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The PRESIDENT: | declare open the 778th plenary neeting of the
Conf erence on Di sar nanent.

| should like to informyou that, once we have exhausted the |ist of
speakers for this norning, | intend to suspend this plenary neeting and
convene imedi ately thereafter an informal plenary neeting to consider the
draft annual report to the United Nations General Assenmbly, as contained in
docunment CD/ WP. 489/ Rev. 1, and to resune the plenary for the formal adoption of
the draft report.

I have on ny list of speakers for today the representatives of India and
Cyprus. However, before giving the floor to Arbassador CGhose, | should liKke,
on behal f of the Conference and on ny own behalf, to take the opportunity
offered by this last plenary neeting of the Conference during its current
session to bid farewell to her since she will not be with us when we start our
1998 session. Anbassador Ghose represented her Government for two years only
at this Conference, but two inportant years for which she will be renmenbered
by all the nenbers of the CD. The clarity, talent and courage with which she
articulated the positions of her Governnment during the difficult negotiations
on the Conprehensive Nucl ear Test-Ban Treaty and the perseverance with which
she set out the priorities of her Government in the field of disarmanent were
recogni zed by all as evidence of her great diplomatic skill. | amsure that
we will all mss her presence, her personal qualities and her warnth, and that
| speak on behalf of all of us when | wish her all the best for the future.

I now give the floor to the representative of |India, Anrbassador Ghose.

Ms. CGHOSE (India): Thank you very nuch, M. President, and may | quote
you and say thank you for the kind words addressed to ne, but | ama little
t aken aback, and | would like to sincerely thank you for all the extremely
nice things you have just said.

| take the floor today, at this last plenary nmeeting of this year's
session, to bid farewell to the CD and to all ny colleagues in the CD, those
who are present here today and those who are not, the Ambassadors and the
menbers of their del egations with whom | have had the privilege of working.

Permit nme, and | know that this is expected, to take this
not -t o- be-m ssed opportunity to share with you and nenbers of the CD, ny
col | eagues, sone personal views and reflections on the not unexciting times I
have lived through in this forum Wile | had, when | canme to Geneva, been
acquainted with the United Nations for several years, disarmanent was not an
area | had ever directly dealt with. So when I came, many weeks and nont hs
were spent in trying to unravel the intricacies, recognize the trick mrrors
and generally to get a sense of not just the issues, but the anbience of
di sarmanent negotiations. There were, and are today, others whose experience
I could never hope to match, but fromwhom| was able to | earn much: the
rel ative i mportances of procedure, process and substance, for instance, how to
divert the eyes of one's interlocutor fromthe stars to something which the
interlocutor did not nean to address at all, what chutzpah nmeant, and so nuch
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more. | would like to express ny deep gratitude to all of them past and
present, to all mny respected adversaries, and all the friends | made in
this forum

| feel | should al so apol ogi ze to those who may have been taken aback by
the emphasis with which | apparently frequently presented ny country's
positions. One could put it down to force of conviction or force of habit.
My apol ogi es also to the non-snoking nenbers of the CD, particularly those who
have had to sit on either side of the Indian seat in the plenaries when there
is no choice. | can only say it is the al phabet which is to bl ame.

To you, M. President, who have worked so patiently and with
determi nation over the last few weeks, and all our past Presidents, to the
Secretary-General of the Conference, M. Vladimr Petrovsky, the Deputy
Secretary-Ceneral, M. Kader Bensnail, and all the secretariat here in Geneva,
ny thanks for all the help and, often, advice that | have received throughout
this period.

I would also like to welconme to the CD all our new col | eagues, and while
expressing ny regret that I will not have the privilege of working with them
would like to give themny view of what we did in the CD this year. Mny
appr ehensi ons have been voiced of |ate about the future of this forum there
has been nmuch doom and gl oom about the CD s apparent imm nent collapse. | do
not agree with this assessnent. The CD is not an organization wi th progranmes
and projects. It is a forumready to be used when there is need for it and
when we, the nenbers, wish to do so. It was set up by us to negotiate
multilateral treaties, which, while responding to the needs of internationa
security, safeguarded vital national security interests as well. Agreenents
to negotiate such treaties is reached, | believe, when views coincide on the
bases and the objectives of a treaty. A treaty or a negotiation on a treaty
that is forced on States by “persuasion” (I use that word in quotation marks)
of reluctant States - sonetines called recalcitrant States, as | have been
called - to accept what they are not commtted to for whatever reason - their
security perceptions, their perception of priorities, whatever - such
agreenents are tenuous at best and certainly not sustainable in the long run
especially, to quote Anbassador de |Icaza, who | amso sorry is not here today,
if the objective is to disarmthe unarned.

