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The CHATRMAN: In conformity with its programme of work, the Committee continues
today its consideration of the item dealing with the consideration of the reports of
-subsidiary bodies, as well as of the anrual report to the Ceneral Assembly of the
- United Nations. In accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, members
wishing to do so may make statements on any other subject relevant to the work of
the Committee.

You will recall that, at the time of the adoption of the ‘programme of work for
the second part of the annual session of the Committee, the Chai.rman stated,, ’
inter alia: "It is envisaged that the report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic
Events will be duly considered at a plenary meeting in August after its submission".
The Ad Hoc Group completed its work on 12 August and I intend to invite its Chairman,
Dr, Ulf Ericsson, to introduce it in the Committee today, after we complete our list
of speakers. In accordance with the statement that I just quoted, I also intend to
put before the Committee for approval the report of the Group, contained in
document CD/210, at our next plenary meetlng, on Tuesday, 18 August.nw

Mr. EL REEDY (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): Mr. Chairman, we are happy to
see you presiding over this Committee. Although you have joined us only recently,
you have extensive and profound experience in our field of work. We have all been”
greatly impressed by the exemplary manner in which you have been conducting our work
during the past few days. Please also allow me to refer to another aspect that your
chairmanship embodies; you represent the sister State of Indonesia whose people are
linked to our own by ties of brotherhood and love. While launching our vibrant
appeal for disarmament, let us now remember that first appeal, made at Bandung over
a quarter of a century ago, which expressed the wisdom of hundreds of millions of
human beings in Asia and Africa.

Your chairmanship brings to mind the spirit and the words of Bandung. Here in
this Committee we urgently need to apply that spirit and to seek inspirationfrom
those concepts.

While we are putting the final touches to the report on the work of the Committee
on Disarmament during the 1981 session, it might be useful to consider the impact that
the report might have when it is submitted to the General Assembly at its last
regular session before the special sesgsion devoted to disarmament to be held next.
spring., The question that will be asked will undoubtedly be: what is the end result
of our work during the current year and what have we. achleved w1th regard to the items
on the agenda? : :

I am certain that we will be satisfied that, from the outset, we set about our
tasks without wasting too much time on procedural matters and that the working groups
that wve set up straight away under distinguished and experienced chairmen benefited
from the serious and effective participation of all delegations.

From the substantive point of view, the report will certainly reflect not only
the serious and intensive discussions that took place on the subject of chemical
weapons but also the detailed and careful manner in which the Ad Hoc Working Group
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dealt with the various aspects of that subject. We would like to pay tribute to

that Ad Hoc Working Group and to its Chairman, Ambassador Lidgard, for the practical
and scientific.approach that he applied to its works However, despite the progress
achieved, we have not yet succeeded in removing the obstacles that are still impeding
our efforts to.attain the goal of concluding a convention on the complete prohibition
of chemical weapons under effective verification measures. There are still
differences of. opinion regarding the most important elements of the draft convention,
especially those relating to scope of application, verification measures and
1nternatlonal co—operation in the fleld of peaceful uses.

As an essentlal step towards the achlevement of this goal, it was only natural
that the mandate of the Group should be amended so as to authorize it not only to
gtudy the relevant elements but also to conduct negotiations with a view to reaching
agreement, but unfortunately this did not prove possible at the current session.
Consequently, despite the efforts of the Ad Hoc Working Group and the meetings of
experts that were held, the Committee was hampered in its efforts to make real ”
progress towards its goal. :

On the other hand, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Radiological weapons,~whose woxrk
was characterized by a joint political will on the part of the two Superpmrers to-
conclude a treaty prohibiting the use of- radiological weapons, continued its
endeavours this year during which it benefited from the wide experience of its
distinguished Chalrman, Ambassador Komives, Various States,.including the group of
non—~aligned States to which my country belongs, participated seriously in the work
of this Ad Hoc Working Group, although some of them felt that the conclusion of a
treaty on radiological weapons was not among the top priority items on the
disarmament agenda.

In spite of all the efforts made to narrow the gap between divergent views
regarding the elements of the draft treaty, we believe that further endeavours will
still be required to overcome the remaining differences, especially in connection
with three fundamental issues, namely: definition, the scope of the prohibition,
and the peaceful uses of radiocactive materials., Taking into account the flexibility
shown by the Group of 21 with respect to these issues, and their readiness to enter
into a dialogue regarding the specific proposals that they submitted in their
working paper, we believe that there is still hope of reaching agreement if the other
groups show similar flexibility and understanding of the positions adopted by the
developing countries with regard to the Swedish proposal concerning the prohibition
of attacks on peaceful nuclear installations. The importance of such a prohibition
was highlighted by recent events since an attack on such installations could lead
to the leakage and dissemination of radicactive materials, thereby causing damage
the scale and effects of which would not be less than those resulting from the use
of radiological and nuclear weapons. »

Turning to the subject of negative security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon
States ~— and I recently had occasion to commend the efforts of the Ad Hoc Working
Group dealing with this topic, as well as its able Chairman, Minister Ciarrapico —-
- my delegation can only note with regret that we are still far from our original aim
of establishing clear and specific binding legal commitments by which the
nuclear-weapon States would undertake not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against non-nuclear-weapon States.
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With regard to the Ad Hoc Vorking Group entrusted with the task of formlating

a comprehensive programme of general and complete disarmament, which was fortunate

to have as its Chairman our dean, Ambassador Garcia Robles, our report willno -doubt
reflect the way in whieh this A¢ Hoc Working Group has dealt with the various .
celéements of the proposed draft programme. However, this Group still has the task of
crystallizing and drafting those elements in a generally asceptable and agreed

manner. At a later stage, this Group will also have to deal with the other points of
Givprsence reloting to the lerzl astare of the progremme and the tie--frenc. ﬁ”=c~d for
its implementation.- The success of the Working Croup in its task will ultimately
depend on the extent of our combined efforts and our flexibility. It is to be hoped
that by the time the special session is e¢onvened next year we shall have a full and
comprehen31ve document ready for submlss1on to the General Assembly. ‘

In our v1ew'these are the principal features of our Committee's achievements

during the current year that will be reflected in our report to the United Nations
General Asgsembly at its coming session. However, in spite of our appreciatlén of
the efforts made, these results do not truly constitute a real achievement in the
sphere of disarmament, and especially nuclear disarmament and a nuclear test ban,
wvhich are the first two items on our agenda. We cannot even claim to have achieved
_any procedural progress on these two items. ~Although we have made every attempt. to
establish the framework within which negotiations can proceed on these two issues, we
have constantly encountered obstacles created by nuclear-weapon States opposed to
‘the establishment of working groups in this connection. Having received no
alternative suggestions, we were finally forced to agree to the holding of informal
meetings to discuss the questions of nuclear disarmament and a nuclear test ban.

Our delegation had hoped that these informal discussions would lead to a substantive.
dialogue through which we could identify the obstacles impeding negotiations on the
two most serious matters affecting the destiny of mankind, so that we could make
every possible effort to help to overcome those obstacles. However, we were not
given any clear answers in this respect and the Group of 21 therefore stated its
position in working papers CD/180 and CD/181. Among other questions .that we put

to the nuclear-weapon States in those two documents, we enquired whether those | .
States vigre intending to resume their trilateral negotidtions on the cessation of
nuclear tests and, if’ 50, when. Unfortunately, even this question has so far
remained unanswered. : ‘ '

"Therefore,-we can only note that the Committee on Disarmament was, in fact,
prevented from accomplishing its task under those two items, largely because of
the absence of political will on the part of the nuclear-weapon States. 1o enter
into negotiations on the cessation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear dlsarnament
and a comprehensive ban on nuclear tests.

