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The PRESIDENT (translated from Arabic): | declare open the
790t h plenary neeting of the Conference on Di sarmanent.
I should like at the outset, on behalf of us all, to extend a warm
wel come to the Mnister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan, H s Excellency
M. Gohar Ayub Khan, who will be addressing the Conference today. | amsure

that we all appreciate this further denonstration of the high inportance
attached by his Governnent to our deliberations, and of the continued
commtnment on the part of the Governnent of Pakistan to the multilatera
approach to di sarmanment.

It also gives nme great pleasure to wel come anpbngst us today
Ambassador Jayant ha Dhanapal a, who as you know was recently appointed
Under - Secretary- General for Disarmanment Affairs. Anbassador Dhanapal a
needs no introduction. He is known to nost of us and he is a friend of many
of us. He has had a long and illustrious association with the cause of
disarmanent. Prior to his current appointnment, Anbassador Dhanapal a was
Di pl omat -i n- Resi dence at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the
Monterey Institute of International Studies in California. He also served as
a menber of the Canberra Conmi ssion on the Elimnation of Nuclear Wapons
in 1996. In 1995, he successfully steered the Review and Extension Conference
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wapons. From 1984 to 1987
he was the Permanent Representative of Sri Lanka to the United Nations in
Geneva and was the Sri Lankan representative to the Conference on Di sarmament.
Anmbassador Dhanapal a presided over the Conference in April 1984. 1In the
peri od between 1987 and 1992 Anbassador Dhanapal a headed and revitalized the
United Nations Institute for Disarmanent Research. As you are also aware, in
recognition of his expertise in disarmanment nmatters and his diplomatic skills
the Secretary-Ceneral of the United Nations very recently appointed him as
Conmi ssi oner of UNSCOM with responsibility for the Special Goup that wll
conduct entries into Presidential sites in Iraq under the Menorandum of
Under st andi ng agreed during his mssion to Baghdad and subsequently endorsed
by the Security Council. As | said, all this is in firmrecognition of his
wi de experience in matters of disarmanent and his diplomatic skills.
We are honoured that Anmbassador Dhanapal a has found it possible to pay a
visit to the Conference on Disarmanent as soon as he was appointed as
Under - Secretary- General for Disarmament Affairs, and despite his very heavy
schedul e. His presence here anpngst us today is a further testinmony to his
personal interest in our conmon endeavours and the commtnment of his
Department to support for our Conference.

As you are aware, the Permanent Representative of the Republic of Korea
Ambassador Joun Yung Sun, very recently relinquished his post, having been
called to new and inportant responsibilities as Vice-Mnister for Foreign
Affairs and Trade in Seoul by his Governnent. We will all renenber the
skil ful way in which he presided over the Conference at the begi nning of
its 1997 session. | should like, on behalf of all of us, to request his
del egation to transnmit to Ambassador Sun our very best wi shes for his future
success and happi ness.
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Besi des his Excellency the Mnister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan,
al so have on ny list of speakers for today the representative of Canada
However, before giving themthe floor, | should Iike to make a few opening
remarks at the start of the presidency of the Syrian Arab Republic, our
presi dency of the Conference on Di sarmanent.

I am honoured on behalf of ny country for the first tine to assune the
presi dency of the Conference on Disarmanment. Syria has al ways been convi nced
of the inportant role that could be played by this Conference in matters of
di sarmanent; therefore Syria submtted its candidature for nenbership and has
been keen, since it was accepted as a nenber of the Conference, to participate
effectively in this international effort and to support this role.

You are aware of the activities that have taken place in this session
fromits beginning; the start was strong and optim stic, and there was a
common will to activate this Conference because the feeling was general that
this activation of the Conference had beconme an absol ute necessity. You
have translated this will and this feeling into different forms of action
starting with the overwhel m ng approval of the agenda that was submtted by
Ambassador Norberg after his consultations with you. Then you subnmitted
witten proposals on a nunber of the agenda items. All those are inportant
proposal s and are still being studied by the Conference because they envi sage
the nmechani sns that could be established by this Conference. It is obvious
that the activation of this Conference cannot take place w thout the necessary
mechani smns.

The efforts that were nade by my predecessor Ambassador Hof er deserve
appreciation and admration, because he identified the commn points in your
i deas and proposals and fornmulated themin a paper which enjoyed the w dest
possi bl e degree of consensus and agreenent. This paper constitutes an
approach to a conprehensive work programe for the 1998 session. In ny view
this is a very creative effort that could not have been attai ned w thout the
great efficiency of Ambassador Norberg and his sincere determ nation to serve
thi s Conference

I wished to review the progress that has been achi eved, although |I know
that you are well aware of it, not only to pay tribute to nmy two predecessors,
Ambassadors Norberg and Hofer, but also to urge you to appreciate the val ue of
the effort that you have been meking for nore than two nmonths and to recognize
t he damage that we would all incur if we disregarded the achi evenents that we
have made so far. | amaware that the totality of the proposals that have
been submitted to you in our past session fell short of neeting the concerns
of a nunber anpbngst you, yet we are now in a decisive stage of this session
and it is essential for us to face ourselves openly.