Let me refer very briefly to two treaties recently negotiated here in
the CD and with which | have had sone acquai ntance, one a little nore than the
other: the Chem cal Weapons Convention (CAC) and the Conprehensive Test-Ban
Treaty (CTBT). W spent nore than a dozen years negotiating the CWC. W got

a consensus of sorts. | amaware that there were many reservati ons on
procedure and substance, but the Conventi on was opened for signature and
States voluntarily signed and then ratified it. | had the privilege of being

here when ny country deposited its instrunment of ratification for the CAC
enabling it to cone into force this year. The CD had done the best that it
could. Wth the CTBT, however, the situation, in nmy view, was vastly

di fferent and perhaps we may be seeing the after-effects of that today. There
was no consensus in the CD on a text we had negotiated for only about three
years. So, did we continue to try to achi eve consensus to neet the needs, not
only of my country but of several others? No, we did not. What we did was
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that one country adopted a non-consensual text as its national text so that it
could get a CD nunber, and then this was presented by yet another del egation
as a national paper with a CD nunber for adoption by the General Assenbly. |
believe, and this is just an aside, that for nmy country it was perhaps the
first tinme we actually voted against a nultilateral disarmanent treaty, and
not just stood aside and allowed a treaty to be adopted by those who wi shed to
do so. Now, what could the inpact of this particul ar devel opnent be on us
here? W are seeing a part of it. \What assurance have any of us here today
that this cannot happen again and again? |In a sense it appears to be
happeni ng again, not in this forum but we shall have to see at the
forthcom ng General Assenbly. Disarmanent issues which involve security
interests of all or many or even one country cannot be deci ded upon by a group
of countries, however |arge, by the adoption of a resolution in the

General Assenbly. We know that only too well, as is frequently pointed out to
us in a specific context. So what treaties can we then address ourselves to?
And where can we negotiate these treaties that woul d safeguard our interests?
We have heard talk of the need for flexibility. Flexibility on approaches and
| anguage are the substance or process of negotiation. Flexibility on nationa
security interests is perhaps asking for too nuch.

Therefore, | believe that what we did in the CD this year was necessary
and may continue to be necessary for a longer period. It was, in nmy view,
inevitable. It is necessary that this |oss of confidence be worked out of our

systenms. This year, 61 countries have tried to identify issues on which their
views of their security concerns coincide. CQur priorities, at the nmonent at
| east, clearly differ. For exanple, those with nuclear weapons and those

protected by those weapons have one set of priorities - | respect that. Those
who have neither weapons nor unbrellas have different priorities, different
perceptions of national security. 1In ny view, this is not deadl ock or failure

of the CD. We just do not agree on the bases or objectives of the
negoti ati ons on specific issues. There are others perhaps on which we may
find agreenent and, if we do, the CDis there ready for our use.

There are, however, two other general issues which have intrigued ne
during the entire tine I have spent in the CD and | cannot but put this before
my col |l eagues here today. The first concerns the “logic” often pronoted in
this forum An annual report on the activities of the CD this year nust
reflect the preferences for the programre of work next year, in the ful
know edge that the annual reports of one year have rarely affected the
following year's work. The logic of that conpletely msses ne. A stand-al one
FMCT, it is said, is closely Iinked with the CTBT and has been nandated by the
NPT revi ew process. Having had the personal pleasure of pressing a red button
on the CTBT | ast year and not being part of the NPT review process, | have
never understood the |ogic which | eads any country to think that we can
sonmehow, perhaps with sone clever drafting, be bound to negotiate a
stand-al one FMCT. Finally, and still on the intriguing logic in the CD, we
all accept that not all States are equal in power, whether through the
possessi on or non-possession or protection or non-protection of nucl ear
weapons, ballistic mssiles, whatever. There are sone, indeed, who are nore
equal than others. | accept that. Wat is, however, difficult to conmprehend
is the logic of an approach that assumes that the security interests of the
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powerful are nore inportant than the security interests of the | ess powerful,
not only to the international community but to the |less powerful thenselves.