This is the picture that we will be presenting to the General Assembly just
before it convenes its second special session devoted to disarmement. It is a
picture that should give rise %o concern and anxiety in all of us. Moreover, it
should also give.rise to questions regarding the consequences of the course of
action of the nuclear-weapon States, consequences that will affect not only those
States themselves but also mankind as a whole.
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While the Committee on Disarmament, the principal negotiating body 1n this
field, has failed to achieve real progress, we are witnessing a constant increase
in the rate of production and stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction, together
with an escalation in the use of outer space for military purposes, with all the
serious dangers which that implies, as pointed out by Mrs. Thorsson, the head
of the Swedish delegation, in her statement to the Committee on 9 July.

Concurrently, the world has recently been witpeseing events which constitute
serious challenges to:the non-proliferation regimo, a régime that we are constantly
endeavouring to promote. In our view, such events should be taken into consideration
by the nuclear-weapon States that have assumeg specifie respon51bllltles under this
_.régime. It is within the framework of this régime that a large number of
non-nuclear-weapon States have entered into legal commitments to renounce the
acquisition of nuclear weapons and to place their peaceful nuclear 1nstallatlons
under the intermational safeguards and inspection system.

We are not calling on any State to take unilateral disarmament measures or
to disarm in the absence of an effective system of control and verification.
However, we are urging States to enter into serious negotiations in order to
control the appalling arms race that we are witnessing today, to put an end to
this race through measures binding on the varibus parties and to proceed along
the path towards disarmament, to which there is no alternative. In this context,
let us recall paragraph 18 of the Final Document of the first special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, in which all States expressed their
conviction that "Mankind is confronted with a choice: we must halt the arms race
and proceed to disarmament or face annihilation'.

Consequently, as our current session is about to conclude, my delegation
expresses the earnest hope that out next session will be held in an atmosphere
conducive to serious and real negotiations on nuclear disarmament and the cessation
of the arms race. This will require political will on the part of the Sunernsrers,
together with political initiatives to create an appropriate political climate in
which the -principles of peaceful co-existence based on respect for the sovereignty
of States and non~interference in their internal affairs will be strictly
observed.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of Egypt for his
statement and for the kind reference he made to my country and myself.
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Mr. FLOWERREE. (United States of America):r WMz, Chairman I am pleased- to be.

able to disengage myself from other responsibilities to be present today and to
_have the honour. oi welcoming you to the Chair on behalf of the United States
-delegation. . You have come a long distance in order tc¢ take up the: 1mportant
duty of gu1dlng the Cownltteo through the final days of the 1981 session and we
will doc our best to ensure that when you return to Djakarta it will be with =2
feeling of accomplishment, To your predecesscr, aboubt whom ruch has been said,
all of vhich was well deserwedy I should like to say that the style, the: deep
sense of involvement and the sense of humour that he Brought uo the chalrnanohlp
gave us at least .a Venkateswaran Julv if not an Indian summers’

It will not have escaped the notice of members of “the Cormittec that the
United States .delegation has been welatively silent -during our 1981 session.
Apart from my April 7 intervention and a recent brief -discussion of chemical
weapons last month, my dclegation has spoken only when spoken to -— that is,
when it has been necessary to put our position on an issue on the record. Ve
have thought this to be an appropriate posture, given the fact that the review of
United States arms comtrol policy is still continuing. On the ofther hand, in
the working groups, whose efforts are directed at making progress toward goals
that had already been agreed on, the United States has been an active and, we
believe, a constructive participant. We do not, however, wish to let our
relative silence in plenary meetings be taken.as- acceptance of some assertions
that have been made in the Committec about United States attitudes and- policies
concerning defence programmes and arms.control négotiations —- assertlons that
turn the facts on their heads ox dlstort the real situation.

The over-all thrust of Unlted States policy has heen made clear by high-level
United States. Government officials who have addressed the interrelated problems
of security and the control of amuwments in a. clezr and strairhtforvard nanne
In an 1mportant speech delivered in New York on 14 July, Secretary of State Halg
saids

"One of the President's first acts was to order an 1ntense review of
arms control policy, the better to learn the lessons of the past in the
hope of achieving nore listing progress for the future. Two fundamental
conclusions have emerged frem this review:

First, the search for sound arms cohtrol agreements should be an
essential elenment of. our programme for achieving and maintaining peace.

Second, such agreements can be reached if negotiﬁtions anong
adversaries about their nationsl zccurity interects arve not doninated by
picus hopes and simplistic solutions.”

The Secretary of State went on to say that the United Stabtes has a broad agenda
of specific arms control efforts and negotiabions already under way or about to be
launched. The charge that the United States is not interested in arms control or
that we have cut off communications with the Soviet Union is simply not true,
he said. He concluded with these words,
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"It is one of the paradoxes of ocur time that the prospects for arms
control depend upon the achievement of a balance of arms. We seek to
negotiate a balance at less dangsrous levels bul neanwhile we rmst maintain
our strength. TLet us take to heart John F. Kemnedy's reminder that
negotiations are not a substitute for strength —— they are an instrument
for the translation of strength into survivel and peace.,"

The current United States approach to the contrcl of nmuclear armaments is
strongly influenced by historical developments over the past decade or so which
have caused the NATO alliance to teke steps to respend to a Soviet military
build—-up that is-continuing relentlessly., Some have suggested that the Western
alliance has-over-reacted ~— that the Soviet build-up of nuclear weapons is
merely for the sake of maintaining parity and that in any event the weapons
targeted against Burope —— or the United States for that matter — are defensive,
and simply for deterrence, or that the threat posed by nuclear weapons is rhetorical
rather than real., We wish that were so. The Soviet build-up, however, has
exceeded the level of force needed sinply for deterrence.,

Let me dwell for a noment on the question of muclear strategy. Several
interventions in this Committee during the past months have alluded to
United States doctrines that purportedly make nuclear war '"nore thinkable" or
suggest that United States planning is based on an assumption that a limited.
nmuclear war is winnable. That is not the case; the goal of United States
strategic policy is to convince potential adversaries that they could not win or
profit from'any level of muclear conflict and thus to deter them from starting
one. :

" What aboub ‘Soviet doctrine? While my delegation and others have noted on
previous occasions that the closed nature of the Soviet society does not allow us
the privilege of following closely the strategic debate within that country, we
do have a few insights into Soviet military doctrine from authoritative sources,
and vhat they reveal is not rcassuring. Since the 1960s, Soviet doctrine has
stressed the vital role of nuclear arnms in any large-scale conflict.  The
publication, Soviet Military Strategy, by an authcrs' collective headed by
Marshal V.D. Sckolovsky, first published in 1962, and reévised in 1964 and 1968,
assumes that any major war will be fought with muclear weapons. A sample
quotations”

"The basic means for armed:combat in land theatres in a fubure world
war will be the nuclear weapcn used primarily with operationzl-tactical
missiles, and also frombel aviation (bombers, fighter bombers, and fighters).