This Conference is you, and if you want this Conference to achieve
progress in its work you will find me there, always objective and transparent.
Moreover, | will spare no effort for this to be attained. | urge you to
redoubl e your efforts in order to make this substantive | eap because we are
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only one step away fromfinalizing a key docunent that would offer nore and
nore convi nci ng reasons to denonstrate that this Conference is alive and
effective, and that its vital role is indispensable.

I now have pleasure in inviting the Mnister for Foreign Affairs of
Paki stan, Hi s Excellency M. Gohar Ayub Khan, to address the Conference.

M. KHAN (Pakistan): | welcome this opportunity to address the
Conference on Disarmament (CD). It is particularly auspicious that | do so
under the presidency of the representative of the fraternal Syrian Arab
Republic. | amconfident that under your dynamic |eadership, Sir, this
Conference will reach a positive conclusion to the painstaki ng process of
consultations initiated by your two predecessors, the Anbassadors of Sweden
and Switzerland. It is certainly high tine that the Conference was enabled to
enmbark on substantive work on at |east a few issues, even if these are not
consi dered to be of the highest priority.

Paki stan attaches great inportance to the work of the Conference on
Di sarmanent. It is a unique and invaluable instrunment for the pronotion of
i nternati onal peace and security through negotiated arnms control and
di sarmanent agreenments. The CD has nany achi evenments to its credit - the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Biol ogi cal Weapons Convention (BWC), the
Cheni cal Weapons Convention (CWC) and, nost recently, the Conprehensive
Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT).

We all welcomed the entry into force of the Chem cal Wapons Convention
| ast year. Pakistan has never had a chem cal weapons programe, and stated so
in 1992 whilst signing an agreenent with India. W ratified the Convention
with the sanme confidence. The entry into force of the CAC, however, led to
t he unpl easant revel ation of an active chenical weapons progranme and the
st ockpil es of our eastern neighbour. Qur concern is twofold: first, these
chem cal weapons pose a direct threat to our security and thus need to be
destroyed as soon as possible; second, this incident confirns that Pakistan
cannot derive confidence even fromthe solem and signed declarations of our
nei ghbour, such as the 1992 I ndi a- Paki stan Joi nt Decl aration, that neither
si de possessed chemi cal weapons. This makes our task of pronoting regiona
and gl obal peace and arms control nore difficult.

Paki stan is also participating actively in the ongoi ng Geneva
negoti ati ons to strengthen the Biol ogi cal Wapons Convention. This is a
conpl ex undertaking. The positions on key issues have now been clearly
articulated. Negotiations can be facilitated by a sincere endeavour to
pronot e genui ne consensus on these key issues which are reflected in the
“rolling text”. The Ad Hoc G oup on BWC has an al ready defined nandate. The
Fourth Revi ew Conference has provided the necessary gui dance regarding a
realistic time-frame for the conclusion of its work. Artificial deadlines
shoul d be avoided. The tenptation to inpose positions espoused by sone
through alternate texts will al so prove counter-productive.

For the past year and a half, the Conference on D sarmanment has faced a
stalemate in selecting the next issue for nmultilateral negotiation. |In part,
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this reflects an erosion of the mutual trust anong CD nenbers, an erosion
attributable to the unilateral nmethods utilized to secure the NPT's indefinite
extension and the CTBT s adoption by the General Assenbly. It would be even
worse if this stalemate reinforces the trend of seeking arms contro

agreenents in other foruns, notw thstandi ng the absence of general consensus
or participation by all those whose security interests are affected.

Beneath the manifestations of unilateralismand pul pit diplomcy, sone
in the third world see a nore disturbing design - the objective of
per petuating an unequal world security order, an order where sonme States enjoy
total security and others total insecurity, an order where some are free to
devel op, build, deploy and use any weapon, while others are prevented from
acquiring the neans for self-defence, where some can possess, refine and even
consi der using nucl ear weapons while seeking to inpose non-proliferation on
ot hers, even through the use of force.

It is quite natural that the smaller and weaker States, those which have
no awesome weapons, nor the protection of alliances and unbrellas, should seek
to level the playing field by pronoting nucl ear disarnmanent, especially now
that chem cal and biol ogi cal weapons have been prohi bited.

The danger posed by nucl ear weapons is clear and present. It is not
confined to the problem of “loose nukes” or nuclear terrorism although these
threats also need to be seriously addressed. The principal danger arises from
the continued possession and possi bl e use of nucl ear weapons by sone of the
nucl ear - weapon St at es.

The foll owing are sone sobering thoughts: Even if START Il and
START 111 are concluded, ratified and inplenmented, the nucl ear-weapons
arsenals of the two major Powers will be larger than at the tinme of the Cuban
mssile crisis. |If the world worried about the stability of bipolar nuclear

deterrence during the cold war, it should have sl eepl ess nights about the
uncertainty of nultipolar nuclear deterrence between five nuclear Powers and
per haps some additional nucl ear-capable States. Qur concerns have hardly been
eased by the fact that now four of the five nuclear Powers espouse the
doctrine of the first use of nuclear weapons agai nst nucl ear or conventiona
threats to their security. The devel opnent and depl oynment of anti-ballistic
m ssile systens and theatre missile defences could al so seriously affect the
stability of nuclear deterrence and possibly provoke another round of vertica
proliferation. The new nuclear doctrines contenplating the actual use of

nucl ear weapons - even agai nst non-nucl ear-weapon States - and nmatched by the
refinement of nucl ear designs for this purpose could lead to a nuclear

di saster. Such doctrines could also destroy the consensus agai nst nucl ear
proliferation.

