarmament' and yet, in plte of theae efforts
and the pleas from the General A embly, thls iz one topic that remains floaulng
as it vere in the glr. It is the only one we have not assigned to an ad hoc
working group, and yet everything else hangs or falls on its fate.

Some delegations have suggested measures for a cut-off of the further
production of fissionable material for weapon purposes and the transfer of stocks
of such materials to useful purposes. Congidering that such a cut-off measure
would contribute to the efforts to promote non-proliferation, limit the production
of nmuclear weapons and facilitate nuclear disarmament, the General Assembly at its
thirty—fourth session transmitted this proposal to this Committee for negotiation.
Although prospects for an early agreement halting the production of weapons—grade
fissionable materials do not look very promising, all efforts must be directed to
finding a lasting solution to this problem.

Ve urge the speeding-up of the trilateral negotiations and the formation of a
CTB ad hoc working group to start. negotiations to.elaborate a treaty that would

render any further testing of nuclear weapons illegal and outmoded. Vithout this
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move, wve believe it will become increasingly difficult to ston nuclear proliferation.
Several States with nuclear wveapon capability are not yef parties and are not
likely to become parties to the IPT, oving to vhat they regard as the discriminatory
and unequal nature of the treatly and the slowness of the implementation of
articles IV and VI,
Mr., Chairman, there are in our midst nations that still follow the old
Roman saying: "If you desire peace, prepare for var." If T may quote once again
from Earl llountbatten, he said that:
"This is absolute nuclear nongense and, I reneat, it is a disastrous
misconception to believe thal, by increasing the total uncertainty, one
increases one's oun certainty".
A comprehensive test-ban treaty will go a long way to demonstrating the desire
and commitment by nuclear veapon States to the goal of general and complete

disarmament.

The CHAIRIIAI (translated fron Spanish): I thank the representative of

Kenys very much for his statement and for his lkind words addressed to the Chairman.

Mr, TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): IMr. Chairman,

since I have not previously had occasion to take the floor during the period of
your Chairmanship, I should like, at the beginning of my statement, to express

our satisfaction at seeing you preside over our discussions and to wuish you every
success and a happy and fruitful culmination of the voxlt of the Committee under your
admirable and sgkilful guidance. The period of your Chairmanship is assured of a
place in the annals of the Committee since it was under your Chairmanship that the
Chairmen of the four Vorking Groups werc appointed and that these Groups were
convened and began their vork.

Venezuela's position on some of the fundamental questions arising in connexion
with a comprehensive nuclear test ban was made clear in my statement at the
Committee's 66th plenary meeting on 6 March.

Our position is also reflected in document CD/72, vhich contains the statement
of the Group of 21 on this item. The content of this statement has been
reiterated in this Committee this morning by the Co-ordinator of the Group of 21,
the distinguished representative of Nigeria.

On the present occasion I should like to malkie some rvemarks on the orientation

which, in our opinion, the Committee's work should follow in future.
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Vle have received, and have read with great attention, the report of the
Secretary~General of the United llations on a comprehensive nuclear test ban,
contained in document CD/36. Ve consider that this document represents a very
important contribution for the consideration of this item, and we should like to
express our appreciation for the assistance we have received from the
Secretary-General.

The statement of the Group of 21, reproduced in document CD/72, containg two
affirmations on this item wvhich are, in our opinion, fully corroborated and
endorsed in the Secretary~General'!s report. -

In. its statement, the Group of 21 declares that it believes that there is
adequate material to initiate immediate negotiations on this subject. This view
is reflected throughout the Secretary-General's report; and in addition, it is
categorically stated in the last paragraph of the forewvord which has been quoted
on a number of occasions today, and in which the Secretary-General reiterates the
belief, which he stated in 1972, that all the technical and scientific aspects
of the problem have been so fully explored that only a political decision is
necessary in order to achieve agreement. The problem, says the Secretary-General,
"can and should be solved now',

In its declaration, the Group of 21 also called for the establishment of a
working group on the item during this first part of the 1900 session, in order
to start multilateral negotiations for- the conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear
test ban treaty. In our opinion, the report of the Secretary-General malics it
sufficiently clear that the item can perfectly well be the subject of multilateral
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament, and that the consideration of
outstanding questions in this body, far from obstructing the crystallization of
agreements, would help considerably to facilitate the removal of the obstacles which
have been encountered in the trilateral negotiations.

With regard to those negotiations, my delegation wishes to exnress its regret
that the negotiating Powers have not provided the Committee with the information -~
for which they have so often been asked -— on the state of the negotiétions. Iy
delegation welcomed, as, I believe, did many other delegations of States members of
the Committee, the statement by the representative of the United Kingdom at the
65th meeting of the Committee on 4 March, when he announced that his delegation was in
detailed consultation with the United States and Soviet delegations with a view to the
provision, in this Committee of as full a statement ac possible about the course of the
trilateral negotiations. Unfortunately, that offer has remained unfulfilled. Such
information would have been extremely useful for all our countries which are still
waiting, with considerable impatience, for the day when we shall receive the joint

initiative so often announced and ‘repeatedly requested by the General Assembly.
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The lack of information makes the initiation of rultilateral negotiations nore
urgent than ever. Ve believe that the Commitiee on Disarmament should once againdeal
vith this issue &3 the first item in its programme of work for the second part of the
session, and should proceed to establish a working group on the item without waiting
for lhe information offered by the negotiating Povers. Ve have noted the statement
made this morning hy the represcntative of the Soviet Union, to the effect that his
delegation would not object to the establishment of such a working group.

