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The CHATIRMAIT: igtinzuiched  delemates, the Commitiec -ecniinraes-boday its
consideration of item 5 of its agenda, "llev iypes of weapons of mass desbtruetion
and new systems of such weapons; radiological veapons", but of course, members
wishing to dc so are at likerty to make statonents on any subject relevant to the
work of the Committee, in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure.

May I uelcome today the presknte amongst ug of Sir dAntcny Acland, Deputy
Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom, who is responsible,
inter alia, for British policy towards the Committee on Disarmament.
Sir Antony Acland has a wide diplomatic experience, having served in the
United Nations at Neu York and Geneva. He was Principal Private Lecretary to the
Foreign Secretary betueen 1972 and 1975 and later served as Ambassador to Luxembourg
and Spain. :

Mr. ONKELINX (Belgium) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, every time I
take the floor in this Committee I am tempted by the idea of omitting at the
beginning of my speech the customary words of congratulation to the current._
Chairman and to the Chairman for the previous nonth. Such congratulations,
often very eulogistic, frequently téake up the first page of our speeches, both
in the Committee itself and in its subsidiary bodies. Perhaps they are an
important source of moral support for the Chairman; perhaps they help him to
perform the hard tasks before him; I have nevertheless often thought that they
take up too much of our Committee's time. When I spoke to you before the meeting,
you told me of your concern at the length of the list of speeches, and I should
have been further encouraged in my idea of leaving out words of congratulation.
However, seeing you in the chair, I.cannot resist. Once again, it is not today
that I shall break with tradition and I should like very simply and above all
very briefly to tell you how happy I am to see you presiding over our work this
month. Ever since you joined us in this Committee you have impressed your
colleagues by your drive, your competence and also your sense of humour, and I am
sure that you will discharge your duties to perfection. Furthermore, you
represent a country which, thanks to eminent leaders, has always played an- important
part in post-war internationmal relations and more particularly in the field with
which we are concerned, namely, security and disarmament. And since I have not
wished to break with tradition, I shall follow tradition completely by addressing
words of thanks also to our friend Ambassador Komives, who presided over our work
last month in a noteworthy manner. Before beginning my speech, I should also like
to welcome here Mrs. Thorsson, to vhom we shall all listen very attentively after I
myself have gpoken, as well as Sir Antony Acland, the British Under-Secretary.
Their presence here is proof of the interest which those two countries continue to
take in the work of our Committee.

Since we resumed our work at this summer session, it has become clear from the
discussions at plenary meetings and the activities of the Committee's subsidiary
bodies how much importance very many countries attach tc the forthcoming second
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Obviously, this special session is not a goal in itself. It ought rather to
be a particularly appropriate moment for the international community to reflect on
the impact of the decisions -- especially those regarding structures -- taken by the

General Assembly at its first special session, in 1978.
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Evaluation of the work of the Disarmament Committee will be one of the most
important elements in this exercige of reflection, for what the international
community will want to know is whether this multilateral negotiating body, set up
more than three years ago, is capable of justifying the hopes that have been placed
in it.

It will therefore be up to us to show that our Committee, in its present
composition and with its present methods, can achieve concrete results by way of
negotiations.

The ability of the Disarmament Committee to do so itself depends on a number
of factors, of which I should like to mention those that seem to me the most
important. First, there is the question of international security conditions, for
the Disarmament Committee cannot negotiate in a vacuum, and it seems obvious to me
that a tense international climate is -- alas -- not propitious for the attainment
of any great progress in the sphere of disarmament. At the same time we ought
not to underestimate the impact that efforts in this sphere could have on the
restoration of confidence in international relations.

Secondly, the multilateral anproach to disarmament cannot be divorced from
developments in the separate negotiations going on in a number of priority spheres
of disarmament. Belgium, which has always been in favour of these two approaches,
naturally expects that the States responsible for the separate negotiations will
take account of the overriding importance which the international community
attaches to those negotiations.

Lasfly and, I would say, particularly, the Disarmament Committee will be
Judged aooordlnw to the combined will we have shown to make progreso where that was
possible.

Taking account of these factors, and bearing in mind the limited time
available before the second special session, I should like to indicate three themes
which would permit the Commitiee on Disarmament to demonstrate that this
maltilateral negotiating body merits the central role attributed to it in 1978.

In indicating these themes, I am not claiming that they are all of priority
importance in relation to the problems posed by the gravity of the armaments race.
I merely wish to point out that these are questions on which progress can be made
and that it is important, in the present circumstances, not to neglect any
possibilities for making progress, however limited they may be.

Thus,; I consider that the timé has come for the Disarmament Committee to conclude
its negotiations regarding the prohibition of radiological weapons.

I also believe that between now and next spring the Disarmament Committee should
complete the elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament.

I would also like to see our Committee making substantial progress in the
drafting of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons before the second
gpecial session.

Since, accofding to 6ur programme of work, our discussions in nlehary meeting
this week shoul@ deal mainly with the question of radiological weapons, I should like
to devote the. remalnuer of my statement Lo that subject.

There are several reasons why Belglum attaches particular importance to the . .
conclusion of a treaty prohibiting radiological weaponss
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It would be one way of demonstrating thav the negotiating machlnery offered by
the Disarmanment Committe e‘uan Tunction’ effectlvelJ

tine in the nuclear field that a treaty had been
..
)

It would also be the firs g 3
negotiated with the participation of the five nuclear-weapon Powers;

The vexry fact of the exigtence of an international agreement in the
disarmament field would, in present circumstances, have a symbolic value which we
cannot afford to disregard;

Furthermore, the procedure that has been followed with respect to these
negotiations on radiological weapons coincides with our idea of the correct method
to adopt in the matter of the prohibition of weapons of mass. degtruction, namely,
first to identify these weapons and then to negotiate, one by one, their prohibition
or llmltatlon.

The negotiation of a convention on radiological weapons has made good progress
since the submission to the Committee by the United States and the Soviet Union of.-
their joint proposal on major elements of a treaty. We are particularly grateful to
Ambassador Komives, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons,
for the manner in vhich he is carrying out his important. tacgk.

Certainly, we would have wished these negotiations to be brought to a speedier
conclusion, but we are aware of the importance of the points raised by many '
delegations, points vhich are themselves evidence of the importance we all attach to
the question of radiological weapons.

Ve now have a consolidated text based on proposals submitted by the Chairman of
the Ad Hoc Working Group. Belpgium considers that this document, which is a
combination of different proposalo, should constitute the principal basis of our
further work.

My delegation is particularly gratified to note that several of its own
suggestions have been incorporated in the consolidated text.

Ve shall continue to make any contribution we can in the search for solutions
to the various important problems which have not yet been resolved.  Among these
problems I would drav attention in particular to the. following.

The problem of the definition of radiological weapons. . The definition can
obviously not include a reference to a nuclear explosive device. Vle understand the
concern of those who fear that the fact of not mentioning nuclear weapons might be
interpreted as Jjustifying their use. Such justification was clearly not the
intention of the bilateral unecpotictors, any more than it was their intention to
settle the question of the legitimacy or otherwise of nuclear weapons. Would it
not, then, be a good idea, as my delegation suggested last year, to include .in the
preamble to the convention a specific reminder of the goal of nuclear disarmament?

I would like to point out that in the negotiation of a number of disarmament
instruments, use has often been made of the technique of incorporating in the
convention an undertaking to negotiate subsequently either on matters on which it
did not prove possible to reach immediate agreement, or on wider aspects of the
general subject of disarmament. I might quote by way of example article V of the
Sea-Bed Treaty, article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear leapons
and article IX of the Convention on the prohibition of bioclogical weapons. Ve
should not overlook this as a possible means of resolving a number of the difficulties
which we have encountered in the negotiation of a convention on radiclogical weapons.
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Another question to be decided is whether,_in this convention, we ought
explicitly to prohibit deliberate attacks on civilian nuclear installations in order
to cause the release of radioactive substances. We are grateful to the Swedish
delegation for drawing our attentlon to"this important question, which is already
partly covered by article 56 of the first Addltlonal Protocel to the Geneva
Convention. The question raised by Swedeén is 1mportant in itself. It algo adds
to the fleld of appllcatlon of the first Addltlonal Protocol. Furthermore, this
queotlon has become much more relevant sinceé’ the attack on an Iraqgi nuclear research
centre, an attack vhich the Belgian Govermnment has strongly condemned and which,
although it wag not the subject of the Swedish proposal, could have foreshadowed what
Sweden specifically wished to prohibit in the convention on radioclogical weapons.

We already, last year, raised the quéstion vhether this aspect should be
included in the present convention or should appear in a different context. Je do
not wish the matter to be settled at this stage, because the arguments for and against
are so complicated. My delegation ig névertheless ready, here too, to help find any
solutionh that might be acceptable to all members of the Committee.

Ve ought, however, to be aware that, if we incorporate the Swedish proposal in
the convention on radiological weapons, we shall substantially alter the scope of this
convention and raise various problems, both of a legal nature ahd as regards the need
to devise an adequate verification procedure. If,on the other hand, we consider
that the Swedish proposal would be better placed in another context, either in an
instrument ‘complementing the Additional Protocols of the Geneva Conventions or in an
entirely new instrument, we ought also to realize that it will take a great deal of
time to work out the details of the fwedish proposal so that it can be implemented,
and to resolve all the difficult questions that will arise. Could we not therefore
make use of the technique I mentioned earlier and establish in the convention
prohibiting radiological weapons the principle contained in the Swedish proposal, at
the same time undertaking to negotiate on all its implications at a later date. ‘

Another question to which my delegation attaches particular importance concerns
the peaceful uses of radiocactive materials. In this connection, we can accept the
proposal made by the Chairman of the Working Group regarding article V of the
proposed convention.” In fact the provisions contained in that article in no way
restrict the use of radicactive materials as authorized by article IV of the Treaty on
the Non—Prollferatlon of Nuclear Veapons. However, article IV of.‘the non-proliferation
Treaty balances two ideas.  The first is the one I have Just mentloned. The second
concerns undertaklng . relating to the .promotion of peaceful "uses Belgium believes
that it would be appropriate to incltde this dual concept also in the part of the
convention on, the prohlbltlon of radiological weapons dealing with the peaceful use
of radloaotlve ‘materials, 1y delegation therefore supports those delegations which
would like to see included in the convention prohibiting radlologlcal weapons-a
provision on the promotlon of peaceful uses. The precedents for this that exist in
dlsarmament treaties such as the non-proliferation treaty or the'Conventlon _
prohlbltlng ‘biological weapons, should enable us to find an appropriate form of
language. ' ‘

Those are the comments I wished to make at this stage of our work.. I hope that
my remarks will have been enough to show the constructive spirit in which my
delegation approaches all the matters that are before our Committee.
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Mrs. THORSSON (Sweﬂen): Mr. Chairman, I would first like to thank you for your
kind words of welcome to me two days ago.

