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The CHAIRMAN: The Committée Starts today its consideratiori"of item 5 on its
agenda: '"Hew types of weapons of .masg destruction and nev systems of such veapons;
radiological weapons®.

Before proceeding with our regular business, I would like to draw the attention
of the Committee to Vorking Paper.No. 36, concerning the request submitted by Spain
in connection with its participation in meetings of the Committee's ad hoc working
groups on chemical weapons and on effective international arrangements to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States againéﬁ'the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

This draft decision ic substantially-identical to other draft decisions adopted by
the Committee on the participation of non-members. If there are no observations
I shall consider that the draft decigion is adopted.

It was so decided.

The CIHATRMAN: T vill inform the permanent representative of Spain accordingly.

e, KOIIVES (Hungary): lir. Chairman, in my statement today I would like to deal
vith iten 5 of the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament for its work in 1981, the
question of new types of weapons of mass destruction and nev systems of such weapons.

Bver since 1975 vhen the boviet Union submitted a proposal and a draft
international agreement to the General Assembly of the United Nations effectively to
prohibit the development of newv types of weapons of mass destruction, this aspect
of disarmament has been recognized as one of the urgent problems-to be solved.

The Final Document of the first 'special session of the United Netionc -
General Assembly dcvoted to disarmament, in paragraph 77, stated: #'In order to help
prevent a qualitative arms race and so that scientific and technological achievements
may ultimately be used solely for meaceful purposes, effective measures should Dbe
taken to avoid the danger and prevent the emergence of nev types of weapons of mass
destruction based on new scientific principles and achievements. Efforts should be
appropriately pursued aiming at the prohibition of such new types and nev systems of
weapons of mass destruction'.

Since 1976 our Committee has been actively dealing with the task of prohibiting
the development of newv veapons of mass destruction and accumulsting a huge quantity
of expertise and veluable material as a result of the useful discussions and exchanges
of view in the framevork of formal and informal meetings held vith experts. The
experts participating in the vork of the Committee, however, had to take into
consideration the fact that the Committee is not composed of scientific, technological
or military experts which itself set a2 limit to the scientific-technological depth
of their discussion.

Sarly in 1978 the delegation of the USSQ proposed the establishment of an
ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts to consider the question of possible
areas of the development of new types of veapons of mass destruction which should be
included in an initial list of types of such veapons to be prohibited under a
comprehensive agreement. This proposal in a reneved forn was also discussed during
our last year's session in the course of the consideration of this issue, as well as
during this year.

My delegation continues to be convinced that a comprehensive approach to the
question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction is feasible



CD/PV.122
7

(Mr., Komives, Hungary)

and offers the most effective solution to prevent the emergence of such veapons,
supplemented by individual agreements on particular types of weapons, and that the
most effective method of handling this question would be the setting up of an

ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts.

Hovever, it has to be admitted that there are differing approaches as to the
organizational aspects as well as to the basic approach to the substance of the
gquestion.

The Hungarian delegation has today circulated a working paper on an informal basis
which will shortly be issued by the Secretariat officially in all the languages. In
this working paper my delegation proposes the holding of informal meetings of the
Committee on Disarmament with the participation of experts during the second part of
our 1981 session. Iy delegation took note of the fact that some of the delegations in
the Committee for the time being are reluctant to agree to the establishment of an
ad hoc group of qualified governmental experts to be entrusted with the in-depth
consideration of the prohibition of the development of new types of weapons of mass
destruction. Hovever, my delegation feels it appropriate to take further concrete
steps —-- even if intermediate —- to promote the consideration of this issue as
contemplated in General Assembly resolution )5/1 19 in which the Asgembly requests the
Committee- on Uisarmament, “in the light of its existing priorities, to centinuc
negotiations, with the assistance of qualified governmental experts, with a view to
preparing a. dralt comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development and
manufecture of nev types of weapons of mass destruction and nev systems of such
veapons, and to dralt possible agreements on particular types of such weapons'.

The ma jor "vogects to be dealt vith during the 1nformq1 meetings are listed in
the vorking paper end therefore I vould not like to repeat them in this statement.
The Hungarian delegation proposes that the Committee on Disarmament take a decision
or at leasl come to an understanding that preferebly during the last uveek of
June 1981, in the course of our swmmer session, the Committee on Disarmament will hold
informal meetlnbu with experts on the prohibition of the development ol new types of
veapons ol mass destruction. The exact number of informal meetings could be decided
vhen the programme of work of the Committee is under discussion early this June,
depending also on the number of experts vhe participate in the meetings. - The
presence of experts wvould be of tuofold use in the follouving way:

(1) They could promote with their contributions the substantive consideration
of the question of new weapons of mass destruction, the results of which could
provide for the Committee a scientifically substantiated basis to give fresh
consideration to the issue as a ihole, including the possibility of finding a possible
mandate for the proposed group acceptable to all.

(2) The informal mee’c,nnm having been accomplished, the experts could be of
incalculable use in the wvork of the !4 Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons
which will be in a crucial pericd of its activities at that time.

My delezgation vould be q‘?f'ﬂ:eful'to hear the vieus of delegations on the Dropoéal,
and expresscs its hope that the Committee ill agree to conduct such meetings, which
vould be of double use for our wvork.

Mr. FLO/BRICE (United States of America)s Mr. Chairman, it has been the custom
in this Committee to congratulate the new Chairman for the month vhen a delegation
takes the floor for the first time during his chairmanship. I personally think the
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more proper sentiment vould be an expression of sympathy; for taking the Chair 1s,_
after 211, an 1nc°capaLle burden under our rules of procedure. lho"efore,

>, Chalrman, I would take this opportunity, rather, to w1ch you well and to pleage
to you our full co-operation during the month of April. Your dedicated, serious
and thoughtful contributions to the work of our Committece in the vast give us
confidence that you will discharge your duties efficiently and effectively. Ve
look forward to vorklnm under your leadership for the remainder of this part of

our 1981 session. ’

I would also like to add a word of appreciation for the mammer in which yeur
two predecessors have carried out the demanding duties of the office of Chairman
during -the months of February and March. DLaxlng on his broad experience and
consummate diplomatic skills, Ambassador de la Gorce launched us smoothly invo the
occan of work that lay before us as our 1981 session began and, as the tide swelled,
Ambagsador Herder guided the Committee with a ‘sure hand pa$t numerous rocks and
shoals %o cnable us to make considerable progress on both procedural and substantive
matters. - Both can take saticfaction in having met the most difficult tth that our
Committee-can impose with new lustre added to their regutatlon

At the outset, let me say that I am not planning to announce today any new
United States policies on the issues with which the Committee on Disarmament deals,
The policy review in- vhich the United States Government is engaged, and to vhich I
referred in my brief intervention on 12 February, is broad in scope and detailed,
touching all aspects of arms control-and related national security and foreign
policies. ' Becausé of itz fundamental nature and the complexity of the issues involved,
the reviev will take some time. Its completion date cannot nov be predicted. = That
does not at all mean that in the meantime the United States delegation will be
unablé to contribute to the work of the Commitiee, as I am confident ,ve have made
clear by our activity during this session to date, and we will continue whenever
possible to paru1c1pate fully and actively in the advancement of the Committee's work.

My reason for tal’inb the floor today is to give my delegation's views on the
vital question of the balance of military power and 'its relationship to arms centrol,
particularly nuclear arms control, and to deal with some misleading impressions that
may have been left by certain representatives who have addressed this subject in
previous meetings. Ve have listened also to g lively exchange in this foxrum on the
subject of the doctrine of deterrence -~ or of houses vith guard dogs and burglar
alarms, in the analogy which seems to have capturcd the Committee's 1maglnaulon -
and I uould like to address that suchct as well.