During this first part of the session, the Cormittee has received some pronosals
from member States.,

The {irst of these vas the proposal submitted by the Australian delegation. I
should first of all like to tharithe Australian delegation for their interesting and
constructive initiative. 'ith regard to the proposal itself, with all due resmect and
friendship for the delegation of Australia, I should like to say that in our delegation's
opinion the Cormittee should not at the moment become absorbed in the study of questions
vhich are rather of a subsidiary nature. Ve are not unaware of the importance of the
question of institutional arrangements and the definition of the administrative,
financial, technical and operational features of an international seismic detection
network., Ve believe, however, that these important aspects, which the Australian
delegation has emphasized on two occasions in plenary nmeetings, could be studied and
considered by a sub-group of the ad hoc worlting group which we hope to see established
shortly on the item.

Vith regard to the proposal by the Delgian delegation for holding an informal
meeting of the Committee vith the particination of experts members of the Group of
Scientific Experts on seismic questions during the second part of the session, ve
consider this a very sound idea and gladly support it. A meeting such as that suggested
by Belgium would, if it docs not prejudice or interfere with the work of the Group or
of the Committee, certainly be useful and Ilruitful, particularly for countries such as
my own which do not have experts vho can particivate directly and permanently in the
work of the Group of Seismic Dxperts.

Ve also regard as very interesting the proposal by the Govermment of the Federal
Republic of Germany for holding a vorkshop on the demonstration of procedures to obtain
seismic data. Ve have brought this proposal to the attention of our Government; and we
hope in due course to be in a position to inform the delegation of the I'ederal Republic
of Germany of the possible attendance of a participant {rom Venezuela,

I should like to end my statement by gquoting the last of the conclusionsg
expressed by the authors of the report iransmitted by the Secretary-General. it is
contained in paragraph 161 of that renort, and reads:

"A permanent cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests has long been demanded by the

world community and its achievement vrould be an event of great international

importance'.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): I thank the representative

of Venezuela for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.

Mr. LIDGLRD (Sweden): At the outset I want to express the satisfaction
of my delegation that we have now, at last, elected théﬂChairmen of the four
Working Groups which we have so far decided to set up. We are glad to see that two
of tﬁose groups have already started their work in a very constructive and business
like way. We should like to state our appreciation to you personally,

Mr, Chairman, for your efforts to achieve these difficult decisions.

The item we are dealing with this week, CTB, has for many years -- agd rightly so—
been accofded the highest priority on the disarmament agenda, Sweden attaches the
greatest importance to the conclusion of a CTBT and we have repeatedly made cur
position clear in the matter. Most recently this was done in this Committee by
Sweden's Foreign Minister, Mr. Ullsten, on 5 February and subsequently by
Mrs. Thorsson, Under-Secretary of State, on 12 February. There is therefore no need
for me to restate our position. I would, however, seize this occasion to recall some
factors which at this point in time give a particular urgency to the call for a CTBT.

A few months ago it was assumed that ratification of the SALT II was imminent.
Now {that the SALT proEess has come to a standstill, we are anxiously looking for
attainable measures related to nuclear disarmément.

The conclugion of a CTBT is, in the opiﬁion of my delegation, an objective which
can be attained within a reasonably limited time. We are satisfied to note that it
has now been clearly stated that the CTBT is not dependent on the ratification of
SALT II. It is our position -- as expressed by my Foreign Minister -- that the CTBT
should be concluded without awaiting the ratification of SALT II. We do not
consider a CTB to be a disarmament measure properly speaking, but it would be. highly
instrumental in the efforts to prevent further qualitative improvement of nuclear
weapons., An early conclusion of a CTBT, or at least a decisive bfeakthrough in the
trilateral negotiations on the subject, is at the present time imperative.

Concrete progress in the CTB igsue is of vitalimporfance for the efforts to
maintain existing non-proliferation measures and to develop them further. The
Second NPT Review Conference is rapidly approaching. A total lack of concrete results
in the field of nuclear disarmament, or even tangible progress in the negotiations
on this matter, will put a serious strain both on the non-proliferation régime as
such and on the efforts to bring the forthcoming NPT Review Conference to a successful

conclusion.
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The Swedish delegation shares the view expressed by many others -- including
the Secretary-Gereral of the United Nations ~— that the scientific and technical
basis exists and that a CTBT can be achieved once the necessary political decisions
are made. The threse nuclear-veapon States involved in the tripartite CTB talks
have a special responsibility to demonstrate their political will in this regard,
and we urge them to bring their negotiations to a positive and early conclusicn.

The acting Chairman of the Group of 21 has drawm our attention today to the
proposals by the Group of 21 (CD/64 and CD/72) that an ad hoc working group be
established on the item cf our agenda entitled "Nuclear test ban'. There is
adequate material available to initiate negotiations on this item and, in view
of the urgent need for concrete progress, there is nc room for further delaying
the establishment of the proposed working group. A full and detailed account of
the status of the tripartite talks would undoubtedly constitute an important
contribution to the multilateral endeavours in thc matter and ve urge the three
negotiators to submit such a report without delay. We regret that we have not
for this occasion received any report about the ncgotiations which have been going
on gince July last year.

The verification process is an important feature of a CTBT, and that aspect
of the matter will attain particular significance in the forthcoming multilateral
negotiations on a ccmprehensive test ban, The vork of the Seismic Expert Group
demonstrates that a world-wide monitoring system of a CTBT is fcasible. There‘
should be no deley between the centry into force of a multilateral treaty and the
establishment of an international structure for the monitoring of the treaty.

The results of the efforts by the Seismic Group are, however, of a highly technical
nature and in the process of the multilateral negotiations they will have to be
integrated into the gtructure of the treaty.