Secondly, it is with the greatest pleasure that I see you chairing the
Committee on Disarmament durlng the month of July. We are all aware of the
outstanding qualities that you bring to this important and burdensome: task,
as well as the well-known ardour with which your great country pursues the
course of disarmament, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons. The effect
might well be that we shall look back on the month of July 1981 as the "Indian
summer", to use your own words. Needless to say, you will get the consistent
co~operation and support of the Swedish delegation. » '

The thanks of the Swedish delegation are also gladly given to your
distinguished predecesgor, Ambassador Komives of Hungary, for the excellent way
in vhich he, during the ‘month of June, set the summer part of the 1981 session
going. . I should also like to say a few words of welcome to our new colleagues,
the distinguished representatives of Argentina, Iran, Sri Lanka and Venezuela,
and I am sure that we shall find possibilities of excellent co-operation between
their delegations and my own.

A few weeks ago we commenced the second part of the 1981 session of the
Committee on Disarmament, the last full session before the General Asseubly's
second special session devoted to disarmament. What shall we be able to produce
this time, in terms of progress towards the achievement of the goals set in the
Programme of Action contained in the Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly? Does any one of us, representing Governments which are
charged .with the responsibility to negotiate multilaterally the terms of achieving
these goals, find any reason for optimism about the prospects ahead of us during a
few summer weeks, considering vhat we have produced since January 19797 Do, in
fact, the leading military Powers, on whose terms, unfortunately, we find ourselves
around this table, have the sincere will %o achieve, together with us, the goals
which they supported three years ago?

In this assembly I have asked questions like these repeatedly. At no point
"in time have they been as legitimate as they are in the summer of 198l.

Since I last made a general statement in this Committee =~ that wag-on .
% February —- nothifig has changed for the better in the field of disarmament.
On the contrary. In reply to what it deems to be a threatening build-up of
Soviet military forces, nuclear and conventional, and in order to increase its
strength world-wide, the United States has adopted its largest military budget
in peace-time, with further steep increases to follow in the next few years.
Furthermore, we have followed, with the utmost concern, the continued debate
around the production of all components of the so-called neutron warheads, a
weapon designed specifically for use on DBuropean soil. This combines with the
tendency to move into new areas, such as binary chemical weapons, mobile ICBls
and anti-satellite and 'ABM warfare in outer space. All *this so that this unique
and only earth of ours will become, if possible, an even more threatened and
insecure home for man. Added to that is the fact that owing to the advance of
new technologies n- search of a mission, which are being ruthlessly pursued
toward the complete militarization of the human environment, physical and svatlal
boundaries are being pushed ever farther in a grotesque rivalry for universal
military domination.
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' For fear of seeing its empire crumble, one Superpower subjugates and threatens
its neighbours and could end up leaving the détente it so much cherished in ruins.

Mot unexpectedly, the other Superpower feels justified in downgrading what
hopeful signs there were of a more compassionate, humane and humanitarian approach
to world problems, and embarks again upon the simple but futile, and 1n our times
dangerous and 1mpos31ble road of wmilitary superlorlty. o

And so here we sit; SALT 1T is cons1dereo dead; all bilateral arms
negotiations between the Superpowers have been suspended and their commitment to
multilateral negotiation is doubtful. It must, of course, be legitimate, and
even to the outside world desirable, for a new Government to take time to define
its policies. But it is difficult to believe that the year-long paralysis which
has now been imposed on multilateral negotiations, including disarmament, as a
result of the election campaign and the change in the United States admlnlstratlon,
will in the final analysis benefit anybody.

With regard to Duropean theatre nuclear forces, serious negotiations are
still not in sight owing to the posturing and conditional approach of both gides.
True, after the first initial sparring round of last year, the parties seem to be
moving towards formal negotlatlons "by the end of the year", to quote the
4-5 May NATO communiqué. But how can one escape the conclusion that by that
time == two years after the momentous December 1979 NATO decision -~ agreement
to reduce theatre nuclear forces will be infinitely more difficult? The
83-20 programme will then, in all likelihood, have proceeded well beyond its
present considerable number of some 200 missiles or more. In such circumstances,
will the intention expressed in 1979 that NATO deployment"of Pershing ITs and
cruise missiles might be rendered inoperative through negotlatlons gver amount
to anything more than just an intention?

The Swedish Government has never believed that -the dual deployment of
S8-20s and Pershing and cruise missiles has been or is necessary in order to
maintain the existing rough equilibrium of forces in Burcpe. It appears instead
increasingly likely that this deployment will risk becomln another series of
*tragic mistakes which, as in the past, could in the end. leave both sides more.
vulnerable and insecure than before.

We have, therefore, the right to request that theatre nuclear forces
negotiations start without further delay. The objective must be that the
rapidly growing number of Soviet SS5~20s is so drastically reduced that the
deployment within NATO of new medium-range missiles can be avoided. Negotiations
should also aim at limiting other nuclear-weapon systems intended for use in Turope.

Equally, the SALT process on strategic systems seems to face an uncertain
future. Those who might have thought that SALT II could after all be wrapped up,
with some minor amendments to take account of certain doubts expressed, were
obviously wrong, and the results of some eight years of arduous negotiation will
be laid aside and replaced by new approaches. Assuming that the SALT process
will nevertheless resume again, such new approaches might in themselves offer
new opportunities. It has been rumoured that the new United States administration
is moving in the direction of proposing the aim of future strategic talks to be '
far-reaching reductions of nuclear weapons. The acronym SALT already appears
frequently. This would seem to be an approach reminiscent of the unfortunately
ill-fated Carter initiative of 1977, which was then flatly rejected by the other
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side.” Th''sc fai s 4 serious attempt is made to elaborate a credible and balanced
offer for reductions of strategic nuclear weapons and their delivery systems, it
could. prima facie appear to Ye an approuch vhich should be investigated. - In. the
meantlme, I wish to repeat our demand to both Superpowers to respect the
stipulations of the SALT II Treaty.

The prospectg are that mos< HefOu*gthQS ~— multilateral as well as o
bilateral —— will remain suspended for most of the remainder of 1981. If this
pericd of time is put to zood use for a constructive —— I repeat, constructive =
reassessment of central issues, and without neglect of the interests of the
international community, then too much need not be lost in the process. But
if the only result will be one-sided reliance on increased military power in
international relations, interruption of the vital multilateral and bilateral
dialogue and the discarding of ‘international agreements 1aborlously brought
together, then we may all be in for troubled times. We consequently urge both
the United States and the Soviet Union to exercise restraint in their international
and bilateral relations in order that what we have all together built not be:
1rretr1evably lost.

. Meanwhile, here we sit, trylnm to do our best, under painful c1rcumstances,
to have something to report to the second special session of the General Assembly
on disarmament. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall have a few words to
say on how we view our performance so far and the prospects ahead. This would
imply reviewing the work so far of the ad hoc working groups and, added to that,.
another few words on the non-existent working r’*roups.

. Tirst, let me comment on the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on a Comprehensmve Programme
of” Dlsarmament I understand that under the able and effective chairmanship of the
veteran disarmament negotiator, our colleague.and friend, Ambassador Garcie,Rlees,
the Group will advance consistently towards a draft programme to be submitted to
the General Assembly at the second special session. The Group has indeed a
particularly onerous task in trying to arrange in a logical and acceptable sequence
most of the disarmament and arms control issues which have so long defied solution
by the international community. Ve shall support every realistic effort. in this
field, although we fear that no ingenuity in the ordering and prlorltj—settlng of
the relevant issues can ever replace the polltlcal will to negotiate multilaterally,
which is so singularly lacking on the part of some delegations. We should make
every effort to agree in this Committee on a comprehensive programme of disarmament,
but may be well advised to leave the final say on certain central issues %o the
1982 special session of the General Assembly on disarmament.

Secondly, a few: words on the work to establlsh acceptable so—called nevatlveA
_security- assurances an issue which has talken on considerably increased lmportance
and the accompanylng public attention in wmany parts of the world. Not least is
this a fact in the Nordic countries, where an intensely ongoing public debate on
possibilities to establish these countrles as a nuclear-weapon-free zone has
involved Governments .and  parliaments. I shall return to this matter towards
the end of this statement. : '

As far as the Working Group is concerned, we find it encouraging that, under
the able chairmanship of our Italian colleamue, Minister Ciarrapico, it is
concentrating on efforts to evolve a common formula, which could serve as a basis
for the conclusion of effective arrangements to assure non—nuclear—weapon States
against the use or threat of use-of nuclear weapons. We are convinced that only
co—ordinated and binding undertakings by the nuclear-weapon States can constitute
satisfactory assurances in the true interest of the non-nuclear-weapon States.
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As we have stated, both here in plenary and in the Working Group, we do not
consider a common formula as an end in itself. To be acceptable, such a formula
mist bring about ~ considerable improvement as compared with the present situation.
The existing undcotakings by the five nuclear-weapon States are impaired by '
important deficiencies. There are basic aissimilarities between these undertakings;
they are burdened with certain conditions and limitations, and they leave room for
subjective interpretations by the nuclear-weapon States. The composite effect of
all these factors is that there is considerable ambiguity and uncertainty as to
the applicability of the assurances. As has been pointed out by several
delegations -- including my own —- the digcussion in the Working Group has
demongtrated that the unilateral declarations are framed primarily to suit
the nuclear-wsapon States and their allies. Only in the second place are the
security concerns of the non-nuclear~weapon States cutside the twe military
blocs taken into consideration., This is a priority-setting which is, of course,
unacceptable,

In order tc justify the conditions and limitations in the existing unilateral
declarations, reference has been made to the security preoccupations of the
nuclear-weapon States. IDven if it can be argued that certain exceptions may
be justifiable in view of the implications of certain nuclear security arrangements,
there is no reason why these exceptions should have a general application.

On the other hand, the vast majority of the non-nuclear-weapon States are,
in legally binding form, committed to their nuclear-weapon-free status. They do
not ~- either directly or indirectly —— threaten anybody with nuclear weapons and
they are therefore by definition entitled to firm assurances without any exceptions
that they will not be subjected to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
Their security preoccupations are at least as valid as those of the nuclear-weapon
States, not to spealk of the fact that they are not charged with the heavy political
and moral burden of possessing and threatsning to use nuclear weapons,

Despite the defliciencies and anviguities of the existing assurances, the
Swedish Governmer: has interpreted the intention behind the declarations by the
five nuclear-weapon States to e that Stetcs outside the alliances and commitied
to a permanent nuclear-weapon~free status are excwpted from the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons. As The Committes may recall, Ambassador Lidgard said, in
a statement on 16 April 1981, that we take it for granted that a country with a
non-alliance status and a non-nuclear-weapon record is covered without any
exceptions by the unilateral assurances of the nuclear-weapon States. On the
same occasion, he asked the representatives of the nuclear—weapon States to confirm
that our understanding of their respective agsurances is correct. We have not as
yet received any answer. Therefore, I wepeat our question and request the
nuclear-weapon States shortly to give us the confirmetion thet we have asked fox.

‘I now turn to the proposed convention banning radiological weapons, which is
being negotiated in the third Working Group, chaired by my old friend and
colleague, Ambassador Komives. This issue is an obvious example of the limited
importance which the Superpowers seem to attribute to the Committee on Disarmament.
While they have steadfastly refused for a number of years now to enter into
multilateral negotiations on a comprehengive test-ban treaty and are prevared
to accept only limited nesotiation activities in the chemical weapons area ~— both
areas being of the highest concern to most peoples and nations of the world -— they
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have not hesitated to nut before the Committee a draft treaty on the prohibition
of radlologlcul weapons, which has,. during our. negotiations, been convincingly
shovn to be completely lacking in substance. It is my belief that the Committee
made a mistalte in agreeing to take up tiiis item on iis agenda to the detriment
of more urgent questions.