In short, the nuclear nightmare is not over. The inposition of globa
non-proliferation is not a sufficient answer to avoi ding a nucl ear nightmare.
For the peoples of the world, nuclear disarmanent, and the eventua
el i m nation of nuclear weapons, is the only answer. This goal nust remain the
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hi ghest priority of the international community. This Conference is required
to play a central role in realizing the vital objectives of nuclear
di sar manent .

When nucl ear weapons threaten the security of all States and affect the
destiny of all peoples, how can it be argued that nucl ear disarmanent is the
busi ness of only two or five nuclear Powers? |If possession of nuclear assets
is the criterion for participation, the CIBT need not have been negotiated in
the CD. Nor need the fissile materials convention be proposed for negotiation
in this body. In any event, there are reportedly nore than 20 countries with
the potential to build nuclear weapons. It would not be wise or logical to
excl ude them from negoti ati ons which seek the progressive reduction and
eventual elimnation of nuclear weapons.

There are several measures for nuclear disarmanent which can be
negotiated in the CD, if thereis a will to do so. A group of 26 countries
has suggested a specific nmandate for negotiations on nuclear disarmanment in
t hree working groups under an ad hoc committee. This proposal envisages, as a
first step, a legally binding international agreement conmitting all States to
the conplete elimnation of nuclear weapons. A sinple and short treaty could
be approved very soon if the political will exists. M delegation is
circulating a working paper which illustrates the possible provisions of such
a treaty.

Secondly, the proposal envisages the comrencenent, in a second worKking
group, of negotiations on a progranme for the progressive and conplete
el imi nation of nuclear weapons. The draft programre contained in docunent
CD/ 1419 proposed by 28 CD nenber States is a good basis for negotiations. It
shoul d be made clear that we are seeking in this process to identify nucl ear
di sarmanent neasures, their sequence and the approximate tinmng for their
realization. W are not pressing for actual negotiations of specific
di sarmanent neasures. Such negotiations will have to be conducted through the
appropriate nodalities - bilateral, plurilateral, regional or rmultilateral

The group's proposal al so envi sages negotiations in a third working
group on a fissile materials convention. Pakistan is prepared to commence
work on a fissile materials convention with a mandate which reflects the
Shannon report and the concerns expressed by all countries. |If it is to be
acceptable, the fissile materials treaty nmust be equitable. 1t will not be so
if it does not address the problens created by unequal stockpiles of fissile
materials, including in our region

Since we initiated and chaired the Conference of Non-Nucl ear-Wapon
States in 1968, Pakistan has been in the forefront of efforts to secure
uncondi ti onal and legally binding guarantees to non-nucl ear - weapon States
agai nst the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. This endeavour has seen
only partial and unsatisfactory results, including as a result of the earlier
deliberations in this Conference.

The entire concept of negative security assurances has now been called
into question by the new doctrines which envisage the actual use of nuclear



CD/ PV. 790
7

(M_._Khan, Paki stan)

weapons agai nst non-nucl ear States, even in response to the use or threat of
use of non-nucl ear weapons. Such doctrines are norally unacceptabl e.
According to the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice (1CJ),
these doctrines contravene international |aw They violate the commtnents
made by some nucl ear-weapon States under Security Council resolutions 255

and 984, as well as under the protocols to various nucl ear-weapon-free-zone
treaties.

It is, therefore, tinmely for this Conference to re-establish the Ad Hoc
Committee on negative security assurances. The work of this Commttee should
enable us to collectively clarify the new doctrines for nuclear deterrence and
nucl ear use propounded by certain States and alliance systens. Qur aimis to
conclude a binding international agreement. The Ad Hoc Committee could al so
exam ne whet her sone nucl ear confidence-buil ding neasures (CBMs) coul d be
agreed to reassure the non-nucl ear-weapon States - for exanple, a commtnent
agai nst nucl ear targeting of non-nucl ear-weapon States, and a di savowal of the
recently propounded doctrines of possible nuclear use agai nst non-nucl ear
St at es.

Twenty-seven years ago, the world felt reassured that anti-ballistic
m ssile (ABM systens had been for ever excluded fromthe nucl ear cal cul us.
The exceptions which have been recently agreed to all ow ABM systens agai nst
medi um and shorter-range mssiles could possibly open a nucl ear Pandora's
box. The devel opnent of ABM systens and theatre mssile defences could
seriously erode nuclear stability and provoke a new nuclear and nissile race
anong the nucl ear Powers and perhaps other States. Pakistan suggests that, as
a first step, the Conference on Disarmanment should establish a working group
to clarify the legal and technol ogi cal developrments in this field and their
possi bl e inplications for the maintenance of nuclear stability. Follow ng
this, the CD could consider negotiations for an international agreement to
prohibit or restrict ABMand theatre nissile defense systens.

Wil e the devel opnent of technol ogy cannot be contained, its application
for military purposes can be restricted through collectively negoti ated
measures. Quter space is an environnent from which nucl ear weapons have
al ready been prohibited. W nust ensure that all kinds of weapons and
mlitary activities are excluded fromouter space. Indeed, all war should be
outlawed in outer space. The present nonent in history, when no Power is
overtly seeking to mlitarize outer space, offers a w ndow of opportunity to
negotiate a |l egally binding agreenment for the preservation of outer space for
peaceful purposes. Pakistan hopes an ad hoc committee will be established by
the CD soon to negotiate such an agreenent.