In addition, the strategic rocket troops and long~range aviation will
deliver nuclear strikes against important objectives in the zone of the
offensive fronts ... On the battle-fields the decisive role will be played
by the firing of nuclear weapons. The other means of armed combat will
utilize the results of muclear attacks for the final defeat of the enemy."
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A& 1971 publication, The Officers' Handbook, .edited by Mugur—Gener 1S, N. Kozlov,
sets out the role of nuclear weapons in unvarnished terms:

‘ "Soviet military doctrine allocates the decisive role in contemporary
war to nuclear missile weapons., At the same time it considers that along
with the nuclear missile strikes of a strategic and operational-tactical
character, the armed forces will employ conventional armanent."

It is not often that we are able to get such insights into Scoviet thinking about’
nuclear war, but what we see in the way of the proliferation of Soviet nuclear
weapons is entirely consistent with what we have becn able to read. And, Just
recently, in the May 1981 issue’ of Kommunist, the Soviet Communist party's
principal perlodloal Lieutenant-General P. Shllln ‘denies that war changes its.
ndture with the advent of mass destruction weapons. He rejects the argument
that the Marxist-Leninist thecry of "just" and Munjust" wars no longmr wpplles
because of the alleged 1mmora11ty of any use of nuclear weapons ‘

Is there .any wonder that after years of marﬁlng time the United Stabes and
its allies feel ¢ompclled to redress the nuclear balance?  Moreover, the
United States on behalf of the Western allies offered and has éuosbquently
reconfirmed our w1111ngness to negotiate reductions in Furopean theatre nuclear
forces.,

It has been argued that a rough nuclear balance between East and West'
existed inh 1964; others believe a balance was achieved some time later. But. .
whether parity was achieved in 1964 or 1974, there is no evidence to support the
Soviet claim thet recent heavy increases in their militory spending and deployment
of weapons have been undertaken in response to Western provocations. How can the
deployment of SS-20's which began in the mid-1970s possibly be constiued as a . -
response.-toc a NATO decision thet was taken in Decenmber 1979 abuut aeploymcnts
projected for 1983 aznd beyond?

Let us quickly review the record. In the last decade or so, the United States
took the following actions: (1) it introduced o noratorium on. the production-of
chenical weapons beginning in 1969; (2) it stopped enbirely the proauctlon of
biclogical weapcns and destroyed all stocks some five years befcre the BW Convention
went into force in 1975; (3) it cancelled production of the B-1 bomber, (4) it
reduced the Trident submarine prograrne. In that period the number of
United States ICBM launchers remained congtant. Defence spending in real dollar
terms, after removing the effects of inflatioh, was on a downward slope'and only

Yegained the 1964 level this year, in 1981, In contrast, over the same period
from 1960 until today, the Soviet Union increased defence spending (aftﬂr reroving
the effects of lnflutlon), each and every year by 4 or 5 per.cent. Regardless

of bilateral SALT negotiaticns, regordless of whebl went on in the United Netions
or in this Committee, regardless of Moscow's high-sounding rhetoric about. peace
and disarmanent, the USSR increased its milibary spending to the point where the
resources it devotes to arms is double what it was in 1960 while the United States
effort is at this noment very nearly what it was twenty years ago.
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One other unilateral action which the United States took in recent years
also had no effect on the steady Soviet build-up. It was the 1978 decision
not to proceced with the manufacturc and deployment of the enhanced radiation
reduced~blast weapon which the Soviet delegation and others have referred to as
the "neutron bomb".  Yes, there was a response to this action by the Soviet Union,
but unfortunately that ‘response lay entirely in the realn of propaganda. There
was no slowdown in the output of the Soviet war machine, not in tanks, not in
alirplanes, not in missiles, large or small. NWow that the United States has
decided to manufacture and stockpile the enhanced radiation weapon we hear the
game outcry, the same distortions of fact from Eastern spokesmen. They speak
as though the enhanced radiation weapon is designed to annihilate population
whereas in fact it is pre-eminently an anti-tank device. The enhanced
radiation weapons, if they ever had to be used, which we pray will never happen,
would be nore effective and do less unintended damage to civilian populations
than the weapons they replacc.

Indeed, nost of the nuclear weapons in the Soviet arsenal are far nore
nassive and indiscrinminate than the enhanced radiation weapon. We have heard
the Soviet representative and some others speak of the inhumanity and barbarity
of the "neutron bomb". But I fear that we would wait in vain to hear then
speak of the inhumanity and barbarity of Soviet nuclear weapons, thousands of
times more powerful, which are suitable for hitting cities, not tanks.

In some of the statements that have been made concerning the enhanced
radiation weapon, the argunent has been advanced that somehow its deployment
would make it easier to cross the threshold intc nuclear war., The United States
rejects this argunent categorically. The United States rejects this argunent
cetegorically.,

The enhanced radiastion warhead is still a nuclear weapon, and the decision
to use it to defend United States forces of territory, or to defend the forces
or territory of our allies, would be no easier tc make than the decision to use
any other nuclear weapon. That decision would remain the most agonizing one
a political leader could face. The possibility of indiscriminately destructive
responses from the other side would remein high, as would the potential for
nuclear escalation, Here again, the enhanced radiation weapons are designed
not to make muclear war nore thinkable, but to nmake aggression less so.

The declaration of the 26th Party Congress, which the Soviet delegation has
been good enough to circulate for us and of vhich it frequently reminds us,
gives one version of Soviet intentions in the area of defence and arms
linitations. But far more persuasive are the facts of increasing Soviet
capability in terms of strategic nuclear, theabre nuclear and conventional
forces, The specifics of the recent increase in Soviet nuclear capabilities =——
the SS-20, the SS-18 ICBM and increasing Scoviet power porjection forces are
already familiar to you and were discussed in my 7 April statement. The
reality of these armaments has forced the West tc react,
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We wish thet it had not been so —- that the Western nations could have
continued to holé steady or cut back their defence expenditures in the interest
of the economy and the welfare of their people, and that the Soviet Union would
have exercised some restraint in the development of its nilitery forces., . We.
shared that wish with one political figure who was in an exceptional position -
to evaluate the increasing militaxry thrust of Soviet policy, Wikita Khruschev,
In his memoirs, published in 1971 Mr, Khruschev wrote,

- "But from ny position as penplon ry, I can't help noticing that
the economizing trend we startéed seems to have been reversed, thét
now money is being wasted on unnecessary items and categories, and
that this new trend of nilitary overspending is putting e pinch on
gone ¢f the nore important, but still underfinanced, arcas of our
country's life," »

It is not only in the West thet the build-up of Scviet milifary forces
casts an ominous shadow. Writing in Keomrminist in May 1972,
General A.A. Yepishev said:

"In the present era, which is characterized by a strengbhening
of the positions of socialisn and by sharp antagonisn between the two
social systens, a deepening of the external function of the Soviet
armed forces has logically taken place." '

We are seeing that "external function" of the Scviet armed forces in operation
at this very moment as the brutal repression in Afghanistan continues. fnd,
like it or not, this action has had a profcund impact on the climate for arms
control negotiations in the United States. ‘

