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The PRESIDENT: | declare open the 752nd plenary neeting of the
Conf erence on Di sar nanent.

I have on ny list of speakers for today the representatives of France,
Austria, Cermany, Egypt, Bangl adesh and Bel gi um

| should like to wel cone the new representative of Mngoli a,
Ambassador Bol d, and as usual assure himof our cooperation and support.

Before giving the floor to those inscribed today, | should like to
informyou that further requests have been received from Nepal and Arnenia,
States not nenmbers of the Conference, for participation in our work
during 1997. Wth your agreenent, | should like to take a decision on these
requests wi thout considering themfirst at an informal neeting. It would be
my intention to take themup at the end of this plenary neeting.

I now give the floor to the representative of France,
Ambassador Bour goi s.

Ms. BOURGA S (France) (translated from French): M. President, allow
me as the year begins to extend to you my best w shes for success. The
i nternational comunity is counting on you. Let nme assure you of the conplete
cooperation of my country and ny del egation

We are entering a year which will be a turning-point. The year which
has just ended was a year of harvests. |In the area of nuclear disarmament,
t he Conprehensive Nucl ear-Test-Ban Treaty, a treaty drawn up by this
Conf erence, was opened for signature on 24 Septenber 1996. A diplomatic
exerci se which began nore than 40 years ago was thus brought to a concl usion
The exceptional procedure which made this result possible enphasized the
extent to which the CTBT negotiations were no ordinary negotiations. They
were inmbued with such contradictory expectations and synmbolismthat the fate
of President Ramaker's text appeared, if not nore inportant than that of the
Conference on Di sarmament itself, at least closely linked with the credibility
and even the survival of this institution. Wat would have happened to the
Conference if it had failed? But success was achieved. Wth 139 signatories
al ready, including 41 of the 44 States whose ratification is necessary, we are
entitled to hope that the entry into force of the treaty is not an unrealistic
dream

The year now begi nning nust be a year for fresh sowing. The Conference
on Disarmanent is once again at a crossroads, as in 1993, after the concl usion
of the Chenical Weapons Convention. The first task that we nust tackle is
that of determ ning which road to take.

M. President, since you took up the Chair of our institution you
have carried out consultations on what the content of a new agenda for the
Conference on Di sarmanment m ght be. You have presented us with the initia
outlines around which your ideas are organized. | can only encourage you to
go further. 1t seenms to nme that the idea you have adopted of drawing up a
list of subjects derived from our programre of action which could guide us
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this year should be decided on rapidly in the light of the consultations which
you have conducted. |[If you believe that an agreement can emerge and that sone
topi cs can be the subject of genuine negotiations, then you nmust nmove forward
as soon as possible. However, the cautious conclusions of your predecessor
Presi dent Denbi nski, to whom | would also Iike to pay tribute here, nean that
we mnust al so consider the possibility that agreenent may not be reached or may
take some tine to materialize. Perhaps in that case you m ght consider
speedily adopting the solution which over the past two years has enabled us to
agree on the launching of concrete negotiations while respecting everyone's
poi nt of view. you could, while |eaving pending agreenent by the Conference
on its agenda, note that no one is opposed to establishing one or severa

ad hoc comrittees with specific tasks, in other words, negotiating rmandates.

My country is well aware of the positions of the various sides, and we
respect them But we do not a priori consider themirreconcilable, because
this year the Conference is not starting fromscratch. At a time when we have
to choose which road to take, we nust consider how we can make the best use of
the | essons we have | earned. What are these | essons? And what are the
el ements of consensus or quasi-consensus which should inspire our proceedi ngs?

In the nuclear area, if we consider the United Nations Ceneral Assenbly,
t he venue for the highest expression of international public opinion,
must note that in 1993, in resolution 48/ 75 L, the Assenbly recomended
by consensus the negotiation in the nost appropriate forumof a
non-di scrimnatory, nultilateral and internationally and effectively
verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for the
manuf acture of nucl ear weapons. |In March 1995, pronpted by
Ambassador Shannon, the del egations of the Conference on Di sarmanment | aid down
the mandate of the ad hoc conmittee to negotiate a treaty on the basis of that
resolution. In May 1995, that commitnment to draw up a universal treaty was
taken up formally in the section devoted to nuclear disarmanment in the
decl aration of principles and objectives subscribed to by the 185 nmenbers
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wapons.

As you know, France has already taken a nunber of steps at the nationa
level in this area. As of 1992 ny country stopped produci ng weapons-grade
pl ut oni um at Marcoul e, and stopped produci ng highly enriched urani um at
Pierrelatte in 1996. Furthernore, in 1996 the President of the Republic
announced that those two plants would be closed. France no | onger produces
fissile material for use in nuclear weapons. Wth the closures at the Pl ateau
d' Al bi on and Mururoa and the reductions | have just referred to, France has
made a uni que effort towards nucl ear di sarnmanent, an effort which is
consistent with deterrence based on strict sufficiency. M country has
therefore unilaterally made irreversible conmtments which nust facilitate the
success of the negotiations on the “cut-off” treaty. W expect as much from
countries which have not yet nmade such commtnments, or not on such a scale.

Only a treaty negotiated in the Conference on Di sarmanent, as the
Conpr ehensi ve Nucl ear-Test-Ban Treaty was, can confer on these conmtnents
the universality which is an essential elenment to enable the internationa
comunity to make progress towards nucl ear disarmanment. Such a treaty wll
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put an end to any possibility of a quantitative resunption of the nuclear arns
race, just as the CIBT has put an end to the possibility of a qualitative
resunption by meking it inpossible to devel op new types of nucl ear weapons

whi ch are even nore sophisticated. It will inpose new constraints on the

nucl ear - weapon States and any other States which may possess weapons-grade
fissile material, and will thus effectively prompte nucl ear disarmanment and

non-proliferation in all its aspects. Negotiations on the treaty to ban the
production of fissile material for nucl ear weapons and ot her expl osive devices
will require a great deal of work because it will be necessary to address the

delicate issue of the scope of the treaty, arrangements for verifying
conpliance with each party's obligations and al so i nplenentation. The
verification provisions will, if they are properly negotiated, be able to
i ntroduce a note of trust which is fundanental in relations anong States,
bot h nucl ear and non-nucl ear, whether or not they have signed the NPT.

To summari ze, ny country remains convinced, as others are, including our
friends fromthe Non-Aligned group, that because of their inportance, nucl ear
i ssues nust remain at the centre of our Conference's attention. |If
negoti ations are able to begin on the “cut-off”, France will do what it can
to pronote their rapid initiation and speedy conclusion. On the other hand,
however, the idea of enbarking on a road |leading to the setting up of an
ad hoc committee entrusted with all the issues of nuclear disarmanent is
triply problenmatical for us, or at |east raises sonme questions in our mnds.
First of all, with regard to procedure, as we are only too aware, and as we
hear every day, this is a tinme for saving noney, and it would not be in the
interest of the Conference to set up a mechanism conmttee or any other
arrangenent which | acked a precise negotiating mandate and would be limted to
di sput ati ous di scussions of generalities. The Conference on D sarmanent is
not a local pub or bar: it should not duplicate the discussions in the
First Commttee, it should not overlap with the D sarmanment Comm ssion
Al t hough there are sone who hold the opposite view, this is an automatic
corrollary of its restricted nmenbership.

Secondly, with regard to the substance, there is a very clear logic in
maki ng the “cut-off” the second set of multilateral negotiations on nucl ear
di sarmanent and non-proliferation after the CIBT. |If we consider other
measures which m ght be proposed, | cannot see any which has any real meaning,
in a gradual and step-by-step process, as long as the production of fissile
mat eri al for nucl ear weapons continues. M country can see in advance that
the “cut-of f” negotiations presuppose the inposition of new restrictions, new
restrictions on non-nucl ear-weapon States, whether or not they are parties to
the NPT, new restrictions too on the States which have nucl ear weapons. Today
these are the only type of negotiations which can produce results in both
di sarmanent and non-proliferation

Lastly, froma practical point of view, we need results. Trying to
evade the “cut-of f” negotiations, which constitute an essential stage, would
mean remai ning at the stage of declamatory phrases or placing oneself in the
final perspective of nuclear disarmanent in the framework of general and
conplete disarmanent: in either case, no concrete progress can be expected
in the near future.
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France is well aware of the difficulty of reaching an agreenent and the
fact that the negotiations on a treaty banning the production of fissile
material will be |ong and conplex. W know that 185 countries have comitted
t henmsel ves here to inplenenting the Shannon nmandate, agreed two years ago, and
begi nning the negotiations on a “cut-off”, w thout any conditions and w t hout
any |linkage to any other neasures, but we are also aware that two or
three partners are not ready to do so. W do not hope to force themto do so.
However, we do hope to convince themto do so.