Paki stan agrees with those who argue that the CD nust al so address
conventional weapons - not only to ensure “bal ance” but because this is
essential to preserve international peace and security. Pakistan suggests
that the CD should establish an ad hoc conmittee on conventional arns contro
and di sarmanent. This conmittee should adopt a conprehensive approach and,
like the proposed ad hoc conmittee on nuclear disarmanment, it should establish
three working groups to address the three major conponents of the problem
posed by conventional weapons today.
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The first working group should seek to arrest the increasing lethality
and sophistication of conventional weapons which increase suffering and,
equal ly inportant, further intensify the concentration of destructive power in
the hands of a fewmlitarily and technol ogically advanced Powers. Nationa
and international control neasures for arresting and eventually prohibiting
t he devel opment of such advanced | ethal weapons should be evolved in the
wor Ki ng group.

A second working group should undertake neasures to prevent the creation
of serious arms inbal ances in regions of tension and conflict. A first step
could be the formulation of a framework for conventional disarmanment and arns
control at the regional and subregional levels. This conference has been
asked repeatedly to undertake this task by the United Nations
General Assenbly. Such a framework would, we trust, reflect such principles
as the following: none of the potential adversaries should be capabl e of
prevailing in a mlitary attack |aunched by surprise; equilibriumand a rough
parity in defence capabilities should exist between potential adversaries, in
gqualitative and quantitative terns; and there should be no significant
disparity in any of the areas of convention defence - land, air or nava
forces.

Subsequently, once a franmework has been evol ved, consideration could be
given to the creation of negotiating groups devoted to pronoting bal anced arns
control and disarmanent in specific regions of tension

A third working group on conventional weapons could take up the issue of
the transfer of armanents, including small arns. As a first step, there is a
need to restrain such transfers to regi ons where serious arms inbal ances
al ready exist, to countries in the throes of civil war - such as Afghanistan
where an arnms enbargo should be inposed at the borders and airfields - and to
crimnals and terrorists. Naturally, such nmeasures should be without
prejudice to the legitinate right of States to self-defence and of peoples
under col onial and foreign dom nation to struggle by all possible means for
their right to self-determnation

Paki stan's positions on all disarmanment issues are, naturally,
responsi ve to our challenging security environnent. W are obliged to content
with the great Power ambitions and aggressive proclivities of our eastern
nei ghbour, which has thrice thrust war upon Paki stan

No responsi bl e governnent in Islamabad can ignore the foll ow ng
realities: due to the non-inplenentation of Security Council resolutions, a
brutal eight-year conflict has been under way in occupied Jammu and Kashmir
between the Kashmiris and a foreign occupation force of over 600, 000; an
average of 2,200 ceasefire violations take place each year, along the Line of
Control in Kashmr, and daily firing on the Siachen acier; two large armes
face each other eyeball to eyeball, along the border. This is the Line of
Control. This is the world's najor flashpoint; virtually all of our
nei ghbour's military assets - a 1.2-mllion-man arny, over 500 aircraft and
anot her 200 in reserve, a naval flotilla, a blue-water navy with carriers -
are depl oyed agai nst Paki stan; the serial production and depl oynment of the
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nucl ear-capabl e Prithvi, ainmed specifically at Pakistan, has conmenced. It
may soon be followed by the mediumrange Agni missile; the on-going

acqui sition by our neighbour of a |arge nunber of advanced aircraft,
anti-mssile systens and ot her armanents, despite the absence of any rea
threat to its security.

Meanwhi | e, Paki stan has been subjected to unjust enbargoes and
sanctions, severely eroding our defence capabilities and creating the mlitary
possibility of aggression. Pakistan is obliged to redress this asymretry in
order to deter aggression. No one should doubt our ability and determ nation
to deliver a swift and telling response to any aggression or adventurism
agai nst Paki st an.

Sadly, the world awakens to the clear and present dangers in South Asia
only when Pakistan is obliged to respond to escalatory steps initiated by our
nei ghbour. This is yet another reflection of the discrimnation to which
Paki stan has been subjected for al nbst 25 years, since our neighbour's nuclear
expl osion at Pokharan. Recent public utterances and pronouncenents by the BJP
President, and also nowin their manifesto, that India will “go nuclear” and
acqui re and devel op nucl ear weapons shoul d evoke gl obal concern. South Asia
may be pushed into a dangerous arns race.

The international conmunity shoul d understand that Pakistan does not
wi sh to expend its scarce resources on a conventional or a nuclear arns race.
As Prinme Mnister Nawaz Sharif has said, Pakistan “strives for peace and
stability in the region”. He took the initiative to open a conprehensive
di al ogue with India. W hope this will be sustained with the new I ndian
Governnment, which, we hope, will be agreeable to seriously negotiate to
resolve the “core” issue of Kashmr. Besides Kashnmir, the agenda al so
i ncludes an itemon “Peace and security”. Through a dial ogue under this
item Pakistan is prepared to evolve agreenent for nutual and equa
restraint with India in the conventional, nmssile and nuclear fields. But
we will not accept one-sided or unilateral constraints on our ability to deter
aggr essi on

The peopl es of South Asia cannot be denied their basic social needs:
cl ean drinking water, sanitation, sewerage, roads, schools for girls and boys,
hospital s, tel econmunications, electrification and enploynment. W cannot neet
these needs if we continue to spend our precious resources on arnmnents.