In order to give some meaningful content to the draft convention on
radiological weapons, the Svedish Government has proposed the inclusion of a
prohibition of attacks against nucleur installations, releasing the radiocactivity
contained in such 1nota113ulons to the detriment of the people living in the arca
and their environment. Such at btacks would, actually, apart from nuclear explosions,
which are expres sly exempted from the drafi treaty, seem to be the only credible
ways of waging radiological warfare. Ve firmly belicve that such a prohibition
should be added to the draft and are much encouraged by the support given to our .
proposal. Needless to say, the alarming event just about a month ago, which
showed a horrifying distrust of the non-proliferation efforts of the international
community, and which has been so sharply condemned in this Committee, should
convince any raticnal mind that the criginal drafters of the proposed convention
would do well to listen more carefully to the arguments that support our proposal.
As matters now stand, we entertain grave doubts about the usefulness of going
forward with the deficient text originally prVldbd to us by the United States
and the Soviet Union, as we do not think that it weould add to the ulready uufferlng
credibility of the Committee on Disarmament.

Finally, in this part of uy statement, I should like to make some comments
on the eternal issue of banning the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons, which is under negotiation in the fourth Ad Hoc Working Group
wnder Swedish chairmanship. The deliberations in the Committee have, in our view,
confirmed the existence of a political consensus on the need for an effective
convention to that end. Since last summer the Working Group has striven with
great intensity and the active and constructive contributions of delegations
have generated a strong momentum towards a chemical weapons convention. It is
now essential to maintain and to strengthen this momentum.

On this occasion I should like to touch briefly upon one aspect of the
question which is of particular impcrtance to the Swedish delegation, i.e. our
proposal concerning "chemical warfare capability" —— the capability to use
chemical weapons., This prcposal has geined valuable support in the Committee and,
although some objections have been voiced, no one is really denying that it would
be advantageocus to enlarge the scope of a chemical weapons convention as we have
sugzgested, We for our part fully recognize the concerns of those who have voiced
reservations concerning our proposal, in particular as regards the verification
aspects of the matter. On the whole, we have no quarrel with those who at present
favour the more restricted 'classical" approach. In fact, we agree with.them that
a comprehensive and verifiable prohibition of production and stockpiling of all
kinds of chemical weapons would constitute a major achievement in itself. - This
does not, however, detract from the fact that it would be an obvious advantage
to enlarge the scope in order to clogse the loopholes which would allow the
maintenance of a "chemical warfare capability". Such an enlargement of. the
scope would increase confidence among the parties to a convention, wvhich is
burdened with the problem of the effective verification of stipulations in a
convention restricted to the "classical" scope approach.
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I wish to take this opportunity to draw the attention of the Committee to the
further clarification that the Swedish delegation has given in the Working Group
regarding our prciosal on chemical warfare capability. We have pointed out that
the prohibition of planning, organization and training for the use of chemical
weapons need not enter into force immediately. The destruction of stockpiles
of chemical weapons will, for instance, take a long time, perhaps up to 10 years.
As long as the stockpiles exist, parties to the convention can be expected to
claim that they will need a oaoao;lltv to retaliate against an attack with
chemical weapons. DBut once all stiockpiles are destroyed, there can be no
Justification for maintaining such a capability. To meet this concern, the
Swedish delegation has proposed to the Working Group that the prohibition of
certain activities like planning, organization and training should become
effective at a later stage but not later than 10 years after the entry into
force of the convention itself,

I would now like to say a few words about the unfortunately still non-existent
ad hoc working groups, particularly that on a comprehensive nuclear-weapon test ban.

In spite of our misgivings in regard to negotisting the deficient
United States-USSR draft convention on the banning of radiological weapons,
we did, generously, accommedating ourselves to the wishes of these ftwo Powers,
enter such negotiations. I have, a few minutes ago, given voice to our serious
disappointment in facing firm resistance on the part of the orizinal drafters
towards sound and well-founded proposals to improve and malie more mean1n~fu1
the original draft tex

If we had hoped to gain some corresponding concession from the Superpowers,
particularly on the convening of a working group on a CIBT, we were obviously
mistaken., The attitude of "give and take" is indeed not theirs. In glaring
contrast to our willingness to accommodate and compromise, some delegations of
nuclear-weapon States still refuse to enter into multilateral negotiations on the
highest priority item on our agenda, disrsgarding their own votes in favour of such
a step in the Unived NMotions General Assembly, disresarding repeated avpeals, and
requests in this Committee, shielding themselves behind their unsuccessful
trilateral negotiations. We simply do not understand the reasons for their
refusal. Do they dislike, do they fear, do they distrust the multilateral
negotiation procedure that they themselves have endorsed by their vote in the
General Assembly? Anyhow, I thinl: that we are not going to forget the lesson
that this experience has given us. And we shall come back, again and again, to
this issue. [or the time being I associate the Swedish delepation firmly and
fully with the position of the Group of 21 on vhich I understand that we shall
hear more from the spokesman of the Group, the distinguished Ambasgsador of Braszil,
later this morning. The unsuccessful trilateral negotiators had better prepare
themselves for severe and adamant criticism of their failure at the
second special session of the General Assembly on disarmament. As regards the
other non-existent working group, on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament, I also associate the Swedish delegation firmly with the
position talien by the Group of 21.

Before I enter upon the concluding part of my statement today, I have to say a
few words on an increasingly threatening aspect of our daily existence,; and our
efforts to end the increasing militarization of this existence. The possibility of
a continued militarization of outer space, which opens up horrifying prospects of a
disastrously eontinuing upward spiral of the arms race and of which we have been
given ample proof recently, was onc of the issues of my short statement to this
Committee on 24 April last.



CD/PV.136
16

(¢frs. Thorsson, Sweden)

The keen concern of the Swedish delegation, as of other delegations, has not
diminished since then. aAlthough the issue of the military use of outer space is
not on the icurrent agenda of the Cowmittee on Disarmament, it seems to us necessary
for the disarmament community to find ways and means to plgce it firmly on its agenda,
in the immediate future., The hope of the Swedish delegation is to make this possible
through the Geéneral Assembly's second special session on disarmament, vhere the issue
is bound to appear.

While I deeply -regret to say that official disarmament negotiations, the success
of which is so desperately needed, have continuously shown a dismal record -— and we -
know where to place the blame for this —— another phenomenon is emerging to which we,
as representatives of Governments in all parts of the world, should gi#e»oarefulA~
attention. '

The ongoing and intensified arms race has created a popular resistance movement,
which obviously is gaining ground in western Burope, including the Noxdic countries,
in fact wherever a -free debate on matters of life and dcath ig possible. A growing .
number of people refuse to be drawn inte what they conceive to be a Superpower
conflict. Tor them the arms race has turned from being an issue of deterrence, of
military balance, of inferiority or superiority, into being an issue of survival.

I should like here to quote from a column in the .International Herald Tribune
some weeks ago, written by the well-lmown British thinker and writer Wayland Young
and called "On the Hew Wave of Disarmament!. He there recalls the vimes of the
late 1950s and early 1960s, the times of popular protest against nuclear weapons.
In one of the many marches in Ingland and among the wany bearers of official-looking
banners, there was a girl who held up a small placard saying: '"Caroline says No".
His immediate reaction was: "The general staffs and the cabinets of the world must
bear Caroline in mind". The general staffs and the . cabinets have not been that
sensible: ‘they have forgotten her., It might well be that the new wave of
disarmament is the result., If things are going to be put right, concludes
Wayland Young, there is a need for harder thought, within and among Governments,
than is probably yet realized, including a new look at matiers which were hotly
debated 20 years ago, but which have since then been formotten.

But it isn't only Caroline; it is not only individual human beings at grassroot
level; it is not only the concerned general public who refuse to-say yes any longer
and who have, in fact, started to say no. Among the many people who ask for & way
out of our present dllemma, the dilemma which the arms race has created:and worsened,
and who are looking for the means to give it political force, are distinguished
scientists and diplomats. The well-lmown American diplomatic historian
George I, Kennan, who cannot be said t6 be unfamiliar with the way in which the-
Soviet mind is working, made a strong case in a statement a few weeks ago for a new
approach to the nuclear arms race dilemma. Against the background of the grotesque
redundancy and overkill capacity of present nuclear-weapon systems -—— he states that
anything beyond 20 per cent of existing arsenals is overkill of dimensions defying
rational understanding -— he would lilke to see President Reagan propose to the Soviet
Government, as a first step, an immediate and across-—the~board reduction by’

50 per cent of these arsenals by the two Superpowers —-- affecting in equal measure
all forms of nuclear weapons -~~ all this fto be subgect to the national means of
verification now at the dis posal of the two Powers

IIr, Kennan does not deny the possibility of risks involved. But, he states,
"is it possible to conceive of any dangers greater than those that lie at the end of
the collision course on vhich we are now embarited?"
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Thanks -to the free access of the rest of the world to the public debate.in
the United -States, we know that Mr. Kennan's is not an isolated voice in that country.
It would be possible to quote from hundreds of persuasive statements, articles and -
debates, all aiming at the same goal: +to enable us to break out of the present
vicious circle. The same is the case in western Eurcpe. What about the other side?
From there we listen to the many disarmament proposals by President Brezhnev. It is
an obvious fact that the public passivity, since January 1981, of the present
“United States administration in matbers of arms control and disarmament has, in the
eyes of a concerned world public opinion, given Soviet proposals a particularly
sharp relief. The meeting of these proposals with indifference has not, again in
the eyes of this concerned public opinion, diminished the sharpness of thelr relief.

But why not test their seriousness? After all, as another columnist in the
International Herald Tribune stated a month ago, "no people are more acutely aware
of the pains war brings than those who live in the B Turopean parts of the
Soviet Union". :

The fact is that there is a new wave of disarmament in Europe, growing stronger
every week. It is in my view a serious psychological and political mistake to
dismiss this movement, as several prominent statesmen and military leaders have done,
as a new wave of "neutralism", however unrealistic and irrational their arguments
and slogans may sometimes be. This way of reacting is, of course, a sign of the
concern at these developments felt by these commentators, but it is also an
indication that they have not understood well enough what the movement is all about.
One example: a top NATO military leader declared in an interview a Tfew weeks ago
that "we again see anti-nuclear demonstrations, which we had hoped were a thing of
the past". And he added that-'"the peoples of those nations must ... be prepgred to
make sacrifices for their security". , :

In fact, what the peoples of those nations, and many others as well, are
preparing is a call to their leaders to remember the first paragraph of the
Tinal Document of the first special session on disarmament, adopted by the world
cocumunity three years ago, fram which the following sentences should be quoted.

"States have for a long time sought to maintain their security through the
possession of arms.,"

et the accumulation of weapons ... todaj constitutes much more a threat than
a protection for the future of manklnu."

"The time has therefore come ... to secek security in disarmament ..."