It also falls to this Conference to consider the second facet of its
m ssion, the conventional facet. The prelimnary work for holding a possible
fourth special session of the United Nations General Assenbly on di sarmanent
have indicated that this is of equal priority in the view of the internationa
conmmunity. In this field as well the Conference is not starting from scratch,
and here again neasures taken at the national |evel by sone countries,
i ncluding ny owm, have pointed the way to go. Since our |ast meetings
| ast September, France has taken mmjor steps to conbat the scourge of
anti-personnel mnes. On 2 Cctober 1996 the Council of Mnisters decided that
France woul d renounce the use of anti-personnel nmines. This non-use rule
al l ows of no geographical exceptions. It applies to all categories of
anti-personnel mnes. The only derogation provided for is extrenely limted
and concerns cases of absolute necessity relating to force security with the
express authorization of the Governnent. France is thus the first permanent
menber of the Security Council to adopt such a firmposition on the use of
anti-personnel mnes. Furthernore, the decisions to abandon the export and
production of anti-personnel mnes, which were reached in 1993 and 1995
respectively, will be covered by a bill which is soon to be submitted to
Parliament. The progranme of reduction of the anti-personnel mne stockpile
by destruction undertaken in Septenber 1996 will be continued. These
deci sions are consistent with the objectives set by the President of the
Republic of mobilizing the international comunity to a greater degree to
make progress towards a total and conprehensive ban on anti-personnel m nes.
You are also aware that on 1 Cctober 1996 the European Union took joint
action on anti-personnel mnes and deci ded to conmbat and put an end to the
i ndi scrimnate use of these weapons and their proliferation throughout the
worl d, thereby contributing to resolving the problenms which they cause, have
caused and will cause.

The international conmunity as a whole has taken a stand on this
subject, in a virtually consensual manner, in endorsing the objective of a
total ban on anti-personnel nmnes by a very large majority with no negative
votes in United Nations General Assenbly resolution 51/45 L. As you know,
France supported that text. But you are aware that we al so want the
resolution not to remain purely declamatory but to contain practica
instructions - an explicit mandate given to the Conference on Di sarmanent to
negoti ate such an agreenent. During the discussions in the First Comittee,
we noted that our ideas on this matter were increasingly understood and even
shared. The decision taken by President Clinton on 17 January 1997 to a
certain extent rewards our efforts and those of other countries which shared
our ideas: we welcone that decision with particular satisfaction
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The establishment of an ad hoc comrittee to negotiate a treaty for the
total prohibition of anti-personnel mnes is facing four difficulties today.
First, sone claimthat anti-personnel mnes are a humanitarian i ssue which
does not really fall in the Conference's purview. Personally |I would prefer
to note that the question of mnes certainly does have a humanitarian aspect:
conmbating the indiscrimnate use of nmnes. As such the nodified Protocol |
on prohibitions or restrictions on the use of mnes and other devices was
negoti ated and adopted on 3 May 1996: fromthe humanitarian point of view we
should work to nmake it universal. But the question of mnes contains also,
and above all, the dinmension of disarmanent. Because m nes are weapons, and
as such for many countries they constitute one of the inportant conmponents of
their defence, an elenent of |ocal or regional balance. Hence a conprehensive
ban on this type of weapon by its very nature cones under the mandate of the
Conf erence on Di sarmament, which, | would rem nd you, the United Nations
General Assenbly unani nously and by consensus has reaffirned to be the sole
mul tilateral negotiating forumin the field of disarnmanent.

Secondly, other States, sonetines the sane ones as those | have just
referred to, consider that the Conference on Di sarmanent woul d not be able
to tackle two parallel sets of negotiations. Agreeing on m nes would nean
abandoni ng efforts to make progress on nucl ear di sarmament and

non-proliferation. | think this concern is excessive. Last year we were able
to complete Protocol Il and the CIBT in parallel. There is no reason why, if
an agreement energes in the nuclear field, we should not try to progress on
both fronts. 1In any event France does not intend to hide behind mnes in

order to evade a discussion of the nuclear issue, which, with the “cut-off”,
remains a major priority.

Thirdly, other countries have expressed reservations concerning the very
objective of a global ban on anti-personnel mnes. In their view we should
concentrate on the universality and the inplenmentation of Protocol 1l1. The
task suggested to us by the United Nations General Assenbly cannot be reduced
to that objective. By coming out in favour of a total ban, we have opted for
negoti ations on an entirely new di sarmanment treaty. W nust of course proceed
with the requisite realism and that involves adopting a phased approach. W
must seek progressive, step-by-step agreenment, wi th neasures negoti ated one
after the other, leading gradually to a total ban. A ban on transfers should
constitute the first stage, and that stage is certainly within our grasp.

Fourthly, others hesitate to take this path and are tenpted by a
di fferent approach which would involve very rapid agreenent anong countries
whi ch have already renounced m nes on the text of a total ban on these
weapons, outside the Conference. Although we certainly recognize the
political utility of all efforts aimed at facilitating the prohibition of
anti-personnel mnes, | nust say that this approach would | ose interest for us
as soon as it left the political field and sought to pose as an alternative to
the work of the Conference on Disarmanent. This procedure would seemto us to
be doomed to be ineffective, in a certain way: we do not need to hold
di scussions with the countries which have already renounced m nes, we have to
negotiate with those which produce, use and stockpile mnes, if we want to
reduce the nunber of deaths and avoid the appearance of new Canbodi as,
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Somal i as, Angol as or Bosnias. After all, the advocates of that approach
thenmsel ves admit that their proposal is not based on negotiations: at the
very nost they envisage consultations. W, on the other hand, prefer an
effective treaty, even if it takes longer to achieve, rather than a rapid
agreenent which wouldn't really change the situation on the ground.

Ef f ecti veness presupposes in particular that provision should be nmade for
verification, as pointed out by France and 45 States which signed the
Quagadougou decl aration on 6 Decenber 1996. Only the Conference on

Di sar manent has the necessary expertise to nmeet that chall enge.

In the context which | have just outlined, ny country believes that
t he best chance we have here today to begin work which can produce rapid
and concrete results which are understandabl e and expected by the entire
international comunity lies in establishing as soon as possible an ad hoc
committee to negotiate a conprehensive ban on anti-personnel mnes by neans of
a step-by-step approach. In that conmittee, day after day, because it will be
a standing conmttee, because everyone will be there, or will have an
opportunity to be there, we will be able to work towards bringing our views
cl oser together, reducing the divergences between us, and finally producing,
devel opi ng, a concrete product. Today France has the honour to propose to the
Conf erence on Di sarmament that such a commttee be established.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of France for her statenent
and for the kind words addressed to ne. | now give the floor to the
representative of Austria, Anbassador Kreid.

M. KREID (Austria): At the outset, M. President, our congratul ations
and best wi shes to you, and be assured that we will do our best to nake your
task easier.

I amtaking the floor today above all in order to provide to this
Conference some information on the expert meeting on anti-personnel |andm nes
whi ch ny Governnent will be hosting in Vienna from 12 to 14 February. Most of
you are doubtless already aware of this initiative, since official invitations
to this neeting have been sent to Governments |ast week. G ven the
sensitivity of the subject under consideration, we thought it appropriate to
explain in the context of the CD the exact terms of reference and to explain
Austria's notives for inviting to this neeting.