In this context, I would likc to refer to the suggestion advanced by the
Australian delegation and supported by Canada, to the cffect that the Committee
should start to work out an institutional framework of an international seismic
detection system. At cur plenary meeting last Tuesday this suggestion was repeated
and further expanded by the Australian reprcscentative. We welcome this initiative,
which we will study most carefully, in particular with respect to the proper time

and forum for the consideration of this question. My delegation shares the view
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that the Committee should lose no time in order to ensure that the monitoring
system will become operational, and this not later than the entry into force of

the CTBT. It is, however, obvious that a working group as we envisage it should
have the broader task of negotiating a CTBT in all its aspects and, in principle,
on the basis of the results of the preparatory trilateral talks. The legal and
administrative aspects of an international seismic monitoring system will certainly
be an important element in that context and the discussions proposed by the
Australian delegation may make it possible to spced up the negotiations on this
specific question.

I should also like to state that my delegation supports the proposal by the
Belgian delegation that a meeting should be held with the participation of the
seismic experts in order to give delegations an opportunity to obtain details
and information on the work of the Seismic Experts Group. Finally, I wish to
state that we have found the study carried out by the Secretary-General of the
United Nations with the assistance of four highly qualificd cxperts on the question
of a comprehensive nuclear test ban, to be concise, accurate and well balanced.

We are convinced that it will be a useful tool in our deliberations and negotiations

for the future.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): I thank Ambassador Lidgard

of Sweden for his statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chairmen.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): Mr. Chairman, when I spoke in the Committee on
20 March, I welcomed the Australian proposal to hold an informal meeting with
chemical wcapons cxperts to discuss various technical issucs relevant to a chemical
weapons convention, That proposal is contained in decument CD/59 dated 12 February 1980.
I wonder whether it would not be useful for the Committee to discuss the Australian
proposal and, if it werc to be acceptable, to decide as soon as possible on the
approximate dates for such a gathering. It would certainly be helpful to my
Government if it could have an indication of thosc dates before we conclude the
first part of our 1980 scssion next Tuesday. Also, from the point of view of the
Working Group on Chemical Weapons which I have the honour of chairing, it would be
useful to know if and when such a meeting would take place, since a discussion
took place yesterday in the Group concerning the dates between which the chemical

weapons experts of our Governments could be usefully present in Geneva.
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The CHAIRMAN (translated {from Spanish): Later on, when we have come to

the end of the list of specokers, the Chair will meke a proposal regarding the
date for a meeting of the Chairman vith the Chairmen of the Working Groups and
the future chairmen of the Committce for 1980 with a view to establishing
whether it would be possible {for us to have the programme of mectings and the
working schedules of the various working groups already approved in their
entirety when we arrive for the summer session.

We have been having talks about this during the meoting. The Chairman's
original idea was to hold thesc consultations tomorrow; but, as the Chairman
of one of the Working Groups would be unable to attend a meeting tomorrow,
our idca is that, if there is no objection from the cother Chairmen of Working
Groups or from the futurc Chairmen of the Committec in 1980 -~ Czechoslovakia,
Egypt and Ethiopia -~ this meceting might be held at 2,30 p.m. or 3 p.m. on Monday.
Everything depends on this situation, and I hope that undcrstanding will be shown
for the request made to the Chair by the delegation of Nigeria. Our idea had
been to hold a meceting tomorrou; bu@, if there is no objection, we could schedule

it for 2.30 p.m. on Monday.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, first of all my delegation would
like to take this opportunity to congratulate you on the part you played in
bringing about an agrcement on the question of the Chairmen of the four Working
Groups.we have cgvablished., My delegation is most gratified that at lecast two
of these Working Groups have already begun their substantive work and that the
other two will do so in the ncar future.

It was not the intention of the Pakistan delegation to speak in the Committee
today on matters of substance, since wc shall do so at our next meeting. Hovever,
I would like to say a fev words on a matter that was raised this morning by
certain delegations; that is the question of the participation of non-member
States in the work of the Committec. Attempts have been made here to portray,

in a somewhat perverted light, the inability of the Committee on Disarmament
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to respond to the requests from five of the six non-member States, My delegation
was particularly concerned that some members found it fitting to charge the
Chairman of the Committee for last month with bad faith. My declegation and

I believe that the majority of delcgations in the Committce have expressed

their deep appreciation for the manner in which the Chairman of the CD for

the month of March, Ambassador Yu Pei-Wen of China, discharged his responsibilities.
He worked diligcently to resolve the procedural problems which confronted the
Committee last month; and, if he was unablc to guide the Committee to a solution
of all issues, one of which is still pending, the blame for this must be placed
elscwhere. Towards the end of last month, the Chairman of the Committee made

an illuminating statement on the question of participation of non-members,

which ecstablished the responsibility for the failure of the Committee to take

a decision on the matter. My delegation finds it difficult to envisage any

valid objection to the circulation of a document from a Government which
represents its country at the United Nations. One or more members may not

like this or that Government; but, were we to discriminate against members

of the United Nations because some of us do not like or recognize a particular
Government, a can or worms.would be opcned on which it would be difficult to
replace the 1id. I think it would be most suitable for the future vork of

our Committec if we were to guard against the tendency to ascribe partiality

to any Chairman of our Committee, bccausc I think the complimont could be bestowed
upon more than one personality in our membership.