The new wave of disarmament means that the peoples have taken for granted what
the leaders of the world agreed on three years ago. This growing wave —-- is it an
indication that the time has come for the idea of disarmament? Let us hope so. In
any case it is a memento to be taken very seriously by all of us, but particularly
by some of us. o

The CHATRFAN: I thank lTrs. Inga Thorsson for her statement and for the kind
words she hag addressed to the Chair. DBefore I give the floor to the next speaker,
I would like to rectify a lapse on my part by sincerely thanking Ambassador Onkelinx
for the very kind sentiments he cxpressed to the Chair, both past and present.
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. Mr. KOMIVES (Hungary): Mr. Chairman, at the outset let me congratulate you on
your assumption of the important office of Chairman for the month of July, In
expressing to you my best wishes I offer you the fullest co-operation of the
Hungarian delegatlon. I also take this opportunity to welcome our new colleague,
Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro, the distinguished representative of Venezuela, and wish
him the best in our common and responsible activity. My words of welcome go also to
Mrs., Thorsson, the distinguished Under-Secretary of State for Disarmament of Sweden,
and to Sir Antony Acland, the distinguished Deputy Under—-Secretary for Foreign Affalrs
of the United Kingdom.

Although the Committee starts today the consideration of item 5, entitled:
Wew types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons; radiological
weapons, let me be permitted to deal first in a brief manner with some questions
related to items 1 and 2 of our agenda. '

Many delegations have underlined the responsibility of our Committee, as the
single multilateral negotiating forum for disarmament, in connection with the present
alarming situation which is characterized by the growing danger of the outbreak of a
nuclear war. The reasons for this situation are well knowm: the decimion of NATO to
seek military superiority, the so-called doctrine of limited nuclear war, the decision
to deploy medium-range nuclear missiles in western Europe and, let me add, the
constant danger of a nuclear holocaust which could be caused by a technical failure
or by human error.

Last week we all heard a moving statement by the head of the Soviet delegation
on the terrifying consequences of a nuclear war, including its so-called limited
version. As to the pretext advanced by the United States and 1ts allies to justify
their drive for military superiority, it has been time and again proved, both here
in the Committee and elsewhere, as completely false. In the International Herald
Tribune of 4-5 July, ilr, Stevhen Cohen, rrofzezar of wolitics ot Zrinseton '
University and a member of the American Committee on East-West Accord, Joined his
voice to that of many others criticizing the present policy course of the United States
Administration and pinpointing the real cause of tensions in the world today and the
factual motives of Washington in its rush for another headstart in the arms race,
"The crisis", writes S. Cohen, "existed well before 1979, and the United States
contributed significantly to it by violations of earlier détente promises to Moscow —-—
for example, promises of most-favoured-nation stabtus in trade and credits, of
ratification of SALT-II, and of an evenhanded policy toward China «." "That
underlying cause", continues the author, "intuitively understood but almost never
stated -- is the issue of political, not military, parity, or what may be called
the parity principle." And he goes on to say: "Enthralled by 64 years of anti-
Sovietism and by a long history of being the only superpower, many U.S. leaders
and substantial segments of public opinion persist in seeing the Soviet Union malnly
as 'godless',. 'terroristic' and an 'evil force' without any legitimate polltlcal
status or entitlement in the world... But it is this unwillingness to concede
political parity that repeatedly causes U.S. diplomacy to succumb to mllltarlstlc
policies, as acceptance of the necessity of military parity succumbs to the chimera
of superiority, and episodes of détente succumb to cold war."

This is where the American shoe pinches.

Under the present dangerous circumstances the most important task is to prevent
the outbreak of a nuclear war, to curb the arms race in general and the nuclear arms
race in particular. These lofty aims call for negotiations. In the nuclear age, in
the shadow of a nuclear holocaust which could lead to the elimination of mankind and
human civilization, there is no other method of solving the problems, however acute
and complex they are.
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In this connection the Hungarian people. Government and parliament attach special
importance to the appeal of the Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union to the parliaments
and peoples of the world. During the meeting of the Hungarian National Assembly on
25 June the speaker of this high body stated the following: "The Hungarian National
Assembly declares its agreement with and support to the Soviet peace initiatives., It
is convinced that by common efforts of the peoples and by effective actions of all
peaceloving and reasonable forces it is possible to avert the dangers threatening the
peace and security of mankind. As it has done so far, the Hungarian People's Republic
will teke part in the future in these initiatives and is ready to contribute to their

realization".

The threefold maxims aimed at the prevention of a muclear war and curbing the
nmuclear arms race could be characterized the following way: no more development of
miclear weapons; no more nuclear weapons tests, and no more deployment of nuclear
weapons. My delegation shares the viev expressed by many delegations that the
Cormittee on Disarmament should start substantive negobtiations on these vital issues
if the Committee, or more precisely each member of the Committee, really adheres to
the consensus reached during the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as contained in the key paragraph 50 of
its Pinal Document.

In connection with the general and comwlete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests,
I see.no need to go into the details of how important this achievement would be for
curbing the nuclear axrms race, for strengthening the NPT régime and for the
improvement of the international political climate. The Hungarian delegation supports
the establishment of an ad hoc working group with the participation of all nuclear—~
weapon States aimed at the elaboration and adoption of a CTBT also with the
participation of all nuclear-weapon States.

The comprehensive test-ban negotiations would be greatly and very favourably
influenced by a orno-year moratorium by all nuclear-weapon States. The Hungarian
delegation, like many others, considers as very important the resumption of the
trilateral negotiations, which were interrupted by the Western side in November 1980,

In comnection with a CTB, my delegation attaches great importance to the work
of the Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts in the work of which a Hungarian expert has
actively participated. The results of the experts' work have already provided
considerable ground for the establishment of an international seismic data exchange
system within the framework of a treaty on a general and complete prohibition of
nuclear-wveapon tests.

Turning to agenda item 2, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament", the Hungarian delegation shares the view expressed by many delegations
that negotiations on these issues are the best way to curb the nuclear arms race and
to eliminate the danger of a nuclear war. It was vith this lofty aim in mind that
the delegations of a group of soclalist countries already in 1979 submitted the
well-=known document CD/4 which contains proposals aimed at facilitating the earliest
<possible starting of negotiations on nuclear disarmament. To be quite frank, the
Committee has lost more than two years: because of the opposition of some western
countries, the Committee has not been able to start substantive negotiations on this
vitally important issue.
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, Now we are confronting the same refusal of some western countries in connection
vith the establishment of an ad hoc working group on item 2 on our agenda. The
Hungarian delegation supports the. establishment of an ad hoc working group on nuclear
disarmament, but, at the same time, is ready to consider any other constructive ideas
for multilateral negotiations on this item. In this connection, my delegation looks
foryard with great interest to the proposals which will be submitted today by
Ambassador Herder, the distinguished representative of the German Democratic Republic
and expresses the hope that these proposals may facilitate the further work of our
Committee on this vitally important issue. The participation of all nuclear-weapon
States in the process aimed at the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament continues to e a prerequisite of meaningful negotiations.

In the field of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament,
special responsibilities are borne by the USSR and the United States. The Hungarian
Government welcomed the signature of the SALT-IT agreement, the ratlflcatlon of which
has been postponed indefinitely by the United States. ‘

Hungary favours the resumption of the SALT negotiations, the sooner the better,
and attaches great importance to the entry into force of the SALT-IT agreement.

As is well known, the Soviet Union called for an early resumption of the SALT
negotiations and for the continuation oy the start of other talks on nuclear
disarmament questions with the United States. But it looks as if some highly placed
Administration officials are still not in a negotiating mood. Apart from the long
delays vhich have been caused by them regarding such talks, they have adopted
and steadfastly pursue linkage tactics. This dangerous approach actually boils down
to a capricious condition: either the Soviet Union behaves like Washington wants
it to or there will be no talks. Such tactics, which have been the subject of
extensive and most unfavourable commentaries in the world press, are rightly causing
great concern in the international community, particularly now that the global
situation has been deteriorating. It is precisely because of growing tensions that
talks on nuclear arms limitations should be resumed as soon as possible and not
delayed under artificial pretexts. The socialist States, including the Soviet Union
as well as non-aligned-countries, as is clear from the statement by their Foreign
Ministers in New Delhi earlier this year, firmly believe that increased tensions
in the world today demand more urgently than ever before a resumption of a constructive
dialogue between the USSR and the United States on matters in question.

My delegation has already expressed its support for the establishment of two
vorking groups on items 1 and 2 of our agenda. In connection with the possible
mandates of these working groups, useful ideas have been put forward by the Group
of socialist countries and by the Group of 21. These proposals require serious
consideration and appropriate decision. ' a

The Hungarian delegation attaches great importance to the prevention of the
geographical spread of nuclear weapons, It was the Hungarian delegation which, on
behalf of 16 delegations, submitted a draft resolution on this issue to the :
United Navions General Assembly at its last session. The draft resolution was adopted
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by an overwhelming majority. Resclution 35/156 C calls for our Committee to

proceed without delay to talks with a.view to elaborating an international ag greement
on the non-statioring of nuclear weapons on the territory of States where there are no
such weapons at present. Unfortunasely the Committee has not yet responded to this
resolution in an appropriatc manner, despite the growing importance and urgency of the
matter.

I would now like to turn to item 5 of the Committee's agenda, "New types of
veapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.!

As members of the Committee will recall, it was the delegation of the Soviet Union
~which in 1975 submitted a proposal and a draft intermational agreement to the
United Nations General Assembly aimed at effectively prohlbltlng nev types of weapons
of mass destruction, The importance and urgency of this question is cleaxly reflected
in paragraph 77 of the Pinal Document of the General Assembly's first special session
on disarmament which states: "In order to help prevent a qualitative arms race and so
that scientific and technological achievements may ultimately be used solely for
peaceful purposes, effective measures should be taken to avoid the danger and prevent
the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction based on new scientific
principles and achievements. Bfforts should be appropriately pursued aiming at the
prohibition of such new types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction.™

The Hungarian delegation continues to be convinced that the best organizational
way to deal with these questions would be the establishment of an ad hoc group of
qualified governmental experts, as proposed by the delegation of the Soviet Union
early in 1978, and a comprehensive approach would be the best method for preventing
the emergencc of new weapons of mass destruction, in the form of a comprehensive
agreement supplemented by individual agreements on particular types of new weapons
of mass destruction.

At its last session the United Nations General Assembly adopted resolution 35/149,
vhich requests our Jommittee, "... in the light of its existing priorities, to
continue negotiations, with the assistance of qualified govermmental experts, with a
view to preparing a draft comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the uevelopment
and manufacture of nev types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons, and to draft possible agreements on particular types of such weapons."

Unfortunately the CD has been prevented {rom dealing in an appropriate manner
with these questions because of the reluctance of some countries. These delegations
consider the problem of new weapons of mass destruction either as non~existent or as not
urgent, despite the press reports on the development of new weapons of mass destruction,
In this comnection I would like to mention only the question of neutron weapons. The
revival of the plans aimed at the production and deployment of neutron weapons in
western Burope gives special importance and urgency to this question. The draft treaty
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in connection with the prohibition of neutron weapons éubmitted by the Soviet Union
and other socialist countries already in 1978 under these circumstances must '
have moré importance and actuality.

-Led Dby the desire to promote the in-depth consideration o6f issues related to
the question of the prohibition of new types of weapons of mass destruction, and
taking into account the differing approaches to the organizational aspects as well
as to the basic approach to the substance of the question, the Hungarian delegation
proposed, in document CD/174, %le holding of informel mectings of the Committee on the
prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction, vith the participation of experts.