In view of the wi despread and unwarranted suffering caused by the use of
anti-personnel |andm nes the Austrian Governnent was notivated to act, both at
the national and the international levels, in order to cone to terns, once and
for all, with this scourge. Thus, the Austrian Parlianment has recently passed
a |l aw which bans the use, production, stockpiling and transfer of such m nes
in our country, where existing stockpiles had already been destroyed in 1995.
If I amcorrectly infornmed, Austria is thus the first country to have taken
this far-reaching step of legally banning APMs for good, but we know that
ot her countries are about to follow suit and can only encourage all of you to
consi der appropriate simlar action
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W will circulate the text of the Austrian Federal Law as an officia
docunent of the Conference on D sarnanment.

Yet ny Government is also fully persuaded that |asting success cannot be
achi eved t hrough spontaneous and isolated action, well intended as it my be.
In view of the very linmted progress achieved at the Revi ew Conference on the
United Nations Convention on Certain Conventional Wapons |ast year, Austria
sees the urgent need for a separate effective legally binding internationa
agreenent to ban the use, stockpiling, production and transfer of
anti-personnel |andnmines. At the Conference in Otawa |ast Cctober it becane
mani fest that the size and regional diversity of the States sharing this view
had reached the critical nmass necessary for negotiations on such a convention
and their early conclusion. Convinced of the feasibility of drafting such a
text, Austria prepared a first tentative draft which net with considerable
interest at the Otawa Conference. Consequently, the Chairman of that
nmeeting, the Canadi an Foreign Mnister, tasked Austria to present a draft at
the Brussels Followup Meeting in June 1997.

Why is Austria hosting the Expert Meeting on the text of a convention to
ban APLMs? Austria was encouraged to do so by the overwhel m ng support for
United Nations General Assenbly resolution 51/45 S. One hundred and
fifty-five States voted in favour of the explicit call in operative
paragraph 1 to “pursue vigorously an effective, legally binding internationa
agreenent to ban the use, stockpiling, production and transfer of [APMs] with
a view to conpleting the negotiation as soon as possible”.

We felt the urgency of the matter - and that means life or death or
bei ng mai ned for 25,000 people a year - does not allowus to sit with crossed
arms until every organi zational and procedural detail for future negotiations
is hamrered out. W felt we could win precious tine - and save human |ives -
if informal open discussions of what a convention mght | ook |ike started
al ready now. We thought a first tentative draft would be hel pful to induce
such discussions. While we do not start the real negotiations in Vienna, we
will try to help to prepare them W hope that all States represented in this
room and many nore will be present in Vienna and will actively contribute in
t he di scussion. The responses received so far have been very encouragi ng. W
have seen that there is interest for the neeting exceeding our own
expectations. Already now, it is foreseeable that nore countries wll
participate in Vienna than there are nmenbers in the CD. W seek in particular
the input of mine-affected countries.

VWhile it is well known that Austria is a staunch supporter of the Otawa
Process, let ne state very clearly that the neeting in Vienna in no way
prejudges the position of the participating countries on the formand the
forumin which the negotiations are to be conducted. Austria does not even
intend to discuss this issue in Vienna. Regardless of the forumin which the
actual negotiations will be held, previous informl discussions on the text of
a convention and a draft presented as a national paper but taking into account
many comrents received thereon will be useful.
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Attached to ny statement you will find an informati on sheet which

resunmes the key aspects of the Vienna neeting. It is foreseen to begin with
an exchange of views on the key elenments of a future convention. During this
initial discussion, the International Canpaign to Ban Landnmi nes will be

allowed to participate. After this, only the representatives of States and
the United Nations as well as ICRC will proceed to an article-by-article
review of the draft proposed by Austria. The informal and expert character of
the neeting is underlined by the fact that no report will be adopted or any
deci sion taken. On the basis of the comments received in the exchange of
views, Austria will produce a revision of the draft, which will once again be
distributed. Depending on the progress nmade at this first neeting, a second
meeting will nost probably be required in late May in order to el aborate
further on the text which then would be presented by Austria as a nationa
draft wi thout prejudging the position of other countries at the June 1997
nmeeting in Bel gium

Let me reiterate the invitation by Austria to all States interested in
t he above-nenti oned expert neeting. The Austrian Mssion in Geneva is at
del egations' disposal for any further information they m ght request. Austria
is looking forward to the wi dest possible participation at this nmeeting and to
your contributions to the text of an anti-personnel |andm nes convention

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of Austria for his statenent,
and for the kind words addressed to the Chair. | now give the floor to the
representative of Gernany, Anbassador Hof f mann.

M. HOFEMANN (Germany): | would like to congratul ate you nost
sincerely, Sir, upon your assunption of the responsible task of being this
year's first President. W are fully aware that the first President of any
CD session carries a special responsibility for bringing the Conference to an
early start of neaningful and substantive work. This year, the burden of your
office is especially heavy as, after the end of the CIBT negotiations,
far-reachi ng deci sions nust be made which concern not only this year's session
of the CD but will quite probably set the course for the CDin the years to
come. | want to assure you of the full cooperation and support of the Gernman
del egation in bringing about a fruitful beginning of this CD session

| also would like to pay tribute to M. Vladimr Petrovsky,
Secretary-Ceneral of the Conference on Di sarmanent and the United Nations
Secretary-General's Personal Representative, and to his deputy,
M . Abdel kader Bensmail, for the professional services they have been
provi ding for the Conference on Di sar manent.

Let me al so wel cone our new coll eagues. | look forward to their
i nvigorating support for our efforts.

I want, in particular, to thank you for the considerable effort you have
made to arrive at an early agreenent on the agenda for this session, as wel
as M. Petrovsky for his valuable contribution to this discussion. You have
suggested an agenda which reflects very well the areas of priority which in
the German view should be treated by the CD, and which addresses in a
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wel | - bal anced way the two broad itens of conventional and non-conventiona

di sarmanent. \While nucl ear disarmanment remains one of the top priorities of
this Conference, conventional disarmanment and arnms control nust be addressed
in greater depth in view of the | arge nunber of conventional arned conflicts
and the trenendous suffering created by conventi onal weapons in many parts of
the world. | welcone the fact that your agenda proposal contains those topics
on whi ch consi derabl e di scussi ons have taken place in the past, such as
transparency in armanents and negative security assurances, and on which
substantial work could be continued w thout undue delay. In ny view, it
shoul d be possible on the basis of this proposed agenda to reach early
agreenent on a substantive work progranmme for the CD

The United Nations Ceneral Assenbly voted overwhel mngly on
10 September 1996 to open the Conprehensive Nucl ear-Test-Ban Treaty for
signature. Thus, the negotiations which the Conference on Di sarnmanent had
pursued with determ nation and vigour over the last years reached a successfu
conclusion. The CTBT ains at ending the devel opment of ever nore
sophi sticated and qualitatively new nucl ear weapons. Properly nonitored and
enforced, the Conprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty will end the qualitative
arnms race and encourage nuch deeper cuts in nuclear arsenals than have been
attenpted thus far. It constitutes therefore not only an inportant
contribution to horizontal and vertical non-proliferation but also, in the
[ ong run, towards nuclear disarmanent.

By m d-January 1997 the nunber of CTBT States signatories reached 138.
These States decided to bridge the period till entry into force of the Treaty
by cooperating in the Preparatory Comn ssion for the CIBTO in order “to ensure
the operationalization of the Treaty's verification reginme at entry into
force”, as it says in paragraph 13 of the “Text on the establishnment of the
Preparatory Commission”. GCermany is fully committed to this process and
appeals to all States signatories to contribute constructively to an early
start of the provisional secretariat's work and to all States to pronote the
early entry into force of the CIBT through tinmely ratification

The agenda you have proposed contains two itens to which Germany
attaches particular priority. These two itens are a “cut-off” of fissile
mat eri al for nuclear weapons and a ban on anti-personnel mnes. In our view,
the time is ripe for the CDto start imediately substantive negotiation
processes on these two subjects.

When the Non-Proliferation Treaty was extended indefinitely, it was
further qualitatively strengthened by the decisions on “Strengthening the
review process for the Treaty” and on “Principles and objectives for nuclear
non-proliferation and disarmanent”. The “Principles and objectives” nake a
significant contribution to sone of the main areas of concern to the
Conference on Di sarmanment, in particular nuclear disarmament and security
assurances. The first step of the programe of action laid down in the
“Principles and objectives” under the headi ng of nuclear disarmanment, the
negoti ati on of a nucl ear-test-ban treaty, has been taken
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The second step should be a “cut-off” of fissile material for nuclear
weapons or other nucl ear expl osive devices. The objective of such a
multilateral and effectively verifiable “cut-off” treaty would be to cap the
amount of fissile material available for nuclear weapons. Such a treaty would
be a necessary conplenent to the CTBT.