Earlicer this year, we hed in this Committee a wide-ranging debate on
deterrence., Many countries.expressed and continue to express the view that
deterrence is an abhorrent doctrine. Bub many nations and groups of naticns,
miclear and non-nuclear alike, practice it, including even neutral countries.
like our host country of Switzerland, where nearly 20 per cent of the federal
budget is devoted to national defence. In the case of Switzerland, a .
combination of astute policy and rugged defence forces has spared thé Country -
from invasion for 500 years. Deterrence has its virtues, but it is naive to
hope that it can contimue to serve indefinitely intc the future. Ve would all
prefer to live in a world in which that doctrine and the nilitary forces
which support it were ummecessary., Nevertheless, with the best of will on
all sides, arms and the impulses which cause nations to use then are net likely
to be brought fully under control in the near future.
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The tendency in the Comnittee to adopt a2 high noral tone in preaching
about the evils of deterrence, among other things, may be satisfying to
the psyche, but it doesn't get us anywhere. Moral rectitude is not the
exclusive property of any nation or group of nations. In fact, it cannot be
truthfully clained by any of us as nations. In citing the reasons why the
Western alliance believes it must now gird up its loins, I am nof attributing
any particular virtue to that decision, Jjust common sense., Nations first
came into being out of a necessity for a group of people sharing the sane
territory, interests and beliefs to protect themselves against those with
incompatible objectives, In the nation-Stabte systen that exists in the world
today, the first duty of Govermnents towards their citizens is protection.
Some non-aligned States, for what they consider good and sufficient reasons,
devote a greater percentage of their national budgets to defence than does
the United States. Progress toward disarmament can be helped if we accept
the reality that each State is going to nmaintain that its own judgement of
its security requirements is not subject to challenge, no matter what others’
may think or what the realities may be.

The United States does not believe that the Soviet Union's military
build~up is Jjustified, but we don't think for a minute that merely telling’
then so is going to stop that build-up. That famous quality, "political will",
about which we hear so rmuch in this forum is not.going to be produced by waving
a nagic wand. Nations are induced to do things they normally do not want to co
by varicus forms of leverage and demonstrations of mutual advantage. Sone
seer1 to assune that we in the United States enjoy putting so much of our
resources into national defence instead of more productive domestic uses.

To shapers of budgets, who in ny country must be responsible to the will of
the electorate, an increase in nilitary spending is a painful business. For
more than a decade the United States sought to trim the nilitary budget. It
took incontrovertible evidence that our security was in danger of slipping
away to cause us to make the extra effort that is going into ocur current
defence prograumes, :

Misconceptions abound even concerning the nature of $hose programnes.
Speakers go on about the mad build-up in nuclear armaments as though every
notion that had ever been mentioned in Aviation Week was about to spring to
life as a full-blown nmilitary systen. The fact is that our current increase
in military programmes is far nore heavily weighted cn the side of conventional
forces than on that of nuclear forces, which in any case are not projected for
immediate deployment. ' :
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I have pulled no punches in giving this assessment of how things look
from the United States point of view. I hepe it will be taken in the
spirit in vhich it was cffered —— as an attempt to yresenu horestly the
way we see things,. not to stir up controversy, although I am aware that
there are other delegations here who may be itching to take oxception to
what I have said. However, we should be able to be frank with each other
in this Committee without stirring uwp enmities. - We cannot afford to
behave othervise,

I have becn dealing with the broad aspects of the factors that shape
current United States arms control policies. The specific elenents are
in the. process of being shaped now. The Presidential statement on non-
proliferation policy that was dlstrlbutod as Cormittee docurent GD/ZOQ is
the first of the specific elements of our over—all arms conbrol policies
to be fully elaborated. United Stabtes views on a timetable for the
initiation of United States~Soviet negotiations on BEurcpean theatre nuclear
weapons were precisely spelled out in Secretary Haig's speech on 14 July to
which I referred earlier. President Reagan, in an interview on 4 fugust,
nentioned the many exchanges on this subject that have taken place between
the United States and the Soviet Union and went on to say that thp
United States is willing to move on tc the larger area of strat gic arns
reductions, not just linitations. '

In closing, I must stress the necessity for a sense cf realism in our
work. People of noble intentions have tried before and failed in their
efforts to create peace through international agreements on arms and armed
forces.  The Washington Naval Disarmanment Conference of 1922 placed
limitations on the tonnages of warships. The Briand-Kellogg Pact of 1929
was intended to outlaw war. But these and other high-minded efforts of the
era were swepl away by the w1nd° of war,

The root causes of war and international tension vere left untouched
by the diplomatic efforts of cur predecessors. If we are to be nore
successful than they, we must build our arms control efforts on a foundation
that takes full account of the interaction between the causes of tension
and the accretion of armamnents, To do 1ess vould be to risk a bitter
re—enactnent. of the past.

The CHATRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of the United States
for his statement and for the kind reference he made to the Chair.
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Mr. VOUTOV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, I would like to make today a brief statement
concerning the most burning questions of our time,. that is, the continued nuclear arms
race and the urgent necessity to take decigive and. concrete steps in.-controlling and
reversing it.

Before doing so however, Mr. Chairman, I would like to congratulate you on your
assumption of the chairmanship of the Committee during this importent period of the
annual session. My delegation is sure that under your able guidance we shall
successfully conclude the 1981 session. At the same time, I should not fail to note
the energy, ability and contribution to the successful work of the Committee of your
predecessor, the distinguished Ambassador Venkateswaran of India, who presided over
the Committee during one of the most difficult months of this session.

It is with growing concern that we perceive the beginning of yet another stage
in the deadly upward spiral of the nuclear arms race.- On behalf of my people, with
deep pains in my boart, I would like to say that vwe deplore the fzeot that the
United States Government started, "some two weeks ago", the production of nuclear
neutron weapons. We cannot accept the idea that the world should be made hostage to
the fierce competition between the American nuclear weapon laboratories pushing
through their horrible inventions, the latest one being the "cost-effective", "clean"
and so on neutron weapon. With the usual openness of our delegation we believe this
to be a short-sighted and dangerous decision, a fallout from the greatest war hysteria
after the second world war and the quest for unchallenged military supremacy over the
world.

Many delegations in this Committee have commented on the nature and the
consequences of the deployment of nuclear neutron weapons. To my delegation it seems
that the neutron weapons come to underline once again the fact that the proponents
of the crazy idea of "limited nuclear war" are still having the upper hand in the
leading Western power. They come to underline once again that in the United States
strategy Europe is regarded as an "expendable item", to use this interesting American
expression.

Permit me to quote a leading American military man, General Brown, who, explaining
why the United States wishes to. establish strategic superiority over the Soviet Union,
stated while presenting the "Military Posture for 1979":

"This means that the territorial integrity must be assured and that an
international environment must be maintained in which United btates 1nterests
and United States freedom of action are ensured."

Does that not sound like a military policy with clearly imperial overtones?

 Against this gloomy background, may I inform the Committee that during the recent
meeting of the Presidents of the People's Republic of Bulgaria and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Comrades Todor Zhivkov and Leonid Brezhnev, the two leaders
expressed the opinion that the creation ~f nuclear-wespon-free zones in certain regions
of Europe, including the Balkans, could contribute to the reduction of tensions.
The Politbureau of the Bulgarian Communist Party, the Bulgarian Government and the
Bulgarian people welcomed this initiative. There is no doubt that the idea will evoke
wide and positive reactions not only in the Balkans but throughout Burope as well.
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_ .. This annual session of the Committee has demonstrated in a ¢lear=cut way that
_we cannot -circumvent the issues relating to nuclear weapons. Ve have _spent another
year without much tangible result, accepting willy-nilly the "absence of instruction"
of the United States delegation. Let us hope that the views of the overwhelming
majority of the States members of this Committee, which have appealed repeatedly for
the commencement of meaningful multilateral negotiations on items 1 and 2 of the
agenda,-will not be lost on the United States leadership. In this connection, I
would like to remind the Committee of the initiative of the socialist countries
contained in document CD/OOO ‘namely, the urgent necessity of creatlng a sub-commlttee
on nuclear weapons questions.