And havi ng spoken of the international comunity, this brings me to the
second intriguing issue: what exactly is this “international conmmunity”? Who
is this man, and on which street is he standing, who has such expectations of
us? The man in a street in New Del hi has very different expectations fromthe
man in a street in another country, in another continent. And yet | have had
the expectations of the man in the street put to ne as a reason why | should
agree to sonething which affects ny interests. Public opinion in one country
or a group of countries does not, in ny view, constitute “international public
opinion”. On the other hand, when international independent experts
associ ated closely with the di sarmanment processes and negoti ati ons pronounce
t hensel ves again, for exanple, on the elim nation of nuclear weapons, as nost
recently by the Pugwash Society, we in the CD do not even bother to respond.
We even had the Foreign Mnister of Australia presenting formally the Canberra
Conmmi ssion report earlier this year. W not only did not address it, we have
ignored it in our report. | do not intend to suggest that it be included, but
this is just a corment and a farewell speech and an observation

It is clear that | amleaving the CDwith nore questions in my mnd
about international disarmanment negotiations than when | came. Fortunately,
this confusion is nine alone and is not likely to affect my country's
participation, as | |eave governnent service permanently at the end of
Novenber. | will renmenber nmy days and friends, particularly my friends in the
CD, with fond, if benused, nostalgia in nmy newlife.

In conclusion, in one of your statenents |ast week you had seen the
possibility of sone areas of agreenent energing by next year, no one country's

or one group's agenda but fromthe CD s own agenda. In bidding farewell to
you, | would like to sincerely wish that all of you in the CD, in 1998, indeed
fare wel |

M. ZACKHEQCS (Cyprus): M. President, let nme first congratulate you on
assum ng the presidency and on the skilful way you gui ded our deliberations at
an extrenely delicate nonent of our work. Qur congratulations also go to your
predecessor, the distinguished Anbassador of Slovakia, and our thanks to the
menbers of the secretariat.

| take the floor this norning upon instruction in order to brief you on
my Governnent's position regarding the Programme for Preventing and Conbating
[Ilicit Trafficking in Nuclear Material

The Governnent of the Republic of Cyprus welconmes this Programe, which
was agreed by the P-8 Governnments at the Nuclear Safety and Security Summt
held in Moscow in April 1996

In response to the call contained in the conmuni ques of the Mdscow and
Lyon Summits, the CGovernnent of Cyprus has announced its intention to join the
P-8 States and Ukraine in inplenmenting the Programme and to cooperate with
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them as well as with other present and future adherents, in all aspects of
prevention, detection, exchange of information, investigation and prosecution
in cases of illicit nuclear trafficking.

We are currently engaged in dialogue with the P-8 countries seeking
techni cal assistance in fields like training of personnel, detection equi pnent
for nuclear material, etc., which will allow us to nmeet our obligations under
t he Programre.

Cyprus believes that the proliferation of weapons of nmass destruction
poses a threat to international peace, security and stability, and ny
Governnment has mani fested, on various occasions, its commitnent to
non-proliferation. The destructiveness of nuclear weapons is inmense and
their use would be catastrophic.

Cyprus has undertaken international conmtnents seeking to prevent the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It is a party to alnost al
i nstruments and organi zations of the nuclear non-proliferation regime. In
this respect, | would like to note ny Government's follow ng recent decisions:
to join as fromApril 1997 | AEA's programe for collecting and sharing
information on trafficking incidents known as the Database on Illicit
Trafficking, and to accede to the Convention on the Physical Protection of
Nucl ear Materi al .

In conclusion, | would like to highlight my Governnent's commtnment to
general and conpl ete di sarmanent by reiterating President Clerides' proposa
for the demlitarization of the Republic of Cyprus, which we consider as our
contribution to the efforts for conventional weapons disarmanent. This
proposal represents a genuine answer to the security concerns of all Cypriots.
Moreover, its inplementation will lead to stability in the sensitive region of
Eastern Mediterranean.

In conclusion, | would like to bid farewell to our Indian colleague and
tell her that we will niss her a |lot.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of Cyprus for his statenent
and for his kind words to ne. That concludes nmy |ist of speakers for today.
Does any other delegation wish to take the floor at this stage? If this is
not the case, | shall now suspend this plenary neeting and convene an infornma
pl enary meeting devoted to the consideration of the draft annual report.

The neeting was suspended at 10.45 a.m and resuned at 12.10 p. m

The PRESIDENT: | declare the 778th plenary neeting resumed. | should
now like to formalize the provisional agreements reached at the inform
pl enary neeting on the draft annual report, as contained in document
CD/ WP. 489/ Rev. 1, as amended. May | take it that section I, entitled
“Introduction”, can be adopted?