Nati ons have | ong sought such a “cut-off” treaty. In 1993, the
forty-eighth United Nations General Assenbly finally adopted unani nously
resolution 48/ 75 L calling for “cut-off” negotiations. Two years |later -
after many nonths of consultations and based on the val uable work of Canadi an
Ambassador Shannon - we achi eved consensus in the CD on a nandate to negoti ate
the treaty called for in the resolution. The basis for “cut-off” negotiations
being firmy laid, there is no justification in further delaying the
establishnent of the respective ad hoc comittee.

The German Governnent attaches high priority to the inmediate
conmencenent of negotiations on such a convention as a further inportant
contribution towards non-proliferation and nucl ear di sarmament.

In April 1996, Germany unconditionally renounced the use of
anti-personnel mnes. Existing stocks will be destroyed by the end of this
year. In July 1996 the Gernan Foreign M nister announced a seven-point action
programe on anti-personnel mnes. |Its prime objective is an internationa
ban on such mines. W nust once and for all eradicate this cruel and i nhumane
weapon. This is why Germany strongly wel conmes simlar steps taken by a
growi ng nunber of States as well as the w despread and still increasing
support for a total ban within the international community. The joint action
by the European Union, the Otawa Declaration and, |ast but not |east, the
overwhel mi ng support for the fifty-first United Nations General Assenbly's

resolution to ban anti-personnel mines are proof of this developnment. 1In this
context, | whol eheartedly wel cone the statenent by Ambassador Kreid of
Austri a.

I would like to congratul ate the Canadi an Governnment on their initiative
to create a gl obal novenent of l|ike-minded States cormitted to a total ban on
anti-personnel mnes. The nmonmentum of this process, which is fully conpatible
with other initiatives to pursue a total ban, has to be naintained and further
devel oped. Considering its global approach, the nunber of participating
States should be as high as possible.

The German CGovernnent is conmitted to the early conclusion of a legally
bi ndi ng i nternational agreement to ban anti-personnel mines. It should be
total in scope and - as to adherence - as global as possible. Germany is
decided to work towards this objective by all effective nmeans and in any
appropriate forum Having said this, it is, however, our view that the
uni versal role of the CD and the expertise and experience accumul ated over
many years in this negotiating institution should be fully made use of in
concluding a total ban on anti-personnel mnes. W should, therefore,

i medi ately begin discussions in the CD on how best to achieve this goal as
proposed by a significant nunber of States, including recently the
United States of Anerica. |In our viewit is crucial that any negotiating
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mandat e agreed upon should stipulate a clear obligation to reach a total ban
It should equally outline which concrete steps should be taken to reach this
obj ective and when.

A universal and |egally binding ban on anti-personnel mnes is not only
a matter of humanitarian concern and urgency but also - aimng at the
elimnation of an entire category of weapons - an inportant international arns
control issue. Gven the CD s unique role in negotiating universal arns
control agreenents, its failure to reach agreenent on an issue as inportant as
anti - personnel mnes would not only disappoint the international community.
It could also raise questions about the effectiveness of the Conference itself
and put its future role at serious risk fromenerging alternative procedures.

The CD has in the past successfully negotiated treaties on the tota
elimnation of certain categories of weapons of mass destruction. Germany
strongly wel cones the fact that one of these treaties, the CAWC, will shortly
enter into force, and hopes that as nmany countries as possible will have
ratified that Convention by that date, especially those countries with
decl ared capacities in this area.

VWi le the CAC contains an el aborate verification regine, the first
di sarmanent agreement to ban an entire category of weapons of mass
destruction, the BTWC, |acks such provisions. Even though there has been
progress in the Ad Hoc Goup of nenber States on verification measures, there
is a clear need to speed up the negotiations. |In this context, we welcome the
deci si on adopted by the Ad Hoc Group in Septenber 1996 to allocate nore tine
to the BTWC, as well as the relevant part of the Final Docunent of the Fourth
Revi ew Conference encouraging the Ad Hoc Group to review its nethod of work
and to nove to a negotiating format. Germany would like to see the
negoti ations on a verification protocol conpleted by m d-1998.

The expansi on of the nenbership of the Conference on Di sarmanment remains
a pending question. Wile we welcone the decision adopted by the CD in June
| ast year to expand its nmenbership by 23 States, we believe that the other
States that have applied for nmenbership can al so make val uabl e contri butions
to our work. The German position has consistently been that all States
wi shing to participate in the CD as full nmenbers should have the right to do
so. We support, therefore, the appointnent of a Special Coordinator entrusted
with the task of solving the issue of further CD expansion in a tinely manner.
In this context, | would like to recall the overwhel mi ng support the
United Nations resolution on CD enl argenent received | ast year.

The growi ng nunber of States wishing to participate in the work of this
Conference testifies to the great inportance attached to our work by the
international comunity. It is up to us to respond to these high expectations
by reaching early agreenent on a programe of work that reflects the
aspirations and preoccupations of the countries and of the peoples of our
planet. This is a difficult task, but we nust and we can succeed in this
t ask.
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The PRESIDENT: | thank the German Ambassador for his statement, and for
the kind words addressed to the Chair. | now give the floor to the
representative of Egypt, Anbassador Zahran

M. ZAHRAN (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): M. President, allow ne
at the outset to express to you the congratul ati ons of the Egyptian del egati on
on your assunption of the presidency of the Conference on Di sarmanent and our
support for the consultations that you are conducting, in an active and
conpetent manner, on the agenda of the Conference even though your country,
the Republic of Korea, only joined the Conference on D sarmanent a few nonths
ago. | would also like to express ny delegation's sincere gratitude to your
predecessor, Anmbassador Ludw k Denbi nski of Pol and, who gui ded the work of the
Conference admrably throughout the final part of our 1996 session, and for
t he consultations he conducted during the inter-sessional period.

I wish to take this opportunity to wel come our new col | eagues who
have recently joined us at the Conference on Di sarnmanent, nanely
Ambassador Mhaned Sal ah Denbri of Al geria, Anbassador John Canpbel | of
Australia, Anbassador |ftekhar Ahmed Chowdhury of Bangl adesh
Anbassador André Mernier of Bel gium and Anbassador Bold of Mongolia. | |ook
forward to cooperating closely with all of themin the future

I would also like to express appreciation for the efforts and the
constructive proposal s that have been nade by M. M adinmr Petrovsky, the
Secretary-General of the Conference and the Personal Representative of the
Secretary-Ceneral of the United Nations, in order to facilitate the initia
wor k of the Conference on Disarnanent. | would also like to thank
M. Abdel kader Bensnmil and the nenbers of the secretariat for all the efforts
they are meking to assist the Conference in its work

I have asked for the floor today to make a few observations about the
wor k of the 1997 session of the Conference on Disarmanent. | would like to
begin with an issue of the utnost inportance to the non-nucl ear-weapon States
i ncludi ng Egypt, namely the question of nuclear disarmanent. However, before
doing so, | would like to recall that the year 1996 w tnessed two very
i nportant events in the field of non-proliferation and nucl ear di sarmament.
The first was the signing at Cairo of the African Nucl ear-Wapon-Free Zone
Treaty as a testinony to the devel oping countries' conmtnent to the cause of
nucl ear di sarmanent worl dwi de and al so as a positive and encouragi ng step
whi ch shoul d be followed soon by the negotiation of the establishnment of
anot her zone in the Mddle East in conformty with the relevant United Nations
General Assenbly resolutions and as a step towards the inplenentation of
Presi dent Mubarak's proposal concerning the establishment of a zone free from
all weapons of nmass destruction in the Mddle East. These steps should
pronote the achi evement of a conprehensive and | asting peace in the region
In this respect, we wel cone the agreenent recently reached between |srael and
the Pal estinian Authority on the redepl oynent of Israeli forces in Hebron as a
new phase in the inplenentation of the Madrid peace process and the Gslo
Agr eenent .
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The second event was the adoption of the Conprehensive Test-Ban Treaty
by the General Assenbly of the United Nations as a step, limted as it may be,
towards nucl ear disarmanent. The inportance of these two events cannot be
overl ooked and the message that they carry at the regional and internationa
| evel s should notivate the international comunity to pursue the objective of
nucl ear di sarmanent and should give further inpetus to the efforts ained at
achieving the universality of all international instruments relating to
di sar manent .

