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The CHAIRIAIN: The Committee starts today its consideration of item 6
of its agenda, "Comprehensive programme of disarmament". As usual, mewbers
wishing to mzke statements on any other subject relevant to the work of the
Cormittee are at liberiy to do so in accordance with rule 30 of the rules of
procedure.

Mr. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, before I proceed to the main
subject about which I am going to make some remarks today as head of the
Bulgarian delegation, I would like to make a short statement in my capacity
as co-ordinator of the group of socialist countries for the month of July.

I would like to raise the question which I raised at our last meeting in
connection with document CD/194. This document contains a statement of the
group of socialist countries on the question of the cessation of nuclear-
weapon tests, and highlights the particuler importance that our group
attributes to this problem, its attachment to the idea of the earliest
pogsible elaboration of a itreaily on a complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests aimed at the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons
by all States in all environments for all time. The socialist countries have
actively and consistently spoken in favour of an active role of the Committee
in efforts to solve the problem of a complete and general prohibition of
nuclear-weapon tests and in favour of the creation of an ad hoc working group
on this item on the condition that all five nuclear-weapon States take an
active part in it. The document also underlines the fact that the socialist:
countries have invariably attributed and continue to attribute special
significance to the trilateral negotiations between the USSR, the , -
United States of America and the United Kingdom, and appeal to the participaits
in these negotiations for their early resumption and successful conclusion.

Ag noted in the statement, we are in favour of jJjoint answers by the participants
in the trilateral negotiations to the questions pcsed by the Group of 21 in
their document CD/181.

At the snme time, the socialist countries expect the itwo other nuclear-~
weapon States, which are not participating in the trilateral negotiations, to
present in a more definite manner their attitude towards the creation of an
ad _hoc working group on this item and to state their readiness to participate
in the negotiations on the future treaty and to undertake the relevant

L

obligations under it.

The group of socialist countries expects answers to these questions and
attaches great importance to them, and so we ask the representatives of the
two nuclear-weapon States to provide concrete answers on their attitude and
their intention as regards a nuclear test ban.

Allow me now, in the spirit of the business-like atmosphere which has
been prevailing in the Committee in the month of July, to proceed to o
statement on the comprehensive programme of disarmament, the subject of
this week's discussion.
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" Vhile preparing my statement, I nerceived that at the present stage of the
work of the Committee on Disarmament the issue of the cowprehensive programme of
disarmament poses before us a number of importunate recuiremenis and also
provides a ground for reflection along certain practiczl lines. I'irst, this
item is the only one on the agenda bound up with a fixed term, This fact
increases the significance and the responsibility of the Ad lioc Working Group
on a Comprehensive Prograrmme of Disarmament. Secondly, the fulfilwment of the
mandate of the Working Group, i.e. the elaboration of the CPD before the |
second-special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, will be
a test of the effectiveness of the Committee on Disarmament in general ~—- o
problem whose actuality and valwdlty have lately been underlined by a series
of delegations, and above all by the delegation of the Soviet Union. Thirdly,
it is beconing increasingly compolllng to pay the necessary attention  to the
historic responsibility which falls upon the Committee as the basic cocllective
drafter of the first whole and complete text of a CPD. Regardless of the fact
that by its very nature the CPD vill not have the same binding character as that
inherent in the treaties now in preparation, to prohibit, for example,
radiological or chemical weapons, the CPD in its political importance surpasses
a number of other items in the work of this Committee.

The position of the People's Republic of Bulgaria on some of "the main
parameters of the future CPD" has already been presented in the statement of
the Bulgariaon delegation of 12 March (CD/?V 114). Today, I would like to-offer
to the attention of my distinguished colleagues in the Committee some .
considerations of a more substantial character.

The preamble of a CPD, being an introduction to an international document
with a long-term validity, should reflect the most .important, ground-laying
ideas vhich will guide States in the process of disarmament. It is necessary
that the preamble should incorporate the thought that the continuation of the
arms race, and particularly the nuclear arms race, is a growing danger not only
to peace and security but also to the very survival of mankind. The stepping-up
of the arms race has a negative effect on development programmes, the
restructuring of international economic relations on a democratic and equitable
basis and- the 'solution of other world problems of paramount significance. It
is important that we adopt in the preamble the idea of a correlation between
disarmament and détente and of the objective necessity for these two processes
to supplement each other.

On item 2 of the CPD —— "Objectives" —- quite a lot remains to be done
in order io come to a generally acceptable text.

The Bulgarian delegation supports the document submitted on this subject
by the delegation of Czechoslovakia. The document in question incorporates
the addition proposed by the Bulgarian delegation (CD/CPDAIP.35) containing
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the notion that all the negotiations in the field of disarmament which have been
initiated in recent years in various forums and on a bilateral basis and which
at the present tine have been interruvnted cor deferred, should Ve resumed and’
continued, and initiatives should be taken tc open new disarmament negotiations
aimed at further promoting détente, strengthening world peace and security and-
achieving effective measures for disarmament. In the WVorking Group on a CFD
no one has expressed a2 difference of principle in regard to document WP.35.
Reservations have been made as far as its actual place in the CPD is concerned.
The exact place of the Bulgarian proposal is, of course, subject to further
discussion in the Working Group, but my delegation firmly believes that this
text should find its place in one of the first four sections of the CPD,
because the resurmtion of the suspended disarmament negotiations and the
opening of new ones is a gine que non for the implementation of a programme

as comprehensive and long-term as the CPD. :

The co~ordination of the texts in section 3, "Principles", is a highly
important task. Iinding the most accurate and purposeful formulations in this
section to a large extent predetermines the practicability of the measures
agreed to in the CPD. '

As we have already pcinted out, the Charter of the United Nations and
the Final Document of the first speecial session of the General Assembly devoted
to disarmament offer a broad methodological basis for determining the principles
of the future CPD. At this stage the delegation of Bulgaria does not make it
its aim to suggest a detailed picture of how section 3 should look, neither is
it trying fto arrange the principles according to their importance, but.it is
our opinion that three principles deserve special attention:. (a) the principle
of undiminished security for all parties to‘an agreement; (b) the principle
that the participants in disarmament negotiations should not aim at obtaining
military superiority; (c) all possible measures should be taken to secure the
adoption and development of the principle of the non-use of force i
international relations. Ve believe that the principle of the non-use of
force in international relations should find more specific expression when we
agree on the measures for disarmament, especially in regard to the paragraphs
of section 5 concerning nuclear disarmament.

In regard to section 4 of the CPD ~—"Priorities", my delegation supports
the stand of a nuwoer of other delegations to the effect that the relevant
part of the Final Document offers a satisfactory basis for coning to an
agreement on the final version of this iten.

Undoubtedly, the greatest cofforts will be required for the drawing up
of section 5 of the CPD ~- '"Measures". The distinguished Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on a CPD, Ambassador Garcia Robles, has done exactly
the right thing by concentrating the activity of the Group on the section
"Measures!, vhich in fact is the heart of the CPD. In the discussions of
this problem my delegation is endeavouring to contribute constructively
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to the progress of our joint work, taking into consideration the positions of
the delegations of the -three main groups renreuented in the ”owmlttee.

The measures in a OFD should be s*imulating and orienting ‘the process

of disarmament. The actual language which is tc be -applied in formulating the
measures should, I believe, be balanced and concise; in regard to separate
measures, the draft could allow more detailed clucidations or annota ations bUt
only in cases where these elucidations would have the nature of an lnteg
~part and the measure would otherwise lose. its meaning. VWith some delegatlons

there is a preference for giving in detail, or decoding, as it vcrt;‘+he
substance of the separate measures. In the opinicn of my de ub@twon, such
an approach would alter the nature of the CPD, which should be a co-ord 1natcd
framework document "encompassing all measures thought to-be advisable' and not
a set of instructions. HMoreover, while the CPD will be drafted as a uniforn,
comprehensive doocument on disarmament; its implementation will not be automatic
but rather the result of bilateral, trilateral and mltilateral neﬁotlatlono,
that is, in every single case (in 1mp¢ementlng a measure embodied in the CTD)
a certain period of time will be necessary as well as a co-ordination of areas
and issues in which the political wills of two or more States should coincide.

Inclose connection with section 5, "Measures", is section 6, "Stages of
implementation”. On this issue the position of my delegotion was made clear
a long ‘time ago. Ve are for the setting of tentative time-frames for the
implementation of .the relevant agreements, and for the specification of the
terms to be accomplished according to the scope and nature of the measures we
succeed in agreeing upon. :

In reference to the last eotlon of the CPD, '"Machinery and procedure",
my delegation considers that the States should use all channels for the
respective negotiations and should discuss the implementavion of dlsarmament
measures voth in the United Wations and in other forums. In this respect
the socialist countries, and above all the Soviet Union, have given a good
example with their initiatives and proposals, and they will continue to do so.
Congultations ameng States should be held, in our view, at all levelu, and
particularly fruitful are the meetings and consultations at the highest level.
My delegation shares the views as to the prime responsibility of the
United Nations for the implementation of the CPD and the importance of the
special sessions of the General Asseubly devoted to disarmanent .