It was so deci ded.
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The PRESIDENT: My | take it that section Il, entitled “Organization of
wor k of the Conference”, covering pages 3-8, can be adopted?

It was so deci ded.

The PRESIDENT: My | take it that section Ill, entitled “Substantive
wor k of the Conference during its 1997 session”, covering pages 9-22, can be
adopted, as anmended, with the understanding that the docunent to be presented
by the del egation of Mexico will be listed in the report? | would like to
give the floor to the del egation of Mexico.

M. JOUBLANC (Mexico) (translated from Spanish): M. President, the
del egation of Mexico wishes to state that in the opinion of the Mexican
Governnent, the consultations by the Special Coordi nator on anti-personne
| andmi nes constitute a procedural matter and do not form part of the
substantive work of the Conference on Di sarnmanent.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of Mexico. My | take it
that section IIl, entitled “Substantive work of the Conference during its 1997
session”, covering pages 9-22, can be adopted as anmended? The distinguished
representative of France is asking for the floor

M. RIVASSEAU (France) (translated from French): A point of
clarification: | understand that the formul a you used - “as anmended” - neans
that the statenent just read by the del egate of Mexico will be given a CD
nunber and will appear on page 18 in the appropriate place in paragraph 48.
That is the statenment we are tal king about.

The PRESIDENT: Thank you very nuch for your statement. That is the
under st andi ng, and the docunment will appear as new docunment “r” on page 18
The di stingui shed representative of Syria has the floor

M. ORFI (Syrian Arab Republic): | did not intend to take the fl oor
but our understanding of the words “as anended” is the inclusion of the CD
docunent that was presented by Mexico and the correction on page 12,
par agraph 30, that was nentioned by the distingui shed Anmbassador of China,
whi ch woul d be “the objective of the conplete elimnation” - the inclusion of
the word “elimnation”.

The PRESI DENT: Thank you. Yes, there were two amendnents, one by China
and the other by the del egation of Turkey. Those anendnents will also be
i ncorporated. | think the distinguished representative of the Russian
Federation is asking for the floor

M . BERDENNI KOV (Russi an Federation) (translated from Russian): As I
understand it, we intend to include in paragraph 48 a reference to the
docunent which the del egation of Mexico intends to submt to us, rather than

the entire docunment. If ny understanding is correct, please confirmthis
M. President.
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The PRESI DENT: What we have on page 18 is a listing of docunents, so
t hat new docunent “r” will be listed as CD/ 1475, including the date, on
page 18, with the appropriate title. That is the arrangenent.

May | take it that section Ill of the draft report is adopted?

It was so deci ded.

The PRESIDENT: My | now take it that the draft annual report inits
entirety, as contained in docunment CD/WP.489/Rev.1, as anended, is adopted?

It was so deci ded.

The PRESIDENT: 1In connection with paragraph 54 of the report that was
just adopted, | should like to reassure all delegations that the consultations
to be held during the inter-sessional period by the current and i ncom ng
Presidents will of course be in accordance with the rules of procedure of the
Conference. Does any del egation wish to take the floor at this stage? The
di stingui shed representative of the United States has the fl oor

Ms. CRI TTENBERGER (United States of America): Let nme begin by thanking
you, M. President, for your tireless efforts to bring this body to consensus
on our annual report to the United Nations Ceneral Assenbly and for your

wi | l'ingness to undertake this challenging task, when the nusical chairs
brought Sri Lanka to the Chair two nmont hs ahead of schedule. W express our
gratitude for your willingness to do that. On a personal note, | would al so

like to take this opportunity to wel cone those col | eagues who have joi ned us
in recent weeks and offer them encouragenent and i ndeed courage for the days
ahead. | would also like to bid a fond farewell to those of our coll eagues
taking their |eave, those of whose departure we are already aware, such as
that of the distinguished representative of India and you, M. President, and
those who may hope to slip quietly into the night.

I have asked for the floor today to offer a few reflections and conments
on the CD year we are now bringing to a close. Unlike |ast year, it is not a
year for which any of us should be proud. And, while not surprising, it is
nonet hel ess di sappoi nting that the differences between participants over
priorities in 1997 prevented the CD from engagi ng col |l ectively in any
substantive work on any of the issues related to its agenda.