The issue of nucl ear disarment has been on the disarmanment agenda for
several decades. The international conmmunity has already dealt with
bi ol ogi cal and chem cal weapons, which are now banned under the Biol ogica
Weapons Convention, which unfortunately lacks a verification reginme, and the
Chemi cal Weapons Convention, which will enter into force soon, unfortunately
wi thout the ratification of the countries which have the greatest stockpiles
of these weapons. However, the npst serious exception renmains that of nucl ear
weapons, which are unquestionably the nost devastating and destructive of al
weapons. Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty called for negotiations
in good faith on effective nmeasures relating to cessation of the nuclear arns
race at an early date and to nucl ear disarmanent. That was in 1968, and this
obj ective has not yet been achieved. The 1995 Non-Proliferation Treaty Revi ew
and Extension Conference agreed to extend that Treaty indefinitely, but
wi t hout being able to proceed to a review of the inplenentation of article VI
nor to agree on a binding tinme schedule for the elimnation of nuclear
weapons. We recongi ze that two nucl ear-weapon States, nanmely the
United States of Anerica and the Russian Federation, have indeed nmade
i mportant bilateral achievements in this field, but we cannot deny that the
nucl ear - weapon States have yet to comrit thenselves to a clear tine schedule
for nuclear disarmanent in order to fulfil their commitment to this so-called
ultimate objective of nuclear disarmanment referred to in article VI of the
Non- Proliferation Treaty.

The decl arations, action plans, final docunents, resolutions and
recommendati ons calling for nucl ear disarmanment which have been adopted at the
United Nations and other international forums, including the Non-Aligned
Movenent, could fill volunmes. However, notw thstanding the will of the
majority of members of the international comunity, nuclear disarmanent is
progressing at a very slow pace without a clear legally binding commtnment to
a specific time-frame for the achi evenment of conplete nuclear diarmament.
Such a situation mght give the inpression that those countries possessing
nucl ear weapons still believe that these weapons have a role to play in
international relations. Experts in international |law view this situation as
a threat to international peace and security and a violation of fundanenta
human rights, particularly the right to life of present and future
generati ons.

The i mense destructive power of nuclear weapons was clearly behind the
war ni ng nessage highlighted in the report of the Canberra Conmm ssion of
August 1996. Its central nessage was that the doctrine of nuclear deterrence
was militarily redundant and dangerous. Furthernore, the report stated, and
quot e:
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(continued in English)

“A central reality is that nuclear weapons dinmnish the security of al
States. Indeed, States which possess them becone thenselves targets of
nucl ear weapons. The opportunity now exi sts, perhaps w thout precedent
or recurrence, to make a new and clear choice to enable the world to
conduct its affairs w thout nuclear weapons.” “A nuclear-weapon-free
worl d can be secured and numintained through political conmtnment, and
anchored in an enduring and binding | egal framework.”

(continued in Arabic)

Is it true that there are a nunber of foruns which address nucl ear
i ssues, in particular the Conference on Disarmanent, which is the sole
negoti ati ng forum on di sarmanent questions, and the General Assenbly of the
United Nations. However, these issues are not being approached in a
conprehensi ve and concl usi ve manner and, consequently, the security assurances
for the non-nucl ear-weapon States provided, jointly and separately, by the
nucl ear - weapon States, which were reflected in Security Counci
resolution 984 (1995) still fall short of our expectations since they are
condi tional, non-conprehensive and not |egally binding and have not been
negotiated nultilaterally. Therefore, the decision on “Principles and
obj ectives” adopted by the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review and Extension
Conference in May 1995 shoul d be inplenented by begi nning serious negotiations
in the Conference on Disarmanent on a nultilateral and |egally binding
i nstrument to provide non-nucl ear-weapon States with conprehensive security
assurances as soon as possible. Furthernore, in this connection | would Iike
to refer to General Assenbly resolution 51/43 which recomended that the
Conf erence on Di sarnmanment shoul d actively continue intensive negotiations with
a view to reaching early agreenent and concl uding effective internationa
arrangenents to assure non-nucl ear-weapon States agai nst the use or threat of
use of nucl ear weapons.

The issue of a ban on the production of fissile materials is another
case in point. W believe that a ban on the production of fissile materials,
shoul d not disregard the past production of those materials, which is conmonly
referred to as stockpiles, because that would be only a linmted nmeasure
constituting a partial solution to non-proliferation and could not be
considered as a further step towards nuclear disarmanment. On this basis
therefore, and in conformity with the terns of reference established by
Anmbassador Shannon t he Special Coordinator on this matter, we could begin to
negoti ate a convention on the prohibition of the production of fissile
materials in a conm ttee on nucl ear disarmanment which the Goup of 21 has
requested to be established in the CD, because we are considering this
guestion as one of the measures form ng part of the nucl ear disarnmanent
programe contained in the “Principles and objectives” that were adopted by
t he NPT Revi ew Conf erence.

I do not wish to enunerate yet again the very numerous instances in
which calls for nucl ear disarmanent have been made by the internationa
conmmunity, | do, however, wish to make reference to General Assenbly
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resolution 51/45 O which called upon the Conference on D sarmanent to
establish, on a priority basis, an ad hoc conmittee on nuclear disarmnment to
start negotiations early in 1997 on a phased progranme of nucl ear di sarmanment
with a viewto the eventual elinmination of nuclear weapons within a time-bound
framewor k through a nucl ear weapons convention

In this context | would like to refer to the advisory opinion of the
International Court of Justice issued on 8 July 1996 whi ch unani nously
recogni zed that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring
to a conclusion negotiations |eading to nuclear disarmanent in all its aspects
under strict and effective international control. Resolution 51/45 M adopted
by the General Assenbly called upon all States to fulfil that obligation
i mredi ately by comrencing nultilateral negotiations in 1997 [eading to an
early conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention. This should be reflected
within the context of the progranme of work of the Conference on Di sar manent
as the sole nultilateral negotiating forumdealing with questions of
disarmanent. In addition, it is worth noting that the Sub-Comm ssion on
Prevention of Discrimnation and Protection of Mnorities of the
Uni ted Nations Conmi ssion on Human Ri ghts adopted resolution 1996/ 14 on
23 August 1996 and contai ned in docunent CD/ 1433 which stipulates inits
operative paragraphs the follow ng:

(continued in English)

“[ The Sub- Conmi ssion] affirnms that weapons of mass destruction and in
particul ar nucl ear weapons should have no role to play in internationa
rel ations and thus should be elim nated;

“Recommends that the relevant international foruns, in particular the
Conf erence on Di sarrmanment shoul d i nmedi ately start negotiations on

nucl ear di sarmanent to reduce nucl ear weapons globally within a phased
programme, with the ultimte goal of elim nating those weapons, thus
contributing to the enhancenent of international peace and security and
the protection of human rights and fundanmental freedons and above al
the right to life.”