Reflecting 'on vhat has been said about the dangers of relying oh a balance of
nuclear power {o maintain the peace, I would be the- first to admlt that the world
could breathe move easily if there were no nuclear weapons in existence, although the
dangers from modern conventional veapons, which are themselves appalling enough,
would still be ¥ith us. But nuclear veapons do exist. Until we can find and agree
upon a sure méans of eliminating them, vithout ‘jeopardizing the security of any -
State or group of States, they vill cortinue o be a fact of life, and nuclear
deterrence must remain a ev element in maintaining stability and peace..

What ave the alternatives? One course that has been advocated from time to
time is unilateral disarmament. If the United States alone vere to undertake
nuclear disarmament, the result would almost certainly be a major military imbalance.
Ve would all need to.ask curselves whose interests would then he served? .. In . this.
regard L would drav your attention to cerftain remarks in a recent a%tlcle on Sov1et
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military thought by Professor lMajor-General A.S. Milovidov‘of the Lenin Militafy
Academy. In the article he stateds

iThe Soviet Union camnot undertake the unilateral destruction of
its nuclear weapons and indeed has no right to do so, as it is
responsible to the peoples of the whole world for peace and progress.
Marxist-Leninists decisively reject the assertions of certain bourgeois
theoreticians who consider nuclear missile war unjust from any point
of view.'

These views on unilateral nuclear disarmament and the role that nuclear weapons play
in Soviet military thinking are in stark contrast to some comments on those subjects
that have been presented to us here in this Committee. They serve to reinforce our
grave doubts about the wisdom of unilateral disarmament. :

If uwnilateral disarmament is out, what aboutl unilateral restraint in nuclear
armaments? VWell, we tried that and the results were not encouraging. In the
early post-torld Var II period the United States was the only nuclear Power, and
for a long time after that helped to achieve stability and peace by virtue of its
nuclear superiority. As the Joviet Union eventually brought its nuclear arsenal
tc a position of anproximate parity, the United States decided that in the long-term
intereste of a stable peace, wc should not attempt to maintain superiority. Our
hope was that this exercise of restraint would persuade the Soviet Union to follow
suit. In this hope we vere disappointed. Vhen we curbed and even cancelled
significant armament programmes, the USSR continued to build up in all spheres.

Some -examples: .

-~ The voviet Union has continued to strengthen its ground and air forces in
Europe. In the last 15 years, Soviet military menpover has increased by about
1 nillion wen. dome 25 divisions have been added to Soviet ground forces, and all
divisions have been upgraded'in capability and fire-power. During the same period,
the tanks in the numerous Soviet divisions in eastern Europe and the western part
of the USSR have been replaced with ncv, modernized and improved, tanks -~ in most
cases more than once. Some 1,400 aircraft have been added to the inventory of
Soviet frontal aviation. lMany of these new aircraft are designed for deep strike
missions, bBringing more of vestern Eurcpe into the range of Soviet tactical aviation.

_ ~ The Soviet Union has also in recent years deployed the Backfire bomber, which
carries more weapons than older bombers, and which, because of its greater range,
can reach all of wvestern Burope, vital sea~lanes, and even the continental
United States. A

- Soviet naval eapabilities have also been expanding rapidly on & global basis;
nev warships have been built and deployed at an unprecedented pace during recent '
years. '

- The USSR has continued to build up its nuclear missile forces in Europe.  Some
years ago, the Soviet Union began deployment of the S5-20 intermediate-range nuclear
missile. In the past year alone, some 80 nev S5-20 launchers have been deployed.
This missile is qualitatively superior to its predecessors:s it is mobile; it has
greater range, and it carries not one, but three accurate warheads.

~ In the last 15 years, the USSR has more than quintupled the number of its
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. In recent years, primarily through the
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uoploymenu of three new ICBII éystemo, the Soviet Union has expanded uhe number
of weapons these vehicles can carry by a factor of 11.

A1l of these programmes, along vith other examples 1 have not included, have
naturally caused the Soviet military budget to suell, It is a measure of the
different emphasis on military efforts in the woviet Union and the United States
during the past decade that the cosis of Soviet military activities, measured in
dollar terms, vere some 4C per cent higher than those of the United State in
1930 Soviet outlays vere some 50 per cent higher. -

Those of you vho read the Vestern press reports beginning in late 1979 surely

Inow that it was only after it became clear that there vere no alternative means,
of mgintaining the balance that preserves the peace that plans for a NATO military

response to these developments-were decided upon and announced. Even now, more’
than a year later, the programmes contemplated in the NATC plans to strengthen its’
nuclear nosture in Burope will not come to fruition for some years hence. VWhen the
Soviet Union attempts to justify, retrospectively, its own arms build-up on the
basis of this necessary defensive response on the part of the NATC countries, it is
a hollow and unbelievable justification.  The UATO plans are a rcsponse to a
Soviet build-up which in large measure has already taken place, such as the
development to which I referred earlier -~ the deploryment of more than
180 nuclear-tipped S85-20 missiles, many of which can reach this very room within
a matter of minutes. The MATO glliance has no equivalent systems to match the
land-based, long-range theatre nuclear missile systems of the Soviet Union. VWhy
should the Goviet Union not: be delighted to freeze the situation with regard to '
theatre nuclear weapons where it stands now, as proposed by President Brezhnev? In
contrast, the offer of the United States, on behalf of the FATO alliance, to negotiate
on the limitation of land-based, long-range theatre nuclear weapons before Western
deployments take place, is an eminently fair approach to halting the Lurther
build-up in nuclear veaponry on both sides.

I mist point out here that, despite the clearly documented reasons for the
HATO decisions, the distinguished representative of the USSR, in his statement
during our meeting on 26 March, asserted that, like all the actions of the
Soviet Union' in-its build-up of offensive military cepability, those relating to
Burope were purcly and completely defensive responses to actions taken By others.
Dut I wonder vhat he -had in mind when, for example, he stated that while the
Soviet Union admittedly has a large number of tanks, NATC has a large number of
anti-tank weapons. Perhaps he uanted us to Lelieve that the Soviet Union had to
build and deployall those tanks to delend 1uuelf against all those anti-tank weapons.

Ve have heard much during our debates here about the malign effects
international tension on arms control and disarmament efforts, as though 1nternational
tension vere an epidemic for whose spread all militarily significant nations were
equally responsible, DBut would the level of international tension be so high if
the build-up in Soviet military strength which I have briefly touched upon had not
occurred, or if it had been more moderate? Or if there had becn nc invasion and
supprescion of Afghanistan? Or if surrogate forces encouraged by lMoscow had
not been at work in other parts of the world to thuart the degives of free people
for true political self-determination and indencndence? Ve cannot be unmindful of
the . impact of such developments on-the prospects for arms limitations. As
United States Secretary of Defense Veinberger said -in London on 5 April, just
two nights ago, part of our response to a Soviet intervention in Poland would affect
such things as further summit meetings or further discussion on limitations of arms.
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While we are on the subject of military build-ups and the causes of
tension, I would like to note another element of asymmetry between the two
main military sroupings that hae been largely ignored in our debates. Ilhany
speakers haove repaled us with guotations from the International Herald Tribune
and other American journals concerning military programmes that are under
consideration —— or even gsimply advocated by individuals —— in the United States
or in the HATO alliance. In contrast, we know nothing from the media in the
Seviet ' Union or from statements by political leaders about Soviet militaxry
planning until *the migsiles, aircraft and ships begin to be deployed, or
other action is taken. e Americans cherish our free press dearly, and I
hope that the vest of my colleagues here appreciate the unique opportunity
they have to follou the debates within our nmation that illuminate the rationale
for proceeding or not proceeding with specific military programmes. If the
day were ever to come when we could read similar open discussions in Pravda or
Izvesgtia, the climate of counfidence would improve immensely. '

Now let me return to the question of vhether nuclear deterrence serves
the interest of world peace and security. In the current international
situation there are simply no good alternatives. This does not mean,
however, that we necessarily expect deterrence to serve for ever. An arms race
is not to our interest nor to the interest of the Soviet society. The ‘
United States, in conjunction with its allies, has undertaken serious efforts
to find negotiated solutions to the dangerous and regrettable build-up of
armaments. I have already made reference to the United States offer to ‘
negotiate equal and verifiable limits on long-range, land-based theatre nuclear
forces.