For the rccord, I would like to state the position of the Pakistan delegation
on the question of participation of non-member States in the work of the Committce
on Disarmament. The initial position of my delegation, which was stated here
as early as last year during the formulation of our rules of procedure, was

as follows: we stated then that, as far as the Pakistan delegation was concerned,
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the provisions of paragraph 128 of the Final Document imply that any non-member
State should be invited to participate in the work of our Committee if it makes
a request to do so, Of coursc, the State in question must be one thot is
rccognized by the international community s legitimate, and we have no other
criteria to judge the legitimacy of a Government or State than that of its
recognition by, and membership of, the United Nations,

Within this framework, my dclogation thercfore proposcd that 211 six
reqguests bafore the Committoe should be approved without further debate or
discussion. Somc other mombers of this Committec, however, insisted that they
be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. This position is recorded in a document
circulated by these States. It became quitc clear, at lcast to my delegation,
that their insistence was related to certain reservations or objections to onc
of the six rcquests. Nevertholess, in rcsponsc to the insistence of these States,
my delegation accepted your proposal to take up the requests from non-member
States one by one, in the order cf their submission. In accordance with this
procedurc, a decision was taken by the Committee approving the Chairman's
proposal and thercafter thce Committec took up for conmsidcration the first
request, that of Finland, which was approved by consensus. The Committce then
turned to the sccond request, that of Viet Nam. My delegation proposed that,
although in principle we had no objection to the request of Viet Nam, o decision
should be deferred until the request of Democratic Kampuchea had been considered;
and we werc satisfied that this request from a Statc in the same region would
be treated in e similar and non-discriminatory manncr. In responsc to a question
from the Chair, my delegation steted quite clearly that, at that moment, there
was no consensus on the request for participation from Viet Nam., The Committee

thereafter should have turnced to the consideration of the third, fourth, fifth
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and sixth requests for participation from non-member States. You, Mr..Chairman,
did proposc that the Committee devotc some time to the consideration of the

third request, that of Denmark. However, one or two delegations took the position
that, unless and until the request for participation by Viet Nam was approved

by the Committee, they would not agree to turn to the consideration or approval

of the other pending requests for participation. The debate was adjourncd

at this Jjuncture.

My delegation believes that this deferral of the consideration of the
remaining requests from non-member States and the long time which has clapsed
without action on this question, are contrary to the decision takén by the
Committee to consider these requests one by one, in the order of their submission.
The decision in question was to consider them one by one, and not to approve
one before turning to the other. We understand your desire to promote harmony
and good will in the Committee and it is becausc of our desire to collaboratc
with you that we have not referred to this question or raiscd it in the Committee
until we were compelled to do so by certain rcecent statcments that we have
heard at meetings of this body. Thc unwarranted assertions made about certain
statements in the Committce compel my delegation to recall thesc facts. They
clearly indicate where the onus lics for the prevention of a favourable response
by the CD to requests from non-member States.

In the light of the present situation, my delegation would like to urge
you, Sir, to procced without delay to implement the dccision of the Committee
to take up the consideration of the remaining requests for participation by
non~member States one by one —- that is, to turn next to the consideration
of the request from Denmark, thereafter the rcquests from Spain, Austria and
Democratic Kampuchea., Undecr our rules of procedurc, any move to proceed in
a different manner from that decided upon by the Committec would require a
consensus of the whole Committce to change its previous decision. It continues
to be a hope, Sir, that the CD will find it possible to approve all the five
remaining requests for participation from non-member States -- that is, from

Denmark, Spain, Austria, Viet Nam and Democratic Kampuchea.
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The (HAIRVALT (frenclated from Spanish): I takc note of the statement

by the representative of Pakiscan. I can assure him that, as soon as we come
to the end of the list ol specalers, the Chairman will put the situation to the
Committee. As the representative of Yakistan pointed out, decisions of the
Committee are alirays taken by consensus and not by the Chair. If that vere not
the case, the Chair might poszibly have taken other decisions which we consider
more essential than the decisionc in question, in a desire to advance the work

of the Committee.

lir. BEHN (Australia): Ur. Chairman, I should like to associate my
delegation vith those which have extended to you their congratulations on the
fact that you, as Chairman of the Committee, have presided over the Committeels
vork during a period in vhich it has with some difficulty arrived at vhat I
consider to be a very important agreement on the question of the Chairmanships
of the four Working Groups. I vould also like to associgte my delegation vith
the congratulations that have heen extended to each of the Chairmen of the
four Ad Hoc Vorking Groups. Thic afternoon one of those Working Groups, the
Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Rediological Weapons under the Chairmanship of
Ambassador Komives, already began its work in a very good atmosphere and
constructive spirit. That Vorking Group, I think, repeated the good beginning
that can also bz attributed to the Vorking Group on Chemical Veapons vhich met
yesterday.

I have asked for thc floor nov, to support the rccommendation made by the
distinguished Chairman ol the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Okava -- his suggestion being that we should as soon as possible set
dates during vhich ve might consider the proposal made by my delegation earlier
during this part of the 1980 session. I vould offer the strong support of my
delegation to your proposal that there be o meeting betveen yourself, the
respective chairmen of the Cormittce for the rest of 1980 session and the
Chairmen of the four Ad Hoc Vorking Groups, next Monday. T would ask that at
this meeting you attempt to come to a conclusion at least on the indicative dates
for the work of the Chemical Weapcns Group during the summer part of the

1980 session because, in our vieu, it is very important that we have as much time
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as possible to arrange for the participation of experts in the vork of the

Ad Hoc Vorking Group on chemical weapons in order to co-ordinate the translation
into reality of our proposal for the seminar or the informal meetings of experts
and the workugf the Ad Hoc Vorking Group. Ve vould be very grateful if, by the
end of the sp}ing part of the sesgion, ve could have some dates betireen vhich ve

might be able to consider the realization of our proposal.