The world community can help us to achieve the goal of peace and
security in South Asia. Those who wish to sell arms to our neighbour while
denyi ng these to Paki stan should reconsider. Those who sell our nei ghbour new
weapons systens nmust know that we will be obliged to respond to the escal ation
of the mlitary threat posed to Pakistan by these weapons. It is not by
adopti ng doubl e standards, not by panpering a trucul ent Power while penalizing
an accommodating friend, that the incentives can be created for equitable arns
control or peace in South Asia.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Arabic): | thank Hi s Excellency the
M ni ster for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan for his inportant statement and for
the kind words addressed to nme. | now give the floor to the representative of

Canada, Anbassador Moher

M. MOHER (Canada): Let nme begin by expressing what is a traditional
but certainly sincerely felt, welcome to you, Sir, as our new President and to
enphasi ze our desire and willingness to work forward with you to advance the
work of this Conference. The effort, or the desire, of the Canadi an
del egation is very clearly to work with you and to build on the very
signi ficant contributions nade by your predecessors, both Anmbassador Hofer of
Swit zerl and and Anbassador Norberg of Sweden. It is, of course, always an
honour for a Canadian intervention to take place after a Pakistan
i ntervention, and certainly one follow ng that by Pakistan's Foreign
M ni ster Khan here this norning.

Canada has had an opportunity this last week to reflect on the
devel opnents of the past few weeks in this body. That reflection has included
readi ng how our activities, Canada's activities, and others' here are
perceived, both in this roomand el sewhere. W find it interesting that, at
| east from sone reports that we have read, there continues to be a continuing
m sunder st andi ng of the Canadian position. One such conment was captured by a
qgquotation fromKipling, passed to us by a friend, concerning the advice given
by a Norman to his son: “But when he says that's not plain dealing, then
beware of the Saxon, ny son”. Well, Canada is interested in “plain dealing”
and I am not a Saxon, but a Canadian! Therefore, as part of our ongoing
effort to ensure clarity, and building on our statenents of 22 January and
26 February, we are setting out here this nmorning some reflections, and to

show that the quality of nmercy is not foreign to Canada, | will not read the
full statenent that is prepared and is being circulated, and will nobve on to
the latter part of that statenent. | do encourage those of you who are

struggling with insomia that you may wish to read the three pages that | wll
not bore you with here this norning.

Wth regard to agenda item 1, as it relates to nucl ear disarnmanent,
except a fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT), | continue to point out;
agenda item 3, as it relates to outer space; agenda item®6, as it relates to
anti-personnel |andmines (APLs), and agenda item7, as it relates to
transparency in arnmanents (TIA), specific proposals are before this
Conference. 1In each case there is no imedi ate agreenent on what this
Conf erence can usefully and productively proceed to do. Thus, in each case,
the draft proposals before us have in one way or another dealt with these
realities by proposing the use of a special coordinator's process to “seek the
views of its nmenbers on the nost appropriate way to deal with the questions
related to” the agenda itemin question. Canada, as the earlier part of this
statement indicates, agrees to proceedi ng al ong those lines.

This brings us to the question of negative security assurances. Now
Canada acknow edges that there has been sone pressure - how w despread, quite
frankly, we do not know - for the re-establishnent of an ad hoc comittee on
negati ve security assurances (NSAs) with the pre-existing mandate. W have
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guestioned, in public and in private, what such an ad hoc committee m ght
reasonably be expected to acconplish. In our view, there is a divergence of
views on the answers to this question. Accordingly, and consistent with this
Conference's treatnent of other issues, we have suggested that a specia
coordi nator m ght be appointed to explore the possibility of sonme agreed
activity in this field. OQur proposal has been ignored.

We ask ourselves: “Wiy?” W are certain that it is not for short-term
wi ndow dr essi ng objectives! W hope it is not to provide the basis for an
argunment that, since the CDis working on NSAs, it is indeed addressing
nucl ear issues, thereby camouflaging the reality that we are not addressing
ei ther nuclear disarmanment or FMCT! That is certainly not a perspective we
share.

To the del egati ons which have been npbst outspoken in advocating this
initiative, we have asked for sonme clarification; if one or nore of those
del egations has a creative and conpelling initiative which it thinks that the
CD might usefully explore, it would be useful to hear something of this idea
before committing ourselves to the establishment of a subsidiary body.

Thus, Canada's basic question of 26 February, which we have been
advancing formally and informally since |ast Novenber wi thout hearing a

response, remains: “Wo is to give what, to whom and how?” As noted earlier
we ask this question el sewhere, as well as in the CD. W note that one
del egati on has scorned this question as being too cryptic. |If so, we

apol ogi ze, and will expand upon our earlier coments succinctly here today.
So let ne take the concept of “Who?”