With regard to strategic nuclear veapons, there has been much criticism
in this forum of United States failure to ratify the SALT IT agreement. As
is well known, that development was due to a combination of factors, not the
least of which was the wanton Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, an act vhich
called into question the Soviet Union's willingness to abide by the norms of
international behaviour and to live up to its cormitments to international
agreements. For its part, the United States, vhile undertaking its review of
arms control and security policies, is continuing te act in a restrained and
responsible manner, conscious of its commitment to peace and stability. In
this regard, I yould like to quote from a statement by the official spokesman
of the United States Devartment of State, who said on 3 March of this year:

"hile we are reviewing our SALT policy, we will take no action
that would undercut existing agreements so long as the Soviet Union
exercises the same restraint."
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As the neu Administration in my country has made clear, the United States
is not prepared to freeze through agreement a situation in which there is an
imbalance favouring the Soviet Union; at the same time, the United States
continues to wish to pursue a SALT process that brings about meaningful
reductionsz in nuclear veapons.

President Recagan, in an intervieu vith Valter Cronkite on 3 lkrch,
included in his response to a question about conditions for a summit meeting
the feollouving reference to reductions in strategic nuclear weapons:

"T have said I vill sit down and negotiate with them [the Soviet
leadership] for a reduction in strategic nuclear weapons to lower
the threshold of danger that exists in the world today."

He vent on to say:

"So far, previous presidents, including my predecessor, tried to
bring negotiationz to the point of actual reductions and the Soviets
refused to discuss that."

He concluded by saying that lthe United States would have tc know that the
Soviet Union is willing to Jjoin in thigs anproach. Secretary Veinberger also
gspoke about the SALT process in a television intervieu on 29 lkrch. Ile said:

"... the attempt to reach cn effective limitation of strategic arms
is an extremely valuable and vital one, and we are perfectly ready to
engage in it if the Soviets do not demonstrate by their behaviour
that it's perfectly useless to engage in it."

The approach of the United States with regard to strategic arms limitations
is clearly on the record.

The discussions we have been having in this Committee on the doctirine of
deterrence and related matiers, both in plenary and in informal meetings during
this session, have been serious and useful to our work. A 1ittle over a year
ago when I first took my seat as the United States representative in this
important international bedy, I stated that I would do my utmost to interpret
accurately my Government's position to the other members of the Commititee and,
whether we agree or disagree, I pledged fzithfully to convey to my Government
the views of other countries. In thig spirit I ask that you ponder the
statement I have made today as a cerious and candid exposition of United States
views on the vital topic of the interrelationship of the international climate,
the military balance and the reduction of nuclear armaments.
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Mr. VRHUHEC (Yugoslavia): Mr. Chaixymen, we assess the work done so far by the
Working Group on Radiological Weapons as very intensive and the negotiations that
are under.way as constructive and going in the right direc¢tion. It is our desire
to arrive, as soon as possible, at a definite text of the international instrument
in order that we may ban these dangerous weapons. The adoption of an international
convention on radiological weapons will undoubtedly also give additional impetus
to the taking of other concrete disarmsment measures, nuclear in particular, and will
encourage the further process of negotiation within our Committee for which this is,
after all, the most important task.

In my statement, I would like fo refer to two problems that I consider asg
fundamental, - In saying this I would not like to imply that the other issues are not
of corresponding significance. Hcowever, my delegation has been and will express its
positions with regpect to them during the process of negotiations in the
Working Group.

Undoubtedly one of the most important questions concerning the further work on
the convention is the problem of the definition of radiological weapons. As is known,
my delegation has submitted its own draft definition to the Commitiee for
consideration, and I would like to take this opportunity to offer some observations
that have to do with our fundamental concept with regard to this question.

The definition of radiological weapons must contain the basic characteristics of
this type of weapon of mass destruction and must clearly differentiate between this
and other types of weapons of similar charecterigtics., We consider that it is
possible to formulate a clear definition which describes radiological weapons and
which must specifically refer only %o these weapons. A very important circumstance
is that radiclogical weapons in a concrete, operative and physical form are unknown.
This was the reason why we focused our definition on specific characteristics of
radiological weapons. Numerous scientifically-founded facts indisputably confirm that
the basic characteristic of a radiological weapon is that it inflicts injury on
living beings by ite ionizing radiation. Other forms of energy can completely be
neglected. When we say that radiclogical weapons act through their ionizing radiation,
we consider that this radiation has been created during the process of natural
radicactive decay, that the content of radiation in the physical sense is changeable
while its ionizing trait remains constant. Being different from nuclear weapons
which free large quantities of other forms of energy as well, such as mechanical
energy, thermal energy and visible light, radiological weapons act on living matter
through their ionizing radiation from the beginning to the end of their application
as weapons. Once radiological weapons starit to go into effect, the process of
radiocactive decay cannot be either stopped or accelerated. The acceptable and
controlled risk of professional exposure in the peaceful application of radiocactive
msterial is trancsformed into an uncontrolled exposure of the largest segments of
population with effects which are very numerous, when it is used as a weapon. On
the basis of the above reasons we think that the definition which links the essential
characteristic of radiological weapons to ionizing radiation and does not in any
way imply the direct or indirect legitimization of nuclear weapons might be the
most acceptable one,
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Permit me ‘to- dwell on yet another of the very important problems to which the
convention on radiological weapons should devote special attention. This is the
peaceful application of nuclear energy and, respectively, radiocactive isotopes.

The - research and achievements registered in this field so far have attained an’
enviable level by which the application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes

creates great possibilities for the solving not only of energy problems but also
of.'development throughout the world and particularly in the developing countries,

There is a need to regulate this question within the system of international economic
‘relations in such a manner that nuclear energy may.really be used for peaceful purposes
and development and not for the destruction of mankind. The non-aligned and other
developing countries have for a long time been saying that it is indispensable to
approach as: boldly as possible the gettlement of the economic and political situation
in the world on. the basis of equity, sovereign equality and Justice aimed at creating
optimal conditions for the utilization of all available resources for the further
unhindered development of all and particularly for a more rapid development of the
developing countries. A particular role is played by the adoption and implementation
of thoge United Nations decigions which strive for the establishment of the New
International Economic Order. The use of nuclear energy -plays an especially significant
role in this process and, therefore, poses the question of the establishment of
international instruments that will accord corresponding attention and offer adequate
solutions to this problem. One such international instrument should by all means be
the convention on radiological weapons that we are trying to agree upon.

In the opinion of the Yugoslav delegation, the convention that we are trying
to elaborate mugt secure the conditions for an unhindered use of all the potential
possibilities of nuclear energy for development purposes on a non-discriminatory
basis and with the full recognition of the interests of all. The recent Ministerial
Meeting of non-aligned countries held in New Delhi accorded, inter alia, particular
attention to these problems. In this connection, the Final document of the non-aligned
countries.contains the following statement: . "They particularly stressed the right of
each nation to establish its peaceful nuclear programmes in accordance with its own
priorities and requirements, as well as the need for free and non-discriminatory
access to nuclear materials and technology for peaceful purposes'.