The convening of a world disarmament conference would of course, have a
unique influence on the solution of the disarmament problem. Dwelling on the
section "Machinery and procedure', allow me to express once again my
appreciation and full support for the substantive and purposeful proposals on
enhancing the effectiveness of the Committee made by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan. There ig no doubt
that making these proposals the basis for taking a decision on this matter
would offer new perspectives before the Committice, particularly in the matter
of creating the best machinery and procedure for implementing the CPD.
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My delegation considers it appropriate to refer also to certain questions
connected with the organization of the work of the Vorking Group on a CPD. My
delegation is of the opinion that the activities of thic Working Group are
marked by efficiency and thoroupghness stimulated by the competent chairmanship
of Ambassador Garcia Robles. We have no doubt that unless acts of
obstructionism on the part of any dclegation are nanifested, the Working Group
will manage to fulfil its wmandate and o drait, at the 1utest by April 1982,
the text of a CPD which, after adoption by the Committee, will be presented to
the second special session cf the General Assembly on disarmament. To this end,
regardless of the energetic style of work applied by the Working Group on a
CPD, my delegation prcroses that even before the end of this month the Committee
should take a decision that a reserve of a minirmm cf four additional weeks is
to be foreseen —-- a reserve to be used at the discretion of the Chairman of the
Working Group in consultation with the co-ordinators of the three grouvs and
during a period suitable to all., Taking such a decision will create conditions
for the normal completlon of the work of the Vorking Group, in case such a need
arises. :

In conclusion, I would like to express the opinion that apart from being
a framework, a basis, for disarmament negotiations, the CFD will be in a way
a mirror of contemporary international relations in their entire diversity
and cowplexity. That is why my delegation believes that from us, the drafters
of the CPD, a true stalbesmanship and realism are required so that our "“mirror"
can reflect above all the most important, the lasting and at the sanme time
the long-term tendencies in international affairs. Such an approach would put
the work of the Working Group on a still more realistic and more effective
basis and would secure the successful implementation of its mandate.

-In this regard the delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria is
ready to contribute in every appropriate way. For us the elaboration of the
CPD is not just a task in the framework of our participation in the Committee
on Disarmament, but an activity which falls entirely within the wmainstream of
the strategy ol our foreign policy. ‘“iis idea has been cxpressed in a most
eloquent manner by the President of the State Council of the Peownle'!s Republic
of Bulgaria, Mr., Todor Zhivkov, who stated at the intermnational meeting-dialogue
on détente, held in Sofia in May of this year:

"The strategy -of real socialism is aimed at preserving and promoting -
détente, at peaceful co-existence withc copitalist States, ot haltiang
the arms race and at disarmament -— in conditions of military parity
and equal security of the East and the West and at an open and gincere
dialogue on all controversizal issues in, international relations."
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Mr, VALDIVIESO (Peru) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, since this is
my first statement at a formal meeting of the Committee on Disarmament, I should
like to express my. appreciation of the productive work the Committee has been doing
under your guidance during July. India's peaceful, non-aligned policy is constantly
reaffirmed in the statements made by its delegation in the Committee, and this is
a source of particular satisfaction to countries like mine which have adopted the
same position, I should also like to thank your distinguished predecessor,

Mr, Komives, the Ambassador of Hungary, for his unflagging efforts to advance the
work of the Committee, Lastly, this being the first opportunity I have had to do-
s0 publicly, I should like to welcome the distinguished colleagues who have joined
the Committee at its summer session, The Ambessadors of Argentina, Iran, Sri Lanka
and Venezuela may be assured of all possible co-operation from my delegation,

I should like now to refer first to the exchange of opinions which took place
in this Committee last week on documents CD/180 and CD/181, which were submitted
by the Group of 21. In that discussion as in others on the subject of the cessation
of the nuc¢lear arms race and nuclear disarmament, we heard frequent references to
the doctrine of deterrence. My delegation wishes to dwell briefly on this matter
since this doctrine not only forms the basis of the position of a number of delegations
with respect to nuclear weapons but is also, indirectly or even directly, reflected..
in their approach to all the other items on our agenda.

We have been told that the policy of deterrence has been effective in recent
decades in preventing the outbreak of a nuclear war., If that was the only way of
doing so, we cannot but express our concern at the fact that the security of the
international community should depend exclusively on the fear of reprisals. It seems
to us that in that case the international system is suffering from chronic structural
insecurity, and that all nations would do well fto try to find a basis for a sounder
system of security.

-+ In the name of deterrence a nuclear arsenal has been built up that is capable
of destroying the entire planet on which we live several times over, We must
realize the absurdity of continuing to spend huge sums of money on war material
which will never be used, for if the nuclear wecapon Powers used only half their
arsenals, they would do away with all forms of life on earth, including their own.
In our view this fact constitutes a theoretical limit to the doctrine of deterrence
and requires those Powers, once this point hasg been reached to establish a different
system of political relations., As has already been said in this Committee, the
policy of deterrence is subject to the law of diminishing returns that is referred
to in economics, and thus the negotiation of measures of nuclear disarmement is a
matter of pure political pragmatism.

The delegations which have argued that nuclear deterrence has prevented an
atomic war have,; however, failed to observe that, owing to the persistent
antagonism among the great Powers, the policy of deterrence has replaced a possible
total confrontation by a series of conflicts lcocalized on the territory of third
countries, The systems of alliances and the control of geographical points
considered to be strategic are as important elements in the policy of deterrence
as the accumulation of a war potential, and this has meant that the Powers which
have been deterred use third countries to give rein to confrontations in favour
of their own interests, bringing with them destruction and war and amounting, on
occasions, to more or less open interference in the internal and external affairs
of other countries, This situation, in turn, is a source of potential serious
crises. The contemporary international scene abounds in examples of what I have
Jjust described, and the numerous explosive centres of tension thus created are in
no way a guarantee of world peace.
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This is the obvious result of the policy of deterrence, and those vho ‘fivd it
acceptable are only demonstrating once agein how little respect they have for the
life and welfare of others, Many States, including ncn-nuclear-~weapon States and
developing countries, . will euffer serious harm whether detirrence succeeds or
whether it fails and there is a nuclear holocaust. Consequently, these countries
have a direct legitimate interest in promoting the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and the discrediting of its 1deologlcal basis, the doctrine of deterrence.

We shall continue to insist on this point, at the risk of seeming impertinent,
because it is of vital importance in order to create a new intefnational impetus
that may lead to peace .among all nations.

The presence in this Committee of a number of States which do not possess
nuclear weapons and are not members of military alliances, in accordance with the
specific intention of the United Nations General Assembly, is undeniable proof, 
we believe, of their right to participate in all matters which are within the
competence of the Committee on Disarmament and especially in the negotiations
towards. ”geheral and complete disarmament", This is basically why the delegation
of Peru has, in the context of the Group of 21, encouraged the setting up of
ad hoc working groups, on the terms set forth in documents (D/180 and CD/181., Ve
cannot conceal our disappointment at the refusal of some States to agree to this
proposal and make a start on concrete work in this area, particularly as the urgent
need to reach agreement on these topics makes it unwise to continue a useless and
ever preliminary exchange of ideas. What we ought rather tc do, if we want to
achieve tangible results within a reasonable period of time, is to embark on
detailed negotiations in a sincere spirit of compromise,

Other delegations have already indicated very clearly the contradiction
between the fact that the items on nuclear topics were included in the Committee's
agenda by unanimous decision of the United Nations General Assembly, and the
statements of the delegations which arc now opposed to negotiations on these items,
The reasons those delegations have given for opposing all forms of serious - .
negotiation on nuclear weapons within this Committee appcar 1o us inconsistent
and although it may be unnccessary at thig moment to meke -n exhaustive .onalysis
of their arguments I should nevertheless like o point out that it is not the
security of one or two nations alone that is at stake, that if these items appear
on the .agenda of the "single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum", that is
obviously so that they can be negotiated, and that if they are on the Committee's
agenda. for the present session, that is because our delegations ought .to concern
themselves with them during that period., I do not know whether the wasting of time
that is now being imposed on us with respect tc the most important items on our
work programme is a mere inconsistency on the part of certain Governmments or an
indication of their lack of will to negotiate, but my delegation is convinced that
the work of this Committece will not be effective until substantive negotiztion
takes place on the nuclear topics which are rightly said to have priority a number
of times over in the Final Document of the first special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

In these circumstances, we should like to express our hope that the Ad Hoc
Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament will be able at least .
in part to meet our concern about the nuclear arms race. Although this Ad Hoc
Group is working at a different level, we shall feel relieved if the General Assembly
can have before it at its second speciai session on disarmament a comprehensive
programme of disarmament, This hope, which we fecl is justified, is accompanied
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by our recognition and appreciation of the work that is being done by the Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Working Group, the distinguished imbassador Garcia Robles of Mexico.
The progress made so far in the work of the Group has been due to his skill, and
this seems to avgur a successful and tinmcly conclusion, of the Group's work, in
spite of the many obstacles that lie in its path. '

Since we have been speaking of nuclear topics and the CPD, we should also
like to express our support for working paper CD/CPD/WP,36, which contains a
proposal by the Group of 21 on this subject. If in this context tco the nuclear-
weapon Powers fail to give a palpable demonstration of their good faith as regards
negotiations-on nuclear disarmenent, they will block what appears to. be-our only
" possibility of coming to the second special session of the General Agsembly
devoted to disarmement with some pragmatic and concrete results. The failure
of this Committec will be absolute and final unless the nuclear—wcapon States
adopt a more constructive attitude in this regard.

The importance of the comprehensive programme of disarmament lies above all
in the fact that it will cstablish precise objectives for each stage. This will
allow us to have a clear idea of the priorities and the extent to which real progress
is being made towards the attainment of the goals set. Thus the comprehensive
programme should give us a completc list of the measures that are to be taken, and
an approximate indication of when. This said, it should be recalled that the
greatest danger facing mankind is that of a nuclear war. Although this expression
has become. almost a cliché, its validity has constantly increased. This is why
vwe think that in the comprechensive programme of disarmament the highest priority
should be given to nuclear disarmament. Otherwise the Programme will be meaningless,

It should be added that a State cannct be required to adopt a measure of
either nuclear or conventional disarmament if the prevailing logilc suggests that
more arms mean greater security. All States are concerned with their own security,
their territorial integrity and their political independence., I1f this were egoism,
it would at any rate be healthy egoisi This was fully taken into account by
the General Assembly when 1t drew up a m%ndatc for the Committee on Disarmament
with a very specific purpose., Here, however, there is no contradiction, because
the measures for disarmament and the sccurity measures are not mutually exclusive.
They merely mean the devp10pmcnt of & new concept of security. The Charter of the
United Nations several decades ago prohibited the use and the threat of use of
force in international relaticns and established a forum for miltilateral negotiations,
thus supplementing bilateral dialogue., But it is difficult to believe that an
extremely well-armed State that is in the process of increasing its arsenals
really intends to adhere to the principles laid down in the Charter, and this
naturally mekes the solution of international problems more difficult, The system
set up by the United Nations obviously requires a theoretical and practical
complement, which is urgently nceded at the present time so that the controversies
between States may be settled in a peaceful and permanent manner.