(continued in Arabic)

The programre of action for the elimnation of nuclear weapons which
Egypt submitted to the Conference on Di sarmanent on 8 August 1996 on behal f of
28 del egations which are nenbers of the Group of 21 in the Conference on
Di sarmanment (CD/ 1419) constitutes an additional contribution that will help to
start negotiations in the ad hoc conmmttee on nucl ear disarmanment that we
requested to be established by the Conference on Di sarmanment. This programre
of action recognizes that there is a requirenent for active multilatera
efforts to identify, negotiate and inplenment specific step-by-step nmeasures
for the conplete elinmination of nuclear weapons at both the regional and
international levels. This programre contains concrete neasures to be carried
out by the ad hoc committee on nucl ear disarmanment in three phases, the | ast
of which takes us to the year 2020. The list of nmeasures proposed is not
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exhaustive but it is understood that, in any programe for nucl ear
di sarmanent, all neasures to be taken are inextricably bound to one another

Since this statement concentrates on nuclear issues, to which the
hi ghest priority nust be accorded, | do not wish to repeat extensively our
position on the non-nucl ear issues to be included on our provisional agenda.
Let me only state that we continue to attach great inportance to issues such
as the prevention of an arns race in outer space because we are of the opinion
that any mlitary activities in this sphere should be categorically banned.
In this connection, | would like to refer to resolution 51/44 introduced by
Egypt and adopted by the General Assenmbly and which called upon all States, in
particul ar those with major space capabilities, to contribute actively to the
obj ective of the peaceful use of outer space and of the prevention of an armns
race in outer space and to refrain fromany actions contrary to that
objective. The resolution also requested the Conference on Di sarmanment to
re-establish the Ad Hoc Conmittee on Prevention of an Arms Race in Quter Space
with a negotiating mandate at the beginning of its 1997 session with a viewto
conducting negotiations for the conclusion of an agreenment to prevent an armns
race in outer space in all its aspects.

We turn now to the issue of transparency in armanents, which nust be
dealt with conprehensively in such a way as to cover all kinds of armanents,
be they conventional arns or weapons of mass destruction. |In that case
transparency woul d serve as an early warning nechanismin the event of the
accunul ation of all kinds of arms in any country, thus threatening
i nternati onal peace and security. Moreover, Egypt stressed the need for
certain basic requirements to be fulfilled if the United Nations Register is
to become a truly significant confidence-building nmeasure and thereby
contribute to enhancing security and stability. These requirenments are:
confi dence-buil di ng neasures have to be universal, conprehensive and
non-di scrimnatory; they nust ensure equal rights and obligations for al
States; they nmust address the legitimate security concerns of all States. In
this respect we should retain on the agenda of the 1997 session two imnportant
items which were included in previous CD agendas, nanely, new types of weapons
of mass destruction, making reference here to radiol ogi cal weapons according
to United Nations General Assenbly resolution 51/37, and the conprehensive
programe of di sarmanent

M. President, those are some comments on the proposal that you yourself
have submtted for the provisional agenda of the Conference on Di sarmament.

Turning now to the proposed prohibition of anti-personnel |andm nes, |
would like to stress the fact that Egypt is ampbng the countries that have
suffered nost from | andm nes. About 23 million |andm nes were planted in our
soil by foreign Powers during the Second World War and regional conflicts. 1In
addition to the citizens who are being being killed and mai med in Egypt every
year as a result of those mines, the existing mnefields, especially in the
area of the Western Desert, continue to hanper the econom ¢ and human
devel opnent efforts in this vast area of our country. Hence the elimnation
and cl earance of those nmines is a matter of high priority to Egypt and those
foreign Powers which planted them should bear the full cost of their
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cl earance. Egypt is aware of the nagnitude and severity of the problens
related to the proliferation of anti-personnel |andm nes, which is above all a
humani tarian i ssue given the suffering they inflict on civilian popul ations,

t he heavy financial burden and the limted nature of the technol ogy used in

t he detection and deactivation of these mnes. However, we believe that
nmeasures aimed at the prohibition of |andm nes should be acconpani ed by
serious and concrete steps geared, towards mine clearance from affected
countries, in particular those countries which are unable to achieve this
objective on their own. This could be done by neeting the technical and
financial requirements for the achi evenment of that objective. In this
connection, useful reference m ght be nade to the final declaration of the CCW
Revi ew Conference held in Geneva in 1996 which contained a paragraph on the
role of States involved in the deploynment of mines in the process of their

cl earance, and | quote:

(continued in English)

“Recogni zing the inportant role that the international conmunity,
particularly States involved in the deploynent of mnes, can play in
assisting in mne clearance in affected countries through the provision
of necessary maps and informati on and appropriate technical and materia
assistance to renove or otherw se render ineffective existing

m nefields, mnes and booby traps ...~

(continued in Arabic)

Mor eover, we believe that, in our efforts to limt the proliferation of
| andm nes, we should take into consideration the national security concerns of
States and their legitimate right of self-defence enshrined in the Charter of
the United Nations, particularly in the case of States with | ong borders
passi ng through uni nhabited areas which are also the areas in which illicit
smuggl i ng of drugs and weapons takes place with a view to underm ning nationa
stability and security and encouraging terrorist and crimnal activities
across the borders.

The question arises as to who should bear the cost of finding an
alternative to the nmines that have been planted to defend borders, especially
i n devel opi ng countries. This question nust be addressed frankly and fairly
by the proponents of the proposal banning anti-personnel |andm nes before we
negotiate a treaty. At all events, this issue should not overshadow the
qguestion of nuclear disarmanent to which we and the internatioal comunity
attach top priority in conformty with the outcome of the special
CGeneral Assenbly session on disarmanent, SSOD-1, and other rel evant
resol utions.

In conclusion, | would like to stress the inportance of prompting and
strengthening the conpetence of the United Nation in the field of disarmament.
This joint objective requires coordination between the work of the Conference
on Disarmanent, the First Conmittee and the Di sarmanent Commission with a view
to supplementing international efforts to achieve general and conpl ete
disarmanent. In the |ight of past experience, we call upon all States to
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cooperate in good faith in the inplenentation of all the resolutions adopted
by the General Assenbly concerning the work of the Conference on Di sar mament
in order to ensure respect for international |aw and denocratic relations.

The PRESIDENT: | thank Anbassador Zahran for his statenent and kind
remar ks addressed to the Chair. | now give the floor to the representative of
Bangl adesh, Anbassador Chowdhury.

M . CHOADHURY (Bangl adesh): The Bangl adesh del egation felicitates you
Sir, upon the assunption of the presidency. That you undertake these onerous
responsibilities so soon after the Republic of Korea's joining the CD reflects
your own and your country's commitnents to our goals. This warrants praise.
Bangl adesh, too, is newin the CD. W are not, however, new in our dedication
to its purposes. W hope our contribution would attest to it. | thank al
who have wel comed nme, and ot her newconers, so warmy today. W appear to have
come at an opportune moment just as the Conference is |ooking at the
organi zation of its work for the year ahead.

In some ways the CD, as our French colleague has said, is at a
crossroads. The CIBT is not without flaws, but it is a task largely
acconpl i shed. We now need to nove forward. We nust deci de which way, and
how. Both you, Sir, and Secretary-General Petrovsky have di spl ayed remarkabl e
initiative. You have endeavoured through your non-papers to point to the
possi bl e directions. You have sought to identify issues and priorities of
del egations and groups. You have tried to bal ance several ideas. Doubtless,
these will be discussed and debated. Nevertheless, for your attenpts, we are
in your debt. W would Iike you to know that no well-intentioned effort is
ever wasted. We also welconme the steps several States have taken, as we have
heard today, to buttress the nores of an arns-free or, at least, a |less
danger ous worl d.

The CD s abiding link with the Decal ogue is beyond di spute. The
Decal ogue is not just its frame of reference, but also the definer of its
content. Yet we know that change is one of nature's nost fundanental |aws.
The world is in constant flux. One never steps into the same River Rhone
twice. All things will evolve and perhaps alter, as will, indeed, the
Decal ogue. But perceptible changes nust be preceded by intense consultations.
These nust be effected on the basis of agreenment. New itens for consideration
shoul d only follow such understandi ng, and there nust be consistency with the
Decal ogue.