In this context, we consider that the convention we are trying to work out must
reflect the aspirations and needs of all countries, especially the developing:ones,
by respecting the inalienable right to development and prosperity through. the use-
of* contemporary scientific achievements on the basis of a corresponding equitable
co-operation betuween countries that possess the know-how and technology and those
who do not have them but heve a great need for them.

Mr. MALITA (Romania)  ($ranslated from French): I am happy to welcome you as the
Chairman of the Committee for the month of April. I am sure that the valuable
qualities of competence, patience and tact that you have acquired as a result of
long acquaintance with the difficult topics before ug, as well as your ability to
combine the official part of our work with sincere and thorough informal discussions
will make this month a fruitful one. '

I should also like to congraiulate the out-going Chairman, Dr. Herder, for the
excellent way in which he performed the task entrusted to him, so that we were able
to make definite progress.
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The debate in the Committee on Disarmament on the agenda item relating to new
types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons leads us to make
the following remarks: ‘

It cannot be said that weapons of mass destruction are not a well-defined
category. They are weapons the effects of which are not confined to the area of a
military conflict or war —- weapons which, owing to their monstrous destructive
pover, make no distinction between combatants and civilians. They are; in fact,
weapons which represent a danger for the entire human race. These are weapons against
which there is no defence, the only answer to them being the use of the same type
of weapons, thereby multinlying destruction up to the limit of total annihilation.

Repugnance at the odious and degrading character of such weapons is unanimous.
No one in public life has been heard to defend their legitimacy. It would be impossible
to find any politician or military man who would openly declare that the use of such
weapons is permlus1b1e for political and military purposes The argument employed
to défend their existence is tha’ weapons of mass dGSuruotlon are possessed, not to be
used but to discourage others from using them. We shall return to this argument,
which leaves the responsibility uith those whose task it is —— ag it is that of
this Committee —~- to find satigfactory soluticns taking into account securiity
conditions and the need %o prohibit such weapons -~ so far without success. The
important point ic that there is unanimous internationsl recognition of the need
to continue the process of outlawing weapons of masgs destruction.

Quite clearly there is evidence that this is not only desirable but also
pogsible. In the greatest military conflagration in history -- the Second World War —-
chemical weapons were not used. A recenily adopted Convention prohibited the
development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological (biological) and toxin
weapons. It was signed by 124 States and has been ratified by 81. The Committee has
been solemnly called upon by the General Assembly to drafi conventions on the
abolition and prohibition of nuclear, chemical and radioclogical weapons. This
to some extent a proof that the premises for fruitful activity exist. Nor can we
doubt the active support of public opinion, which has ghown itself meny times to be
against envirommental pollution and will not hesitate to exprees itself on the o
much more important question of survival.

We have not succeeded in finding solutions to the problemu posed by weapons of
megs destruction like nuclear, chemical and radiological weapons, and we already
know that there is a possibility of gtill others being invented. The Romanian
delegation wishes to draw attention to the contradiction, the opposition and the
abyss that exist between the pace of disarmament negotiations and the pace at which
gcience is perfecting eX1°t1nb veapong and creating others. :

The effect of the concentration of creative scientific resources on nilitary
purposes (over 50 per cent of research expenditure is devoted to weapons, and
40 per cent of the world's scientists sre ongaged in the same sphere)is that weapons
systems become obsolete so quickly that mamy of the subjects of our negotiations may
goon be out of date., At the same time the complexity of the problems engendered
by the new weapons will be greater, and new obstacles will thus block the way 1o the
prohibition and conirol of a new golem.
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Nowhere is the rate of modern scientific and technological progress more
apparent than in the micro-electronics revolution. Operating speeds have increased
and dimensions and costs have fallen in proportions varying from-1,000 to
1 million times over the past 20 years. No instrument or machine designed by man
has been perfected at such a rate. The direct consequence is the improvement of
the accuracy and reliability of missiles. Even more serious is the fact that the
huge process. .of improvement merely increases the possibility of the use of nuclear
weapons -~ of all veaponsg of mass -destruction -— which arc more and more considered
as instruments of war and noi of deterrence.

. I should like now to make a few remarks -about the relationship between the rate
at which weapons research and development laboratories are working and the pace
of .our negotiations.

With regard to nuclear weapons, the Romanian delegation is one of those which
urged .that the Committee should start some structured work on this subJect, even
if only in the form of informal consultations. We should therefore like to express
our satisfaction at the initiation of these consultations. At the same time we must
stress that the holding of informal consultations is not an end in itself. In our
view the goal we must all pursue is to ensure that the activities undertaken
constitute a step forward towards the beginning of real negotiations for the
elaboration of nuclear disarmament agreements., We therefore support the proposals
put forward by the delegations of Brazil and India to that effect. Unless it leads
to that goal, the praiseworthy effort made by holding informal consultations will
be devoid of any practical purpose.

The Romanian delegation considers that, taking as a starting point the
provisions of paragraph 50 of the Final Document of the first special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, it is necessary to elaborate
the principles which are to govern the nuclear disarmement negotiations and to
identify the concrete meaourec which are to be negotiated within the Committee. The
establishment, during the- second part of the Committee's current session, of an
ad hoc negotlatlng group or any other subsidiary body with this as its mandate seems
to us to be the necessary logical continuation of the action taken so far.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is one of the subjects on which our
delegation has already had the opportunity to state its position and views. A% this
stage of ‘our work we should like to ‘present the following observations for the
Commlttee’s consideration.

First, the Romanian delegation considers that the negotiations on the prohibition
of chemical weapons have reached a delicate point of which we should all be aware..’
It is clear that if, after more than 10 years of negotiations, we are not in a
position to begin work on drafting the text of an internmational instrument, it is
possible that this will cause some State, given the present international situation,
to decide to develop their arsemals of chenical weapons. The Committee's inability
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to outlaw chemical weapons will thus be, not merely the failure of a series of
efforts spreading over a long period of time but in fact a powerful stimulus ftowards
the renewal of the arms race in one of the important areas of weapons of mass
destrucition.

The second observation concerns the preparations of a technicel nature made

in the Committee with the participation of experts. Our delegation appreciates the

sefulness of this work, which has enabled us to gain an insight into some
important and complex questions relating %o the prohibiftion of chemical weapons
It is now nocessary to move on 1o negotiotions to solve these problems. It is for
this reason that it should be one of the Committee's priority tasks at the beginning
of the second part of its session this year, to reconsider the mandate of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons with a view to tringing it into line with
the present stage of our work.

Lastly, we should like to refer to the question of verification, which has been
the subject of many statements. The Romanian delegation is in favour of
establishing an effective system for verifying compliance with the provisions of the
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At the same time we are of
the view that the machinery agreed upon, however perfect it may be, will not be able
to guarantee absolutely thet all the provisions of the convention will be respected.
That is why the Romanian delegation considers that it is in the interests of all
States to supplement the specific verification provisions contained in the
convention by a set of measures designed to increase confidence among all the parties
in the implementation of this international instrument. Ve are thinking of :
provisions for the development of co-operation with regard to proteciive equipment,
antidotes, alert and decontamination systems, etc. It is in that light too, that
we should study the proposal of Sweden regarding the scope of the prohibition and
that of Brazil concerning the title of the convention itself.