Among ot her steps in |looking at this question, Canada has reviewed the
Ad Hoc Committee report of 1994, CD/ 1275, of 30 August of that year. In that
report, each of the P5 felt the need to nake specific statements on their
positions. Since then, we have had further P5 statenents, and then
United Nations Security Council resolution 984 of 1995. In 1994, the Western
Goup also had a formal statement of positions, and so did other specific
del egations. There are several initial questions which occur to us: Has
there been a change in the collective P5 position (per the Russian
Federation's suggestion in 1994) or in individual P5 positions since that
time? Are the P5 prepared, in principle, to nove beyond those positions?
Does China, for exanple, continue to see a P5 agreenment on no first use as the
answer? (We note from Anbassador Li's statenment on nucl ear issues that this
may be the case.) Has the United Kingdom changed its views on negative
security assurances scope and applicability? Does France maintain its “three
el ements” of its 1994 statenent? Qur reading of the National Security
Bl ueprint of the Russian Federation, published in Decenber 1997, indicates
that Russian policy remains doubtful on this concept. Do the P5 continue to
see negative security assurances as directly linked to comm tnments under the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)? |Is any one of the P5 prepared “to expand the
role of NSAs”, so as to cover all weapons-of-mass-destructi on scenari 0s?
These are all questions that we have had absolutely no informal discussion on
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And beyond the P5, how do we propose to take into account those States
in the CD which, for their own considered reasons, have deci ded upon a
position of “nuclear anbiguity”? Do they propose to provide NSAs? Do they
propose to receive NSAs? Do they propose to do so via the CD? To others?
How does this concept apply in that context?

We have noted the comments here this norning by the distinguished
Foreign M nister of Pakistan. W respect that those comrents have been put
before us, and we certainly think that they should be expl ored.

Mor eover, has the Western Group itself changed its position? W m ght
not have been at a neeting where this took place, but we are not aware of any
move in that direction. W |eave others to address their nore particul ar
concerns, regional and/or gl obal

If I turn to the question “What?”, this sub-question refers specifically
to the nature and scope of any NSAs. W could expand thereon, but beyond
highlighting its difficulties, we |eave this aspect to possible future
di scussi on

Now, to whom woul d NSAs apply? We have already referred to the NPT
di mension. In other words, do only NPT non-nucl ear-weapon States qualify? O
do non-nucl ear-weapon NPT States parties “in good standing” qualify? O NPT
non- nucl ear - weapon States not nmenbers of any security alliance, with or
wi t hout a nucl ear-weapon State nenber? O her categories can easily be
defined. This is obviously a rather conplex sub-question, but we think a
prelim nary exchange on this would greatly clarify what, if anything, we m ght
try to achieve

The final question was: how are these NSAs to be captured? What
arrangenents are we tal king about? A nultilaterally negotiated legally
bi nding treaty? O sone other objective or nechanisnf?

Now we recogni ze that these are all highly conplex issues to which we,
Canada, obviously did not and do not seek conprehensive or specific answers,
even before negotiations begin in an ad hoc conmttee. But we do consider it
reasonabl e to ask whether there is any real prospect of substantive work being
done.

We note that the Ad Hoc Committee of 1994 met in 16 neetings with
absol utely no consensus energing (not even a so-called “technical”
consensus!).

We al so have taken careful note of a recent statement in the NPT context
by a distinguished representative of the United States of America: “W
understand the inportance placed by many NPT non-nucl ear-weapon States on the
achi evenent of a global NSA treaty. However, candidly, there is not now
enough conmon ground anong the key countries on which to base the negotiation
of such a treaty. Furthernore, significant progress has been and is being
made on addressing the legitimate security concerns of NPT non-nucl ear-weapon
States through other nmeasures as noted above. W should focus on
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consolidating that progress and not continue to debate over a gl obal NSA
treaty whose achi evenent is not possible at the present tinme. Thus, the
United States renmmi ns opposed to the negotiation of a global NSA treaty, or of
an NSA protocol to the NPT". |If this is so in the NPT context, what of the
CD?

It is our honest desire to know what we, in the CD, are being asked to
undertake as a viable, “deliberate” decision that |ed us to pose our basic
question on 26 February.

In the absence of any discussion on any of these points, we note that
the vari ous proposals we have seen - that is, beyond the initial one of
2 March, which was subsequently changed in a way not responsive to any
di scussion of which we are aware - not only step over and around deliberate
consideration of this topic, with the assistance of a special coordinator, but
leap all the way forward to the establishnment of an ad hoc conmittee.

On the basis of our assessnent of global and regional realities, and of
nati onal and group positions, it seems to us that there is no chance of
substantive progress on this file in the CD. W regret this. W my also be
wrong. But we do firmy believe that the npst responsible way forward, as
with other issues before us, is for this body to appoint a special coordinator
“to seek the views of its nmenbers on the npst appropriate way to deal with the
questions related to” this agenda item Canada readily agrees to such a
course of action.

Qur view of the evolution of this file in the CD rem nds us of

E.M Forster's line in his book Alexandria: A History and a Guide, in which
he states: “As the minds of the Al exandrians decayed, their heresies becane
nmore and nore technical”. | apologize to Anmbassador Zahran for reaching into
his national history. W continue to think it would be unfortunate for this
Conference to proceed as currently before us. But if we are advised by this
Conference that there is, in fact, no interest in our questions or in
exploring prelimnary responses thereto, we will, of course, take into account
the views of other nenbers. Australia has a witten assurance to that effect.