The CHATRMAN (translated from Spanish)s I thank the representative of

Australia for his statement and can assure him that the Chair will make every effort
at the meeting on llonday to establish a schedule for the work of the Ad Hop Vorking

Groups. °

lr. OKAVA (Japan): As one of the Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Vorking Groups,
I am most gréteful to you for arranging to call us for a meeting on lionday afternoon
at 2.30 p.m. I would wish to submit to you that yesterday we dccided that the
Working Group on Chemical Veapons would meet at 3.3C p.m. on Monday, 28 April;
and I vonder vhether in viev of the 2.30 meeting we should move the Chemical
Weapons Vorking Group Meeting to 4 o'clock. I personally would not think that the
meeting of the Chairmen vould take too long; and, if you consider it necessary,
I vould be perfectly vwilling to maintain the time of 3.30 p.m. as agreed upon in the
Vorking Group yesterday. Hovever, if in your judgement it would be safer to move
it to 4 o'clock, I would be very glad to comply; and I wvould therefore wish to

inform the members of the Yorking Group, through you, that we would meet at 4 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): Ue suggest that the meeting of

the Chairman with the Chairmen of the Working Groups and the future chairmen of

our Committee should be held at 3 p.m. on Monday, because of certein commitments
of the Chairman of the Commititee on Disarmament. This vould mean that, as you
yourself have proposed, the Working Group on Chemical Veapons iould meet at 4 p.m.

"Our meeting would be held at 3 p.m. Ve think that, given a spirit of
understanding and the Committee's desire bo make progress in its vork, we could
complete our business with the Chairmen and the future chairmen in less than
one hour,

There are no further names on our list of speakers.

I should nov like to make a statement in my capacity as representative of
Cuba, to the Committee on Disarmament. If you will allow me, I shall make this

statement in my capacity as representative of the Republic of Cuba.
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Mr. SCLA VIIA (Cuba) (translated from Spanish): The Sixth Conference

of Heads of State or Government of llon-Aligned Countries declared that:
'"The Conference reaffirmed the adherence of non-aligned countries

to the objective of general and complete disarmament, in particular

nuclear disarmament under effective international control, and their

determination to act within the United Nations and other bodies to

achieve this objective. It dreu atitention once again to the fact that

the Fingl Document of the tenth special session of the United Nations

Genefal‘Assembly on disarmament, convened at the initiative of the

non-aligned countries, represents a solid basis for setting in motion

the process of real disagrmament, relieving mankind from the horrors of

war and eliminating the increasing threats to human survival.

"In this context, the Conference called for the urgent implementation,
within a specific time frame, of the Programme of Action, particularly

of the nuclear disarmament measures, contained in the Final Document

of the special session. The Conference called for the immediate

cessation of the qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and their

means of delivery, a halt in the production of fissionable material for
weapons purposes and of all nuclear weapons, and the reduction of

nuclear weapons étﬁckpiles leading to their elimination. Pending the

elimination of nuclear wveapons, the nuclear-weapon States are called

upon to renounce the threat or use of nuclear weapons and tc cease the

testing of nuclear weapon.s.'i

Cuba is strongly in favour of the cessation of nuclear tests as an essential
step for preventing the development of nuclear wveapons and affording the
opportunity of reaching a comprehensive agreement on general nuclear disarmament,
accompanied by international guarantees.

‘Today the international sitvation is tense. Cuba notes that warmongering
circles in the United States are persisting in their campaign of arms build-up,
cold var and constant provocations.

In the next fev days, the Caribbean will be the scene of military

manoeuvres vhich are aimed directly against Cuba.
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Ve denounce these manoeuvres as dangerous 1o intermaltional peace, .disarmament
and détente.

Since the end of last year, with the establishment of the so-called special
emergency forces based in Cayo Hueso, the United States Government has again
stepped up its provocations and threats against my country.

The manoeuvres announced, in vhich more than 20,000 men, 42 ships and over
350 aircraft are to participate, vill take place in the Cuban territory of
Guantdnamo, vhich.the United States Government is usurping against the wishes of
our people and our Government.

According to Vestern wirc services, the object of the manoceuvres is to
demonstrate Vashington's power.in the trouble ridden Caribbean region. The
national liberation struggle of the peoples of ILatin America cannot be checked,
and fortunately history cannot be reversed.

It is significant that, for the purpose of these manceuvres, it has been
announced that the civilian personnel of the naval base illegally maintained by
the United States at Guantanamo are to be evacuated. We hope that good sense
will prevail over folly.

In denouncing these provocations, Cuba wishes to alexrt world public opinion,
Governments ‘and narticularly, this Committee on Disarmament, in viev of the
responsibilities incumbent upon it as a disarmament body, to the danger which
all this poses to world peace.

The people of Cubs fears neither manocuvres nor acts of aggression. The
might of the Carter Administration does not cause the Cuban people to miss any
sleep or to lose its tranquillity and happiness.

We shall continue along the path of socialism and non-alignment, working and
struggling with enthusiasm in the assurance of final victory.

In alerting the countries members of the Committee on Disarmament to the
dangerous situation created by United States imperialism in the Caribbean, we confirm
the firm intention of our people to repel any invasion or aggression against our
country. To quote the remark made by General Antonio Mace -- one which is
reiterated today by the Cuban people -- ‘lanyone vho tries to seize Cuba will
only get the dust of its soil drenched in blood, if he does not indeed perish in
the fightii.