As you know, the Romanian delegation has expressed its support for the idea
that the Committee should begin to consider measures designed to stop scientific -
and technological discoveries from being used for the production.of weapons of mass
destruction.  In cur delegation's view, the decision to establish an ad hoc group
of scientific experts to study the technlcal implications in this field will
conglitute a practical and significant step forward by the Committee on
Digarmament. : ‘

The work initiated in the Committee on ithe subject of the prohibition of new
weapons of magss destruction and new systems of such weapons should be supplemented
by a decigion by all States which have a substantial military research and
development potential to take the necessary measures at the national level to
prevent scientific and technological discoveries from being used for military
purposes.,

With regard to the conclusion of an international convention prohibiting
radiological weapons, the Romanien delegation would like to draw attention to the
constructive way in which the negotiations are proceeding and the need to fake action
towards the preparation of the text of an international agreement, In our opinion,
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at the present stage we should .try to solve three fundemental problems on vhich the
success of the convention depends, namely: the definition of radiological Weapons,
the peaceful applications of nuclear enerpy, and the relaticnship between the
convention and the nuclear disarmament process. At the same time we should like

to stress the importance which some States, including Romania, attach to a solution
which ¢ould increase the protection of nuclear power plants during armed confllots,'
a proposal put forward by the delegation of Sueden.

By way of conclusion I should like to say that we are constantly beirg told
that weapons of mass destruction in general, and nuclear weapons in partioular,
are produced solely in order to deter aggression. If this is the real reason for the
possession of weapons of mass-deSufuction, is it not much simpler and moxre
economical, as well as safer, to seek to attain that result through disarmament..
negotiations rather +than by ceaselescly accelerating the arms race in order to
increase the deterrent effect of these weapons, & process which contains in itself
the seed of the destrudtion of the existing balance?

The Romanian delegation emphasizes the need to take action, with 211 due sense
of responsibility, not only to eliminate the danger of a devasting conflict but also
to adopt measures which will protect future generations from this danger.

A few days ago Nicolae Ceausescu, the President of the Socialist Republic of
Romania, expressed the hope that all States would understand the need to halt the
arms race, and especially the nuclear arms race, promoting to that end a policy
of contacts and negotiations conducive to improving mutual confidence and to finding
the best solutions for the purposes of détente, disarmament and the strengthening
of international co-operation and peace. In our opinion this is the only course to
take, especially in view of the more difficult and complicated conditions now
prevailing in the world. :

Hew weapons are not mere exercises in futurology. The deadlock encountered
in the regulation »f existing weapons, as vell as the fact that they are being
qualitatively perfected as the result of scientific and technological discoveries,
means that every day it is morce likely that they will become a practical reality.
The fact that the qualitative gap remains open-ended ag far ag weapons of mass
destruction are concerned leads not only to the per¢ect1ng of exigsting weaponu
but also to discoveries heving vast militaxry implications.

" That is why the Romanian delegation considers that, while attaching the
highest priority to the outlawing of those weapons of mass destruction which already
exist in the arsenals of States, the Committee should not overlook the subject of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.
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" The CHATRIAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Romania for his
statement and for the kind words he adéressed to the Chair.

Mr. DE SOUZA T SILVA (Brazil): MNr. Chairman, may I express my best wishes for .
your successiul term of office as Chairman of the CD and pledge the co-operation of
my delegation in the discharging of your duties.

Before I start the main section of my statement today, which will be devoted to
radiclogical weapons, may 1 be allowed to dvell briefly on a point raised by your
cumn delegation, at our plenary meeting of 20 March, regarding chemical weapons. On
that occasion, speaking as head of the delegation of the I'ederal Republic of Germany,
you mentioned the experience acaquired by your Government in the field of the
destruction of toxic agents remaining from the first and second world wars. The
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany has also touched on that question in
the 4d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Veapons. AS members of this Committee are
aware, my own delegation and several others attach the utmost importance both to the
destruction of existing stockpiles of chemical weapons as well as to the dismantling
of production facilities, in connection with the negotiations currently under vay
in the Vorking Group chalred by Ambacssador Lidgard. My delegation would be most
grateful if your delegation would find it possible to provide the Committee with
additional information on the work carried out in this field in your country, with
particular emphasis on the aspects of cost and environmental protection mentioned
in your statement. Ve believe that such data would help many delegations to better
understand the technical aspects of the issues involved, particularly with regard to
the delays needed to comply with the obligation, to be embodied in the chemical
weapons convention, to destroy the existing arsenals of chemical weapons.

May I turn now to the main subject of my statement today. Our Committee is
examining this week item 5 of our agenda, namely, radiological weapons, according
to our programme of work. In my statement of 12 Iebruary of this year, I have already
had the occasion to share with the Committee my Government's general position on this
metter. Drazil believes that the Committee on Disarmament should concentrate its
efforts on issues to which a much higher priority has been assigned by the
General Zssembly, rather than devote the scarce time available to measures which are,
at best, lateral to the main problems of disarmament. So far, the Committee has
been unable to agree even on the organizational aspects of the substantive
negotiations on nuclear disarmament or the comprehensive test ban, the urgency of
which has been unanimously recognized in the Final Document and in countless
United Hations resolutions:” It should not be difficult to imagine the dismay of the
nmembership of the United Mations if thé Committee on Disarmament cannot go beyond
presenting the international community, at the forthcoming General Assembly, with a
draft text on veapons that do not exist, and which according to some expert opinion
do not stand even the chance of ever evisting, and reporting at the same time that
no progress has been accomplished on measures deemed vitally urgent by the higher
forum on repeated occasions. Iy delegation sincerely hopes that the earnest desire
displayed in some cuarters for the speedy conclusion of a text on radlologlcal
veapons be matched by a corresponding willingness to arrive at a workable arrangement

that 1711l enable the Committee also to tackle the urgent questions to which the

nighest priority was assigned.
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Nevertheless, we believe that a convention on the prohibition of radiological
weapons might be useful in two main directions. First, it should contain explicit
provisions that spell out the commitment of the parties to concrete measures of
nuclear disarmament; secondly, it should be conceived as an effcctive tool to
promote international co-operation on the peaceful utlllzatlon of radioactive
materials for peaceful purposes.

One of the main difficulties to which the Ad Hoc Vorking Group has been
addressing its attention is the formulation of an acceptable definition for the kind
of wveapon that would be the object of the prohibition., My delegation favours the
suggestions that have been made in the Committee and in the Working Group, according
to vhich it would be advisable to define radiological weapons by their
characteristics, rather than by explicitly excluding nuclear weapons from the
purview of the convention. There seems to be little point in adopting a
definition that amounts to a legitimization of nuclear weapons only to have
the following article disclaim that fact by stating that nothing in the convention
can be interpreted as legitimizing nuclear weapons. Such a disclaimer would,
in fact, only underline the assumption that the very real nuclear weapons are, .
indeed, considered as a viable option, while the non-existent radiological weapons
are prohibited. The exclusion clause, as it has been described, is, for those
reasons, unacccptable to my delegation.

As we have already pointed out, the proposed convention on the prohibition of
radiological weapons provides the international community with an opportunity to
give formal expression, in an internationally binding instrument, to the commitment
to nuclear disarmament, Ve helieve, therefore, that the convention should contain
an explicit provision to that effect, and not merely a vague preambular reference
to nuclear disarmament. In the history of international agreements in the field
of dlsarmament, ‘a provision of this kind would mark a significant step forward

~ In 1968, the predecessor of this Committee was called.upon to approve an
international treaty that contains, in its article VI, explicit provisions regarding
nuclear disarmament. The Parties to which the Treaty accords a special status
seem, however, to have interpreted that provision in a diametrically opposite sense.
The second review Conference of the Parties.to that Treaty, celebrated last year,
showed the growing concern of the vast majority of its Parties, who have scrupulously
adhered to the obligations entered into and are still waiting for a better
understanding, by those same Powers, of .the commitments embodied in article VI,
Clearly, the expression of the commitment to nuclear disarmament on the part of
tha nuclear-weapon Povers needs to be reinforced at the legal level. The proposed
convention on the prohibition of radiological weapons affords the Committee on
Disarmament, ‘and the international community at ‘large, a new opportunity to
achieve that purposc.