As to the neutron weapons, the developments around them require our close
attention. We support the idea of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic
for. reintroduction in the Committee of the draft convention on the prohibition of
the production, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear neutron weapons. In this
connection, the Bulgarlan delegation would like to make the following proposal.

- At the beglnnlng of the next annual session, in 1982, the Committee should
consider the establishment of an ad hoc working group on the elaboration of an
international convention on the prohibition of neutron weapons, taking as a basis
the draft convention proposed by the 5001allst countries and contalned in
document CCD/559.

In conclusion, I would like to quote from an important political statement of “the
President of the State Council of the People's Republic of Bulgaria and
General Secretary of the Bulgarian Communist Party, Todor Zhivkov, entitled, "The
borderline between the two decades, between the seventies and the eighties, should
not be a borderline between détente and confrontation'". Copies of the speech have
been distributed to all the delegations in the Committee. I quote: '"Two social
systems co-exist today in the world, competing with each other as to which of them
will- ensure better conditions for the development of society and man, of man's way
of life. Bu%t the cardinal problem now, in the current troubled hour of the history
of mankind, is to safeguard peace as a primary condition and a prerequisite for all
peoples' social progress. This is the real problem; this is the highly ethical,
complicated and difficult but feasible political goal. It is exactly this credo
that meets the needs of all peoples, and of each and every person on Earth - o ensure
social progress in conditions of lasting peace."

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished representative of'Bulgaria for his
statement and for the kind reference he made to the Chair.

Mr, ISSRABLYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Disarmament will be concluding its work in a few days,
but there will still be time for an svaluation of the work done this year. What we
should like to do today, in a brief statement, is to touch on'issues raised by a
number of delegations: at recent meetings, including our meeting today. There has
been discussion here, broadly speaking, on the effect of the international climate,
the international situation, on negotiations in the. Committee on Disarmament. Some
delegations have said that certain developments in the international arena hinder the
reaching of agreements in the field of disarmament, while others, as one speaker did
on 6 August, have called upon the Committee not to assume a position,as he called it,
of '"privileged isolation'.
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The Soviet delegation itself has more than once stated that the absence of
political will on the part of certain States members.of the Committee hampers the
negotiations * on ‘various important disarmament issues such as, for instance, the
limitation of the nuclear arms race. We have drawn attention to the fact that
decisions aimed at the development of new types of weapons,both conventional and
nuclear,canriot but complicate disarmament negotiations. The‘intensified military
co-operation between certain nuclear-weapon Powers, particularly noticeable of late,
and directed against the Soviet Union and its allies, also diminishes the prospects
‘of reaching agreements in the sphere of the limitation of the arms race. The
nuclear-weapon Powers in question should realize this. Aggressive actions such as
the Israeli attack on the nuclear reactor near Baghdad, which was strongly condemned
by many delegations in the Committee, undermine the international disarmament
agreements now in force. )

A1l these issues have been repeatedly raised in the Committee, and it would
therefore be unjust to say that the Committee has assumed a position of '"privileged
isolation'". Evidence of the lively reaction in the Committee to any steps which run
counter to the lofty ideals of the strengthening of peace and disarmament may be
found in the statements of the representatives of the German Democratic Republic,
the Mongolian FPeople's Republic and the People's Republic of Bulgaria, at the last
meeting and the present one, in which they rightly observed that the decision taken
by the Government of the United States concerning the production of neutron weapons
represents a serious challenge to the cause of disarmament.

We all well remember how in 1978 the powerful campaign of protest launched by
the anti-war forces made President Carter stop the implementation of plans for the
deployment of neutron weapons in western Europe and to defer their production for an
indefinite period of time. Today it is clear that the so-called "deferment" of the
production of neutron weapons which was much publicized at that time in no way impeded
the course of the preparations for the creation of this abominable weapon. We know
that the Capitol provided generous appropriations to finance this work. A4s early as
17 December of last year, the Congress passed an appropriations bill in which it
directed the Department of Energy to ensure the production of all the components for
this weapon andto supply the necessary nuclear materials. Now the new nuclear bomb
is on the assembly line, and the Pentagon has added it to its nuclear arsenal.

The shadow of the neutron bomb is again hanging over densely populated Europe.
As was recognized by the United States Secretary of Defense, intensive consultations
are now being held in NATO offices with a view to securing the consent of the
West European members of NATO to the deployment of neutron weapons on their
territories. It is difficult to find any Jjustification for such actions. The only
thing that can bve said with complete certainty is that the practical steps taken by
the United States Administration towards the production of neutron weapons are
objectively increasing the threat of a new qualitative leap in the arms race, are
increasing the danger of war and are gravely complicating the work of the international
organizations in solving the disarmament problem.

In his statement today the representative of the United States tried to convince
us that the neutron weapon is comparatively harmless and that its use would
significantly reduce losses among the civilian population. This weapon, he claimed,
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would increase the capacity of NATO to withstand the alleged “Soviet military threat',
and is a reliable means of combating Russian tanks. HNothing of this corresponds to
the reality. It wus evidently intended for those who are not very well informed

about the substance of the matter. The neutron weapon is first and foremost a nuclear
weapon.. Its lethality from the blast wave is epprox1mate1y the' same a5 in the case of
other nuclear weapons, but in addition it haz a powerful penetrating radiation capacity
for which there is no comparison. The civilian populdtion will not be protected from -
this penetrating radiation even in deep concrete shelters. Consequently the neutron
wveapon can in fact only be called "humane" as regards buildings. It has also been
said here that the neutron weapon would help to preveat the outbreak of a nuclear war.
I do not have to hand all the:various sources that would refute this argument but
even in today's edition of the Irternational Herald Tribute there is a short quotation
from the English newspaper, the Guardian, which affirms the contrary. It says the
follow1ng, a

"It is a fiction to say that the neutron bomb will not ke deployed in
Burope: it is useless anyvhere else. This is a battlefield weapon '
yar excellence. Whatever.its value 1n_deuerrence theory it virtually promlses
nuclear response to a conventional attack, but on a scale small enough to
ensure that continental United States and continental Russia could, if they
so agree, stay out of it.

The contlngency of a Soviet attack, or the threat of one, is still
sufficiently remote, in many a European view, not to need an emotionally
charged new weapon to guard against it. The introduction of such a weapon
makes the U.3. assessment of the contingency appear more immediate than
the European. And if that is the U.S. assessment, then Europeans may belleVe
that what is 1ﬁtended to forestall might in the event provoke

. NATO has 6,000 nuclear warheads already in Burope. To say that they
are not enough, as Mr. Weinberger now says, is to fear the worst. And to
fear the worst is to expect that it will happen.”

Of course we do not agree with everything that is said in this short article; I simply
wanted to draw your attention to the fact that to claim that the neutron weapon will
prevent the possibility of the outbreak of nuclear war is completely false. :

-+ 1 should now like to turn to another question. We would not wigh to leave without
comment the attempts that have been made to distort the meaning of certain decisions
that have a great impact on the disarmament negotiations. I shall also try to some
extent to answer the statement made by the representative of the United States.