This cqncludeé my statement as representative of Cuba to the Committee on

Disarmament.
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The CHATRIAN (translated from Spanish): You will recall that, at our

plenary meeting today, Ambassador Fein, representative of the Netherlands, asked the
Chairman to include in the agenda for the next plenary meeting of the Committee an
item relating to the requests of Austria, Denmark and Spain to be associated with the
work of the Committee, so that those three requests would be dealt with as the urgent
matter which a group of members of the Committec consider them to be.

You will also recall that, at our 79th plenary meeting, I informed the
Committee of the consultations I had conducted with regard to requests from
non~member States to participate in our discussions. I informed the Committee on
that occasion of the lack of a consensus on the remaining requests by States
non-members of the Committee, and I expressed the opinion that it would not be
desirable for the Committeec to re-open this question for consideration until
circumstances favoured a consensus.,

The Chair is always ready to submit this question to the consideration of the
Committee again, if members believe such action to be necessary. Since the
Ambassador of the Netherlands, representing the Group of Vestern States, has proposed
that the requests of Austria, Denmarl and Spain should be considered at the plenary
meeting next Tuesday, I would be pleased to arrange this, provided that the
Committee agrees. As I have stated on a number of occasions during our discussions
on this matter, the Chair is in the hands of the Committee and will proceed in
accordance with its wishes. Tor that reason I would like to hear the Committee's
views, since the Chair believes that the request made this morning by Ambassador Fein,
representative of the Netherlands, on behalf of a group of States members of the
Committee could be dealt with under rule 31 of our rules of procedure, vwhich
provides that, vhile the work of the Committce is in progress, member States may
request the inclusion of an urgent item in the agenda and that the Committee shall
decide vhether and vhen it should be considered.

I would repeat that the Chair is in the hands of the Committee and that it has
made countless efforts, bilaterally and through the groups, to try to resolve this
situation.

The members of the Committee have the floor, but first of all the distinguished

representative of the United States has asked to be permitted to speak.

Iy, FLOVERREL (United States of America): Ilr. Chairman, I must say this

is a red letter day for me, leaving aside the comments you have just made in your
capacity as the representative of Cuba., Ue had some discussions this morning

which I feel constrain me to make a comment or two. Thosc of you vho have followed
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closely the deliberations of this body may have noticed a slight difference in the
approach of my delegation and that of the Soviet Union on the question of the usec of
.chemical weapons in Afghanistan. In spif: of the flatterins remarks made Ly
Ambassador Issraelyan about my personal qualities, I {eel constrained to correct at
lecast one of the impressions he left in his remarks this morning. Ic spoke about one
aspect of my comments last Thursday, in vhich I referred to the transfer »f certain
chemical material to other Governments by my Govermment. In his statement this
morning, Ambassador Issraelyan scems to have forgotten that in making that comment, I
made it quite clear that the agents 5n1d wore non-lethal gpontc f the type ased

{for maintaining public order. Ve spoke later about a particular tyme of gas called
CS, commonly knowm as tear gas; and that is what ve were referring to.in our
statement of last Tuesday. DBut I vill not attempt to rebut, point by point, the
assertions that Ambassador Issraelyan made this morning. You have heard both our
statements., There is doubt about vhat is going on in Afghanistan and neither I nor
my -Government have denied that there are somec ambipuitics in the situation. But the
vay to clear those up, and the wayito relieve the doubts and concerns that have been
raised by reports vhich my Government takes very seriously, as do the Governments of
other countries, is to have an unhindered impartial cxamination of all reports or
evidence of use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan and let the chips fall where they

may.

lir, HCRDER (German Democratic Republic): Iir. Chairman, are we discussing

general questions or the question you have just raised on participation? UMy
intention was to say a few words on participation.

As you are avarc, my delegation has alvays paid great attention to this question.
I had the honour to talie the floor on this matter several times during our deﬁaée and
my delegation shares the general concern. Ve are very unhappy that up to nov ve could
not yet take a decision on the requests of certain non-members to participate in the
vork of our body. It scems to mc that cverybody is avare of the difficulties we have
been facing vith regard to this question =--not 1y delegation nor my group only bhut
others also. However, since certain delegations insist on taking up this matter again,
we vould not oppose it. Ve wvould be ready to go along on the basis of the
understanding wve reached here, to take up these requests case by caée; but I would
like to make a small surgestion on the item the lletherlands has just suggested.

I vould suggest that ve take up the consideration of requests of non-member States,

not confining it to a certain number.
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IIr, FEIN (Netherlands): Mr. Chairmen, I am very grateful to the
distinguished representative of the German Democratic Republic for the forthcoming
attitude he has taken towards the request that I formulated this morning. The reason
why I suggested, on behalfl of the group I represent for the moment, that we discuss
this ﬁatter again at our next formal meeting is this. You recall I had made this
statement this morning and, vhen I said "at our next meeting", I dic say it on the
assumption that this morniné's neeting would be terminated and that the next one
would be on Tuesday. Now the reason vhy we formulated this request was because we
hope somehou that further discussions in a friendly and a good spirit might lead to
a éolution, or at least a partial solution; and you are aware of the fact that the
group of countries for which I spoke are particularly interested in salvaging the
requests of those countries who apparently are not involved in the controversy on
which I do not wish to dwell at the moment. That is why I mentioned specifically
the requests, in alphabetical order, of Austria, Denmark and Spain. If the
Iepresenfative of the German Democratic Republic would like to wviden the scope and
discuss all the requests, then I will cexrtainly not want to oppose that, because .
we are not opposed to the admission of any of the applicants. As I said in my own
statement about tuo weeks ago, we would support an invitation to all of them; but