The Committee on Disarmament at its 15%rd meeting, on 30 June, adopted a decision
which says: “"The Cormittee decides to hold informal meetlngs under item 5, New types
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons ... The number of
these informal meetings and their dates will be annotunced’ by the Chairman after
consultations with members". Since then, the Chairman of the Committee has
announced that the two informal meetings on this subject will be held on 27 and
3L July.

On behalf of the Hungarian delegation I would like to express our thanks to-
delegations for supporting this modest Hungarian initiative and also to express
the hope that many delegations will be assisted by experts when the Committee
deals with this‘importantzquqstion in the framevork of informal consultations,. These
informal meetings offer a special opportunity for every delegation to address itself
in connection w1th questlons related to the prohibition of new weapons of mass
destructlon.~

The Hungarian delegation is convinced that the Committee's informal meetings
on this matter will be a step forward in the discharge of the responsibilities
assigned to it in connection with the prohibition of the development and manufacture
of new types of weapon° of mass destructlon and new systems of such weapons.

.The CHAIRMAN: I thank thexdistinguished-representatiye~of Hungary fbr his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair.
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Mr., HERDER (German Democratic Republlc) Mr. Chairman, our plenary meetings
this week are devoted to a highly topical quéstion —— the-prohibition-of the
development and production of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new -
systems of such w=apons. Since 1975 when the USSR advanced this proposal, it has
been supported by my country. In doing so we have fecognized the importance of
such a step for halting the arms race. It would, especially, curb the
qualitative arms race which not only is likely to destabilize the international
military balance but also threatens to undermine negotiations on arms limitation
and disarmament. ' :

It stands to reason that the prohibition of existing weapons of mass
destruction, in particular nuclear weapons, should be given highest priority in
negotiations on arms limitation end disarmament. This direction of our efforts
should be effectively complemented by a preventive prohibition of weapons of mass
destruction which may be developed in the future, either on the basis of scientific
and technological principles that are known today but have not yet been applied
individually or jointly to develop weapons of mass destruction, or on the basis of -
scientific and technological principles that msy be discovered in the future, and
which will have properties similar to or more powerful than those of existing mass
destruction weapons.

This what I would call double or parallel approach was reflected in the Final
Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament and in the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament. VYhy is it then,
we may ask, that a comprehensive preventive agreement in this field has up to now
not been achieved? Everybody here around this table knows the answer. It is
toe obvious that those who are not yet ready to prohibit and eliminate existing
weapons of mass destruction are also not prepared to bar future developments in
military research and development from the exploitation of which they expect to
obtain unilateral military advantages.

Instead of playing an active and constructive paft in elaborating appropriate
instruments to clcse the road to the development of new weapons of mass '
destruction, some delegations here have chosen the opposite course. It has been
argued that the subject of the Soviet proposal was unclear, and that a prohibition
on this subject would hamper the freedom of science and could not be adequately
verlfled.

As to the scope of the prohibition, since 1976 a whole range of interesting
ideas and proposals have been advanced in the course of the deliberations held in
this Committee. This concerns a general definition of new weapons of mass
destruction, on the one hand, and concrete examples of such weapons, on the other.
At the same time it is obvious that one cannot expect to have already today a
100 per cent foolproof definition and an exhaustive list of weapons which should
be the subject of preventive action. Demanding this would mean postponing such
a step endlessly and letting the qualitative arms race go on. Nobody today is
in a position to foresee concrete future developments which may lead to the
creation of new weapons. Very often even great scientists have misinterpreted
the pace and directions of the use of science and technology for military purposes.
The opinion of Ernest Rutherford concerning nuclear energy was already mentioned
here some days ago. Let me quote some other examples. Thus, Dr. Vannevar Bush,
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one of America's most .well-known scientists during the Second World VWar, maintained
that the ICBM was & technical 1mposs1b111ty. ‘During the 1950s some scientists
believed that manned spaceflight should be abandoned because "the human system
could not survive 1ts rigours".

Thus the experience of mankind fully speaks in favour of a comprehensive
agreement. Already today such dangerous weapon concepts as partlcle beam weapons,
infrasonic weapons, electromagnetic radiation weapons, ethnic weapons, etc., are
entering the stage of feasibility. I do not intend to elaborate on ‘them. This
should be done by appropriate experts. Let me only briefly touch upon the
so-called particle beam weapons. Particle beams are streams of highly energetlc
atomic-or subatomic sized particles like electrons, protons, hydrogen atoms or
ions, waich can burn, melt or fracture the target and generate secondary
radiation. According to some American sources such weapons could be ready for
military use in the early to mid 1990s. They are expected to revélutlonlze '
warfare.” It is no secret that corresponding long-range military programmes are
under way in the United States of America. Generally it is emphasized that _
particle: beam Weapons should be used for defensive purposes against such targets
as satellites and-missiles. Very often it is forgotten that they could have a
mass destruction capability against biological targets as well. Such a weapon
could be space-based and operate like a large-scale neutron bomb. In this context
a United States offlclal was quoted as saying, "This would destroy a population
without breaking a single brick."

It has sometimes been argued that an international agreement on the
prohibition of ‘new weapons of mass destruction would hamper the freedom of scientific-
research. We do not share this perception. It is not the aim of the proposal to
block the peaceful uses of new scientific findings. It is their military use
that should be prohibited; i.e. States parties to an agreement on this subject
would establish and implement appropriate rules to forestall certain military
misuses of scientific findings. I think nobody today complains that the
Convention relatlng to Dlologlcal weapons hampers the peaceful uses of biological
flndlngs.

In past debates the question of verification has also been brought up. It
is surely too early to dwell upon verification at this stage. Detailed
verification arrangements could be agreed upon after the scope of the prohibition
is egtablished. But there will be a broad range of possibilities for coping
with this question. A verification system could use such means as internal
constitutional procedures, analysis of scientific literature, national technical
means of verification, international exchange of information and other
international procedures. It is widely recognized that an adequate combination
of these means would meke the detection of new weapon developments very likely,
especially when they enter the test stage or the stage of production.
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After all, the question of a practical approach to the prohibition of new
weapons of mass destruction should be given an answer. Here we see great merit
in setting up an ad hoc group of experts.  Such a group could consider possible
areas of development of new weapons of mass destruction and elaborate a general
definition of such weapons to be included in an international instrument. Thus,
an adequate scientific approach to this highly complex problem would be assured.
Its study by appropriate scientific experts would allow the CD to concentrate on
its main task, i.e. the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear
disarmament. :

Having said this, I would like to express the disappointment of my delegation
that some delegations from the Western group are not yet prepared to join a
consensus on the establishment of such an expert group which, for the time being,
would only have the modest aim of exploring the areas mentioned. This
especially regrettable because only one or two years ago even some Uestern ,
delegations favoured an expert examination of the question of new weapons of mass
destruction. We dc not know what has changed their position so fast. But how
else than by means of constructive negotiations can the question of new weapons of
mass destruction be explored and solved? ‘

As for the format of a possible international instrument in this field, we
prefer a comprehensive agreement prohibiting once and for all the development and
production of new weapons and systems of mass destruction. Such an agreement
could contain a list of individual types of new mass destruction weapons, which
could subseguently be amended following scientific development. At the same
time we are prepared to conclude special agreements on individual types of new
weapons of mass destruction, as is the case with radiological weapons. Thus,
there could be a general framework treaty and more detailed agreements concluded
subsequently. As a useful precedent we regard the Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons and its protocols.

Let me once again appeal especially to those delegations coming from highly
industrialized countries to send their experts to the forthcoming informal
meetings and to play a constructive role in-solving the problems connected with
the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction. At the same time we should
not lose sight of the fact that this question should also be addressed in an
appropriate manner within the framework of the comprehensive programme of
disarmament since it is an indispensable part of a comnrehens1ve approach to
arms limitation and disarmament.

The German Democratic Republic regards an international agreement on the
prohibition of radioclogical weapons as a ‘useful means to stop the development of
one new weapon of mass destruction. Furthermore, such an agreement would be a
valuable contribution to the forthcomlng,second special session of the
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General Assembly devoted to disarmement. Therefore the Ad Hoc Working Group: -
should expedite its work in order to finish the draft treaty and thereby. allow

the Committee to concentrate on its main items. During the first part of .this
segsion the Ad Hoc Working Group made some headway under the efficient’ leadershlp‘i
of its chairman, Ambassador Komives of Hungary. We highly appreciate the -
consolldated text submitted by him in April. In our opinion it constltutes

the basis for elaboratlng the final draft treaty.

With regard to items 1 and 2 of the Committee's agenda I would like to say
the following. My delegation has followed very attentively the consideration
by the Committee of thege main items during the spring session and the first.
part of the summer sesgion. In the same way, -I am sure, as many other
delegations here, we came to the conclusion that. the Committee must not allow
itself to be paralysed in its proceeding to the crucial questions of its
mandate. It should exhaust all its p0831b111t1es to make at least some headway
before the second special se531on.

With regard to a comprehensive test<ban, there are two main problems
involved, Firstly, we favour the earliest possible resumption of the trilateral
talks with the aim of completing the task the three negotiators set before
themselves four years ago. Secondly, we would like to see a more active
involvement of the CD in the solution of problems connected with a complete
and general prohlbltlon of nuclear-weapon tests.

The views of the German Democratic Republic as well as of other socialist .
countries on this issue have been repeatedly stated. - As we understand it,
the Group of 21 maintains the same approach. I would like to draw your
attention to document CP@/WP.56 which in-:particular says: "The Committee on
Disarmament should undertake without further delay multilateral negotiations
on a Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Such’'a treaty should aim at the general and
complete cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons by all States in all
environments for all time to come'. The tripartite negotiators have determined
their attitudes to this proposal. Out of .them, only the Soviet Union has
expressed its readiness to participate in the consideration of the issue
concerning a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon
tests by all States in all environments for all time to. come. We would like
to put a question to the two nuclear-weapon States outside the trilateral
negotiations. As we understand it, they seem to be ready to join a consensus:
on the establishment of an ad hoc working group. It is not clear to us,
however, if they are ready to take part in elaborating a treaty on the complete
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.and to assume appropriate
obligations. We ask for a response to our questions. Their reply will
largely determine the destiny of further efforts made by the Committee as
regards the issue of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon-tests. My delegation
sees especially two advantages in a multilateral approach to a CTB in the
framework of an ad hoc working group. Firstly, all nuclear-weapon States could
explain their concrete approach to such a step which they subscribed to at the
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first special seos1on on disarmament. And what is more, they could contribute
in a practical way to its aohlevement Secondly, through the involvement of
non-nuclear-weapon States a truly multilateral CTBT could be considered. The
proposals tabled by the Group of 21 in document CD/181 we regard as a useful
basis for the elaboration of a mandate for an ad hoc working group on a CTB.