M. President, as always, we are ready to work closely and
constructively with you and other del egations in an open and transparent way.
We do wish to nove forward the process of identifying areas in which work -

di scussion and negotiation - of real substance holds a hope for real progress.
We | ook forward to working with other delegations to ensure that the CDis
prepared to take deliberate decisions on priority issues. W have agreed and
continue to agree to the appointnent of special coordinators on the various
agenda itens discussed earlier. W are very close to agreenment as regards
agenda item 1, although we remain profoundly disturbed by the |ack of any
reference - however fleeting - to fissile material cut-off, a subject of
earlier consensus in this Conference. And we firmy believe that we can nove
forward in a responsible, “deliberate” way as regards agenda item 4 on NSAs.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Arabic): | thank the representative of
Canada, Anmbassador Moher, for his statenent and for the kind words addressed
to the Chair. | have a request for the floor by the Anbassador of India.

Ms. KUNADI (India): Allow ne to express how pleased we are to see
Syria, a country with which India enjoys close bilateral ties of friendship
and cooperation, assume the presidency of the Conference on Di sarnmanent.

M. President, you occupy this post at an inportant juncture in the work of
the CD, and we are confident that with your diplomatic skills and conpetence,
this Conference will enbark on a course that will enable it to performits
functions, that is, begin nultilateral negotiations on disarmanent. | assure
you of the full cooperation of ny delegation in this endeavour. W would al so
like to place on record our sincere appreciation for the diligent and
persistent efforts undertaken by Anbassador Hofer and the Swi ss del egation to
carry forward the work of the Conference.

We have listened with attention to the statenment made by the
di stingui shed Foreign M nister of Pakistan. It was not my intention to
request the floor today. However, | amobliged to state the position of ny
del egation on certain points which have been raised by the Foreign Mnister of
Pakistan. It is a matter of great regret that he has sought to highlight
issues in this forumwhich, if they are to be seriously addressed, belong to
the bilateral discussion table of the Foreign Secretaries of India and
Paki stan. When the Foreign-Secretary-Ilevel tal ks began in 1990, the
Governnment of India had stated that it was willing to discuss all issues with
a viewto inproving relations and resolving thembilaterally. It has always
been our approach that sustained efforts are needed to reduce m strust and
generate confidence. Sone progress in confidence-building has been made by
putting into place agreenents for non-attack on each other's nuclear
facilities, the regular use of hotlines between the Directors Ceneral of
mlitary operations on both sides for pre-notification of troop novenments and
mlitary manoeuvres and for preventing airspace violations. In addition
I ndia has put forward a number of other proposals, which remain to be
di scussed. Fromtine to tinme we have seen Paki stan placing preconditions at
t hese tal ks, wal king away fromthe table and then attenpting to drum up
support in international forums. This cannot be described as serious intent
or a reflection of commitnent to sustained and productive dial ogue.

Confidence-building is not prompted by rhetoric and propaganda of an
i npending arnms race or reiteration of inpractical and insincere proposals, but
rather by a willingness to work to discover areas of commn interest. India
remains conmtted to such a sustained and constructive dial ogue at the
Foreign Secretary level in order to explore initiatives that will enhance
confi dence and reduce m sapprehensions and m strust on both sides.

A reference was made to Jamu and Kashmir, which is an integral part of
India. It is a source of satisfaction for India and the internationa
comunity that violence and terrorisminstigated in Jammu and Kashm r have
been brought under control through the determned efforts of the people and
with the restoration of the denocratic process. No doubt it has been a
| ong- drawn- out process, and its success testifies to the resilience of the
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deep-rooted and wel | -establi shed denocratic political structures in India.
The extent of interference fromacross the border is evident in the |arge
quantities of illegal weapons that have been seized by our security forces.
During the last five years, Indian security forces have recovered nore than
18,500 AK guns, over 1,000 machi ne-guns, nore than 700 rocket |aunchers,
18,000 kg of high explosives, 2.8 mllion rounds of anmunition, etc. Despite
such provocation, India has not wavered in its conmmitment to maintaining the
di al ogue with Paki stan.

Ref erence has al so been nmade in the statenment by the Foreign Mnister of
Paki stan to India's mssiles programme. India's mssiles programme is not a
secret or clandestine programme. It is an open programe. Its test flights
are routinely announced in the nedia, as are decisions relating to further
devel opnent, production and depl oynent. These decisions are taken in view of
India" s national security interests. On the other hand, we can hardly expect
simlar transparency on the part of a country whose programre is based on
cl andestine acquisitions and which to date, therefore, has neither been
confirmed nor denied. W can understand Pakistan's compul sions and the fear
of further sanctions which prevents it from being as transparent in this
regard as India. But this cannot contribute to generating confidence.

It is also ironical that India's conmtnment to the Chenical Wapons
Convention has been commented upon in this chanmber, where India played a key
role in bringing CAC negotiations to a successful conclusion in 1992. Qur
decl arati ons have been conplete and in keeping with our commtment to the CAC
We are an original signatory and an original State party. Many other
countries who had declared their intention to be an original State party held
back their ratifications. Qur approach was to |ead through exanple, and it is
encouragi ng that Paki stan has followed us. W can only hope that Pakistan's
declaration is made with the sanme degree of commitment as is reflected in the
I ndi an decl arati on.