In his statement of 6 August, Ambassador Ruth of the Federal Republic of Germany
said that the decision taken by the NATO Council, at its December 1979 meeting, on the
additional deployment in a number of west Buropean countries of nearly 600 new
American nuclear missiles was aimed at the stabilization of the military balance
between East and West, and would not increase the total number of nuclear weapons in -
Burope. The actual position in this matter is quite different. I shall, as usual,
quote facts and figures. What are these facts? ’ ' '

In Burope there has slready for some years been an apnroximate equality in the
number of medium-range nuclear weapons of NATO and the Soviet Union. There are about
1,000 delivery vehicles on each side. What do these 1,000 items consist of on the
NATO side? They include United Stastes forward-based nuclear systems, that is,
nuclear-weapon-carrying aircraft stationed at air bases in a number of west Buropean
countries; FB-11l medium~range bombers, and aircraft carrying nuclear weapons (4-6 and
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A—7) aboard United States aircraft-carriers -- a total of-over 700 units. There are
also the land-based medium~range ballistic missiles, missile-carrying submerines and
the bombers of the United States' allies, amounting in all to about 300 delivery vehicle

When Ambassador Ruth spoke about the disequilibrium to the detriment of the West
in the field of medium-range missiles, he for some reason did not say a word about the
United States forward-based nuclear systems and the medium~range systems of its allies.
But can one really ignore all these systems? Of course not. In fact, they have a
range of from 1,000 to 4,500 kilometres, and they present a very real threat to the
security of the USSR and its allies.

The NATO armaments mentioned above have undergone several modernizations and the
process of their improvement is continuing at the present time. What evidence is there
of this? I will give it to you. The United Kingdom, for example, is equipping its
submarines with the sophisticated '"Polaris A-3 TK" missiles, and "Trident" missiles are
in prospect. In France the land-based and sea-based single warhead missiles will be
replaced by missiles with seven warheads. The United States forward-based systems are
also being replaced by new ones.

In these circumstances it could hardly be expected that the USSR would stop
improving its armaments., We are doing the same thing. This is only natural because
weapons and technology become obsolete. However -- and I should like to stress this - -
in the process of renewing its weaponry the Soviet Union, for the sake of maintaining
parity, does not increase by a single item the total level of Soviet medium-range
delivery systems in Europe. The number of missile launchers is even decreasing since
for every new missile that appears in the USSR one and sometimes even two older missiles
are immediately removed; they are dismantled and are not deployed in other areas.

However, with the deployment in Europe of about 600 new United States medium-range
nuclear missiles, WATO will have a more than 1.5 times superiority in nuclear delivery
vehicles. As for nuclear warheads, even now the NATO medium-range vehicles can carry
in one launch (sortie) one and a half times as many as the corresponding systems of the
USSR. After Burope's '"additional armament'", the NATO superiority in nuclear warheads
in one launch (sortie) will further increase. As a result, the present rough equality
in the nuclear weaponry of.the two sides in Europe will be substantially tilted in
NATO's favour.

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany said in his statement that
the United States had withdrawn 1,000 nuclear warheads from Europe and therefore, he
argued, the deployment of new United States missiles would not result in an increase
in nuclear weapons in Europe. Such arguments used to justify the December decision of
NATO do not stand up to criticism. The fact is that the relationship between the
nuclear forces of the two sides should be determined not by the number of warheads
stored in depots but in the first instance by the number of delivery vehicles and the
quantity of nuclear charges lifted by these delivery vehicles in one launch (sortie).
Consequently, the withdrawal from Europe of obsolete nuclear mines and fougasses kept
in stores can in no way be used as a cover o conceal NATO's attempt to disrupt the
nuclear balance in its favour.

To the question whether the NATO decision of December 1979 on the "additional
armament' of Burope can be viewed as a factor stabilizing the East-West military
balance, even a layman in military matters will give a negative answer., The Soviet
evaluation of the NATO December decision on the "additional armament" of Europe is
unequivocal: it will result in an arms race, the disruption of the military balance
in Europe and between the USSR and the United States, and the destabilization of the
situation in the world.
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"The leader of our State, L.I. Brezhnev, has repeatedly stated that the USSR aﬂd
other soc1allst countrles will. not. allow any mllltary supremacy to be establisghed
over them. In the long run, the equllllrlum will be maintained, but at a higher
level, as a result of which 1nternatlonal securlty will not increase but decrease;

The only reliable Vey +o resolve thls problem lies not in tne NATO "m10511e
‘solution but in the malntenance of the existing military and strategic balance
between ‘the USSR and the United States, between the Warsan TreatJ Orgenlaatlon and
NATO, which objectively serves to safeguard peace on our planet . - :

. I should now like to say a few words about the statement made at today's meeting
by the Unlted States repre entative, Ambassader Flowerree. We have already replied.
to some of the ‘points he raised. I should like to make a more general comment.
Ambassador Flowerree rlghtly mentioned that the United States delegation has rarely
taken the floor this year -- only two or three times in all. That is why many of us
awaited with interest a statement by the ‘United States delegation, having heard it say
more than once that it had difficulty in taking part in the discussion because it had
no instructions on specific lteme on our Committee's agenda. Of course many of us
expected that today the United States delegation would at last tell us that it was
ready to conduct negotiations on item 1 of the agenda, the questlon of the prohibition
of nuclear-weapon tests. It was ‘expected that it would also say "yes" on the second
item of the agenda and say it was ready to conduct negotiations on the question of the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament. It was expected, too; that
it would adopt a positive attitude on item 5 of the agenda, that is, that it would not
stand in the way of the Commlttee s engaging in negotiations on the prohibition of new
“types and new systems of weapons of mass destruction. Finally meny, of course, expected
the United States delegation to say that it was willing to proceed to a revision of the
mandate under agenda item 4 -- the prohibition of chemical weapons -- and that it would
adopt a more active attitude on item 3 —- the strengthening of security guarantees for
non—nuclear—weapon utates. :

‘This, howexer, did not happen. The '"no'" which we had heard throughout the whole
year Tang out cléarly again today. WNothing positive! Instead, we have heard a whole
set’ of misstatements. about and distortions of the Soviet Union's position of a kind
of which, to be frank, we are thoroughly tired by now, withreferences to some very
dubious sources and various obscure publications printed in the United States of Americe
which, of course, hardly deserve to be invoked in a serious discussion. But I should
not like to be dravm into an argument at this stage. I do not think that this was the
purpcse for which the Committee on Disarmament was established. What I should like is
that the sllgh+ signs of a more positive attitude that were in evidence at the end of -
the American delegation's statement should receive specific. confirmation, that the
systematic "no" sliould be replaced by positive weplieu that would open up
possibilities of conducting business-like pegotiations, and, lastly, that a pos1t1ve
reply should be given to the numerous proposals and appeals addressed by the
leadership ‘of the Soviet Union to the United States of America concerning the
resumption of the dialogue on a wide range of questions relating to the limitation of’
the arms race on the basis of principles of honesty and equality, with respect for the
interests of the security of both parties and with non-impairment of their interests.