In these circumstances, the effort required of the quthgulubbd membexrs of
this Cormittee is immense, and must be based on imagination and good faith., The
work of the Committee is regardcd by many sectors of public opinion as in the realm
of utopia, and yet indispensable, This is a heavy responsibility, and those
States with the greatest war potential bear the largest share of it, for if only
the small States were to carry out disarmament measures, the perilous situation in
which we find ourselves would not have changed very much,
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In conclusion, allow me to remind you of the obvious truth which has bcen
pointed out by all nations that the survival of mankind depends on the:avoidance
of war, especially nuclear war, and the achicvement of general and complete dicarmament,
ind in these difficult matters, the responsibility lies with this Committee.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Valdivieso for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed %o the Chair,

Mr. ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr, Chairman, today, the Sovict declegation would like to dwell cn agenda items 4 and 6.

The elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament is, as is well
known, an important task of the Committee on Disarmament, A draft programme should
be submitted for consideration by the United Nations General Assembly at its second
special session devoted to disarmament which is scheduled to be held in 1982,

There are good reasons to expect that this document will occupy a major place in
the work of the special session.

The elaboration of a comprehensive progremme of disarmament is proceeding at
a time when the world is facing a threat of being overwhelmed by a new gigentic
wave in the arms race and the further growth of military expenditures. The
adoption of a comprehensive programme of disarmament will, therefore, in our view,
contribute to the restraining of the arms race and to disarmament, and will serve
as a sharp denunciation of those forces and circles that rely on military force
and hinder the process of disarmament. The programme as conceived should express
the political will of those who are parties to it to do their utmost to bring about
real progress in the sphers of disarmament and to achieve the programme's ultimate
objective == general and complete disarmament under effective international control.

" The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Committece which is responsible for the
elaboration of a comprehensive programme under the cnergetic and able guidance of
its Chairmen, Ambnssador Garcia Robles, is working very strenuously to draw up a
programme. A general outline of a comprehensive programme of disarmament is
already taking shape, although, ito be frank, rather obscurely. But it has to be
said that there is still a long way to go to the finishing line., On meny an issue
raised by various delegations it has not so far, unfortunately, been possible to
reach a consensus,

Nevertheless, a good and constructive foundation exists for working out a
comprehensive programme of disarmament. This foundaticn conzists of three principal
documents drawn up and adopted by consensus by the States Members cf the
United Nations, I am referring, of course, to the following documents, which are
well known to all delegations: the Final Document of the first special session of
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmement, the report of the
United Nations Disarmament Commission, and the Declaration of the 1980s as the
Second Disarmament Decade., These documents reflect a carefully established
balance of .the genuine interests of States, and any attempts to disrupt this balance-
are certainly counterproductive,
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The delegation of the USSR, like the delegations of meny other countries
represented in the Committec, believes that measures aimed at the cessation of
the nuclear arms race and at nuclear dissrmement should occupy first place in
the programme. Indeed, it is precisely nuclear weapons that pose the gravest
threat to mankind, It is for this reason, therefore, that this issue should be
given top priority. The Soviet Union, as you know, has spoken and continues to
speak firmly in favour of the initiation without delay of negotiations on the
cessation of the production of all types of nuclear weapons and the gradual '
reduction of stockpiles of such weapons until they are completely eliminated.
It goes without saying that the implementation of nuclear disarmament measures
should alsc be backed up by a parallel strengthening of political-and international
legal guarantees for the security of Statcs. :

Certainly, the programme should include other disarmament measures, t6o,
such as, for instance, the prohibition of the development and production of new
types and new systems of weapons of mass destructicn, the reduction and -elimination
of conventicnal weapons and armed forces, the reduction of military budgets,
measures for building confidence in the relations between States, a link between
disarmament and development, etc., All these issues ave not simple at all, but
we must face up to them if we really want the disarmament programme to be
comprehsnsive,

4 comprehensive programme of disarmement will be viable with one indispensable
condition, namely, that its implementation should at no stage prejudice the
security of any party, In other words, the principle of equality and equal
security—- a generally recognized and fundamental principle of international law ==
should be strictly and abselutely observed,

In considering the naturc of a comprehensive programme of disarmement the
delegation of the USSR proceeds from the belief that the programme must not turn
out to be merely another volume to be kept in the archives of the United Nations.
The comprehensive programme should be a serious large~scale instrument which
would pave the way for reil advances in the gphere of disarmement and would serve
as a means of bringing pressure to bear upon those forces in the contemporary
world which worship the god of wax, :

We are coming nearer and nearer to the date of the second special session of
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmement, znd there is still a
great deal of work to be done on the comprehsnsive programme .of disarmament., The
Soviet delegation is ready to work on the preparation of the programme as much as
is necessary.

We propose consideration of the question of extending the period of work
of the relevant Working Group. This could be done in particular by arranging
for it to resume its work at any time agreeable to the members of the Committee,
but during the current year, It is essential that the Committee should complete
the task assigned to it and that a draft comprehensive programmc of disarmament
should be ready by the time of the second United Nations General Assembly
special session. This is the clear duty of the Committee, and one that should be
fulfilled. For its part, the Soviet delegation will do everything in its power to
facilitate the earliest possible elaboration of a programme-
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Permit me now to make some comments on behalf of the Soviet delegation with
respect to agenda itenm 4,

At the summer part of the current scssion of the Committee considerable
attention has been given to the question of the prchibition of chemical weapons,
which is one of the most urgent tasks in the gphere of the limitation of armaments
and disarmament. In the first place we should like to note the intense and
vigorous activity of the Ad Hoc Working Group under the able guidance of
Ambassador Curt Lidgard of Sweden, The Group has held a considerable number of
formal and informal meetings, and there have in addition been numerous bilateral
and multilateral working meetings. The informal consultations of toxicologists,
in which experts from 24 countries tock part; were characterized by a business-like
and constructive spirit. Meny countries accepted the invitation of Finland to
take part in a seminar held in Helsinki to discuss issues related to the problem
of verification. The seminar was attended by Scviet experts as well, '

All this attests to the great interest of States members of the Committee —
and others, too-—— in the speediest possible prohibition of chemical weapons ——an’
extremely dangerous type of weapon of mass destruction., The Soviet delegation
has no intention at this stage of swming up the results of this multi-faceted
and laborious work. We would like to underline only one point, a decisive one,
in our view. The consultations, discussions and negotiations themselves with
the participation of a wide range of States have accentuated once again the
extreme complexity of the problem of prohibiting chemical weapons. They have
confirmed that the solution of this problem is very different from similar tasks
in other areas of the limitation of armaments and disarmement. This is due, first
and foremost, to the particular nature of chemical weapons, that is to say that
this type of weapon, unlike any other, is in many ways closely, inextricably linked
with the peaceful branches of the economies of States. We have more than once
spoken of how difficult it is to draw a dividing line between chemicals intended
for peaceful uses and those intended for the manufacture of chemical weapons,
between ordinary military production and military production of chemical weapons,
Furthermore, present-day realities demoncirate that this interlinkage is tending
to become more and more complex. Let us take, for instance, binary weapons. It is
well known that in some countries special emphasis is being laid precisely on this
most dangerous type of chemical weapons, and that these countries are planning to
allocate tremendous resources %o their production. However, the components of
this weapon are checmical substances which are widely used in the econcmy and which very
often are not themselves highly toxic. There is every justification for affirming
thet the adoption of this type of weapon will ercct mnew and very great
difficulties in the way of the prohibition of chemical weapons. C:in we ignore
these facts?

Unfortunately, in addition to the objective difficulties in the matter of
prohibiting chemical weapons, our negotiations have met with and are continuing to
meet with contrived and artificial difficulties as well., When fthe negotiations
started in this Committee, they were to pursue o clear-cut and explicit cbjective ~—
the prohibition of the development, production and accwmlation of chemical weapons
and the destruction of stockpiles of them. In the course of the negotiations there
has appeared an intention on the part of some delegations to go beyond the bounds
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of these tasks=~- quite far beycnd theun, moreover —— and attempt, for instance, to
prohibit certain types of activily which cannot be separated from gencral
guestions relating tc the orgrrization of cefence, 'such as military planning,
the training of pcrsonnel, and so on, Furthermorc, there are some who wish to
review the already operative~- and perfectly effcctive =~ 1925 Geneva Protocol
prohibiting the use of chemical wcapons., Necdless to say, 21l this con only
further complicate a problem thot is difficuli enough in itsclf,

The question thon is how ncvertheless to rove forward in thesce circumstances?
It secms to us that the answer to this cquestion 1s unequavecal, nanelys it is
necessary first cf 111 to reach o clear-cut cnd explicit agrcenwmt on the koy,
fundamental issues—— the suoject and the scope of tuc prohibition. This 1s not
to say that it ie neccssary to agree on 13 the full sbfops and commas in the
specific formulations on these issues, but ve firmly insist thal a common
understanding on them should bc worked out, failing which, we believe, it is
impossible to work scriously on other provisions of the convention, no mattcr how

important they may be.