That being said, it is our viewthat the Conference needs a clear work
programme. It should set the priorities for 1997 and the nodalities for
negotiating thereon. Qurs is the sole negotiating forumon disarmanent. The
luxury of deliberations and itens, however intricately politically bal anced,
is sadly not for us to indulge in. Qur work programes nust entail the
establishnent of ad hoc groups with negotiating mandates. One cannot take up
all issues at once. Only one or two can be identified for such focus. Qhers
can be left for plenary deliberations in preparation for future negotiations.
We believe that the idea that a single ad hoc conmittee can take up nore than
one issue within the spectrum of nucl ear disarmanment nerits exami nation



CD/ PV. 752
20

(M. Chowdhury, Bangl adesh)

Nucl ear di sarmanent is an unanbi guous priority for the Goup of 21. It
has repeatedly called for the establishnent of an ad hoc group with a
negoti ati ng mandate for this purpose. The Anbassador of Egypt referred to the
28 CD nenbers |ast year tabling a phased programre for the elimnation of
nucl ear weapons. Bangl adesh was party to that event. GCeneral and conplete
disarmanent is in our Constitution. It is in our values. It is in our ethos.
Qur commitnent to this aspiration, if not goal, is unflinching. That was the
reason behind our joining the formalization of the indefinite expansion of the
NPT. That was what inspired our signing of the CIBT despite its shortcom ngs
and the | east devel oped countries' concerns regarding financial obligations.
The extension of the NPT and the CTBT were events that now |l ead to the |ogica
goal, that is, the commencenent of negotiations for the elimnation of al
nucl ear weapons fromthe face of the Earth.

I nmust add, however, that your list contains itens Bangl adesh has no
hesitation to discuss. The cutting off of fissile material is one such item
But this could be within the broad context of nuclear disarmanment as envi saged
in the phased programme proposed by the 28 nmenbers. However, my del egation
does not fight shy of other issues. Qurs is a peaceful country w th npst
peaceful intentions. W shall do all that is possible to protect ourselves,
to preserve peace in our region, and to bring stability in the world. W know
for certain that there is no delegation with wishes to the contrary. But the
manner in which we go about our business nmust be agreed upon, and this should
conformto established priorities.

Nucl ear di sarmanent is not an idea that is new The tinme to address it
Wi th utnost seriousness has surely cone. W nmust do it, all of us, together.
There is a saying in our part of the world: *“There is not nuch point in a
flock of sheep passing resolutions in favour of vegetarianismif the |eopards
remain of a different opinion.” W are aware that your task is not an easy
one. Nor is ours. Yet CGordian knots have been cut before. W are confident
that our endeavours will lead to fruition. M delegation will cooperate in
every possible way.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the Anbassador of Bangl adesh for his statenent
and kind words. Now | give the floor to the representative of Bel gi um
M. Peeters.

M. PEETERS (Belgiunm (translated fromFrench): M. President, since ny
del egation is speaking at this session for the first tine, allow ne first of
all to congratulate you on taking up the post of President of the Conference
on Disarmanent. | w sh you every success in discharging your functions and,
fromthe very start of our work, wish to assure you of the full and conplete
support of the Bel gian del egation

I amtaking the floor briefly before the Conference today in order to
pass on a few i deas concerning anti-personnel nines, since sone del egations
have al ready addressed this issue. At the outset of this session ny
del egation wi shes to make its contribution in order to dispel any anmbiguity
about this inportant matter. The recent adoption of resolution 51/45 S at the
last United Nations Ceneral Assenbly testifies to the firmcomr tnent of the
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i nternational comunity to act and showed that a broad consensus has now
energed in favour of a conprehensive ban on anti-personnel m nes.

The maj or issue of concern to us all today is how can we bring about
this ban at an early date. Since the outset Bel gium has played an active part
in the process initiated in OGtawa. This is why Bel gium has put itself
forward as a candidate to organi ze the follow up conference in Brussels in
June 1997. But as | have just said, certain countries have recently expressed
the wish that the preparation of this treaty should be entrusted to the
Conference on Di sarmament in order to involve a maxi mum nunmber of States.

Bel gi um wi shes to enphasize that inits viewthe two nmethods of work are
perfectly conmpatible, as long as they are nutually supportive and
conpl ementary, or, in other words, as long as each approach is a constructive
approach. Both forunms have their own advantages. It is true that the
Conference on Disarmanment has its merits and it has a universal calling.
Bel gium fully recogni zes that the Conference on D sarmanment may be brought in
in the future, to devise a verification system for instance. However, we
must at all costs avoid a situation in which the work through one process,
what ever it may be, slows down or hanpers efforts that are being pursued
el sewhere. This would meke the final goal nmore rempte. And even if each
process has its own way of dealing with the issue, our objective remains the
same: a conprehensive and universal ban on anti-personnel mnes. Hence the
i nportance for ny country of the process started in Otawa, whose objective
remai ns unchanged: secure at an early date a treaty banning anti-personne
m nes.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of Belgiumfor his statenent
and kind words. | think that this concludes ny |list of speakers for today.
Unl ess there are any del egations wishing to take the floor, | suggest that we

nmove on to the next item

As | infornmed you at the beginning of this neeting, | shall now take up
for decision the requests for participation as observers in our work during
1997 received from Nepal and Arnenia. These requests are contained in
docunent CD/ WP. 480, which is before you. My | take it that the Conference
agrees to these requests?

It was so deci ded.

The PRESIDENT: As you are aware, intensive consultations are stil
under way with a view to devel oping a consensus on the agenda and organi zation
of work of the Conference for its current session. | have put forward a
proposal on the annual agenda which | believe could forma basis for our
consideration in this regard. The statenents made in the plenary on
Tuesday 21 January and today al so provided us with val uabl e gui dance which
wi |l hopefully contribute to the consensus-buil ding process on the agenda and
programme of work. It is nmy intention to further intensify our consultations,
on a different dinmension, in order to bring about agreenent on the agenda,
organi zation of the work and of the nodalities of negotiations as soon as
possi bl e so that we may enbark on our substantive work. For this purpose,




CD/ PV. 752
22

(The President)

intend, with your concurrence, to hold a series of informal plenaries, the
first of which will be held next Tuesday, 28 January at 10 a.m in this room

Anmbassador Tarm dzi of | ndonesia has the fl oor

M. TARM DZI (lndonesia): Since this is the first time that | take the

floor in the plenary under your presidency, | would like to avail nyself of
this opportunity to extend congratul ati ons on your assunption. O course, a
nore proper address will be done at an appropriate time. | amasking for the

floor to convey the preference of the Group of 21, of which Indonesia is at
present the Coordinator, that the informal plenary be held on Thursday, rather
than on Tuesday, for the sinple and practical reason that the weekly

consul tati ons anongst the G oup are on Wednesday.

M . RAMAKER (Netherlands): Thank you very nmuch for giving me the floor
and | also, on nmy part, congratulate you with your function as President of
the Conference on Disarmanent. Being President of this Conference in the
month that it starts its work is not an easy task, as was al so nentioned this
morning, and let ne just tell you that my delegation fully supports you in
your efforts.

You nentioned in your remarks just now the programre of bilatera
consultations you are engaged in, and we, | think, as | also nade clear on
behal f of the Western G oup, encourage you in pursuing that process. W have
urgent tasks before us. W are eager, and | think this goes for all of us, to
take up concrete work as soon as possible. | find this one of the encouraging
signs com ng out of the consultations that are being held on a weekly basis
under your guidance at the nonent, and | think that is good. W are al
united in the desire to take up concrete work as soon as possible.

So | know that | speak on behalf of ny G oup when | say that we wel conme
your initiative to start a series of informal plenaries in order to tackle the
i ssues that are before us. | think that is a helpful additional instrunment in
our efforts to agree on the early conmencenent of concrete work. | also
welcome - and | think this is in the spirit also of nmy Goup, although we
woul d have preferred that we could start today - it is, of course, your
prerogative to nake anot her proposal, as you did, for practical reasons, and
as | understand it, to give tine to delegations, if they wish, and groups to
consult. Now, | fully understand the need for delegations to get instructions
and al so, of course, for groups, if they so wish, to neet. But | just
wonder - and, of course, it's only a question - whether it would be possible
to consider, given the urgency to start work as soon as possible - actually
this part of the session will last sonething Iike two and a half nonths, and
we would like to make full use of the tine allotted to us - would it be
possible if groups - and | think that for ny own Goup that woul d be, of
course, to be proposed to themas well - would it be possible that groups
would neet a little earlier so that, for instance, we could honour your
request and have an informal plenary, the first one this com ng Tuesday? It
is just a suggestion and an appeal, as | said, given the urgency of the task.
O course, the whole mechani smof informal plenaries is also neant to give al
del egations the opportunity to give their views on the issues that we have
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before us and, precisely, it is a useful instrunment in addition, as | said to
you, bilateral consultations in addition to the weekly consultations. So it
is just a suggestion, if you wish, that maybe we could see and try whether we
coul d consider speeding up the process a little bit.