At our last informal meeting on Tuesday, 2 July, I proposed to submit today
a proposal of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic on further actions
concerning item 2 of the Committee's agenda. In line with this I would ask you,
Mr. Chairman, to distribute as a formal CD document the paper my delegation has
Jjust tabled. In this working. paper we have tried to give an assessment of the
consideration of item 2 during the first part of our 1981 session. We deem the
informal meetings held in March-and April to have played a useful role. But no
practical conclusion leading to the commencement of actual negotiations was
reached. Just at this point the CD should proceed with further actions the aim
of which should be the preparation of substantive negotiations. Therefore my
delegation proposes that you, Mr. Chairman, initiate consultations, in particular
with the delegations of the five nuclear-weapon States, individuwally or together,
to clarify their approach to the practical preparation of substantive negotlatlons.
In particular those nuclear-weapon States which have until now opposed the
creation of an ad hoc working group could come out with their alternatives. It
is our hope that the informal character of such consultations would be very much -
conducive to building up further momentum concerning the commencement of
negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament.
After these consultations you, Mr. Chairman, could report your conclusions to
the Committee to allow a formal decision on its further proceeding. If you
come to the conclusion that there is sufficient common grouand to go ahead, we
could find the appropriate forum in which to solve questions connected with
the start of concrete negotiations. Such questions have been raised by
delegations in different documents.

In the view of my delegation the following substantive and organizational
questions - should, inter alia, be addressed in a structural manner and within the
framework of the preparation of negotiations on item 23

What could be the concrete approach to the implementation of the stages
of nuclear disarmament envisaged in paragraph 50 of the Final Document of
the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament?

What parallel steps are necessary to qtrengtnen the 1nternatlonal
political and legal guarantees of States?

What could be the role of the Committee on Disarmament?

What should be the relationship to other negotiations dealing with questions
of the cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament?

Ls to the form of such deliberations -- ad hoc working group, contact group,
structured informal meetings, etc, —~ my delegation is very flexible.

If, on the other hand, you, Mr. Chairman, come to the conclusion that there
is no possibility of proceeding in this way we should confess our inability to
cope with our main item and state this as well as the reasons for it in our report
to the General Assembly at its second special session on disarmament.
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1r, DI SOUZA B SILVA (Brazil): 1Ir. Chairman, in my capacity as co-ordinator
of the Group of 21 I have the honour to read out a statement, but before doing so
I should like to offer a word of praise o the Secretariat and particularly to
its documentation service for the eypediency wilh which this docunent (CD/I92)
was processed.

NSTATLIIWT O T.D CGniour OF 21

w2

(Item 1: HNuclear test ban)

"The Group of 21 deeply regrets that its proposal on the establishment
of an ad hoc working group of the Committee on Disarmament on item 1 of *the
agenda, first formulated specifically in document CD/72, dated 4 Iarch 1980,
and reiterated most recently in document CD/1319 dated 24 April 1981, has not
yet been the subject of a decision, despite the urgency of the issue and the
consisteni interest and effort of the Group.

"The Croup ol 21 firmly believes that the general aspects of the question
of the Nuclear Test Ban, as well ac technical issues related thereto, have
-been exhaustively and thoroughly discussed and gtudied. The resulis of ouch
discussions and studies, together with the many General Assembly resolutiong
dealing with the matter, clearly incicate that the commencement of multilateral
negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on this priority item are long
overdue. The Commitlec on Disarmament, the sole multilateral negotiating
body on questions of disarmament, is the appropriate forum for such
negotiations.

"Aceordingly, the Group of 21 requests that the proposal contained in
document CD/181, which includes the establishment of an ad hoc working group
on item 1 of the agenda and the formulation of its mandate, be taken up by
the Committee at its next olfficial meeting for a decision,

"If, contrary to what could rei.sonably be erpected, it were not possible
to reach a positive decision, the Group believes that it would be necessary
to examine what further steps should be taken by the Committee to ensure that
its Rules of Procedurc are not used in such a way ag to prevent the Committee
from taking procedural decisions enabling it to conduct negotiations on the
items included on its annual agende.,

"The Group of 21 expects further that the parties to the trilateral
negotiations should give careful consideration and provide, jointly or
individually, an adequate response to the questions submitted in
document CD/181 which raise some igssues of deep concern and legitimate
interest to the world compunity."
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Mr, ADENIJI (Nigeria): IMr. Chairman, it is 2 matter of satisfaction to see
you presiding over the work of the Committee in this month of July when a
subgstantial part of our work for the 1981 cession will be (one. Your well-knoun
competence and diplomatic skill, coupled with the untiring efforts of your
delegation and your country in the cause of peace and disarmement, will no doubt
assist the Committee and advance its work. I delegation pledges its fullest
co-operation with you in the discharge of your onerous task. Your distinguished
predecessor, Ambassador Komives of Hungary, deserves our pratitude and appreciation
for the very able manner in which he sicered the vork of the Commitiee to a
successful take-off in the month of June. May I also welcome to the Committee the
distinguished Ambassadors, Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Jalali of
Iran, Ambassador Jayakoddy of Sri Lanlza and Ambassador Rodriguez Navarro of
Venezuela.

Before I speak on the subject of new types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such weapons and in particular radiclogical weapons allow me
to address a few words to the two most central and priority questions before this
Committee, namely, a nuclear test ban, and the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and nuclear disarmement. The intensity of the consideration of these two itenms
underscores the importance of these questions not only as indicated in the relevant
resolutions of the General Assenbly, but also ac a divect response to the legitimate
concerns of the international community over the increasing nuclear arms race
and the daily threat of a nuclear war. No one in this Committee can deny the
importance and the urgency attached to these questions, and the need to initiate
subgstantive multilateral nepgotiations as indicated in the Final Document of the
first special session of the General Assembly on disarmament.

Nuclear weapons pose the greatest danger to mankind, and to international peace
and security. However, despite the concern of the international community against the
irrationality of the race for the development and deployment of sophisticated
nuclear weapons, despite the statements made in this Committee, the arms race
continues unabated., My country, a non-eligned and developing country, fiymly believes
that the arms race, particulerly in its nuclear aspects, runs counter to efforts to
achieve further relaxation of international tension, to establish international
relations based on peaceful coexistence, and to develop Lroad international
co-operation and understanding on the basis of the new internstional economic order.

It is a matter of regret and dissatisfaction therefore that the Committee
on Disarmament; the single multilateral negotiating body, hags nct been able to
initiate substantive negotiations on these tuo very important items. The reasons,
of course, are well-known., Two of the five nuclear-weapon States sitting in this
Committee have not been able to join the consensus which almost exists within the
Committee for the establishment of the relevant working groups. It is very
frustrating that those nuclear-weapon States should continue to hold back the work
of the Committee owing to uhat I believe are their narrow security perceptions.
This development is certainly not a good omen for negotiations within the Committee,
vet it is expected that the Committee on Disarmament should make a positive
contribution to the achievement of general and complete disarmament through the
early conclusion of agreements on the urgent disarmament measures listed in
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paragraph 50 of the Final Document, as well as the conclusion of a treatfy on the:
cessation of nculear-weapon testing by all Statec. The responsibility of whe CD
Tor making progress con the ocbomollohmep of these tasks becomes more pressing

as we enter the Second Disarmament Decade and epproach the second special session
of the General Agssembly devoted to disarmanent scheduled for ¢98(.

My delegaiion remains convinced ohat working grouns provide the most effective
mechanism for negotiations in this Committee This i why we would like to recall
and fully endorse the proposals of the Grouo of 21 contained in cGocuments CD/’8C
and 181, and support the call uhat this Committec should examine those proposals
in detail and take concrete decigions on them. We haove for some time held
infoxmal meetingc on these tuwo gubjects. If further informal meetings are to be
productive, then the discussions should be arranged to addregss gpecilic issues
relating to the general suvliectis under agenda items 1 and 2, In view of the time
factor and the fundamental importance of item 1, in particular, it ic my belief that
some priority consideration should be given to that item. Ambassador de Souza e Silva
this morning read a statement on that item on behalf of the Group of 21; needless
to say, my delegation fully associates itself with that statement. The three
nuclear-vweapon States which were engaged in separate negotiations ~- we no longer
presume that those negotiations are in progress -- ghould respond, either collectively
or individually, to the pertinent questions that were raised in document Cﬁ/181
so that we may know why the call for an early conclusion of their negotiations
and the submission of the treaty to the CD has not been heeded up to date. It is
pertinent also in this connection to recall the proposal made by the distinguished
representative of Pakistan that a structured discussion on the issues of scope;
verification and the final clauses of a nuclear test ban treaty should be undertalken,
This is a constructive proposal and we hope that it will Dhe considered with all
the seriousness it deserves by the Committee.

As regards the cegsation of the nuclear arng race and nuclear disarmament,
my delegation continues to find unacceptable the delay in the work caused by the.
reasoning that nuclear weapons act as a deterrent to war and that we should
therefore learn to live with a continuous increase in these weapons. The reverse,
we believe, is the case, as the aocumuia 1on oi such weapons, and indeed the
competitiveness of the arms build-up, is by itscelf a source of insecurity to the
major militaxry Powers ond to the world at large. The doctrines of deterrence,
strategic balance and parity are all based on the narrvow security interests of the
miclear-vweapon States which fail to take into consideration the vital security
interesis of all States. It is a Tact that the more nuclear-weapon Powers there
are, the greater is the probability of a nuclear wor the consequences of which will
affect belligerents and non-belligerents alike. And by the same token the greater
the quality and quantity of nuclear weapons, the greater the risk of nuclear war,
either by deliberate calculation or by accident.

Here again my delegation fuliy endorses the proposals which have hoon mode by
the Group of 21 regarding the mandate of the nroposed working group on item 2 of
our agenda. The elaboration and identification of subgstantive issues in paragranh 50
of the Final Document would provide an apnropriate basis for multilateral. negotiations.
The basic factors which have been accepted by all as prerequisites for effective
nuclear disarmament negotiation include the undiminished security of all States at
progressively lower levels of existing arsenals of the nuclear-weapon States;
adequate measures of verification; negotiations in stages, and the special
responsibility devolving on the tuo nuclear-weapon States with the largest arsenals.
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These basic factors have been accepted and reflected in the consensus document that
emanated from the first special session on disarmament and therefore should not

raise any difficulty. While we agree witl: the multilateral negotiation of nuclear
disarmament measures in stoges, emphasis would no doubt have to be placed on the
cessation of the qualitative and quentitative improvement in the arsenals of the
nuclear-weapon States. Otherwise, scientific and ftechnological advances could

render dloarmament negotiations ineffective, if not irrelevant, as we have seen in the
past,

In an address to the inaugural meeting of the third United Nations Fellowship
Programme on Disarmament, I observed that certain Governments perpetuate the myth
that the more heavily armed a country is the greater is its security. I use the
word myth because the propozitioninmy view ignores the competitiveness wvhich
increased armaments in the possession of one super-Power provoke in the other
super-Povwer. It ignores the competitiveness which increased armaments in the
possession of one alliance provoke in the other alliance. It ignores the competitiveness
which increased aymaments in the possession of one regional Power or even one country
in a region provokes in another regional Power or in another country within the same
region. Such competition gathers its own momentum; it becomes, as we now see, a vay
of life, and yet we know that this competition, whatever elge it may do, certainlj
does not assure the security of any of the States concerned although the question of
security is the ostencible reason which is used to justify this mad race.