The Sovict delegation has already explained its views concerning the nost
useful methods of work on issues related to the convention within the framework of
the Committee on Disarmament. These views arc bascd on the conviction that it is
nccessary in the first placc to rsach o comren understanding on the subject and
the scope of the prohibition, It is for this reoson and this rcason only that
we wish to focus attecntion on these cardinel issues. It is, thercfore, this samc
approach that is reflected in ihe draft text of o new mandate which we have
proposcd for adoption ot this session-- and we rcgret that this 1ssue has not yet
. been resolved., We arc convinced that our approach is the right one, and we are
ready to continuc to defend it,

In the statemcents of some delegalions at our last mceting, particular
emphasis was laid on questions of verification., In.doing so some rcpresentatives
tried, although in a veiled way, to dictort thc position of the Soviet Union on
these questions. We have no rntention of allowing ourselves to be drawn into a
discussion on this matter at the present tanc. The viewpoint of the Soviet
delcgation was stated at the plenary mccting of the Committec on Disarmament on
31 March 1981. The only thing we would like to do is to reiterate that the
Soviet Union attaches no less importance than any other country whatsoever to
verification issues, and that at an appropriate tlime, when the participants in
the negotiations know definitely what 1s to be prohibited undcr the convention,
what types of activity, whot categorics of chemical substances, end to what extent,
we will be ready to participatlc most cctively in the detailed cxamination of
other questicns involved in the convention.

Although it is too carly to take a final inventory, even now it is evident
that at this part of the Committece's current scssion the Ad Hoc Working Group has
accomplished useful work. Wc call upon delegations, in preparing for the next
round of our negotiations, to give serious thought to the gquestions arising at
the present stage of the negotiations and to answer first and foremost the
principal, crucial question: what should constitutc thc subject of the
prohibition?
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Mr, MELESCANU (Romania) (translated from French): Mr. Chairman, the
concentration of the Committeec's work in recent wecks on the subject of chemical
weapons has shown how concrete and even, it must be said, specialized are our
negotiations. The Working Group, under tne chairmenship of Ambassador Curt Lidgard,
whose work everyone appreciates, the meetings of experts on toxicity criteria, and
also the seminar organized in Helsinizi by the Finnish Government, all demonstrate
this concrete approach.

Wishing to make a modest contribution to our discussions, the Romanian
delegation has submitted working paper CD/197, on definitions and criteria for
evaluating chemical warfare agents, which I have the honour to introduce today.

In the definition of chemical agents my delegation is guided Dy the aim of a
complete prohibition of chemical weapons, both those that now exist in the military
arsenals of States and those that are planned for the future, such as binary
chemical munitions and the results of current attempts to synthesize natural poisous
having special toxicity and efficacity against persons. We have alsc included the
herbicides and defoliants which can be used for military purpcoses, with secondary
effects on personnel and well-knowm effects on vegetation.

As regards the criteria for evaluating chemical warfare agents, the Romanian
delegation believes that the first thing to be taken into account is the purpose
of the production of chemical substances having toxic effects on human beings,
animals and plants.

Special attention must be paid to chemical agents which can be used not only for
military purposes but also for peaceful ones (aual—pur?ooc agents).

In this context we are thinking of the large-scale use in industry, agriculture,
medicine and scientific research of highly toxic chemical substances such as
hydrocyanic acid and certain of its salts, the halogen cyanides, chlorine and other
chemical substances with a high level of toxicity, which can also be used for
military purposes as chemical warfare agcats. Information -n the quantities of these
substances produced, what stocks of them exist and their intended purpose, would be
an evaluation factor of great importance.

Another criterion, of similar importance, is that of the toxicity of chemical
substances. The discussions which took place in the informal meetings with the
participation of chemical experts brought out the importance of this criterion in the
definition of chemical warfare agents (document CD/CW/WP.22). Likewise, the
classification of chemical agents into super-—toxic lethal chemical agents and lethal
and non~lethal chemical warfare agents, as iz done in the joint Soviet-American
report (document CD/112), represents, in our view, an exccllent basis for our current
negotiations.

As is stated in our working paper, the definition of chemical warfare agents
should take into consideration other criteria such as those relating to chemical
structure, volatility, effectiveness and so on.

These, in outline, are the main ideas contained in the working paper presented
by my delegation, I should like to take thig opportunity of assuring you of our
desire to continue to contribute to the conclusion, as soon as possible, of a
convention prohibiting chemical weapons.
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Mr, McPHAIL (Canada): Mr. Chairman, I would like, as geveral others have done
this mormning, to offer some brief reflectlono f.my delegation on the discussion _
that we have had over the past week or two vhen the agenda of the Committee focused
on chemical weapons and the ‘eventual elaboration of a chemical weapons treaty.

Pirst of all, I wish to join others in expressing appreciation for the valuable

role played by the consultations hle in the presence of chemical weapons expertis

in the furtherarce of our common goal. The achievement of just such a treaty, the
esults of these consultations as contained in the report of the Chairman of the

Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons on toxicity determinations has moved us

ahead. In our view it is this kind of technical activity which is invaluable in

the eventual elaboration of the tweaty, and we look forivard to further consultations
on the basis of what haz already heen achieved.

At the same time, I would like %o cémpliment the Government of Finland for the
successful chemical weapons vorkshop which was held at He181nL1 on 4=6 July. The
Government of Finland has our thanks.

It is not my intention today to raise the question of the mandate of the
Working Group on Chemical Weapons, or to discuss in any detail the precise nature
of the documents which the Vorking Group is nov addressing. It is demonstrable
that valuable work can be done -- and is being done —- on the basis of the existing
mandate, and we are anxious that this work should continue. Ve also note that the
texts before the Working Group (particularly docunent~ CD/CUAIP.20 and WP.21) are
clearly designated as elements to be considered in an eventual chemical weapons
treaty, and not the text of a treaty itself. Ve therefore agree with those speakers
who have argued that in identifying these elements we should not fall into the trap
of seeking to develop exact trpaty lanmuage, a draftln@ exercise which can be taken
up later.

With this in mind, I wish to drawv attention to the interconnected problems of
scope and verification, If we are successfully to conclude our consideration of
"elements", these elements must be balanced and in correct proporiion to each othexr.
Some have suggested that it is not possible to deal with verification in any
substantive way until the scope of a treaty has been adequately defined. Others
have suggested that questions of scope and definition, interrelated as they are,
need to be examined simultaneously with the preblem of verification so that in this
fashion a balanced text will emerge as a natural outcome of the process of
discussion. - Ve share this latter view. '

In the meantime,'hovevef, it is clear that the discussions on verification
within the Chemiéal Veapons Working Group have been superficial and inadequate.
This same inadequacy-ig inevitably reflected in element VII in working paper 21.
This, of course, is no fault of the Chairman, but simply represents the highest
common denominator the Vorking Group has been able to achieve so far. Ve therefore
intend to develop wording on this matter which we hope would be acceptable to all
in terms of the verification régime required and the methods necessary to achieve
it. In this regard, we are encouraged by the number of statements which have
remarked favourably upon the Canadian working paper, document CD/167, on
"verification and control requirements for a chemical arms control treaty based on
an analysis of activities". 3Bearing in mind the comments of a number of delegations,
we propose to develop wording which would deal with problems of concept,
responsibility, or”anlzatlon and national/international arrangements in a chemical
weapons verif ication- reflme. This vording, of course, would be suitable for
consideration under element VII of the text now before the Vorking Group.
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Mr. CARASAIES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, I should
like, today, to speak about the agenda item on chemical weapons. I intend 1o do
so in some detail as my delegation did not have the opportunity of stating its
position in this connection during the spring part of the Committee's session.

- In the first place, I should like fo mention my country's satisfaction at the
progress being achieved in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, under the
energetic chairmanship of Ambassador Lidgard. The stage reached by the
Working Group makes it desirable —-- as we said in our general statement in plenary
meeting -- that its mandate should be widened, and we regret that this has not been
possible, and also that so many difficulties are arising in connection with the
preparation of an "agreement" which would meet with general acceptance and could
provide new impetus to the work being done in the Vorking Group.

I shall go on to discuss a number of basic principles that my Government
considers should be taken into account in an international agreement designed to
bring about the elimination of chemical weapons. Although the majority of these
principles have already been enunciated earlier, and especially since the setting up
of the Ad Hoc Vorking Group in 1980, we believe it .is not superfluous to reiterate
and develop them, for we believe that the adoption of clear and definite positions
on the various aspects of disarmament constitutes the best way of gradually
achieving a convergence of views which would make it possible to attain the
objectives ‘for which this Committee was set up.

It should be borne in mind that negotiating a convention on chemical weapons
is,Aln view of the ease of technological access to such weapons, one of the mos
complex and difficult problems of disarmament. TFor this reason we must try to
ensure that the convention that emerges from our work is the best one possible, so
that the security of the States parties is strengthened and that new vulnerabilities
are not indirectly created as a result of the different degrees of development
of the countries concerned.

Definition of chumical weapons

The Argentine Government considers that the definition of chemical weapons
should include prohibited chemical substances, binary weapons and all- veCuors,
devices or equipment in any way connected with their delivery or storag

Precursors ought in general %o be vrohlblted, with the exception of thos
capable of being used for peaceful purposes, in which case conditions of production
and transfer must be established in such a way as 4o permit a clear indication of
their purpose.

Scope of the convention

‘With regard to the scope of the Convention, the prohibition should be complete,
covering in their ftotality the development, production, acquisition, stockpiling,
use and transfer of chemical weapons.