The question of the peaceful uses of radioactive materials and sources of
radiation is also of paramount importance for the Brazilian delegation. Ve are
firmly convinced that the proposed convention could serve a very useful purpose if it
were to further and promote international co-operation in that field. While
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preventing the possibility that radicactive material could ever, even in the remote
future, be utilired in warfare by those that have the technological means to
envisage such a possibility, the convention would have quite a constructive

impact if it vere to facilitate and enhance the peaceful applications of such
materials in.the present. My delegation has already made its views known, in the
Vorking Group, on this subject, and I do not have to repeat them here in detail,
Suffice it to say that we prefer a positive formulation for the corresponding
article of the instrument, rather than simply stating in a negative way that the
provisions of the convention will not hinder or prejudice the use of radicactive

- material for peaceful purposes; mention should also be made of the need for
promoting international co-operation, including co-operation in the field of
transfer of technology. The delegation of Romania last year made some interesting
proposals to this effect, and also introduced, this year, a constructive amendment
to article V of the draft convention. The suggestion embodied in

wvorking paper CD/EL@E%4, submitted last year by the delegation of the

Federal Republic of Germany, is in-our opinion alsgo very positive. Ve further
believe that every nation has an inalienable right to carry out national programmes
for the peaceful use of nuclear energy in all its forms. The recognition of

this right by the parties to an eventual instrument should, thus, not be limited

to the parties themselves; we are dealing here with a general principle that
should be stated in a general, non-discriminatory manner.

Discrimination may also arise from formulations vhich tend to confer a
privileged status on some of the parties to the proposed convention, as would be the
case if the complaints procedure made use of the Security Council of the
United Nations. Ve fail to see the merit of establishing a procedure that can
easily be blocked by a handful of nations, among which, incidentally, are included
those that possess the technological means to contemplate the production of
radiological weapons. My delegation would be unable to agree with a mechanism
for the lodging of complaints that does not take into account the principle of
the sovereign equality of States. Procedures designed to solve problems that
may arise in-the application of the provisions of international agreements cannot
contain any elements of discrimination among States parties.

These are the main views of the Brazilian delegation on the question of a
convention to ensure that, in the future, radiological weapons will not be added
to the arsenals of States. The low priority of this question, as compared to
the urgent need for other measures contained in the Committee's agenda, should
not, of course, prevent the Committee from proceeding with its efforts for the
negotiation of a convention, and my delegation stands ready to continue making
its contribution to the discussion. According to the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Working Group, the completion of the examination of the main elements of the future
treaty vill provide substantive material for the next phase of the task.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the. distinguished representative of Brazil for his
gstatement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr. DARUSMAN (Indonesia): Mr. Chairman, spealking for the first time in a
meeting under your chairmanship, may I cay how glad I am to see you in the Chair.
The many and useful contributions you have made in the past to the Committee
make you eminently suited to this difficult task and we are convinced that under
vour vise guidance this spring session of the Committee on Disarmament will
certainly close with positive results. 1y delegation for its part pledges its.
full co-operation to you in the discharge of your duties. I also wish to. express
the appreciation of my delegation vo Ambassador Herder for the further constructive
stages that were achieved in the work of the Committee when he chaired it last month.

“The Indonesian delegation will on another occasion put forvard its position on
certain aspects of item 5 of the agenda, which is now before the Committee.

Today I would like to say a few words on some aspects relating to item 3 of
our agenda, i.e. on effective international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon
tates against the use or threat of use of nuclear veapons.

WYhen the question of security assurances was discussed in 1978 by the
TFirst Committee of the General Assembly, the Indonesian delegation, in its
gtatement on 1 November, stated that "the most effective guarantee is, of course,
the cessation of all forms of nuclear-weapon testing in all environments, the
prohibition of the manufacture of additional nuclear weapons, followed by the
destruction of existing stockpiles’. My delegation continues to hold this view.
However, as we all realize that such an absolute. guarantee can hardly be achieved
in the foreseeable future, my delegation believes it imperative for the international
commnity av least to develop at this stage effective measures to ensure the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons from any quarter.

The Committee on Disarmament, which has been entrusted with the task of
negotiating with a view to reaching agre:ment on and concluding effective
international arrangements on security assurances against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons, is still faced with scme difficulties. My delegation is,
however, optimistic that these difficulties. can be overcome. ‘

During the discussions in the relevant Ad Hoc Working Group some questions
have been raised on which my delegation would like to comment briefly.

Pirstly, concerning the proposal on the issuance of declarations by the
nuclear-weapon States that are identical in substance, my delegation has stated
its satisfaction at the unilateral declarations of assurance of non-use of
nuclear weapons by nuclegr-weapon States against non-nuclear-weapon States. Ve
feel, however, that to be effective, such unilateral declarations should be put
into a binding international instrument. Ve are therefore pleased to note that
the Committee has in principle already recognized this need. As the distinguished
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delegate of Pakistan has pointed out, undertaking such a declaration is a
prerogative right of the individual nuclecar-weapon States themselves. It will,
however, be difficult for my. delegation to accept this idea as a precondition for
our further negotiations. The absence of such declarations, which are identical

in substance, should not prevent us from initiating negotiation on an international
agreement on-this subject. '

Secondly, with regard to the non-stationing of nuclear-weapons on the
territories of States where there are no such weapons at present, this question
should, in the opinion of the Indonesian delegation, be part of the obligation to
be undertaken by the nuclear-weapon States. It is pertinent te note in this
context that the obligation of non-nuclear-weapon States Parties to the NPT,
to which Indonesia belongs, is quite clear. . The non-stationing of nuclear weapons
in the territories of those States constitutes a further measure to prevent the
proliferation of nuclear weapons. My delegation feels that in view of the
particular geophysical configuration of a country like Indonesia, the concept
of the non-stationing of nuclear weapons should be broadened so as to cover also
their transportation through lands and seas falling within the jurisdiction of
non-nuclear-weapon 3tates where there are no nuclear weapons at present. Without
such an expanded concept, any eventual international agreement agreed upon would
not give adequate security assurances to an archipelagic State like Indonesia,
consisting of thousands of islands surrounded by vaters with innumerable straits
and sea-lanes. Moreover, its strategic location between two oceans makes
Indonesia very vulnerable, and my delegation therefore considers transit through
or deployment of nuclear veapons in its waters undesirable. In the event of a
military confrontation between major Powers, the transportation of such weapons
through Indonesian waters might very well become necessary from the point of view
of the warring parties. This in fturn would give reason for the belligerents to
attack the enemy craft that carry them, in which case, Indonesia as a non-party
to either belligerents could not possibly escape the harmful effects of nuclear
weapens so damag:d or destroved. From the foregoing it is clear that, based on
those considerations, ways and means should be explored to make an eventual
agreement cover all aspects of the security interests of the non-nuclear-weapon
States.

Thirdly, concerning the inherent right of self-defence, ve are all awvare that
security assurances would be meaningless if nuclear veapons were used as a means
to settle political and military conflicto. In this connection my delegation
wvould like to associate itself with the views expressed by other delegations that,
in the exercise of the right of self-defence, due account must be taken of the
international community, namely, to save mankind from total annihilation.