The PRESIDENT: Thank you for your comments and proposals. | now give
the floor to the representative of China.

M. WANG (China) (translated from Chinese): M. President, this is the
first tine ny del egation has taken the floor. W would Iike to congratul ate
you warm'y on taking up the presidency of the first session of the CD this
year. | would also like to reserve an opportunity for nmy Ambassador to offer
you his formal congratul ati ons on your assunption of the presidency. At the
same time | would like to stress that ny del egation will cooperate fully with
you to pronote the work of the CD

Regarding the matter of an informal plenary of the CD, first of all we

would like to thank you for your proposal. W wll seek instructions as
qui ckly as possible. This would not have been a conplicated matter. However,
this year we have a new situation. |In other words, this arrangenent of an

i nformal plenary proposed by you actually cannot follow the same procedure
that the CD has followed in the past in its normal work. The CD had its
formal organizational arrangenent in its normal work in the past. Under those
ci rcunmstances, the matter of informal arrangenents was in fact only a
procedural matter and it was not conplicated. However, this year the
situation is different. On the matter of an informal plenary, | amafraid the
format, the topics and the tim ng of such a plenary should be considered in a
conprehensive and integrated manner. O course this is only the view of the
Chi nese del egation. Your proposal has its nmerits and defects and it al so
constitutes a precedent which will have a bearing on the future work of the
CD. Therefore naturally we can understand that certain del egations or certain
groups require tinme to think this over. Proceeding fromthis standpoint, the
Chi nese del egation thinks that the proposal by the Indonesian del egati on on
behal f of the Group of 21 that the informal plenary should be held on Thursday
is a reasonabl e suggestion. The Chinese delegation fully agrees with this
suggesti on.

M. BENJELLOUN-TOUI M (Morocco) (translated from French):
M. President, as ny delegation, both in the Goup of 21 as well as at the
| ast plenary, was one of those which wanted to have informal consultations in
order to try and foster progress, | cannot but support you and congratul ate
you on your proposal. | think that things are much sinpler. Your initiative
is a very good one and in ny view we could have initial consultations, as you
suggest, on Tuesday, to see how we are going to proceed. |In any case ny
del egation has no instructions on a nunber of points, but that will not
prevent me fromlistening to you, listening to other delegations and reporting
back to my authorities on the positions expressed on a nunmber of topics and on
your paper. | know that we in the G 21 wish to consult on these matters, but
I will only be able to enbark on consultations with the nenbers of the G 21
once ny own del egation has instructions, and | have none as yet. | think that
in order to nove things forward, we could - and I amnot at all contradicting
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our Coordi nator, Anmbassador Tarmidzi, when | say that it is sinply a question
of getting started and giving a hearing to you and others w thout adopting

specific positions - | don't see why we shouldn't do that.

M. LEDOGAR (United States of America): It was ny understanding that
rule 19, suggesting that there should be consensus before there is a
particul ar format agreed upon, referred to nmeetings on substance. | am

frankly rather surprised that on a procedural matter, which is what |
understand you have in nmind in suggesting informal plenaries, rule 19 would be
i nvoked. What is going to happen if we have group neetings on Wdnesday, and
at those neetings sone menbers tell their group coordinators that they don't
have instructions yet? Then we cone back on Thursday and we hear that, well
there's no consensus within a particular group to hold an informal plenary

next Thursday, and so on. Instructions on substance are understandabl e, but
to get together to talk about procedure, our agenda, and that that requires
prior consensus within a group, | find rather extraordinary. But if it is the

case, then | wonder if you could not, instead of convoking informal plenaries,
acconplish the same procedural mssion by calling for an open-ended bureau
nmeeti ng.

The PRESI DENT: Thank you very nuch for your comments. Rule 19 reads:
"The work of the Conference shall be conducted in plenary nmeetings, as well as
under any additional arrangenents agreed by the Conference, such as inform
meetings with or without experts.”™ And then rule 22: "The Conference may
hold informal meetings, with or wi thout experts, to consider as appropriate
substantive matters, as well as questions concerning its organisation of
work”. It is ny understanding - well, before going further, there is a
request fromthe Anbassador of Indonesia.

M. TARM DZI (Il ndonesia): Thank you for giving me the floor again and
apol ogi se for that. Although you have explained earlier that the inform
meeting should in no way reflect the views of groups, our Goup thinks that

even though that was the case, | think it would be helpful if, at the inform
consul tations, the national positions of each individual country, when they're
refl ected, have already been consulted within the Goups. This, I think, is

the intention of the proposal coming fromthe Goup of 21. | know that we are

all at your discretion. And | think also that when you nmention rule 19 and
rule 22, we are not going only to discuss procedural matters, but also
substantive matters, and this is what we are concerned about.

M . BERDENNI KOV (Russi an Federation) (translated from Russian):
M. President, | too would like to congratulate you first of all on your
appoi ntnent as President of the Conference and wi sh you every success
including in the matter that we are now di scussing, the organization of the
wor k of the Conference.

M. President, as | understand it, there are no di sagreenents anong the
menbers of the Conference as to whether or not we should hold infornma

nmeetings. | haven't heard anybody object to this formof work. What is at
i ssue here is sinply when such neetings should be held, whether on Tuesday or
Thursday. | do not consider that this is a fundanental issue. And if a group

of del egations, supported by another very inportant del egation, prefers to
hol d such a neeting on Thursday, then why can't we, in a spirit of conpron se
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and of course without any prejudice to the urgency of our work and the

i nportance of this work, go along with that and agree that, indeed, there wll
be an informal neeting of the Conference, but on Thursday. | don't think that
such a decision would do any harmto the work of the Conference - on the
contrary, we would be taking a step forward, even if only a small one.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the Anbassador of the Russian Federation. Well
I thank, once again, various Anbassadors for their conmrents and | have duly
taken note of them O course, under the authority of the President, the
Presi dent can convene at any time an informal consultation of the whole.
However, in order to give nore weight to and in order to conduct nore
organi zed, presumably nore productive, discussions, | would suggest that the
i nformal plenary would be better. But convening informal consultations in
i nformal plenary does not nean that | cease to carry on mny bilateral and
mul tilateral consultations which |I have been carrying out these weeks, |et
al one the weekly Presidential consultations. On this understanding, | suggest
that there is general agreenent that the informal plenaries will start on
Thur sday, 30 January 1997 at 10 a.m, imrediately after the plenary of the
Conf er ence.

M. BENJELLOUN-TOQUIM (Morocco): | have no problemw th your suggestion
and, of course, it is always nice to be able to consult with colleagues from
the sanme group, but ny proposal is rather of another nature. Is it a

requi renment to have the plenary neeting on Thursday? Wy don't we nove the

pl enary meeting to Tuesday and have the informal neeting on Thursday? |
really think that if there are many speakers at the plenary, little time wll
be left to consider the issues of the agenda. Around 12 o'clock I don't think
we can seriously start tal king about the agenda, which is a very inportant

busi ness. So, although | appreciate what has been said and your ruling,

think this is not the way to conduct our business, because we all know that we
suffered from speech fatigue before, and that we have to take that into
account .

The PRESI DENT: Thank you very much, Anbassador Benjelloun-Touim . Wth
your understanding | will conme back to this particular point you have raised
as to whether the CD can skip the plenary on Thursday.

Is there general agreement that informal plenaries will start on
Thursday, immediately after the plenary when we will have the
Secretary-General of the United Nations and the Foreign Mnister of Australia
as visitors? |Is it understood?

It was so deci ded.

The PRESI DENT: The next plenary neeting will be held on Thursday,
30 January at 10 a.m, to be imediately followed by an informal plenary. As
you know, on this occasion, the Secretary-Ceneral of the United Nations,
M. Kofi Annan, and the Mnister of Foreign Affairs of Australia, the
Honour abl e Al exander Downer, wi |l address the Conference, and I would
therefore kindly request all of you to be present at 10 a.m sharp in view of
t he heavy schedul es of these two distinguished visitors.

The neeting rose at 12.25 p. m