I should like to emphasize once again the need to include explicitly the
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, although it is referred to in the
1925 Geneva Protocol, both in order to allow for verification, which was not
provided for in that agreement, and to extend its scope to hostile situations not
considered as casus_belli or provided for in the 1925 text.
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Criteria to be employed in the convention

The Argentine Government considers that the principal criterion on which the
convention should be based is that of "general purpose". But at the same time,
consideration should be given to a number of additional criteria which would
facilitate the classification of substances as vell as the implementation of a
system of verification, including toxicity and perhaps "chemical structure" and
"quantity".

Wle recently weceived a very interesting report on the comsultations held by a
group of experts during the veek from & to 10 July. I should like to take this
opportunity of expressing my delegaticn's satisfaction at the vork done by the
group, in which an Argentinian expert participated. No small part in the
usefulness of the work dene by the group vas played by the skilful chairmanchip of
Dr., Lundin, of the Swedish delegation, whom we should especially like to
congratulate.

We believe that the work of such experts, which should certainly continue,
would be facilitated and made more valuable if their meetings were planned further
in advance, if the specific subjects of their work were clearly fixed beforehand,
and if continuity vere maintained through the participation of the same experts.

The following may be mentioncd by way of example. The last meeting of experts
led to a proposal to define and specify the conditions for selecting and
systematizing testing methods which could be used internationally 1o determine
levels of toxicity. In this connection we believe that in view of the particular
nature of the vork the experts co-operating with the Ad Hoc VWorking Group should
begin the selection of those methods as soon as possible.

If the experts have a clearly delined framework and period within which to
find solutions to the problems put before them, they can make contact with other
scientists or national and international recearch institutes in order to complete
the collection and consideration of information. In this way the experts will be
able to carry out, in their respective countries, useful preparatory work for the
tasks to be accomplished at their next meeting.

Anmually, or more frequently if necessary, a meeting could be held for an
evaluation of the progress made and it would also permit the co-ordination and
guidance of the experts' efforts. At the same time, the Disarmament Committee,
through the relevant Ad Hoc Vorking Group, would be able to appraise the results
achieved in relation to the targets fixed. In this way I believe that the experts
would become a valuable source of scientilic assistance during the period of the
drafting of the convention.

Among the supplementary criteria, we would point out that the "quantity"
criterion will help to facilitate decisions in doubtful situations. The criterion
of "basic chemical structure" would make it possible to classify substances in the
case of groups or components wvhose toxic action on man is not clearly knowm. Ve
are, of course, avare of the disadvantages of the fact that the same basic chemical
structure can correspond to toxic substances and, at the same time, with certain
minor differences, to substances intended Tor peaceful uses, The criterion can,
however, be particularly useful in the first instance for the examination of the
new substances wvhich are constantly being developed or discovered.
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Horeover, this scientific and technological development makes it essential for
the clauses of the convention to he drafted in such a way as tc permit the speedy
incorporation o7 all specific nev elements that are relevent to its purpose.

Prohibiticns and excentions

In this comnection, ve ax
basis of the classification of toxic substances proposed in paragraph 2 of
document CD/112, a document of great value for the progress of discussion on
chemicel weapons.

At the same time ve support the right of each State party to retain substances
which are classified as prohibited toxic agents if it intencds to use them fox
non-hostile purposes, but in reasonable gquantities, specified and declared in order

to facilitate international control vhere necessary.

By non~hostile purposes we mean purposes directly connected with industrial,
agricultural, scientific or research activities, or purposes specifically related
to measures of protecticn and defence against chemical weapons. Ve also consider
that, with reference to the classification of substances proposed by the
World Health Organization (based on the effect produced by certain chemical agents),
Governments should be alloved to use the azents termed "irritants" or "short-term
incapacitants” for the maintenance of order and the enforcement of the internal lau
of States,

Verification

It has been repeated often enough in this forum that a convention on chemical
weapons must include a complaints procedure and a verification system adequate to
ensure the implementation of the terms of the convention.

However, we are convinced that the primary elementi on which the agreement should
be built is a _enuine commitment by St tes parties never in any circumstances to use
or possess chemical weapons. On this basis, verification would represent only a
mutual reassurance for States and not a complexr and all-embracing system which,
because of its breadth and detail, would be resisted by a large number of countries
and would therefore fail to win the necessary consensus.

To this end the verification system ought to have certain characteristics that
would render it adequate to meet the interests of the international community. In
our view, these are as follcus,

(a) The system should he both national and international in character. The
national bodiee which are organized or selected for the application of the system
in each State party, in accordance with ils own legislation and internal structure,
will be the key components of the system, co-ordinating with similar bodies in
other States and with the relevant international bodies.

The international character of the system will be assured by the presence
within the system of an independent element, made up of experts in the fields
involved in chemical weapons. The orgenic and functional characteristics of this
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element, which we could agree to call a consultative committee, should be discussed
in the Ad Hoc Vorking Group, but ire should like to emphasize that it would be
advisable for the committee to consist of a fairly small group of experis on the
subject. It would then he able to act quickly and effectively in ifts owm field,
without becoming involved in aspects having nothing to do with the technical and
scientific content of the matters it should deal vith.

(b) The system sheould employ simple methods, accepted and recognized by the
States parties, of a kind to ensure athorouch study of any problems that may arise
and the securing of rapid and conclusive resulis.

(¢) It should use verification procedures appropriate tc the circumstances of
the case in question. In this context, random, non-routine visits te the
installations or premises of the different States parties, following co-ordination
with them, will help to build mutusl confidence and reinforce the fulfilment of the
convention.

(d) The system should permit the prompt and thorough investigation of any
complaints that may be made of non-compliance with the convention.

(e) It should permit the settlement of disputes at the level of bilateral
agreements,

Confidence-building measures

These include measures which will have to be taken in implementation of the
terms of the agreement and which it may be appropriate to carry out before the
agreement comes into force in order to confirm the commitment never to use chemical
veapons, a commitment to which I referred earlier.

Basically, the "confidence-building measures" should be designed to ensure
internationally the freezing and limitation of the development, stockpiling and
production of chemical weapone. fmong possible measures of this kind, ve should
like to mention: .

(a) The declaration of stocks and production facilitiess

(b) The programmed destructlion of stocks, in the presence of invited
international commissionss

(¢) The dismantling of production facilities or possibly their conversion to
other purposes, also in the prescnce of invited international commissions;

(d) The exchange of information between States in the sphere of chemical
weapons and related matters.

Preamble and other matters

Ve believe that the preamble to the convention should refer solely to the
content of its constituent articles, avoiding additions vhich go beyond its normative
framework or are not relevant to the purpose of the prohibition.
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Among the other matters which should be included in the convention on chemical
weapons, we consider that the provisions relating to scope of application,
signature, ratification, entry into force, amendments, etec., could be drafted along
the same lines as the comparable provicionc in the "Convention on prohibitioas or
restrictions of use of certain conventional weapons which may be deemed to be
excessively injurious or te have indiscriminate effects”.

The recent conclusion of the cbove-mentioned Convention in the field of
disarmament makes it appropriate that it should be taken into considerction in the
present case, with certain adaptations as required by the difference in the type
of weapons to be controlled.

These are the comments my delegation wished to make at this stage of the work
in progress in the field of chemical weapons. The time is ripe for the
Committee on Disarmament to intensify its efforts towards the drawing up of a drait
convention. The sooner this is done, the greater will be its success in a field
vhich is of major concern to the international cormmunity.

Mr. SARAN (India): Mr. Chairman, my delegation listened with considerable
interest to the intervention made by Ambassadow McPhail of Canada in the Committee
on 16 July 1981. UWith your permission, I would like to comment on some of the
observations made by the distinguished Ambassador

The halt of the arms race, in the Canadian perspective, "begins with the
mutual perception of security balances which can lead to agreements to limit arms
and to control their development and deployment. Contrary to what is sometimes
advocated, only then, once amms competition is contained, can efforts be focused
on reductions, always reflecting that same appropriate security balance". A%
another point the Ambassador argued that "it is clear that a selective free21nr of
the present and growing disequilibrium offers no solution at all'.

Let me recall that in 1964, the Uﬂlted States presented a proposal to the
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Comnlt ee Tor a freeze on strategic delivexry veliicles,.
based on what was then called "a common general philosophy" of arms control and
disarmament. Dxpounding this "common ohilosophy", the then United Siates
representative, llr. Foster, stated: "This philosophy is that a logical first step
is to freeze things vhere they are and thereby remove future obstacles to
disarmament."

The representative of Canada, in a statement to the ENDC on the subject of
the freeze, said: "Detween the phase of building up armaments and the hoped-for
phase of reducing armaments, there has to be a point of time at vhich you stop -~
like changing the movement of a motor-car from {orward to backward." On the same
question, the Italian representative stated on 28 January 1964: "In order to
achieve disarmament, the {irst step must be to put a stop to the armaments race.
That is self-evident." All this was being heard at a time vhen, in the words of
the United States representative himself, "There have been claims by both sides to
superiority in strategic nuclear forces", The United States representative went
on to say: - "Regardless of vhich side is ahead, these are the veapons which appear
most threatening to all countries."
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I might add that in 1964 it vas the United States wvhich wanted a worlking group

(3 ~/ B o &
of the ENDC to be set up to undertake multilateral negotiations on this proposal,
and several delegationc, including Canada, supnorted thls preposal.

If the 'security balance" vhich the distinpuished Ambassador of Canada spoke of
wag a relatively stable onc, then his proposition would be perhaps arguable. In
fact, historical experience indicates that the notion of balance is inherently
unstable, subject to changes in subjective perceptions, technological developments,
miscalculations or even an adventurous decision. 4s uve see it, the scarch for
disarmament consists not only in searching for means to reduce and finally eliminate
existing arsenals; we must also ensure that our tosk does nct grow while ve are
busily engaged in looking for a usolution. Vould the distinguiched representavive of
Canada deny that in the 30 or nore years that ve have been locking for solutions to
the problem of nuclear disarmement, the problem itself has grown into whiat he has
chosen to call "one of the most complex security relationships in histoxy, in terms
of muclear and conventional forces"?