It is clear that the divisions within the CD reflect genuine foreign
policy differences and priorities anong the nenber States. These divisions
and the CD s concom tant |lack of progress this year, however, should not
constitute a reflection on the Conference on Di sarmanment itself as an
institution. As we have all witnessed or are aware of, the Conference is as
productive as it is allowed to be - no nore, no |ess.

Policy differences notw thstanding, there also seened to be, at tines, a
fundamental |ack of desire and will to achieve any substantive results. It is
t he hope of ny Governnent that next year things will be different and that the
CDwll resume work and find one or nore issues on which to begin substantive
negotiations. For the United States, the obvious and feasible choices for
negoti ati ons are a convention on the prohibition of the production of fissile
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mat eri al for nuclear weapons or other nucl ear explosive devices, in the
nucl ear arena, and steps towards a gl obal ban on anti-personnel |andmines in
t he conventi onal arena.

Wth or without the CD, the United States is noving forward on arns
control issues and is hard at work in the field of nuclear arns control and
di sarmanent. The recent agreenent reached between the United States and the
Russi an Federation after several years of hard work on theatre m ssile defence
issues is just the | atest exanple of tangible progress. W continue to
believe that the npst expeditious way to ensure continued progress in nucl ear
di sarmanent, at |east for the foreseeable future, is for the United States and
the Russian Federation to continue bilateral negotiations. VWile there is a
multilateral role on specific nuclear disarmanment issues such as CTBT and
FMCT, multilateral efforts to programre nucl ear disarmanment wit |arge would
only serve to hinder the real progress already well under way.

In the heat of the nonent unfortunate remarks are soneti nes made t hat
will remain for ever a part of our witten record. These remarks wll
undoubt edly cause scholars and historians in future years to wonder where the
CD priorities were in 1997. W heard one such unfortunate remark at | ast
week's plenary when it was asserted that the five decl ared nucl ear Powers want

the CD to discuss only “small itens” such as anti-personnel |andnm nes and a
fissile material cut-off treaty. The root of the CD s problens, we were told,
was our trenchant refusal to acknow edge the “world will” to negotiate nucl ear

di sarmanent in the CD

My del egati on woul d not describe a ban on anti-personnel |andm nes as a
“smal|l itenf. As participants were also renminded in plenary |ast week by
anot her speaker, 25,000 innocent nmen, wonen and children are killed or mai ned
each year by landm nes. But we are told that APLs are a “small itenf and that
nucl ear weapons have the potential - the potential - to kill. 1Is it the
“world will” that we deal with our potential problens first and | eave our
i mredi ate problens until later? Wo could deny that nucl ear weapons have the
potential to kill? But who could also deny that the potential is |ess now
than it was one year ago, and significantly less than it was in 1990? The
decl ared nucl ear Powers which bear the responsibility for nuclear weapons are
working to reduce their destructive potential, and the record of the |ast
10 years clearly reflects indisputable and significant progress.

| believe that the dark curtains which shade this room al so obscure our

vision of what the “world will” truly is. The grimand terribly evocative
menori al now standing in the Place des Nations, just outside our front gate,
is not a netaphor for nuclear destruction. It is called the “Broken chair”,

and the shattered stunp of one of its |egs does not depict a potentia

problem but a real and horrible tragedy. APLs nay be considered a “smal

itenf to sone, but that massive nmenorial to splintered |linmbs and shattered
lives in the Place des Nations is not a small item and the floral bouquets so
lovingly placed there at its base are not small expressions of the “world
will” for the CD to take action, now, to end the nightmare of anti-personne
landmines. It is time for the CDto do its part in contributing to efforts

al ready under way to elinmnate this scourge. It is tine for the CD also to
respond to this call for action
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The fissile material cut-off treaty was also referred to as a “snal
itenf. Although those who call for nucl ear disarmanment negotiations in the CD
accept that FMCT is an integral conponent of nuclear disarmanment, they refuse
to negotiate a separate treaty to halt the production of fissile materia

whi ch gives nucl ear weapons their potential to kill. [If delegations honestly
want the CD to work on nucl ear disarmanent, they should junp at the chance to
negotiate a treaty to prohibit the production of fissile material. This

treaty would be a vital step, a multilateral step, in the path toward nucl ear
di sar manent .

It is not surprising that the frustrations built up over a year of
inactivity have resulted in a series of statenments attenpting, to use an
American colloquialism to renove the nonkey fromone's back and to shift the
blame for the 1997 CD failure to others. At the end of the day, of course, we
must all accept responsibility for the fact that 1997 is the first and only
year in which we were unable to convene an ad hoc committee or undertake any
col l ective substantive work.