A1l the various attempts to 1ay the blame for the deadlock whlch has occurred
in the different disarmament negotiations on the Soviet Union are doomed to failure.
The Soviet Union Has 'shown in fact that it is interested in progress being achieved
in the negotlatlons on arms 11m1tatlon and dloarmament.
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U SAW HIATHG (Burma): Mr. Chairman, I have asked for the floor today in order to
present formally to the Committeec in my capacity as the Co-ordinator of the Group of 21
a working paper on the chapter entitled "Principles™ of the oomprehonaLvn programme of
disarmament. Before doing so, may I take this opportunity to express, on behalf of
my delegation, my deep gratification and °at1sfactlon to see you presiding over the

Commlttee on Dlsarmament at this final and crucial stage of its session.

I am sure that your wisdom and rich diplomatic experience and skill will bring
a fruitful and specdy conclusion tc the third ennual sessicn of the Committee. I
‘would also like to add my voice of thanks and appreciation for the invaluable .-
contribution made by Ambassador Venkateswaran of India to the work of the Committee
last month.,

Allow me now to speak.in my capacity as the Co-ordinator of the Group of 21, on
whose behalf I would like to present to the Committee on Disarmament a working paper
which is already circulated as document CD/208, on the chapter entitled “principles”
of the comprehensive ‘progranme of disarmament .,

Lg ig stated in paragraph 10 of the 1980 report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a
Corprehcn81ve Programme of Disarmamént, which was incorporated in paragraph 68 of the
report submitted by the Committeec on Disarmement to the United Nations General Lesembly
at its thirty-fifth session (CD/139), it has been expressly agreed that 'since the
comprehensive programme will have 1o be self-contained, it should eBCOHDASSin extenso
all the principles that are thought to be rclcvant, including even those that ard not
to be found in the Final Document but which may be found appropriate.

Bearing in mind this dL0131on, the Ad Hoc Working Group, during its 1981 session,
has provisionally approved on the basis of a first reading the 'principles’ compiled
by the Sccretariat in working paper 29 of 16 April 1981, following the two objective

criteria defined in the introduction to the document. In addition to those
‘iprinciples’ which have all been reproduced from the Plnal Document, the Working Group
has also approved two which originated in proposals submitied by dolegations.

It scems appropriate to note that the term "principles” as used both in the
Secretariat compilation and 1n the present working paper, should be understocd -- as
it also wag in the Final IDocu.mcnt -~ in a broad scnsc. If a more strictly accurate
definition were desired, the term 'principles and guidelines U would be preferable.

In view of what has Just been stated, as well as of the tentative naturc of the
approval given by the Ad Hoc Working Group to these texts, it is obvicus that both
the Working Group and the Committee arc entitled to reformulate the 'principles”! wherc
they deem it necessary or to incorporate additional formulations which may be proposed
and agreed upon, o

The Group of 21 fecls, nevertheless, thet the material already approved on first
reading by the Working Group, in spite of its provisional character and of the fact that
it remaing subject to whatever modifications may be found advisable, is already
sufficiently illustrative of what should cssentially be the contents of the chapter
which under the title of ""Principles’’ or "'Principles and Guideclines" would form an
integral part of the comprehensive prograrme of disarmament. It is for this recson
that the Group has concluded that it would be useful to submit to the Working Group and
to the Committee the present working paper before the 181 session comes to an end.
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Finally, it should be pointed out that, although in 21l the texts incorporated
in this working paper their substance has been scrupulously respectody -on semc very fow
occasions minor mcdifications of form have been made. It ghould likewise be mentioncd
that the order followed in the cnunciation of the 'principles’ is that which hac been
considered tho most logical and appropriatec and does not correspond to the order
followed in working paper 29. Ls a last observation, it would be wise to bear in
mind that in several instances theore oxist repetitions which can no doubt be eliminated
without difficulty at a2 later stage

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished ropresentative of Burma for his statement
and for the rcference he made to the Chair. '

Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translated from French): Nr. Chairman, the French
delegation would like first of 21l to offer you its congratulations and best wishes.
You have the onerous task of bringing the work of this session to a clese. We should
like to compliment you on the skill and competence with which ycou arc doing so.

I should also likec once agaein to express 1o your predecessor,
Ambassador Venkateswaran, our apprcciation of the exceptional qualitics he showed in
that office. We were all impressed by his talent, his courtesy and his humour. .

The French delecgation has listened very carefully to what has been said at this
meeting and the preceding one on the subicet of the enhanced radiation weapon. The
Fronch Government has rescrved its options as regards this weapon. It scems to me
thérefore that it would be useful for me to reéstate the reasoning bchind its attitude
in this matter. '

In the first place, France is concerncd to maintain the conditions of its security
and the independence of its defence. It is from this anglé that it has considcred
and will continuc to consider the scientifiec, technical and military means which may .
secn to it to be necessary to achieve this end., In the circumstances-at prosent
prevailing in Burope, a deterrence resting on the meintenanc: or restoration of a
global balance determines scourity and hence peace on our continent.

With'referonoe to the statements o have heord and sone of the propossls )
that have been made, I should like to stress that the cnhanced radiation weapon is a
nuclear weapon based on thc samec physical principles as 2ll other nuclear wecapons.
The "only difference lics in the way the effects common to all nucleary explosions are
distributed. VWhile the radiation effect is greater, the blast effect is smaller;
hence the difference in ideas about the use of this weapon which, as cveryonc knows,
is essentially.defonsive.

In view of its nature, this weapon falls within the general category of problems
connected with the nuclear arms race and nuclear diszrmament. There is nc reason
for giving it special treatment or, therefore, for making specific provision with
respect to it in treaty form.

Lastly, I should like to reply to our distinguished colleague from the Soviet Union
on a point in his statcment which casts doubt upon a fundamentel position of the
French Government. In the commarison he made between the forces of the MAYC countries
and those of the Warsaw Treaty Organization, Ambassador Issraclyan mentioned the
systoms of the United States! allies and he referred in this conncction to the process
of modernization of France's forcds that is at present wnder way. My delegation
cannot pass over in silence this inclusion of French forces. France'!s forces are
independent, and they constitute a stratcgic system. We canncot therefore accept a
reference to them as HATO medium-range {orces.
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~The CHATRMAN: T thank the distinguished representative of France for his
statement and for the kind words he addrcssed to mysclf.

Mr. LIDGARD (Sweden): Mr. Chairmen, it is my intention formally to introduce
working document CD/210 which has been distributed, but I think that I would be rcmiss,
since this is the first time I am taking the floor this month, if I did not also
congratulate you on your assumption of that office, wish you well in the performance
of your task here and assure you of the co-operation of my delegation. We are
entirely aware of the difficultics of leading this body during the final month of its
sesgion, but I am confident that you will do it in a successful way. At the same time,
I should like to pay tribute to your distinguished predccessor, Ambassador Venkateswaran
of India, for the excellence he showed in his chaiymanship of the Committee in the
month of July, which became a good and truly productive nmonth for this Committec, not
least thanks to his leadership.

So, then, I would like now formally to introduce the twelfth progress report to
the Committce on Disarmament of the 4Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-opcrative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. T have
been informed that the experts have continued their cxcellent co-operation and that they
have been cxploring the matter in depth. We suggest that their next meeting should
take place from 1 to 12 March 1982. The report does not say vhen a formal report will
be forthcoming but we should notc the plan te provide this Committee with an cxtended
progress report in carly 1982, as a contribution to the Committee's own report to the
second spccial session of the General Assenmbly devoted to disarmanent. Mr. Chairman,
you have already announced that you will ask the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts
Dr, ULlf Ericsson, 1o answer questions and maybe in some detail explain the report.