And what, after all, is the balance we seem so fond of referring to? Is it the
balance between the two major Powers, the United States and the USSR, vhich is
crucial to international security? Or is it the maintenance of balance among the
five nuclear-weapon States? Vhat about the balance between the nuclear-weapon
States on the one hand and the non-nuclear-weapon States on the other? Too often
the peace and security of the vorld are identified narrowly in terms of the equation
between the United States and the USSR or between NATO and the Varsaw Treaty
Organization. In the perception of some countries this may perhaps seem valid. To
us, who deliberately choose to remain aloof from the vivalry and confrontation
between the great Powers and their respective allies, the impact of these equations
on international peace and sccurity seems less than benign. The extension of great
Power rivalry into our owm region of South Asia and the Indian Ocean, vhich has
serious and adverse consequences on our security, makes us feel less than
enthusiastic about the so-called "balance'" argument.

We do not, of course, question the right of any other country to pursue its
security interests in a manner that it deems appropriate. All that wve wish to say
is that the pursuit of one's security interests should not be done in a manner that
disregards, or even worse, jeopardizes the security interests of others. And, as
we have had occasion to point out earlier, the very existence of nuclear weapons
threatens our survival. The espousal of docirines of nuclear deterrence, vhich are
predicated on the use of nuclear weapons, dirvectly and {undamentally jeopardizes our
security interests. These are our clear nerceptions which, we are convinced,
reflect the reality of today. '

The second point made by the distinguished Ambassadcer of Canada was that "it is
not possible to attempt to differentiate betveen nuclear and conventional weanons
disarmament”. Ve do not accept this proposition. HNuclear weapons are weapons of
mass destruction. DInough has been said in this Committee to underline the fact that
atomic weapons have introduced a totally new and unprecedentedly destructive
dimension to the concept of warfare. Hou can we spealr of nuclear and conventional
weapons in the same breath? It is another mattier that some States have chosen to
rely on nuclear wveapons, or so-called nuclear deterrence, in order to avoid the
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political and social consequences of maintaining or augmenting their conventional
armed forces. TFor them, nuclear veapons appear to be a cheaper alternative. It is
no coincidence *that four-fifths of the ~orld's armaments c:penditures are spent on
conventional armed forces and wcapons and osly onc-Lifth on nuclear., And yet that
one-fifth is more than enough to destroy all 1life on earth several times over.

Much has also been said about the "rerrettable" situation existing in Lurope,
which we are asked to accept as an unfortunate reality, Let us nct forget that
this regrettable situation was the result of conscious political decisions on the
part of the leaders of the countries concerned. Nuclear weapons did not just fall
into their laps and then, vithout anyone realizing it, became part and parcel of a
"balance"., Nuclear wveapons were made nart of the so-called balance through a series
of conscious decisions —— decisions to forego expenditure on building up
conventional forces in favour of a cheaper, more destructive, alternative. Those
who did not acquire their own independent nuclear weapons felt strengthened, if
that is the word to use, from collective nuclear security arrangenents under
military pacts headed by the rival major Powers.

I must confess that it is rather strange Lor us to hear from those who warn us
against the proliferation of nucleai weapons that nuclear and conventional arms have
to be considered together in one package. The whole logic of the horizontal
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons resides in their unique and destructive
character, their ability to spread death and destruction beyond national boundaries,
in short, their nature as global means of destruction. And yet with respect to
certain enviromments, certain special theatres, this judgement is suspended. ‘orse,
this argument is stood on its head. The possession of nuclear weapons and the
option to use such weapons are deemed essential to keep the peace and prevent a war.

Ve do not wish to minimize the importance of conventional disarmament. But let
us not forget that even in respect of conventiocnal arms, it is the very same
nuclear-weapon States which possess the most important arsenals. But those who are
so zealous abov! the maintenance of "balance" and the careful weighing of relative
military power with their perceived advi.rsaries should pe_laps pay a little rore
attention to the grave imbalance vhich already exists between them, either as
nuclear-veapon States or allies of such States, and the non-nuclear rest of the
vorld, made up mostly of developing countries vhose scourity interests are
continually sacrificed in the "interests" ol Dast-Vest or bipolar equilibrium. Those
who say that a "selective freezing of the »resent and growing disequilibrium" offers
no solution at all to the problem of international stability do not think twice in
preaching the same "selective freezing'" wvith respect to the yawming gap between
nuclear~veapon States on the one hand and non-nuclear-weapon States on the other.
Quite to the contrary, an impression is crezted that the non-nuclear-ireapon States
could somehow assist the process of nuclear disarmament by agreeing to reduce their
conventional forces, as if these forces were a threat to nuclear-weapon States and
their allies.
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This brings ueg to another cbservation made by the distinguished Ambassador of
Canada. He said that "a number of the crisis spots in other parts of the world are
not yet cast entirely in ideological terms as is the case belween Dast and Vest.
The vast majority of disputes, particularly in the third world, are regionzl in
scope and often reflect deep-seated and nistorisal quawzrels in relation to local
issues." Ue are not quite sure vhat is meant by this assertion. Io the conflict
between Last and VYest cast entirely in ideclogical terms? Are there no
deep~seated and hisforical quarrels in welation to lcecal issues vhich are menifest
in Europe toc” And is an idecologicel confrontation someiov of a higher and more
noble order than diswnutes of the kind vhich the distinguished Canadian
representative witnesses in the third world? Triue dicarmament must involve all
nations, all regions of the world. Dut theve 1s no escape from the {act that
the two major Powers depley the overvhelming proportion of the irorld's armaments,
both nuclear and conventional. There s no cscape from the fact that Luvrope has
the heaviest concentration of armaments, both nuclear and conventional. Vhether
in a qualitative or in a quantitative sense, how can all other regions of the
world be put on the same footing? And even if we vish to focus attention on
disputes in the developing world, "which are vregional in scope" and "which reflect
deep-seated and historical quarrels in relation to lccal issues", let us not
forget that many such disputes are often encouraged and exacerbated hy outside
povers, also in the interest of the so-called "balance of power".

Ve viere indeed glad to see that the distinguished Canadian representative
recognized the reciprocal relationship between horizontal and vertical
proliferation of nuclear veapons. In fact, the "strategy of suffocation" that he
outlined in his statement is one vhich we would certainly be ready to explore
with some changes in the elements of the package. Houesver, there are some
assertions wvhich vere made in this respect which we find difficult to accept.

Firstly, we question the seeming equation he sought to ectablish between the
possession of nuclear veapons and the nossession of a nuclear weapons potential.
There are several nations today which have the technology and materials necessary
to become nuclear-weapon States, if they so decided. And a3 tine goes by, more
and more nations will join the ranks of those who have the capability to manufacture
nuclear veapons. This is bound to happen since nuclear technology vill spread to
more and more countries, despite attempis to erect barriers against the flov of
technology from the rich industrialized couniries to the developing world. Nuclear
technology, like any other technology, is neutzal. It can be put to peaceful uses
or to military uses. In the cace of another [ield, chemicals, there is a similar
problem. A large number of toxic chemicals have pecaceful uses buv can also be
used for making chemical warfare agents. 1lobody seriously suggests that,
therefore, developing countries should not develop their chemical industries or
be permitted access to toxic chemicals. The effort should be to eveolve a
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universally acceptable and verifiable political commitment from all countries of
the world to ensure that whether it -is chemistry or atomic science, they are used
solely for peaceful purposcs.

India has had.the necessary capacity to move into the nuclear-weapons field
for several years now. 3But it has deliberately and, we believe, wisely chosen
to decide to exploit nuclear energy for peaceful purposes only. There are
several other countries in the same category. e cannot accept that Just because
these countries, like India, nossess the capability to manufacture nuclear weapons,
this detracts from international security.

Capability is not the crucial issue here, but intention. Ve would agree
that the demonsiration of intention on the part of a non-nuclear-weapon State to
become a nuclear-weapon Povier would have a damaging impact on the perceptions of
its reighbours and on intevnational =zccurity as such. Dut if wve are asked to
believe that the only way a country can demonstrate that it does not retain what
we call the "option" to develop nuclear veapons is by accepting discriminatory
obligations and safeguards that are applied inequitably, then, of course, our
paths diverge. India is committed to the goal of non-proliferation, both vertical
and horizontal. It was India vhich, in 1964, inscribed this itcem on the agendas
of the United Nations General Assenbly and brought international attention to
focus on it. Bul we cannot accept a so-called non-proliferation régime which
endorses and indeed perpetuates the unequal division between nuclear-weapon States
and non-nuclear-weapon States, Adhevence to this point of principle cannot be
equated to a country wishing to retain its "option" to develop rnuclear weapons.

And if we wish to speakk of keeping options open, vhat about countries which
are members of nuclear alliances? They might have signed the non-proliferation
Treaty, yet participate guite enthusiastically in security arrangements that call
for the collective deployment and use of nuclear weapons. Some of the same NPT
members have nuclear weapons deployed on their territories and, we are told,
would share in any decision to use them. Vhat kind of option might this be?
Allies of nuclear-weapon States may have given up the optlon to produce and acquire
their own nuclear weapons. They certainly liave not given up the option to have
puclear weapons used for their defence.