VWhat happened to us? 1In our view, the answer is quite sinple. In any
negotiating situation - be it |labour relations, a real estate transaction
di pl omacy, or even a marriage, so | amtold - the parties nust be conmtted to
a continuing relationship and a reasonably acceptable outcone. This is the
so-called “win-win” situation in which the parties achieve some, if not all
of their objectives. The parties nust work to narrow their differences, to
settle the issues that can be resolved, and to set aside the issues on which
there can be no agreenent. The ideal outcone is for the negotiators to | eave
t he bargaining table reasonably satisfied that all have won sonething and that
no one has | ost or capitulated. The alternative is divorce, resulting from
irreconcil able differences or, in CD parlance, |linkage and a time-bound
framework, a sure recipe for torpedoing any progress on substantive issues.
By this “all or nothing approach” practised in the CD this year, concrete
progress on specific and tinely issues, issues ripe for nultilatera
negoti ati on, was held hostage to demands for an agreenment to negotiate
multilaterally nuclear disarmanent in a tine-bound franework.

I think that the negotiations of the past two days have shown that we
are all capable of being flexible and of conprom se. M del egation has
certainly tried to show flexibility and a willingness, in principle, as wel
as throughout the year, to discuss topics that we do not particularly wish to
di scuss. Qur flexibility was based on an individual appraisal of each topic.
If we are to negotiate in 1998, the Conference on Di sarmament will have to
determine what it is realistically capable of negotiating, and not what
i ndi vi dual nenbers see as their only priority. Wthout flexibility and a
significant change in attitude, our prospects for 1998 are no better than the
year we have just concl uded.

On 21 August, when you opened the 775th CD pl enary, you expressed
optim smthat the 1998 Conference on Disarmanent will get back to work. This
is a view my del egation shares.

The PRESIDENT: | thank the representative of the United States for her
statement. Does any other delegation wish to take the floor at this point in
time? |1 give the floor to the distinguished representative of Pakistan
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M. AKRAM (Pakistan): | have not asked for the floor to respond to the
di stingui shed representative of the United States, although |I nust say that
there is nuch that could be said for the other point of view, the point of
vi ew of the devel oping countries and the menbers of the G oup of 21. But |
shall |eave the record to speak for itself. | have asked for the floor nerely
to announce that the Group of 21 will neet tomorrow norning at 10 o' cl ock

The PRESI DENT: Thank you. Distinguished del egates, after several weeks
of intensive negotiations and consultations, we have been able to adopt the
report of the Conference on Disarmanent to the forthcom ng General Assenbly of

the United Nations. | cannot say that these negotiations have been easy.
I ndeed, the negotiations reflected the difficult tinme the CD experienced
during the entirety of its 1997 session. Having said that, | nust quickly
conmmend the goodw ||, accommopdati on and, nost inportantly, the flexibility

di spl ayed by all del egations, recognizing the inportant role of the CD as the
single multilateral negotiating nmechani smon di sarmanment matters.

As | stated on 21 August, we should not consider the 1997 session of the
Conference as a wasted year. After concluding negotiations on the CIBT, this
institution could not have i medi ately noved on to negotiating another string
of international instruments. Even the CD has to pause for a while, take
stock of its situation and decide what it should do next. W can therefore
consi der 1997 as a year of reflection. Having conpleted this session, the
Conference is now aware of its priorities and limtations. Wth that
know edge, | amcertain that the Conference will be ready to face 1998 with
renewed confi dence.

In nmy capacity as President for the remaining period of 1997, | wll,
together with the incom ng President, undertake consultations in keeping with
par agraph 54 of the report, and al so, of course, in keeping with the rules of
procedure of the Conference. Wth the goodwi Il that was evident during our
consultations, | amconfident that together we will be able to pave the way
for a productive year in 1998.

In conclusion, on behalf of the Conference, | w sh to thank nost
sincerely M. Bensnmil, the Deputy Secretary-General of the Conference, and
the abl e menbers of the secretariat, w thout whose conpetent
conf erence-servicing we would not have been able to conclude our work today.
I would also wish to thank the interpreters who were called upon to work
beyond their normal working hours to enable the Conference to conclude its
work. Finally, | would like to thank all delegations for the understanding
and cooperation they extended to nme, which enabled us to conclude our work
in 1997.

The next plenary neeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday,
20 January 1998, at 10 a.m

The neeting rose at 12.35 p. m