Anyone who listened to the facts about the effects of a nuclear war so eloquently
given by Ambassador Issraelyan of the USSR at the 134th plenary meeting, nn
Thursday, 2 July 1981, would not only insist that the Committee get down to concrete
negotiations on nuclear disarmament but would also, in the words of another very
distinguished international civil servent, the Cormonwealth Secretary-General,

Mr. Ramphal, wonder at "the false rationality which has overtaken reason", in which
"theories of institutionalized deterrence, of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons,
of global war and theatre war, all underpinned by the doctrine of mutual assured
destruction -~ vevy appropriately termed 'MAD! -~- are aired and promoted with cool
detactment to enlarge the ovérkill capacity which already exdists”.

Indeed, if the present trend in research and development continues, it may
become impossible to control and verify any agreement which may subsequently be
reached.

The present situation in the Committee on Disarmament, which is nothing short
of a stalemate, has to be broken very soon as it is affecting the morale even of
those of us who sit in the Committee, not to talk of the great disappointment of
those who come: to observe our work. How leng can we continue to invoke the complexity
of disarmament issues when even tna marglnal observer of our work knows that we
just do not seem fto be trying.

Allow me now to offer some brief comments on the item on our agenda for this
week. In the statement I made %o the plenary on 14 April 1981, I indicated that the
early conclusion of a radiolorical ueazpons convention would give further impetus to
other disarmament negotiations, and would be a positive contribution by the CD
to an appropriate atmosphere for the cecond sneclal session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmement. I also indicated wuy delegation's preference for a broad
and comprehensive text that would contain explicit provisions on nuclear disarmament
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and the peaceful uses of radioactive materials for the economic and social
development of all countries but particularly the developing countries. Ly
delegation is happy to note that the Ad HFoc Working Croup, under the leadership
of Ambassador Kouives, continues tc try .o reconcils views and proposals made by
various delegations on the substontive issues of scope and definition,

Mention should be made of “he Suedich - osal that the scope of a future
convention should include the prohitition of ra LOiOGlC&l warfare and the protection
of nuclear facilities from attocks. The proposal seems to my delegation the mere

relevant in the light of the recent umprecedented Israeli attack on the Iragi nuclear
facility. This act of aggres sion has received world-wide condemnation, including
that of mv own Govermment. The joint statement of the Group of 21 contained

in document CD/187 also fully conveys the views of my delegation. I should also
indicate that I fully agree with the concluding part of the statement made on

2 July 1981 by Ambassador Herder of ihe German Democratic Republic, as follows:

",,. this act of State-directed terrorism should make those countries
which closely collaborate with Israel in the nuclear field review their
policy in that respect and take appropriate sanctions against the aggressor.
Thereby, legitimate non—plollle ~ztion concerns can be met, Otherwise, we
fear, such an aggressive répime as the apartheid clique in Pretoria will be
encouraged tomorrow to attack nuclear facilities in African countries under

the pretext of ‘!'securing its suyvivalt,m

Let me quickly add that in urging the Committee on Disammament to conclude work
on the radiological weapons convention, I do not wish to be misunderstood as overrating
the importance of such e convention. It should be disposed of, however, partly -- and
this is quite significent -- partly to meke available the time now used by the 4d Ioc
Working Group on Radiological Weapons for what we believe to pe more important
subjects, I believe that if the Committee on Disarmament is to contribute as much
as 1t is potentlally capable of doing to the second gpecial sesgsion on disarmament,

then it will have to conclude agreements not only of a preventive nature, on
non-existent weapcns, but also of a posit:ve disarmament nature on existing weespons.
Given the political will of wewmber Statez, zapeciclly those that have so far held
back; I believe that the Committee on Disarmament may yet be able 4o avoid the
inevitable criticism of its pe“iormance at the second special segssion on
disaxmament. .

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Nigeria for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed tc the Chair. Before I give the
{loor to the next speaker, I would like to-consult delegations on the question of
time for including all the five remaining speakers on our list for this morning.
In view of the fact that this afternoon the Ad Hoc Working Groupn on a
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has already been schediled, I would like %o.
put before the Committee the following altermatives: we could either continue
tomorrow afternoon at a plenary meeving -and schedule the informal meeting for the
remaining tire, or we could suggest that the remaining speakers, at the end of this
morning's session defer their statements until next Tuesday, when the regular
plenary meeting is scheduled.
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Mr. ISSRARLYAN (Union of Scviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russimn)'
I understand your well-founded concern, Mr. Chairman, as five speskers have yet o take
the floor. I should like to propose the following -- that the representative of Mongolia,
and, if there is still time, the following spesker, the representative of Czechoslovakia,
should be allowed to make their statements. The Soviet delegation, for its part, in
accordance with the policy of unilateral steps and mutual example which the Soviet Union,
as you knew, follows in disarmament questions also, requests that its name should be
moved to the list cf speakers for Tuesday morning, and it calls on other delegations in
a similar position to follow our example.

Mr, FEIN (Netherlands): Mr. Chmlrman, in line with the Netherlands' policy of
reciprocating any unilateral step, ve will agree with the proposal of the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Unionm.

The CHATIRMANW: If there ig time for the representatives of Mongolia and
Czechoslovakia to make their statemepuu, there would still De one other delegation
which is on the list of speakers for today. May I take it that the distinguished
representative of Romaniaz has no objection to the procedure agreed to by his two
colleagues, namely, to speak on Tuesday? Thank you very much, Ambassador Melita. It
is therefore decided.

Mr. ERDEMBILEG (Mongclia) (transletecd from Russian): Mr. Chairman, we are glad

to welcome you, the distinguished rcpresentative of India -- a country with which the
Mongclian People's Republic is linked by bonds of long-standing friendship and closc
co-cperation -- as the Chairman of the Committee on Disarmament for the month of July.

The Mongolian delegaticon expresses the hope that under your guidance the work of the
Cormittee on Disarmament will nove forward btovards the achievoment of the desired
results.

I should like %o note with particular satisfaction the important contribution made
towards the Committec's activities by your predecessor, the esteemed Ambassador of
Hungary, Comrade I. Kimives. His cnergetic and active efforts were largcely responsibtle
for the successful solution of a number of organizational problems in the month of June.

Allow me to extend a sincere welcome to our new colleagues in the Committee, the
representatives of Sri Lanka, Iran, Argentina and Venezuela, end ftc wish them ever;
success in uhulf important migsion.

The Mcngolian delegation, like many others, attaches paramount importence to the
starting of real negotiations in the Committee on Disarmanecnt on the question of
ending the production of all types of nuclear weapons and gradually reducing their
stockpiles until they h?ve been completely destroyed. Thut does not nean that we
underestimate the importence of negotiagtions on questions welating tc new types of
weapons of mags destruction and new systems of such weapons, and bspc—cndlly

radiclogical weapons, on the discussion of which the Committce has embarked this week.

In thies statement I should therefore like tc concentrate once more on the question
of nuclear disarmament.
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Committee members are well aware that a group of socialist countries took the
inftiative of . proposing that negotiations should be started on ending “the “pradiction
of nuclear weapons and destroying then., Trat proposal was presented formally in
- document CD/4 of 1 February 1979, which contains concrete sugcestions by the sponsors
regarding the subject of negotiations, the stages and tinink of negotiations and
preparations for them., Vith reepect to tinming, the sponsors proposed that. the
preparatery consuliations sghould be staried ot once, with 2 vicw to beginning the

£

negotiations on the substance of the problem that very ycar -- in 1979.

In the sane proposal, the socislist countries once nore reaffirmed and emphasized
their steadfast view that agreament on thig important problem can be rcached only
provided there is strict observance of the principle of the inviclability of the .

parties' security. The sponsors of the proposal also. stressed that the elaberation
and inplemcntation of measures in the field of nuclear disarmamont should be butitressed

by the parallel strengthening of politicel and international legal guarantees of the
security of States. They especially emphasized that appropriate negotiaticns should
be conducted with the participation of 21l nuclcar-weapon States without exception,
as vell as of a cortain number of non-nuclecar weapon States, and that the Cormittee
on Disarmanent thereforc offcred a suitable forum for preparing and conducting
negotiationg on nuclear disarmanent,

We are regretfully obliged to note that the Committee on Disarmament is now
engaged in its third scssion since the well-knowm propesal by the greoup of socialist
countries was placed beforce it, but still no progress has been made on this natter.
To be fair, it should also be noted that during this period, first at the informal

snsultations and lator at both informal and formal mectings of the Committee, there
has been a useful exchange of views in ths course of which the sponsors of document CD/4
nave given detailed explanations of their position of principle on the matter and have
replied to questions of interest to indivicdual menmbers of the Committee.

Morce recently, the Group of 21 has sulaitted proposals for the establishment of
ad huc working groups for the consideration of itais I and 2 of the agenda -~ proposals
vhich have been supported by the delesaticns of socialist countries. As you know,
these proposals have met with objections on the part of certein nueclear~weapon States.

countries have also male z number
gl {or the establichment of a
problen of the non-stationing of
¢ thore are none at present, and a

to congsider the questicon of the

As you know,
of cther concrete pro
working group to cons
nuclear weapons on the territery of Sta
proposal for the establishment of o sroup of experts
prohivition of new types and systoas of weapons of moss destruction. These are only
twvo of the various suggestions and proposals put forward by the group of sccialist

P

counstries in the Cormittcee on Disarmancnt, ’

However, for reassons we all know, negotietions on the substance of the question
of ending the producticn of nuclear weapons and destroying them have nct yet begun in
this forun. Ve have never denied the positive develouments in the activities of the
Cormittce on Disarmament. On the conirary, ve have clways noted and we again caphasize
the importance of maintaining in the future the busincss-likc trend that has appcared
in the Comnittee's work.
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Unfortunately, the constructive spirit shown in the Committee has come up against
opposition from certain delegatigns which have attenpted to poison the business-like
atmosphere of the nigotiations and to intrcluce into the Committee's work questions
whicih bear no relation to its activities, as happened, for example, during the spring
part of its 1980 session., In sgying this we do rnot vish in any way to dramatize the
ocourrence of undesirable situati-ns of this kind in the Comamittee. Now as before,
we are for a business-like and constructive approach to the substence of the problems
before us and for the manifestation of political will and determination in seeking
vays of achieving genuine results in the difficult task of solving urgent problems
in the sphere of the limitation of the amms race and disammament.

In this connection, I should like to draw attention to document CD/182 containing
a statement of a group of socialist countries, including Mongolia, on the results of
the first part of the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmanent. I do not think
that it is necessary for me to dwell in detail on the contents of that docunent. It
states clearly and unequivocally its sponsors' positions on all the main itvems on the
Committee's agenda, as well as on other urgent problems.

I should like to supplement the above by saying that Mbngolia's supreme
legislative body, the Great People's Khural, addressed a message sonle days age to the
palllgmenus and peoples of 21l countries Jf Azia and the Pacific Oceun. The message
contains an appeal for united efforts in the strusgle to avert the threat of war
to establish a durable peace and to devclop mutually advantageous co-operation among
States. It reaffirms Mongolie's fimm support for the proposal to convert the region
of south-east Asia and the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace and co-operation and for
the proposal for the establishment of a nuclear-wveapon-free zone in the Pacific and
the elaboraticn of confidence-building measures in *he Far Bast.