There is another concept which the distinguished Ambassador of Canada used,
with which also ve cannot agree. He stated that "the emergence of 3tates with
nuclear weapons potential, or presumed nuclear veapons potential, vastly
complicates and destabilizes regional military balances, far exceeding the impact
of modernized nuclear veapons systems in areas vhere they already exist". It is
not gquite clear in which sense Ambassador licPhail is using the term "nuclear
weapons potential™. As I have pointed out earlier, the accuisition and
development of nuclear technology and know-how can be turned to peaceful as well
as military uses. The mere acquisition of nuclear know-hov camnot be equated
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to an infent to make nuclear weapons. Dut leaving this gquestion aside, the
Canadian Ambassador appears to argue that the emergence of an additional. . .
nuclear-weapon State or potential nuclear-weapon oState (vihatever that might mean)
would have far more dangercus consequences than the continued accumulation and
reflnement of nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear-weapon States.  Thus,

espite his acceptance of the principle of a reciprocal link betwveen vert 1011 and
horlzontml proliferation, the distinguished Ambassador of Canada has in fact
asserted vhat has become a fashionable apology for the continuing nuclear arms race
among the nuclear-~ircapon ut vtes., IT we are to accept his leogic, horizontal
proliferation is frausht with greater danger than vertical proliferation. It is
only a small stevn from this to the theory that existing arsenals of muclear veapons
may continue to grov in quantity and quality vithout much impact on global security,
and that all attention needs to he focused on the prevention ol the emergence of
an additicnal nuclear-weapon Pover or potential nuclear—ireapon Povecr. And it is
also a small step to the theory that the present division of the world between a
handfvl of nuclear-veapon States possesging the means of global destructive power
and the rest of the world, consisting of nuclear have-nots, can be permitted to
continue indefinitely, nrovided the nuclear club remains as exclusive as it is
today. Ve could hardly be expected to accept such a rezsoning. The main threat
to peace and security today is the comtinuing arms race, especially in its nuclear
aspect. The danger of a nuclear war, which may wipe out human civilization,
emanates from those who possess nuclear weapons and not those vho may be perceived
to possess the potential of acquiring such weapons.

Lastly, our arguments against nuclear veapons are not merely applicable only
to those States which possess them. Ve would like to negotiate measures vhich
would apply equally and in a non-discriminagtory manner to all States. Thus we
suggest a multilateral agreement prohibiting the use of nuclear veapons by all
States. Ve recommend and support a test-ban treaty vhich would commit all States
to the prohibition of the testing of nuclear weapons in all environments for all
time tc come. Ve recommend measures for the cezsation of the production of
nuclear weapons and the prohibition of the production of fissionable uaterials,
with appropriate measures of verification and compliance that would be applied t
all States in an equitable manner and on a non-discriminatory basis. It is not
our intention to ask the nuclear-veapon States to stop nuclear-veapon tvesting
while we retain the "option" to continue such tests. Ve do not ask the
nuclear-~veapon States, to accept safeguax *ds on all their nuclear facilities while
ve refuse to accept such safeguards on our own facilities. Certainly not. Just
as the distinguished Ambassador said, in respect of verification, "VWe are not
asking others to do anything more than we oursclves are preparved to do".
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U SAW HLAING (Burma): 1Mr. Chairman, as a representaiive whose country has the
privilege of maintaining long-standing ralations of friendchip and good
neighbourliness with India, I am most hedpy $0 s2o vou pre.iding over the work of
the Committee on Disarmament during this crucial part of its annual session. 1 have
witnessed the success of your leadership in the past twe weeks and I em sure your
diplomatic skill and wealth of exwmerience will undoubtedly bring concrete results to
this Committee,

May I also associate myself with the sneakers before me in expressing the deep
gratitude of my delegation to Ambassador Komives of Hungary whose contribution to
the work of the Committee in June was invaluable.

I would alsc like to extend a warm welcome to the leaders of delepations,
Ambassador Carasales of Argentina, Ambassador Ahmad Jalali of Iran,
Ambassador Tissa Jayakoddy of Sri Lanka and Ambassador Navarro of Venezuela, who
have joined this Committee recently. I am confident that their experience will be
a great asset in the work of this Committee.

On 12 March 1981, at the 114th plenary meeting of the Committee on Disarmament,
I made a statement in which I put forward the considered views of my delegation on
the subject of a comprehensive programme of disarmament. I do not have much to add
to what I said then. However, I would like to reiterate here that we have a set
time-frame on this subject, which the international community has entrusted to us,
namely, to submit a report to the second special session of the CGeneral Assembly
devoted to disarmament, which is to be held during the first half of 1982. As far
as the progress of work in the A4 Hoc Working Group on a Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament is concerned, my delegation is satisfied that, under the leadership of
Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, it hasg established a working method aimed at
accomplishing maximum results vithin the remaining weeks of July and August. My
delegation together with other members of the Group of 21 have submitted concrete
proposals in working papers CD/CPD/WP.36 and 36/Add.1 setting out the maximum common
basis of approac:: for consideration by the Ad Hoc Working «-oun. It is the ezrmest
hope of my delegation that the speciflic proposals of the Group of 21 will generate
an added impetus to the work of the Committee on this subject, and that it will be
possible to move forward towards a comsensual conclusion before the second special
session. My delegation, both individually and jeintly with the rest of the members
of the Group of 21, will contribute to achieving this objective.

At the risk of repetition, may 1 be allowed to say a few words on the principles
on which a comprehensive programme of disarmament should be based. In the considered
view of my delegation, a CPD must in all aswects transcend the limits of mere formal
expressions of political intent to achieve general and complete disarmament under
effective international control. Rather it must embrace genuine political
commiiments of the highest degree by all States, especially by those with the
largest military arsenals, to implement in good faith all the disarmament measures
within a reasonable and realistic time~frame.

A comprehensive programme of disarmament without adequate provisions on questions
of nuclear disarmament will suffer a serious lack of content that can {inally negate
its value as a composite disarmament measure. It is our belief and commitment that
the questions of a nuclear test ban, the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament are entitled to the highest priority place and the most urgent
consideration in the CPD we are trying to evolve. My delegation feels sure that
with patients, mutual understanding and a large measure of conciliation on all sides
the Committee will be able to proceed with a mutually acceptable text of a CPD that
would truly reflect the consensus and hopes of the international community.
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Exercising-the right contained in article VIII, paragraph 30, of the rules of
procedure of the Committee, I would like to put forward brief comments as to the
current stale of negotiations on two of the agenda items to which my delepation
attaches the highest priority and importance -~ that is a complete han on nuclear
testing in all environments on the one hand, and the cessation of the nuclear arms
race and nuclear disarmament on the other, Since I set out the principles of my
delegation on the two crucial disarmament questions in my statement on
24 February 1981, I need hardly add any new thoughts. Many other dzlegations have
also put forward concrete proposals on this matter. Despite all these the
continuing lack of political will on the part of certain major Powers has rendered
this Committee vowerless. My delegation is unhappy about this failure to fulfil the
basic and fundamental responsibilities of the Commitiee.

My delegation'’s commitment ig firmly embedded in the belief that the only
realistic and productive machinery available for effective and efficacious
negotiations under the present circumstances are the modalities we have adopted in
the form of ad hoc working groups. This modus operandi is the result of our
careful negotiations. Frankly speaking, it is becoming hard to believe that any
modality other than those in current use by the Committee on Disarmament would lead
us to any fruitful conclusion of our basic and fundamental tasks. Rather we may be
led into a diffused and directionless series of debates of the kind which have
burdened this Committee for so long. In the opinion of my delegation, we have
exhausted all possible theoretical and academic dissertations with regard to nuclear
disarmament. What remains to be done is to establish a firm step forward.

Time and again my delegation, either with the members of the Group of 21 or
individually, has appealed to the good sense of the members of this Committee so
that a decisive step can be taken for the commencement of meaningful negotiations
on nuclear disarmament. We in the Group of 21 deeply regret that our urgent and
gsometimes pathetic calls, appeals and supplications so often meet vith a negative
response from certain major negetiating Powers whose reticence and hesitation have
prevented us from accomplishing effective work on these items. My delegation has
joined the other members of the Group of 21 in an attempt to break this icy attitude
by presenting concrete and positive proposals. Documents CD/180 and CD/181 are two
of the long list of such constructive suggestions. These two proposals spelt out
in no ambiguous terms specific measures to breair the impasse and commence an
effective dialogue in a structured formal setting.

To our dismay and profound regret, bthe proposals of the Group of 21 tabled
before the Committee on 14 July 1981 were confronted once again with the same
obstinate opposition. My delegation shares the vieus aired in this chamber casting
doubts upon the viability of the political authority of this single multilateral
negotiating body if even such a fundamental question as the formation of procedural
machinery could not be resolved in the three years of its existence. Perseverance,
mutual understanding and accommodation and a determination to reconcile differences
with sincerity will be needed if we are to prevent the erosion of the Committee's
negotiating authority. WMy delegation will continue to endeavour in a most insistent
manner to work for the achievement of the lofty objectives set before the Committee.

Let me state the views of my delegation on the current state of negotiations
in the ad hoc working groups on what are informally referred to as chemical weapons,
security assurances and radiological vweapons.
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I shall speak first of all on the question of chemical weapons-— item 4 of our
agenda. Before doing so, allow me to exnress our deep gratitude to
Ambassador Okewa of Japan, vwhose diligeny, dynamic and skiiful handling of th.s
complex matter in 1980 paved the way for the present structure of negotiations under
the energetic leadership of Ambassador Lidgard of Sweden. His resourcefulness and
deep commitment to this question have inspired us and made vs more determined to
achieve positive conclusions.