The CD is the sole nultilateral negotiating forumfor disarmanent. |
woul d recommend, therefore, that we focus on how to resolve the current
i mpasse in this forumand | eave | ndo-Pakistani bilateral issues to the forum
for which they are best suited, nanely, dialogue at the bilateral |evel, which
has been resuned | ast year

The PRESIDENT (translated from Arabic): | thank the Ambassador of India
for her statenment and for the kind words she addressed to the Chair. | note
al so a request for the floor by the Anbassador of Pakistan. You have the
floor, Sir.

M. AKRAM (Pakistan): M. President, ny Foreign Mnister has already
had the opportunity to express our gratification at seeing you preside over
this Conference. | wish to add ny personal sense of gratification at seeing
you in the Chair.

I have asked for the floor to respond to the statenent which we have
just heard fromthe distinguished representative of India. | am of course,
not surprised that the del egation of India would not wi sh the Conference on
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Di sarmanent or, indeed, any other international body to consider its nuclear

anmbitions and its nuclear programme. It is a fact that the party which has
assumed power today in New Del hi has declared that India will becone a
nucl ear-weapon State. It has not said when it will do so, but it has

decl ared, indeed, that India will beconme a nucl ear-weapon State.

The question | wish to pose to this Conference is the following. |If any
other State in this Conference were to nake the same declaration - Pakistan
Iran, Iraq, Syria - if any of these States were to nake this declaration, what

woul d be the reaction of the international community? Wat should be

Paki stan's reaction? Should we say that we congratulate India on its nucl ear
anmbi ti ons, because it is going to break the nonopoly of the five

nucl ear - weapon States? |s that the response that India expects fromus and
fromthe non-aligned world? What shoul d Paki stan say when four to five
Prithvi mssiles, which we nust presume now are nucl ear-armed, are being
produced and depl oyed each nonth al ong our borders? Should we say that this
threat, which | eave us three mnutes to respond in case a mssile is detected
in flight, should we say that this is a contribution to international peace
and security and to the preservation of stability in South Asia? W can't say
that. What we can do is to informthe world conmunity that this is a ngjor
threat to peace and security not only in South Asia but in the world.

Added to the fact that India is engaged in a brutal conflict eight years
long in Kashmir, ny colleague fromlndia says that this conflict has cone to
an end. Well, if that is so, why are 600,000 Indian troops still in Kashmr?
Why don't you withdraw themif the situation has been normalized? Wy do you
need these troops to coerce the Kashmris to the ballot box, to inpose your
so-cal |l ed denocracy on Kashmir? Kashmr has not been solved. The people are
totally alienated fromlIndia. They want their right to self-determ nation
and, God willing, they will get that right, and until they do, Pakistan wl]l
support their struggle fromfreedom

But what should this Conference do in the face of a declaration by one
State that it will acquire nucl ear weapons? Wat we would suggest to this
Conference for its consideration is to issue a declaration, a declaration
denouncing this policy and urging the new Governnment of India to reconsider
its position, and to assure the world that it will not devel op, and not
depl oy, nucl ear weapons. W believe that this would be the appropriate
response of this body, and of the international conmunity, if it is genuinely
interested in non-proliferation on a universal basis and not on a selective
basis. W ask this of the Conference, knowing full well, of course, that such
a decision is subject to a veto, the Indian veto, and this body knows ful
well the Indian veto which was exerci sed agai nst the Conprehensive Test-Ban
Treaty.

My col | eague has spoken about confidence-buil di ng neasures. W have
concl uded confidence-building nmeasures. The joint declaration of 1992 on
chem cal weapons was al so supposed to be a confidence-building neasure. It
was violated with total and full inmpunity by the Governnment of India, and
there was no response fromthe international conmunity. That is the sad part,
and that is what Pakistan nust take into account, that we are subjected to
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doubl e standards. And the distinguished representative of India has the
temerity to crow over that double standard when she says that her nmissile
programme i s open and Pakistan's is not. She knows why not. But that does
not mean that we shall |eave unanswered the capabilities that we face. W
wi |l provide a matchi ng response and, if the world wi shes to contain
proliferation in South Asia, it nust stop India, not Pakistan

The PRESIDENT (translated from Arabic): | thank the Anbassador of
Paki stan. Does any ot her delegation wish to take the floor? | see no
requests for the floor

The task of reaching consensus on our programe of work is proceeding in
an encouragi ng manner, thanks to the untiring efforts made by ny predecessors
Ambassadors Norberg of Sweden and Hofer of Switzerland, and taking into
consi deration as well the collective willingness shared by all nenbers of the
Conference to enbark on substantive work. The informal consultations we held
| ast Friday have in ny view provided a solid foundation for the energence of
an agreenent in this regard. It is ny intention to preserve and build upon
t he nonmentum gai ned during the |ast few weeks. The broad areas of convergence
of views, as well as a few renmai ni ng outstandi ng i ssues, have been clearly
identified, and all ny efforts in the com ng days will be geared towards
overcom ng the difficulties in close consultation with all interested
del egations. | will share with you the outconme of ny endeavours at the
earliest opportunity, so that we may be in a position to take a decision on
our programe of work as soon as possible.

If there are no further requests for the floor, | shall conclude our

busi ness for today with a rem nder that the next plenary neeting of the
Conference will be held on Thursday, 26 March 1998 at 10 a.m

The neeting rose at 11.30 a. m