the intention of my group is to stress particularly the three that I have mentioned.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, we listened very carefully to the
statement made this morning by Ambassador Fein, and that made just now by
Ambassadoxr Herder of the German Democratic Republic; ond I believe that we could
nov proceed to consider this matter exactly as we decided to do at our previous
meetings -~ that is, to consider the requests one by one from the point at which

we finished, This is how I understood the remarks made by Ambassador Herder,

Mr. FRIN (Netherlands): I wonder wvhether the distinguished representative
of Pakistan could agree with us and the German Democratic Republic that we would
for the moment leave open the way in which we would deal with these matters. We
knov there has been a proposal to deal with the requests one by one, in
alphabetical order; ond I have stated two weeks ago that ve would be perfectly
willing to do so. We would also be willing to follow other methods, whichever

would appear to be the best methoa of solving the problem, and I would appeal to
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our colleague  from Pakistan not to foreclose for the moment any venue that there may

be to solve this problem, even if the solution is only paxrtial.

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (llexico) (translated from Spanish): It would seem,

Mr, Chairman, that this question vill be considered and, we hope, resolved in a

manner which is acceptable to all on Tuesday morning.

Unfortunately, I shall not have the satisfaction of narticipating in thet
meeting, because unavoidable duties require my presence in New York, duties which
are in fact closely linked to our disermament vwork. TFor this recason, lir. Chairman,
I would venture to mention the very comprehensive statement which I made on this
matter at the meeting of 10 April 1980. This very full statement is to appear in
document CD/?V.?? which, the Secretariat has informed us, will in all likelihood
be distributed tomorrowv, at least in English.

I venture to hope, Mr. Chairman, that the distinguished representatives who
recad this statement carefully will come to the conclusion that it is realistic,
objective, balanced and that, as a well-intentioned attempt to reconcile the
different opinions and find a solution, it may have some positive effects in the

discussions on Tuesday.

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): Mr. Chairman, as
Ambassador Garcia Robles has just announced that he will not be here next Tuesday
vhen we will take up this matter, I would like to use this opportunity to say a few
words in connexion vith his suggestion; otherwise I would have vaited until
Tuesday. I certainly prefer his presence with us when I am saying this.

It seems to me that the suggestion he made on a very complicated and highly
political subject. deserves serious study; it is a generally known realistic
approach. Ambassador Garcia Robles has tried to talte the situation into
consideration and to draw the necessary conclusions from it. This does not mean
that my delegation could accept everything he has suggested., Certain points we
certainly could not accept, DBut vhat is important is that the suggestions he made

could sexrve as the basis for a solution which would permit us to take favourable
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decisions on the requests for participation which we have belore us, ithout
upsetting anyone and without leaving aside the specific intercsts of representatives.
Therefore I vanted to point ‘out tHat ny delegation considers that this Euggestion
deserves to be further studied, and consultation should be started with a viev o
finding a solution. Otherwise, I doubt whcther we could get out of this deadlock

into which we vere placed by certain delegations.

IIr. AKRAIL (Pokistan): Iir. Chaimrman, I was seriously tempted to respond
favourably to the request made by the distinguished Ambassador of the Netherlands
for some flexibility with regard to the kind of solution that could be promoted on
this question. Iowever, aftcr listening to the Ambassador of llexico and the
Ambassador of the German Democratic Republic, I must say that I find that my
delegation is not in a position to respond flexibly to any proposal that the
Committee proceed in a vay vhich is divergent from the decision taken by the
Cormittee to proceed uvith the consideration ol the five remaining requests, one by
one, This is a decision of the Committee; the Committee ig bound by that
decision; it requires a consensus of the Committec to change it. I would submit,
Sir, that the very fact that this matter has not been considered so far, and has
been delayed so long, is contrary to that decision of the Committee. It should
have been dealt with some time ago., Therefore, I would respectfully submi% that,
having heard thesc statements, I would urge you to implement the decision which

you proposed and which the Committee accepted some time ago.

1x. FEIN (Nethexlands): I have listened very carefully to the statements
made, and I wonder vhether it vould not be uise if ve nov adjourn and continue our
discussion on Tuesday morning, after we have had some time to reflect on- things

with each other.
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The CHAIRIIAN (tganslated {rom SEanish)x We would have no objection to

closing the meeting and continuing on Tuesdey, on the understanding that we intend
to seek a solution in the days between now and Tuesday. The Chairman would like
to reiterate his attitude on this motter.

On 9 April one decision was taken and subsequently, in the plenary, a group of
delegations suggested that the Committee should not take further decisions which,
under our rules of procedure, must be taken by consensus. In the cbsence of o
consensus, the Chair <onnot force anyone to continue the discussion. If now
lr, Fein, representative of the Wetherlands, requests that this discussion should
be terminated, the Chair's interpretation is that there is no consensus for continuing
the discussion on this question. The Chair has tried to act; and, if we have at
any time been in error, which we do not believe to be the sase, it has been in an
impartial spirit and in a search for o solution., Speaking personally,; the
Chairman is not characterized by Christian meekness, by ﬁhich I meén fhat we are
not inclined to accept attacks on the Chair in respect of matters which the
Chairman has never had anything to do with, and on which he hes not taken a

position.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, I would like to make it crystal
clear that in none of the remarks I have made is there the slightest implication,
Sir, about your impartiality, your goodwill and your active efforts to promote a
solution to this question. We fully realize the difficult situation in which you
are placed, and we fully realize that the fact that the matter has been deferred
by you and by the Committee for so long is precisely because you wish to promote
a genuine agrecment on this question. That is why my delegation did not raise
this matter and did not press for the implementation of the decision taken by the
Committee. It was only in response to unwarranted statements that we heard today
that we weré obliged to remind the Committee of its decision, and to reiterate
that the way in which the Committee would have to proceed, if this is the desire
of certain delegations which have expressed concern on this matter, would be in
accordance with this decision. The only point I am making, is that, if the
Committee is to proceed in any way other than in accordance with its previous
decision, this requires consensus on the part of the Committee to change its
previous decision; and we have already stated that the kind of solution proposed
by the Ambassador of lexico, with all due respect, is in our view discriminatory and
unacceptable. 5o perhaps some other solution has to be found; but this has to be
done, I think, through consultations and not by trying to imbose 2 different solution

from that on which the Committee itself has previously taken a decision.
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The CHAIRIAN (tronslated from Spanish): I thank the representative of