Fourthly, regarding the Pakistani proposal as contained in document CD/161,
my delegation would like to express its appreciation to the distinguished
representative of Pakistan for his unceasing efforts to come up with alternative
proposals with a view to reaching a common agreement. After having studied it
carefully, my delegation feels that alternative B might preferably be used as a
point of ‘departure. This alternative is included in stage two of the working paper
of the Chairman of the Ld Hoc Working Group, contained in document CD/SA/VP.S.
Vhile this alternative may not be the one and only way to facilitate our work, it
is my delegation's corsidered opinion that the Ad Hoc Working Group should start
its endeavours forthwith from the less controversial one. My delegation is
flexible as to the approach that will be taken later on.
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Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): First, Mr., Chairman, I want %o‘conVey'to'you'our"'
congratulations on your assumption of the chairmanship for this month. Needless
to say, we are confident that the Committee will fare well in your experienced hands,
Further, the Svedish delegation will continue tc make 21l efforts in order to
contribute to this effect. I should also like to address nyself to your
distinguished predecessor, Ambassador Herder, and to say again how we appreciated
the glkilful and impertiel woy in which hie accomplished his task in the month of
March. o ' ' '

Radiological weapons are on:-our work programme for this week-and I am going to
focus on this item in my intervention today. I should first like to express my
gcreat appreciation of the way ih which Ambassador Komives of Hungary is conducting
the Working Group on .Radiclogical Veapons. He has shown his full devotion to his
task, which he is accomplishing with the greatest skill and energy. We shall
continue to give him our full support till the worl: has been concluded, which we
hope will be at the end of this session.

However, we see danger in the argument vhich some delegations have put forward,
namely, that the CD must prove its capacity to negotiate disammement agreements
through rapidly approving the draft elements of a convention on radiological weaporns
that have been submitted to the Committee. Ve agree that it is in our own as well
as in the general interest that the €D should prove its efficiency in the negotiation
process. This may imply a further intensification of our.work. It mey also imply
a more critical look at our pricrities, and it is in thisz context that I should
like to express our deeply felt concern.

e do not believe that we shall be responding to the expectations of the nations
of the world, which are eagerly waiting for disarmament measures, if what we submit
to them after years of bleak results are measures of a very limited importance,
which some may even state to be no real disarmament measures at all but only sham
arms limitation.  The CD should be very careful in order to avoid such criticism.
Ve must refrain from submitting disarmament agreements to the United Nations which
we cannot honestiy state to be of any importance.

It is in this light that we have scrutinized the draft elements on radiological
weapons. Ve think that here we are placed in front of some very important and
difficult decisions, and I grant that they may be particularly painful for the fwe
delegations which have submitted the draft elements to the Committee.

As I stated in my intervention in this Committee on 26 February last year,
quoting from a Dutch working paper from 1970 (CCD/291), "judging by the available
information, possibilities for radiological warfare do exist theoretically but do
not seem to be of much or even of any practical significance".

Studies which have been undertaken by the competent scientific and technical
institutions in Sweden since the early 1950s, and which have now again been
carefully examined, show that the development of specific radiological weapons, as
defined by the drafters, is a very remote possibility. They could hardly hecome
practical weapons of mass destruction or have any effective use in the battlefield.
A radiological weapon of sufficient strength for denying an enemy access to :
significant areas of. terrain would be almost impossible to fabri»ate, handle or
deliver. : ' ‘
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To produce the necessary amounts of radioactive substances, large nuclear
power reactors or large special production reactors would be needed. If, for
instance, an ordinery electrical generating station of 1,000 MW electric output is
shut down at the saturation level for many of its mcst energetic waste products;
if, then, all its fuel elements are taken out and grained to powder after a cooling
period of one month, and if, finally, the resulting matier is spread out to cause a
dose.rate of 1,000 rad/hour, i.e. denying access to the contaminated area, only

4 ¥m™ would be covered. It should be noted that the fuel inventory of such a
reactor has a weight of socme 150 tons, and the enormous radicactivity of some
1,000 MCuries. The shielding necessary to protect personnel from this amount of

radiation would come to several hundred tons of material.

It is obvious that such a bulk of deadly dangerous material could not be handled
for dissemination without killing one's own personnel long before the material could
have an impact on an eneny.

We have repeatedly asked the drafters to substantiate why they consider
radiological weapons a possibility in warfare, but we have never obtained any
specific answer, Only once has an effort been made to give technical data in order
to support the conception of radioclogical weapons as something real and threatening.
The delegation which came forwerd in that endeavour, mentioned that one ton of the
isotope gscandium 46, if disseminated, would effectively bar access to about
1,000 km®. That is true. |

However, it is also true that handling such an amount of that nuclide
(34,000 MCuries) would be even more impossible than handling the reactor fuel waste
I have just mentioned. Moreover, its production would require. the use of all at
present installed reactors in the world. The same analysis would apply to other
nuclides of potential interest for radiological weapons.

Such weapons, as defined by the author of the draft elements, are as a matter
of fact impossible to realize physically. New means of handling protection, which
could make them rore realistic in the future, do not seem possible. There is one
" obvious way to cover areas with radiocactive substances in sufficient amounts and with
sufficient flexibility to meke them generally useful to the military. That is the
production of these substances at the ftarget by means of surface explosions of
nuclear weapons. That case ig exempted from the prohibition in the draft convention,

It was argued last year that low dose contamination of wide areas, while having
no immediate somatic effects, would be a weapon of mass destruction, because a very
large number of people could be affected. However, those effects would appear only
after a long delay —-- 10-20 years —- and they would thereforc have no military
meaning.,

In expressing our doubts about the feasibility of radiological weapons I have
tried to be more explicit and specific than diplomatic. Not all delegations here
have the means to carry out studies of the kind I have referred to. Ve are strongly
convinced that honesty requires a clear and straight presentation of facts.behind the
problems we deal with. We consider the reputation of the CD to be at stake.

Therefore, we think it is the obligation of those who state radiological weapons
to be a threatening reality to substantiate their arguments in scientific and
technical terms. Ve must have an open discussion of this very fundamental question.
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There exists, on the other hand, a very real risk of mass destruction from the
dissemination of radiocactive substances in war, apart from nuclear explosions.
That is the case of military attacks on nuclear power industry installations, where -
very large anounts of radiocactive meterials are present. In this case the main
obstacles to the use of radlologlcal weapcns are bypassed, namely, the production and
delivery problems. :

As shown by numerous studies in many countries, including my own, nuclear
reactor catagirophes caused, for instance, by a nletary attack, would have lethal
consequences for nan over an area of the order of 100 km“, depending, of course, on
the meteorological conditions at the tinme, It meens that in densely populated
regions with a developed nuclear power industry, large populations would be involved.
- Thig is so today in the industrialized countries, but in the future many densely

populated developing countries with emerging nuclear energy production may come under
the same threat, ' '

The radiocactive effects of an attaclk on an ordinary power reactor could cause
immediate effects comparable to the fall-out from a 20 kT nuclear-weapon surface
explosion, while the long-term radioactive effeots could be in orders of magnitude
nore severe than thogse for a nuclear explosion. It ghould be noted in this
connection that the production rate of radicactive substances in a 1,000 M nuclear
electrical generating station is equal to that of one 60 kT atomic bomb every day.
After some time of operation,.the core of such a reactor is very dangerous indeed,
if brought into the open. e radioactive maverial would in this case not have
"cooled off" most of its radiation as in manufacturing a radiological weapon.

In my country we have made an extensive study of the catastrophe risks concerning
the reactors at Barsebick in southern Sweden. These reactors have an aggregate
electric power output of 1,160 MW and, if damaged, the risk zone for lethal
radioactivity spreadout would include about %,000 1 ©2 where about one million people
live, It would not be difficult for me to montlon on the basig of this stud;
which populatlons would live in simnilar risl zones around reactors situated in
Central Europe, the Soviet Union and the United States of America. Some of these
risk zones would extend into neighbouring countries. The data are easily available.
The reactors are all listed by IAFEA.

In gddition to the zone of killing-dose rates, large arecas of the order of
1,000 Im“ would be covered by radicactive substances in lower concentrations, that
would not kill people at once but would make it necessary to keep those areas
evacuated for a long time.