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the distinguished rcpresentative of Sweden for his
statenent and for the kind reference he made to the Chair., May I now give the floor
to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, Dr. ULf Ericsson, to spcak
on the rcport contained in documcnt CD/ZlO which has beon introduced by our colleaguc
from Sweden.,

Mr. ERICSSON (Sweden): Document CD/210, before you, has the same format as a
nuber of progress reports which have beon presented to the Committee. The Ad Hoc
Group cf Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measurcs to
Detect and Identify Seismic Events operates now under a mandatc given to it on
T August 1979 and its developing rosults werce reported upon earlicr in the reports
in docunments CCD/558 of 1978 and CD/45 of 1979. As the Ambassador of Sweden has
already mentioned, the expcrts enjoyed excellent co-operation among themsclves.

The recent scssion lasted two weeks and cngaged experts and representatives from

20 countrics, and during ‘the present mandatc more than 100 working documents were
subnitted for consideration. The work has been orgahized in five directions. The
Tirst one is to consider all scismological stations and station networks in greater
detail, to assist in the monitoring of underground nuclear testing.  Sccondly, there
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(Mr. Ericsson, chqon)
is a group looking at exactly how these ncasurements should be taken ou% of” tho'

earth and transmittcd on. Thirdly, there is a group locking at the transmission

of data around thc globe, and here we cnjcy the co-opora ation of the World Meterclogical
Organization, beccause it hao been proposed, and they have also in principlé accepted the
idca, that their network of tclecommunmications lincs would be used. Fourthly, we have
the transmission of more-extonolve mcasurenents, large bunches of data; and the fifth
iten is exactly how the envisaged computerizced data contres should operate and how
they should be designed and structured. The Group has becen busy doing a numboer

of nationzal, unilateral studies on these matters which are presented to the whele

Group and then discussed. They arc also providing drafts towards a formal report

to this body. It night also bc of interest to you to know that the recent development
of readily available computers and associated squipment for telecommunication facilities
with low prices and high performence is of very great relevance to whet the experts '
arc doing when rveviewing the organization proposed a number of years ago. n their
development of the scicntific and technical details of this systen they -are, I think,
making great efforts to take into account how thesc modern developments might be
exploited. The developmonu there is so fas®..fhat the cake changes flavour Jhllc

you are cating it.

Anotner development of some intecrest is a scries of experimental tests of this-
'global transmission of data, which is very much a gu t;on of PJ—operatlon with WWO
which is very good, as well as of co-operation botwuon States.  We have repeatedly
stated, in this context, that it would be advantegeous to extend our co-operation into
the -southern hemispherc, and here I am happy to say that we were very glad to receive
information that scientists in Peru will join us in making such ftosts of the global
systerdi, I should also mention that several national rescarch units arc developing
the subject of intcrnational data centres, whore great advances have been mede but
vhere quite a lot of work still remains. This therefore means that the -experts-do
not see clearly when they will be able to deliver a formal rcport under the present
mandate. The report before you says during the sccond pari.-of the 1982 sdssion of
the Commitice on Disarmement or later. Under the circumstances, however,  the Group
intends to place before you an cxiended progress report which might assist the
Committee in reporting to the United Nations General fssembly and 1ts Socretary~General
in v1ow of the special scssion of the LOSﬁnbly on disarmanent.

”he Group this time 2lso explicitly considered what might be done in ‘the futulo,
beyond the immediate present concérns, and on page 3 of the rcport you have a few of
these items. One of then, which is very fascinating, is the use of seismographs
and other instruments on the.occan botton tc improve coverage of the southern
hemisphére, which as ycu know, is' covered mostly by the ocecan.  There are recent
developnonts and cxpericnces which make this option appear morc and more realwstlo.
Then therc arc the ifems widespread digital rccording, autoaatlon of the extraction
of paramcters from instrunments and automated processing; fthesce are reflections of the
developnents in computers. Finaelly, therc is a purbly scismological item ~- methods
to ac¢commodate the reporting of lerge carthquake sequences. This is another viow of
what is going on, and I wish to e¢nd by repeating that the Croup suggests that its
next session should be convened between 1 and 12 March next ycar here in Geneva.

The CHATRMAN: T thank the Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Group of Scicntific Experts for
his statement. As I said at the beginning of this meeting, we will consider the
report at our plenary neeting next Tuesday. Howcver, if therc are any dclegations
vishing to comment at this stage they can do so.
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Yr. WALKER (Australia): I do want to thank the Expert Group and its Chairman,
and to comment on the report but would be guite happy tc do so at our next plenary
meeting.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan); I would also be very glad to follow the example of
Ambassador Walker of Australia.

The CHATRMAN: Distinguished colleagucs, the Secrotariat has circulated today,
at ny request, an informal paper containing the tine-table for meetings to be held
by the Cormititee on Disarmament and its subsidiary bodics during thce week of
17 to 21 August. Provision is made for mestings of subsidiary bodics on Monday
and I hope that no activitics of Working Groups will go beyond that day; otherwise
we would have to have night nmecetings and Saturday ncctings. We would start discussin
the last additions to the report of the Committec on Tuesdey afterncon and I hope
that the consideration of the draft report will be concluded by Wednesday afternoon,
since the Sccretariat will neced some time to produce a consolidated text of the
draft report for adoption on Friday morning. 1f we are not able to conclude on
Wednesday afternoon, we can still use Thursday morning, on the understanding that
the last plenary meeting for adoption of the report will then be held on Priday
aftemoon.

In connection with the time-table, mey I also note that Working Paper No. 44/Add.:
has been circulatced today. That working papcr contains the draft concluding
paragraphs under itcms 1, 2 and 5 of the agenda of the Committce, as well as on the
question of the modalities of the review of the membership of the Committee and on
the Isracli attack against the Tamnmuz nuclcar rescarch centre. I intend to convenc
the drafting group fer the consideration of Working Paper No. 44/Add.1 tomorrow,
Friday, at 10.30 a.m., in Room C-108.  The drafting group will continuc on Friday
afternoon as wcll as on Monday, if nccessary. IMay I again recall that, in addition
to the nucleus which I announced at our informal meeting on Monday for the drafting
group, the group is open to other members to attend whencver they sec £it to do so
and to make contributions on rmatters of interest or concern to then.

Of ccursc, since we may nced to adjust our activitics to changing circumstances,
the time-table is mercly indicative,  Its only purposc is to provide us with an
outline of what we mey have to do next weck. If thcre is no objection, I will
consider that the Committec accepts the time-table.

It was so decided.

The CHATRMAI: TIn accordance with our time-table for the prescent week I had
intended to convene in five minutes, after the closing of this plenary necting, an
informal meceting of the Committec to continuc our consideration of Working Papcr No. 44
containing the draft rcport to the United Nations General Assembly, as well as
Working Paper No. 45, ontitled, "Draft decision containing proposals for the
functioning of the Cormittee on Disarmamcnti'. That working paper was circulated
on Tuesday afternoon in all the languages usced by the Committec, but since there is
no time left we shall have an informal nceting immediatcly after our plenary meeting
next Tucsday morning, 18 August. The next plenary nceting of the Committes on
Disarmament will be held on Tucsday, 18 fiugust, 2t 10.30 a.m. The nceting stands
adjourncd.

The necting rose at 1.05 p.aii.