The question of banning chemical weapons, a priority item on the international
disarmament agenda, has a long and difficult past. Despite the well-meaning efforts
and endeavours of the international community to bring this matter to the focal
attention of various disarmawent negotiating foruas, 1t 2ontinues to elude a
negotiated comprehensive solution. The ¥Final Document of the first special session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in paragraph 75, emphatically
points out the urgent need for a chemical weapons convention. Unlike nuclear
weapons, which need a very high depree of technology and sophistication in production
and delivery systems, chemical weapons are low-cost weapons of mass destruction
which are fairly easy %o acquire and to utilize with devastating effects. MNMorecover,
the rapid development of science and technology has substantially made it possible
to increase many times the lethality and injurious capabilities of chemical weapons.
Binary chemical weapons technology, as it has emerged, would enable practically all
innocent-looking general and industrial production facilities to fabricate, in
greater secrecy and ecase, chemical warfare agents of mass destruction. Taking into
consideration the real danger and overwhelming potential threat of the possibility of
causing untold death, injury or harm to human beings, animals and plant life, uy
delegation feels the urgency of concluding an international convention to completely
ban chemical weapons.

The A4 Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has, since February 1981, made
perceptible progress in its deliberations to regolve numerous issues that are
involved in the elaboration of an international chemical weapons convention. My
delegation is he .rtened to note that a c-nvergence of view: on a fairly large range
of conceptual approaches has emerged and that efforts are being made to narrow the
area of divergence. It is my delegation's sincere belief that this positive trend
in the Working Group will continue to gain momentum and accelerate towards the
final achievement of concluding a convention on chemical weapons. However, such an
objective will remain illusory if we cannot resolve certain fundamental principles
and if we fail to set a well-defined and purposeful direction. Indeed, it will be
of paramount importance to reach political decisions on major issues such as the
scope of the convention, the declaration and destruction of stocks and facilities,
the system of verification and commliance, measures for protection and
confidence-building, etc. But my delegation wonders whether such political decisions,
important and fundamental as they are, can be eflectively and realistically taken in
the absence of a clear-cut and specific mandate that will allow the Working Group
to proceed with the task of actually negotiating a chemical weapons convention.

My delegation accordingly considers it necessary to revise the present mandate of
the Ad Hoc Working Group in order faithfully to reflect and correspond to the goals
it has been entrusted with. However, my delegation is satisfied with the progress
being achieved under the present method of work and intends actively tc participate
to produce more concrete results. Iy delegation howes that Ambassador Lidgard's
consultations will yield positive results and provide us with a timely opportunity
to inject vigour and vitality into the work of the Vorking Group under a fresh
mandate.
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One issue on which considerably divergent views persist is that of the scoype
of the convention and another is verification and compliance. These two issues will
be pivotal in the elaboraticn {2z consideration of a draft chemical weaxons
convention and consequently a serious and in-depth examination of all nropcsals
relating to these central issues should be made with a view to finding a mutually
acceptable formula. As for my delegation, we would like to see the scope of the
convention as comprehensive as possible, encompessing a complete btan on the
development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, retention, assistance and
transfer of all chemicsl weapons and on their destruction.

The guestion of verification will play a decisive role for a successful chemical
weapons convention. As we are all awore, o system of mecsurezs designed to-ensure
faithful compliance with the provisions of the chemical weapcons conventiion is a
complex and sensitive issue that would need to be addressed with the utmost care.

It would be an ideal achievement if we could all agree on a 100 per cent foolproof
verification procedure, but in this imperfect world of ours we rust ali be realistic
and practical in our approach. My delegation would be happy to see a balanced
combination of national and international control systems which would involve the

minimum element of intrusion.

My delegation highly appreciates the contrivution of the Government of Finland
in providing this Committee with an opportunity to acquaint itself with the Finnish
project on the role of instrumental analysis of chemical warfare agents and their
verification. I am sure that the workshop held in Helsinki in June was a practical
approach to this complex problem. I also wish to take this opportunity to express
our satisfaction with the results of the meeting of chemical experts on toxicity
determination concluded under the chairmanship of Dr. Lundin of Sweden. My
delegation feels sure that such expertise on the technical aspects of certain
problems could help clarify a number of complicated nroblems. My dslegation
earnestly looks forward to the increased participation and contribution of
technical experts in the future.

Ve have all agreed that only nuclear disarmament and the complete elimination
of muclear weapons can offer truly effective guarantees against the danger of
nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons. Paragraph 56 of the Final Document of
the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament clearly
confirmed this fact. Pending the accomplishment of this long-term disarmament
objective, all non-nuclear-weapon States are entitled to a categorical and
unconditional guarantee that they will not be the object either of attacks or of
threats of attacks with such weapons. In all the statementis of principle I have
heard so far, the reaffirmation of this fact is almost universal. In this regard,
the international community has called on the nuclear-weapon States to talke
effective steps to transform their commitment into resality. The General Assembly,
in paragraph 59 of the Final Document of its first special session, pointed out:

"... the nuclear-weapon States are called upon to take steps to assure
the non-nuclear-weapon States ageinst the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons. The General Assembly notes the declarations made by the
nuclear-weapon States and urges them to pursue efforts to conclude, as
appropriate, effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States
against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons."
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Since the adoption of this consensus document in 1978, a number of proposals
have been tabled in this Committee and other international forums. Different
approaches have veen submitted for consileration, and dive.-gent views continue to
persist with regard to basic principles and perceptions.

My delegation accents the views expressed in this Committee that the
Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Security Assurances should concentrate on reaching agreement
on a common approach which should be included in a future international instrument.
In an effort to find such a common formula or approach, the Ad Hoc Working Group,
under the chairmanship of Minister Ciarrapico of Italy, has mobilized all its
negotiating power to reconcile different formulations into a cchesive one that would
be acceptable to all. A number of alternatives lay before the Ad Hoc Working Group —-
eight of them, I believe. Some contained categorical and unconditicnal guarantees
which my delegation could accept without hesitation, while others contradict the
objective of our exercise. Howsver, my delegation is of the opinion that the
adoption of a common formula for security assurances containing such elements as may
be reached in the negotiation in the Committee, and agreed to by all concerned,
leaves ample negotiating room for our future work. My delegation considers that
whatever common formula we may be able to devise should not be an end in itself.
Rather it must be a dynamic vehicle to bring about improvement in the present state
of negotiations in the Working Group. The discussions in the Working Groum have
demonstrated that there is a tendency towards priority-setting with regard to the
gecurity of nuclear-weapon States and their allies. The security interests of
non-nuclear-weapon States outside the two military alliance systems do not seem to
enjoy the same level of importance and seriousness. This tendency contradicts the
very objective we are trying to realize and is therefore hardly acceptable to all
non-ruclear-weapon States, including my own.

My delegation's position on prohibition of the development and manufacture of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons is derived
from the basic tenet enshrined in the Final Document of the first special session
which stipulates. inter alia, that qualitative and quantitetive disarmament measures
are both important for halting the arms race and that efforts to that end must
Include negotiations on the limitation and cessation of the qualitative improvement
of armaments, especially weapons of mass destruction and the development of new
means of warfare. Paragraph 77 of the Final Document elaborates further as to the
need for specific agreements to prohibit particular types of new weapons of mass
destruction which may be identified. Paragraph 76 of the Final Document and
subsequent General Assembly resolutions instruct this Committee %o conduct
negotiations for the conclusion of a convention that would prohibit the develcopment,
production, stockpiling and use of radiological weapons.

In response to these specifié calls of the international community my
delegation has all along unswervingly supported proposals to foreclose the application
of new scientific and technological discoveries for military purposes, including the
prohibition of radiological weapons.

My delegation is quite satisfied with the business-like atmosphere of the
negotiations now in progress in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological Weapons
chaired by our veteran negotiator, Ambassador Komives of Hungary. I am confident
that his dynamic leadership will bring added impetus to the work of the Vorking Group.
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Digcussiong in the Committee and in the Ad Hoc Vorking Group have demonsirated
the existence of fundamental &ifferences of approach to the questions of the
definition of radiological weapons and the scope of & future convention. The
Group of 21 has submitted concrete pronosals to the Vorking Group., My delegation
hopes that the Group's substantive proposals will contribute positively to the
successful conclusion of a radiolcgical weapons convention. Controversial
questionsg relating to an exclusion clause which may either implicitly or explicitly
legitimize nuclear weapons, the concept of radiological warfzre, complaint and
verification procedures, attacks against nuclear facilities and fthe relationship of
the proposed convention to other disarmeament measures and ngreements are a few of
thie complex problens that should be addressed with a high degree of flexibility and
matual accomncdation, The question of the peaceful use of ralic-active materials
and sources of radiation will also be ancther area of high scnsitivity.
Circumspection, patience and mutual sccommodation will no doubt be required as
)

additional clements to the nommal diplematic gkills for negotiation,

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador U Saw Hlaing for his statement and for the
kind words he addressed to the Chaix, Owing to the leteness of the hour, the
distinguished representative of Finland has kindly agreed to defer hisg statement to
the next plenary meeting.

Mr. McPEAIL (Canada): I would like simply to thank Mr. Saran for having
examined our text so carefully: a 1l2-page response on only the points on which we
diverged is not bad. Although he found some convergences, he was of course treating
the divergences which our Govermments have experienced on these guestions before.

I went only to make one very brief point, and will not attempt to meke any response
in detail at the present time. I would, however, not want to leave with the
Cormittee any idea that we make an apology or construct a so-called fashicnable
"apologia" for the continuing nuclear amms race. The reason I point to that is
simply because 2t that point in his text the representative of India begon to
extrapolate, and to talk about things which are not our policy. It ig, of coursc,
his right to extrapolate, but it would be wrong to leave the Cormittee with any
impression that certain of the points he thercafter discussced were representative
of the policy of my Govermment. T will study his text with the carc which he
obviously has given in studying ours and then come back to the question, if that
appears appropriate, at a latecr time.

The CHATRITAN: T thank Ambassador McPhail for his statement and I am sure we
all look forward to his responsc subsequently. I there are no other speakers, the
next plenery meeting of the Committce on Disarmanent will be held on Thursday,

23 July 1981, at 10.30 a.n,. This neeting is adjourned.

he meeting rose at 1,20 p.m,