The draft elements exenpt the most effective method of radiological warfare,
namely, -that of using nuclear weapons. If our proposal for banfing military attacks
on nuclear power stations is not accepted, the second most effective method would
also be exenpted. Only the imposgsible method of using special radiological weapons
will be forbidden. '

The Swedish delegaetion has elaborated its proposal in a working paper
(CD/RV/WP.19) which was submitted to the Verking Group on 16 March 1981, The
discussion of the preoposal is proceeding in the Working Group and I shall therefore
linit myself to three points.

Firét,Ait has been stated that the Svedish proposal is a rule of war and
therefore. does not belong to a convention on radiological weapms. To this I should
likze to respond that actually article III in the draft elements alsc is a rule of war,
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since it contairs an explicit undertaking to refrain from a specific action of
warfare, namely, the deliberate employment, by its dissemination, of radiocactive
material to causc destruction, damage or injury. Qur proposal can be conceptually.
placed within this framework. o

It should be added that disarmament or amms limitation agreements sometimes also
encompass rules of war, In this case it seems so much more appropriate, since the
specific weapon that the agreement would prohibit is of such remote possibility, if
not altogether unfeasible.

Secondly, it has been stated that the Swedish proposal has already been taken
care of in the 1977 Additional Protocols (T:56, II:15) to the Geneva Conventions of
12 August 1949. As we have already stated in our working paper, these provisions
arc limited in two respects. They cover only nuclear electrical generating stations
and leave other installations with large amounts of radioactive matcrials uncovered.
Furthér, their purpose is limited to providing protection for the civilian population
in the vicinity of these installations, but permit military considerations to take
priority over the humanitarian ones and thus provide for exceptions from the
protective provisions. A general prohibition of radiological warfare should cover
all important risks-and have no loopholes.

Thirdly, the question has been raised how not to place military installations
under protection. In our working paper the approach was to show that there are
scarcely any military installations on land with a high rediation intensity and that
thercfore no important military option would be sacrificed if preponderance were
given to the prevention of the possible mass destruction -effects. . Nuclear weapons,
stocks of fissionable material for such weapons and means of production for them
would, of course, not be protected: Ve sce, however, no difficulty in explicitly
limiting the protection to c¢ivilian nuclear energy facilities. As T just said,
TAEA publishes extensive data about such facilities, so they are well known, but if
it would be considercd necessary, it could also be envisaged that the States parties,
in order to obtain proteciion for their civilian nuclear cnergy facilities would have
to notify the depositary about them and tieir location and zlso mark them in the way
stipulated in the 1977 Additional Protocol for nuclear electrical generating stations.

Concerning the military importance of this protection, I do not think that it is
necessary to point out that. the military objective of ferminating power supply from
nuclear power plants can, without much additional effort, be achieved through other
means than by attack on the reactor itself. It is also only a direct hit on the
reactor that creates the release of radiation of the dangerous nagnitudes I have-
previously referred to.  The same is true as regards other nuclear facilities to be
protected, such as rcprocessing facilities and deposits of spent fuel and radiocactive
waste.

To sum up, we thiniz that the two dclegations which have submitted to us the
draft clements of a convention on radiological weapons owe it to us to give a precise
and specific explanation why they think that this issue deserves our priority
attention. I have at some length given my authoritics' views why we think that
radiological wecapons, even without a prohibition, most probably ncver will come into
cxistence, Since others, not least those outside this Committee, probably will
raise the same question, I want to repeat my request for precise and clear information
why the two delegations have come te a different conclusion about the technical
feasibility and cffectiveness of radiological weapons.
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On the other hand, we sce a very obvicus rigk for radiological warfarc through
the dissemination of radioactive substances by attacks on nuclear cnergy installations
with high radiation intonsity. An effective prohibition against such warfarc would
be haoiled as an important step forward by public opinion, not only in th :
industrialized countries which today have a nuclear power industry or have nuclear
facilitics close to their boxrders. It will in the future be of great intercst. to
n 1nc*easlng number of counurloo as further growth of the nuclecar industry takes
o) o . .

14
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The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished vepresentetive of Sweden,
tmbassador Lidgard, for his statement and alse for the kind words he addresscd to
b."l(') vilalro '

Mz, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Ir. Chairman, since I wish to speak in right of reply, I -shall rescrve my right to
congratulate you formally and to thenk your predecesscr in the office of Chairman at
the next meeting.

In its statements before the Committee on Disarmament tho Soviet delegation has
alweys refrained and continues to refrzin from drawing the Commitiece into a discussion
>f controversial topics which might provele a confrontation in the Cormittee and
2ltimately divert it from its tasks. Because we arc interested in business~like .
ngOtleulOﬁo on disarmzment, that was our position last year and it is still our
sosition. The statement of the Soviet delegation of 26 March was nmade in the ‘same
spirit, as you know. In that stataaent we touched on such general topics as the
princivle of non-impaiment of the national security intercsts of the countries
participating in the negotiations and various theorics relatLWg to nuclear weapons,
qsith references to the relevant Soviet and foreign sources, ur statenent, we
sclieve, did not stray from the subjects being discussed in tho Committce., - O course,
it met with various rcsponses; we heard positive reactions, and therce were probably
some that wore not, but no onc could repzoach us for going beyond the problems being
liscussed in the Commltuoe.

However, the United States represcntative today took another course, and a
franidly dengerous one. In his statement he dealt repecatedly with questions which
wve nothing to do with the Commitice's agenda. He referred to the situction in
rarious countries of the world. He rcferred to the kinds of infermation found in
the Sovict press end, in effect, to the naturc of Soviet society, and so on. It would
1ardly promote mutual undufsta1d$ng and progross 1f the Soviet delegation should in
turn start to cnumerate the vices of American socicty to which we have beon witness,
:specially recently. We have no such intentions and I wish to assurc the Committec
that we shall never do so. :

We do not hide the fact that we hed awaited the statement of the United States
lelcgation vwith interest ané I think everyone will agrec that it would have becn very
rach more useful had Ambassador Flowerrce informed us, let us say, that the
nited States was prepared to conduct within the Committce on Disarmement, and in
varticular in on ad hoc working group, negotiations on nuclear dloarnament or on the
sonclusion of a treaty on the completc and general cessation of nuclear weapon tests
nd on many other specific problens now under discussion.
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Needless to say, too, not only the Committee's work, but also progress in the
settlenent of many problems in international life, would be advanced by a positive
reply from the United States to the many proposals made to that country by the
Soviet leadership and which in cssence called for negotiation instead of confrontation
It is still our view that only dialogue, and not provocative discussion, will cnable
us to make progress in the Committec and save the world from a nuclear catastrophe.,

I do not think that the statecment of Ambassador Flowerree contributed to such a
dialoguc, at least nct in the Cormittee on Disarmament.

Mr. FLOWERREE (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to
prolong the debate. I want simply to say that I respectfully submit that the
statement made by the Soviet Union on 26 March raised questions which related to the
work of this Committee at its informal sessions. I have given what to us seems to
be a description of the objective situation and what I brought into the discussion
were subjects that were related to that particular areca of our concern, I do not
want to prolong the discussion but simply to stand by all the statements that I made
today.

The CHATRMAN: As members of the Committec arc aware, the Secretary-General of
the Unitecd Nations will be in Geneva during this week. A nunber of arrangements
have been made in connection with his prescnce in the Palais des Nations. At mid-day
on Thursday the area of the Salon Czech and the Salon Francais will be reserved for
activities relating to the visit of the Secrctary-General. Therefore, may I suggest
that on that date the Committee meet carlier, at 10 a.m., to avoid any inconvenience
in our own proceedings. If there is no objection, I will take it that the Committec
agrees to hold its next plenary meeting on Thursday, 9 April, at 10 a.m.

It was so decided,

The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.