The message emphasizes that Mongolia, for its part, hac preposed the conclusion of
a convention on nutual non-aggression and the non-use of force in relations among States
of Asia and the Pacific Ocean and the convening for that purpose of a confercnce of
the countries of tiisge regiong, Lo which &l pemmanent members of the Security Council
could be invited. :

As you know, this propossl by Mongolia was formulated in the forelﬁn policy
procramne emunclated in the decisions of the eishteenth congress of the Mongolian
People's Revolutionary Party which was held recently. :

Reaffimming the Mongolian People's devobtion to the lofty ideals of peace, détente
and disarmament, our Party Congress procleimed in its decisions fthat the Mongelian
People's Republic, in close co-operation with the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries, would:

"hActively and consistently pursue the policy of consclidating détente and
improving the international situation;

Promote in every way the 1ﬂnlcﬂentation of the peace initiatives advanced by
the XXVI Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as a follow-up
to the Peace Programmej;
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Support the efforts of nving States to curb the 2xmg race and adopt

]
D a1
efféctive megsures in the field of nilifary détentc and disarmament;

cntribute vithin the framework of the United Nations and other internaticnal
soluticns to the

O

senlzations to efforts ained ot finding coenstructive
pressing prehlans -of todays :

Ey e

Contwibute in every way to strengthening peace and secvrity in fsia through

joint efforis of JLsien States;

Vork for a further expension cof the politicel dialosue ond equal co-operation
in various ficlds with the ccountrics of fsia.”

(Decunent CD/189)'

In giving o detailed description of the foreign policy line acopted by the
Mongolian People's Republic I am prompted by the fact that many of the proposals and
initiatives in the fiecld of disarmament pubtforrvard by the Soviet Union and other
soclalist countries have a direct connection with the work of the Committee on Disarmament.

In his veport to the sishteenth congress of the Mongclian People's Revolutionary
Party, the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the MPRP, President of the
Presidium of the Great People's Khural of the Mongolian People's Republic,

Comradce Yu Tsedenbal said: "in inpertant part in the implementation of the foreign
policy of the Mongolian Peovle's Republic is played by our activities in the

Inited Nations, the Committee on Disarmanent and other international organizations.
In thoge crganizationg, our countyy, together with the Soviet Unicn and other States
nf the socialigt community, is actively working for a positive sclution to the key
problens of our time, including preblens comnected with the deepening of détente,
the sirengthening of universal peace and sccurity, the halting of the aras race and
the adoption of effective measures in the spherc of disarmanent",

4s an Agian State, the Mongolian People's Republic, together with other peace-loving
countries, is deeply concerned at the sericus aggravation of the situation in the vast
hsien continent, the growth of centres of tension and conflict as a result of the
stepping-up of attempts by imperialist and hegenonist forces to revive militarism and
knock together a new military and political alliesnce, and to expand "strategic
partnership" thrugh deliveries of United States offensive weapons.

During  the period since the Sceoond World Wer therc have been more wars and
conflicts in fLziza than in any other reglon of the world.

The trasedies of Hiroshima and Nagasaki axe still fresh in the memories of the
peoples of that great continent., The horrors of the Xorean var, when bacteriological
neeng of destruction were used, have not been forgotten. The wounds are not yet fully
healed that were inflicted upcn heroic Viet Nam by repeated foreign asgression, in the
course of which extensive use was made of chemical weapons, napalm and other pernicious
neans of destroying tho peaceful population and the enviromment.

The crisis in the Near Fast is being exacerbated every day. JIn attempt has been
nade to test the reliability o opid deplcoyment forces™ in the area of fthe Persian Gulf,
with resulis that are knowm to
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In that connection I should like to mention the recent savage bombing raid carried
out by the Israeli air force ageinst a nuclear research centre in Irag, which has been
videly condemned in many countries through-ut the world, inciuding Mongolia. This
act of internaticnal terrorism and tyranmny, clevated by Isracl to the status of State
policy, has been resclutely condemned in the Committee on Disarmement and other forums
as a flagrant viclation of the norms of international lgw.

Ahs for the policies and actions of those who inject tensions into the international
atmosphere and nurture military ideas of various kinds concerming the possibility of
waging "limited nuclear warfare", they represent a dircct challenge to the vital
interests of the peoples of isia and the vhole world.

Tens of hundreds of millions of peoolu today, and not in the countries of Asia
alene, are in acute need of better food and housing and of a sclution tc the pressing
problens of development. '

That is why it ig essential to find a speedy solution to the most burning problem
of our time, that of nuclear disarmament.

In the Mongolian People's Republiic, whose working people are at present solemnly
commenorating the glorious sixtieth anniversary of the establishment of people's power
exceptinonal importance is attached to the cause of the relaxation of internaticnal
tensions, the achicvement of practical measures towards the halting of the arms race
end disarmament, and the preservation of peace and sccurity in fsia and throughout the
world. ‘

It is precisely for this reason that the Mongolian Parlisment unanimously
supportced the reccent appeal of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR to the Parliaments and
pecples of the world, saying that the appeal represcents a passionate call for cnergetic
and immediate action to curb the nuclear weapons race and to solve outstanding
international problans by the only scensible method, that of nepoitiations.

In conclusion, I should like to make some observations on the question of the
general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

The Mongolian People's Republic has from the first advocated the comprchengive
-solution of thig urgont problem, and is still doing so, convinced that only such-an
approach cen help to linit the possibility of the further gualitative refinement of
nuclear veapons. ‘

It was, after all, the failure to decal with this problen comprchensively that
made possible the emergence of W ;encwatlon of weapons of masgs destruction, namely,
nuclear weapons. i sericus danger lies in the existence of forces which, taking
advantage of the absence of a comprehensive scluticn of this problem, are seeKing to
achicve the further improvenent of this weapon of mass destruction in orxder to secure
a unilateral superiority.

Hence the urgent need for the earliest possible claboration and implementation,
with the'participation of all nuclear-weapon Powers without exception, ¢f an
internaticnal agreement prohibiting all nuclcar-weapon tests. Such an agreement would
nake it possible to take practical necasures to provent the further improvement of
these weapons of nass destruction, ' '
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The Mongolian delegation is of the view that a situation must not be allowed to
recur in which one or two nuclear-weapon Powers or a number of so-called near-nuclear.
States will again cstand aside frem an internabional agrcement on the general and
complete prohibition of nuclcar-weapon iests. That is why, together with other
delegations of socialist countries, we firmly advocate that all nuclear-wecapon States
without exception chonld hecons paviice to ony future agreencnt. This means that a
conprehensive prohibition of nuclear-vweapon tests is possible only with the
participation of 211 States possessing nuclear weapons.

Lt the Committee's meeting this morning, imbassador G. Herder, the disiinguished
representavive of the German Democratic Republic, has submitted a working document
containing a business-like proposal for breaking the deadlock in the conegideraticn of
the queostion of the cessation of the nuclear amis vace and nuclear disarmament,

The Mongolian dclegation, whose pusition is very clese to that of the Group of 21
wid which gsupports the ideas advanced in docunments CD/180 and CD/181, considers that
in the present situation of a lack »f consensus on the question of the cstablishment
of an ad hoc warking group, the Committee should use all available possibilitics in
order to ensure the preparaticn of negotiations on nuclear dissrmament.
The Mongolian delegation, together with other socialist countries, fully supports
the proposal of the delegation of the German Denocratic Republic that the Chairman
sheould hold consultations involving the representatives of the five nuclear-weapon
States to determine the future fomms and methods of the start of negotiations and to
vork out what speccific guestions sholl fom the subject of discussion at such negotiations.

We should now like tec hear something from the cother participants in the futurec
negotiations, and in particular the rcpresentatives of the other four nuclear-weapon
States, including the two nuclear-wezpon States not participating in the tripartite
negotiations. We wonder whether this time they will show any willingness. If it again
proves impossible to achieve a consensus, the majority of the Committee will oncce more
be perfectly avare >f the essontial reasons vhich sre preventing this multilateral
negotiating body from ambarking on a2 concrote exenination of the most urgent pricrity
issuc of halting the nuclear wveapons race and nuclear disarmament.

The CHiIRMIN: I thank the distinguished representative of Mongolia for his
statement and for the kind words he addressed to the Chair., T am glad to anncunce
that, in view of the lateness of the hour, the distinguished represcntative of
Czechoslovakia has also kindly agreed to defer his statement to next Tucsday's
plcnary meeting. We deeply appreciate his gesturc.

W

May I now know if any other delegations would like to teke the floor? If there
ar¢ none, I would like to draw the Committee's attention to the informal peper
circulated by the secretariat containing a timetable for meetings to be held by the !
Committee on Disarmament and its subsidiary bLodics during the week of 13 to 17 July 1981.
Distinguished delegates will recell that, at cur informel mecting on 3 July,
I suggested 2 timetable for informal neetings during the month of July, which was
accepted by the Comittee. In accovdance with that recomendation, informal meetings
to be held on 13 and 17 July will be devoted te the consideration of gquestions
relating to the ormenization of work which are mentioned in the statement of the
Chairmen at the 129th plenary meeting, at the timce »f the adopiion of the Programme of
Viork for the second part of the session. If there ig no objection, I will consider

the Committee accepte this timetable on the understanding that it is indicative
and that we can neke adjustments as we proceed,
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Mr., AKRAM (Pakistan): Mr. Chairman, I have, of course, no objection to the
programne of work which you have outlined for the meetings of the Committee and the
working groups for next week. However, I do have a question which I would like
to pose at this point. This concerns, firstly, the manner in which you propose to
procecd with regard to the further consideration of items 1 and 2. I believe that
the Group of 21 has just made a proposal with regard to the formal consideration of
document CD/181 and we have also received a proposal from the German Democratic Republic

regarding itam 2. I think we would all be heppy to know how you would like to proceed
on that matter. Secondly, I would be grateful to be informed of your intentions
regarding the further consideration of the proposal made by ny delegation regarding
the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear facilities.

Mr, ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation, the delegation of the Netherlands, the delegation
of Romania and the delegation of Czechoslovakia have obligingly renounced delivering
their addresses. Ve proceeded on the assuwmption that you were closing the meeting,
and therefore if you intend to continue the discussion I request the floor in order
to read cut ny statement; it is true that it is 15 pages ]onb, but I shall be obliged
to do this. T rcguest that you immediately close the mecting, and that all
orgenizational matters, including those raised by the represcentative of Pakistan,
should be discussed tomorrow at the informal meeting. I ask you teo decide to
close the meeting immediately or to give the flocr to the next spesker for our work
to continue.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished reprosentative of the USSR and would like
to assure him that the intention is not to continue our deliberati-ms bui to decide
upon scme of the procedural aspects which I have raised. I would like also to tell
the distinguished reprcsentative of Pekistan that the points he has raised are fully
engaging the attention of the Chalr and that decisions on this will be anncunced
shortly.

If there are no further corments, I would now like to take it that the programme
of werk, as I have outlined it, is acccepted. I have seven speakers for our next
plenary neeting, on Tuesday, 14 July 1981, including thosc delegations vhich agreed
to defer their statoments to that meetinzg. I would like tc invite any other

delegations wishing to speak on that occasion te inscribe their names as soon as
possible. I nay add that Switzerland has also indicated its intontion to speak next
Tuesday on chemical weapons. :

The next plenary meeting of the Comittee on Disarmament will be held on
Tuesday, 14 July, at 10.30 a.m.

The neeting rosc at 1.20 n.a
%]