Pakistan for his clarification concerning the Chair. The Chair intends to include

-

in the agenda for Tuesday the requests by States non-members of the Committee to
participate in the Committec's work.
If there is no objection, they will be so included.

It is so agreed.

The CHAIRMAN (translaoted from Spanish): 4As cgreed at our 80th plenary
meeting — and it _is now 6.10 p.m. -~ we would cuggest that the Committee should
not hold an informal meeting on item 1 of our agenda —- "Nuclear test ban'" —- since a
group of delcgations has requested that this item be discussed informally. I leave

it in the hands of the Committee.

Mr. GARCIA RODIES (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): A brief word of

clarification, lir. Chairman. Since we are now in 2 plenary meeting for which a
record will be produced, and since the distinguished representative of Pakistan has
referred to the Mexican proposal, saying that he [inds it discriminatory, and since
so far in this record there is no substenbtive proposal nor any procedural proposa
by the representative of Mexico, we would have to turn to another record, which has
not yet appeared, to see what the proposal was. ’

Since I have here the text of what I said on that occasion, i.e. on
10 April, I will therefore read out the very short passage that refers to this
question, so that the reader can see whether or not the pfOposal contained any
discriminatory element. What I said on that occasion, Mr. Chairmen, in that portion
of my statement, which was largely extempore, wes as follows:

"From the foregoing considerations, in our opinion, various conclusions can
be drown and, among thesc conclusions, I would like to emphasize the following:
of the six requests to participate which ve have received, five come from States
which according to the rules of procedure have an unrestricted right to be invited.
One of them we already invited yesterday", I went on to say. "This was Finland.
There are another four in the same position -~ Viet Hom, Demmariz, Spain and
Austria. The second conclusion is that, with respect.to Kampuchea, the Committee
has received two requests to porticipate: one from Democratic Kempuchea, contained
in document CD/?Q, the other [rom the People's Republic of Kampuchea, contained in
document CD/37. Once the Committee has made good the omission which now exists in
the rules of procedures, and once it has adopted a rule relating to theée sases, we
shall never again have {o face problems such as that which has taken uﬁ so much

of our time.
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"Tn +the meantime, Ilr. Chairman", and I am still quoting from what I said on
that occasion ~- "my delegation would suggest that with respect to the two requests
from Kampuchea, you, as Chairman of the Comnittee, might invite one representative
from the 21 members of the Committee who voted in favour of the report of the
Credentials Committee in New York; one representative from the eleven members of
the Committee who voted against thot report, and = third, who would be what is
usually called an umpire in & dispute, from among those who abstained, Perhaps,
Mr, Choirman, with the help and co-operatien -of those three representatives, you
could find a solution, a solution that would be provisional until we make good

the omission in the rules of procedure, a solution that would be acceptcble to 21l."

1. AKRAIT (Pakistan): MNr. Chairman, since the distinguished representative
of llexico has chosen to repeat his previous proposal in this Committee, for the
record, I would like to ren=ll that at the previous meeting we had not replied in
detail to his proposal, because we found that the proposal is not acceptable to
our delegation. I would also like to state very briefly for the record that, for
ny delegation, the distinction which he has drawn between the six requests —-— that
is, between five on the one hand and the one from Democratic Kampuchea on the
other ~~ is a distinctionwhich is unacceptable. All six States concerned are
Hembers of the United Hations, and we do not think that this Committee can

arrogate itself the right to act as a Credentials Committee.

The CHAIRIAN (translated from Spanish): Would there be any objection

to holding an informal meeting to discuss nuclear tests until 7 p.m., up to which

time we have interpretation services?

Mr. DJOKIC (Yugoslavia): Mr. Chairman, I would certainly not object, if
that is the wish of the Committee, to work until seven o'clock; but in view of the
late hour and the significance of the question, which should be deeply considered
at an informal meeting, maybe it would be better to adjourn the meeting now and to
schedule the informal meeting of the Committee on londay morning, immediately aflter
the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament.
Perhaps the Ad Hoc Working Group could begin at 10 g'clock. I am confident that
the Group will be able to finish its first meeting in a rather short time —- maybe
one hour at the most. Therefore the informal meeting of the Committee could start

at 11 o'clock on Monday morning.
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The CHAIRIAN (translated from Spanish): In that case, if the Committee

has no objection, we might schedule an informal meeting to discuss nuclear tests

for Monday morning. In the light of the experience of the Working Groups it might
be scheduled for 11.3%0 a.m. instead of 11 a.m.

If there is no objection, it will be held at 11.30 a.m. an llonday.

It is so agreed.

The CHAIRMAN (translated from Spanish): The next plenary meeting of the

Committee on Disarmament will be held at 10.30 a.m. on Tuesday, 29 April.

The meeting rose at 6.15 D.m.




